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Introduction 
 
Hopkins Homes Ltd has made representations in respect of the CIL Charging Schedule(s) and 
Regulation 123 List as part of a consortium of prominent developers who are together working 
towards delivering a significant part of the Districts’ growth strategy. Additionally, Hopkins Homes 
Ltd is raising its own particular concerns about its Strategic Sites and to the Regulation 123 List.  
 
With reference to the Inspector’s Main Issues and Questions my issues relate, in the most part, to: 

 Session 1 Question 1  

 Session 2 Questions 4a, 4c and 4f 

 Session 5 Questions 9 and 10   
 
Background 
 
The Peter Brett Associates Community Infrastructure Levy – Viability Study Final Report of October 
2014 states at 2.4.3 “generally speaking, 'Charging schedules with differential rates should not have 
a disproportionate impact on particular sectors or specialist forms of development', otherwise the CIL 
may fall foul of State Aid rules.” 
 
Paragraph 2.4.4 continues “It is worth noting, however, that the guidance gives an example which 
makes it clear that a strategic site can be regarded as a separate charging zone: 'If the evidence 
shows that the area includes a zone, which could be a strategic site, which has low, very low or zero 
viability, the charging authority should consider setting a low or zero levy rate in that area” 
 
The report also states at 6.4.3 that “Mid Suffolk should have a two tiered charge. Stowmarket and 
Needham Market are lower value in comparison to higher value rural areas”. At paragraph 6.4.6 the 
report makes the more obvious point that “Similarly to Babergh, in Mid Suffolk it was found that the 
housing markets around Stowmarket do not follow ward boundaries”[Hopkins Homes emphasis]. 
 
However, earlier in the report there is much discussion in section 6.3 over the problems of creating 
separate geographical charging zones.  Para 6.3.6 and 6.3.7 state:  
“To avoid these statistical and boundary problems, it is our view that a robust set of differential 
charging zones should ideally meet two conditions: 

i The zones should be separated by substantial and clear-cut price differences. 
ii They should also be separated by substantial and clear-cut geographical boundaries – for 

example with zones defined as individual settlements or groups of settlements, as urban or rural 



parts of the authority. We also seek to avoid any charging boundaries which might bisect a strategic 
site or development area. 
We have held to these principles in devising zone boundaries.” 
 
This concluding remark and the two conditions are clearly incorrect and there is no evidence to 
suggest that the geographical boundaries have anything to do with market areas or development. 
Indeed, the geographical boundaries seem to be justified only by the footnote to the bottom of page 
32 of the report which says  “ST wards are used because very precise boundary mapping exists which 
shows ward boundaries, and is not subject to the degree of change that electoral wards or postcode 
boundaries are subject to”.  
 
Discussion Points 
 
Hopkins Homes Ltd has concerns that it controls two Strategic Sites which are both on the 
boundaries of the low and high zones around Stowmarket and Needham Market. These sites are 
clearly Strategic Sites in that the Council has granted them a planning status as sites which are 
expected to deliver growth. That growth is clearly adding housing to the defined low zone and would 
be sold at prices pertaining to that market area.  However, instead of being Nil rated both sites are 
placed into a high zone simply because the Council has not used a market approach to its zone 
boundaries. Hopkins Homes Ltd is not objecting to the Council’s choice of two zones but is objecting 
to the policy of placing these Strategic sites in a high zone and questions the methodology used to 
arrive at defining zone boundaries.  
 
I have illustrated each of the two sites in a green outline on my version of the Charging Schedule 
map attached as Appendix 1A.  The Council’s Charging Zone Maps are not to scale and are not based 
upon OS Mapping. There needs to be greater clarity in the mapping given that the boundaries 
between zones are relatively short and affect a small geographical area. If an OS Base plan was used 
then the chronic inequity of the zones would also be brought into sharper focus. If a developer 
submitted a planning application here, the proposal would be invalid if it lacked a suitable plan to 
identify the location of the site.      
 
Paragraph 2.15 of the Mid Suffolk Core Strategy states that: "the main brownfield site identified in 
the Urban Capacity Housing Study is on the southern edge of Needham Market." This clearly refers to 
the Needham Chalk Quarry site which is the subject of the current planning application 3153/14.  
 
Detailed viability summaries are provided to show the difference between the CIL and non CIL 
scenarios for the Needham Market site (Lake Park) at Appendix 1B. The Section 106 Heads of Terms 
are agreed and these equate to a fixed sum of money of £1.6M. If the S106 was not agreed before 
CIL was imposed then the CIL amount would be £1,144,000 greater and the scheme would be 
unviable for the foreseeable future.  
 
At the Examination I would hope to ask: Why is the Needham Market Quarry (Lake Park) site not 
defined as a strategic site and zero rated given that it has been a long standing strategic area for 
growth (as indicated in the Core Strategy) and it has acknowledged viability issues? 
 
If the site is not to be zero rated as a Strategic Site with acknowledged despite being formally 
accepted as having “low, very low or zero viability” then what evidence is there to place this site in 
the high zone when the site is clearly adding homes to the local market pertaining to the low zone? 
 
The Lake Park site has a resolution to grant planning permission (from the Development 
Management Committee of 29th April 2015) based upon its challenging viability situation. What 
assurances can the Council give that there will be transitional arrangements in place to ensure that 
where it resolves to grant planning permission (prior to CIL) that those developments do not become 
CIL liable in the event that it takes a significant period of time to complete the Section 106 Planning 
Obligation (notwithstanding the reasonable endeavours of the applicant). 



 
The Hopkins Homes land at Union Road Stowmarket is within the Stowmarket Area Action Plan DPD 
as a reserve site. It is geographically located adjacent both to a low zone and to a zero rated green 
field Strategic Site yet it is categorised as a high zone. In a similar vein to the Needham Market site 
this site will be adding much needed homes to the Stowmarket housing market directly adjacent to 
existing homes within that area yet the charging zone pertaining to it would be a high zone. What 
justification is there for this anomaly?  
 
Why have the zone boundaries been defined on the basis of statistical wards when the assumptions 
leading to those boundaries make it clear that house prices and market demands are not demarked 
by ward boundaries?  
 
Developers are already seeing a significant expansion of Section 106 requests being made following 
the introduction of CIL in other regions and in other parts of the East of England. These requests, 
more often led by County Councils, would need to fall outside of the CIL Regulation 123 list of 
Relevant Infrastructure but be CIL Regulation 122 compliant. Hopkins Homes Ltd seeks assurances 
that Mid Suffolk District Council will produce its own Section 106 Supplementary Planning Document 
which will clarify that there is a difference between relevant infrastructure being paid for by CIL and 
other infrastructure being paid for by Section 106 Planning Obligations. Previous attempts at the 
publication of Guidance have been in the form of the District merely adopting guidance already 
provided by (and approved by) Suffolk County Council which seemingly have the ingestion of money 
from development as their sole aim and are based upon the false presumption that all development 
is a drain on the resources of the County Council.  
 
The Regulation 123 List is vague. The Regulations allow this because the District is required to 
publish either a list of types of infrastructure or a list of infrastructure projects. The Regulation 123 
list adds to this vagueness by allowing one to consider what is not written in the list rather than 
what is. This vague approach also leads one to assume that Mid Suffolk District Council doesn’t have 
any particular infrastructure to be provided or arising because of planned development in the 
District.  The table on page 1 of the Regulation 123 List is titled:  “Infrastructure across the district 
that may be wholly or partly funded by Community Infrastructure Levy funds, except for the listed 
strategic sites”. However this is a list of “Types of” Infrastructure across the district that may be 
wholly or partly funded by Community Infrastructure Levy funds. The table is also caveated by a 
footnote saying: “Please note – the inclusion of an item on this list does not signify a commitment 
from the Council to fund all the projects or types of infrastructure listed, or the entirety of any project 
through funds generated by CIL.” This footnote should read: Please note – the inclusion of any item 
on this list does not signify a commitment from the Council to fund any of the projects or types of 
infrastructure listed, or the entirety of any project through funds generated by CIL. 
 
Although the Regulation 123 List is only one and a half pages in length we would want to add Lake 
Park, Needham Market and the Union Road (Reserve Site), Stowmarket to the list of Strategic Sites 
developments on page 2. 
 
 
Mr Robert Eburne 
Planning Manager         May 2015 
Hopkins Homes Ltd 
 
 



Appendix 1A—Hopkins Homes Strategic Sites Mapped onto the 2014 Draft Charging Schedule Zones Map 








