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1. Introduction  
 
1.1 On 28 October 2013 Cambridge City Council invited representation on its Community 

Infrastructure Levy Draft Charging Schedule. The consultation ran for a period of 6 weeks and 
ended on 09 December 2013 

 
2. Statement of Representations 

 
2.1 In accordance with Regulation 19(1) of the CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended), this statement 

confirms that the Council has sent all representations received during the consultations 
period regarding the draft charging schedule to the examiner. There were 59 representations 
received from 18 respondents on time and in accordance with Regulation 17 of the 
Regulations.  
 

2.2 Details of those parties who made representations are set out at Appendix A. 
 
2.3 A summary of the comments raised by the representations and an officer’s response to issues 

raised is contained in Appendix C.  

 
2.4 The tables below illustrate the level of response to each individual question: 

 
Question 1: Do you support the Council’s view that it has demonstrated a sufficient 
infrastructure funding gap to demonstrate the need to charge CIL? 
Reps Object Support 

4 1 3 

Key Issues: 

 Were alternative funding sources considered? 
 Paragraph 4.3.14 implies the aggregate funding gap in relation to CIL Strategic 

Infrastructure falls within the administrative boundary of Cambridge City 
 

 

Question 2: Do you support the City Council’s view that the proposed rates are informed 
by and consistent with, the evidence on economic viability across Cambridge City? 
Reps Object Support 

9 7 2 

Key Issues: 
 There should be a differential retail rate to reflect the Viability Assessment (VA), out 

of centre retail could support a higher charge; 
 The residential rate is too high and does not reflect the viability assessment; 
 The residential CIL rate is too high in comparison to other authorities; 
 Warehouse clubs are not viable at the proposed retail rate and should not be classed 

as sui generis akin to retail; 
 Residential CIL rate is too high in comparison to neighbouring authorities. 
 Detailed comments on viability testing and assumptions used, including; the 

interpretations of land values; S.106 assumptions; lack of s.106 assumptions in 
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student accommodation VA’s; marketing costs; and, legal fees; 
 A single residential CIL rate is supported but a rate of £125/sqm is not consistent with 

viability evidence, which identified lower value areas of the city would be able to 
support a £100/sqm CIL rate; 

 The need for a planning obligations SPD; 
 Concerns about double counting; 
 There should be a CIL charge for business. 

 

 

Question 3: Do you support the City Council’s view that the rates proposed represent an 
appropriate balance between the desirability of funding infrastructure and the need to 
maintain overall viability of growth across the District? 
Reps Object Support 

7 6 1 

Key Issues: 

 The residential rate is too high; 
 The cost of providing infrastructure to support out of centre retail should be bourne 

by those promoting these schemes. There is scope for a higher out of centre retail 
charge ; 

 In seeking to set a flat rate of £125/m2  to areas that have been identified (in the VA) 
as only be able to withstand a rate of £100/m2 (the north east and east of 
Cambridge), the Council has failed to demonstrate that the rate will not put at risk 
the delivery of the Local Plan; 

 Detailed comments on viability testing and assumptions used, including; the 
interpretations of land values; S.106 assumptions; lack of s.106 assumptions in 
student accommodation VA’s; marketing costs; and, legal fees; 

 A single residential CIL rate is supported but a rate of £125/sqm is not consistent with 
viability evidence, which identified lower value areas of the city would be able to 
support a £100/sqm CIL rate; 

 Failure to apply a CIL rate to office/commercial/business development due to 
perceived economic uncertainty could result in a shortfall in CIL contributions and 
further contribute towards the increase in the infrastructure funding gap.  

 

Question 4: Do you support the City Council’s view that the proposed rates would not 
threaten delivery of the Draft Cambridge Local Plan 2014? 
Reps Object Support 

7 5 2 

Key Issues: 

 The proposed retail flat rate threatens the delivery of the City’s town centre first 
policies contained within the Draft Cambridge Local Plan 2014. There is scope for a 
higher out of centre retail charge; 

 In seeking to set a flat rate of £125/m2  to areas that have been identified (in the VA) 
as only be able to withstand a rate of £100/m2 (the north east and east of 
Cambridge), the Council has failed to demonstrate that the rate will not put at risk 
the delivery of the Local Plan; 
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 Despite positive policy encouragement from the emerging Local Plan the proposed 
CIL rate threatens to undermine this form of development; 

 Detailed comments on viability testing and assumptions used, including; the 
interpretations of land values; S.106 assumptions; lack of s.106 assumptions in 
student accommodation VA’s; marketing costs; and, legal fees. By implication the 
residential rate is too high which threatens the delivery of the emerging Local Plan; 

 The proposed rate could threaten delivery of the plan in lower value areas of the city; 

 The student accommodation CIL rate is too high; 

 There is an important distinction to be made between superstores and 
neighbourhood centres in relation to convenience retail. The proposed rate could 
have a significant impact on the viability of neighbourhood centres. 
 

 

Question 5: Do you support, object or have any comments to make in relation to Appendix 
A – The interaction between Section 106 and CIL following the adoption of a charging 
schedule? 
Reps Object Support 

6 5 1 

Key Issues: 

 The Planning Obligations SPD should be published immediately to give assurances 
that developers won’t pay for the same infrastructure through CIL and S.106 

 The Draft R.123 list is too brief and generic; 

 There is no evidence that public art could be funded by S.106 and CIL 

 There needs to be a CIL approach to the natural environment; 

 There is an underestimation of S.106 contributions when assessing CIL rates; 

 The Planning Obligations SPD should be published immediately to give assurances 
there will be no double dipping; 

 There is no evidence of why public art should be considered as strategic 
infrastructure; 

 It is unclear what strategic biodiversity enhancements refer to; 

 There needs to be clarification where S.106 and CIL will be used to fund the delivery 
of infrastructure within the same categories; 

 There is overreliance on the assumption that no more than 5 developments will fund 
infrastructure items and therefore contributions will continue to be; 

 collected via S.106; 

 There is no definition of what constitutes strategic transport infrastructure. 
 

 

Question 6: Do you support or object to the Draft Regulation 123 list outlined at Appendix 
B of the consultation document? 
Reps Object Support 

10 9 1 

Key Issues: 

 More detail is required to make it clear how critical infrastructure from the 
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Infrastructure Delivery Study will be delivered 

 Infrastructure identified in the Infrastructure Delivery Study as critical and necessary 
in relation to the northern fringe east, as well as a list of potential schemes submitted 
by Brookgate as part of their representation, should be included in the R.123 list 

 The R.123 list is too short and generic 

 Double counting can only be avoided once the Draft Planning Obligations SPD is 
published 

 It is unclear where the line will be drawn between what is development specific and 
strategic in relation to transport 

 CIL should include the arts 
 

 

Question 7: Do you support or object to the Draft Instalment Policy attached at Appendix 
D to the consultation document? 
Reps Object Support 

7 4 3 

Key Issues: 

 There should be an overriding mechanism, where in certain situations, where CIL 
threatens viability, it can be negotiated on a one to one basis 

 It is important that a reasonable approach is taken towards phasing on larger sites 
where an outline application has been submitted 

 Longer timescales which are better aligned with construction timescales would be 
more appropriate 

 The instalments are too late in the development and should be made at an earlier 
stage 
 

 

Question 8: Do you have any other comments supporting or objecting to the Draft 
Charging Schedule Consultation Document or associated evidence? 
 
Reps Object Support 

9 8 1 

Key Issues: 

 Exceptional circumstances and discretionary charitable relief should be made 
available 

 The charging schedule should include provision for payments in kind 

 Money generated by the levy should be spent with care and only after consultation 
with appropriate citizens 

 Discretionary charitable relief should be made available to support the investment 
activities of the Universities 
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3. Regulation 21 - Right to be heard 
 
3.1 Seven respondents requested to be attend the CIL hearing sessions. Details of those parties 

who duly stated a wish to be heard at examination are set out in Appendix B. 
 
4. Modifications to the Draft Charging Schedule 

 
4.1 The Council has not made any modifications to the Draft Charging Schedule after it was 

published in accordance with Regulation 16 of the Community Infrastructure Regulations 
2010 (as amended). 
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Appendix A - Parties who made representations 
 

Agents/Developers/Landowners 
Bidwells on behalf of Brookgate Ltd 
Boyer Planning on behalf of Berkeley Homes 
Countryside Properties 
Deloitte Real Estate on behalf of Grand Arcade Partnership 
Iceini Projects Ltd on behalf of the Anderson Group 
RPS Planning and Development on behalf of Costco Wholesale UK 
Savills on behalf of Marshall of Cambridge Ltd 
Savills on behalf of the University of Cambridge Bursars’ Building and Planning Sub-Committee 
Savills on behalf of Anglia Ruskin University 
ShrimplinBrown on behalf of Howard Osboune LLP 
Other Council’s 
Cambridgeshire County Council 
Residents Associations  
Christ’s Piece Residents Association 
Consultation bodies 
Cambridge Past, Present and Future 
Natural England 
The Theatres Trust 
Other organisations 
Cambridge International Arts 
Members of the public 
Dr Edward Lloyd Jenkins 
Mr Hugh Chapman 
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Appendix B – Parties who requested to attend the hearing sessions 
 
Agents/Developers/Landowners 
Bidwells on behalf of Brookgate Ltd 
Countryside Properties 
Deloitte Real Estate on behalf of Grand Arcade Partnership 
RPS Planning and Development on behalf of Costco Wholesale UK 
Savills on behalf of Marshall of Cambridge Ltd 
Savills on behalf of Anglia Ruskin University 
ShrimplinBrown on behalf of Howard Osboune LLP 
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Appendix C – Summary of representations including Council response 

 

Question 1: Do you support the City Council’s view that it has demonstrated a sufficient infrastructure funding gap to demonstrate the need 

to charge a Community Infrastructure Levy? 

Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Bidwells on behalf 

of Brookgate Ltd 

28449 Support. Whilst Brookgate to not fully 

agree with all of the assumptions 

within the Cambridge and South 

Cambridgeshire Infrastructure 

Delivery Study, it is nonetheless 

agreed that there is a significant 

infrastructure funding gap that 

demonstrates the need for a 

Community Infrastructure Levy to 

help support growth.  As a 

consequence Brookgate consider that 

CIL will provide a useful mechanism 

for assisting with the delivery of 

strategic infrastructure to enable the 

delivery of key proposals within the 

Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire 

Draft Local Plans such as the 

Noted 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Cambridge North East Fringe. 

Boyer Planning on 

behalf of Berkeley 

Homes 

28432 Object. The Infrastructure Delivery 

Study and Draft Regulation 123 List 

should form a key focus of scrutiny 

given that the infrastructure delivery 

plan does not form part of an adopted 

strategy.   

 

The basis for the funding gap needs to 

be explained. The document does not 

explain the basis for concluding that 

there is no difference between the 

total costs of identified projects for 

Cambridge City (excluding fringe sites 

- Table 4.9) and Fringe sites (both 

local authorities – Table 4.12) and the 

identified aggregate funding gap for 

these categories. 

 

Noted.  The infrastructure delivery plan does not form part of an 

adopted strategy.  The Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire 

Infrastructure Delivery Study will form part of the evidence base at the 

examination into the Submission Version Cambridge Local Plan 2014. 

The Regulation 123 list will be scrutinised as per the CIL Regulations 

2010 (As amended). 

 

The basis for the funding gap needs to be explained. The tables 

referred to (4.9 and 4.12) are related to CIL Eligible infrastructure. CIL 

eligible infrastructure is comprised of any infrastructure project that 

relates to a proposed development, an existing infrastructure 

deficiency1 or an aspirational infrastructure project. Infrastructure 

requirements related to existing planning permission or projects that 

have any Section 106 funds allocated or expected to be allocated to 

them are not included in this list. The CIL Eligible Infrastructure 

Schedule provides evidence of the aggregate funding gap required to 

levy a CIL charge. 

 

                                                
1
 It is acknowledged that CIL funds cannot be used to remedy an pre-existing deficiency but infrastructure projects related to pre-existing deficiencies have been included in 

the CIL eligible list as CIL funds can be used where new development makes the deficiency more severe. 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Paragraph 4.3.14 implies the 

aggregate funding gap in relation to 

CIL Strategic Infrastructure falls within 

the administrative boundary of 

Cambridge City. Table 4.11 of the IDS 

suggests that this is a figure for both 

districts. 

 

It is unclear how infrastructure costs 

associated with fringe sites will be 

apportioned between authorities. 

Clarification is required as to whether 

alternative funding sources have been 

fully investigated, and in respect of 

the breakdown of cross-boundary 

items falling within Cambridge City.   

 

Updating of the IDS is welcomed, 

including the removal of some items, 

although it is felt that overall this 

remains somewhat aspirational. 

It is not considered these issues cut 

Infrastructure funding has only been included where it is known. It is 

acknowledged that in practice financial resources will rarely meet all 

the identified needs for infrastructure at any given time and there will 

inevitably be a requirement to phase and prioritise projects across an 

area. The IDS and subsequent updates will be a key document in 

informing the prioritisation process. 

 

However Chapter 8 of the IDS 2012 includes an analysis of other 

potential funding sources and the Council in conjunction with South 

Cambridgeshire District Council and Cambridge City Council are at 

advanced stages in the negotiation of a City Deal for Cambridge which 

would provide infrastructure funding for the Cambridge Area in order 

to support growth.  

 

Paragraph 4.3.14 is not trying to imply that the funding gap associated 

with Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Strategic Infrastructure 

should fall within Cambridge. The sentence should have read – ‘The 

aggregate funding gap associated with CIL eligible strategic 

infrastructure in Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire to 2031 is 

£95.5million.’ This is a figure for both districts. It is very difficult, given 

the physical relationship of the two Councils, to separate their 

infrastructure requirements. This is the reason that the Councils have 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

across the requirement for CIL but the 

extent of the funding gap would 

benefit from further clarification. 

produced a joint infrastructure study and that their development 

strategies are so closely aligned.  

 

The Councils will continue to work together in consultation with the 

county council to determine how cross boundary infrastructure will be 

funded.  

The role of the IDS is not to provide absolute assurances as to how the 
Council intends to spend CIL, but to illustrate that the intended CIL 
targets are justifiable given local infrastructure need and based on 
appropriate available evidence. It is not a formal investment 
programme and does not entail commitment by the Council or other 
statutory providers however it will be a key document in informing the 
prioritisation process. 
 

Countryside 

Properties 

28423 Support. The need to charge a 

Community Infrastructure Levy is 

supported. It is evident from the 

Infrastructure Delivery Study Update 

that there is a significant 

infrastructure funding gap.  As such, it 

is accepted that there is a need for 

the imposition of Community 

Noted.  
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Infrastructure Levy within Cambridge. 

Given the extent of the funding gap 

identified there will be a need to 

carefully prioritise the projects which 

are funded by any CIL collected to 

ensure that new development areas 

have access to sufficient services. 

Cambridgeshire 

County Council 

28415 Support. The IDS 2012 and 2013 

demonstrate there is a sufficient 

infrastructure funding gap to 

demonstrate the need to charge a CIL. 

Noted. 
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Question 2: Do you support the City Council’s view that the proposed rates are informed by, and consistent with, the evidence on economic 

viability across Cambridge City? 

Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Bidwells on behalf 

of Brookgate Ltd. 

28450 Conditional support. Whilst Brookgate 

do not fully agree with all of the 

assumptions within the Viability 

Appraisals, it is nonetheless agreed 

that the proposed CIL Rates are 

generally consistent with the evidence 

on economic viability and are 

appropriate having regard to the 

Council's evidence on viability. 

Noted. 

Boyer Planning on 

behalf of Berkeley 

Homes 

28433 Object. 

Residential CIL Rate: The residential 

rate is too high in comparison to other 

authorities. This could potentially 

render house building in Cambridge 

less attractive than neighbouring 

authorities by placing additional 

financial burdens on the development 

industry 

Residential CIL Rate: The Council does not consider this is the case.  

Cambridge City has only a single immediate neighbour, it is 

surrounded by South Cambridgeshire; an authority for which DSP has 

also been working on viability. 

CIL charging rates all have to be set with regard to local circumstances 

and the balance considered correct in each charging authority’s case. 

Key within these local characteristics is the strength of the value / 

costs relationships, the consideration of which is the crux of reviewing 

CIL viability and setting charging rates in balance with the level of 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

S.106 Assumption: £1000 per unit for 

S.106 costs is an underestimation and 

the notional sum for site 

improvement works in relation to 

strategic scale sites of £400,000 

would normally be exceeded. In 

addition there are on-site abnormal 

costs that need to be taken into 

account on a site by site basis.  

Sustainability standards: We remain 

unclear as to whether the allowance 

has been made in relation to 

sustainable build costs fully accords 

with the policy requirements into the 

future in respect of expectations for 

increases in staged increases in Code 

for Sustainable Homes levels. Greater 

clarification is needed as to the 

rationale for adoption of 5.85% 

allowance for sustainable 

construction measures.  

infrastructure requirements. Even based on a very high level quick 

comparison, the proposed charging rate for the City is not excessive 

when looking at others. The comparisons are explained further once 

the strength of the City area market and resultant values begin to be 

considered relative to those in many surrounding areas. We would not 

expect to see identical rates, or necessarily rates at very similar levels. 

To make that assumption would be counter-intuitive suggests a 

bypassing of the dynamics of what viability and CIL is all about. We 

would expect to see a higher rate in Cambridge City to some extent, 

required but also underpinned by its very nature. 

In addition to the comprehensive approach to considering viability, 

the potential CIL rates were set out as %s of GDV (report section 3.10 / 

Figure 12) to further inform the Council’s consideration of the level(s) 

to be set. It can be seen that at £125/sq. m the charge amounted to 

4.17% GDV to 2.5% GDV across VLs 2 to 6; 3.5% to 2.78% across the 

md-values range VLs 3 to 5. At the level envisaged, the CIL charging 

rate is a modest proportion of overall scheme value in-line with DSP’s 

wider experience of involvement with and advising on suitable CIL 

charging levels. Allied to this, there are recent and current evidence 

for the continued strength of the City’s housing market, with a range 

of indications that house prices are increasing strongly; more so than 

in locations other than central London and to a degree that looks likely 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Marketing costs: We asserted that 

these should be 4% of GDV not 3%. 

The conusltants agree that 4% would 

not be unreasonable as an upper end 

assumption (within the overall range 

of 1.5 – 6%). We feel 4% would be 

more in line with the middle of that 

range. 

Legal costs: It is recommended that 

legal fees would be more 

appropriately applied at a rate per 

dwelling, with at least 0.5% of market 

turnover allowed to cover 

conveyancing of the completed units 

alone. 

 

to have already out-stripped the above noted %s of GDV. 

S.106 Assumptions: The s.106 assumption is £1000 per dwelling. This 

assumption in respect of s.106 alongside CIL is a typical assumption at 

this study level, as found suitable and robust in other cases; 

considered with the Council on the basis that CIL would largely replace 

s.106 and particularly across smaller and non-strategic type schemes 

as are representative of the planned supply. It is a separate 

assumption aside from build costs and so needs to be considered 

alongside the levels of other collective costs allowances; as does the 

£400,000/ha input for additional infrastructure works on the larger 

sites which is made in addition to the same level of build costs, build 

cost uplifts, external works and an independent s.106 allowance that 

has again been retained on the larger scheme scenarios (see Local 

Plan – CIL Viability Assessment section 2.10.1). From DSP’s experience 

it is debatable whether the full £400,000/ha allowance needed to be 

made at the scale of development scenarios appraised, nevertheless 

again the view taken was that the inclusion of the further costs at the 

very least added further contingency / buffering potential, and / or 

more generally reflected scenarios where such increased costs could 

be applicable. 

Sustainability Standards: Sustainability Standards: It is considered that 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

the assessment makes clear what has been assumed, noting that 

Appendix I to the assessment document is aimed to assist with an 

overview of assumptions too. 

In summary, the assumptions applied in respect of building cost 

enhancements for sustainability are: 

 Base assumption – CfSH4 costs assumed, by adding 5.85% to Part 

L Building Reg.s 2010 baseline.  

In addition, the following allowances were added to the same 

baseline in respect of: 

- A further 5.5% reflecting the Council’s higher water 

efficiency proposals – equated to that aspect of CfSH5 

estimated costs, and; 

- £3,500 per dwelling reflecting an additional notional 

allowance for potential costs associated with the Council’s 

policy development thinking at the time study assumptions 

were first considered. This may be regarded as a further 

potential contingency aligned to this or indeed any other 

costs area. 

Since the publication of the DSP report, further cost analyses have 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

been carried out in relation to the Government’s review of Housing 

Standards (EC Harris on behalf of DCLG) and Zero Carbon Hub & 

Sweett Group – “Cost Analysis – Meeting the Zero Carbon Standard”. 

Without going into the detail, both of these reports point to 

significantly reduced costs of compliance with meeting sustainable 

design and construction standards compared to the costs assumed 

within the DSP study. For example the Zero Carbon Hub indicates: 

“Our analysis shows a continuing reduction in the cost of meeting the 

Zero 

Carbon Standard for homes, with particular reductions seen in the 

cost estimates for the solar PV, air tightness and thermal bridging 

components. 

 The following cost allowances are considered to be reasonable for 

achieving the proposed Zero Carbon Standard: 

 Detached homes = ~£6,700-7,500 

 Semi-detached and mid-terraced properties = ~£3,700-4,700 

 Apartments (low-rise) = ~£2,200-2,400 

It is likely that the relative costs of meeting the Standard for each 

house type will reduce further between 2014 and 2016 and continue 

to fall through to 2020. For a detached house this might mean 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

additional costs in 2020 of ~£5,700-6,300 per home, and for semi-

detached and mid-terraced homes costs could be around £2,900-

3,600 per home. For low-rise apartments costs could be between 

£1,900-2,000 per home”. 

The Housing Standards review data indicates that to achieve CfSH L4 

currently, the extra-over costs are in the region of between £1,400 

and £2,400 per unit (equivalent to approximately 2% uplift in build 

costs compared to the 5.85% used in the DSP study. DSP are therefore 

confident that rather than under allowing, costs have been applied 

particularly generously with enough scope build in to act as a 

significant buffer. 

 Sensitivity testing – Full CfSH5 (or equivalent) costs represented 

by 15% added to the same 2010 baseline and again in conjunction 

with the £3,500/dwelling allowance for renewables/other cost. 

Again, compared to the latest data, this equates to approximately 

3.5 times higher than the cost of achieving zero carbon standards 

set out in the Zero Carbon Hub document (a figure which will 

reduce beyond 2014 according to the same report). 

 The similar level of cost enhancement (for sustainable 

construction factors) of 5% for BREEAM (compared with the base 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

enhancement for CfSH4) is not inconsistent; as a non-residential 

scenario, and in common with the other non-residential / 

commercial scenarios testing, BREEAM was considered to be a 

more relevant and appropriate standard to reference - although 

in fact the cost addition assumption was very similar. The NHBC 

web-site states that ‘BREEAM provides sustainability assessments 

for dwellings not covered by the Code, such as student 

accommodation and sheltered living, and non-dwellings such as 

offices, retail, schools and industrial units’. 

Fees: In DSP’s experience, 3% is a suitable market norm assumption 

for the scenarios considered. In practice 3% is quite commonly used, 

including on site-specifics. 4% is an upper end assumption, not 

incorrect and sometimes seen within the overall range of assumptions 

on this – at say 1.5 to 6%, although those figures are the extremes. 

Overall, DSP are still of the opinion that 3% represents a suitable 

assumption overall. 

Legal Costs: £750 is a reasonable assumption within normal 

parameters. 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Countryside 

Properties 

28424 Single Residential rate too high: 

Countryside Properties considers that 

a £125persqm residential CIL rate is 

not consistent with viability evidence, 

which identified lower value areas of 

the city would be able to support a 

£100persqm CIL rate. 

Paragraph 4.5.1: This paragraph is in 

contradiction with Appendix A of the 

Draft Charging Schedule Consultation 

Document, which states that 

contributions for education will be 

collected via CIL and not S106 as 

indicated will be the case for larger 

developments in para 5.4.1.  

Planning Obligations SPD: In the 

absence of a fully developed s106 SPG 

to provide clarity on exactly how the 

City Council will apply this policy 

S.106 Assumptions: The assumption in 

Single Residential rate too high: See response to Savills on behalf of 

Marshalls (rep number 28461 above) 

 

Paragraph 4.5.1: Education infrastructure is on the Draft R.123 list. 

While education infrastructure is listed on the R.123 list it cannot be 

subject to Section 106  

Planning Obligations SPD: The Council will publish a Draft Planning 

Obligations Strategy Supplementary Planning Document alongside the 

Submission Charging Schedule. 

S.106 Assumptions: See response to Boyer Planning on behalf of 

Berkeley Homes above (Representation Number 28433) 
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Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

the Viability Assessment of s106 costs 

appears to be a significant under-

estimate, especially for the larger 

sites.  

Deloitte Real 

Estate on behalf of 

Grand Arcade 

Partnership 

28468 Object. On the basis of the Council's 

viability study there is a very clear 

distinction in viability between city 

centre retail (able to support £75 psm 

retail CIL rate), and out of centre 

retail, specifically supermarkets and 

retail warehouses (able to support 

£100 psm to £150 psm retail CIL 

rates). We recommend that the 

Council aligns its Draft Charging 

Schedule with its own evidence base 

and creates two distinct retail charges 

based on zones. 

Noted. A rate of £75 per sqm will be responsive to city centre 

comparison retail and out of centre smaller convenience stores. The 

type of retail that is most relevant to Local Plan delivery, city centre 

comparison retail informs this rate. The Local Plan does not contain 

any proposals for large out of centre retail developments and so a 

simple (in line with CIL Guidance) single rate approach has been 

proposed. This is in line with the CIL principles aim for simplicity; 

avoiding complication where it is not necessary. 

RPS Planning and 

Development on 

behalf of Costco 

28460 Object. Warehouse clubs are a sui 

generis use akin to a B8 cash and 

carry use. Whilst Costco has an 

element of Individual Member spend, 

The sui generis CIL rate currently proposed does not reflect the 
relative value of a warehouse club: The Cambridge City Council Local 
Plan Review Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment 
states that - ‘There are a range of retail related uses, such as motor 
sales units and retail warehousing / wholesale type clubs / businesses, 
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Wholesale UK the values generated by a sui generis 

warehouse club are similar to a 

warehouse use. The proposed CIL 

charging schedule should reflect this. 

The sui generis CIL rate currently 

proposed does not reflect the relative 

value of a warehouse club. The 

available evidence supports the 

separation of warehouse clubs and 

the reduction of the rate to £0 sqm 

for such uses given that the relative 

value of a warehouse club use is 

clearly more comparable to a Class B8 

warehouse use. 

which may also be seen in Cambridge, although not regularly as new 
builds because these uses often occupy existing premises. Whilst it is 
not possible to cover all eventualities for ad hoc 
development, and that is not the intention of the CIL principles, we 
consider that it would be appropriate in viability terms to also link 
these to the retail approach that is selected based on the main themes 
of plan delivery.’  
 
The Council will consider any specific evidence on retail warehouse 
clubs that RPS wishes to present, nothwithstanding that consultation 
on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule has now closed and that the 
Council does not have to demonstrate that each and every 
development is viable under the proposed CIL rates in the Draft 
Charging Schedule. 
 

Savills on behalf of 

Marshall of 

Cambridge Ltd 

28461 Single residential Charging rate: The 

Viability Assessment identified the 

option of three potential charging 

zones, with the lowest rate of 

£100/sqm being applicable to the 

north east and east of Cambridge, we 

are of the opinion that, in seeking to 

Single Residential Charging Rate: As part of putting forward viable 

options and informing the development of the Council’s approach, as 

well as putting forward the single rate basis, the CIL Viability 

Assessment included reporting on a potential option to consider a 

differential CIL rate for residential development, based on a 3-tier 

approach suggested at levels of £100, £125 and £150/sq. m by broad 

value area; with typically lower > mid > typically higher values. 
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set a flat rate of £125/sqm to areas 

that have been identified as only be 

able to withstand a rate of £100/m2, 

the Council has failed to demonstrate 

that the rate will not put at risk the 

delivery of the Local Plan. 

The Cambridge City Council VA 

identified the option of 3 charging 

zones with the lowest rate of 100m2 

being applicable to the north east and 

east of Cambridge. The South 

Cambridgeshire District Council VA 

identified a £100m2 CIL rate as 

suitable for development on the 

eastern side of Cambridge.  

The proposed cross boundary Local 

Plan allocation R40 – Land north of 

Teversham Drift has a proposed rate 

of £125m2 to align with the proposed 

rate in Cambridge City. It would be 

more appropriate for this allocation to 

However, values in all areas were acknowledged to be variable and 

dependent on scheme-specifics. The CIL principles aim for simplicity; 

avoiding complication where it is not necessary.  

The Council considers it important to stress that ‘lower values’ and 

any related ‘lower viability’ is a relative scenario, in the context of the 

City’s high house prices. In general, across the City picture, 

development opportunities are sought after. As noted through the CIL 

Viability Assessment research into the new-build values that are 

relevant to this positive overall viability picture, and the related report 

detail, the incidence of values beneath the study’s value level 2 (‘VL2’) 

is considered to be limited; VL1 represents in the main a lower-end / 

falling market sensitivity test. The VL2 to VL4 values are those more 

typically seen in the lower to mid-value areas of this expensive City.  

CIL has a relatively small impact on viability. At the suggested rates it 

represents a small proportion of the gross development values (sales 

values) given the underlying strength of the City’s market; about 3.1 to 

4.2% of GDV across the lower to mid values represented by VL3 to VL4 

(approx. 3.5% on average). In this context, and looking at relative 

viability influences, the recent market pick-up is also notable.  

As the viability assessment acknowledges, CIL in itself is highly unlikely 
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have a rate of £100m2 allied to the 

rate identified in the VA’s.  

to create non-viability at the rate proposed. Marginal or non-viability 

of any sites, which circumstances are considered to be seen 

infrequently, is usually inherent in the nature and characteristics of 

those sites, rather than a consequence of CIL. The relative impact of 

CIL compared with the wider viability influences is such that this 

inherent non-viability, where it is seen, would not usually be 

overcome even with a very limited or nil CIL.   

A single mid-range CIL charging rate, not pitched too high for the 

lower to mid value areas and given that it is not essential for all 

individual sites to remain viable, was considered a more appropriate 

solution; it better represents the mix and balance of local 

circumstances within the relatively small overall City area, and the 

blurring between very localised characteristics. The approach to stay 

within the higher rates that DSP and the Council consider could have 

been justified within the Council’s charging schedule, as were mooted 

as part of an alternative differential route, respects the viability 

aspects within the overall question of seeking the right balance in 

setting up the CIL. The Council also considered the wider CIL 

implications, such as the difficulties associated with arriving at suitable 

differential rates boundaries (in itself telling in terms of weighing up 

the options), the clarity of the system, administrative side and 

potential CIL receipts estimates. Along with the opposing tension to 
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viability, of optimal contributions towards the scale of infrastructure 

needs through the identified funding gap, this all formed part of the 

consideration of balance and the selected single rate approach. 

The Council has carefully considered the distribution and type of sites 

expected to contribute to its overall land supply, benefitting also from 

the extensive review of sites viability carried out at an appropriate 

level and related to its SHLAA work. Whilst this always has to be 

accepted as an evolving picture that will be kept under review, at 

present it calculates that in terms of generally lower value areas, the 

overwhelming majority of dwellings in these areas are proposed for 

sites that either the finer-grained viability work indicated medium or 

high viability prospects for or are proposed for greenfield land 

without PDL type existing use value expectations (and in those cases 

without significant site-specific infrastructure requirements 

(s.106/278)). 

Overall, given the typical levels of viability expected to support 

development costs across the City, together with the blurring of 

characteristics and values over short distances within this quite 

compact urban area (including the difficulty in assigning some areas to 

a clear grouping), the single rate proposal is a fitting approach. This is 

all as discussed in the assessment report and has been arrived at after 
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also considering the way in which increasing property values tend to 

drive increasing land values; so that site value expectations in the 

lower value areas should reflect the inherent lower viability outcomes; 

with the higher property prices driving the opposite effect in higher 

value situations. These, together with the City’s wider relationship to 

surrounding areas (and therefore again the need to avoid unnecessary 

multiple rates if possible), are also balancing factors to be considered. 

They add weight to the soundness of the single CIL charging rate 

position selected after careful assessment and review. 

ShrimplinBrown on 

behalf of Howard 

Osboune LLP 

28444 Object 

Land Values: A key assumption which 

affects development viability is land 

values.  However, as the CIL Viability 

Assessment accepts, land values are 

highly subjective.  The issue is 

complicated by the fact that, again as 

accepted by the Assessment, there is 

little data on which to base 

assumptions.  This fundamental 

weakness at the heart of the 

Assessment is exacerbated by its 

Land values: The coloured tables, in the Viability Assessment, provide 

a guide to the results trends. DSP has used similar techniques for 

summarising results and trends on a large number of occasions now, 

including for CIL studies endorsed at EIP. DSP notes that other 

practitioners have also used similar ways of summarising and 

displaying results trends – viability impacts.  

The study assessment clearly describes the methodology including the 

relevance of the values levels (VLs), trial CIL charging rates, land value 

comparison levels / benchmarks (range of ‘Viability Tests’), their role 

in the review process and influence on results. 

The tables show how the many assumptions combinations of VL, AH% 
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misunderstanding of the current 

property market as it ignores the 

difficulty in securing development 

finance and the lack of development 

activity focuses attention on those 

few markets, like Cambridge, that 

remain strong, thus increasing, not 

decreasing, land values. 

S.106 Assumptions for student 

accommodation: The Viability 

Assessment makes an allowance of 

£1,000/dwelling for S.106 

contributions. There is no such 

allowance made for other 

development types. This anomaly 

places student accommodation at a 

significant disadvantage. 

or other sensitivity and trial CIL rate play out to produce a range of 

residual land values (RLVs); and how the levels of those RLVs measure 

against the range of viability tests (comparisons with land values and 

ranges of those). The use of the scheme scenarios across the range of 

VLs helps to show the relevance of these assumptions and outcomes 

in respect of the likely nature of site supply, all as considered with the 

Council.  

As examples of the numerous scenarios, to further illustrate the 

meaning / interpretation of the findings and with the aim of informing 

this discussion: 

Appendix IIa, Table 1c – 10 flats scenario at VL3 meets viability test 4 

i.e. significantly exceeds the typical commercial land values range 

indicated, bearing in mind the likely host site type on many occasions 

– at all trial CIL rates to £200/sq. m, the CIL test limit. At VL4, viability 

test 5 is met (i.e. RLV exceeding existing residential use level 

comparison indicated at £2.9m/ha) across the range of CIL charges to 

£150/sq. m. At the 50/50 affordable housing tenure mix trial, the RLV 

is still well in excess of that viability test 5 level at £200/sq. m CIL. 

Appendix IIa, table 1h – 100 dwellings mixed housing development, 

possible occurrence in a range of locations / from a range of site types. 
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In a greenfield scenario, from VL2 upwards the relevant viability test 

(1) is significantly exceeded at all trial CIL charging levels to the test 

limit of £200/sq. m. Viability test 2 (garden / amenity land) is 

exceeded at VL2 with CIL trialled to £175/sq. m, so that up to that CIL 

level RLVs competing with a range of former commercial site land 

values look to be achieved. VL2 represents lower-end values / beneath 

typical new-build levels. With VL3 assumed, the RLVs meet viability 

test 4 by exceeding the commercial land values range at all trial CIL 

levels to the test limit of £200/sq. m. At VL4, viability test 5 is 

exceeded with CIL at up to £175/sq. m. 

In summary, the land value benchmarks used are based on published 

and available information from sources such as the VOA 

supplemented by discussions with locally active agents as set out 

within our report.  

S.106 Assumptions for student accommodation: The overall costs 

associated with student accommodation development as assumed in 

the study are considered to be appropriate and provide results which 

in many cases significantly exceed both benchmark land values and 

residential results. In our opinion the rate for student accommodation 

could have been higher but bearing in mind the CIL principles of 

setting rates as simply as possible the rate was set at a level 
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equivalent to the residential rate. The results indicate that the viability 

of student accommodation is as good, if not better than for residential 

development before we take into account the fact that residential 

development also has to provide affordable housing where student 

accommodation does not. 

Cambridgeshire 

County Council 

28416 Object. The County Council would like 

to see businesses charged at a CIL 

rate. 

When setting its CIL rate Cambridge 

City should have regard to rates 

across the county. Huntingdonshire 

currently charges for Hotels and 

Guest Houses and we would want to 

see this adopted by the City. Charging 

for items such as Hotels and Guest 

Houses will ensure that income form 

CIL will be maximized. This is critically 

important given a large infrastructure 

funding gap of £1.8 bn (or £700m 

without strategic infrastructure). 

Given this context it will be important 

Noted. The County Council would like to see businesses and hotels 

charged at a CIL rate - The CIL rates are based on clear evidence of 

viability, and based on well-established methodology. The charges 

proposed are considered to be reasonable charges, which will still 

enable the majority of development to come forward within the city. 

Evidence is provided in a suite of viability documents produced on 

behalf of the council. These are The Cambridge City Council Local Plan 

– Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment; The Cambridge 

City Council Local Plan - SHLAA and Potential Site Allocations High 

Level Viability Assessment; and, the Cambridge City Council Local Plan 

– Student Housing Affordable Housing Study (Summer 2013). 

Viability evidence has not demonstrated scope for a 

commercial/business charge. The viability results were typically poor 

for these scenarios, such that only the most favourable combinations 

of assumptions produced potentially viable scenarios, and then only in 

particular site and scheme circumstances which were not considered 
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that the City Council regularly reviews 

its viability modeling and charging 

schedule. 

Payments in Kind Policy: The County 

Council welcomes the flexibility 

proposed whereby CIL could be 

provided 'in kind' as infrastructure or 

land. However, this could result in less 

income being provided towards 

essential infrastructure. Therefore the 

Council recommends that in such 

circumstances, it should be for the 

local authorities to agree with 

partners who are potentially affected 

whether it would be acceptable to be 

paid 'in kind'.   Practical consideration 

also needs to be given early to 

whether infrastructure would be 

delivered to the correct quality and 

specification when provided in kind by 

third parties. This needs particular 

consideration to ensure this is 

to be sufficiently consistent to support meaningful CIL charging. These 

findings are a reflection of the poor relationship between 

development values and costs, compounded by uncertain market 

conditions, and are consistent with a wide range of other Local 

Authority areas. DSP concluded that, regardless of any potential area 

based variation, viability would be unlikely to improve sufficiently to 

clearly evidence CIL charging scope for commercial uses (e.g. including 

potentially higher rental and capital values for some development 

forms in the heart of the city or in science park type locations). 

However, as with all CIL charging rates, this can be kept under review 

for subsequent charging schedules in light of economic circumstances 

and updated value cost relationships. 

 

Payments in Kind Policy – The Council will need to publish a ‘Payments 

in Kind’ policy. Infrastructure payments made under any such policy 

would be subject to certain conditions and at the discretion of the 

Council. The City Council has not drafted or published any such policy 

at this stage but will consult with the County Council when doing so.  

 



  
 

 

Regulation 19(1)(b) Statement – Report of Draft Charging Schedule Representations         31 

Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

workable. 

 

The Theatres Trust 28442 Support. As before we support a nil 

rate in Table 2 for ‘All other 

developments’ 

Noted. 
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Question 3: Do you support the City Council’s view that the rates proposed represent an appropriate balance between the desirability of 

funding infrastructure and the need to maintain overall viability of growth across the District? 

Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Bidwells on behalf 

of Brookgate Ltd 

28452 Support. Brookgate consider that the 

proposed CIL Rates draw an 

appropriate balance between the 

desirability of funding infrastructure 

and the need to maintain the overall 

viability of growth across the District.  

The proposed rates are set at a level 

where development should generally 

remain viable within current market 

conditions unless there are 

exceptional site specific costs. 

Brookgate welcome the zero charge 

in relation to employment 

development and consider that the 

proposed CIL rates are consistent 

with the evidence on economic 

viability and are appropriate. 

Noted. 

Boyer Planning on 

behalf of Berkeley 

28434 Object. In line with our response on 

question 2 (Rep number 28433) it is 

Noted. See response to Boyer Planning on behalf of Berkeley Homes 
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Homes considered that the proposed 

residential rate fails to strike an 

appropriate balance between these 

competing objectives (because the 

CIL rate is too high).  The need to 

ensure delivery of housing is a major 

thrust of the NPPF, as too is that of 

building a strong and competitive 

economy. Cambridge is a key 

economic driver on a regional and 

national scale and suffers from acute 

housing needs, which must be the 

overriding consideration. 

(Rep number 28433) on question 2 above. 

Countryside 

Properties 

28425 Residential rate is too high (should be 

set at the median): Countryside 

Properties supports the principle of a 

single charge but objects to the 

proposed charge for residential 

development on the grounds that this 

should be set at a level not exceeding 

the  maximum identified in the 

Residential rate too high: See response to Savills on behalf of 

Marshalls (rep number 28461 above) 



  
 

 

Regulation 19(1)(b) Statement – Report of Draft Charging Schedule Representations         34 

Respondent  Rep 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Council's Viability Assessment for 

certain parts of the City at 

£100persqm. 

The Council's rejection of a tiered 

payment of residential CIL rates 

dependant on location is accepted 

due to the complexities in defining 

appropriate geographical boundaries, 

and that there is unlikely to be 

significant development in higher 

value areas. These reasons are valid 

and reasonable. However, part of the 

reason for this complexity is due to 

the varying levels of viability across 

the city. The adoption of a single CIL 

rate derived from the median figure 

of the suggested parameters 

therefore is by default likely to cause 

viability issues in lower value 

locations.  

The Council has not therefore met 
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Regulation 14 requirements to strike 

the appropriate balance between 

desirability of funding CIL and the 

potential effects of the imposition of 

CIL on the economic viability of 

development across its area. 

Deloitte Real 

Estate on behalf of 

Grand Arcade 

Partnership 

28469 Object. Retail Rate should be 

differentiated: The City Centre is 

densely developed and constrained, 

and there will be considerable 

pressure from developers and 

landowners to bring forward 'out of 

centre' retail schemes which do not 

necessarily accord with the City's 

emerging retail policies. The cost of 

infrastructure associated with out of 

centre development should be borne 

by those promoting these types of 

schemes (if in the event they come 

forward). There is clearly scope to 

increase the rate up to a level not 

Noted. A rate of £75 per sqm will be responsive to city centre 

comparison retail and out of centre smaller convenience stores. The 

type of retail that is most relevant to Local Plan delivery, city centre 

comparison retail informs this rate. The Local Plan does not contain 

any proposals for large out of centre retail developments and so a 

simple (in line with CIL Guidance) single rate approach has been 

proposed. This is in line with the CIL principles aim for simplicity; 

avoiding complication where it is not necessary. 
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exceeding £150 psm, as evidenced in 

the Council’s Viability Study, in 

respect of these types of schemes 

and this would not undermine the 

overall viability of growth across the 

city. 

Savills on behalf of 

Marshalls of 

Cambridge 

28462 Object. Previously we raised concerns 

that a single CIL rate for residential 

development being applied to the 

whole area did not appropriately 

reflect the viability in different 

market areas, which was identified 

within the Viability Assessment (VA).  

The VA identified the option of three 

potential charging zones, with the 

lowest rate of £100/m2 being 

applicable to the north east and east 

of Cambridge. We are of the opinion 

that, in seeking to set a flat rate of 

£125/m2 to areas that have been 

identified as only be able to 

Noted. See response from Savills on behalf of Marshalls (rep number 

28461) in response to question 2 above 
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withstand a rate of £100/m2, the 

Council has failed to demonstrate 

that the rate will not put at risk the 

delivery of the Local Plan. 

ShrimplinBrown on 

behalf of Howard 

Osbourn LLP 

28445 Object. We do not believe the rates 

are based on economically viable 

assumptions in relation to the 

interpretation of land values and the 

application of S.106 assumptions. 

This has been outlined in more detail 

above in Howard Osbourne LLP’s 

response to question 2. The rates 

therefore do not strike an 

appropriate balance between funding 

infrastructure and the need to 

maintain the viability of growth. 

See response to ShrimplinBrown on behalf of Howard Osbourn LLP 

(Rep number 28444) in relation to Question 2 above.  

Cambridgeshire 

County Council 

28417 Conditional support. Failure to apply 

a CIL rate to 

office/commercial/business 

development due to perceived 

economic uncertainty could result in 

Noted. See response to Cambridgeshire County Council (rep number 

28416) in response to question 2 above. It is not viable to levy a CIL 

charge on office/commercial/business development in Cambridge. 

The infrastructure needs of this type of development will be dealt with 

via planning obligations and no development can come forward unless 
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a shortfall in CIL contributions and 

further contribute towards the 

increase in the infrastructure funding 

gap. 

it is acceptable in planning terms. 
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Bidwells on behalf 

of Brookgate Ltd. 

28453 Support. Brookgate consider that the proposed 

CIL Rates are set at a level where development 

should generally remain viable within current 

market conditions unless there are exceptional 

site specific costs. 

Brookgate particularly welcome the zero 

charge in relation to employment 

development and consider that this will help 

to promote the growth in the local economy 

and support the growth of the Cambridge hi-

tech cluster in particular.   

Brookgate consider that the proposed CIL rates 

set out within the Draft Charging Schedule 

would not in themselves threaten the delivery 

of the Draft Cambridge Local Plan 2014.   

Noted. 

Boyer Planning on 

behalf of Berkeley 

Homes 

28435 Object. Refers you to their answer to Question 

3. In response to question 3 Boyer Planning 

questioned the appropriateness of 

Noted. See response to Boyer Planning on behalf of 

Berkeley Homes (Rep number 28433) on question 2 

above. 
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assumptions used in the viability assessment 

which by extension would mean that the 

residential rate is too high. In line with their 

response to question 3 they believe that the 

proposed rates would threaten delivery of the 

emerging Local Plan. The need to ensure 

delivery of housing is a major thrust of the 

NPPF, as too is that of building a strong and 

competitive economy. Cambridge is a key 

economic driver on a regional and national 

scale and suffers from acute housing needs, 

which must be the overriding consideration. 

Countryside 

Properties 

28426 Residential rate too high : Given that the 

Council's viability consultants found that 

suitable parameters for residential CIL rates 

were between £100/sqm and £150/sqm, and 

that the Council have chosen a rate of 

£125/sqm it is considered that the proposed 

residential rate could threaten delivery of the 

Local Plan in the lower value areas of the City.  

Retail: As developers of smaller retail 

Residential rate: See response to Savills on behalf 

of Marshalls (rep number 28461) in response to 

question 2 above. 

Retail: A rate of £75 per sqm will be responsive to 

city centre comparison retail and out of centre 

smaller convenience stores. The type of retail that 

is most relevant to Local Plan delivery, city centre 

comparison retail informs this rate. 
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development as part of new neighbourhoods 

and urban extensions, Countryside Properties 

believe there is an important distinction to be 

made between superstores and 

neighbourhood centres in relation to 

convenience retail. Whilst on an individual unit 

basis, a small format convenience store (eg 

Tesco Metro) may look highly viable, the profit 

they generate is generally needed to help 

subsidise the provision of other retail units 

within neighbourhood centres. If CIL is applied 

unilaterally to convenience retail units, it will 

have a significant impact on the viability of 

neighbourhood centres and is likely to lead to 

the delivery of these facilities being either 

delayed until much later in the development 

programme or being put on hold indefinitely.  

Deloitte Real 

Estate on behalf of 

Grand Arcade 

Partnership 

28470 Object. The proposed retail flat rate threatens 

the delivery of the City’s town centre first 

policies contained within the Draft Cambridge 

Local Plan 2014. The proposed retail flat rate 

Noted. A rate of £75m2 will be responsive to city 

centre comparison retail and out of centre smaller 

convenience stores. The type of retail that is most 

relevant to Local Plan delivery, city centre 
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offers little or no incentive for developers to 

focus retail investment in the City Centre 

which, due to its historic and constrained 

nature, will present challenges in terms of 

bringing forward retail development. The flat 

rate serves only to encourage developers to 

look to sites outside of the City Centre where 

the cost of delivery is much reduced and there 

is more flexibility in the type of schemes that 

can be delivered. 

comparison retail informs this rate. The Local Plan 

does not contain any proposals for large out of 

centre retail developments and so a simple (in line 

with CIL Guidance) single rate approach has been 

proposed. This is in line with the CIL principles aim 

for simplicity; avoiding complication where it is not 

necessary. 

Savills on behalf of 

Marshalls of 

Cambridge 

28463 Object. Previously we raised concerns that a 

single CIL rate for residential development 

being applied to the whole area did not 

appropriately reflect the viability in different 

market areas, which was identified within the 

Viability Assessment (VA).  The VA identified 

the option of three potential charging zones, 

with the lowest rate of £100/m2 being 

applicable to the north east and east of 

Cambridge. We are of the opinion that, in 

seeking to set a flat rate of £125/m2 to areas 

See response to Savills on behalf of Marshalls (rep 

number 28461) in response to question 2 above 
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that have been identified as only be able to 

withstand a rate of £100/m2, the Council has 

failed to demonstrate that the rate will not put 

at risk the delivery of the Local Plan. 

ShrimplinBorwn on 

behalf of Howard 

Osbourne LLP 

28446 Object: Student accommodation rate is too 

high. Despite positive policy encouragement 

for student accommodation in the emerging 

Local Plan (paragraphs 6.11 and 6.12) and the 

acknowledgement of the benefits it brings in 

terms of the economy and releasing housing, 

the proposed CIL rate threatens to undermine 

the viability of this form of development. 

Student accommodation rate is too high: The CIL 

rates are based on clear evidence of viability, and 

based on well-established methodology. The 

charges proposed are considered to be reasonable 

charges, which will still enable the majority of 

development to come forward within the city. 

Evidence is provided in a suite of viability 

documents produced on behalf of the council. 

These are The Cambridge City Council Local Plan – 

Community Infrastructure Levy Viability 

Assessment; The Cambridge City Council Local Plan 

- SHLAA and Potential Site Allocations High Level 

Viability Assessment; and, the Cambridge City 

Council Local Plan – Student Housing Affordable 

Housing Study (Summer 2013). 

The CIL Viability Assessment found that purpose 
built student accommodation in Cambridge was to 
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be broadly equivalent to residential (market 
housing) development in viability terms. However, 
the Council will consider any specific evidence on 
student accommodation that ShrimplinBrown 
wishes to present, notwithstanding that 
consultation on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule has 
now closed and that the Council does not have to 
demonstrate that each and every development is 
viable under the proposed CIL rates in the Draft 
Charging Schedule. 
 

Cambridgeshire 

County Council 

28418 Support. Noted. 
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Question 5: Do you support, object or have any comments to make in relation to Appendix A – The interaction between Section 106 and CIL 

following the adoption of a charging schedule? 

Respondent  Representation 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Bidwells on behalf 

of Brookgate Ltd 

28454 There are a number of infrastructure 
categories within Appendix A where it is 
suggested that both S.106 and CIL will be used 
to fund the delivery of infrastructure within 
these categories. However, without further 
guidance this provides insufficient clarity as to 
how infrastructure necessary to deliver the 
Local Plan will be provided. 
 
In the absence of an SPD it is difficult for 
developers to be confident ‘double dipping’ 
will not occur.  
 
Appendix A suggests transport infrastructure 
will be funded both through S.106 and CIL but 
little clarity is given to when such projects 
would be development specific and when 
infrastructure requirements would be 
addressed through CIL funding. This position is 
exacerbated by the lack of detail or specific 
projects within the Draft Regulation 123 list. 
 
No evidence has been provided as to why 

Absence of an SPD: Further guidance on how S.106 
will continue to operate alongside CIL is provided in 
the Draft Planning Obligations Strategy SPD which 
was published alongside the Submission CIL 
Charging Schedule on March 28th 2013. 
 
Double Dipping: Double dipping refers to funding 
an infrastructure project using S.106 and CIL. 
Appendix A has provided assurance that the 
Council does not intend to ‘double dip’ to fund 
infrastructure. This is an approach that has been 
supported by a number of developers responding 
to the consultation, however, for the avoidance of 
any doubt, the Council will publish a Draft Planning 
Obligations Strategy SPD alongside the Submission 
Draft Charging Schedule to further clarify its 
position. 
 
Lack of detail or specific projects within the Draft 
Regulation 123 list: The Draft R.123 covers a broad 
range of infrastructure. Infrastructure on the R.123 
list cannot then be funded via S.106.  
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Public Art could be regarded as strategic 
infrastructure which could be funded by CIL as 
well as S.106. There are no references within 
the Infrastructure Delivery Study to Public Art 
infrastructure requirements.  
 
It is unclear what strategic biodiversity 
enhancements refer to. No explanation has 
been given as to what ‘other’ infrastructure 
might refer to.  
 
Brookgate therefore consider that the 

Council's approach to s106 and CIL is not 

consistent with the Government's CIL 

Guidance.  It is considered that there are 

inconsistencies between the approach 

outlined in Appendix A and the Regulation 123 

List in Appendix B and that insufficient clarity 

has been provided as to how various 

infrastructure requirements will be funded. 

The starting point for the prioritisation of projects, 
or broad areas of infrastructure, on the Reg. 123 
list has been the Draft Local Plan 2014 and the 
Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire 
District Council Infrastructure Delivery Study 
Update 2013.  
 
The Council has yet to identify which specific 
projects will benefit from CIL funds. The final 
decision as to which infrastructure projects receive 
CIL funding from the finalised Regulation 123 list 
will ultimately lie with the City Council. However, 
input from the County Council and other key 
stakeholders will be essential on all these matters. 
 
Given that it is likely to be early 2016 before the 
Council has collected a meaningful amount of CIL 
funds it would be premature at this stage to outline 
detailed spending priorities and so the Draft Reg. 
123 list concentrates on broad areas of 
infrastructure where there will be growth related 
infrastructure requirements over the Local Plan 
period. 
 
Public Art: Public art will either be secured by CIL or 
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planning condition. S.106 will not be used and so 

there will be no double counting. 

Public art provides social, economic and cultural 

benefits and can improve the quality of the built 

environment and provide distinction and character. 

Public art infrastructure can mitigate the impacts of 

new development through measures that help to 

re-establish local identity and sense of place. The 

City Council’s Arts Strategy 2011-2014 (soon to be 

updated) and the Report to the City Council on the 

Audit and Needs Analysis of the Arts Infrastructure 

in the City of Cambridge 2013 provide the evidence 

base for arts infrastructure in Cambridge. 

Strategic Biodiversity Enhancements: The Draft 

Planning Obligations SPD contains a chapter on the 

Natural Environment 

Boyer Planning on 

behalf of Berkeley 

Homes 

28436 Conditional support. Guidance, contained in 

Appendix A, on the relationship between S.106 

and CIL is welcomed. The adequacy of this 

guidance and the degree to which double-

Noted. The Draft SPD will be published alongside 

the Submission Draft CIL Charging Schedule on 

March 28th 2013. 
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counting will definitely be avoided can only 

reasonably be concluded once the Draft SPD 

has been made available.  

Countryside 

Properties 

 

28427 Object: Appendix A is objected to. 

The Draft R.123 list is too brief and generic. 

It is considered that there is over-reliance on 

the assumption that no more than 5 

developments will fund infrastructure items 

and therefore contributions can continue to be 

collected through S106. 

For example, in respect of outdoor sports 

facilities and allotments. It is questioned 

whether the Council would be able to 

guarantee delivery should less than 5 

developments come forward. 

There is no definition of what constitutes 

Strategic Transport Infrastructure 

Tables 2 and 3 appear to show that if to date 

CIL had been collected, rather than S106 

R.123 List is overly brief and generic: The Draft 
R.123 covers a broad range of infrastructure. 
Infrastructure on the R.123 list cannot then be 
funded via S.106.  
  
The starting point for the prioritisation of projects, 
or broad areas of infrastructure, on the Reg. 123 
list is outlined in the Draft Local Plan 2014 and the 
Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire 
District Council Infrastructure Delivery Study 
Update 2013.  
 
The Council has yet to identify which specific 
projects will benefit from CIL funds. The final 
decision as to which infrastructure projects receive 
CIL funding from the finalised Regulation 123 list 
will ultimately lie with the City Council. However, 
input from the County Council and other key 
stakeholders will be essential on all these matters. 
 
Given that it is likely to be early 2016 before the 
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contributions, a significantly lower level of 

total contribution would have been collected 

by the Council. It is assumed that the desire to 

continue to fund infrastructure through pooled 

contributions, as set out in Appendix A, is 

driven by this potential shortfall in future 

contributions. 

Council has collected a meaningful amount of CIL 
funds it would be premature at this stage to outline 
detailed spending priorities and so the Draft Reg. 
123 list concentrates on broad areas of 
infrastructure where there will be growth related 
infrastructure requirements over the Local Plan 
period. 
 

Overreliance on the assumption that no more than 

5 developments will fund infrastructure items: 

After consideration of the comments received 
during the Draft CIL Charging Schedule consultation 
and on further consideration of delivery of open 
space the Council recommends a change of 
approach towards Open Space other than that 
recommended in Appendix A of the Draft Charging 
schedule.  
 
It is considered that it would no longer be possible 
to deliver, via off-site financial contributions, larger 
pieces of open space infrastructure such as outdoor 
sports facilities, allotments and strategic informal 
open space (parks, strategic green infrastructure) 
because of the restrictions on pooling planning 
obligations imposed by the CIL Regulations 2010 (as 
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amended). This change, which is reflected in the 
Draft Planning Obligations SPD and the Submission 
Draft Reg.123 List, takes into consideration the 
scale of development coming forward through the 
Draft Local Plan 2014 and also the administrative 
difficulties associated with the 5 planning 
obligation rule. 
 

There is no definition of strategic infrastructure: 

Noted. However, Policy 5 of the Submission 
Cambridge Local Plan 2014 defines Strategic 
Transport Infrastructure. Development proposals 
must be consistent with and contribute to the 
implementation of the transport strategies and 
priorities set out in the Cambridgeshire Local 
Transport Plan and the Transport Strategy for 
Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire. 
 

The (Council’s) desire to continue to fund 

infrastructure through pooled contributions is 

driven by a potential shortfall in future 

contributions: 

It is acknowledged that it would be difficult to fund 

infrastructure from pooled contributions in the 
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future hence the proposed change of approach 

towards formal open space. 

 

Savills on behalf of 

Marshalls of 

Cambridge 

28464 There is a gross underestimation of the cost of 

Section 106 contributions when assessing the 

viability of the CIL rates.   This then feeds into 

an overestimate as to the scale of CIL that is 

viable. The amount of Section 106 per dwelling 

can be seen to be increasing year on year and 

in 2012 it stood at £1,326.9    This means that 

the £1,000 per dwelling assumption within the 

Viability Assessment underestimates the cost 

of Section 106 by nearly 25%, which could 

have a significant impact on viability. The 

Planning Obligations SPD should be published 

immediately. 

Noted. The assumption used in respect of S.106 in 
the CIL viability study is a typical assumption at this 
study level, as found suitable and robust in other 
cases and studies of this nature. It is considered on 
the basis that CIL will largely replace s.106 and 
particularly across smaller and non-strategic type 
schemes as are representative of the planned 
supply. The Draft Planning Obligations Strategy SPD 
will be published alongside the Submission Local 
Plan and Submission Draft Charging Schedule on 28 
March 2013. 
 

Cambridgeshire 

County Council 

28419 Support. We would welcome the opportunity 

to work with the City on opportunities for 

funding. This is critically important given that 

there is expected to be a large infrastructure 

funding gap of £1.8 bn (or £700m without 

Noted. The County Council has been a key 
consultee in the development of the City Council’s 
infrastructure and contributions policies. The 
County Council has contributed to the development 
of the Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire 
Infrastructure Delivery Study, the Cambridge Draft 
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strategic infrastructure). CIL Charging Schedule and Supporting Information 
Consultation Document and the Draft Planning 
Obligations SPD 2014. The City Council will 
continue to work with the County Council on 
priorities for infrastructure spending. 
 
The funding gap mentioned is across Cambridge 
City and South Cambridgeshire and includes the 
A14 upgrade scheme which is listed in the 
infrastructure delivery study as a South 
Cambridgeshire District Council Infrastructure 
requirement. 
 

Natural England 28471 In the absence of a CIL approach to enhancing 

the natural environment, we are concerned 

that the only enhancements to the natural 

environment would be ad hoc, and not deliver 

a strategic approach, and that as such the local 

plan may not be consistent with the NPPF 

paragraph 114. 

Potential strategic infrastructure requirements 

may include: 

Noted. The Draft Planning Obligations SPD will 

make an allowance for strategic improvements to 

the strategic green infrastructure projects to be 

funded via CIL.  

Allotment provision and strategic green 

infrastructure now appear on the Draft CIL 

Regulation 123 List.  
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 Access to natural greenspace. 

 Allotment provision. 

 Infrastructure identified in the local 
Rights of Way Improvement Plan. 

 Infrastructure identified by any Local 
Nature Partnerships and or BAP 
projects. 

 Infrastructure identified by any Green 
infrastructure strategies. 

 Infrastructure identified to deliver 

climate change mitigation and 

adaptation. 
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Question 6: Do you support or object to the Draft Regulation 123 list outlined at Appendix B of the consultation document? 

Respondent  Representation 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Bidwells on behalf 

of Brookgate Ltd. 

28455 The Draft Regulation 123 list provides very 
limited information with regard to the types of 
projects that will be funded through CIL. There 
are a number of types of infrastructure where 
it is suggested both s.106 and CIL will be used 
for their delivery – transport, community 
infrastructure. 
 
It is unclear what critical infrastructure will be 
delivered through CIL and this lack of clarity 
undermines confidence in investing in key 
projects such as Northern Fringe East. 
 
To comply with the NPPF the R.123 list should 
support delivery of the Local Plan and the key 
developments identified within it. More detail 
is required to make it clear how critical 
infrastructure will be funded. Whilst these 
projects are generally identified within the 
Infrastructure Delivery Study Update, no 
reference is made in the Draft R.123 list. 
 
Brookgate consider that critical CIL eligible 
infrastructure identified within the 

The Draft Regulation 123 list provides limited 

information and it is unclear where critical 

infrastructure will be delivered through CIL - The 

Draft R.123 covers a broad range of infrastructure. 

Infrastructure on the R.123 list cannot then be 

funded via S.106. 

Further detail on the mechanisms for securing 

S.106 and CIL funding - will be provided in the Draft 

Planning Obligations Strategy SPD which will be 

published alongside the Submission CIL Charging 

Schedule on March 28th 2013. 

Critical CIL Infrastructure - The starting point for the 

prioritisation of projects, or broad areas of 

infrastructure, on the Reg. 123 list has been the 

Draft Local Plan 2014 and the Cambridge City 

Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council 

Infrastructure Delivery Study Update 2013.  

The Council has yet to identify which specific 

projects will benefit from CIL funds. The final 
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Infrastructure Delivery Study is included within 
the Regulation 123 list. Moreover, Brookgate 
wish to have critical and necessary 
infrastructure that is of relevance to Northern 
Fringe East included on the R.123 list. They 
also submit a number of potential schemes 
they suggest should also be included in the Reg 
123 list 
 

decision as to which infrastructure projects receive 

CIL funding from the finalised Regulation 123 list 

will ultimately lie with the City Council. However, 

input from the County Council and other key 

stakeholders will be essential on all these matters. 

Given that it is likely to be early 2016 before the 

Council has collected a meaningful amount of CIL 

funds it would be premature at this stage to outline 

detailed spending priorities and so the Draft Reg. 

123 list concentrates on broad areas of 

infrastructure where there will be growth related 

infrastructure requirements over the Local Plan 

period. 

Brookgate wish to have critical and necessary 

infrastructure that is of relevance to Northern 

Fringe East included on the R.123 list - With 

particular reference to the Northern Fringe East the 

quantum of development, specific infrastructure 

requirements, site capacity, viability, timescales 

and phasing will be established through the 

preparation of an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the 
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site. It would be premature to include specific 

infrastructure requirements related to this site on 

the R.123 list at this stage but that is not to say 

they could not be included in a future iteration.   

Boyer Planning on 

behalf of Berkeley 

Homes 

28437 Conditional Support. Welcome the publication 

of a Regulation 123 list but certainty that 

double counting can be avoided will only be 

capable of being readily understood once the 

Draft Planning Obligations SPD has been 

published. 

 

Noted. The Draft Planning Obligations SPD – 

Consultation Draft will be submitted to the 

planning inspectorate alongside the Submission CIL 

Charging Schedule on 28 March 2014. 

Countryside 

Properties 

28428 The Draft R.123 list is overly brief and generic 
leading to the risk of double counting and 
ambiguity over what will be funded. 
 
It is unclear where the line will be drawn 
between what is development specific and 
strategic in relation to transport. 
 

The Draft R.123 list is overly brief and generic: The 
Draft R.123 covers a broad range of infrastructure. 
Infrastructure on the R.123 list cannot then be 
funded via S.106.  
 
The starting point for the prioritisation of projects, 
or broad areas of infrastructure, on the Reg. 123 
list has been the Draft Local Plan 2014 and the 
Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire 
District Council Infrastructure Delivery Study 
Update 2013.  
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The Council has yet to identify which specific 
projects will benefit from CIL funds. The final 
decision as to which infrastructure projects receive 
CIL funding from the finalised Regulation 123 list 
will ultimately lie with the City Council. However, 
input from the County Council and other key 
stakeholders will be essential on all these matters. 
 
Given that it is likely to be early 2016 before the 
Council has collected a meaningful amount of CIL 
funds it would be premature at this stage to outline 
detailed spending priorities and so the Draft Reg. 
123 list concentrates on broad areas of 
infrastructure where there will be growth related 
infrastructure requirements over the Local Plan 
period. 
 
It is unclear where the line will be drawn between 
what is development specific and strategic in 
relation to transport:  
The Draft Planning Obligations Strategy SPD 
provides more information in relation to 
development specific and strategic transport 
infrastructure. 
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Savills on behalf of 

Marshalls of 

Cambridge 

28465 The Reg 123 list currently refers to types of 

infrastructure. We would prefer to see the 

inclusion of the critical projects set out within 

the Infrastructure Delivery Study Update on 

the Regulation 123 list. This will provide 

reassurances that certain types of 

infrastructure will be funded by CIL and not 

S.106. Any double counting could render sites 

undeliverable. 

Noted. See response to Countryside Properties 
above (rep number 28428). 
 

ShrimplinBrown on 

behalf of Howard 

Osborne LLP 

28451 The list (R.123 List) covers very broad themes 

and is therefore of very limited use until it can 

be worked up in more detail. 

Noted. See response to Countryside Properties 
above (rep number 28428). 
 

Cambridgeshire 

County Council 

28420 Support. We would welcome the opportunity 

to work with the city on the prioritisation of 

infrastructure. The County Council wishes to 

work with CCC on the development of a 

protocol to clarify further how infrastructure 

will be prioritized and to agree how funding 

will be transferred to the County Council to 

Noted. The county council have been consulted at 
every stage in the production of the Cambridge City 
Council and South Cambridgeshire Infrastructure 
Delivery Study 2012 and Infrastructure Delivery 
Study Update 2013. We will continue to involve the 
county council as key stakeholders with any further 
prioritisation of CIL funds. 
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deliver the essential infrastructure related to 

growth.  

Concerns that the R.123 list will not comply 

with Regulation 122.  

 

Regulation 122 applies to planning obligations, it 

does not apply to the R.123 list of infrastructure. 

Cambridge Past, 

Present and Future 

28440 In relation to heritage sites, green 

infrastructure, green space and outdoor sports 

facilities we can envisage scenarios where 

there are existing deficits within 

neighbourhoods, perhaps remote from 

proposed development sites where funding is 

needed to provide new or enhanced facilities, 

including ongoing maintenance. These facilities 

are currently not covered on the Regulation 

123 List. Cambridge PPF believes this omission  

should be amended, otherwise important  

networks of greenspace, existing deficiencies 

or important heritage facilities may be 

neglected in the future 

Noted. The Draft R.123 list has been updated to 

include strategic green infrastructure and outdoor 

sports facilities.  

Cambridge 28414 Cambridge International Arts objects on the Noted. City wide Public Art projects could benefit 
from CIL funds as set out in the Draft Planning 
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International Arts grounds that the list of infrastructure types 

and/or projects that will, or may, be funded in 

whole or in part by CIL should include the Arts. 

The arts should stop being seen as a luxury - 

but should be considered crucial to well-being 

and a useful tool for engagement where 

deployed properly. 

Obligations Strategy SPD. 
 
Arts and cultural facilities (excluding public art) 
could benefit from S.106 if they are in accordance 
with the tests outlined in Regulation 122 of the 
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 
(as amended). 
 

Mr Hugh Chapman 28412 I object on the grounds that in my view the list 

of infrastructure types and/or projects that 

will, or may, be funded in whole or in part by 

CIL should include the Arts. I do not object to 

any of the other areas identified on that list 

being funded by CIL. I propose that the 

inclusion of the Arts in this list be worded "The 

Arts, especially where projects overlap with 

and/or compliment other areas on this list" 

See above 

Dr Edward Lloyd 

Jenkins 

28413 One of the most important reasons for 

disenfranchment and disillusionment, 

currently in large sections of the residents of 

Cambridge city, is the lack of recognition of the 

untapped talent, particularly in the arts. So 

See above 
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many people, artists and public alike, would 

experience life enhancement through active 

involvement, preferably in a multi-use arts 

centre affordable to all sections of the public. 

This need should/must be included in the 123 

list, and under CIL. 
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Bidwells on behalf 

of Brookgate Ltd. 

28456 Conditional Support. Brookgate consider that 

the proposed draft Instalments Policy is 

generally reasonable.  However, on larger sites 

where an outline application has been 

submitted and development is to occur in a 

phased manner it will be important that a 

reasonable approach is taken towards phasing 

which takes account of construction and 

delivery considerations. This will require 

constructive engagement between the Council 

and developers. 

Noted. On larger site where outline applications are 

agreed CIL liability occurs on approval of reserved 

matters. 

Boyer Planning on 

behalf of Berkeley 

Homes 

28438 Support. Berkeley Homes support the principle 

of an instalment policy to facilitate the 

spreading of payments for which a developer 

may be liable over a longer period than the 

default 60 days from commencement of 

relevant schemes.   Whilst it is noted that this 

is not due to form a focus of the examination 

we would urge that such provisions are 

pursued and ultimately adopted alongside the 

Noted. 
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CIL Charging Schedule.  The proposed number 

of stages, time periods expressed and balance 

of payments at each stage have been 

appropriately framed relative to the scale of 

project and extent of CIL liability involved. 

Countryside 

Properties 

28429 Object. The introduction of an instalment 

policy is supported, however the length of 

instalment periods for large scale 

developments should be extended, and the 

amount payable to redistributed so that the 

bulk is payable in the final instalment. 

As set out, on the basis of an average dwelling 

size of 85sqm, developments of 47 dwellings 

or more would be required to pay all CIL 

charges within 2 1/2 years  of commencement 

of the scheme; with the largest payment 

payable 2 years after commencement. 

Large scale development projects can take 

many years to be built out and be sold, and 

where large scale infrastructure works are 

Noted. See response to ShrimplinBrown on behalf 

of behalf of Howard Osborne LLP (rep number 

28447) in response to question 7 above. 
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required it can be over a year before a 

dwelling is able to be sold. Therefore the need 

to pay the bulk of the CIL liability within 2 

years of commencement and the levy in its 

entirety by 2 1/2 years is considered to be 

overly onerous. It is considered that the 

instalment policy should be revised to allow a 

longer timeframe for larger scale projects to 

pay the levy, with the largest payment being 

the final instalment. 

Savills on behalf of 

Marshalls of 

Cambridge Ltd 

28466 Support. We are grateful to CCC for 

considering our thoughts on the benefits to 

development cashflow of allowing the 

payment of CIL by instalments and welcome 

the policy put forward within the Draft 

Charging Schedule. 

Noted 

Savills on behalf of 

the University of 

Cambridge 

Bursars’ Building 

and Planning Sub-

28458 We are pleased to see a draft instalments 

policy but we believe there should be an 

overriding mechanism which, in certain 

situations should the CIL payments threaten 

viability, and thus deliverability of the scheme 

Noted. The introduction of an overriding 

mechanism whereby CIL payments could be 

negotiated and agreed on a one to one basis is not 

within the scope of the CIL Regulations (see 

Regulation 70 of the CIL Regulations 2010 (as 
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Committee proposed, can be negotiated on a one-to-one 

basis at any time. 

amended).  

 

ShrimplinBrown on 

behalf of Howard 

Osborne LLP 

28447 Object. The Council have proposed to adopt an 

instalments policy.  This can help development 

which the Council, in granting planning 

permission accept is necessary, can come 

forward in a timely manner.  However, no 

justification is provided for the timescales 

suggested.  Longer timescales which are better 

aligned with construction timescales would be 

more appropriate and ensure that this policy is 

more effective. 

Noted. The Council believes that the timescales 

suggested provide sufficient flexibility to 

developers and are an accurate representation of 

development timescales. The policy was developed 

in conjunction with South Cambridgeshire District 

Council. 

An example is where a CIL payment of between 

£100,000 and £250,000 is required. A payment of 

this size is reflective of a residential development of 

between 16 – 40 dwellings. A typical build out 

period for a development of this size would be 18 

months (540 days). CIL payment would be 

staggered with 20% due at 120 days, 40% at 240 

days and 40% at 360 days. The developer only has 

to pay 20% of CIL liable up until 9 months after 

commencement of development, by which time 

they would be beginning to sell completed units. 

It should also be noted that Boyer Planning on 
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behalf of Berkeley homes have stated (Rep number 

28438) that the proposed number of stages, time 

periods expressed and balance of payments at each 

stage have been appropriately framed relative to 

the scale of project and extent of CIL liability 

involved.  

Cambridgeshire 

County Council 

28421 Conditional Support. We are concerned that 

the draft instalment policy results in some 

developments paying the majority of their CIL 

contributions several years following full build 

out. It is recommended that the contribution 

instalments are provided early on to ensure 

that the money is available for infrastructure 

coming forward.  CCC would welcome the 

opportunity to work with the City Council on 

an instalments policy once a charging schedule 

is adopted. 

Noted. The Council believes that the timescales 

suggested provide sufficient flexibility to 

developers and are an accurate representation of 

development timescales. The policy was developed 

in conjunction with South Cambridgeshire District 

Council. 
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Question 8: Do you have any other comments supporting or objecting to the Draft Charging Schedule Consultation Document or associated 

evidence? 

Respondent  Representation 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

Boyer Planning on 

behalf of Berkeley 

Homes 

28439 Conditional support. Berkeley Homes 

recognise that the preliminary consultation 

stage represented the beginning of an evolving 

process. It is considered that the Council has 

taken the opportunity to address a number of 

concerns that were previously raised, through 

refinement of the evidence base, review of the 

IDS, and further development of the 

anticipated revised guidance in the form of the 

Planning Obligations SPD, and the Regulation 

123 List. They do however remain concerned 

about some of the assumptions on which the 

viability assessment is based and that the level 

at which CIL is to be levied on residential 

developments is too high. 

See responses to Boyer Planning on behalf of 

Berkeley Homes in response to questions 1, 2, 5, 6 

and 7 (Rep numbers 28432, 28433, 38436, 28437 

and 28438). 

Countryside 

Properties 

28430 Exceptional Circumstances Relief - The non-

inclusion of an exceptional circumstances relief 

mechanism is objected to. It is likely that 

larger, strategic schemes will have to pay 

Noted. The Council will publish guidance for relief 
on CIL on its website once the CIL charging 
schedule is adopted. The Council does not intend to 
introduce an exceptional circumstances relief policy 
but will keep this position under review as CIL beds 
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Respondent  Representation 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

obligations larger than CIL liabilities in order to 

provide on-site infrastructure. South 

Cambridgeshire District Council has chosen to 

zero rate strategic developments within its 

Draft Preliminary CIL Charging Schedule due to 

the high on-site infrastructure costs. It is 

accepted that Cambridge City Council may not 

wish to take this approach; however, if this is 

the case it is considered that the Council 

should provide for exceptional circumstances 

relief so as not to stifle strategic developments 

with onerous levels of contribution; as well as 

providing certainty on the delivery of 

infrastructure. 

in.  
 

Iceini Projects Ltd 

on behalf of the 

Anderson Group 

28459 Exceptional Circumstances - The Council 

should introduce an 'Exceptional 

Circumstances' policy in order to provide 

greater flexibility to the local authority and 

developers. The approach taken should reflect 

the forthcoming change to the amendments. 

The justification for not introducing an 

Noted. Exceptional Circumstances - The Council will 
publish guidance for relief on CIL on its website 
once the CIL charging schedule is adopted. The 
Council does not intend to introduce an exceptional 
circumstances relief policy but will keep this 
position under review as CIL beds in.  
  
Payments in kind - The Council has stated its 
intention to allow payment in kind in lieu of CIL in 
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Respondent  Representation 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

exceptional circumstances policy (para 6.5.4) is 

considered unsatisfactory.  

The relief policy would enable developers to 

demonstrate a case for ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ on any development where an 

obligation is made and the payment of the levy 

would have an unacceptable impact on the 

economic impact of development.  

Payments in Kind. The charging schedule 

should include provision for in kind payments 

to include off site infrastructure to reflect 

likely alterations to the CIL Regulations. The 

charging schedule should be amended to 

ensure that the actual construction costs and 

fees relating to the construction of 

infrastructure are deducted from the levy in 

line with forthcoming changes to the CIL 

Regulations 

appropriate circumstances. Any payment in kind 
policy will need to comply with CIL Regulations. The 
Council has yet to draft or publish a Payments in 
Kind policy but will do so prior to introducing the 
CIL Charge. 
 

Savills on behalf of 

Anglia Ruskin 

28431 Both universities and the Cambridge colleges 

are significant landowners in the city.  They are 

Noted. The Council will publish guidance for relief 
on CIL on its website once the CIL charging 
schedule is adopted. The Council does not intend to 
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Respondent  Representation 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

University also significant investors.  Given the 

importance of the higher education sector to 

driving the Cambridge economy, we consider 

that the discretionary relief should be 

introduced to support the knowledge and 

technology cluster and to support investment 

by such institutions in the city.    Where 

charitable institutions hold such forms of 

development as an investment they should be 

able to obtain discretionary relief. Such an 

approach would encourage such institutions to 

investment, long term, in the infrastructure of 

the city. 

introduce a discretionary relief policy but will keep 
this position under review as CIL beds in.  
 

Savills on behalf of 

Marshalls of 

Cambridge Ltd. 

28467 We request that an exceptional circumstances 

and discretionary charitable relief policy are 

made available from adoption of CIL. It is the 

Government’s intention to allow discretionary 

relief on a broader range of tenure types for 

affordable housing so that the widest range of 

affordable housing products can be delivered, 

we encourage the Council to bring this 

Noted. Exceptional circumstances and discretionary 
charitable relief. The Council will publish guidance 
for relief on CIL on its website once the CIL charging 
schedule is adopted. The Council does not intend to 
introduce an exceptional circumstances or 
discretionary charitable relief policy but will keep 
this position under review as CIL beds in.  
 
Payment in Kind - The Council has stated its 
intention to allow payments in kind in lieu of CIL in 
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Respondent  Representation 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

forward.  

We encourage the Council to allow payment in 

kind through the provision of infrastructure. 

appropriate circumstances and in accordance with 
the CIL Regulations. 
 

Savills on behalf of 

the University and 

Colleges Bursar’ 

Building and 

Planning Sub-

Committee 

28457 The University and Colleges will qualify for 

mandatory relief from CIL.  

In terms of discretionary relief, due to the 

varied nature of the Colleges / University 

investment program, it is essential that CCC 

bring in such a policy to ensure sufficient 

flexibility to respond to the nuances of the 

Cambridge market. We disagree with CCC's 

analysis that discretionary relief is "not 

considered justifiable" especially bearing in 

mind the policy examples set out within the 

Cambridge Local Plan 2014: Proposed 

Submission.  

Support the use of Payment in Kind.  

Highlight the need for regular review and 

suggest that monitoring occurs on a six 

Noted. Discretionary relief. The Council will publish 
guidance for relief on CIL on its website once the 
CIL charging schedule is adopted. The Council does 
not intend to introduce a discretionary relief policy 
but will keep this position under review as CIL beds 
in.  
 
Monitoring and Review: The CIL Regulations 
(Regulation 62) include detailed requirements for 
monitoring.  
 
Highlight the need for regular review - As required 
by Regulation 62, the City Council will publish an 
Annual CIL Report (for the financial year), which 
shows:  
 

 The amount of CIL collected 

 The amount of CIL that has been spent  

 Information on how CIL funds have been spent 
(i.e. which infrastructure projects, and how 
much has been used to cover administrative 
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Respondent  Representation 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

monthly basis. 

 

costs)  

 The amount of CIL retained at the end of the 
reporting year.  

 

ShrimplinBrown on 

behalf of Howard 

Osborne LLP 

28448 The Council do not propose to offer 

Exceptional Circumstances Relief.  However, 

this would provide the Council with the 

flexibility to permit development which may 

not otherwise be viable, for example because 

of site specific issues of contamination, 

flooding, archaeology.   

It thus offers the opportunity for development 

to come forward which the Council support, 

and which could deliver important wider 

benefits and take advantage of underused, but 

challenging, brownfield sites. Without this 

flexibility CIL might render proposals, and sites, 

unviable.  

This is particularly important in the current 

challenging economic climate where 

Noted. Exceptional Circumstances Relief - The 
Council will publish guidance for relief on CIL on its 
website once the CIL charging schedule is adopted. 
The Council does not intend to introduce an 
exceptional circumstances relief policy but will 
keep this position under review as CIL beds in.  
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Respondent  Representation 

number 

Summary of Representation Council Response 

development proposals are often marginal. 

Christ’s Piece 

Residents 

Association 

28441 We decided that we were not competent to 

comment in any way, except to say that 

moneys gathered by virtue of Section 106 or 

this Levy should always be spent with care, 

economy and focus, and only after 

consultation with appropriate citizens. 

Noted. The Council is working on governance 

arrangements for the appropriation of CIL Funds. 

The Theatres Trust 28443 We object to the fact that sui generis uses 

other than 'akin to retail' are not included.  For 

clarity and accuracy we suggest that the All 

other development row should read - B, C1, 

C2, and D classes plus sui generis uses other 

than retail related. 

There is a spelling error in Retail A1 - A5 – ‘Sui 

Generis’ is spelt as ‘Sui Generic’ 

 

Noted. This is not necessary; The phrase ‘all other 

development’ captures sui generis uses that are not 

retail related.  

Spelling Error – The Council acknowledges the 

Spelling error. This will be put forward as a minor 

amendment that the examiner could correct when 

dealing with the CIL under examination.  

 

 

 


