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1 Introduction 

The Draft East Suffolk Charging Schedule sets out East Suffolk Council’s rates of Community 

Infrastructure Levy (CIL) that are proposed to be charged on most types of new 

development in the area, replacing the two current Charging Schedules for Waveney and 

Suffolk Coastal. The Council is the Charging Authority for the entire District, excluding the 

area covered by the Broads Authority. The money raised from the charge will be used to pay 

for infrastructure to support development in the District.  

This Statement of Consultation details how East Suffolk Council carried out the necessary 

consultation to inform the preparation of the Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule in 

accordance with the requirements of Regulations 16, 17 and 19 of the Community 

Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended) (CIL Regulations). The Council’s 

approach to engagement in the preparation of the Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule 

is set out in the adopted Statement of Community Involvement1. 

East Suffolk Council is satisfied the requirements of the CIL Regulations have been meet 

with regard to the consultations on the basic assumptions and draft CIL Charging Schedule. 

 

2. Initial consultation on basic assumptions  

A consultation on basic assumptions for the Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule was 

held between 15th March and 26th April 2021. Consultation on the Council’s draft Instalment 

Policy also took place at the same time. 

Details of this consultation process are set out below. 

 

3. Who was consulted on the initial consultation? 

The following organisations and groups were consulted during the preparation of the Draft 

CIL Charging Schedule: 

• East Suffolk Councillors 

• Norfolk and Suffolk County Councils 

• The Broads Authority 

 
1 How to get Involved in Local Planning – Statement of Community Involvement (April 2021) 

https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Planning-Policy-and-Local-Plans/Statement-of-Community-Involvement/Statement-of-Community-Involvement.pdf


Consultation Statement | Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule| June 2022 

2 

• Suffolk District and Borough Councils, Great Yarmouth Borough Council, South 

Norfolk District Council and the Greater Norwich Local Plan Team 

• Town and Parish Councils 

• Town and Parish Councils adjacent to East Suffolk 

• Neighbourhood Planning Groups 

• Housing Groups, Societies and Associations 

• Business Associations and Chambers of Commerce 

• Civic societies 

• Historical and preservation societies  

• Ipswich and East Suffolk CCG and West Suffolk CCG 

• Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies 

• Energy companies (EDF, N Power and UK Power Networks) 

• Water companies (Anglian Water and Essex and Suffolk Water) 

• Natural England 

• Environment Agency 

• Historic England 

• Architects, Design Practices, Planning Consultancies, estate agents, developers, 

landowners, and businesses who have requested to be on the Council’s Planning 

Policy consultation mailing list 

• Members of the public who have requested to be on the Planning Policy consultation 

mailing list 

(Further details in Appendix 10.) 

 

4. How were they contacted regarding the initial 

consultation? 

The initial consultation ran from 15th March and 26th April 2021 and the consultation 

documents were made available on the East Suffolk Council website via the page below:  

https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS21/consultationHome  

The consultation was advertised on the Council’s website (see Appendix 2). On the Council’s  

social media (see Appendix 3) and in local newspapers (see Appendix 1 for Public Notices). A 

questionnaire providing some background to the consultation and asking a series of 

questions, was also published. Elected members, County Councils, District and Borough 

https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS21/consultationHome
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Councils, Town and Parish Councils, the interested groups and individuals referred to above 

were notified by emails or post (see Appendix 10 for detailed list of consultee bodies). 

Hard copies of the document were also made available free of charge by post for those 

unable to access them online by contacting the Planning Policy and Delivery team. This was 

because the usual locations for viewing documents were closed to the public, due to the 

pandemic. 

The East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule consultation was presented at East Suffolk Council’s 

Developer Forum meeting on 15th April 2021. The presentation included information on the 

preparation of the CIL Charging Schedule, details of the key assumptions, links to the 

consultation documents and an opportunity for questions and discussion.  

 

5. Who responded to the initial consultation and what did 

they say? 

In total 10 individuals and organisations responded to the consultation on the CIL Charging 

Schedule and 3 responded to the CIL Instalment Policy. The individual responses are 

summarised in Appendix 4a and 4b along with a description of how the comments have 

been addressed. The full responses can be viewed in the Statement of Representations and 

online via the link below: 

https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS21/consultationHome  

In addition, Council officers gave presentations to the East Suffolk Council Parish Council 

Forum on 13th April 2021 and (following a specific request) a Felixstowe Town Council 

meeting 17th April 2021. Council officers also later held a meeting in May and June 2021 (in 

two parts) with Park Properties and Artisan PPS (agent for Landex) to better understand the 

contents of their representations. 

 

6. Consultation on the draft CIL Charging Schedule  

Formal consultation on the Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule was held between 11th 

November and 23rd December 2021. Consultation on the Council’s draft Instalment Policy 

also took place at the same time. 

Details of this consultation process are set out below.  

https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS21/consultationHome
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7. Who was consulted on the draft CIL Charging Schedule? 

The following organisations and groups were consulted during the preparation of the Draft 

CIL Charging Schedule, in essence all entries on the Council’s Planning Policy consultation 

database: 

• East Suffolk Councillors 

• Norfolk and Suffolk County Councils 

• The Broads Authority 

• Suffolk District and Borough Councils, Great Yarmouth Borough Council, South 

Norfolk District Council and the Greater Norwich Local Plan Team (i.e. this included 

all adjoining district/borough councils) 

• Town and Parish Councils in East Suffolk 

• Town and Parish Councils adjacent to East Suffolk 

• Neighbourhood Planning Groups 

• Housing Groups, Societies and Associations 

• Business associations and Chambers of Commerce 

• Civic societies 

• Historical and preservation societies  

• Ipswich and East Suffolk CCG and West Suffolk CCG 

• Norfolk and Suffolk Constabularies 

• Energy companies (EDF, NPower and UK Power Networks) 

• Water companies (Anglian Water and Essex and Suffolk Water) 

• Natural England 

• Environment Agency 

• Historic England 

• Architects, design practices, planning consultancies, estate agents, developers, 

landowners, and businesses who have requested to be on the Planning Policy 

consultation mailing list 

• Members of the public who have requested to be on the Planning Policy consultation 

mailing list 

(Further details in Appendix 10.) 
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8. How were they contacted regarding the draft CIL Charging 

Schedule consultation? 

The formal consultation ran from 11th November and 23rd December 2021 and the 

consultation documents were made available on the East Suffolk Council website via the 

page below:  

https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS2021/consultationHome  

The consultation was advertised on the Council’s website (see Appendix 6), on the Council’s 

social media (see Appendix 5) and in local newspapers (see Appendix 7 for Public Notices). A 

questionnaire providing some background to the consultation and asking a series of 

questions, was also published. Elected members, County Councils, District and Borough 

Councils, Town and Parish Councils, and interested groups and individuals referred to above 

were notified by emails or post (see Appendix 10 for detailed list of consultee bodies). 

Hard copies of the document were also made available at all the libraries in the district and 

in the Council’s Customer Service Centres at the Marina Centre, Lowestoft; Woodbridge 

Library, New Street, Woodbridge; and Felixstowe Library, Crescent Road, Felixstowe, for 

inspection during opening hours. 

Due to the ongoing impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic, people who were unable to view 

these documents online, at a library or in the Customer Service Centres, were advised to 

contact the Council for assistance by emailing planningpolicy@eastsuffolk.gov.uk or calling 

01394 444557.  

 

9. Who responded to the Draft CIL Charging Schedule 

consultation and what did they say? 

In total 37 individuals and organisations responded to the consultation on the Draft CIL 

Charging Schedule (and 9 responded to the Draft CIL Instalment Policy). The individual 

responses are summarised in Appendix 8 and 9, along with a description of how the 

comments have been addressed. The full responses can be viewed in the Statement of 

Representations and online via the link below: 

https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS2021/listRespondents   

 

https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS2021/consultationHome
mailto:planningpolicy@eastsuffolk.gov.uk
https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS2021/listRespondents
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10. Targeted follow-up engagement  

Some targeted further engagement was held with various strategic site 

promoters/landowners/agents between 14th March and 28th March 2022. Each consultee 

was given the opportunity to provide, if they wished, any further supporting evidence to 

justify their submitted infrastructure comments/cost assertions in their response to 

consultation (other strategic site representatives/agents had said little or nothing in relation 

to specific infrastructure costs). This was a focused engagement, and the Council was not 

seeking information on new cost assumptions or other aspects of the previous Draft CIL 

Charging Schedule consultations. 

Details of this consultation process are set out below.  

 

11. Who was subject to the targeted engagement? 

The following organisations and groups were consulted as they had provided comments/ 

assertions regarding infrastructure costs during the targeted consultation: 

• Sarah Nunn and Hannah Albans (DLP Consultants) on behalf of some of the 

landowners/ developers of Beccles & Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood site 

• Nicol Perryman (Ingleton Wood) on behalf of the other landowners/ developers of 

Beccles & Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood site 

• Rob Hancock, Suffolk County Council, on the North of Lowestoft Garden Village site 

• Michael Calder, Phase 2 Planning, on behalf of the North of Lowestoft Garden Village 

site 

• Joe Hall, Concertus, on behalf of the North of Lowestoft Garden Village site 

• Abigail Jones, Savills, on behalf of the South Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood 

site 

• Andrew Filmore, Pigeon, on behalf of the South Saxmundham Garden 

Neighbourhood site 
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12. How were they contacted regarding the targeted 

engagement? 

The targeted engagement ran from 14th March to 28th March 2022 and the consultees were 

informed via email (having been notified a few days in advance of the proposed 

engagement) (see Appendix 11 for a copy of the email sent by the Council). 

 

13. Who responded to the targeted engagement and what 

did they say? 

In total three individuals and organisations responded to the targeted engagement. The 

individual responses are summarised in Appendix 12, along with a description of how the 

comments have been addressed.  

 

14. General Post-Consultation Correspondence 

Some (unsolicited) correspondence was received outside of the public consultations and 

targeted engagement. The correspondence received is summarised in Appendix 13, along 

with a description of how the comments have been addressed.  



Consultation Statement | Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule| June 2022 

8 

Appendix 1: Initial Consultation Public Notices 

Public Notice in the Lowestoft Journal and the Beccles and Bungay Journals published 19th 

March 2021. 
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Public Notice in the East Anglian Daily Times, page 35 and East Daily Press, page 43 

published 16th March 2021. 
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Appendix 2: Initial Consultation Press Release 

 

Please note that links were live during the consultation period. 
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Appendix 3: Initial Consultation social media publicity  

Twitter – 15th March & 25th March 2021 

 

Twitter – 22nd April 2021 
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Appendix 4a: Initial Consultation representations (draft CIL Charging Schedule) 

The table below lists the main issues raised in the consultation responses, the Council’s response and how they informed the preparation of 

the draft CIL Charging Schedule   

Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

Bidwells (Darren 
Cogman) on behalf of 
Trinity College, 
Cambridge  

Questions why a typology approach has been applied to sites under 
360 units (non-strategic) as they believe that, in accordance with 
paragraph 1.14 of the consultation document, every site has 
different infrastructure requirements including non-strategic sites. 
Furthermore, they question why 360 is considered the threshold 
figure 
 
 

It is acknowledged that every site will have specific, 
individual, infrastructure requirements but it is not 
proportionate to undertake a site-specific assessment of 
all non-strategic sites. The use of typologies for smaller 
(non-strategic) sites in Local Plan and CIL viability work is 
extremely common and supported by the PPG on CIL and 
Viability   
 
There is inevitably an element of judgement involved in 
where the “strategic/non-strategic” boundary is, and the 
Council has concluded that the Trimley (Howlett Way) site 
is strategic, due to its location on the A14 corridor and 
proximity to the North Felixstowe Garden 
Neighbourhood. Other than that site, no sites below 800 
dwellings are considered to have any non-standard 
infrastructure needs or be otherwise of particular 
strategic significance. Allocation WLP5.2 (Land west of St 
John’s Road, Bungay) for 400 dwellings already had 
outline planning permission for 150 dwellings (granted in 
2016 and now under construction) 



Consultation Statement | Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule| June 2022 

13 

Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

Later recognises that CIL rates for strategic sites may be rated low 
or zero, but believes an increase in CIL costs could render sites 
unviable 

The draft Charging Schedule is believed to set appropriate 
rates for each of the strategic sites, taking into account 
evidence in the CIL Viability Study. CIL is also only a small 
proportion of the total development costs of a site 

Asks why the Felixstowe and Trimley villages are rated medium 
zones in accordance with the consultation document when they 
are currently rated low under the existing CIL schedule, particularly 
when paragraph states there is not likely to changes in relative 
values 
 
 

The consultation map shows the zones set out in the two 
Plan-wide viability studies, not the proposed zones for the 
CIL Charging Schedule. Felixstowe and Trimley are 
concluded to be in the Mid Higher Zone of the Draft CIL 
Charging Schedule, based on the evidence set out in the 
CIL Viability Study; the values of new housing coming 
forward is now (relatively) higher than it was at the time 
of the current Suffolk Coastal Charging Schedule    

Believes that a 75% gross to net ratio for sites between 140-255 
could be unrealistic with some sites actually having lower gross to 
net ratios 
 
 

The comment has been noted and it is acknowledged that 
drainage requirements (as one example) are becoming 
increasingly stringent. Some of the gross to net ratios in 
the CIL Viability Report have been adjusted downwards – 
the ratio for sites/typologies of 140-255 is now 70% 
rather than 75%, for example 

Believe the precise measure of the RICS BCIS cost indices in relation 
to build costs should be stated 

These are stated in the Aspinall Verdi CIL Viability Report  

Notes that paragraph 2.11 states external works costs are based on 
industry norms rather than site specific costs and highlights 
paragraphs 1.13 and 1.14 

It would be impractical to undertake site specific studies 
for every site for this variable so using industry norms is 
considered appropriate – again, this is a common 
approach for CIL Viability studies 
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

Believes it is impractical to apply a uniform rate for abnormal costs 
due to their inherent variation. They believe it unreasonable to 
assume that if abnormal costs exceed the flat rate it should be 
reflected in lower land value as this may discourage landowners 
 
 

It would be impractical to undertake site specific studies 
for abnormal costs, particularly as some costs may not be 
known with any certainty (or indeed, at all). It is 
acknowledged that the costs will be inherently variable, 
but they are only applied to brownfield sites and a 
reduction in the land value would inevitably be the result 
if abnormal costs are on the higher side 

Believes the 3% cost allowance on build costs to be low to achieve 
the 20% CO2 reduction required under building regulations  

This has been adjusted upwards in the CIL Viability Report 
to £4,847 per dwelling (£2,256 per flat), the values used in 
the Government’s Future Homes Standard consultation 
summary (January 2021) and is considered a conservative 
assumption. By comparison, 3% of the BCIS build cost for 
a 100m2 dwelling (£1,155 per m2) equates to £3,465  

Believes that the 20% profit margin on GDV may be acceptable for 
low risk sites, but a 25% profit would be sought on higher risk 
brownfield sites    
 

The Council has utilised the high-end figure quoted within 
the Planning Practice Guidance (which says that 15-20% 
of GDV in relation to plan-wide viability is a “suitable 
return” to developers). Assumptions of additional costs of 
developing brownfield sites (‘abnormals’) are already 
allowed for in the CIL viability report 
 
Para 4.2.27 of the RICS Guidance Note on Viability under 
the 2019 NPPF (2021) draws broadly similar conclusions 
about profit and as a general approach it therefore 
remains sound 

Notes that land values and sales revenue have not been inputted at 
this stage and further states these are critical to the consultation 

Land values and projected sales revenues are included in 
the CIL Viability Report to be consulted upon  

https://www.rics.org/globalassets/rics-website/media/upholding-professional-standards/sector-standards/land/assessing-financial-viability_final.pdf
https://www.rics.org/globalassets/rics-website/media/upholding-professional-standards/sector-standards/land/assessing-financial-viability_final.pdf
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

Bungay Town Council 
 

Asked whether allocation WLP5.2 (Lane west of St Johns Road, 
Bungay) is a strategic site 

This site is not considered a strategic site as it is not of 
particularly large size and/or of more than immediate 
local significance and/or close to (another) large site. In 
addition, 150 dwellings of the allocation of 400 dwellings 
was granted reserved matters permission in 2020 and are 
under construction 
 

Asks how CIL cross-boundary issues are dealt with (in terms of e.g. 
school pupils crossing the county boundary)? 

This question has been answered separately as it does not 
directly relate to the consultation. In general, though, the 
Council (plus Suffolk County Council) engages regularly 
with adjoining local authorities on such issues (such as to 
do with high schools) 

Believes that smaller villages receive less affordable housing as 
they do not attract large-scale development partly due to the CIL 
costs 

This question has been answered separately as it does not 
directly relate to the consultation. Any development of 10 
or fewer houses does not require any affordable housing 

Churchmanor Estates 
PLC (Martin Robeson 
Planning Practice) 
 

The comments state that East Suffolk Council are not intending to 
undertake the same approach to large scale commercial sites as 
they are for strategic residential sites. They further state that the 
success of the Local Plan policies are dependent upon creating the 
conditions that encourage employment developments  
 
Relating these points to their own site at Land off Felixstowe Road 
they believe that a high level of abnormal costs is required. They 
conclude that the CIL rates must balance and account for the large 
commercial sites which by their nature contribute significant 
employment benefits  
 
They further highlight that the existing CIL rates in both CIL 
Charging Schedules for commercial land is £0  
 

The sites selected as strategic sites were those considered 
strategically important to the Local Plans and are larger-
scale residential or residential-led mixed-use sites  
 
The viability and deliverability of this site was assessed as 
part of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan work. Whilst this site 
is a large one, with particular mitigation requirements, 
these are set out in PoIicy SCLP12.20 (and supporting 
text). No evidence has been provided that these policy 
requirements risk the site being made unviable. 
Irrespective, the recommendation in the draft CIL 
Charging Schedule is that all commercial sites are zero-
rated for CIL  
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

They state that commercial development should not be 
undermined by CIL and East Suffolk Council could consider 
different rates for the larger-scale commercial sites 
 
  

Saxmundham Town 
Council (Jennifer 
Morcom) 
 

Raised concerns that the strategic sites would be rated as zero and 
that this would fail to provide the required community 
infrastructure 
 
 

This question does not directly relate to the consultation 
which is concerned with the variables used in the viability 
calculations. However, key infrastructure will still need to 
be delivered on all strategic sites and most/all of this is 
secured through a S106 agreement (or equivalent for 
highways works). The propose CIL rate for South 
Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood is £90 per m2  
 

Gladman Notes it is important flexibility is included by way of a phasing 
condition associated with a planning application to ensure this 
provides sufficient cashflow for developers to avoid the risk of 
financial contributions affecting development viability  

Where appropriate, planning permissions can be phased, 
with CIL payable separately for each phase 

Gladman believes that it is inappropriate to set the levy and 
associated instalment policy based on a partial understanding of 
infrastructure costs.  The Council must demonstrate the need for 
infrastructure and the funding gap, ensure that the level of CIL 
receipts truly reflects these needs and proposals in the local plan, 
and have a full understanding of the potential costs of 
infrastructure projects 
  

The Aspinall Verdi CIL Viability Study has considered fully 
the likely infrastructure costs of development in the 
district in reaching the recommended CIL rates  

Gladman believes the setting of different rates for different 
geographical areas should be based on up-to-date housing market 
information 

The Aspinall Verdi CIL Viability Study has considered up-
to-date housing market information 

Discretionary relief should also be factored into the CIL charging 
schedule, to avoid rendering sites with specific cost burdens 
unviable in exceptional circumstances 

CIL Regulations allow various reliefs and grants 
exemptions from the levy. There is minor development 
and residential annexes or extensions relief, charitable 
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

 relief, social housing relief and self-build relief. Strategic 
sites are considered individually and rated lower than 
standard residential sites (some are zero-rated) with on-
site infrastructure to be delivered through S106 
agreements 
 
If there are viability concerns about an allocated site, then 
an individual viability appraisal must be submitted 
alongside a planning application. If the evidence clearly 
shows that the full policy ‘costs’ cannot be met, 
demonstrating clearly what has changed since the Local 
Plan was adopted, then this will be considered  
 

The Council will need to have a clear understanding of the level of 
residential development to be brought forward in the plan period 
when preparing the charging schedule 

The Suffolk Coastal and Waveney Local Plans provide a 
clear plan for the number and location of residential 
developments during the plan period. A small windfall 
allowance is also allowed for 

Natural England (Sam 
Kench, Norfolk and 
Suffolk Team) 

Natural England does not have any comments to make on the East 
Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule 

Comment noted 

Pigeon Investment 
Management (Savills) 
 

Incorrect Assumptions – A number of the key assumptions 
proposed for the viability study are not reflective of the industry 
standards, which will result in an over-estimation of viable CIL 
levels across the District 

No substantive evidence of this has been provided. The 
public consultation on the draft CIL Charging Schedule will 
allow evidence to be submitted 

Strategic Sites – Pigeon support the Council’s proposal for their 
strategic sites to be zero-rated for CIL (£0) and agree that planning 
obligations are delivered through Section 106 agreements and are 
supportive of the principle that new homes help to deliver 
infrastructure 

The consultation did not say that all strategic sites would 
be zero-rated, only that it was expected that they would 
be low or zero-rated. The proposed rates in the draft CIL 
Charging Schedule vary from zero to £160 per m2 

Pigeon has land interests across East Suffolk, including land at 
South of Saxmundham allocated for 800 dwellings and commercial 

Noted. The proposed CIL rates in the draft CIL Charging 
Schedule are considered to strike an appropriate balance 
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

uses and land in Trimley St Martin for 150 dwellings. They 
therefore don’t want CIL costs to put at risk the delivery of new 
homes 

between generating CIL to support infrastructure delivery 
across the district whilst not being set at too high a level 
to threaten viability 

National Planning Reform – The Government have recently 
undertaken consultation on the reform of the planning system 
within the Planning White Paper1 with a proposal to abolish 
Section 106 and CIL. In light of this uncertainty, it is not clear 
whether CIL will remain applicable 
 
 

The uncertainty is acknowledged, but a potential move to 
Infrastructure Levy has, at best, been significantly delayed 
by the national picture. East Suffolk Council will therefore 
continue preparing the East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule  

COVID-19 and Brexit – Pigeon have concerns regarding the 
proposed build costs which have not been updated to current BCIS 
levels. Pigeon note that costs have increased significantly in the last 
year due to the pandemic and BREXIT will likely exacerbate issues 
causing costs to rise 

The Draft CIL Charging Schedule is based on June 2021 
BCIS prices. Recent price increases due to Covid are 
recognised and higher-than-normal buffer levels have 
been allowed for to reflect the uncertainty 

Risk to Housing Supply –Waveney has not achieved housing 
requirement and there is a shortfall in supply of 969 dwellings from 
2014 to 2020. Waveney has failed to deliver policy compliant 
affordable housing levels in recent years. If housing needs are to be 
met there needs to be a significant uplift in affordable housing 
delivery and increasing the rate of CIL is unlikely to enable that to 
be achieved 

The Suffolk Coastal and Waveney Local Plans provide a 
clear plan for the number and location of residential 
developments during the plan period, both affordable and 
market housing. CIL is a relatively small component of 
overall development costs but in any case the proposed 
rates in most of Lowestoft are £0, with the rest of the 
district (except Southwold and Reydon, which is £300 per 
m2) being £100 per m2. The rates for strategic sites in 
Waveney are £70, £60, £40 and £0 
 
The rates in Waveney are therefore considered to be 
realistic and appropriate, reflecting the relatively lower 
viability in most of this area compared to the former 
Suffolk Coastal area 

Pigeon has requested that additional typologies are tested for 
scenarios with 300, 400 and 500 units on greenfield land 

East Suffolk Council does not have sufficient allocated 
sites in the Local Plan with 300, 400 and 500 units to 
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

 warrant the additional typologies being tested as 
suggested. The 255-dwelling typology is considered to be 
appropriate for sites within the approximate range 200-
400 and larger (strategic) sites have been considered 
individually   

The gross to net densities and dwellings per hectare should be 
reviewed as typologies reflecting 75-90% net developable areas are 
very optimistic. Suffolk County Council’s guidance on Sustainable 
Drainage Systems refers to 12-15% of a site for above ground and 
open SuDs. Due to the Environmental Bill, sites will shortly have to 
delivery 10% biodiversity net gain 
 
Pigeon also recommends assumptions regarding site coverage are 
reviewed and proposed at more realistic levels which taken site 
specific considerations into account 

The comment has been noted and it is acknowledged that 
drainage requirements (as one example) are becoming 
increasingly stringent. Biodiversity net gain does not 
necessarily all need to be provided on-site, and has a 
significant qualitative element too, so may not actually 
end up with much more land-take. However, a greater 
allowance is now made for this: £1,018 for greenfield 
dwellings and £243 for brownfield dwellings 
 
Some of the gross:net ratios for larger typologies have 
been adjusted downwards (as detailed in the Aspinall 
Verdi CIL Viability Report) – the ratio for sites/typologies 
of 140-255 is now 70% rather than 75%, for example. 
Each strategic site is considered individually 

Pigeon has serious concerns regarding profit margins and claim 
that lending institutions require a minimum blended 20% profit on 
Gross Development Value (GDV) for residential developments. 
Pigeon request the blended GDV is increased from 15.8% to at 
least 20%  

The CIL PPG says that 15-20% “may be considered a 
suitable return to developers”. Affordable housing is lower 
risk and a 6% return is typically allowed for (see, for 
example, the Lichfields report (August 2021)). No clear 
evidence has been provided and there is not considered 
to be a credible case for a blended GDV rate of 20%+    

Pigeon has supplied site specific cost and value evidence to inform 
the viability appraisal for South Saxmundham Garden 
Neighbourhood. The provision of affordable housing and site-
specific mitigation is entirely more appropriate for the delivery of 
planning obligations for South Saxmundham Garden 

The Aspinall Verdi CIL Viability Report concludes that a 
rate of £90 per m2 for South Saxmundham is appropriate, 
after taking all evidence into account  

https://lichfields.uk/media/6509/fine-margins_viability-assessments-in-planning-and-plan-making.pdf
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

Neighbourhood. They recommend that this strategic site is zero-
rated for CIL  

Pigeon welcomes the inclusion of 3% of the BCIS costs within 
viability testing for zero carbon standards, but recommend further 
evidence is need to justify the uplift is sufficient. Pigeon note the 
Government have advised that an allowance of £4,850 per plot 
should be made over the next year and this allowance should 
doubled by 2025 to cover changes to Building Regulations Part L 
and F. Pigeon recommends these additional costs are included 
within viability testing 

This has been adjusted upwards in the CIL Viability Report 
to £4,847 per dwelling (£2,256 per flat), the values used in 
the Government’s Future Homes Standard consultation 
summary (January 2021). This is considered a 
conservative assumption 

Pigeon doesn’t consider the allowance for Section 106 agreements 
to be treated as a viability output alongside CIL to be a standard 
approach. Pigeon consider Section 106 provisions to be 
development costs and should be modelled within the appraisal to 
allow for an accurate cashflow 

S106 costs have been considered for each typology and 
strategic site 

Pigeon is concerned there is the potential for double-dipping from 
CIL and Section 106 agreement to fund infrastructure. Pigeon 
request further clarification for the requirement of future 
development to provide financial contributions via CIL alongside 
Section 106. Pigeon recommend realistic financial assumptions per 
dwelling for Section 106 agreements are included in viability 
appraisals  

S106 costs have been considered for each typology and 
strategic site in determining what is appropriate for CIL 
rates 

Pigeon suggests an appropriate allowance is made for site 
abnormals as either a combined cost per dwelling for infrastructure 
or as a standalone development cost 

This is included as a standalone development cost for 
brownfield sites, and any additional cost will need to be 
reflected in a reduced land value. In addition, there is a 
15% externals allowance (20% for strategic sites) to help 
allow for some unexpected costs 

They recommend the inclusion of a viability buffer when 
interpreting the viability evidence and proposing rates. Pigeon 
recommend a minimum viability cushion of 40% 

Viability buffers vary across the area (and strategic sites) 
but are typically at least 40%, although higher in many 
cases 
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

They consider it important to consider site specific factors when 
proposing fixed, flat rates across diverse areas 

The CIL rate for a particular area has to include a balance 
varying costs across that area, so with the exception of 
‘strategic’ sites (considered individually), and some 
potential additional costs for brownfield sites, particular 
site-specific factors do not fall to be considered 

Concerns that assumptions proposed don’t fully consider the risks 
and uncertainties of Covid-19 and the ongoing pandemic, BREXIT 
and national planning reforms and potential removal of CIL 
 
 

Whilst it is acknowledged that materials prices have 
increased in recent months, house prices have continued 
to increase too (up to at least October 2021) and are 
reaching new peaks monthly, with few predicting a 
decline in the immediate future. The main risks of Brexit 
and Covid providing a major shock to prices now appear 
to be limited 
 
Higher-than-normal CIL buffers are allowed for, in 
recognition of the higher-than-normal uncertainties 

Doesn’t consider employment uses should be CIL liable  Employment uses are concluded to be unviable for CIL in 
the draft CIL Charging Schedule  

They advise that East Suffolk review and collate additional, market 
facing evidence to inform their baseline figures and assumptions 
ahead of the viability testing being undertaken 

Aspinall Verdi has interrogated a variety of market-facing 
information in reaching their recommendations in the CIL 
Viability Report  

Suffolk County Council 
(Peter Freer) 
 

Without clear evidence the SCC is concerned that low or zero CIL 
rating on strategic site could comprise the delivery of significant 
on-site infrastructure such as schools 

Only two strategic sites are concluded to be unviable for 
CIL – Kirkley and Brightwell Lakes, both of which are 
already zero-rated. Delivery of significant on-site 
infrastructure will always be key for strategic sites   

SCC support the North of Lowestoft allocation being zero rated The recommended CIL rate for North of Lowestoft is £60 
per m2 

SCC wants it clear that strategic zero rated sites must mitigate 
infrastructure impacts through planning obligation and conditions, 
even if a particular service strategy ends up as expansion which 
would otherwise be CIL funded 

This is noted and agreed 
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

The county council support the use of Aspinall Verdi to perform 
bespoke assessments for the strategic sites. 
 

Noted 

SCC notes that assumptions built into viability assessment must be 
chosen carefully to achieve substantial contributions through CIL 
and ensure viability of schemes and encourage development 

The proposed level(s) of CIL strike the right balance 
between raising sufficient money for infrastructure 
(alongside any S106 requirements) whilst ensuring that 
sites are generally viable and deliverable 

Future residential developments be encouraged to achieve 100 
litres per person per day. SCC queried whether this cost was 
included within the £9 per dwelling 

The cost of £9 per dwelling comes originally from the 
Whole Plan viability Assessments by Aspinall Verdi to 
support the Local Plans. The £9 per dwelling relates to the 
optional water efficiency standard of 110 litres/ 
person/day 

Advice in the IFS Infrastructure List and the latest Ipswich Modal 
Shift Contributions should reflected in the viability assessment 

An appropriate allowance for ISPA modal shift 
contributions is accounted for (£943 per dwelling) 

SCC recognises its responsibilities and notes the need to be fully 
engaged with the districts promoting that development to secure 
funding and in delivering schemes. SCC notes they take a flexible 
approach to the delivery of infrastructure that varies the type of 
provision to fit specific circumstances 

Comment noted 

SCC advise that further consideration of the Government’s Future 
Homes Standard and commitment to achieve net-zero carbon 
emissions is needed 

This allowance has been adjusted upwards in the CIL 
Viability Report to £4,847 per dwelling (£2,256 per flat), 
the values used in the Government’s Future Homes 
Standard consultation summary (January 2021) and is 
considered a conservative assumption 

Landex (through agent 
Leslie Short, Artisan 
PPS) 

They believe the build costs used are optimistic and do not reflect 
the real build costs for small-medium builders. They believe the 
difference between volume builders and small-medium builders 
should be factored in 

The figures have been taken from up-to-date BCIS data 
(June 2021). Smaller builders’ costs will normally be 
higher than volume builders’ costs and for that reason 
median BCIS rates are used for residential sites, with 
lower quartile values are used for strategic sites  
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

In addition, developments of 1-9 dwellings do not require 
affordable housing to be provided and whilst some 
development costs may well be higher, the selling prices 
of many SME properties are typically higher than volume 
housebuilders’ properties (on a £ per m2 basis) 

Whilst they recognise that the external costs figure used is 
comparable to an average figure, they state that this figure should 
be considered alongside the construction costs to create a fair CIL 

External costs are quoted as 15% of BCIS (median) costs 
for non-strategic sites 

They state that Phase 2 archaeology costs have not been factored 
in which they believe are both increasingly expensive and common. 
Furthermore, Phase 2 archaeology can delay the progress of a site 

Assumed archaeological costs will normally be covered 
through the externals allowance. For any remains found, 
the cost to be treated as an abnormal cost and reflected 
in reduced land value. Furthermore, there is also a 
conservative contingency allowance for unexpected costs 
(5% of all construction costs) 

They believe the timescales quoted are too optimistic and that a 
completion rate of 1 unit per month is more reasonable. They also 
state the most significant factor is the S106 and discharge of 
condition times which they states takes between 9-12 months 

The rate will vary from site to site and developer to 
developer, but looked at overall a rate of 2 dwellings per 
month is reasonable 
 
The time taken to agree a S106 and discharge conditions 
is very variable, often depending on the quality and 
timeliness of the information provided by the applicant  

Further to the point above they believe the quoted lead-in times 
are too optimistic again due to discharge of condition times for 
convenience retail 

Again, this will vary from site to site but the time taken for 
discharge of conditions often depends on the quality and 
timeliness of the information provided by the applicant 
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

Believe the build cost figures used for the commercial schemes is 
too low for convenience retail and office development. 

The figures are based upon median BCIS data which – 
absent other substantive evidence – is considered to be 
the most appropriate dataset 
 

States that the external works for services and infrastructure is 
usually taken as an ‘all-in’ build cost as opposed to being separated 
out 

There are a variety of different ways to account for costs 
like this, but the approach taken by Aspinall Verdi in the 
Viability Report is considered to be appropriate and 
reasonable 

Asks if the phase 2 archaeology is factored in site abnormal or 
whether this is expected to be included in a site-specific viability 
report if the costs prove prohibitive 

Assumed costs is covered through the professional fees 
allowance. For any remains found, the cost to be treated 
as an abnormal cost and reflected in reduced land value. 
Furthermore, there is a 5% contingency allowance for 
unforeseen costs that could be accessed to cover these 
works 

States that the finance fee doesn’t include the arrangement fees of 
1%, monitoring fees or exit fees (which again is given at 1%) 
 

The figures are taken from a mix of industry norms and 
from other schemes currently within the district. The 
Lichfields report (August 2021) concludes that 6-7% 
interest rate on finance costs is common – and Aspinall 
Verdi uses 6.5% 
 
Other fee elements may apply in some cases – there is no 
one-size-fits-all approach – but it should be remembered 
that the 20% profit on market housing is a maximum – a 
lower amount is not necessarily inappropriate. There is 
little clear evidence that other finance costs are routinely 
applied for developments across the range of site sizes 
and so no further allowance will be made 

https://lichfields.uk/media/6509/fine-margins_viability-assessments-in-planning-and-plan-making.pdf
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

States that the agent fees on land value stands at between 1-2%.   
 
 

The 1% Aspinall Verdi figure is taken from a mix of 
industry norms and from other schemes currently within 
the district 

They state from their experience that affordable housing can be 
sold at a loss 
 

The price paid for affordable housing can – and does – 
vary, depending on the state of the market and how much 
competition there is for a particular scheme from 
registered providers. However, it would be unusual (but 
not unprecedented) for affordable housing to be sold at a 
loss and so the affordable housing figures are considered 
to be appropriate   

Believes the interest costs used does not factor in account 
arrangement fees, periodic review fees, valuation fees or exit 
charges 
 

The figures are taken from a mix of industry norms and 
from other schemes currently within the district. 
Particular finance costs on specific sites may be higher, 
depending on the lender, but with little evidence that this 
is widespread for the industry as a whole, Aspinall Verdi’s 
approach on this is considered appropriate   

Park Properties Anglia States that there is a significant difference between the build costs 
for national house builders compared to smaller builders so 
different rates should be considered for the CIL Charging Schedule 
 
 

Smaller builders’ costs will normally be higher than 
volume builders’ costs and for that reason median BCIS 
rates are used for residential sites, with lower quartile 
values are used for strategic sites  
 
In addition, developments of 1-9 dwellings do not require 
affordable housing to be provided and whilst some 
development costs may well be higher, the selling prices 
of many SME properties are typically higher than volume 
housebuilders’ properties (on a £ per m2 basis) 
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

Questions whether the council is collaborating with developers in 
forming the CIL schedule 
 
 

The “basics” consultation in spring 2021 was part of the 
collaboration with developers, as was the Council 
presenting at the Developers’ Forum meeting in April 
2021. The forthcoming consultation on the draft CIL 
Charging Schedule forms another part of this engagement   

They have asked whether the method of drawing the charging 
zones using electoral zones used in the previous schedule will be 
revised. They gave an example where they believe the wards 
created problems 
 
 

Apart from the strategic sites (some of which straddle 
parish boundaries), almost all the different charging zones 
in the draft CIL Charging Schedule are drawn on parish 
boundaries. One exception is Lowestoft, but as the 
recommendation is for the whole of Lowestoft and 
Oulton Broad parishes to be zero-rated for residential CIL, 
this probably matters little  

They state from their experience that affordable housing can be 
sold at a loss 
 

The price paid for affordable housing can – and does – 
vary, depending on the state of the market and how much 
competition there is for a particular scheme from 
registered providers. However, it would be unusual (but 
not unprecedented) for affordable housing to be sold at a 
loss and so the affordable housing figures are considered 
to be appropriate   

States that the areas highest value areas are Woodbridge and 
Aldeburgh and that any high rate should only apply here 
 
 

The CIL Viability Report concludes that three areas have 
the highest values: a cluster focused on Southwold and 
Walberswick; another focused on Aldeburgh and Orford; 
and a third based on Woodbridge and the parishes to the 
north and west of that town 

They then highlight that local authorities should collaborate 
neighbouring authorities, local community, developers and other 
stakeholders to create a viable CIL schedule. They then ask when 
collaboration with developers will occur 

The “basics” consultation in spring 2021 was part of the 
collaboration with developers, as was the Council 
presenting at the Developers’ Forum meeting in April 
2021. The forthcoming consultation on the draft CIL 
Charging Schedule forms another part of this engagement   
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

They say that different settlements have different house prices and 
flat rates of CIL will disproportionally affect lower value 
settlements 
  

The draft CIL Charging Schedule has five separate 
residential charging zones. The lowest two zones (in 
Lowestoft) are £0, and the other zones are £100, £200 
and £300. The CIL PPG says that CIL Charging Schedules 
should not be unnecessarily complicated and so inevitably 
a degree of compromise is necessary. A total of five 
residential zones is considered to strike the right balance  

States that smaller sites should be considered separately as the 
same percentage of costs will have a bigger impact for smaller 
landowners with smaller returns  
  

Absolute returns will of course be lower for smaller 
landowners/developers than from larger sites. Higher 
(median BCIS) costs are assumed for non-strategic sites 
(for which lower quartile BCIS costs are assumed). But 
selling prices for smaller developments also tend to be 
higher (on a £ per m2 basis) than for larger developers, as 
the spec and finish is typically higher 
 
In almost all cases a profit will still be shown and for sites 
of 1-10 dwellings there are no affordable housing costs 
requirements  
 
Overall profit margins (per house) are likely to be similar 
or – in some cases – even higher on smaller sites. 
Therefore there does not appear to be a case for 
considering smaller sites separately (other than as distinct 
from the largest ‘strategic’ sites) 

They note that barn conversions can have a higher cost per square 
metre 

Not every different type and form of development can 
have a separate category for CIL purposes otherwise the 
schedule becomes too complicated. In any case, barn 
conversions constitute a very small proportion of new 
development and are not included as a typology. Barn 
conversions do tend to have higher costs but also often 
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 
 

command a price premium due to their (often) rural 
settings and attractive building appearance  

 

 

  



Consultation Statement | Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule| June 2022 

29 

Appendix 4b: Initial Consultation representations (draft CIL Instalment Policy) 

The table below lists the main issues raised in the consultation responses, the Council’s response and how they informed the preparation of 

the draft CIL Instalment Policy   

Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 

Gladman Welcomes the introduction of an instalment 
policy, but considers that it may be more 
appropriate if the CIL payment is linked to the 
occupation of dwelling house rather than the 
number of days since a demand notice has been 
issued  
 

This is not practical, because: 

• Firstly, a greater amount of Council resources are required to monitor 
completions and occupations of development and CIL only provides for a 
maximum 5% administration allocation/spend compared to monitoring 
fees under s106 which are tailored to monitoring large scale development 

• Secondly, with CIL, solicitors requesting CON29 (Local Land) searches on 
CIL would see that there are outstanding liabilities due and this could 
prevent sales from completing until the CIL has been paid and cause 
purchasers unnecessary stress 

• Thirdly, CIL Enforcement Regulations allow development to be stopped if 
payment is not received.  If payment were to be delayed to occupation 
there is limited options under CIL enforcement regulations to manage debt 
recovery where CIL liabilities are not paid 

• Fourthly, spending CIL is flexible and there are likely to be circumstances 
where the delivery of infrastructure will be required at the early part of the 
delivery of the development.  Timely receipt of CIL through instalments is 
therefore necessary 

• Finally, CIL has been collected in East Suffolk since 2013/15; it is not new 
and developers should be doing due diligence and understanding likely 
s106 and CIL contributions and making the necessary financial planning 
and cash flow analysis to allow for the instalments. Having instalments 
confirmed and spread over a set period supports developers in their cash 
flow planning 

Inappropriate to set a new Instalment Policy 
based on a partial understanding of 
infrastructure costs 

The Council’s 2019-20 IFS sets out the infrastructure costs to deliver the two Local 
Plans and the 2020-21 IFS will be published before the end of 2021 
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Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions arising 

Bidwells 
(Trinity 
College) 

Whilst it is recognised that it is proposed that the 
number of instalments be increased, where CIL 
amounts are between £100,000 and £1m, the 
requirements to make all CIL payments within 
540 days (previously 780 days) is likely to have 
negative cashflow implications and thus affect 
internal rate of return and margins  
 

The draft Instalment Policy has been adjusted – Band 4 (four instalments up to 540 
days) now covers CIL amounts required from £100,001-£500,000, with amounts 
over £500,000 now benefiting from five instalments, the last 730 days (24 months) 
from commencement. This therefore benefits the very biggest schemes/phases 
whilst still recognising the need to secure CIL as early as possible to help contribute 
to infrastructure to support new development 

Churchmanor 
Estates PLC 
(Martin 
Robeson 
Planning 
Practice) 

Welcome the adoption of a single instalment 
policy across the district and the benefits of 
payment in instalments, 

Support noted. 
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Appendix 5: Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation social 

media publicity 

Twitter – 11th November 2021 

 

Twitter – 6th December 2021 

 



Consultation Statement | Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule| June 2022 

34 

 

Twitter – 20th December 2021 
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Appendix 6: Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation Press 

Release 

 

Please note that links were live during the consultation period. 
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Appendix 7: Draft CIL Charging Schedule Public Notices 

Public Notice in the East Anglian Daily Times, page 20, published 13th November and page 

24, published 24th November 2021 (with error regarding the closing date of the consultation 

corrected). 
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Public Notice in the Eastern Daily Press, page 38, published 13th November 2021 and page 

21, published 24th November 2021 (with error regarding the closing date of the consultation 

corrected). 
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Public Notice in the Beccles and Bungay Journal, page 56, published 24th November 2021. 
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Public Notice in the Lowestoft Journal, page 63, published 26th November 2021. 
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Appendix 8: Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation Representations 

The table below summarises the main issues raised in the consultation responses, the Council’s response and how the representations have 

been taken into account in the preparation of the submission draft CIL Charging Schedule (and submission draft CIL Instalment Policy), 

including the Statement of Modifications.  

Please note that where the respondent had no comment or did not request to speak to the Examiner, no response has been recorded in the 

table below. The Statement of Full Representation records the complete responses received. 

Comment 
ID 

Item / Heading Date Summary of comment / feedback Consultee Response to comments 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Abnormals on 
greenfield sites 
(B&W) 

Dec 2021 

There is an allowance of £110,000 per 
net developable acre, but only on 
brownfield sites. Abnormals clearly 
apply on greenfield sites as well and 
should be included here. 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

This is a generic allowance for brownfield 
typologies.   The general principle is that 
where there are abnormal costs these should 
be deducted from the price of the land (in 
accordance with the PPG). The CIL Viability 
Report has included this allowance for 
brownfield sites as it is recognised that the 
land market is not a perfect market and there 
are sometimes unforeseen costs and the 
polluter does not always ‘pay’.  However, the 
abnormal (infrastructure etc`) costs are 
itemised in the case of the strategic sites.  

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 

Abnormals 
costs 

21 Dec 
2021 

Abnormal costs capture the impact of 
additional development costs such as 
archaeological investigation, water 
diversion, ground remodelling and 
stabilisation and pumping stations, 
which may be required on both 
brownfield and greenfield sites. The 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham)  

 

The general principle is that where there are 
abnormal costs these should be deducted 
from the price of the land (in accordance 
with the PPG).  The abnormal (strategic 
infrastructure etc) costs are itemised for the 
strategic sites.  These figures have been 
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Comment 
ID 

Item / Heading Date Summary of comment / feedback Consultee Response to comments 

153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Council propose to make no allowance 
for these works within their testing for 
greenfield sites. 

reviewed to ensure that they capture all 
policy requirements. 

2, 83, 85, 
86 

Abnormal Costs Dec 2021 

Site Abnormal Costs over £110,000 per 
net developable acre are not reflected 
in the Aspinall Verdi analysis, rather it is 
suggested that costs above this 
threshold should be deducted from the 
land value. This would appear to be a 
flawed approach, mindful that many 
sites carry abnormal costs significantly 
in excess of this figure. 

Bidwells for 
Trinity College 

This is a generic allowance for brownfield 
typologies.   The general principle is that 
where there are abnormal costs these should 
be deducted from the price of the land (in 
accordance with the PPG Paragraph: 012 
Reference ID: 10-012-20180724, Revision 
date: 24 07 2018).  This allowance is included 
for brownfield sites as it is recognised that 
the land market is not a perfect market and 
there are sometimes unforeseen costs and 
the polluter does not always ‘pay.’  This is 
therefore not a “flawed approach”. 

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 

Affordable 
Housing 

Dec 2021 

The residential appraisals show 
affordable homes with GIFA relating to 
the NDSS which are for bedspaces the 
Housing enabling Team at the council 
and RP’s are unlikely to support: 

o 2 bed 3 person houses (rather 
than 4 person) 

o 3 bed 4 person houses (rather 
than 5 person) 

o This significantly effects 
viability. 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

The affordable housing unit sizes have been 
aligned with the market housing sizes.  
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Comment 
ID 

Item / Heading Date Summary of comment / feedback Consultee Response to comments 

76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Affordable 
Housing 

21 Dec 
2021 

Affordable housing is only being 
provided at approximately three-
quarters of the level required by 
adopted planning policy, and in the 
northern part of the District (ex-
Waveney) at only a little over half the 
level truly required. 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

The figures presented by the respondent do 
not acknowledge that the policy requirement 
for affordable housing only applies to 
development of 10 or more (Suffolk Coastal) 
or 11 or more (Waveney) dwellings. Delivery 
of both infrastructure and affordable housing 
are important within the Local Plans.  

38, 39, 40, 
41, 42, 65,  

Affordable 
housing 

Dec 2021 / 
Autumn 
2021  

National Space Standards are not a 
“minimum standard” for Homes England 
and their application is not a Local Plan 
requirement  

Artisan Planning 
(for Landex and 
various local 
housebuilders), 
Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

Noted.  The CIL Viability Report makes it clear 
that the areas are subject to the minimum 
NDSS floor area, but are also ‘market facing’ 
in terms of values (see our Market Report).  

This has been reviewed in the context of 
other industry feedback and updated market 
values, and the Viability Report has increased 
AH sizes to match market housing sizes.   

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 

Affordable 
Housing 

Dec 2021 

[Comment on the approach to 
affordable housing values, but confirms] 
However, having analysed 9 recent 
affordable housing schemes across all of 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders2) 

Noted. 

 
2 Appointed to make representations for Badger Building (East Anglia) Ltd, Saffron Housing Trust, Crocus Homes, Oldman Homes, Wellington Construction and Park 
Properties. 



Consultation Statement | Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule| June 2022 

45 

Comment 
ID 

Item / Heading Date Summary of comment / feedback Consultee Response to comments 

81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

East Suffolk we conclude the rates used 
are reasonable. 

38, 39, 40, 
41, 42, 65, 

Affordable 
housing 

Dec 2021 
No allowance made for legal and agent 
fees for the transfer of AHs from the 
developer to an RP 

Artisan Planning 
(for Landex and 
various local 
housebuilders) 

An allowance has been made in the updated 
Viability Report for legal fees on AH transfers. 
Agent fees to AH transfers have not been 
applied (except First Homes) as typically 
these transactions do not involve any agency 
work.   

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 Affordable rent 

GDV 
Dec 2021 

Allison Homes have taken advice on the 
affordable rent % of OMV and this was 
proposed at 38% due to the impact of 
local housing allowance levels 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

As no evidence has been provided to justify 
the 38% figure (and as no other 
representations were received on this point), 
the 50% rate has been retained. 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

BCIS costs for 
Flats 

Dec 2021 

In respect of calculating build costs for 
flats, the BCIS only reflects the costs for 
saleable area and does not include the 
costs of common parts. The build cost 
therefore needs to be grossed-up by an 
appropriate figure to reflect the net-
gross ratio on flats. 

DLP/IW 
This has been included in the Net to Gross 
area adjustment for the flat assumption 
(85%). 
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66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

BCIS 5 year 
average 

Dec 2021 

Concerns are raised by our clients as to 
the period of time that these averages 
have been accumulated (the past 5-
years) and it is unclear as to what point 
in time information from the 19 samples 
were derived  

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

5 years is still the most appropriate (shortest) 
time period from which to base the sample.  
One could review the averages over 10, 15, 
20, 25 years however, these would be too 
historic based on previous building 
regulations and not allowing for inflation.  

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 

157 

BCIS Build 
Costs 

21 Dec 
2021 

Within only two months, BCIS 
demonstrates significantly increases- 
between 4-11%- in costs across both 
Suffolk Coastal and Waveney areas. 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

Noted.  The build costs (and housing values) 
were evidenced at a common point in time.  
Aspinall Verdi have reviewed the build costs 
(alongside values) as part of the updated 
Viability Report (to March/April 2022) and 
the same approach has been taken; values 
used are rebased to 5-year data BCIS sample  

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

BCIS Lower 
Quartile costs 

Dec 2021 

It is [therefore] unclear as to why a cost 
of £1,033 psm has been applied as the 
lower quartile for houses on the 
strategic sites within the Waveney area 
when Appendix 4 (p. 250), sets out the 
lower quartile at £1,041 psm 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

AV have applied updated (end of March 
2022) BCIS lower quartile construction costs 
for the strategic sites in the updated Viability 
Report; £1,036 psm for former Waveney and 
£1,069 psm for former Suffolk Coastal sites.    

 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

 
BCIS Lower 
Quartile costs 

Dec 2021 

We disagree with the use of the lower 
quartile figure for this strategic site. The 
BCIS dataset is already reflective of the 
costs and economies of scale associated 
with major works for large new build 
projects. The site will be delivered by 

DLP/ Ingleton 
Wood 

The approach in the previous Whole Plan 
Viability Assessments has been superseded.  
It is now generally accepted that volume 
house-builders will build to BICS Lower 
Quartile rates (see, for example, page 13 of 
the 2021 Lichfields report Fine Margins: 

https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS21/listResponses
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more than one housebuilder and so 
economies of scale benefits cannot be 
extended across the entire strategic 
site. Notwithstanding this, all of the 
developers are not intending on 
delivering basic units at the lowest 
possible cost and therefore it is 
unrealistic to not use at least a mean 
BCIS. 

Viability assessments in planning and plan-
making).  Furthermore, the Aspinall Verdi CIL 
Viability Report includes various extra-over 
costs for policy design costs including EV 
charging, Future Homes Standard etc 
(updated as appropriate following 
consideration of consultation comments). 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Biodiversity 
Net Gain (BNG) 

21 Dec 
2021 

We note that the allowances made for 
Biodiversity Net Gain – ‘£1,018 for 
greenfield dwellings and £243 for 
brownfield dwellings’ is not justified by 
evidence. 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

Estimated BNG costs are based upon 
Biodiversity Net Gain and Local Nature 
Recovery Strategies, Impact Assessment, 
Defra, Date: 15/10/2019 

1, 25, 158, 
159 

Buffer 
17 Dec 
2021 

Recent CIL examinations have accepted 
a 50% discount (‘buffer’) from the 
maximum to allow for a degree of 
flexibility to respond to changing and 
challenging economic conditions 
alongside a heightened protection to 
the deliverability of the Local Plan. … 
Gladman suggested it may be 
appropriate to apply a minimum 50% 
viability buffer on all residential 
development typologies. 

Gladman 
Developments 
Ltd 

Noted. The choice of buffer(s) needs to be 
taken ‘in the round’ having regard to the 
other assumptions including land value, 
profit, contingency etc.  Therefore, it is 
difficult draw comparisons from other 
studies/areas. The AV CIL Viability Report has 
sought to provide robust evidence for the 
appraisal input assumptions and therefore 
can accept a lower Affordable Housing values 
in certain circumstances.  The impact of this 
is illustrated on the comprehensive sensitivity 

https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS21/listResponses
https://eastsuffolk.inconsult.uk/CILCS21/listResponses
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analysis attached to each of the appraisals. 
The strategic site buffers are all at least 72% 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Buffer 
21 Dec 
2021 

It has not been made clear whether 
consideration has been made for a 
viability ‘buffer’ when interpreting the 
viability evidence and proposing the 
consolidated rates….We would 
therefore strongly recommend that a 
minimum viability cushion of 40% 
should be adopted. 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

This is explicit in the Viability Report where 
AspinallVerdi has calculated the buffer (%) 
from the maximum CIL rate; these are set out 
in Chapter 11 of the updated Viability Report.   

Buffers for virtually all greenfield sites in the 
Mid, Mid Higher and Higher zones are in 
excess of 40%. Brownfield sites are relatively 
low in number. Strategic sites have a 
minimum buffer of 72%. 

2, 83, 85, 
86 

Build Costs Dec 2021 

Unit Build Costs for Housing are based 
upon June 2021 data. This information is 
now historic and should be updated 
accordingly, given that house build costs 
have increased during the last two 
quarters. 

Bidwells for 
Trinity College 

The appraisals (build costs and values) were 
prepared at a point in time.   

AspinallVerdi has reviewed and updated both 
costs and values in the updated CIL Viability 
Review Update.  

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Build Costs Dec 2021 

Our clients comprise a reputable house 
builder, a member of the Board for a 
large East Midlands based house 
builder, the Chair of the Small 
Developers Group for the Home 
Builders Federation, and a Senior 
Advisor to the Housing Growth 
Partnership, and they have advised that 
current build costs are around £1,614 
psm - £1,668 psm. 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

An up-to-date BCIS figure (end of March 
2022) has been applied to reflect recent 
increases in build costs. The use of the BCIS is 
explicitly endorsed in the CIL PPG. 
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38, 39, 40, 
41, 42, 65 

Build Costs Dec 2021 

Experience of construction costs for 
residential development is that an 
appropriate ‘all in’ figure should be 
around £2300/m2 

Artisan Planning 
(for Landex and 
various local 
housebuilders) 

AV has applied BCIS costs which are the 
appropriate industry benchmark costs for 
plan and CIL viability. 

These costs have been updated to the end of 
March 2022 in the updated CIL Viability 
Report.  

38, 39, 40, 
41, 42, 65 

Build Costs Dec 2021 

No reference to the detailed figures by 
locally based and operating companies 
supplied to them during the course of 
pre charging schedule consultation and 
how this has been considered and 
rejected. 

Artisan Planning 
(for Landex and 
various local 
housebuilders) 

This is evidence of one small (20-unit) 
development in isolation on a brownfield 
site. No evidence has been provided to 
support the BLV assumption. It is considered 
that this scheme is not representative of 
development coming forward through the 
wider area and on that basis little weight has 
been given to this evidence.  

With regard to representation’s opinion of an 
'all-in' construction cost of c.£2,300 psm 
being more appropriate, the CIL Viability 
Report adopts median BCIS as well as a site 
abnormals cost of £110,000 per net 
developable acre to represent the increased 
development costs associated with 
brownfield land. The is the only acceptable 
form of build costs for a study at this level; 
costs cannot be adjusted for the whole study 
based on one FVA. 
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8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

Build Costs -  
Median and 
Mean 

Dec 2021 

Base Build costs are derived by AV using 
the BCIS Median rate…, ‘BCIS advise the 
use of the mean to determine an 
average build cost… ‘(it) is likely to be 
more representative for all potential 
projects than the median.’  … the well 
documented and substantial increases 
in material prices incurred over 2021 
which will largely have not yet have 
been captured in the BCIS index… Use of 
the median rate underscores the base 
build cost by typically £30m2 on 
anything but the largest schemes. 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

Noted.  Most CIL and Local Plan viability 
assessments use Median (or indeed Lower 
Quartile rates for strategic sites).   

No other feedback has been provided 
regarding the use of Mean build costs which 
suggest most are content with Median.   

63, 52, 53, 
54, 57, 55, 
56, 162 

30, 37 & 
26 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 

Carbon 
emissions/ 
Future Homes 

Autumn 
2021 

Allowance of £4,487 per plot is a 
significant underestimate for what is 
required for new homes by 2025 – at 
least an additional 50% is needed 

Suffolk CC, 
DLP/IW, Pigeon 

The allowance for Part L is based on the 2022 
Building Regulations (interim uplift) which is 
correct. Future changes to building 
regulations will have an impact on cost, but 
equally values will change.  

The cost of allowance for this item has been 
increased to £8,286 for houses and 50% of 
this figure (£4,143) for flats.  This is based on 
Appendix C of the 2021 Changes to the 
energy efficiency requirements of the Building 
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146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Regulations for domestic buildings - Affecting 
new domestic buildings and existing domestic 
buildings when relevant building work is 
carried out. Final Stage Impact Assessment, 
DLUHC, 13th December 2021. Table C.1: Cost 
data for fabric elements that vary between 
the selected specifications for new domestic 
buildings shows the new cost per unit (based 
on worst-case assumptions of potential 
costs). 

 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Carbon 
emissions/ 
Future Homes 

21 Dec 
2021 

Welcome that the Council have 
considered the implications of zero 
carbon standards by the proposed 3% of 
the BCIS build costs to be included 
within the viability testing. However, we 
do recommend that further evidence is 
provided to justify that this level of 
uplift is sufficient 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

AspinallVerdi assumptions are based upon 
the MHCLG, 2021, The Future Homes 
Standard: 2019 Consultation on changes to 
Part L (conservation of fuel and power) and 
Part F (ventilation) of the Building 
Regulations for new dwellings. Summary of 
responses received and Government 
response, Table 4 and a considered to be 
robust.   

The cost of the allowance for this item has 
increased to £8,286 for houses and 50% of 
this figure (£4,143) for flats.  This is based on 
Appendix C of the 2021 Changes to the 
energy efficiency requirements of the Building 
Regulations for domestic buildings - Affecting 
new domestic buildings and existing domestic 
buildings when relevant building work is 
carried out. Final Stage Impact Assessment, 
DLUHC, 13th December 2021. Table C.1: Cost 
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data for fabric elements that vary between 
the selected specifications for new domestic 
buildings shows the new cost per unit. 

 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

CIL Rates 
21 Dec 
2021 

It is unclear how the charging zones 
have been determined across the 
geography of the two districts.  

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

The proposed zoning map has been prepared 
based upon the property market evidence in 
the robust Property Market Report.  This is 
not just based on Land Registry data but also 
agent consultations. The Viability Appraisal 
has also had regard to the pattern of 
proposed development and the impact of 
value zones / recommended CIL rates. 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

CIL rates  
21 Dec 
2021 

The proposal to increase the CIL charge 
in the highest zone by c. 50% from c. 
£200 to c. £300, and across other parts 
of the southern part of the District (ex-
Suffolk Coastal) by c. 75% from c. £115 
to c. £200, will likely further dampen 
housing delivery 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

Noted.  The costs and values have been re-
assessed in the updated Viability Appraisal 
vis-à-vis the viability buffer but no changes 
are considered justified.  

31 

CIL rate 
indexation 

December 
2021  

CIL rates, change every year on 1st 
January in line with the RICS’ CIL index, 
therefore a 3% increase on £40 is £1.20 
making a total of £41.20 but a 3% 
increase on £90 is £2.70 making a total 
of £92.70 so the gap is growing… Good 

Cllr Norman 
Brooks 

The recommended CIL rates (if adopted) are 
highly likely to be reviewed before 2036, and 
in any case it appears the new Infrastructure 
Levy will be introduced through the Levelling 
Up and Regeneration Bill.  
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practice is to review the rates every 3 or 
4 years, however once the rate has been 
allocated the sites will remain in the 
band set out in this review until the 
expiry of the Local Plan 2036. 

17 

Community 
Land Trusts 

21 Dec 
2021 

Peninsula Villages Community Land 
Trust believes that in rural areas where 
small sites of affordable housing would 
help to meet a recognised need, and 
where a Community Land Trust is in 
operation, CIL money should be directed 
to that area, and not be transferred to 
the larger urban areas. It surely makes 
good sense to ensure that CIL is used to 
support establishing affordable housing 
which seeks to give opportunities to the 
less well off young and old to remain in 
rural communities. 

Also, since CILs are using grant money 
(or rent revenue if available) to deliver 
housing for a local need, it would not be 
unreasonable to excuse them from such 
a payment. 

 

Peninsula 
Villages 
Community 
Land Trust 

 

Decisions on where and how CIL will be spent 
are for the Council’s CIL Spending Group 
(applying the principles of the Council’s CIL 
Spending Strategy) and so are not a matter 
for the CIL Charging Schedule.   

38, 39, 40, 
41, 42, 65 Consultation 

Feedback 
Dec 2021 

No detailed response from the Council 
to the detailed points raised with them 
during a Teams Consultation Meeting 
held in June 2021 which they arranged 

Artisan Planning 
(for Landex and 
various local 
housebuilders) 

Regard was had by officers to the points 
discussed during the meeting referred to and 
further consideration was given to the 
representations raised during the 
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and Park Properties Chris Wakefield and 
Artisan, on behalf of Landex. 

consultation (and highlighted elsewhere in 
this document). 

 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

COVID-19 and 
Brexit 

21 Dec 
2021 

The on-going COVID-19 pandemic 
remains with significant market 
uncertainty in respect of values and 
build costs upon the planned 
development across the District. The 
supply chain interferences, material cost 
increases and labour shortages are also 
creating difficulties for the development 
industry, also fuelled by Brexit. The 
Council should consider this alongside 
the implications of introducing a 
potentially increased financial burden 
upon development. 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

Noted.  It is acknowledged that costs have 
increased during the pandemic and due to 
Brexit.  However, values have also risen 
(partly as a consequence of Covid, and the 
Government’s response).  The AV CIL Viability 
Report has been updated and the appraisals 
(costs and values) are evidenced at a point in 
time (now March/April 2022).  

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

COVID-19 
21 Dec 
2021 

The ‘CIL Coronavirus Regulations’ which 
came into force on 22nd July 2020 are 
also a consideration however it is not 
clear whether they have been referred 
to within the Council’s evidence base 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

These provided some flexibility to defer CIL 
during the pandemic but have now lapsed. In 
any case, the AV viability report assumes 
‘business as usual’ to provide longevity 
beyond the pandemic regulations. 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 

Developers 
Profit 

21 Dec 
2021 

Based on Savills experience, the 
minimum profit margin that the lending 
institutions are currently prepared to 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 

Noted.  However, no evidence of this was 
provided and this is in excess of that 
recommended by the PPG.  No other 
significant representations from other house-
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144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

accept, on residential development, is a 
blended 20% on GDV. 

and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

builders queries this, which suggests that our 
profit levels are generally acceptable.  

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Developers 
Profit  

21 Dec 
2021 

This tenure will not form part of the 
affordable housing package disposals 
and will be sold via the housebuilder 
with the same market risk faced by 
private tenure. It is not clear whether 
the impact of First Homes, the relative 
margins and risks associated, have been 
considered 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

First Homes are treated as affordable housing 
for the purposes of Plan Viability and CIL.   

The NPPF defines First Homes as part of 
affordable housing tenure mix.  It is 
acknowledged that First Homes are sold 
directly to owners, but the fact that there is a 
significant discount should mitigate the risk.  

Whilst wit is appreciated that there may be 
some direct costs associated with disposal, 
First Homes are likely to be very popular to 
first-time buyers (just as Help to Buy 
properties have been). Therefore it is 
considered likely that they will sell quickly, 
and so incur lower marketing costs than 
standard market houses 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 

Development 
Plans and 
Housing Land 
Supply 

21 Dec 
2021 

In no year since either Local Plan was 
adopted has delivery in the combined 
District met, or exceeded the housing 
requirement since the base dates of the 
Local Plans, only 76% of the required 
housing has been delivered, with supply 
now over a year behind that intended.  
It is considered likely that the 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

There is no evidence that the current CIL 
charging schedule is a brake on development 
– 2021/2 saw record CIL income to the 
Council.  Savills acknowledges themselves 
that the economy has been challenging due 
to Covid and Brexit. The AV Viability Appraisal 
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155, 156, 
157 

application of CIL, and the rate at which 
it is currently set, has acted as a ‘brake’ 
on delivery – i.e. without CIL more 
housing would have been delivered. 

(costs and values) are evidenced at a point in 
time  

63, 52, 53, 
54, 57, 55, 
56, 162 

Education 
Contributions 

22 Dec 
2021 

It would be more appropriate if the 
costs in East Suffolk’s Infrastructure 
Funding Statement (IFS) for 2020 were 
used, as these are more up to date.  

Suffolk County 
Council 

Noted.  2020/21 IFS costs have now been 
applied  

 

Employment 
land CIL rates 

21 Dec 
2021 

It is noted that the study does not 
specifically reference the Land at 
Felixstowe Road (Policy SCLP12.20), 
despite this site being referenced in 
paragraph 4.22 of the East Suffolk 
(Suffolk Coastal) Local Plan. We assume 
that the site is included within either 
“growth in the A12 and A14 corridors” 
or “new employment allocations around 
key transport corridors” as referenced 
in paragraph 9.1. 

We broadly support the conclusions 
that the Council and Aspinall Verdi have 
reached in relation to Employment 
Development (offices, industrial, 
warehouses) at a rate of £0 per sqm as 
outlined in Table 1.4 of the Draft 
Charging Schedule. The rate of £0 per 
sqm for Employment Development 
will ensure that sites and premises 
coming forward for this type of use will 
not be impacted by CIL rates on top of 

Churchmanor 
Estates 

 

Support noted – and yes, SCLP12.20 falls 
within either of the categories listed 
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the challenging viability for these uses 
currently in light of changing market 
requirements and build costs. As an 
allocated site in the Local Plan under 
Policy SCLP12.20, Land at Felixstowe 
Road has a variety of site-specific policy 
criteria and constraints. These include 
the creation of new access point, 
enhancements to the capacity of the 
Seven Hills junction and connectivity to 
the Public Rights of Way Network all 
require balancing to ensure that the site 
can be delivered in a viable and 
meaningful way. 

 
Externals 

Autumn 
2021 

The allowance of 15% is much too low – 
should be closer to 30% 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders3)  

No evidence has been provided to support 
this assumption (see comments below).  

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 

External Works Dec 2021 

External works costs including plot 
external costs, estate external costs and 
garages and proposed at just 15% of the 
base build cost. This is simply 
insufficient…example provide 
representing 28.6%. 

Electrical connection costs. This is also 
not allowed for above in our example. 
The cost for upgrading existing 
infrastructure on the back for 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

Noted. 

External works allowances and the allocation 
of costs have been reviewed. and a separate 
cost of £8,000 per garage has e been allowed 
for.   

External works costs include normal 
electricity connections to units.  

 

 
3 Instructed to make representations for Badger Building (East Anglia) Ltd, Saffron Housing Trust, Crocus Homes, Oldman Homes, Wellington Construction and Park 
Properties. 
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95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

requirements for EV charging and 
electric heating are often considerable. 
Figures in the range of up to £6,000 per 
plot are now being seen. 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Externals Dec 2021 

The approach is to then add an 
additional 20% to BCIS on the strategic 
sites with the commentary stating that 
this is to reflect the additional site 
opening up costs etc (as well as the site 
specific S106 and infrastructure costs). 
Our clients consider that this approach, 
which leads to a resultant figure of 
£19,223 per plot for a wide range of 
‘externals’ is not substantiated. In our 
clients’ experience, an allowance of 
closer to 25% above build costs is 
generally more appropriate. 
Furthermore, whilst this figure may 
cover the majority of external works for 
a standard site, we would caution the 
need to consider some infrastructure 
costs on a site-specific basis that may 
exceed this allowance, in particular, for 
the delivery of strategic spine road 
infrastructure on this site. 

DLP/IW 

20% external works is considered a generous 
allowance for external works (on phase).  AV 
would ordinarily include external works at 
15% where there is detailed analysis of the 
strategic infrastructure costs included.  
DLP/IW concur with this approach in their 
rep. 

Further analysis of the strategic 
infrastructure costs has been undertaken, 
with additional engagement with strategic 
site promotors who have made 
representations.   

External works costs have been left at a 
generous 20% allowance, as not all strategic 
site promotors have responded on this point. 
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66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 EV charging 

points 
Dec 2021 

We agree that there are additional 
development costs to be considered in 
this infrastructure provision, but these 
costs would not be secured via S106. 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

Noted.  These costs have been allocated 
correctly in the updated CIL Viability Report.  

38, 39, 40, 
41, 42, 65 

EV Charging 
points 

Dec 2021 

The increased costs of infrastructure 
provision driven by policy which 
mandates the provision of EVCP 
changing points and/or infrastructure … 
is usually a significant and costly 
upgrade to off-site infrastructure such 
as upgraded electricity sub stations 

Artisan Planning 
(for Landex and 
various local 
housebuilders) 

The cost of EV charging points has been 
allowed for (£500 per house and an updated 
£2,500 per flat (from £625 per flat)).  The 
generic cost of any electricity substation 
upgrades are not able to be included as this 
may be site-specific.  Site specific abnormal 
costs should be deducted from the price of 
the land.   

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Financing costs Dec 2021 

Annual interest rate of 6.5% is 
appropriate, but the way it has been 
factored in (0.526% per month) is not 
representative of a real-world situation 
and so significantly underestimates the 
cashflow cost. Much more detail of the 
AV approach is needed 

DLP/IW 

The AV financing costs model is not intended 
to be a funding model.  The model is 
relatively ‘high-level’ for plan-making 
purposes. It is acknowledged that in the real-
world the funding will be a bespoke model.  
The AV appraisal is based on a 100% debt 
model (as is standard for plan and CIL-
viability).  The additional interest is a proxy 
for the finance fees.       

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Financing costs Dec 2021 

No allowance has been made for 
lenders’ entry fees (1-1.5%) and exit 
fees (1-1.25%) on both development 
costs and land costs 

DLP/IW 

The AV appraisal is based on a 100% debt 
model (as is standard for plan and CIL-
viability).  The additional interest is a proxy 
for the finance fees.    

The strategic infrastructure cashflow have 
been reviewed following the consultation for 
this iteration – see the infrastructure cost 
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assumptions spreadsheets to the updated 
Viability Report (June 2022).     

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

First Homes – 
sales costs  

Dec 2021 

First Homes are a product which will be 
sold by housebuilders direct. Their sales 
and marketing costs will be no less than 
for market housing at 3.5%. Indeed, 
there is the strongest of arguments that 
costs won’t be reduced by the 30% 
discount therefore need to be at 4.55%. 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

First Homes are treated as affordable housing 
for the purposes of Plan Viability and CIL.   

Whilst it is appreciated there will be some 
direct costs associated with disposal, given 
the general shortage of new properties, First 
Homes are likely to be very popular to first-
time buyers (just as Help to Buy properties 
have been). Therefore it is considered likely 
that they will sell quickly, and so incur lower 
marketing costs than standard market houses 

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 

First Homes – 
profit  

Dec 2021 

Housebuilders report increased risk in 
selling similar discounted market sale 
schemes where marketing and sales 
periods are longer, and fewer mortgage 
products exist where staircasing doesn’t 
exist. Risk and reward are linked and 
unlike in the sale of affordable housing 
to RP’s, there is no contractually linked 
purchaser at practical completion, of 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

First Homes are treated as affordable housing 
for the purposes of Plan Viability and CIL.   

Whilst it is appreciated there will be some 
direct costs associated with disposal, given 
the general shortage of new properties, First 
Homes are likely to be very popular to first-
time buyers (just as Help to Buy properties 
have been). Therefore it is considered likely 
that they will sell quickly, and so a lower 
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110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

stage payments. Returns therefore can 
be no lower than for market housing at 
20%. 

profit margin than for standard market 
houses is appropriate 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Garages Dec 2021 

Our clients disagree that the 15% should 
include an allowance for garages on the 
basis that these would typically form 
part of the house build costs.  

Garages should be allowed for in 
addition, at £11-12k for all 3+bed units 
and all private 4+ bed units to have a 
double garage.  

DLP/IW 

AV have reviewed the cost of garages and 
incorporate them as a separate line item.  
This is in the context of a review of the value 
assumptions and the number of double 
garages.   

The updated CIL Viability Report has 
increased the cost allowance to £8,000 for a 
single garage (£16k for a double garage) 
which is consistent with feedback in other 
areas. 

58, 59, 60, 
61, 62 General 

21 Dec 
2021 

The Councils consider the approach 
being taken is appropriate 

Babergh and 
Mid Suffolk 
District Councils  

Noted and welcomed 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Infrastructure 
Funding 
Schedule 

Dec 2021 

The PPG requires that from December 
2020, local authorities must publish an 
Infrastructure Funding Statement (IFS) 
and information should be drawn from 
this….. the Council have published an 
updated Infrastructure Funding 
Statement (December 2021) .. the IFS 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

As DLP/Ingleton Wood note, there have been 
no changes to the IFS costs for this site, but 
where amendments need to be made to IFS 
costs in the CIL Viability Report, they have 
been. 
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which feeds directly into the viability 
assumptions that have been set out 
within the Aspinall Verdi report is dated 
December 2020. Whilst there are no 
variations in the IFS (December 2021) 
report for this particular strategic site, 
interested parties have not been given 
ample time to consider any potential 
amendments or changes that may have 
occurred 

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

Land value - 
Brownfield 

Dec 2021 
The relevance of comparable sales 
values of the following brownfield sites 
is at best questionable: 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

No specific other examples (e.g. to include: 
site name, location, area, date of transaction, 
existing use, planning, and price) were 
received and so the existing sales remain the 
best available information. 
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8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

Land value - 
Brownfield 

Dec 2021 

The 10% premium used by AV to 
incentivise the bringing forward of 
Brownfield sites for residential 
development is extremally low and 
without cross referencing to market 
values having occurred… AV supply no 
evidence to support their use of 10%. 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

There has not been a cross-reference against 
market evidence because there is a dearth of 
evidence. Instead, the AV CIL Viability Report 
has reverted to the PPG for the treatment of 
premiums and accounting for policy costs.  

Pathfinder has not provided and specific 
evidence of brownfield land transactions 
other than alluding to option agreements.  

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 

Land value - 
Greenfield 

Dec 2021 

The premium or multiplier for 
agricultural land to bring the EUV up to 
a minimum BLV at 10/12.5 is extremally 
low and with no justification. Guidance 
issued by the HCA in “Transparent 
Assumptions: Guidance for the Area 
Wide Viability Model” 2010 states that 
for green field land, benchmarks tend to 
be in a range of 10 to 20 times 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

The HCA guidance referred to is from 2010 
and is considered to be out of date. It has 
been superseded by both the 2012 NPPF and 
the more recent 2019/2021 etc NPPF and 
PPG guidance.  

All allocated sites have clear policy 
requirements set out in the relevant Local 
Plan, which itself was accompanied by a 
Whole Plan Viability Report. Whilst it is 
accepted that absolute certainty of costs 
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95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

cannot be known for any site/allocation 
ahead of the actual development, the Local 
Plan does give a very clear indication of what 
the costs will be, and this must be allowed 
for. Therefore a BLV of 10-12.5 x EUV should 
still give a healthy margin to the landowner, 
sufficient to incentivise them to release land 
for development - and this is a similar range 
to that used in the two Whole Plan Viability 
Studies. 

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

Market 
evidence as a 
cross-check 

Dec 2021 

The PPG notes: 

• EUV should be informed by 
market evidence of current uses, costs 
and values. Market evidence can also be 
used as a cross check of benchmark land 
value. 

The RICS guidance notes that: 

•  The market comparison 
approach can be used to provide a 
further cross-check (to the EUV plus). 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

Noted (no further market evidence has been 
provided). 
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18, 19, 20, 
21 Neighbourhood 

CIL 
21 Dec 
2021 

Will be any review of the division of CIL 
of parishes with Neighbourhood 
Development Plans (25%) and Non-NDP 
(15%)? 

Bungay Town 
Council 

 

No, this division is set out in Regulation 59A 
of the CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended) and 
cannot be altered by the Council 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Net to Gross 
site area 
assumptions 

21 Dec 
2021 

The gross to net assumptions proposed 
for the typologies and comment that 
even at 70-90%, these net developable 
areas are very optimistic… guidance 
refers to 12-15% of a site as sufficient 
space for above ground and open SuDS  

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

The net to gross assumptions have been 
reviewed, but  the % for SuDS quoted (12-
15%) are well within the net to gross % range 
(70-90%) for virtually all typologies. 

2, 83, 85, 
86 

 
NPPF Dec 2021 

Para. 2.3 (page 5) – This paragraph 
should be updated to reflect the latest 
iteration of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), published in July 
2021. 

Bidwells for 
Trinity College 

This is a typo and has been updated.  The CIL 
viability has been prepared having regard to 
the latest NPPF and PPG. 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

OMS Unit floor 
areas 

Dec 2021 
These should be based on the minimum 
areas in the NDSS 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

The areas are subject to the minimum NDSS 
floor area, but are also ‘market facing’ in 
terms of values (see our Market Report) and 
are considered appropriate 

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 

Option 
Agreements 
minimum land 
values 

Dec 2021 

Many developers will have signed 
option agreements with minimum land 
values on allocated sites of between 
£200,000 and £250,000 per net 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

Noted.  There was the chance to provide 
specific minimum land value evidence to 
support this assertion, but none was 
provided and so no changes to the land 
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78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

developable acre …If residual values 
don’t meet these levels, it is very 
unlikely the schemes will be brought 
forward. 

values have been made. CIL cannot be used 
to address issues caused by any over-
payment for land and the PPG is clear that 
the price paid for land will under no 
circumstances be a relevant justification for 
not meeting the full policy requirements of 
an adopted Local Plan. If it is correct that 
some parcels of land are under option for 
more than 20 x EUV, then that land is likely to 
have been over-paid for. 
 

38, 39, 40, 
41, 42, 65 

Other Costs Dec 2021 

Every site will experience in terms of 
development costs including for 
example the following extracted items:-  

Ecology £20,000  

Access £35,000  

PoS £10,000  

Divert services £25,000  

Groundworks £235,000  

SUDS £75,000  

Additional Mains £100,000  

Additional Prelims £50,000 

Artisan Planning 
(for Landex and 
various local 
housebuilders) 

Some of these costs are included in the 
general professional fees and pre-planning 
costs e.g. ecology; some of these costs are 
included in external works e.g. access, SuDS; 
and some of these costs are included in BCIS 
e.g. prelims.  
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136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

PPG CIL 
Guidance 

21 Dec 
2021 

The PPG CIL Guidance must be followed 
in the preparation of a Charging 
Schedule. 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

The PPG CIL guidance has been followed in 
preparing the viability assessment.  

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Relief  
21 Dec 
2021 

Ask that relief is included in the 
Charging Schedule and that the 
intended approach to doing so is 
outlined prior to Examination. 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

The Council does not consider that it is 
necessary to bring in discretionary relief. If 
there are any genuine viability concerns, they 
will need to be addressed through a request 
to relax affordable housing amounts (or 
tenures) and/or S106 infrastructure items 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

S106 and 
double dipping 

21 Dec 
2021 

Planning obligations sought by way of 
Section 106 agreements, such as the 
provision of affordable housing and site-
specific mitigation required for new 
schemes, are development costs and 
should be modelled within the appraisal 
to allow for an accurate cashflow…we 
are concerned that there is the potential 
for double-dipping 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

The Viability Appraisal has modelled S106 
contributions (e.g. affordable housing) 
directly into the appraisal together with the 
direct costs of strategic infrastructure.  Costs 
have been reviewed and made more explicit 
in the updated (June 2022) Viability Appraisal 
(Appendix 11), although where costs are not 
specifically allowed for, they normally fall 
under the 20% Externals allowance (although 
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obviously not all asserted costs for strategic 
sites have been accepted).  

Double-dipping is explicitly allowed for under 
the revised CIL Regs but would be the 
exception rather than the rule  

63, 52, 53, 
54, 57, 55, 
56, 162 SCC S106 

Monitoring Fee 
22 Dec 
2021 

It is not clear in the viability report if 
SCC’s S106 monitoring fee has been 
captured, which is £412 per S106 
trigger. 

Suffolk County 
Council 

Noted.   

£412 per S106 trigger for monitoring have 
been added to the updated Viability 
Appraisal.  

5 

Self-build 
properties 

21 Dec 
2021 

Are individual self build houses exempt 
from CIL? 

Christopher 
Norrington  

 

Yes, as long as the developer/builder 
discharges the necessary regulatory 
requirements, a self-build property is exempt 
from CIL 

38, 39, 40, 
41, 42, 65 

Sensitivity 
Testing 

Dec 2021 

Nothing in the Council’s baseline 
evidence which indicates that they have 
undertaken a sensitivity analysis that 
incorporates or considers actual 
construction costs as they are being 
experienced by contracting companies  

Artisan Planning 
(for Landex and 
various local 
housebuilders) 

Comprehensive sensitivity analysis is 
contained at the end of each of the appraisals 
in the AV CIL Viability report. See earlier in 
this Statement of Consultation for the 
response to representations about the cost 
of construction 

50 

Specialist 
housing 

21 Dec 
2021 

It is commendable that the Council has 
aligned their Draft Charging Schedule 
with the findings of their evidence base 
and set a zero CIL rate for specialist 
housing.  This is frequently not the case, 
and the respondents are currently 

McCarthy Stone 

 

Support noted and welcomed, although 
purely age-restricted accommodation 
(without relevant support services) will be 
subject to standard residential rates of CIL 
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challenging several emerging Local Plans 
and Charging Schedules on that basis. 

It is our view that the Council has taken 
a proactive and positive approach in 
setting its CIL Charging rates and is 
supported by both respondents 
accordingly.  

63, 52, 53, 
54, 57, 55, 
56, 162 

Specialist 
housing  

22 Dec 
2021 

SCC notes that all specialist housing 
types will not be liable for CIL. SCC does 
not dispute the evidence for this in the 
Aspinall Verdi report but is concerned as 
to the potential implications of this… 
SCC suggest that East Suffolk Council 
allow some site-specific contributions to 
the infrastructure typically paid for by 
CIL could be collected via Section 106 
agreements. 

Suffolk County 
Council 

Noted, but there will be the flexibility for bids 
to be made to the Council’s CIL pot for some 
relevant healthcare-related costs to be 
sought 

24 

Specialist 
housing 

22 Dec 
2021 

The intention of East Suffolk Council to 
not request CIL for specialist 
accommodation will leave a deficit for 
health care infrastructure if not 
mitigated in other ways. Specialist 
accommodation can put increased 
pressure on already over capacity health 
services due to the expected 
demographic of residents. Residents of 
care homes and to some extent extra 
care housing will require more than 

Ipswich and East 
Suffolk Clinical 
Commissioning 
Group 

This pressure is recognised, but making the 
CCG making bids for CIL from the district pot 
is considered more appropriate (and flexible) 
than seeking site-specific S106 contributions 
– which, in many cases, would likely not be 
viable 
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average primary care services but this 
does not usually take place within a GP 
practice. Care facilities usually have GP 
visits on regular basis and this puts 
more pressure on GP workforce due to 
travelling and being away from the 
practice. Whilst we understand the 
need to not to charge CIL for specialist 
accommodation the CCG would like to 
be able to request S106 for 
infrastructure needs to help mitigate 
the developments as much as possible. 
We currently only request 1 person per 
bedroom in care homes which really 
reduces the amount we can request and 
does not meet the impact but this is 
being reviewed as part of a reform to 
planning 

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 
110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 

Timescales Dec 2021 

Build programmes proposed by AV for a 
scheme of 42 flats on a brownfield site 
@ 12 months, and 50 homes on a 
greenfield site at 14 months are simply 
no feasible (24 months in both 
circumstances would be more feasible. 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

All timescales have been reviewed and some 
adjustments made to the updated CIL 
Viability Report. 

The Council’s 2021 Housing Land Supply 
Statement assumes 12 per annum for sites of 
10 – 50. The Council has carried out analysis 
of completions between 1.4.2019 and 
31.12.2021, by month, which shows that 2 
completions per month is reasonable for sites 
of c 50+ units.  For smaller sites of up to 
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132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

around 35 dwellings, historic completions 
show that 1 per month may be more realistic.  

For flatted schemes regard has been had to 
the construction period, where sales would 
be agreed ‘off-plan’ resulting is more sales 
immediately after practical completion 
followed by a ‘tail’ of sales tapering off to 
cashflow exit. 

For strategic sites a likely trajectory has been 
set out (see the strategic site assumptions 
spreadsheets in the updated Viability 
Appraisal).  This has regard to the likely 
number of sales outlets on any particular 
strategic site.    

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Typologies 
21 Dec 
2021 

The viability testing results included 
within the Viability Study highlights that 
a number of the typologies are unviable. 
These unviable typologies are primarily 
the brownfield sites in mid value, mid 
lower and lower value areas… 
Furthermore, the viability testing results 
indicate that greenfield and brownfield 
sites located within mid higher value 
and mid value zones are only viable 
delivering 33% affordable housing. 
These results are concerning given 
Waveney District Council’s policy 
requirements to deliver 40% affordable 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

Most typologies now see improved viability.  

Development has been tested at 33%. It is 
only the parishes of Southwold and Reydon 
which require AH at 40%; please refer to the 
sensitivity analyses to confirm the schemes 
are viable at 40% affordable housing.  

Yes, some typologies in the lower value zones 
are unviable. However, this is reflected in a 
£0 CIL level in the Mid Lower and Lower value 
zones being proposed. 
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housing across some parts of their 
District. 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Typologies 
21 Dec 
2021 

Recommend that a wider range of 
typologies are tested across greenfield 
and brownfield typologies within all 
values areas and a wider range of unit 
numbers to ensure that the viability of 
all potential schemes coming forwards 
across the District has been considered. 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham) 
and Hopkins 
Homes 

 

The typologies appraised are based upon 
analysis of the site allocations and building on 
the previously Local Plans viability work.  The 
Council and Aspinall Verdi are content that 
they remain appropriate.  

63, 52, 53, 
54, 57, 55, 
56, 162 

Transport 
Mitigation 
Strategy 

22 Dec 
2021 

SCC welcomes that the Transport 
Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich 
Strategic Planning Area has been 
included amongst the costs. 

Suffolk County 
Council 

Noted.  

Non-strategic sites 

8, 9, 10, 
11, 12 

Rate for 
Charsfield 

21 Dec 
2021 

The rise from £129.80 to £300 for 
Charsfield seems very substantial. 

Charsfield 
Parish Council 

 

The current residential CIL rate for Charsfield 
is £192.28, not £129.80. The proposed 
increase to £300 is justified by the evidence 
set out in the CIL Viability Report and is due 
(in part) to significant increases in the value 
of housing (and land) since the current 
Suffolk Coastal CIL Charging Schedule was 
introduced in 2015 (notwithstanding the 
annual changes in CIL rates applied on 1st 
January using the RICS’ CIL Index. 
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64 

Rate for Oulton  
21 Dec 
2021 

Lowestoft and Oulton Broad seem to 
have been designated as zone 5 (lower) 
and 4 (mid lower) value respectively, 
although the boundaries of these zones 
are not clear on your map. This would 
mean potentially, no CIL charging would 
be applicable to the Union Lane, Oulton 
and Hall Lane, Oulton developments, for 
which infrastructure improvements 
would constitute a necessary and vital 
part.  

Additionally, these two areas were 
classified as Zone 2 & 3 within the 
2019/2020 schedule and subject to CIL 
charges accordingly, so the question 
Oulton Parish Council has is why has this 
changed? 

Oulton Parish 
Council 

 

Oulton falls within the Mid zone, so CIL at 
£100 per m2 is proposed. Apart from some of 
the strategic sites, all zones are delineated on 
parish boundaries, so the whole of Oulton 
falls within the Mid zone 

 
13, 14, 15 Rate for 

Reydon  
21 Dec 
2021 

We support Reydon being in the High 
zone 

Reydon Parish 
Council  

 

Support noted 

44, 45, 46, 
47 

Rate for 
Walberswick 

21 Dec 
2021 

The charging rate for a Parish like 
Walberswick should be considerably 
higher than that proposed. There is no 
balance to strike in a Parish like 
Walberswick between the interests of 
the developers and of the community - 
developers need no help; indeed we 
have an endemic problem of speculative 

Walberswick 
Parish Council 

 

There is no allocated development in 
Walberswick; in any case, CIL cannot be used 
as a ‘tool’ to achieve particular policy aims. A 
‘super-premium’ rate is therefore not 
justifiable 
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development where existing 
small/modest housing stock is either 
entirely torn down, or radically 
transformed to provide very large 
second homes/holiday lets. CIL could 
and should be used as a tool to dissuade 
such development, for which the price 
paid by the community is far larger than 
other development areas, namely the 
on-going depletion of our affordable 
housing stock. We would advocate for a 
"super-premium" CIL rate for parishes 
with a particular problem with over-
development like Walberswick 

22, 23 

Residential 
rates in the 
High Zone 

21 Dec 
2021 

We are surprised at the proposed level 
of increase in the High Zone rate to 
£300psm from the last 2015 base of 
£150; half the current proposed 
amount. Whilst we appreciate the 
indexed rate is now higher at 
approximately £200psm, with the very 
significant increases in build costs 
experienced over recent months and 
currently, it is a concern that these 
levels in addition to S106 requirements 
will prevent required development 
coming forward. 

It is evident form the viability report 
that, for example flats in the High Value 
Zone are a very long way from being 

Notcutts 
Limited 

 

The evidence overall is clear that, even with a 
significant buffer, the rate of £300 is robust 
and justifiable. Flatted-only schemes may 
well be less viable than housing-led schemes, 
but specific proposals may still be viable 
overall (and of course, there will be very few 
10+ flatted-only schemes in the High Zone, 
which does not encompass the larger 
settlements of the district 
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able to support this level of CIL. Is it 
therefore to be assumed that there is a 
general acceptance that there will be no 
future development of this type in those 
areas? 

Strategic Sites 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

CIL Exempt for 
Strategic Sites 

21 Dec 
2021 

Strategic Sites – Pigeon are disappointed 
that the Council is not proposing that all 
of their strategic sites will be zero-rated 
for CIL (£0). …planning obligations 
would be more appropriately delivered 
through Section 106 agreements for 
sites of this scale.   

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham)  

 

The vast majority of infrastructure items on 
strategic sites will be delivered through 
S106/S278, with only libraries, Household 
Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs), secondary 
school contributions and healthcare 
improvements to fall under the CIL umbrella 
(unless not required at, or specified 
otherwise in the relevant Local Plan/IFS)   

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

CIL Exempt for 
Strategic Sites 

Dec 2021 

The IFS (December 2021) sets out that 
the [various] infrastructure will be 
collected through CIL on unplanned 
sites. It further sets out that any site-
specific mitigation will be collected 
through S106 or S278 agreements 
specifically mentioned in planning 
policy. In our client’s view, this would 
leave [various] items for collection via 
CIL for this particular planned site…. our 
clients view that a number of [these] 
costs could be dealt with by manner of 
S106 where they make the development 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

The list of infrastructure items proposed to 
be secured through CIL for this site is limited 
to healthcare improvements, secondary 
school places and library improvements. 
Taking this into account, and other 
infrastructure costs, the revised AV Viability 
Report recommends a CIL rate of £30 per m2 
is considered appropriate (allowing for a 
significant buffer), and this has been 
accepted 
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acceptable in planning terms and 
directly relate to the development. Our 
client is of the view that the proposal 
should in fact be CIL exempt with all 
necessary and relevant costs associated 
with the development being secured via 
S106. 

63, 52, 53, 
54, 57, 55, 
56, 162 

Strategic Sites 
require CIL 

22 Dec 
2021 

Although lower CIL rates is proposed to 
be collected from the strategic sites, the 
infrastructure required to ensure 
sustainable development will be 
secured through planning obligations 
(s106 agreements and/or s278 highways 
agreements). Some of the infrastructure 
will still be delivered through CIL and 
this is clearly identified in the recently 
published Infrastructure Funding 
Statement (IFS) 2020-21 for East Suffolk. 
It is therefore essential that the highest 
affordable levels of CIL is secured from 
the strategic sites. 

Suffolk County 
Council 

Noted; the levels of CIL are considered to 
strike an appropriate balance between 
raising as much money as possible but 
without threatening the viability of 
development generally  

8, 100, 
101, 102, 
103, 104, 
105 133, 5, 
78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 84, 
130, 9, 
106, 107, 
108, 109, 

Strategic Site 
land values  

Dec 2021 

Page 62. The report suggests that larger 
strategic sites generate a higher land 
value than smaller ones. This is 
generally not the case with far lower 
multiples of agricultural value being 
achieved on strategic sites. 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

It is unclear where this statement is claimed 
to be made - it is not on P62 of the AV report. 
In any case, the strategic site appraisals (set 
out in Appendix 6) show that the Benchmark 
Land Value (which is closely related to EUV+) 
is higher than for all typologies, reflecting the 
relatively lower values of strategic sites (on a 
per hectare basis)  
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110, 111, 
134, 7, 94, 
95, 96, 97, 
98, 99, 
132, 4, 72, 
73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 
135, 6, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 
92, 93, 131 

1, 25, 158, 
159 

Strategic Site 
CIL 
differentiation 

17 Dec 
2021 

Gladman welcome the Council’s 
decision to set alternative CIL charging 
rates for allocated strategic sites which 
may require significant infrastructure 
provision or site-specific circumstances 
may inhibit viability. It may be prudent 
to introduce discretionary relief from 
CIL liability where certain criteria are 
met or evidenced suggests development 
viability would be impacted as allowed 
through the CIL regulations. This would 
ensure that where unexpected 
infrastructure provision costs or site-
specific circumstances emerge on 
strategic sites that CIL liabilities can be 
reviewed. 

Gladman 
Developments 
Ltd 

The Council does not consider that it is 
necessary to bring in discretionary relief. If an 
applicant believes there are viability 
concerns, they will need to be made through 
a request to relax affordable housing 
amounts (and/or tenures) and/or S106 
infrastructure items.  

31 

Strategic sites 
December 
2021  

The rates at strategic sites, in particular 
the sites at Corton, Carlton Colville, 

Cllr Norman 
Brooks 

The recommended CIL rates are based upon 
the evidence base in terms of costs and 
values. Some of the recommended rates have 
changed following consideration of 
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Saxmundham and Beccles and 
Worlingham, are not high enough. 

North Low, Beccles & Worlingham and 
Saxmumdham should all be rated at 
£100 per m2 

representations and updated evidence 
(reflected in the updated AV Viability Report).  

Comparison with the generic CIL rate(s) is not 
appropriate due to the quantum of 
infrastructure required on strategic sites; 
each site is considered individually.  

Beccles and Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71,  Beccles & 

Worlingham 
Dec 2021 

Extension of time to make comments 
was requested but not allowed 

DLP/IW 

The consultation period of 6 weeks is 
considered to have been an appropriate 
length – there is no minimum set out in the 
CIL Regs or PPG. 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 Beccles & 

Worlingham 
Dec 2021 

The assumed costs for early years 
settings and the primary school are less 
than those set out in the 2021 IFS (by 
£205,000) and need to be corrected 

DLP/IW This has been corrected. 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Beccles & 
Worlingham 

Dec 2021 
No costs for attenuation ponds allowed, 
but some will be needed 

DLP/IW 
This cost is covered within the 20% Externals 
allowance. 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Appraisal B%W Dec 2021 

Inputs that are agreed on the site 
appraisal are as follows: 

• The total number of units in the 
scheme at 1,250; 

• The AH policy requirement (% Target) 
at 30%  

• The AH tenure split % at 50% 
affordable rent, 25% shared ownership 
and 25% First Homes; 

• The Open Market Sale (OMS) housing 
at 70%  

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

Noted. 
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• The AH unit Floor Areas (which are 
based on the nationally described space 
standards (NDSS)); 

• The OMS GDV; 

• Section 106 contributions relating to 

the playing pitches, biodiversity offset, 

the provision of country park, 

community centre; 

31 

Community 
Centre (B&W) 
not required 

December 
2021  

With regard to the provision of a 

community centre, Worlingham is 

building a fully funded sustainable 

facility 800 metres from the site 

therefore the allowance of £715,000 will 

not be required. 

Cllr Norman 
Brooks 

Noted; however, it is a policy requirement 
and therefore ESC/AV have included it in the 
costs. 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Costs – General 
Comments 

B&W 

Dec 2021 

Our clients believe that the 

AspinallVerdi Viability Report does not 

contain up to date or accurate 

information regarding the actual or 

expected cost of infrastructure 

associated with the Beccles and 

Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood nor 

does the viability of the development 

accurately reflect costs that would be 

associated with the development 

proposal. 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

All the costs and values are set out clearly in 
the CIL Viability Report (amended where 
appropriate in the June 2022 update to the 
Viability Report).  They are the relevant costs 
and values as at the date of the 
research/report. Not all infrastructure cost 
assertions made have been accepted, as in 
some cases there was little strong supporting 
evidence.  

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 Cycleways 

B&W 
Dec 2021 

Cycleways costs allowed (£112k) are 

likely to be too low given the desire for 

high-quality cycleways (set out in the 

DLP/IW 

The £112k cost is for a specific length of 
cycleway required by the policy (the path 
alongside Ellough Road) and is still 
considered an appropriate amount. Other 
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ESC Cycling and Walking Strategy 

consultation) 

 

cycleway costs are picked up by the 20% 
externals and spine road allowance. 

26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 32, 
33, 34, 35, 
36, 37 

Discount lower 
value market 
data (B&W) 

Dec 2021 

The results were then modified to 

exclude those demonstrating values 

below £2,000 per m2. The following 

table sets out the results for an adjusted 

set of data, now excluding sales at levels 

of value that might indicate very poor 

position and possibly poor condition 

David Lock 
Associates (DLA) 
for Beccles 
Town Council 
and 
Worlingham 
Parish Council 

Noted. The value evidence was presented as 
at the date of the AV report. This takes into 
consideration both second-hand values and 
new build values as well as asking prices. AV 
have reviewed the sales values in the context 
of the updated iteration of the AV Viability 
Report. 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Foul Drainage 

B&W 
Dec 2021 

No consideration made for off-site foul 

drainage connection etc costs 
DLP/IW 

Any costs like this are allowed for within the 
20% Externals allowance.  

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Future Homes 
Standard 
(B&W) 

Dec 2021 

Allison Homes have advised that just for 

Part L 2021 they are forecasting 

£4,500/plot and future homes standard 

is a further 45% uplift on top of Part L 

increase, therefore we would expect at 

least double on these numbers 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

AV assumptions are based upon the MHCLG, 
2021, The Future Homes Standard: 2019 
Consultation on changes to Part L 
(conservation of fuel and power) and Part F 
(ventilation) of the Building Regulations for 
new dwellings. Summary of responses 
received and Government response, Table 4 
and are considered to be robust.   

The cost allowance for this item has been 
increased to £8,286 for houses and 50% of 
this figure (£4,143) for flats.  This is based on 
Appendix C of the 2021 Changes to the 
energy efficiency requirements of the Building 
Regulations for domestic buildings - Affecting 
new domestic buildings and existing domestic 
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buildings when relevant building work is 
carried out. Final Stage Impact Assessment, 
DLUHC, 13th December 2021. Table C.1: Cost 
data for fabric elements that vary between 
the selected specifications for new domestic 
buildings shows the new cost per unit (with 
conservative assumptions applied where 
relevant). 

26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 32, 
33, 34, 35, 
36, 37 

New Build 
Asking Prices 
(B&W) 

Dec 2021 

[new build asking data].. demonstrates 
that the asking prices are all well in 
excess of the assumed levels of value 
adopted by Aspinall Verdi. Even allowing 
for a negotiating discount on the asking 
price of 10%, all except the two 
bedroom terraced property still indicate 
values well in excess of those used in 
the CIL appraisals. 

This analysis indicates that an increase 

of circa 15% across 2-4+ bedroom house 

types would be more appropriate. 

David Lock 
Associates (DLA) 
for Beccles 
Town Council 
and 
Worlingham 
Parish Council 

Noted. The value evidence was presented as 
at the date of the AV report. AV have 
reviewed the sales values and it is agreed 
they have increased. This information has 
been factored into the updated Viability 
Report (June 2022). 

26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 32, 
33, 34, 35, 
36, 37 New Build 

premium 
(B&W) 

Dec 2021 

There is very little new stock in 
Beccles/Worlingham, and that this 
evidence is only representative of 
second-hand stock, and so does not 
reflect any new build “Premium”. 

David Lock 
Associates (DLA) 
for Beccles 
Town Council 
and 
Worlingham 
Parish Council 

Noted. The value evidence was presented as 
at the date of the AV report. This takes into 
consideration both second-hand values and 
new build values as well as asking prices. AV 
have reviewed the sales values and it is 
agreed they have increased. This information 
has been factored into the updated Viability 
Report (June 2022). 
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66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Planning 
application fee 
(B&W) 

Dec 2021 

The development will come forward 
initially as an outline planning 
application. The minimum cost of this, 
based on a single application, would be 
£131,906 for the site area. The further 
planning application cost for reserved 
matters submissions based on 1,250 
dwellings would be £188,459. 
Accordingly, the total statutory planning 
application fees would be £320,365. The 
total for planning application fee plus 
planning professional fees should 
therefore be £1,281,460 as a minimum 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

Statutory planning fees based on the national 
formula (and separate monitoring fees) have 
been included to reflect potential costs that 
would be incurred by developers.   

With regard to the claimed total cost of 
£1,281,460, the representation has provided 
no additional evidence to support this. 
However, the multiplier on the statutory 
planning application fee has been increased 
from 3x to 5x to reflect this increased 
complexity of the strategic sites. 

Professional fees at 10% of construction cost 
to cover post contract fees in the AV 
appraisal has also been allowed for.   

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Proactive 
engagement 
B&W 

Dec 2021 

Our clients are of the opinion that the 
Council have not worked proactively 
with developers of this particular 
strategic site and the evidence provided 
by the western parcel as part of earlier 
consultations had been dismissed 
outright within the site-specific 
assumptions with no further interaction 
between the Council’s appointed 
viability consultant and respective 
landowners on such matters. 

Also there has been limited time to 

engage with the Council and a meeting 

was only able to be arranged with the 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

AV carried out a round of engagement with 
one of the site promoters and AV’s 
comments on their responses are contained 
at Table 5.29 of the AV CIL Viability Report ( 
Beccles and Worlingham Garden 
Neighbourhood promoters comments and 
responses). The Council and AV have 
considered the representations made 
carefully, but in some cases there was little 
supporting evidence as to asserted 
infrastructure costs. 

CIL Regulations 2010 Section 17 (3) state the 
consultation period must be not less than 
four weeks. The Council considers the six-
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Council a week before the consultation 

deadline 

week consultation period sufficient and has 
received numerous detailed representations 
submitted within the period (including from 
representatives of the Beccles & Worlingham 
site owners/promoters). 
 
Contact information for the East Suffolk 
Planning Policy Team (office address, email, 
telephone number and website address) 
where clearly displayed on consultation 
emails and letters, public notices and press 
release. Representatives for the Beccles and 
Worlingham Neighbourhood Plan have been 
in communication for years with the Planning 
Department, particularly planning officers in 
the Major Site and Infrastructure Team, 
regarding the development of the site. 
However, the Planning Policy Team was not 
contacted direct regarding this consultation 
until late in the consultation period and 
attended a meeting as soon as was practically 
possible. 
 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Pumping 
Station  

B&W 

Dec 2021 
At least two pumping stations likely to 

be required, at a total of up to £500k 
DLP/IW 

Any such costs are covered within the 20% 
Externals allowance. 

26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 32, 
33, 34, 35, 
36, 37 

Sales Values 
too low (B&W) 

Dec 2021 

The values used to derive the proposed 
CIL Charge for the Beccles and 
Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood are 
too low…and therefore .. there may be 

David Lock 
Associates (DLA) 
for Beccles 
Town Council 

Noted. The value evidence was presented as 
at the date of the AV report.  DLA have 
presented new Land Registry and asking 
value evidence. AV have reviewed the sales 
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more viability headroom available to 
support a higher CIL charge for the 
proposed development, which will 
better support to provision of local 
infrastructure.  

and 
Worlingham 
Parish Council 

values and Land Registry information and it is 
agreed they have increased. This information 
has been factored into the updated Viability 
Report (June 2022). 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

SANG/ 
Woodland 

B&W 

Dec 2021 

SANG, open space, play equipment and 
landscaping should be considered 
separate to the externals allowance, so 
the woodland cost of £100k is too low 

DLP/IW 

A separate SANG cost has now been allowed 
for (applying the standard approach of 8 ha 
of SANG per 1000 population and 2.4 people 
per house). Non-SANG open space and play 
equipment is appropriate to be allowed for in 
the 20% Externals allowance. The woodland 
cost is still considered appropriate – the 
evidence of a higher cost is not convincing 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Site Wide 
infrastructure 
and Offsite 
requirements 
(B&W) 

Dec 2021 

In our clients’ experience, an allowance 
of 25% above build costs is generally 
more appropriate for standard site wide 
infrastructure. 

In the case of this site, we consider that 
the requirement to provide a substantial 
strategic spine road of potentially 7.1 
metres in width with footpaths, 
streetlighting, a tree lined avenue and 
highway swales in accordance with the 
most recent updates within the NPPF 
will lead to an additional cost of circa. 
£5,000 per plot. Items such as SANG and 
landscaping should also be considered 
separately to this allowance for this site 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

The suggested spine road costs have been 
reviewed. Although the supporting evidence 
submitted by the respondent is not 
extensive, the costs (of £6.25m) have now 
been included in the strategic infrastructure 
costs for this site. 
 
The SANG and landscaping costs matter is 
addressed in the answer immediately above. 
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66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Site Wide 
infrastructure 
(B&W) 

 

Paragraph 5.100 [of the AV report] sets 
out the site-specific viability inputs and 
assumptions…. 

… there are still a number of unknown 
costs which will need to be factored into 
the development viability and in our 
client’s view, a number of costs have 
been underestimated in the 
assumptions made in the Aspinall Verdi 
Report, 

DLP/Ingleton 
Wood 

Costs have been reviewed and included in 
the strategic infrastructure costs where 
appropriate and justified. The 20% externals 
rate is higher than the normal 15% and so 
allows for some unknown costs. 

66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, 71 

Sub-station   

B&W 
Dec 2021 

5 x electricity sub-stations totalling 
£450K are likely to be needed, plus £4m 
to deliver electricity to the site, plus 
possible additional costs to drop existing 
overhead cables. Air source heat pumps 
typically cost £10k per plot on top of 
this 

DLP/IW 

This has been updated as part of a review of 
the strategic infrastructure costs, with an 
allowance of £720,000 for sub-stations made. 
Any other electricity costs are allowed for 
within the 20% externals budget.   

26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 32, 
33, 34, 35, 
36, 37 

Unit sizes 
(B&W) 

Dec 2021 

The analysis of the market indicates that 
there is demand for units that exceed 
the indicative 120 m2 average for 4 bed 
plus houses. The average size of the 
assumed 4 bed + category sales 
evidence is circa 193 m2, and for the 
combined 4 and 4+ categories it is 158 
m2. For the overall category we would 
therefore expect to see a higher average 
size, reflecting a wider range of unit 
sizes. We suggest that a conservative 
increase to circa 130 m2 as an average 

David Lock 
Associates (DLA) 
for Beccles 
Town Council 
and 
Worlingham 
Parish Council 

Noted. The unit sizes have been derived from 
the NDSS and market research.  But other 
representations received suggested that unit 
sizes should be smaller (the minimum) and 
they have not changed in the updated CIL 
Viability Report (June 2022).  
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Comment 
ID 

Item / Heading Date Summary of comment / feedback Consultee Response to comments 

for the appraisal would be more 
appropriate 

26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 32, 
33, 34, 35, 
36, 37 

Unit Mix – 
Bungalows 
(B&W) 

Dec 2021 

The indicative mix used in the appraisals 
is necessarily high level at this stage in 
the development planning process,… 
We [therefore] believe the values 
applied to the appraisals should reflect 
the additional value that bungalows 

David Lock 
Associates (DLA) 
for Beccles 
Town Council 
and 
Worlingham 
Parish Council 

Noted.  The Viability Assessment uses the 
relevant policy compliant mix but it may be 
that some bungalows will come forward on 
some sites 

26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 32, 
33, 34, 35, 
36, 37 

Values by unit 
size (B&W) 

Dec 2021 

Of particular note are the overall 
discrepancies for the 2 and 4 bed size 
ranges, where the evidence suggests 
values in excess of 15% higher. 

We therefore contend that based on 
second hand sales evidence alone, the 
levels of value for the 2-4 bed range of 
unit sizes should be increased by at least 
10%. 

David Lock 
Associates (DLA) 
for Beccles 
Town Council 
and 
Worlingham 
Parish Council 

Noted. The value evidence was presented as 
at the date of the AV report. AV have 
reviewed the sales values and it is agreed 
they have increased. This information has 
been factored into the updated Viability 
Report (June 2022). The values remain for the 
Mid zone as a whole – it is considered the 
most appropriate approach for strategic sites 
to apply the values for the zone they are in 

North Lowestoft 

63, 52, 53, 
54, 57, 55, 
56, 162 

Density - North 
Lowestoft 
strategic site 

21 Dec 
2021 

Development density will be 30-35 DPH 
as opposed to 37 DPH referred to in the 
AspinallVerdi report.  

Suffolk County 
Council (as 
landowner and 
developer) 

Noted.  The density has been reduced to 33 
DPH – see Typologies Matrix and Strategic 
Site cost assumptions spreadsheet in the 
updated CIL Viability Appraisal (June 2022). 

63, 52, 53, 
54, 57, 55, 
56, 162 

Future Homes 
Standard - 
North 
Lowestoft 
strategic site 

21 Dec 
2021 

The Policy sets out that all development 
over 20 units should aim to achieve a 
20% reduction in CO2 emissions vs 
Building Regulations, and water use of 
110 ltr PPPD. … North of Lowestoft site 
will be constructed to the emerging 

Suffolk County 
Council (as 
landowner and 
developer) 

Part L/FHS is now a requirement for all 
developments.   

The cost of this allowance for this item has 
been raised to £8,286 for houses and 50% of 
this figure (£4,143) for flats.  This is based on 
Appendix C of the 2021 Changes to the 
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Comment 
ID 

Item / Heading Date Summary of comment / feedback Consultee Response to comments 

2025 Future Homes Standards build, 
which equates to a 75-80% reduction in 
CO2 emissions. There is an associated 
construction cost increase, 

energy efficiency requirements of the Building 
Regulations for domestic buildings - Affecting 
new domestic buildings and existing domestic 
buildings when relevant building work is 
carried out. Final Stage Impact Assessment, 
DLUHC, 13th December 2021. Table C.1: Cost 
data for fabric elements that vary between 
the selected specifications for new domestic 
buildings shows the new cost per unit. 

 

63, 52, 53, 
54, 57, 55, 
56, 162 

SANG - North 
Lowestoft 
strategic site 

21 Dec 
2021 

An additional 16ha of land will be 
provided as a SANG. This mitigates the 
impact of not only the North of 
Lowestoft Garden village, but also other 
local developments. This 16ha will 
require significant works to bring into 
use as a SANG. Given this increases the 
overall sizing of the site by 22% (i.e. 
from 71ha to 87ha), the externals 
allowance should be increased 
accordingly from 20% to 24% of total 
costs. 

Suffolk County 
Council (as 
landowner and 
developer) 

Noted.  The Gross:Net site area ratio of 57% 
that has been applied to North Lowestoft is 
more than adequate to accommodate the 
SANG. The asserted SANG cost has been 
allowed for in the infrastructure costs for this 
site, as it has been clearly evidenced. 

63, 52, 53, 
54, 57, 55, 
56, 162 Value Zone - 

North 
Lowestoft 
strategic site 

21 Dec 
2021 

North of Lowestoft site is identified in 
the consultation documents as being in 
the Mid value zone. We believe this 
should be re-considered, and as such 
the proposals should be revised to 
reflect that the North of Lowestoft site 
should be in the Mid Lower value zone. 

Suffolk County 
Council (as 
landowner and 
developer) 

Noted. The values have been reviewed as 
part of the current iteration and it remains 
within the Mid value zone.  Notwithstanding, 
this there is likely to be premium in values for 
the garden village compared to existing 
Lowestoft development (due to the urban 
design quality and the sustainability of the 
homes proposed). 
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Comment 
ID 

Item / Heading Date Summary of comment / feedback Consultee Response to comments 

Saxmundham 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143,  
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157  

CIL rate -
Saxmundham 

Autumn 
2021  

Overall CIL rate of £90 per m2 is strongly 
opposed; a zero-rating is clearly the 
most appropriate and sensible outcome  

Pigeon 

The AV results are based on a robust 
assessment and methodology with an 
appropriate buffer. This response has 
provided no evidence to support this opinion. 
The CIL rate for South Saxmundham has been 
changed following consideration of all the 
evidence and updated information, as set out 
in the June 2022 update of the Viability 
Report and the Statement of Modifications 
(June 2022).    

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Schools 
contributions - 
South 
Saxmundham  

21 Dec 
2021 

Site specific South Saxmundham 
viability modelling assumptions, we 
note that Section 106 contributions of 
£1,476,576 for early years and 
£4,101,600 for primary schools have 
been assumed. ESC’s Infrastructure 
Funding Statement advises these 
contributions should be £1,784,196 and 
£4,434,85 respectively.  

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham)  

 

These school contributions have been 
reviewed and updated, using the 2021/22 IFS 
information. 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Net to gross 
ratio - South 
Saxmundham 

21 Dec 
2021 

In respect of South Saxmundham, we 
support the site specific assumption 
that the Council has applied within this 
appraisal reflecting 55% gross to net 
coverage. 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham)  

 

Noted.  
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Comment 
ID 

Item / Heading Date Summary of comment / feedback Consultee Response to comments 

136, 137, 
138, 139, 
140, 141, 
142, 143, 
144, 145, 
146, 147, 
151, 152, 
153, 154, 
155, 156, 
157 

Primary 
Healthcare - 
South 
Saxmundham 

21 Dec 
2021 

It is unclear how the primary healthcare 
contributions (£460,800 as identified in 
the IFS) associated with the 
development have been taken into 
account. 

Savills on behalf 
of Pigeon 
(Saxmundham)  

This has been added into the updated 
Viability Appraisal (it was erroneously missed 
out of the October 2021 VA). 

Appendix 9: Instalment Policy Representations 

Comment 
ID 

Item / 
Heading 

Date Detailed / Comment / Feedback Consultee Response to Comments 

2 
Instalment 
Policy  

Dec 2021 

The Instalments Policy has been 
amended and [that] another tier has 
been brought in which extends the 
payment period, which is welcomed. 

Bidwells for 
Trinity College 

Noted  

1 

Instalment 
Policy 

17 Dec 
2021 

Gladman welcome the introduction of 
an instalment payment policy which 
varies in relation to the CIL Liability 
which also accounts for phased 
developments,…. Nonetheless, 
Gladman propose that in relation to 
residential sites, payments instalments 
should be linked to occupation or 
dwellings completions. …By linking the 
policy to occupation or completion 
rates, it ensures that cashflow remains 

Gladman 
Developments 
Ltd 

Linking payments to occupation or 
completions is not allowable under the CIL 
regulations. CIL is triggered by 
commencement of the development. 
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Comment 
ID 

Item / 
Heading 

Date Detailed / Comment / Feedback Consultee Response to Comments 

manageable and flexible throughout the 
lifetime of a development scheme 

4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
9 

Instalment 
Policy 

Dec 2021 

The instalment policy increases the 
burden on cashflow by pulling 
payments forward which have to be 
funded by increased development 
interest 

Pathfinder (for 
various local 
housebuilders) 

It is only for sites generating CIL liabilities of 
£10,000 or less (i.e. the smallest sites) that 
would see a reduction in the number of 
instalments (3 to 2) and a shortened period 
to pay them (180 days instead of 547). This is 
considered to be an appropriate balance 
between the need to bring in CIL arising from 
development whilst recognising cashflow 
difficulties which may occur, albeit that this 
CIL bill is not high. 
 
Similarly, the reduction in the last payment 
period for larger sites to 540 days (from 730 
days) is justified on similar grounds. Were 
there to be no instalment policy in place the 
default position is payment in full within 60 
days. 
The largest sites or phases (with a CIL liability 
of over £500,000 would now benefit from the 
same time period (730 days) but the ability 
for this to be split across five instalments 
rather than four (as now) – a significant 
benefit.  Often large sites are specifically 
phased and each phase would have a 
separate liability and instalments applied. 

3 
Instalment 
Policy 

Dec 2021 
The proposal to introduce instalments 
for developers does nothing to support 
Parishes. 

Walberswick 
Parish Council 

The money raised from the charge will be 
used to pay for infrastructure to support 
development within the East Suffolk Council 
area. An Instalment Policy (and there are 
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Comment 
ID 

Item / 
Heading 

Date Detailed / Comment / Feedback Consultee Response to Comments 

existing Instalment Policies covering both the 
former Waveney and Suffolk Coastal areas) is 
concluded to be appropriate, to give the 
opportunity to phase CIL payments, which 
can have cashflow benefits for developers 
and ultimately encourage permitted 
developments to be built.   
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Appendix 10: Initial and Draft CIL Charging Schedule 

Consultation Bodies 

The following organisations and groups were consulted during the preparation of the Draft 

East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule: 

• Elected members 

• Town and Parish Councils 

• Town and Parish Councils adjacent to East Suffolk 

• Members of the public 

 

Specific consultation bodies 

• Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Council 

• Broadland Housing Association 

• Broads Authority 

• EDF Energy Generation Ltd 

• Environment Agency 

• Essex & Suffolk Water 

• Felixstowe Chamber of Commerce 

• Flagship Housing Group 

• Great Yarmouth Borough Council 

• Greater Norwich Local Plan Team 

• Green Print Forum (Mr Guy Ackers) 

• Hastoe Housing Association 

• Historic England 

• Ipswich & East Suffolk CCG & West Suffolk CCG 

• Ipswich Borough Council 

• Mid Suffolk District Council 

• N Power Renewables 

• Natural England 

• New Anglia Local Enterprise Partnership 

• Norfolk Constabulary 

• Norfolk County Council 

• Orbit Homes 

• Orwell Housing Association Ltd 

• South Norfolk District Council 

• Suffolk Constabulary 

• Suffolk County Council 

• Suffolk Housing Society 

• Suffolk Police 

• UK Power Networks 

• Woodbridge Society 
• Woodbridge Town Centre Management 

General consultation bodies 
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• Aldeburgh Business Association 

• Associated British Ports 

• Bungay Chamber of Trade 

• Bungay Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group 

• Corton Neighbourhood Planning Group 

• East Suffolk Building Preservation Trust 

• Flagship Housing Group 

• Framlingham Business Association 

• Home Builders Federation 

• Ipswich Borough Council 

• Kirkley Business Association 

• Lowestoft & Waveney Chamber of Commerce 

• Lowestoft Civic Society 

• Lowestoft Harbour Maritime Businesses Group 

• Lowestoft Neighbourhood Plan Group 

• Lowestoft Rising 

• Lowestoft Vision 

• Most Easterly Community Group 

• Norfolk and Waveney Sustainability Transformation Partnership (Great Yarmouth 
and Waveney Clinical Commission Group) 

• Peninsula Villages Community Land Trust 

• Southwold and Reydon Society 

• Suffolk Association of Local Councils 

• Suffolk Chamber of Commerce, Industry & Shippings 

• Suffolk Preservation Society 

• West Suffolk Council 

• Woodbridge Chamber of Trade & Commerce 

Other individuals and organisations 
Includes local businesses, individuals, local organisations and groups, planning agents, 
developers, landowners, residents and others on the Local Plan mailing list 
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Appendix 11: Targeted engagement email template & 

attachments sent 14/03/2022 

 

From: Adam Nicholls <Adam.Nicholls@eastsuffolk.gov.uk>  

Sent: 14 March 2022 16:07 

To:  

Cc:  

Subject: RE: East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule: targeted engagement on some site 

infrastructure costs 14th March to 28th March 2022 – advance notice 

 

Dear, 

Further to my email of Thursday 10th March (included below for convenience), I am writing 

with the infrastructure costs document for your site, as promised. The engagement period 

will run until 5pm on Monday 28th March. Please submit any responses via email to 

planningpolicy@eastsuffolk.gov.uk. If there are any questions, please contact me. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Adam  

 

 

 

Adam Nicholls MRTPI 

Principal Planner (Policy and Delivery)  
East Suffolk Council  

01502 523044 | 07881 005429 

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk   

www.eastsuffolkmeansbusiness.co.uk  

  

Our ambition is to deliver the best possible quality of 

life for everyone who lives in, works in and visits East 

Suffolk. 

We are East Suffolk 

 

From: Adam Nicholls  

Sent: 10 March 2022 17:01 

To:  

Cc:  

mailto:planningpolicy@eastsuffolk.gov.uk
http://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/
http://www.eastsuffolkmeansbusiness.co.uk/
https://www.paperturn-view.com/?pid=Nzg78875
http://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/
https://twitter.com/EastSuffolk?lang=en-gb
https://www.linkedin.com/company/eastsuffolkcouncil
https://www.facebook.com/eastsuffolkcouncil
http://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/YouTube
https://www.instagram.com/eastsuffolkcouncils/
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Subject: East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule: targeted engagement on some site 

infrastructure costs 14th March to 28th March 2022 – advance notice 

 

Dear, 

 

Consultation on the Draft East Suffolk Council CIL Charging Schedule took place from 11th 

November to 23rd December 2021. You submitted representations on the Beccles & 

Worlingham Garden Village site on behalf of the landowners/developers. 

 

The Council is in the process of considering all representations submitted during the 

consultation period but notes specifically that you made a number of comments on the 

infrastructure costs associated with the site you are promoting/representing. The Council 

has summarised, in a document, the S106/S278 infrastructure cost assumptions set out in 

the Aspinall Verdi CIL Viability report (October 2021) and the alternative costs and/or 

comments that you submitted.  

 

In order to assist with the consideration of your comments, the Council is offering you a 

limited opportunity to provide – if you wish to/are able to – any (further) supporting 

evidence to justify your infrastructure comments/assertions.  

 

For the avoidance of any doubt, the Council is seeking (further) evidence only on on-site (or 

near-site) S106/S278 infrastructure costs as will be set out in the document. Comments on 

any other aspects of the CIL Charging Schedule or its evidence base are not being sought 

and will not be considered. Please note that, as with the formal CIL consultation in late 

2021, the Council will not be able to accept any confidential information or evidence – all 

information submitted will be made publicly available.  

 

The engagement period will run for a fortnight from Monday 14th March – Monday 28th 

March and I will write to you again on Monday 14th March with a copy of the infrastructure 

cost assumptions document.  

 

If there are any questions, please contact me. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Adam 
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Adam Nicholls MRTPI 

Principal Planner (Policy and Delivery)  
East Suffolk Council  

01502 523044 | 07881 005429 

www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk   

www.eastsuffolkmeansbusiness.co.uk  

  

Our ambition is to deliver the best possible quality of 

life for everyone who lives in, works in and visits East 

Suffolk. 

We are East Suffolk 

  

http://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/
http://www.eastsuffolkmeansbusiness.co.uk/
https://www.paperturn-view.com/?pid=Nzg78875
http://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/
https://twitter.com/EastSuffolk?lang=en-gb
https://www.linkedin.com/company/eastsuffolkcouncil
https://www.facebook.com/eastsuffolkcouncil
http://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/YouTube
https://www.instagram.com/eastsuffolkcouncils/
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Appendix 12: Targeted engagement representations 

The table below lists the main issues raised in the representations, the Council’s response 

and the representations were taken into account in the preparation of the submission draft 

CIL Charging Schedule (and submission draft CIL Instalment Policy).   

Respondent Summary of representation Officer comment and any actions 
arising 

Rob Hancock, 
Suffolk County 
Council 

Provided additional cost information 
regarding North of Lowestoft garden 
village. 
 
Table of cost estimates for new 
roundabout included a breakdown of site 
clearance, pavement work, drainage, 
street lights, electricity cables/ 
connections, road markings and signage, 
and landscaping.  Total costs £1,422,616 
at 2020 rates. 
 
Drawing of a proposed new roundabout 
on the A47 provided. 
 
Spreadsheet provided with cost details 
for new A47 access: £1,422,616 
roundabout 2020 costs, 8% uplift 
£113,809.28, roundabout extras 
£281,150, SANG £940,075.50 and Service 
diversions £350,000. Total additional 
infrastructure £3,107,650.78. 

All the information submitted has 
been reviewed. The increased 
construction costs and costs for 
external works have been noted, 
but the application of BCIS costs 
with 20% for external works is the 
industry standard and has been 
used in the viability testing. 
 
A cost for a new/improved A47 
roundabout to safely access the 
site – a requirement to access the 
site – was erroneously not included 
in the October 2021 Viability 
Report. A cost of £1,817,575 has 
therefore been added for the new 
A47 roundabout.  
 
A cost for SANG was also 
erroneously not included; £940,000 
has been added. 

Andrew 
Fillmore, 
Pigeon 

Pigeon wishes previously submitted 
representations to be taken into 
consideration.  
 
They note areas of discrepancies in the 
latest correspondence and the figures in 
Council’s Infrastructure Funding 
Statement in relation to Early Years 
provision, Primary School provision and 
Healthcare contributions.  

All the figures in the viability 
appraisal have been updated in line 
with the East Suffolk Infrastructure 
Funding Statement 2020-21 
published in December 2021. Other 
changes have been made, as 
appropriate (see the updated June 
2022 CIL Viability Report) 

Sarah Nunn for 
DPL 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Reiterated previous comments to Draft 
CIL consultation that CIL contributions 
may compromise delivery of the essential 
scheme specific S106 infrastructure. 
 
 

All the information submitted has 
been reviewed. The increased 
construction costs and costs for 
external works have been noted, 
but the application of BCIS costs 
with 20% for external works is the 
industry standard and has been 
used in the viability testing. 
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Only healthcare, libraries and 
secondary school contributions will 
be delivered through CIL; all other 
infrastructure required for the site 
will be delivered either directly, or 
through S106/S278.  
 
The revised proposed CIL rate for 
the site is £30 per m2

, incorporating 
a substantial 79% buffer. This is a 
low rate in absolute terms and only 
a relatively small component of the 
development costs overall.   
 
The AV ViabilityAappraisal has been 
updated with new electricity sub-
stations costs increased from 
£160,000 to £720,000, 2 x junctions 
to Relief Road and access to 
employment site added at a total 
cost of £1,500,000 and £6,250,000 
added for a spine road. 
 
It is acknowledged that all the 
strategic sites are at different 
stages of development and there 
are costs which are unknown to 
East Suffolk Council, Aspinall Verdi 
and possibly the developer/ 
landowner. It is nevertheless 
appropriate to make cost 
assumptions to enable the setting 
of CIL rates. Many key 
infrastructure items will be 
delivered though S106 agreements 
which would allow for further 
discussion of viability at the 
planning application(s) stage. 
 
East Suffolk Council cannot accept 
commercially sensitive information 
that has to be kept confidential. All 
information received must to be 
available to the public and 
Examiner to ensure an open, 
transparent and fair process that is 
in accordance with the CIL 
Regulations. 

Sarah Nunn for 
DPL 
Consultants 

Concerned and disappointed with the 
two-week time frame to respond and 
that their request for a meeting with the 

The two-week engagement period 
is appropriate; it gave a non-
statutory and additional 
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and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Council and didn’t receive a response 
until 10 days into the two-week deadline. 
 

opportunity for some strategic site 
promoters to provide further 
evidence to support their 
previously-submitted infrastructure 
representations.  
 
The Council notified relevant 
strategic site promoters a few days 
in advance of the start of the 
engagement, on the day itself and 
also called/left a voicemail 
message. No request for a meeting 
was made by the site 
representatives, although a request 
was made for an extension of time 
(which was denied by the Council)  

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Concern regarding the time the Council 
takes responding to representation 
compared to the limited time they have 
to make representations. 
 

The CIL Charging Schedule 
preparation work is detailed and 
complicated and must be 
undertaken alongside various other 
work priorities  

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Note that the different parties are at 
different stage of their masterplanning 
for the Beccles and Worlingham Garden 
Neighbourhood site. 
 

Noted, but Local Plan policy 
WLP3.1 requires that the site be 
masterplanned as a single site 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

They do not consider this a democratic 
approach to CIL, Aspinall Verdi have 
made significant errors in their 
assumptions, and assumptions made of 
the Beccles and Worlingham Garden 
Neighbourhood site are premature. 
 

Representations have been 
considered appropriately, and the 
preparation of the CIL Charging 
Schedule cannot wait until ultra-
detailed cost assumptions for all 
strategic sites are available (which 
they never would be at the same 
time) 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

The Beccles and Worlingham Garden 
Neighbourhood site should be exempt 
from CIL with all necessary and 
reasonable obligation and contributions 
made through S106. 
 

Only healthcare, libraries and 
secondary school contributions will 
be delivered through CIL; all other 
infrastructure required for the site 
will be delivered either directly, or 
through S106/S278. The rate pf £30 
per m2 is therefore concluded to be 
appropriate  
 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

The eastern parcel is losing 13-14% of the 
total residential development land to 
community infrastructure. The western 
parcel contains significant amounts of 
land that must be safeguarded for 
ecological purposes. 
 

Noted, but the Viability Appraisal 
assesses the site as a whole 
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Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Further design work to provide evidence 
was requested by the Council and has 
been undertaken.  
 
Aspinall Verdi has failed to make 
adequate provision for site wide 
infrastructure. Further work carried out 
by Larkfleet Group shows Aspinall Verdi 
made incorrect assumptions regarding 
infrastructure costs for the Beccles and 
Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood. 
 

The Council was clear that 
additional (new) information was 
not the purpose of the targeted 
engagement. 
 
Little substantive evidence has 
been submitted by the 
landowners/developers to support 
the existence/quantum of many of 
the asserted infrastructure costs. 
Nonetheless, appropriate 
assumptions have been made in 
the updated Viability Assessment, 
including £6.5m for the spine road 
costs (as set out in the 
representations made in December 
2021)  

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Total cost of GI (excluding SANG) is about 
£1m 
 

BNG, Country Park, woodland and 
SANG costs are all set out 
separately. Other GI costs will be 
within the 20% externals 
allowance. 
 
A separate SANG allowance of 
£1.41m has been allowed for, 
applying (pro-rata) standard 
approach of 8 ha per 1,000 
population and 2.4 people per 
house 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Figure for open space should be assumed 
to be roughly £700k 
 

This cost should be considered to 
be within the 20% externals 
allowance 
 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Community Centre figure of £715,540 is 
agreed 
 

Noted 
 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

The costs of primary school and Early 
Years settings don’t match the 2020/21 
IFS costs 
 

The correct costs have now been 
applied 
 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Country park costs are included in a total 
cost for GI, open space BNG and 
woodland of £1.25m 
 

The existing cost of the Country 
Park of £152,000 is retained 
 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 

Pedestrian and cycle links costs of 
£112,000 are far too low (it should 

Some of the pedestrian and cycle 
costs will be met from the 20% 
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Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

probably be over £1m), although it is not 
possible to put a precise figure on it 
 

externals allowance, others from 
the £6.5m spine road allowance 
and the identified £112,000 cost is 
sufficient to meet the policy 
requirement to provide a cycle link 
alongside Ellough Road (required in 
the policy) 
 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Biodiversity Net Gain costs are agreed 
 

Noted 
 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Electricity supply connection costs are 
likely to be in the region of £10m 
 

Any such costs will be provided 
from through the 20% externals 
allowance and/or come off the 
value of the land  

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Woodland retention and enhancement 
costs are not fully known, but instead of 
£100,000 will be at least £627,000 plus 
an unknown amount for the western half 
of the site 
 

The £100,000 cost is considered to 
be appropriate, but with any 
additional costs met from the 20% 
externals allowance – little 
substantive evidence was provided 
to support the asserted figure  

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

At least 14 electricity sub-stations may be 
required, at a cost of about £1.1m 

Little substantive evidence has 
been provided to support this 
updated costs figure; but a total of 
8 sub-stations at £90,000 each has 
now been allowed for (totalling 
£540,000), as there is a known 
shortage of electricity in the area. 
Any additional costs would be 
provided for through the 20% 
externals allowance and/or come 
off the value of the land 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

EV charging point costs are likely to be in 
the region of £1.1-1.5m 
 

Little substantive evidence has 
been provided to support this 
figure; the (updated) figures in the 
Viability Report (June 2022) of £500 
per dwelling and £2,500 per flat are 
applied, totalling £900,000  

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

At least 5 pumping stations are required, 
at a cost of about £1.7m  

Little substantive evidence has 
been provided to support this 
figure; any such costs will be 
provided from through the 20% 
externals allowance and/or come 
off the value of the land 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 

Offsite drainage costs of about £750,000 
are likely   

Little substantive evidence has 
been provided to support this 
figure; any such costs will be 
provided from through the 20% 
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and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

externals allowance and/or come 
off the value of the land 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Access costs total about £3.2m, including 
2 x roundabouts at £1m each, about 
£500k each for 2x priority junctions 

Little hard evidence has been 
provided to support this figure. The 
Local Plan Policy says that there 
should be 2 x accesses to the 
Beccles Southern Relief Road and 
access to the employment site from 
Ellough Road, with the aim of 
reducing traffic to Ellough Road (to 
help reduce an existing air quality 
problem); the masterplan 
submitted by the 
landowners/developers showing 
direct access to Ellough Road from 
a residential part of the eastern site 
is therefore not likely to be 
acceptable.   
 
Applying the cost of 3 x priority 
junctions (there is no substantive 
evidence that roundabouts will be 
required) at £500k each leads to a 
total of £1.5m 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Table of further costs included in the 
Council’s assessment include Travel Plan 
at £400-£3,250 per unit,  

An appropriate Travel Plan 
allowance has been made for all 
strategic sites – a £500 per dwelling 
cost has been assumed, based on 
recent other examples in the 
district 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Information supplied about need for: site 
levels and retaining walls; earthworks; 
attenuation basins; and noise/acoustic 
mitigation but with little costs 
information known/supplied 
 

As with some of the other asserted 
infrastructure costs, if needed they 
will be for provided for through the 
20% externals allowance and/or 
come off the value of the land    

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

Landowners/developers consider they 
have submitted sufficient evidence at a 
stage where much of the evidence is 
commercially sensitive. There are still 
many unknowns given the lifespan of the 
development. 
 

Noted, but the CIL Charging 
Schedule work cannot wait until 
complete certainty of costs is 
known and must work on the most 
appropriate current information 
and credible assumptions 

Sarah Nunn for 
DLP 
Consultants 
and Ingleton 
Wood LLP 

They request further consultation and 
engagement once the appraisal has been 
re-run. 
 

Updates have been made to the 
Viability Report to take into 
account updated information and 
once the CIL CS has been 
submitted, there will be a further 
opportunity to comment on the 
revised rate for the Beccles & 
Worlingham site 



Consultation Statement | Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule| June 2022 

110 

 

 

 

  



Consultation Statement | Draft East Suffolk CIL Charging Schedule| June 2022 

111 

Appendix 13: General Post-Consultation Correspondence 

The table below details a separate item of correspondence received outside of public 

consultations and targeted engagement in relation to affordable housing sizes (highlighting 

a matter of inconsistency within the October 2021 CIL Viability Report). 

Item / Heading Date 

Detailed / 
Comment / 
Feedback 

Consultee 
Response 
Comments 

Affordable 
Housing Unit 
sizes (B&W) 

06 April 2022 by 
email 

…the affordable 
unit sizes are 
smaller than 
those for the 
open market 
section, for 
example a 2 bed 
OMV unit 
measures 80sqm 
and 2 bed 
Affordable 
70sqm. 

However, in the 
Sales Value 
calculation, 
revenues are 
expressed as a 
% of the open 
market value. 
Again, for 
example 
Affordable Rent 
at 50% x OMV for 
a 2-bed house is 
50% of £215,000 
= £107,500, but 
this suggests that 
the affordable 
unit would 
measure 80sqm 
to be 
comparable. 
However, the 
difference in size 
of the units is not 
considered in this 
calculation.  

The revenue in 
this example is 
therefore at a 
value related to 
the OMV market 
unit size of 
80sqm/unit and 
not 70sqm/unit. 

DLP Planning 
Limited on behalf 
of Larkfleet 
Group, Beccles 
and Worlingham 
Garden 
Neighbourhood 

The affordable 
housing 
assumptions are 
set out in 
paragraphs 5.27 
– 5.34 of the 
October 2021 
report.  The 
affordable 
housing floor 
areas are based 
upon the unit 
sizes in Table 
5.12 which were 
derived from the 
Waveney & 
Suffolk Coastal 
WPV evidence 
base. 

The affordable 
housing values 
and percentage 
discount from the 
absolute market 
values have been 
consulted upon 
as have the unit 
sizes.  It is 
acknowledged 
that the 
percentage 
discount will be 
higher on a £ 
psm basis due to 
the smaller unit 
sizes.  However, 
the absolute 
value of the 
affordable 
housing is 
correct. 

Equally the unit 
sizes have been 
consulted upon 
relative to both 
value and cost.   
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However, when it 
comes to build 
costs, the 
affordable unit 
sizes utilised to 
calculate cost are 
smaller. For the 
2-bed house 
70sqm is again 
used. 

The result is that 
the revenue for 
the appraisal is 
therefore 
overstated 
against the build 
cost. 

However, given 
the increasing 
emphasis on First 
Homes which are 
derived explicitly 
from a discount 
to market 
housing, the unit 
sizes of the 
affordable 
housing have 
been increased 
to the same as 
the market 
housing.  This 
adds construction 
cost but resolves 
this issue.  
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Email us 

 

Planning Policy and Delivery Team 

planningpolicy@eastsuffolk.gov.uk 

 

 

Call us 

 

01394 444557 

 

 

Write to us 

 

East Suffolk Council 

Riverside, 4 Canning Road, Lowestoft 

Suffolk NR33 0EQ 

 

 

This document is available in alternative formats 

and in different languages on request. If you need 

support or assistance to help you read and/or  

understand this document, please contact the Council using one of the methods above.  
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