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The Executive approved the publication of the CIL Draft Charging Schedule for consultation purposes on 27th January 2014. 
 
The consultation included the statutory notice published in 6 local newspapers between the dates of 29th January and 31st January 2014, a 
direct mailing of Town and Parish Councils, the House Builders Federation, neighbouring local authorities, statutory agencies, Registered 
Providers, a selection of house builders operating in the Borough, and their agents and members of the public, supported by the use of the 
Council’s website.  The consultation period commenced on 29th January and ran until 14th March 2014.   
 
A total of 27 written responses (representations) were received.  These were from 6 Parish/Town Councils, 7 on behalf of major house builders, 
site promoters and developers/agents, 3 local authorities and the remaining 11 from other interested parties.  No late responses were received. 
 
This statement has been produced in line with paragraphs 2.42 and 2.44 of the Council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement 
(December 2006) and in pursuance of Regulation 19(1)(b) of the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010 (as amended). 
 

Respondent  Rep 
Number 

General 
Position 

Summary of Comments Council Comment  

Marine 
Management 
Organisation 

01 Neutral • No comment.   Noted. 

Dave Green, 
Resident of 
Wokingham 
Borough 

02 Object • Expresses concerns regarding the operation of CIL 
and S106 in parallel, which could cause confusion. 

• Has calculated that CIL income will be broadly 
comparable with recent Section 106 arrangements. 

• Questions whether the proposed CIL charging rates 
are really pitched high enough when considering the 
attractive markets of central Berkshire. Are the rates 
high enough to reflect the full social needs and costs of 
developing within such an area? 

• The Infrastructure Funding Gap Assessment does not 
fully reflect future need when considering the scale of 
future development and high car ownership within the 
borough. Believes that in reality the funding gap will be 
much bigger than indicated to date. 

• The Core Strategy is short on detail when considering 
solutions to current and future problems for parishes 
north of the M4 already experiencing severe transport 

Noted.  
 
Noted. 
 
The Council accepts that there is a 
significant infrastructure funding gap, 
but the Regulations stipulate that rates 
must be set having regard to viability 
(and allowing for a reasonable viability 
buffer).  
The Assessment reflects the Council’s 
known infrastructure requirements to 
support growth of the area at this time 
and is based on the work done to 
support the Core Strategy. 
As above. The Regulation 123 list can 
be updated at any time subject to 
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Number 
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Position 

Summary of Comments Council Comment  

difficulties. Requests that the Regulation 123 List is 
indeed a ‘draft’ and will be developed as specific needs 
in other areas are understood in greater depths.  

proportionate consultation.   
 

Nicholas Prior, 
Resident of 
Wokingham  

03 Object • Strongly objects to the adoption of CIL due to the belief 
that CIL funds will not provide better infrastructure in 
the borough and will not benefit the community.  
 
 

• Compares CIL to tax payments such as Council tax, 
road tax etc. which it is felt does not bring a better 
quality of life for residents.  

• Would prefer that the developers carried out the 
improvements themselves or through sub-contractors 
to guarantee that what was set out would be achieved. 

The operation of CIL has been 
established nationally. Failure to adopt 
CIL will mean that we lose the ability to 
require strategic infrastructure paid for 
by more than 5 schemes.  
Noted. 
 
 
SDL developers have been invited to 
pursue other delivery mechanisms (i.e. 
Framework S106 Agreements) but 
these have not been forthcoming. 

Country Land 
and Business 
Association 

04 Object • Supports WBC’s decision not to impose a CIL rating on 
agricultural or forestry, employment and commercial 
development as these are important areas of 
enterprise for rural landowners and farmers. 

• The CLA advises WBC not to impose CIL on retail 
developments in rural areas, as farm shops would 
have to pay CIL charges. CLA believes that farm 
shops should not be treated in the same way as large 
supermarkets, as a charge of £50 m² would make 
these potentially unviable.  

• The CLA would like clarification that the CIL charges 
for farm diversification, e.g. Clay Pigeon Shooting are 
exempt from CIL as they fall under leisure. 

• Charges from £300m² and £365m² will act as a 
significant disincentive for development in rural areas, 
impacting the rural economy.  

• All developments being requested to contribute to 
infrastructure should have the opportunity to negotiate 

Noted. 
 
 
 
The proposed retail rate will only apply 
where there is a net increase in 
floorspace.  
 
 
 
Only development proposals for 
residential, retail and residential 
institutions/extra care housing will be 
subject to a CIL rate. This will apply to 
net increase in floorspace only. 
The proposed residential rates have 
been informed by robust viability testing. 
The Regulations do not allow for 
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the level of payment depending on the needs of the 
community.  

• Questions what will happen regarding ‘build-to-rent 
properties where there are no capital receipts from 
which to fund a CIL charge and therefore the charge 
will have to be met from existing revenues. The 
Council should be more flexible in their approach to 
payments for CIL, e.g. not charging the CIL if a legal 
agreement is given that the new property would remain 
available for private rental for at least 5 years. 

• Concerns that there is no allowance for housing for 
rural businesses. The CLA would like clarification that 
these dwellings will be treated the same as affordable 
housing with a nil rate set for CIL.  

negotiations over rates. 
 
“Build to rent” properties will subject to 
CIL rates, unless they qualify for social 
housing relief. 
 
 
 
 
 
Only properties meeting the criteria in 
the CIL Regulations will qualify for 
social housing relief. 

Woking Borough 
Council  

05 Neutral • No comment. Noted. 
  

Finchampstead 
Parish Council  

06 Neutral • No comment.  Noted. 

Arborfield 
Garrison 
Residents Action 
Group 
 
 

07 Object • Would like a higher CIL charge overall to reflect the 
significant amount of infrastructure projects across the 
Borough. Pleased that the proposed CIL rates for the 
Arborfield Garrison SDL is set at the same level as the 
rest of the borough, reflecting the increased level of 
additional infrastructure required in comparison to the 
other SDLs. 

• Would urge the Council to resist any pressure from 
housing developers to reduce the level, as has been 
done at other locations. 

The Council accepts that there is a 
significant infrastructure funding gap, 
but the Regulations stipulate that rates 
must be set having regard to viability 
(and allowing for a sufficient viability 
buffer).  
 
Noted. 

Steve Bacon, 
Wokingham 
Borough 
Resident 
 

08 Object • CIL rates for South and North Wokingham and South 
of M4 SDL are too low – the road infrastructure 
required to support these developments cannot be 
afforded by the S106 commitments made. 

The Council accepts that there is a 
significant infrastructure funding gap, 
but the Regulations stipulate that rates 
must be set having regard to viability. 
Many of these items are identified on 
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• There is a shortage of infrastructure provision in South 
Wokingham (railway bridges on Finchampstead Road), 
North Wokingham (eastern stretch of the North 
Wokingham Distributor Road), South of M4 (traffic 
junctions at Shinfield Rise). Who will pay for these 
infrastructure requirements? 

• Pleased that the charging band for Aborfield Garrison 
SDL is higher, yet feels that this is still not sufficient for 
the road improvements needed if the new 
developments generate greater traffic forecasts.  

• Requests that the council stick to the higher charging 
band.  

the Draft Regulation 123 list to be 
funded from CIL receipts. 
 
 
 
 
CIL rates must be set having regard to 
local viability assessment. CIL is not set 
on the basis of the burden schemes 
generate on local infrastructure. 
Noted. 

Twyford Parish 
Council  

09 Neutral • No comment. Noted.  
 

Suzanne Sach  10 Object • Concerns that CIL charges will accrue less funding 
than under S106. WBC Core Strategy is justified on 
the basis that concentrating development in four 
strategic locations will increase infrastructure 
contributions from developers, yet this is not reflected 
in the CIL rates. 

• Arborfield Garrison SDL will need substantially more 
infrastructure than other SDLs due to its remote 
location, thus the CIL rate should be further increased.  

• Disappointed that the planned extension of the 
Hogwood Industrial Estate will not attract any 
contributions to infrastructure under CIL, even though it 
will bring more traffic to the area. 

The proposed CIL charges are broadly 
equivalent to S106. The Council 
accepts that there is a significant 
infrastructure funding gap, but the 
Regulations stipulate that rates must be 
set having regard to viability.  
As above. Higher rates are not 
supported by the viability evidence. 
 
The viability evidence does not support 
a CIL rate for commercial uses, other 
than out-of-town retail.  

Wokingham 
Without Parish 
Council  

11 Neutral Questions raised:  

• In reference to the 15% of CIL charges that are to be 
passed to town and parish councils subject to a £100 
cap per ‘existing dwelling’, what is an ‘existing dwelling’ 
and how is that to be measured? 

 
“Existing dwelling” is likely to be based 
on Council tax records. 
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• How will the planned infrastructure happen in practise? 
Will Parish council’s regularly receive cash transfers or 
is their portion of funds held subject to allocation for 
specific projects? 

• How is expenditure on infrastructure to be prioritised 
and where will responsibility lay in terms of delivery 
and the production of audit trails for example? The 
Parish council does not have the resources to embark 
on technically demanding projects. 

The Council intends to meet with 
town/parish councils discuss the 
operation of the neighbourhood share 
and how the Council can work with 
town/parish councils on delivery. 
As above. 

Shinfield Parish 
Council  

12 Object • The method for calculating CIL on small infill sites 
continues to be very inflexible and based on standard 
assumed housing densities which may rarely be 
achievable in practise.  

• Small developers face many limitations on what 
densities can be practically be achieved, given WBC’s 
design requirements regarding parking, amenity space 
etc.  

• Many housing proposals for infill sites are challenged 
because it is argued that the proposal does not reflect 
the appearance and density of existing houses 
surrounding the site. Therefore it is unfair that WBC 
assess CIL on the basis of a high assumed density of 
30 units per hectare and then obliges developers to 
build to a much lower density on site. 

• Propose that for small sites below 15 units, CIL should 
be calculated on the basis of actual density approved 
by WBC, not the national level suggested by GL 
Hearn.  

 

Whilst we see some merits in this, the 
CIL system (nationally) lacks this kind of 
flexibility. Government advice and 
guidance has been to keep CIL rates as 
simple as possible.  We have therefore 
had to apply standard assumptions 
around a range of viability inputs, 
including density, and then apply a 
reasonable viability buffer, to inform our 
proposed CIL rates. In all probability, 
there would be some compensation to a 
developer in terms of higher sales 
values in reducing density. We consider 
that this should ensure that small 
developers are not unfairly penalised by 
CIL. 
 As above. 

Natural England  13 Neutral • No comment.  Noted. 
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Respondent  Rep 
Number 
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Summary of Comments Council Comment  

Arborfield and 
Newland Parish 
Council  

14 Neutral Questions raised:  

• How does WBC intend to deal with the ‘meaningful 
proportion’ of CIL that should be passed to Town and 
Parish Councils  
 
 
 

• How do the historic S106 funding totals compare to the 
total amounts expected to be collected from CIL and 
future S106 funding?  

• How is the SANG top slice taken account of in the GL 
Hearn viability modelling which refers to SANG 
provision as a S106 funded element?  

 

 
 
 
 

• What is meant by ‘prioritising projects’? What criteria 
will be taken into account?  

• Given the ‘significant margin’ between the proposed 
CIL rates and the proposed rate and the disclosure 
that there is an unfunded infrastructure gap, will WBC 
consider increasing the CIL rates on general 
developments to assist in closing the infrastructure 
funding gap?  

 

• When correcting the number of dwellings for the 
Arborfield SDL from 3500 to 2000, can WBC confirm 
what impact this would have on the CIL calculation?  

 
The Borough Council intends to engage 
with the town and parish councils over 
the new few months to discuss the use 
of monies passed to them and how can 
work together to deliver shared 
infrastructure priorities.   
The proposed CIL charges are broadly 
equivalent to S106.  
 
Under a CIL regime, the four SDLs will 
be expected to provide on-site SANG 
secured through planning conditions 
and obligations. An allowance for this 
has been made in the SDL viability 
modelling. For non-SDL development, it 
is intended that the provision of SANG 
for an indefinite period will be funded 
through a topslice of the CIL levy. 
The prioritisation criteria and process 
has yet to be decided. 
It has been established through various 
examinations of CIL charges that rates 
should not be set at the margins of 
viability as CIL is mandatory once 
introduced. We consider that the rates 
proposed allow the required viability 
buffer as expected within the CIL 
Guidance. 
The SDL Consortia Board provided the 
Council with information on the number 
and mix of dwellings on each SDL to 
feed into the viability modelling. At this 
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• If the actual affordable housing at Arborfield is lower 
than the 35% rate, what impact would this have on the 
CIL calculation?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• The Viability Update says that GL Hearn do not 
anticipate that major infrastructure including schools 
and strategic roads will be funded through CIL, yet the 
S106 charges for the SDLs does not seem to include 
any funding for the Arborfield Relief Road or schools 
provision. How will these items be funded, and how will 
this affect the CIL calculation as they are not included 
in the GL Hearn analysis?  

• The Viability Update gives the Benchmark Land Value 
for Arborfield as £300,000 ph. Due to the previous 
MoD ownership and therefore different structure to the 

time, only the Garrison part of the 
Arborfield SDL was represented, hence 
the reference to 2,000 homes.   The 
Council is confident that the viability 
assumptions for 2,000 homes will 
equally apply to the other Marino Family 
1,500 homes. Furthermore, CIL income 
forecasts have been based on the full 
3,500 dwellings. 
The cumulative impact of all the 
Council’s planning policies, including 
affordable housing, has been factored 
into the viability work.  The Council and 
the developer may agree that part of 
this affordable housing could be 
provided as a commuted sum to deliver 
affordable housing elsewhere.  In 
accordance with national guidance, any 
commuted sum payment should be of 
broadly equivalent value to the cost of 
on-site provision, so should not affect 
the CIL viability modelling.  
Both the Arborfield Relief Road and the 
schools provision are listed on the Draft 
Regulation 123 list and therefore are 
intended to be funded through CIL.   
 
 
 
 
The use of the Residual Land Valuation 
viability methodology (assessed against 
benchmark land values) is established 
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Respondent  Rep 
Number 
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Summary of Comments Council Comment  

one assumed during the modelling, what impact does 
this have on the calculation of the maximum CIL levels 
for Arborfield SDL?  

• The viability update also gives a breakdown of property 
types that have a higher mix of smaller properties for 
Aborfield that we are led to believe. What impact would 
a higher mix of larger properties have on the maximum 
CIL rate? 

 

 

 

• Can WBC confirm that they will revisit the CIL 
proposed for the Arborfield SDL in order to take 
account of the phased payment approach, and/or 
provide a methodology that will be applied to the CIL to 
index it each year for the duration of the development?   

• Can the Council be more precise about the projects 
included in the Draft Regulation 123 List, specifically, 
what is included in the Arborfield Relief Road Project? 

• What are the Council’s proposals for improving 
Barkham Bridge?  

• What schemes are included in the ‘Corridor 
Improvements’ item in the Draft Regulation 123 List? 

• How will the Council ensure that infrastructure which is 
needed in association with development, but not 
included in the Draft Regulation 123 List is properly 
funded?  

within most, if not all, CIL viability 
studies. Different land sale structures 
should not affect the CIL viability.  
The mix of units used in the viability 
testing has been informed by the SDL 
Consortia Board. There are viability 
factors that work in favour of, and 
against, larger properties. The Council 
considers that it has allowed a sufficient 
viability buffer to account for changing 
circumstances. 
In calculating the CIL charges for the 
levy, the council is required by the CIL 
regulations to apply an index of inflation 
to keep the levy responsive to market 
conditions.   
Many of the details of projects on the 
Regulation 123 list are still to be 
decided. It is however still important that 
the list includes these schemes. 
As above 
 
As above. 
 
The Council will proactive in targeting all 
sources of funding towards the 
infrastructure funding gap.  

English Heritage  15 Neutral • Understand the Council’s response that an exceptions 
policy can be introduced at any time, yet for 
transparency and purposes of clarity, believe that the 
Charging Schedule is an appropriate document within 
which to set out the Council’s right to offer CIL relief 

Noted. 
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Respondent  Rep 
Number 

General 
Position 

Summary of Comments Council Comment  

and the circumstances in which such relief might be 
offered. 

Bracknell Forest 
Council  

16 
 

Object • BFC supports WBC’S proposal to adopt CIL.  

• Based on the viability work for the BFC CIL, the 
assumed residential benchmark land value for 
strategic greenfield sites at £300,000 per hectare could 
be an underestimate and could therefore compromise 
viability. 

• Concerns over WBC’s reliance on CIL to deliver a 
significant proportion of site-related infrastructure, will 
this be in the right place at the right time? What if 
infrastructure provision is delayed?  

• WBC’s infrastructure delivery strategy places a large 
burden on the council to deliver infrastructure on behalf 
of developers. Is this the most efficient method, as it 
could create uncertainties over the delivery of CIL-
funded infrastructure as developers have no control?  

• Historic S106 delivery provides an average sum of 
completed dwellings between 2008/09 and 2012/2013 
as £12,295.57. Costs at the SDL’s could exceed 
£40,000 when considering the proposed rates in the 
DCS and the viability update on S106. There is a risk 
that the CIL rates proposed could exceed the broad 
consideration of ‘reasonableness’ that rates should be 
up to 5% of development costs and at a level that 
would not adversely impact the viability of a 
development.  

• As the Infrastructure Funding Gap Assessment states, 
for non SDL developments, CIL receipts will be applied 
to the SANG at Rooks Nest Farm. However, it is 
unclear how any impact on the TBH SPA will be 
mitigated by development which is not located near 

Noted.  

There is limited available evidence on 
land values, but what evidence we do 
have supports our assumptions. 

 

 

The Council is strongly committed to 
development delivery. Our approach to 
CIL has been informed by detailed legal 
advice with the aim of reducing the risks 
to infrastructure delivery. Developers 
have been invited to pursue other 
delivery mechanisms (i.e. Framework 
Agreements) but these have not been 
forthcoming.  
The proposed CIL rates are supported 
by robust viability evidence and when 
accounting for social housing relief, are 
less than the Section 106 packages 
being secured on the SDLs. 
 
 
 
 
 
This is only likely to apply to one 
allocated site, which is expected to 
achieve planning consent prior to CIL 
implementation. 
 
 



Regulation 19 Statement of Representation on CIL Draft Charging Schedule (May 2014)  
 

10 
 

Respondent  Rep 
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General 
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Summary of Comments Council Comment  

enough for easy public use of this SANG. 

• The Infrastructure Funding Gap Assessment also 
states that SDLs have contributed £28,000 to £37,000 
per unit, making the proposed rates appear 
reasonable. However, until these schemes have been 
implemented fully it is not clear that they can be 
delivered without needing to renegotiate the terms of 
agreement, therefore this is a premature indicator of 
viability.  

• Clearer evidence needs to be provided to show that 
the scale of developments proposed remains viable, 
particularly in relation to concerns regarding the 
density per hectare used in the Viability Update.  

• An increase to the retail rate from Nil to £50 is 
supported.  

• The Draft Charging Schedule does not take into 
account floorspace differentials, which results in retail 
use of any size being CIL liable when located outside 
existing town centres, potentially impacting the viability 
of smaller retail developments. Regulation 5 (2) of the 
CIL Amendment Regulations (2014) allows 
differentiated CIL rates based on floorspace, therefore 
the Draft Charging Schedule should account for this. 

 
There is no evidence to support this 
assertion. 2 of the 4 SDLs are on-site 
and are delivering these infrastructure 
packages. Sales appear to be strong on 
these sites and underline the viability of 
the SDLs as being strong.  
 
 
The Viability Evidence produced is 
consistent with the Regulations, 
Guidance and best practice. 
 
Noted. 
 
Noted. Based upon the Council’s 
viability evidence, the setting of 
differential retail rates within and outside 
of defined centres as proposed is 
considered appropriate, without a 
further refinement to acknowledge sizes 
of development 
 
 

Porta Planning 
on behalf of 
Norwood  

17 Object • Compared with other charging schedules, WBC’s 
schedule for residential development is significantly 
higher than the rates proposed by other authorities, 
e.g. £0-£220 for Bracknell Forest Council.  

• Support a thorough examination of the levy rates at an 
independent examination. 

• The CIL (Amendment) Regulations 2014 9(7) allows 
for all or part of a levy to be paid in lieu through the 
direct delivery of infrastructure, where a Charging 

CIL rates must be set having regard to 
local viability assessment. Other local 
authority CIL rates are therefore 
relevant only to the areas affected. 
Noted. 
 
An exceptions policy can be introduced 
at any time and is not part of 
establishing the CIL charging schedule. 
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Authority has published that they will accept this. The 
client therefore objects to the proposed Charging 
Schedule as there is no policy to accept payments in 
kind. There are aspects of the Ravenswood 
Masterplan that could be delivered direct on site, for 
example SANG provision and maintenance. It is 
requested WBC publish a policy that will accept direct 
infrastructure provision, under Regulation 9(7).  

• Objection to the Regulation 123 List on the basis that it 
does not allow for the provision and maintenance of 
the SANG on site. The List should be updated to 
reflect the fact that some sites have the ability to 
achieve this.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Most non-SDL sites will make a 
contribution through CIL to Rooks Nest 
Woods or other similar schemes. 
 
 

Pegasus Group 
on behalf of 
Bewley Homes  

18 Object • Proposed rate for residential development is too high 
and is not consistent with evidence.  

 
 
 

• Differential charging rates should be applied across the 
borough and not just for the SDLs, as a blanket charge 
across the borough penalises developers as land 
values have a direct correlation to house prices.  
 

• The Council’s response on page 6 of the PDCS admits 
that there is ‘limited available evidence on land values’, 
therefore the proposed CIL charge is not considered to 
be sound as it does not fully take into account the 
varying land values across the borough.  

• A differential charge across the borough would also be 
more in line with the approach of neighbouring 
Authority charging rates, such as Bracknell forest 
Council. 
 

CIL rates must be set having regard to 
local viability assessment. CIL rates 
must be set at a level that will not stifle 
overall development and the Council’s 
viability evidence supports this.  
CIL rates have been tested against 
different sales values and benchmark 
land values. The rates are supported by 
robust viability evidence. 
 
The Council’s rates are based on 
“appropriate available evidence”. 
 
 
CIL rates must be set having regard to 
local viability assessment, which 
considered a range of sales values. 
Other local authority CIL rates are 
irrelevant. 
An allowance of £1,000 per unit residual 
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• The Draft CIL rate also does not take into account 
schemes where infrastructure such as open space 
(such as LEAPs) is provided on site. Such 
infrastructure is provided at the developers cost and 
the additional full CIL charge places an unreasonable 
burden on developers, affecting viability.  

• The proposed rates do not appear to take account of 
build costs, which may need to account for abnormal 
costs such as decontamination. This could discourage 
brownfield development which will typically have a 
greater build cost than greenfield sites and as a result, 
may not be viable. 
 

• Agree with the proposed rate for retail and other 
developments and believe that it is consistent with the 
evidence.  

• It is noted that the Council’s infrastructure delivery 
places a large burden on the Council to deliver 
infrastructure. If less investment comes forward from 
developers due to the proposed high rates then this 
will increase the burden further still on the Council to 
meet the infrastructure funding gap.  

• Despite the Council repeatedly stating in the Statement 
of Consultation for the PDCS that they are ‘strongly 
committed to development delivery’, no sound 
evidence has been put forward to demonstrate that 
infrastructure delivery can be achieved in a timely 
manner.  

• It remains unclear how infrastructure with boundary 
implications will be secured. What arrangements are in 
place to share obligations with other Local Authorities?  

 

• It is noted that financial mitigation for the Thames 

Section 106 has been allowed for, 
which should be sufficient on most 
smaller sites. 
 
 
The viability study has used upper-
quartile BCIS build costs for non-SDL 
sites and allowed a 5% contingency. 
Monitoring of housing delivery in the 
borough has indicated that the majority 
of housing is now approved for delivery 
on green field sites. Therefore, sites are 
unlikely to require decontamination. 
Noted. 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council has a strong track record of 
delivery. It has commissioned feasibility 
studies for 3 of the SDL relief roads and 
delivered 3 primary schools last year. 
 
 
CIL can be spent in neighbouring 
authorities if this supports growth of the 
area. 
 
For non-SDL sites, SANG will be 
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Basin Heath Special Protection Area will still be 
secured through a S106 legal agreement. This 
burdens developers into securing two forms of Legal 
documents, each it is presumed, at a charge. In 
circumstances such as this, will a discount be given?  

• The inclusion of an instalments policy is strongly 
supported as it minimises risk to development and will 
improve the viability of schemes. 

• It is noted that a fee of £100 per m² is proposed for 
Residential Institutions and Extra Care Housing, which 
is a positive step from the PDCS value of £365 per m². 

• However, given the borough’s acknowledged need for 
elderly accommodation a further reduction on CIL 
would make opportunities more attractive to 
developers, ensuring that such facilities do come to the 
borough. This is particularly important as elderly care 
should be provided near services, amenities and 
infrastructure. As land values vary across the borough, 
a blanket charge may seriously disadvantage some 
developers and their ability to develop in certain areas, 
potentially where need is highest. 

delivered through CIL. SAMM payments 
will still be secured through S106. 
 
 
 
Noted.  
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
The Regulations stipulate that rates 
must be set having regard to viability. 
 
 
 

Wokingham 
Town Council  

19 Object • The proposed £365 per m² rate for residential 
development is too low and is not consistent with 
evidence.  

 
This is because:  

• The assumed benchmark land value of 
£300,000/hectare is at the bottom end of the scale and 
is not realistic when based on the assumed density of 
20dph. 

• The average density aimed for by developers is likely 
to be 30-35dph, rather than 20dph, with recent figures 
for Wokingham 30dph.  

No evidence to substantiate this claim 
has been provided. The proposed 
residential rate has been informed by 
viability evidence 
 
The Council has based its assumptions 
on “appropriate available evidence”.  
 
 
20dph is the gross density reflecting the 
on-site infrastructure land take.  
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• Developers aim for a gross return of nearer 35% 
instead of the 24.5% assumed and can generally 
achieve 30% on a good development. 

• Therefore, on the basis of these figures the CIL rate for 
residential development should be higher than 
proposed. Wokingham is a desirable place to live and 
work, therefore a higher than average rate is to be 
expected. 

• Does not agree with the proposed rate of £0 per m² for 
retail and other types of development and believe that 
it is not consistent with the evidence. Why are there 
different rates for different charging zones? CIL rates 
should vary according to residential houses, flats, retail 
and businesses in town, with different rates for out-of-
town. There should also be a differentiation between 
small retail outlets and superstores.  

• However, do agree that a charge per m² is better than 
the current S106 levy. 

• Suggest a nominal charge for developments under 500 
square metres, a higher charge for under 1500 square 
metres and a further charge for over 1500 square 
metres, set so as not to discourage development.  

• Disagree with the blanket zero CIL rates across retail. 
There has been significant debate as to whether it is 
permissible under the Regulations to charge a variable 
rate on retail depending on size or typology. The 
Viability Assessment Update refers to the recent 
consultation on CIL which permits differentiation by 
size and GL Hearn have revisited their analysis in light 
of this, yet have failed to address the aspect of a large 
food store in the Town Centre for which a differentiated 
CIL rate could possibly be set.  

• Concerns that overall development in Wokingham will 

The viability has assumed a profit level 
of 17.5% consistent with other CIL 
studies. 
The proposed rates are supported by 
viability evidence and include a viability 
buffer. 
 
 
Differential rates must be set based on 
viability evidence. The geographical 
differentiation is based on different 
benchmark land values and 
existing/alternative use values in and 
out of town centres. It is more difficult to 
differentiate purely by size. 
 
Noted 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CIL is not set on the basis of the burden 
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Respondent  Rep 
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General 
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Summary of Comments Council Comment  

be put at risk by the proposed rates given that on the 
basis of some examples, the income from CIL will be 
lower than some S106 payments there will be a deficit 
on the Core Strategy aspirations.  

• There is a notable omission from Appendix 1 – 
Infrastructure Projects – which would increase the 
funding gap. Disagrees with replacing the two railway 
bridges over Finchampstead Road. Suggests a link 
from Molly Millars Lane via an upgraded Woosehill 
Lane, then a new stretch of road to the Woosehill spine 
road and onwards to the Reading Road.  

• Suggests a road from Jennets Park roundabout on the 
A329 to the projected new Tesco roundabout as part of 
the South Wokingham Distributor Road for which £15.8 
million has been allocated without a road over-rail 
bridge. This would remove the cost of the road bridge, 
easing London Road traffic. 

schemes generate on local 
infrastructure; rates are set on the basis 
of what schemes can viably provide. 
 
Noted. The Regulation 123 list is 
consistent with Appendix 7 of the Core 
Strategy. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 

Castleoak Group  20 Object  
 

• Objection to the proposed CIL Draft Charging 
Schedule in respect to the proposed charge of £100 
per square metre for C2 Residential Institutions and 
Extra Care Housing.  

• Propose that care provision in Wokingham should 
have a nil charge, based on the viability evidence 
presented. 

 

 

 

 

• If it is still considered justifiable that care developments 
are subject to a CIL charge, these charges should 
differ by zone to reflect the differing viability of 
development across the district, following those 

Noted. 
 
 

Policy TB09 places emphasis on the 
delivery of enhanced sheltered housing 
and extra care housing rather than care 
homes and therefore they do not 
support their own rate. There are 
already a high number of care homes in 
the Borough. 
It is most likely that any future care 
homes will come forward on the SDL 
sites and this is reflected in the viability 
work. 
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proposed for residential development to avoid adding 
any complexity to the charging schedule. 

• The charges should also include an exemption for care 
homes where residents are placed through local 
authority referrals. 

• Disagree with the suggestion that with the proposed 
charges, CIL will have a ‘positive economic effect on 
development across the area’.  

• The council’s viability appraisal assumes that future 
care home provision will be private. However, many 
care homes are now catering for local authority 
referrals.  

• The charge would be levied on both ‘care’ homes and 
‘nursing’ homes. The viability appraisal only reflects 
the viability of a traditional residential care home 
product, but within a nursing home, qualified medical 
care is provided and it is therefore a different product 
with a greater cost burden. This cost will further impact 
the viability of such scheme, yet this differentiation has 
not been addressed.  

• The charge should reflect the differing viability of 
development across the borough. Because there is a 
specific CIL charge identified for residential institutions 
and extra care developments, this is an important part 
of the overall development strategy for Wokingham 
(Policy TB09 of the MDD document).  

• Castleoak have submitted two care home applications 
within Wokingham Borough within the last 12 months 
and based on these experiences consider the 
Benchmark Land Values significantly unrealistic and 
unrepresentative of market values. Schemes will only 
be viable if land values are under £287,000 (based on 
a site area of 0.9 acres).  

 
 
This is not supported by viability 
evidence. 
 
Noted. 
 
 
No viability evidence has been provided 
to substantiate this. 
 
 
As above - this is not a crucial element 
of the Local Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy TB09 places emphasis on the 
delivery of enhanced sheltered housing 
and extra care housing rather than care 
homes. 
 
As above – the Council foresees any 
future care home developments coming 
forward on the SDLs. 
 
 
 
 



Regulation 19 Statement of Representation on CIL Draft Charging Schedule (May 2014)  
 

17 
 

Respondent  Rep 
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Summary of Comments Council Comment  

• As the SDLs are largely on greenfield sites, additional 
costs found when working on Brownfield sites such as 
site remediation and highways upgrades have not 
been allowed for in the valuation appraisals. This is 
problematic as the majority of consented and proposed 
residential care home schemes will be on Brownfield 
land and not Greenfield land, as suggested by the 
Viability Update Report. 

 

Care homes/extra care housing 
schemes are being planned into District 
Centres on some of the SDLs (i.e. 
South of M4 and Arborfield). 
 

Churchill & 
McCarthy and 
Stone  

21 Object  
(Request 
Right to 
be 
Heard) 

• Highlight that the Council must be commended on their 
decision to test the viability of a number of forms of 
specialist accommodation for the elderly, within both 
C3 and C2 land uses classes and for providing a 
separate levy for Extra Care Housing based on this 
testing. 

• Results of the Viability Update by GL Hearn show that 
there is scope for CIL contributions in line with the 
rates proposed under the Draft Charging Schedules for 
both Extra Care accommodation and Enhanced 
Sheltered Accommodation schemes when they are 
developed on sites valued at Benchmark Land Values 
1 and 2. 

• Extra Care accommodation when tested against a 
Benchmark Land Value 3 cannot support a CIL rate of 
£100 per m² as per the Draft Charging Schedule.  

• Enhanced Sheltered accommodation when tested 
against a Benchmark Land Value 3 cannot support the 
‘Rest of the Borough’ residential charging rate as per 
the Draft Charging Schedule. 

• Do not consider that there is sufficient evidence in the 
Local Development Framework to justify the 
assumption that these forms of accommodation are 
likely to be delivered through the SDL allocations.In the 

Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. It is anticipated that most care 
home developments will occur on SDL 
sites, with lower benchmark land 
values. 
 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
75 units of sheltered accommodations 
and 75 care home beds have been 
consented at South of M4 SDL and an 
extra care housing scheme or care 
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Number 
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Viability Update, the Council assert that the delivery of 
specialist elderly accommodation will be brought 
forward predominantly on SDL sites. However, due to 
the average age for residents of a typical McCarthy 
and Stone Retirement Living (Enhanced Sheltered) 
increased frailty is likely to cause a greater reliance on 
public transport and require a closer proximity to local 
services and amenities. As such, these developments 
can only be built on a limited range of sites; typically 
high value, previously developed sites.   

• Consequently consider that the proposed CIL rates 
Draft Charging Schedule continues to threaten the 
delivery of Extra Care and Sheltered Housing 
accommodation in areas which they are most likely to 
be delivered; outside of SDLs. 

• Therefore proposes a CIL Charging Schedule modified 
as follows:  

 
-Extra Care Housing: All SDL - £100,  Rest of the 
Borough - £60 
-Sheltered/Retirement: All SDL - As per residential 
rules, Rest of the Borough - £150.                          

 

home is planned on Arborfield SDL. It is 
anticipated that these will be within the 
SDL District/Local Centres. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Council does not agree and there is 
no evidence to support this. These 
schemes are already planned into the 
SDLs. 
 
Noted. 

Carter Jonas on 
behalf of 
Gladman 
Developments  

22 Object • Concerns that the proposed residential CIL rates are 
too high, for both the SDLs and the ‘Rest of the 
Borough’. 

• Welcomes the proposal from WBC to introduce an 
instalments policy, however, requests that this period 
be increased to at least 18 months for larger 
developments, further assisting with the viability of 
development proposals.  

• GL Hearn Viability Update report has a significant 
focus on the SDLs, giving very little further analysis or 

The CIL rates are supported by robust 
viability evidence. 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
The non-SDL rates are covered in detail 
and justified by the Viability Report 
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evidence in support of the ‘Rest of the Borough’ tariff.  

• If implemented without further modification, the 
residential CIL charge rate has the potential to have a 
significant adverse impact on the delivery of new 
housing (including affordable housing) across the 
borough. Rate is still the highest flat rate charged by 
any local authority in the South East (excluding 
London), despite other areas having much higher 
property prices.  

• The Wokingham CIL Viability Update Report makes 
reference to the need to sample directly an appropriate 
range of sites across its area in providing viability 
evidence. Whilst the CIL Guidance (2013) does 
suggest a focus on key strategic sites, it goes on to 
state that there should also be a focus on those sites 
where the impact on of the levy on economic viability is 
likely to be most significant.  

• In the Viability Update report, GL Hearn has accepted 
lower densities (20dph) on the SDLs and have also 
considered the impact of development of 30 dwellings 
per hectare. Research carried out by Gladman 
Developments in 2012 suggests that the average site 
development density was 23.15 dwellings per site 
hectare. At 30 dwellings per hectare, under many 
scenarios modelled there is insufficient headroom to 
accommodate the proposed residential CIL charge 
rate. GL Hearn does not appear to have addressed the 
issue of using gross site areas in the ‘Rest of the 
Borough’ areas.  

• The assumed value of £1,722 per square metre for 
affordable housing units is considered reasonable, 
however there are still concerns as to how the 
assumptions used in the GL Hearn Viability report fit 

(February 2013). 
The rates are based on robust and local 
viability evidence. Other CIL rates are 
irrelevant. 
 
 
 
 
 
GL Hearn has done bespoke modelling 
of the SDLs as it is anticipated they will 
deliver circa 75% of homes in the Local 
Plan.  
 
 
 
 
The proposed rates are likely to be 
viable in most likely scenarios and for 
most allocated sites. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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with those made in the Affordable Housing Viability 
Study (2008).  

• The proposed CIL charge will increase the costs of 
development on many sites, compounding the 
inspectors concerns from the Core Strategy 
examination on viability. Given the limited opportunities 
to change the rate of CIL once it is in operation, 
affordable housing is likely to suffer. 

• The financial assumptions include 4 different value 
levels (£403 to £275 per sq. ft.), yet the client believes 
that outside of the SDLs, the focus should still be on 
Value Points 3 and 4. 

• The comparables provided in Appendix 5 of the 
original GL Hearn report include a number of 
developments much smaller than those planned on the 
SDLs and do not include sales incentives. With a 10% 
discount, this would bring 17 of the 69 quoted 
comparable property types below Value Point 4. 
Therefore there is a strong case for a lower value point 
than £275 per sq. ft. The Viability Update provides no 
further evidence on sales values. 

• The allowance of £1,000 per dwelling for S278 
contributions and residual S106 contributions for the 
Rest of the Borough is considered to be low.  

• When considering Benchmark Land Values, the gap 
between the residual land value and current use value 
needs to be understood and a judgement reached as 
to how the market would assess the ‘competitive 
return’ for the landowner. In the context of this 
‘competitive return’, consideration also needs to be 
given to Viability Testing Local Plans (VTLP) advice 
within which land value should represent the value at 
which a typical landowner is likely to release land for 

 
 
The cumulative impact of all the 
Council’s planning policies, including 
affordable housing, has been tested 
within the viability assessment. 
  
 
Noted. 
 
 
  
The Council is constantly monitoring 
new build sales values and they are 
consistent with those used in the 
viability report. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  
 
 
Noted. This has been considered. Only 
limited information has been provided 
by developers. 
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development.  For greenfield sites, the VTLP 
recommends the use of benchmarks based on local 
market evidence and typical developer minimum price 
agreements. No such evidence has been provided by 
the Viability Report or Update. 

• In the original Viability Report by GL Hearn, quoted 
Benchmark Land Values are net land values. BLV at 
per (net) acre however will equate to a much lower 
gross land value, particularly on SDLs. 

• Comparable evidence, including the recent 
independent review on the Shinfield scheme suggests 
that both BLV 1 and 2 are too low, with £250,000-
£300,000 per net developable acre considered a more 
appropriate range fitting with the £275 per sq. ft. value 
recommended. 

• Comments on cost assumptions:  
-1% marketing fees for 500 and 100 unit schemes is 
considered low. 

-the comparables in Appendix 5 of the Viability Report 
makes no allowance or reference to needing to 
discount from the marketing price.  

-for development margins, in responding to a number 
of other CIL Charging Schedules, GL Hearn have 
recommended using a 20% return figure, rather than 
the 17.5% used in the Wokingham Viability Reports. 

• Table 1 in the Viability Report makes no reference to 
build cost contingency provision, although the Update 
Report makes reference to 5%.  

• the 7% interest rate assumed by GL Hearn in relation 
to the SDLs is reasonable, however as the UK’s 
economic outlook improves, interest levels will rise.  

 
 
 
 
 
The Viability Update Report assumes 
gross land values. 
 
 
No evidence has been put forward to 
substantiate this. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
 
 
17.5% is considered reasonable. 
 
 
 
The Update Report confirms that 5% 
contingency was included. 
 
Noted. CIL rates can be revised at any 
time. 
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Environment 
Agency  

23 Neutral • No Comment.  Noted. 
 

Dominic Lawson 
on behalf of 
Gracewell 
Healthcare  

24 Object  
(Request 
Right to 
be 
Heard) 

• Object to the Draft Charging Schedule due to the 
viability evidence from the assumption that future older 
people’s accommodation is likely to mainly come 
forward on the SDLs. GL Hearn’s updated viability 
evidence concludes that a ‘care home’ is not viable 
under benchmark land value 3 (valued at £1,500,000 
per hectare). However this is dismissed due to the 
council’s understanding that the likely pipeline of older 
people’s accommodation is within the SDL’s, which are 
largely greenfield sites or lower land value. The report 
therefore concludes that the charging rate for specialist 
older people’s accommodation should be weighted 
towards the maximum levy figures for benchmark land 
values 1 (£300,000) and 2 (£500,000) per hectare. 

• However, evidence indicates that development for 
specialist older people’s housing is not within the 
SDLs, but is often within existing urban areas on sites 
with higher land values, e.g. a proposal for full planning 
consent for a 62 bedroom elderly care home on a 
former vehicle depot in Winnersh (Application 
reference number F/2013/2342). 

• There is no evidence that the future pipeline of elderly 
care facilities in Wokingham will come forward in SDLs 
but are instead coming forward on previously 
developed sites in established settlements with current 
use values in excess of benchmark land values 1 and 
2, thus the requirements of Regulation (14) have not 
been met. The adopted CIL levy of £100 per m² for 

75 units of sheltered accommodations 
and 75 care home beds have been 
consented at South of M4 SDL and an 
extra care housing scheme or care 
home is planned on Arborfield SDL.  
It is anticipated that most care home 
developments will occur on SDL sites, 
with lower benchmark land values. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As above. There is clear evidence to 
support this. 
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elderly care would be likely to challenge viability if the 
development sites are not in SDLs. 

• WBC defines extra care housing as including a 
‘minimum of 30% of GIA provided as communal 
facilities. This is not mentioned in the council’s 
Strategy for Older People in Wokingham, its Older 
People’s Strategy or in any adopted or emerging 
planning policy other than the Draft Schedule. This 
definition would prevent any development from 
providing less than this proportion of communal space 
from being classified by the Council as extra care 
housing, thereby exposing it to the full residential levy 
of £365 per m². 

• Argue that whether a proposal is extra care should be 
a matter of fact and degree with each application 
considered on its merits. 

 
 
Communal space has a significant 
impact on viability, so it is reasonable to 
differentiate on communal space. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
A clear definition is required (as 
proposed by the Council). 
 

Berkshire, 
Buckinghamshire 
and Oxfordshire 
Wildlife Trusts  

25 Neutral • Satisfied with the mechanism provided in the 
Infrastructure Planning and Funding Gap Assessment 
for securing appropriate avoidance and mitigation 
measures to ensure compliance with the Habitats 
Regulations. 

• Suggest that some additional wording is added to the 
template Section 106 Agreement drawn up to 
represent the mechanism for securing SANG 
payments. Covenant 1 details a covenant on the 
council to apply the SAMM payment for managing and 
monitoring SPA sites and then lists 11 activities that 
may be included. Suggest that the wording - “In 
accordance with the Thames Basin Heaths Special 
Protection Area Delivery Framework” - should be 
included to ensure that agreed spending on SAMM is 
not used for one of these 11 activities, as opposed to 
being spent according to the delivery framework.  

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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• The Delivery Framework states that ‘sufficient SANG 
should be provided in advance of dwelling completion 
to ensure that there is no likely significant effect on the 
SPA’. The Draft Instalments Policy however proposes 
to allow the payment of CIL in instalments within 
varying days of commencement of the development, 
suggesting that suitable worded provisions are 
included within the Draft Instalments Policy to ensure 
that this requirement of the Delivery Framework is 
secured.  

 

Delivery of SANG will be prior to 
commencement as required by the 
Regulations, regardless of the timing of 
CIL receipts. 
 
 
 
 
 

South 
Oxfordshire 
District Council  

26 Neutral • The approach to the viability work on the four SDLs 
should also be applied to the ‘Rest of the Borough’ 
sites with a revised residual S106 obligation for the 
larger sites (100 and 500 units) as these should also 
be in excess of £1000. 

• Welcomes that the viability assessment has been 
updated to include viability modelling for older people’s 
accommodation resulting in a CIL charge of £100 per 
m². 

• Also pleased that a review of the proposed CIL retail 
rates has been undertaken introducing an ‘out of town’ 
retail rate of £50 per m².   

Noted. There are no allocated sites, 
apart from the SDLs, of 500 units. On 
those allocated sites of 100 units, it is 
still anticipated that residual S106 will 
be low as reflected in the viability study. 
Noted. 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 

Savills on behalf 
of SDL Consortia  

27 Object • Welcomes the recognition and application of 
differential rates for the SDLs, which responds to the 
key argument made by the Consortia at the PDCS 
stage of representations.  

• However, owing to the residential rates of £300-£365 
per m² and the proposed retail rate of £50 per m² 
applicable to the SDLs there are continued concerns.  
The rates proposed in the DCS are not economically 
viable, realistic or consistent with national guidance. 

Noted. 

 

 

 

The proposed CIL rates are consistent 
with local viability evidence, the CIL 
Regulations and guidance. 
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• The rates threaten the delivery of the Core Strategy as 
they pose a serious risk to the viability of the four SDLs 
which are intended to provide the majority (80%) of 
housing required during the plan period.  

• The Council’s viability assessment is not appropriate 
evidence. The gross net:land take ratio has been 
significantly overestimated when compared with the 
Benchmark Land Value and Section 106/278 costs 
have been substantially underestimated. Therefore the 
proposed rates are too high.  

• The proposed rates for the SDLs are based on the 
assumption that infrastructure delivery is ‘authority-led’ 
with CIL rates high and S106 rates low. This is 
inconsistent with the council’s Position Statement 
published with the PDCS, which confirmed support for 
a ‘developer-led’ approach.  

• The authority-led approach threatens the delivery of 
the Core Strategy which depends on the timely 
delivery of the SDLs. There is a real prospect that the 
development of the SDLs will be delayed due to 
physical constraints/lack of funding as a result of:  
o the overly broad scope of the council’s ‘Regulation 

123 List’ of infrastructure which inhibits the use of 
S106 agreements for scheme mitigation 
infrastructure.  

o the absence of clear spending priorities for 
necessary infrastructure to mitigate scheme 
impacts 

o the threat of Grampian conditions tied to the 
delivery of necessary SDL infrastructure which is 
outside the control of SDL developers. 

• The Council has not demonstrated that the proposed 
rate for the SDLs based on an authority-led approach 

The Council believes there is a far 
greater risk of non-delivery with a 
developer-led approach (where it is not 
legally secured). 
The viability report is informed by 
“appropriate available evidence” and the 
Council’s approach to infrastructure 
delivery. 
 
 
The Position Statement made clear that 
a developer-led approach would be 
acceptable only where key risks to 
developer delivery could be mitigated.  
The SDL Consortia did not accept the 
preferred route for achieving this (and 
did not offer an alternative).   
It is not part of a CIL examination to test 
whether there is a "guarantee" of the 
delivery of infrastructure.  That said, the 
Council has a strong track record of 
delivery and is willing to work with the 
SDL Consortia on the details of 
infrastructure delivery under CIL.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Whilst the CIL Guidance provides 
commentary that CIL is expected to 
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will contribute towards the implementation of the Core 
Strategy or have a positive economic effect on 
development across the Council’s area.  

 

 

 

 

• The DCS cannot be recommended for approval 
without modifications to the SDL rates.  

• The Council has not given regard to the statutory 
guidance under section 221 of the Planning Act 2008 
in relation to its requirement to ensure that CIL rates 
do not threaten the delivery of the Core Strategy. 

• The Council is required to have regard to the actual 
and expected costs of infrastructure, however it has 
not done so due to the substantial under-estimation of 
residual S106/278 costs. 

• There is an overall difficulty applying CIL to SDLs, yet 
this is not a criticism of WBC as the SDLs were all 
planned pre-CIL. Developer-led delivery is the only 
viable option for the SDLs. 

 

• A flexible Regulation 123 List must recognise the 
scope for on-site infrastructure provision, for example 
necessary relief roads, within which the costs of land 
acquisition and any applicable third party ‘ransoms’ are 
relevant viability considerations. Argue that there 

have a positive effect on development 
across the area, the "overall purpose" 
under Section 205 of the Planning Act 
2008 is to ensure that costs incurred in 
supporting the development of an area 
can be funded (wholly or partly) by 
owners or developers of land in a way 
that does not make development of the 
area economically unviable.  The onus 
under the Drafting Requirements is to 
have regard to the matters identified in 
regulation 14.  
The Council disagrees. 
 
As above. 
 
 
 
The viability update reflects the actual 
and expected infrastructure costs of an 
authority-led approach to delivery.  
 
Noted, but the Council believes an 
authority-led approach is the only viable 
method of delivery in the absence of a 
legal agreement from the SDL 
Consortia securing appropriate 
infrastructure. 
 
As above. 
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should be a lower residential CIL rate for the SDLs, on 
the basis of achieving the necessary ‘scheme 
mitigation’ infrastructure secured via S106/278, 
condition/approved plan.  

• Recognise that over time the levels of S106 in the 
borough have increased. Yet caution must be applied 
to direct comparisons between historic levels of S106 
and the proposed CIL rate. CIL is non-negotiable and 
difficult to amend, thus has additional associated 
development risk. WBC is therefore encouraged to 
embrace a flexible approach to avoid serious risk to 
the development plan/housing land supply.  

• The objective of the representation is not to oppose 
CIL, but seeks to ensure a reasonable rate and 
effective operation based on the evidence to deliver a 
well-planned, viable and feasible development of the 
SDLs. 

 

• The approach of lower CIL rates for strategic sites has 
been adopted by other Local Authorities, e.g. 
Winchester City Council and Waveney District Council. 

• The SDL Consortia Group request that:  
o The full detail of the GL Hearn Viability Appraisals 

be published. 
o Liaison with SDL Consortia in respect of the 

updated infrastructure schedules in order to agree 
each SDL ‘scheme mitigation’ and inform a revised 
Draft Regulation 123 List that clarifies the 
exclusions for the SDLs so that the permitted 
scope of ‘scheme specific’ Section 106/278 
obligations for the SDLs is clear. 

o The DCS be redrafted and republished for 

 
 
 
 
The viability work has applied an 
appropriate viability buffer. The 
proposed rates are not set at the margin 
of viability, so there should be 
reasonable flexibility. 
 
 
 
Noted. The proposed CIL rates are 
broadly equivalent to that paid in S106 
on current SDL sites and it would 
appear therefore that the main concern 
is who implements and controls 
infrastructure delivery rather than the 
actual rate. 
Other Councils’ policies are irrelevant. 
The Council’s approach to CIL reflects 
its aim of reducing the risks to delivery 
of the Core Strategy, including the 
necessary infrastructure. 
The CIL Draft Charging Schedule has 
been submitted without modifications. 
The proposed rates reflect robust 
viability assessment and the 
Regulations and guidance. The Council 
is willing to work with the SDL Consortia 
to refine its infrastructure delivery 
strategy going forward. 
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Respondent  Rep 
Number 

General 
Position 

Summary of Comments Council Comment  

consultation based on updated evidence of 
viability. 

o WBC considers the scope to set a differential rate, 
by scale, for retail uses  

o A draft Infrastructure Payment Policy Statement 
outlining which infrastructure projects or types of 
infrastructure WBC will consider accepting the 
provision of as infrastructure payments. 

o An updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan prepared 
to outline:  

o the delivery process and timeframes for 
infrastructure funded in full or part by CIL, against 
the updated Core Strategy housing trajectory 
outlined in the SHLAA 

o to consider the application of ‘fair share’ principles 
in respect of infrastructure priorities and timing.  

o a policy statement of the council in respect to the 
use of Grampian planning conditions, with the 
objective to facilitate and not threaten 
development.  

• The following rate of CIL is provided by the Savills 
evidence submitted:  

 
Arborfield Garrison SDL: £49-70 per m² 
South of M4 SDL: £0 per m² 
North Wokingham SDL: £111-159 per m² 
South Wokingham SDL: £0 per m² 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The SDL CIL rates proposed by Savills 
(combined with the scheme mitigation 
costs in Appendix 5 of their 
representation) would clearly threaten 
delivery of the Core Strategy and the 
required infrastructure to support 
growth. A CIL rate set at this level would 
encourage those with existing consents 
under S106 to resubmit new 
applications under CIL which avoid 
infrastructure delivery.   

 
 


