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Dear Mr Nicholls, 
 
East Suffolk CIL Examination 
 
I have had regard to all of the evidence submitted in relation to the Council’s Draft Charging 

Schedule, in particular that submitted following the Hearing which includes revised viability 

appraisals for strategic sites.  Whilst my report is substantially drafted, at this moment in time I have 

outstanding concerns that the proposed charging rate relating to the Beccles and Worlingham 

Garden Neighbourhood Strategic Site is inadequately supported by the evidence and is not 

demonstrably viable.  As a consequence, I am providing an opportunity for the Council, in liaison 

with affected parties as necessary, to review its evidence and current position. 

The site is identified by the CIL Review Update Report as residing in the Mid Value Zone. In summary 

I am of the view that the Council has reasonably endeavoured to take a proportionate approach to 

the issue of identifying market values across the District and I am minded to conclude that the 

Council’s evidence is sufficient and proportionate to justify the Mid Value Zone identified within the 

Charging Schedule.  

The proposed Garden Neighbourhood will be of a significant size in the East Suffolk context. Partly as 

a consequence, a broad range of infrastructure is required in support of delivering an effective 

scheme. These include various highway works involving a main road and junction 

provision/improvements, the provision of adequate electricity supplies, pedestrian and cycle links, 

woodland enhancement/retention and a range of other infrastructure matters.  

Based on the available evidence, I am currently satisfied that the infrastructure costs applicable to 

the Garden Neighbourhood are different to other East Suffolk Strategic Sites. Furthermore, whilst 

noting representations which suggest that the proposed infrastructure may, in part, be unnecessary, 

the Council and developer interests appear to agree the basis of the infrastructure required to 

enable delivery of the site such that I have insufficient reason to disagree. 

Nevertheless, there is a clear difference of judgement between interested parties, including site 

proponents, on the costs of developing the site and the implications for cashflow management, 

including the costs of interest payments. 

The Council’s evidence finds that a maximum potential CIL charge that enables a viable development 

would be £167/sqm and specifies an applicable CIL Charge of £30/sqm. On this basis it identifies a 

potential surplus of just over £10m for the site and a resulting per dwelling buffer of approximately 

£8,178 (82% from the maximum CIL). 
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The Council’s general calculated buffer lies within a similar percentage range as other strategic sites. 

However, it is considerably lower when calculated as a per dwelling figure, indeed some 45% below 

that for North Lowestoft and 71% less than that for Carlton Colville. Whilst each strategic site falls to 

be considered against its own specific circumstances, the available viability cushion for the Beccles 

and Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood, by the Council’s calculations, is the least generous and 

therefore the least able to allow for expenditure contingencies. 

I am mindful that the PPG advocates a proportionate, simple and transparent approach to the 

matter of development viability. Whilst particularly pertinent to plan making, the PPG is also clear 

that: In some circumstances more detailed assessment may be necessary for particular areas or key 

sites on which the delivery of the plan relies. The Beccles and Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood is 

a key site within the Waveney Local Plan. As such, it is important that any applicable CIL charge is 

justified in terms of viability and does not jeopardise the effective delivery of the development plan 

strategy. As noted by the Council’s evidence in relation to strategic sites: The level of detail available 

to support our assumptions and inputs of the larger site testing is limited because most of the sites 

are still in the early stages of being brought forward. Due to the size of the development, 

development viability is very sensitive to small changes in the inputs used. We would therefore 

recommend a cautious approach is taken when setting CIL charges (i.e. a higher buffer). 

Contrary evidence has been submitted to that of the Council indicating that the costs of 

development will be higher. This is specified in consultation responses to the draft Charging 

Schedule (2021 and 2022) and to the Examination process thereafter. Whilst I support the premise 

for proportionate evidence, I am also mindful that a CIL charge must strike an appropriate balance 

between helping to fund necessary new infrastructure and the potential effects on the viability of 

development. In this regard it is helpful that the Council has updated its evidence to account for its 

latest Infrastructure Funding Statement.  

However, a number of the detailed assumptions within the Council’s evidence are specifically 

disputed. These include the way in which BCIS costs have been applied, the input assumptions for 

general development costs, including professional fees, electricity sub stations, highway works, the 

manner in which garage provision is accounted, the assumed rate of site ‘build out’, the method of 

applying interest costs and the absence of transparent cash flow details. Concerns are also raised at 

revised timescales for infrastructure delivery through the lifespan of the development. Some 

alternative assumptions, costs and implications for development viability are provided. 

No statement of common ground has been advanced for this strategic site between the Council and 

interested parties which may have been useful in clarifying agreed and disputed matters, feasibly 

with a corollary benefit in at least partially resolving the latter. The Council has also been unable to 

share its cash flow projections. In short and with regard to all submissions, I currently have 

reservations in relation to the accuracy of some assumptions underpinning the Council’s proposed 

CIL calculation for Beccles and Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood and the adequacy of the 

proposed buffer.  These include: 

• The cost of electricity sub stations is estimated by the Council at £720,000 phased over the 

first 12 years of the development. This conflicts with the site proponent’s evidence, supported by a 

broad industry quotation, of a cost in excess of £3m. Whilst phased delivery/payments may be 

feasible, the potential cost differential is not satisfactorily explained and may impact negatively on 

the proposed buffer. 

• As noted by the site proponents, I agree that it is unlikely that the site would yield 100 units 

in Year 2 given the initial need for associated highway works, including the spine road. This would 

affect house sale revenues. 
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• The cashflow evidence available to me is contrary. When taken in the round, the totality of 

evidence including that of site proponents, indicates that securing a positive cashflow balance for 

the development is likely to exceed the 29 month period anticipated by the Council. This affects the 

viability of the development. 

• The details of the cashflow, as far as available, suggest that the variables for this 

development allocation can have a significant impact on viability. This is illustrated by the 

submissions made by site proponents in relation to interest accruing on development finance 

regardless of whether rates of 6.5% or 8% are applied. This cost variable is not adequately mitigated 

by the scale of the proposed buffer. 

Despite advocating a cautious approach, the Council’s evidence appears, in the face of opposing 

evidence, to be at material risk of underestimating the costs of development even allowing 20% for 

external costs. Whilst recognising that the assessment of the costs of a strategic site is challenging, 

an underestimation of costs would likely render the calculation of a viability buffer ineffective. As a 

consequence, the scope of any viability buffer to act as a sufficient contingency, is undermined.  

I consider that the scale of the viability buffer should be sufficient to absorb some of the potential 

variable cost factors affecting the site delivery. Even if the Council’s evidence on costs and revenues 

is accepted, then it indicates that of all its assessed strategic sites, the buffer applicable to Beccles 

and Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood, the second largest residential allocation, is the lowest by a 

number of measures. The evidence does not give sufficient assurance that the proposed CIL rate of 

£30/sqm would ensure development viability and that the Charging Schedule strikes an appropriate 

balance. If site specific costs are underestimated as indicated by other evidence, then the negative 

effect on development viability is heightened.  

I therefore propose a period of three weeks for the Council to review its position in light of the 

above and the submissions previously made to the draft Charging Schedule as affecting Beccles and 

Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood.  I would find the production of a Statement of Common 

Ground with the site promoters to be especially helpful in setting out agreed matters and clarifying 

which, if any, matters remain in dispute.  If appropriate, an alternative CIL charging rate should be 

specified with justification. 

Upon receipt of this information, I will consider its implications for the Examination, the necessity for 

further consultation on its content and determine whether a further Hearing session is required. 

Updates will be provided on the Examination website.  

I look forward to hearing from you in due course in order that the Examination may be drawn to a 

close. 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

Mr A Seaman 
 
IPE Ltd. 
https://www.intelligentplans.co.uk/ 
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