Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
By Email
Our Ref: 25344A3/NTH/SO
11 May 2016
Dear Sir/Madam
RE: RESPONSE TO THE PRELIMINARY DRAFT CHARGING SCHEDULE CONSULTATION (MAY
2016)
We are writing to you on behalf of Linden Homes North and Strata Homes Limited, in respect of their
land i nterests to th e south-east o f B everley ( see A ppendix 1 for Location P lan). This l etter sets o ut
our representations in response to the Preliminary Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation Document
(May 2016).
By way of background, Linden and Strata are currently in the process of preparing a hybrid planning
application seeking permission for a residential-led mixed use scheme on land identified under Policies
BEV-K and B EV-R o f t he ‘ emerging ‘ East R iding Local P lan A llocations Document’, t o p rovide a round
800 new homes including a Park and Ride facility, open space and other associated infrastructure.
To i nform t heir p roposals L inden a nd Strata have u ndertaken e xtensive pre-application c onsultation
with East Riding of Yorkshire Council’s Development Management and Highways Team and other
relevant statutory consultees. As part of these ongoing discussions and in accordance with the
approach set out in the adopted South East Beverley Development Brief, the Council have confirmed
that t hey will be seeking financial contributions t owards community and highway i nfrastructure
through a S106 Obligation.
Given the agreed strategy for strategic development sites is that infrastructure needs will be met
through planning obligations, it is very concerning and perplexing that the Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule proposes a charge of £15/m² for new development on sites allocated under Policies BEV-J,
BEV-R, and BEV-K.
Under the CIL regulations charging authorities are permitted to treat a major strategic site as a
separate geographical zone where it is supported by robust evidence on economic viability. Accordingly
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it w as a greed in t he South E ast Be verley Development Brief th at t he mo st a ppropriate s trategy f or
allocation BEV K is for contributions to be controlled through a S106 Obligation. This approach is
considered to allow full flexibility in terms of negotiating all onsite infrastructure and affordable
housing.
As the S106 costs for these large sites are significant Linden and Strata strongly object to the
imposition of a C IL c harge o n t op, w hich w ould almost c ertainly make t heir pr oposals a t s outh e ast
Beverley unviable. F urthermore a dding a n a dditional C IL c harge i s inconsistent and contrary t o t he
approach that has been previously discussed at length with East Riding of Yorkshire’s Planning
Department. For the reasons stated above, we believe that the Preliminary Charging Schedule should
be corrected to ensure that allocation BEV-K is zero rated and excluded from a CIL charge. Subject to
this change being implemented we do not have any further comments on the Draft Charging Schedule.
Yours faithfully,

NICHOLA TRAVERSE-HEALY
Associate

East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation Feedback Form
We would like your views on the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule Consultation. The consultation period closes on Friday 13th May, 2016.
You can respond to us:
By email:
You can complete this form electronically by downloading it from
www2.eastriding.gov.uk/environment/planning-and-building-control/east-riding-localplan/community-infrastructure-levy/
Once completed, the form can be emailed to us at:
forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
By post:
You can complete this form, or write to us, and send it to:
Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Our contact number is:

Your Contact Details
Your name

Dale Robinson

Your organisation

Bilfinger GVA

Are you an agent acting on behalf Yes
of a client? (if yes, see below)
Email
Address

City Point, First Floor, 29 King Street, Leeds

Postcode

LS1 2HL

Telephone number

To be completed by agents acting on behalf of a client
Client name

c/o BGVA

Client organisation

Barratt Homes, Linden Homes and Hallam Land
Management Limited

Client email

c/o BGVA

Client Address
Client Postcode
Client Telephone number

All responses to the consultation will be publically available to view on the website
Question PDCS1
Do you agree with the proposed charging rates and charging zones?
If not, please provide any supporting evidence that should be considered by the Council in revising
the rates and/or zones.
Charging Zones
Our clients do not agree with the proposed charging zones. The zones should be reconsidered
following further viability testing to take into consideration our concerns with the baseline evidence
which underpins the CIL charges (see below).
Charging Rates
Our clients do not support the proposed CIL charges. The CIL Viability Study January 2016 (CILVS)
has been prepared by Cushman & Wakefield to support the Community Infrastructure Levy
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule. Viability is an important theme in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF). Indeed, the framework specifically states (para 173) that plans should be
deliverable. It further states that the scale of obligation and policy requirements identified in the
plan should not threaten the viability of development. To ensure viability, it states that the costs of
any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as local infrastructure contributions,
should, when taking account of the normal costs of development and on‐site mitigation, provide
competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be
deliverable.
The CILVS contains a number of assumptions that do not reflect normal development costs or
competitive returns to a willing land owner or developer. Our main areas of concern are set out
below:

Housing Mix
Table 4.4 of the CILVS (page 19) sets out the housing mix that has been modelled within the
assessment. The CILVS states that the housing mix was defined with an emphasis on 2, 3, 4 and 5
bedroom properties reflecting market research and the Councils needs identified in its Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). The market research has not been made available so we are
unable to comment on the robustness of this information. However, the Councils SHMA is dated
2011, therefore, we question whether this provides accurate up to date evidence on the current
housing needs across the area.
The East Riding Local Plan Strategy Document – Adopted 2016 does, however, provide some
guidance about the current housing needs in each settlement within Policies A1 – A6.









Policy A1: Beverley & Central Sub Area Part A5 states that strategies and development
decisions in Beverley & Central sub area should contribute to the overall mix of housing in
the sub area, including through the delivery of smaller properties.
Policy A2: Bridlington Coastal sub area Part A4 states that strategies and development
decisions should improve the mix of housing by supporting purpose built, high quality flats
and townhouses, particularly within Bridlington town centre and by ensuring a
complementary housing mix across the sub area, including bungalows, larger properties and
affordable housing for older people.
Policy A3: Driffield & Wolds sub area Part A4 states that strategies and development
decisions should contribute to the overall mix of housing in the sub area including through
the delivery of smaller properties
Policy A4: Goole and Humberhead Levels sub area Part A5 and A6 states that strategies and
development decisions should contribute to the overall mix of housing in the sub area,
including through the delivery of smaller properties and high quality family housing in
Goole.
Policy A5: Holderness & Coastal sub area Part A3 states that strategies and development
decisions should contribute to the overall mix of housing in the sub area, including through
the delivery of smaller properties.
Policy A6: Value of York sub area Part A3 states that strategies and development decisions
should contribute to the overall mix of housing in the sub area, including through the
delivery of smaller properties.

The mix included within the CILVS is uniform across the entire area and does not reflect the
different housing requirements within each market area, as set out within Policies A1 to A6.
Base Build Costs
The CILVS includes a statement from Cushman and Wakefield that in their experience new build
development within the region is typically delivered at an ‘all in build cost of circa £1,034psm (£85 ‐
£90psf), including external works and preliminaries, but excluding fees. No evidence is provided to
substantiate this statement or support the costs suggested.
Para 022 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states that build costs should be based on
appropriate data, for example that of the Building Cost Information Service (BCIS). The Harman
Report (Viability Testing Local Plans – June 2012) also recommends that build costs should be based
on BCIS or other appropriate data.

BCIS data for the East Riding of Yorkshire (rebased to January 2016) shows that the average costs
for new build estate housing (generally) was 972psm (£98psf). For apartments / flats the average
cost was £1,150psm (£117psf).
The CILVS adopts costs of £899psm (£83psf) for houses and £1,059psm (£98psf) for apartments.
The costs are higher than what Cushman and Wakefield consider is typical for new build schemes
within the region. We note this is because the costs are actually based on data from BCIS rebased
to the Yorkshire and Humber region. It is unclear why data has not been rebased to the East Riding
of Yorkshire. It is suggested that this generates a higher and more conservative cost allowance
which provides an in built viability buffer to cater for circumstances in which above average build
costs are experienced. This is misleading as no evidence has been provided to support the ‘all in’
build cost of £1,034psm (£85‐£90psf) suggested by Cushman and Wakefield. In addition the BCIS
costs included within the CILVS are significantly lower than the BCIS data for East Riding of
Yorkshire (rebased to January 2016). In conclusion the costs included in the CILVS do not reflect
normal construction costs in the East Riding of Yorkshire.
External Works
The CILVS includes an uplift of 15% on the base build costs to cover external works, which Cushman
and Wakefield state is at the upper end of what they have observed for housing developments at
the regional level. Based on our experience the allowance seems low and it is requested that the
evidence which supports this assumption is made available. In conclusion we have concerns that
the CILVS underestimates the costs of external works, which is compounded as the uplift is being
based off low build costs (see previous comments).
Contingency
It is unclear whether the contingency allowance of 3% is applied to just the construction costs or
the construction costs inclusive of external works. Table 4.10 (page 23) of the CILVS states the
contingency is only applied to the construction costs. It would be standard practice to include the
contingency on both the construction costs and the external works.
Developers Profit
The CILVS is based on blended rates reflecting a level of 20% on GDV for market housing and 6% for
affordable. The blended rate, therefore, varies subject to the level of affordable housing. Table
4.10 (page 23) CILVS shows that the blended rate is 17.72% of GDV assuming 25% affordable
housing rising to 19.58% of GDV assuming 5% affordable housing. This is surprising as we are aware
that Cushman and Wakefield act for a number of private sector clients (including Hallam Land) and
argue that a blended rate of 20% GDV is the market norm. In particular they refer to the House
Builders Federation (HBF) briefing note (see below and attached) to support their assertion. In this
respect we don’t understand why they have changed their mind.
Whilst there is no definitive answer as to what constitutes a reasonable profit Paragraph 173 of the
NPPF provides specific guidance on the matter. It indicates that to ensure viability, developments
should provide competitive returns to a willing landowner and willing developer to ensure they are
appropriately incentivised to progress the development. As outlined above, in October 2014, the
House Builders Federation (HBF) prepared a Briefing Note (see attached) presenting evidence of
what represents a competitive return to a willing developer. The HBF represents the house building

industry in England and Wales and their members deliver around 80% of new homes built each
year. There is a clear conclusion in this report that the minimum blended profit level used within
viability testing should be a rate of 20% of GDV.
In addition there is clear evidence in recent appeal decisions to support a margin of 20% GDV;
including:








Manor Road (APP/L5240/Q/14/2212511)
Montague Close (APP/K3605/Q/14/2212449)
Durban Works (APP/Y1138/A/13/2209264)
Shinfield (APP/X0360/A/12/2179141)
Fairfield Road (APP/E5900/W/14/3000112)
Guildford (APP/Y3615/A/14/2227280)
Lydney (APP/P1615/Q/14/2215840)

BGVA also undertakes a significant number of bank funding valuations for developments to be
undertaken by housebuilders and can confirm that a development which generates a profit of less
than 20% of GDV is highly unlikely to be able to secure development funding. In the absence of
bank funding, some housebuilders have sought funding through alternative sources, notably high
net worth individuals and property investment companies. In our experience, such individuals are
also unwilling to support developments which generate a profit of less than 20% of GDV.
In summary, we consider that a blended allowance for developers profit equating to 20% of GDV
across all tenures is appropriate.
Residual S106 Costs
The CILVS accepts that in certain circumstances a site specific S106 payment will be required
alongside CIL to mitigate the impacts of schemes. Policy C1 (Providing Infrastructure and Facilities)
states that subject to economic viability, developer contributions will be sought from new
development to:
1. Meet the need for new and / or improved infrastructure and facilities; and
2. Mitigate its impact on the wider environment and community.
In the supporting text it is acknowledged that planning obligations for infrastructure directly related
to specific development sites will vary and will, therefore, be negotiated on a site by site basis.
Whilst S106 will remain for site acceptability matters contributions sought must be a) necessary to
make development acceptable in planning terms, b) directly related to the development and c)
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.
If, in accordance with the Regulations, the obligation must be necessary to make the development
acceptable in planning terms this would prevent any negotiation (on viability grounds) if the
obligation was to make the specific development unviable. The NPPF is very clear in that where
safeguards are necessary to make a particular development acceptable in planning terms, and
these safeguards cannot be secured, planning permission should not be granted for unacceptable
development.

The CILVS includes an allowance of £674 per unit for S106 contributions, which has been increased
to £5,000 per unit in the site specific testing. The CILVS states these costs are based on advice
provided by the Council following research of recent S106 data and consideration of how S106 is
likely to apply alongside CIL in the future. It is requested that this information be made available.
Benchmark Land Value
The CILVS has based the land value benchmarks on a formulaic approach that calculates a site value
threshold at 50% of the uplift between existing use / alternative use values and full market value.
This approach is based on the precedent that was established in the ‘Shinfield’ case. At this point it
should be noted that the blended profit used within this case was 20% on GDV and yet whilst the
CILVS adopts this precedent for establishing benchmark land values it’s does not follow other
precedents established within this case (i.e. profit).
However, this is an isolated case which bears little resemblance to the way the market operates
and contradicts the guidance set out in the Guidance Note issued by the Royal Institute of
Chartered Surveyors (RICS) Financial Viability in Planning (1st Edition GN 94/2012)). The guidance is
grounded in the statutory and regulatory planning regime that currently operates in England and is
consistent with the Localism Act 2011, the NPPF and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
Regulations. Whilst the RICS Guidance and that from the Local Housing Delivery Group can be seen
as complimentary the RICS provide more technical guidance on determining an appropriate site /
benchmark value.
The guidance acknowledges that, in the absence of any guidance, practitioners and local authorities
have tended to adopt a variety of approaches, with respect to benchmark land value, but with most
favouring the current use value (CUV) plus margin or a variant of this (i.e. Existing Use Value (EUV)
plus premium).
The RICS does not favour the Current Use Value (plus premium approach) as it does not reflect the
workings of the market (land does not sell for its CUV but rather at a price reflecting its potential for
development). It is accepted that CUV plus premium approach does, in effect, recognise
development potential by the application of a percentage increase over and above the CUV.
However, this is considered to be a very unsatisfactory methodology, when compared to the
market approach, as it assumes land would be released for a fixed percentage above CUV , which is
generally described as arbitrary, inconsistently applied and not reflective of the workings of the
market.
The guidance also had regard to other definitions such as Existing Use Value (EUV) and Alternative
Use Value (AUV) in order to clarify the distinction when assessing financial viability in a planning
context.
Existing Use value (EUV) is defined by the Red Book as ‘The estimated amount for which an asset or
liability should exchange on the valuation date between a willing buyer and a willing seller in an
arms – length transaction after properly marketing and where the parties had each acted
knowledgeably, prudently and without compulsion assuming that the buyer is granted vacant
possession of all parts of the property required by the business and disregarding potential
alternative uses and any other characteristics of the property that would cause market value to
differ from that needed to replace the remaining service potential at least cost’.

In this context the Guidance concludes that it is inappropriate to use EUV when considering
financial viability in a planning context. In particular the Guidance concludes that it is an accounting
definition of value for business use and, as such, hypothetical in a market context (property does
not transact on a EUV basis).
The Red Book is quite clear in that where a purchaser in the market would acquire the property
(site) for an ‘alternative use’ of the land because that alternative use can be readily identified as
generating a higher value than the current use, and it is both commercially and legally feasible, the
value for this alternative use would be the market value. In other words ‘hope value’ is also
reflected and the answer is still market value.
In context of the above the Guidance adopts the definition of market value as the appropriate basis
to assess the benchmark value. This is consistent with the NPPF, which acknowledges that ‘willing
sellers’ of land should receive competitive returns’. The guidance is quite clear in that competitive
returns can only be achieved in a market context (i.e. market value) and not one which is
hypothetically based with an ‘arbitrary mark‐up applied, as in the case of EUV (or CUV) plus
premium.
In conclusion the approach to establishing the benchmark values within the CILVS is contrary to
current guidance.
Cumulative Impacts
Paragraph 174 of the NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities should assess the likely cumulative
impacts on development in their area of all existing and proposed local standards, supplementary
planning documents and policies that support the development plan, when added to nationally
required standards. In order to be appropriate, the cumulative impact of these standards and
policies should not put implementation of the plan at serious risk, and should facilitate
development throughout the economic cycle.
Para 175 of the NPPF also states that, where practical, Community Infrastructure Levy charges
should be worked up and tested alongside the Local Plan. It also re‐affirms the importance of
infrastructure delivery. In particular para 177 states that it is equally important to ensure that
there is a reasonable prospect that planned infrastructure is deliverable in a timely fashion. To
facilitate this, it is important that local planning authorities understand district‐wide development
costs at the time Local Plans are drawn up.
Within this context the CILVS should have considered the cumulative impact of the following:




Policy H2: Providing Affordable Housing including the Affordable Housing SPD – April 2016.
Policy ENV1: Integrating High Quality Design (Part D) which seeks to ensure that the design
of schemes maximises the use of decentralised and renewable or very low carbon
technologies.
Policy ENV6: Managing Environmental Hazards (Part D) requires new developments to limit
surface water run off to existing run off rates on greenfield sites and on previously
developed land reduce existing run off rates by a minimum of 30% or to Greenfield run off
rate. In addition it also requires new developments to incorporate Sustainable Drainage



Systems (SuDS) into major development proposals and proposals at risk of flooding unless
demonstrated to be inappropriate.
Policy C3: Providing public open space for leisure and recreation (Part A) requires
developments to maintain and or enhance the quality, quantity and accessibility of open
space and address any shortfalls in provision. Part B further states that where development
increases the demand for open space development will be required to address this demand
in line with Part A of the policy.

With the exception of affordable housing (Policy H2), these policies have not been assessed in the
CILVS and therefore the recommended maximum CIL charges do not take account of all of the scale
of obligations and policy burdens included in the Local Plan. This is inconsistent with the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paras 173, 174, 175 and 177.
Whilst the impact of affordable housing has been considered within the CILVS we have concerns
over the interpretation of the policy and some of the assumptions used, as summarised below.
Policy H2: Part D states that the tenure split, size and type of affordable housing will be informed by
the latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment, the housing register, housing surveys and the level
and type of existing affordable housing in the locality.
The CILVS has modelled viability based on a 50:50 split between affordable rent and shared
ownership. It is unclear if or how the data referred to in Policy H2 Part D has informed the tenure
split included in the CILVS. We request that the Council provide evidence to support the assumed
tenure split. In addition the CILVS provides no information on what mix of affordable housing, in
terms of units types (i.e. 1 bed, 2 beds, 3 beds – flats, houses etc.) has been modelled within the
study.
This is important because the Councils SPD on Affordable Housing (Adopted 2016) provides indicate
transfer values (at Appendix 8) for a variety of affordable tenures and housing types. These are
varied between the various housing market areas.
The CILVS should, therefore, refer to this document when determining the value of the affordable
housing. Instead the CILVS adopts the rather arbitrary approach of applying a discount to market
values. In particular the CILVS assumes that transfer values for intermediate tenure (shared
ownership) properties will be at 68.71% of the market value with affordable rent being at 48.25% of
market value. It is stated within the CILVS that these values have been derived following
consultations with the Councils Affordable Housing Officer and ‘reviewed evidence’ provided by the
District Valuer. We understand the Council commissioned District Valuer Services to independently
determine the appropriate transfer values and commuted sums for affordable housing in the East
Riding, as per their report dated 4th July 2014.
In view of this evidence, which was available at the time the CILVS was being prepared, we do not
understand why the affordable housing mix (type) was not specified and appropriate transfer
values attributed to each type of affordable housing rather than the arbitrary discount to market
value approach applied in the CILVS.
To conclude, we have some serious concerns about the East Riding Preliminary Draft Charging

Schedule and the evidence base which is used as justification. The evidence does not reflect
normal development costs or competitive returns, which is contrary to para 173 of the NPPF.
Furthermore the policies and standards set out in the Local Plan have not been modelled in the
CILVS (with the exception of affordable housing which is based on questionable assumptions).

Question PDCS2
With reference to the CIL Draft List of Infrastructure Projects (Regulation 123 List) (appendix A), and
summary table, do you have any comments on the draft list of infrastructure projects that are
proposed to be funded wholly or partially via CIL?
The Regulation 123 List states that CIL will be used to fund the provision and improvement of parks
and ornamental gardens, natural and semi natural green spaces, allotments, cemeteries and
churchyards and civic space open space typologies in areas with identified shortfalls of open space
provision that serve new development.
Policy C3 Part A: Providing public open space for leisure and recreation states that proposals should
maintain and / or enhance the quantity, quality and accessibility of open space and address any
shortfalls in provision. Policy C3 Part B further states that development which increases demand
for open space will be required to address this demand in line with Part A of the policy. Part B
states that where practicable open space should be provided on site and link well with other green
infrastructure features described in Policy ENV5. The supporting text to Policy C3 reconfirms that
where possible the Council will usually require open space to be provided on site but in some cases
where it is not practicable to provide open space on site it may be delivered through Planning
Obligations and / or CIL.
If the Council is proposing to deliver open space via Planning Obligations as well as CIL this is double
dipping which is prohibited by the Regulations. In addition, as outlined within our previous
response the CIL rates have not been assessed having considered the cumulative impact of Policy
C3 on development viability.

Question PDCS3
Should the Council provide an option for further relief from CIL, at their discretion through a
discretionary relief policy? Please provide reasoning for your response.
Our clients support the introduction of an Exceptional Circumstances Policy to avoid rendering sites
with specific and exceptional cost burdens, unviable. However, the Exceptional Circumstances
Policy appears to be being overly relied upon as a means by which to test and verify the viability of
particular categories of development rather than the exceptional cases relating to specific sites for

which the Policy is intended (NPPG paragraph 129).
As stated under National Planning Policy Guidance, any Exceptional Circumstances Relief needs to
be ‘based upon an objective assessment of economic viability’ on a scheme by scheme basis and
cannot be relied upon to deal with fundamental concerns on the viability of CIL across a particular
area land use category.
Therefore whilst the Exceptional Circumstances Relief is welcomed the Council must, in the first
instance, ensure that their CIL rates are based on robust and reliable evidence in line with the
requirements of the NPPF, particularly paragraphs 173 and 174. As outlined previously we have
some serious concerns about the East Riding Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule and the evidence
base which is used as justification.

Question PDCS4
Should the Council make provision for phased payments of CIL? Please provide reasoning for
your response.
Our clients support the Council’s proposal for an Instalments Policy in recognition of the substantial
upfront costs that may be experienced on large scale development sites, in particular where there
are long lead‐in times for site remediation and provision of particular pieces of infrastructure in
advance of bringing forward the proposed land use and realisation of any increases in land value.
We would welcome the opportunity to be consulted on the payment policy and the
appropriateness of the stages proposed.
The Instalments Policy should also give appropriate recognition to the ability under the CIL
Regulations for both detailed and outline permissions to be treated as phased developments for
the purposes of the levy through the introduction of a Phased Payments Policy. This means that
each phase would be a separate chargeable development and therefore liable for payment in line
with any Instalment Policy that they implement. The ability to pay by instalments on a phased basis
should be appropriately recognised within the draft PDCS.

Question PDCS5
Should the Council allow for payments of CIL in kind? Please provide reasoning for your
response.
Our clients support the proposal for payments in kind, as these payments may be preferable to the
community and may result in time, cost and efficiency benefits for all parties. In addition such
payments will also enable developers, users and the Council to have more certainty about the

timescale over which certain infrastructure items could be delivered
Please use additional sheets if needed.
Thank you for your comments.

East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation Feedback Form
Your Contact Details
Your name

Bridlington Town Councillors

Your organisation

Bridlington Town Council

Are you an agent acting on behalf No
of a client? (if yes, see below)
Email
Address

62 Quay Road, Bridlington

Postcode

YO16 4HX

Telephone number

All responses to the consultation will be publically available to view on the website
Question PDCS1
Do you agree with the proposed charging rates and charging zones?
If not, please provide any supporting evidence that should be considered by the Council in revising
the rates and/or zones.



If this scheme is introduced some councillors have concerns that rates would be increased in
Bridlington.
Most councillors agreed with the proposals and although they had reservations agreed in
principal.

Question PDCS2
With reference to the CIL Draft List of Infrastructure Projects (Regulation 123 List) (appendix A), and
summary table, do you have any comments on the draft list of infrastructure projects that are
proposed to be funded wholly or partially via CIL?


The only addition from the Bridlington Town Council was that they considered that
improvement to tourist route A614 should be included in the List of Infrastructure projects
for Bridlington.

Question PDCS3
Should the Council provide an option for further relief from CIL, at their discretion through a
discretionary relief policy? Please provide reasoning for your response.


Most councillors considered that it should be considered as there may be individual
circumstances which affect a build and leeway may assist the development.

Question PDCS4
Should the Council make provision for phased payments of CIL? Please provide reasoning for
your response.


The councillors were split over this – No from one councillor with no reason supplied.



Some councillors considered - Yes from others as phased payments will improve cash flow
for specific projects.

Question PDCS5
Should the Council allow for payments of CIL in kind? Please provide reasoning for your
response.


No was the overriding answer from the councillors.

Please use additional sheets if needed.
Thank you for your comments.

Re:
Re: Fw:
Fw: Preliminary Draft Community Infrastructure Levy Charging
Schedule
James Durham

to:

28/04/2016 17:47

Dear Jo,
Thank you for your response to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation. I can confirm
that your comments will be taken into consideration as a draft Charging Schedule is Developed .
Regards,
James

Planning - Forward
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Sent by:

Forward Planning East Riding of Yorkshire Cou...

28/04/2016 15:33:15

Planning - Forward/ERC
James Durham/CPS/ERC@EAST_RIDING,
28/04/2016 15:33
Fw: Preliminary Draft Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule
Jessica Hobson

Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Email: forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
Tel: 01482 391739 Fax: 01482 391731
Visit www.eastriding.gov.uk/erlocalplan for the latest information on the East Riding Local Plan
----- Forwarded by Jessica Hobson/CPS/ERC on 28/04/2016 15:33 ----From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Cottingham Parish Council"
<forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk>
28/04/2016 15:28
Preliminary Draft Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule

Dear Sir or Madam,
Further to your request dated 24 March 2016 requesting Cottingham Parish Council’s
comments on the above consultation, the Parish Council met on Thursday 21 April 2016
and the Council decided that they have no comment to make on this instance .

Regards

Jo Sims
Clerk to the Council

Mr James Durham
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
Planning Policy Team
County Hall
Beverley
East Riding of Yorkshire
HU17 9BA

Date:

6 December 2016

Dear Mr Durham,
Preliminary Draft Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule consultation
Thank you for consulting us on your CIL charging schedule.
We are pleased to see that the 'Regulation 123 list' details several schemes which will
improve drainage and reduce flooding. We're also pleased that the Skeffling Managed
Realignment Scheme has been included on the list.
If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,
Nick Pedder
Planning Adviser – Sustainable Places
Phone:
Email:

Environment Agency
Lateral 8 City Walk, LEEDS, LS11 9AT.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.environment-agency.gov.uk

Page 1 of 3

RE: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation
William Comery
to:
James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk
25/04/2016 14:06
Hide Details
From: William Comery
To: "James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk" <James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk>,
Hi James,
Please do so, if you want.
William
From: James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk [mailto:James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk]
Sent: 25 April 2016 13:26
To: William Comery
Subject: RE: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation
William,
It is correct that only retail warehouse development and residential developments would be charged.
Shall I log your email below as a response to our consultation?
Kind regards,
James

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

William Comery
"James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk" <James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk>,
22/04/2016 13:32
RE: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation

James,
Thank you for sending this. I do represent Hutchison Three on these matters.
I note that CIL is only applied to new residential and warehouse developments, and so mobile phone base stations are not
charged.
BR
William Comery

file:///C:/Users/jdurham/AppData/Local/Temp/notes51EF50/~web7048.htm
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Corporate Affairs Manager
Ericsson UK Ltd

From: James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk [mailto:James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk]
Sent: 19 April 2016 13:27
Subject: Fw: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation
Please find attached consultation in light of the Mobile Operators Association no longer existing.
Please let me know who the appropriate planning contact(s) are for your organisation if it is not yourselves.
Regards,
James

----- Forwarded by James Durham/CPS/ERC on 19/04/2016 13:20 ----From:

James Durham/CPS/ERC

To:
Date:
Subject:

23/03/2016 17:43
East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation

Good evening,
Please see attached letter.
Kind regards,
James

___________________________________________________________________________________
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. Please note that the East Riding of Yorkshire Council is
able to, and reserves the right to, monitor e-mail communications passing through its network. If you have
received this email in error please notify our mail manager at postmaster@eastriding.gov.uk. Whilst every
effort has been made to check for viruses in this e-mail and any attachments, the Council does not warrant
that it or they are free of viruses. If in any doubt then please ask for the hard copy.
___________________________________________________________________________________
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. Please note that the East Riding of Yorkshire Council is

file:///C:/Users/jdurham/AppData/Local/Temp/notes51EF50/~web7048.htm

25/04/2016

Page 3 of 3

able to, and reserves the right to, monitor e-mail communications passing through its network. If you have
received this email in error please notify our mail manager at postmaster@eastriding.gov.uk. Whilst every
effort has been made to check for viruses in this e-mail and any attachments, the Council does not warrant
that it or they are free of viruses. If in any doubt then please ask for the hard copy.
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Fw:
Fw: Community Infrastructure Levy : Comment
James Durham

to:

14/04/2016 15:32

Dear Gerry,
Thank you for your response to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation. I can confirm
that your comments will be taken into consideration as a draft Charging Schedule is Developed .
Regards,
James

----- Forwarded by James Durham/CPS/ERC on 14/04/2016 15:26 ----From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Sent by:

Planning - Forward/ERC
James Durham/CPS/ERC@EAST_RIDING,
14/04/2016 08:59
Fw: Community Infrastructure Levy: Comment
Jessica Hobson

Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Email: forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
Tel: 01482 391739 Fax: 01482 391731
Visit www.eastriding.gov.uk/erlocalplan for the latest information on the East Riding Local Plan
----- Forwarded by Jessica Hobson/CPS/ERC on 14/04/2016 08:58 ----From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Gerry Hutchinson
"forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk" <forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk>
14/04/2016 02:27
Community Infrastructure Levy: Comment

Dear Sir/Madam,
With reference to your current enquiry into the acceptability of the CIL tax, I would
like to make the following observation.
I am concerned that a mechanism is being set up to generate income for local
government that is separate from the property-based council tax and the more
progressive income tax. The CIL tax will increase the cost of new houses and is
therefore likely to exacerbate the current housing crisis. It seems likely that the tax is
intended to conceal the true cost of local government by applying this low-profile tax
in preference to increasing income tax or council tax.
Whilst it is true that all new development will generate increased infrastructural

demands, such demands have historically been attributed to the budgets of local
and central government. This Levy appears to be an attempt to micro-manage
income-generation by differentially taxing developers and therefore make housing
even more expensive.using a system implying significant overheads and
demonstrating a poorly-understood relationship to ability to pay i.e. likely to be less
equitable than income tax and less transparent than council tax.
It is precisely the role of local government to take an overview of the requirements of
the county as a whole and apply funding accordingly, not to influence developers
through a set of questionable formulas which have been produced by consultants
and which, like the existing tax systems will require their own separate overhead of
continual adjustment and appeals structures and processes.
I do not necessarily oppose this tax, I merely claim that it has not been adequately
justified or high-level tested and piloted for its overall and medium/long-term
impacts, nor has it been publicised or recognised as a tax. (I'm afraid I do not
include the council website as a significant publicity pathway. I myself only became
aware of this initiative because I am a local councillor).
Kind regards,
Gerry Hutchinson
10, Broadmanor
Pocklington
York
YO42 2GB

East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation Feedback Form
We would like your views on the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule Consultation. The consultation period closes on Friday 13th May, 2016.
You can respond to us:
By email:
You can complete this form electronically by downloading it from
www2.eastriding.gov.uk/environment/planning-and-building-control/east-riding-localplan/community-infrastructure-levy/
Once completed, the form can be emailed to us at:
forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
By post:
You can complete this form, or write to us, and send it to:
Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Our contact number is:
01482 391750
Your Contact Details
Your name

Phill Bamford

Your organisation

Gladman Developments

Are you an agent acting on behalf No
of a client? (if yes, see below)
Email
Address

Gladman House, Alexandria Way, Congleton

Postcode

CW12 1LB

Telephone number

To be completed by agents acting on behalf of a client
Client name
Client organisation
Client email
Client Address
Client Postcode
Client Telephone number

All responses to the consultation will be publically available to view on the website
Question PDCS1
Do you agree with the proposed charging rates and charging zones?
If not, please provide any supporting evidence that should be considered by the Council in revising
the rates and/or zones.
CIL is intended to have a positive effect on development. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) on CIL
notes that “The levy is expected to have a positive economic effect on development across a local plan
area. When deciding the levy rates, an appropriate balance must be struck between additional investment
to support development and the potential effect on the viability of developments…This balance is at the
centre of the charge setting process” (PPG Paragraph 009 Reference ID:25-009-20140612).
In accordance with the latest CIL Regulations, the Council is therefore required to strike an appropriate
balance between the desirability of funding from CIL and the potential effects (taken as a whole) of the
imposition of CIL on the economic viability of development across the local authority area. The Council
must consider the impact of CIL, together with the policies contained in the Local Plan, on developments
within the borough when deciding an appropriate CIL rate.
Setting the levy at the appropriate rate will be key to ensuring that development comes forward in the
local authority area and subsequently that the Local Plan can be implemented. These representations
address some key areas that local planning authorities must consider when preparing their CIL charging
schedule, drawing on guidance within the PPG.
The available guidance makes it clear that CIL is expected to have a positive economic effect on
development across an area in the medium to long term. As outlined in recent Inspector’s Letters to East
Devon District Council (April 2014), the CIL charging rates should not be set at such a level that would
threaten development, and must be based on robust evidence and assumptions. The rate will also need to
be appropriate over time bearing in mind that, land values, market conditions and the wider economic
climate change rapidly. The viability impact of incremental policy obligations must therefore be assessed
and reflected in the charging schedule.

It is fundamental that the Council ensures that the proposed levy rates are realistic and not set too high.
Arbitrarily high rates may jeopardise the delivery of housing schemes within the area. This would be
contrary to the Government’s aim outlined in the Framework to “significantly boost the supply of
housing”, as schemes may not come forward due to viability issues.
The Council’s CIL charging rates must not threaten the overall delivery of the Local Plan, by making sites
unviable. This point is reiterated in the PPG, which states that “Charging authorities should set a rate
which does not threaten the ability to develop viably the sites and scale of development identified in the
relevant Plan” (PPG Paragraph 008 Reference ID: 25-008-20140612). When testing the impact of CIL it is
vital that the assumptions that underlie the standard residual valuation approach used to test the impact
in viability of CIL are realistic and accurate.

Question PDCS2
With reference to the CIL Draft List of Infrastructure Projects (Regulation 123 List) (appendix A), and
summary table, do you have any comments on the draft list of infrastructure projects that are
proposed to be funded wholly or partially via CIL?
It is important that in calculating the level of infrastructure the authority needs as a result of development
the Council distinguishes between new and existing demands. New houses do not always create new
pressure on infrastructure as evidence shows that a large proportion will be occupied by people already
living in the borough, attending local schools, and registered with local GP surgeries. They will therefore
require less infrastructure provision compared to new residents in the borough.
Gladman do not consider that the inclusion of the Yorkshire Harbour and Marina Project in the CIL
Charging Schedule is appropriate.
The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states that ‘Charging authorities must identify the total cost of
infrastructure they wish to fund wholly or partly through the levy. In doing so, they must consider what
additional infrastructure is needed in their area to support development’. It goes on to state that
authorities should assess the scale of infrastructure needed to deliver their area’s development and
growth needs. The CIL should not be used by Council’s as a mechanism for creating an unrealistic ‘wish
list’ of infrastructure projects in their area.
PPG also notes that: “A charging authority should be able to explain how their proposed levy rate or rates
will contribute towards the implementation of the relevant Plan…., and support development across their
area. Charging authorities will need to summarise their economic viability evidence. This evidence should
be presented in a document (separate from the charging schedule) that shows the potential effects of the
proposed levy rate or rates on the economic viability of development across the authority area” (PPG
Paragraph 018 Reference ID: 25-018-20140612).
Given the guidance set out above, it is not considered that the Yorkshire Harbour and Marina Project is
required to deliver the growth needs of ERoY and therefore should not be included in the Draft Regulation
123 list.

Question PDCS3
Should the Council provide an option for further relief from CIL, at their discretion through a
discretionary relief policy? Please provide reasoning for your response.
Regulation 55 of the CIL Regulations allows local authorities to grant relief for exceptional circumstances
from the liability to pay CIL. Such provision should be factored into the Council’s CIL and will avoid
rendering sites with specific and exceptional cost burdens unviable should exceptional circumstances
arise.

Question PDCS4
Should the Council make provision for phased payments of CIL? Please provide reasoning for
your response.
Gladman support the Council in introducing an instalments policy for CIL payments to ensure that
developments remain viable throughout their delivery.
The key to developments coming forward whilst being able to contribute funding towards essential
infrastructure is cash flow. Development does not become viable until a certain number of units have
been constructed and have been sold because of the major upfront costs that are associated with
commencement on site. It is essential, therefore, that CIL contributions are phased in such a way that
allows the development to generate sufficient funding to cover the costs of the infrastructure and
maintain a healthy cash flow to continue with the development.
However, Gladman would object to the phasing of the proposed instalment policy in that it is based on
days elapsed since commencement on site. The key to generating funding from a site is the completion
and occupation of units and it is this metric that should be used in the instalments policy to ensure that a
development remains viable.
There are many unforeseen circumstances that can be encountered throughout the implementation of a
development that can cause delays in the progress of a scheme. If these occur, then units cannot be
completed and sold and funding will subsequently not be available. If CIL is requested in these
circumstances, then this could cause the development to stall. The need for the infrastructure will only
come about if the units are completed and are occupied by new residents who will then use that
infrastructure. To require payment simply because a certain number of days have elapsed since
commencement of development is therefore unreasonable.
Taken to the extreme this could mean that 100% of the CIL payment is required following commencement
of the development once a certain amount of days has elapsed even if no units have been completed. This
would be simply bizarre.

Question PDCS5
Should the Council allow for payments of CIL in kind? Please provide reasoning for your
response.
Regulations 73 and 73A of the CIL Regulations provide a mechanism for local authorities to accept
infrastructure payments, or payments in kind, for land or infrastructure to be provided instead of money
to satisfy a charge arising from the levy. An allowance for infrastructure payments should therefore be
made available by the Council, recognising that there may be time, cost and efficiency benefits in
accepting land or infrastructure from parties liable for payment of the levy. This approach allows flexibility
to be built in and an appropriate solution to be found on a case by case basis.

Please use additional sheets if needed.
Thank you for your comments.

The Lawns
Harland Way
Cottingham
HU16 5SN

The Office of Keith Hunter

Working hard to keep you safe

www.humberside-pcc.gov.uk

East Riding of Yorkshire Council
Forward Planning Unit
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA

Contact: John Bates
e-mail:

Tel:
Your ref: JD/JP
Our ref: JB/CE/CIL/2289

13 May 2016
Dear Sirs
Preliminary Draft Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule Consultation
I refer to your letter of 24 March 2016, providing us with the opportunity to comment on your
Community Infrastructure Levy proposals.
Whilst I d o not have a ny specific comments at this stage, I can inform yo u that the Po lice
Service as a whole is looking to explore funding opportunities in connection with CIL and to
ensure that the impact of local development on the demands on policing are recognised.
We would like to commence a similar dialogue at local level.
To that end, I should be glad if you would confirm that the Police and Crime Commissioner
and the Chief Constable will be consulted on your Community Infrastructure Plan. This will
enable us t o share information so that t here is a mut ual u nderstanding of o ur respective
proposals for development and service delivery.
Yours faithfully

John Bates
Deputy Chief Executive and Treasurer

East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule Consultation Feedback Form
We would like your views on the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Preliminary Draft
Charging Schedule Consultation. The consultation period closes on Friday 13th May, 2016.
You can respond to us:
By email:
You can complete this form electronically by downloading it from www2.eastriding.gov.uk/
environment/planning-and-building-control/east-riding-local-plan/community-infrastructurelevy/
Once completed, the form can be emailed to us at:
forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
By post:
You can complete this form, or write to us, and send it to:
Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Our contact number is:
01482 391750
Your Contact Details
Your name

Philip Ashcroft

Your organisation

Kirkburn Parish Council

Are you an agent acting on
behalf of a client? (if yes, see
below)

Yes/No (please delete as appropriate)

Email
Address

Smithy Cottage, Main Street, Kirkburn

Postcode

YO25 9DU

Telephone number

To be completed by agents acting on behalf of a client

Client name
Client organisation
Client email
Client Address
Client Postcode
Client Telephone number

All responses to the consultation will be publically available to view on the website
Question PDCS1
Do you agree with the proposed charging rates and charging zones?
If not, please provide any supporting evidence that should be considered by the Council
in revising the rates and/or zones.
Kirkburn Parish Council has previously expressed it’s concern that the proposed
development at Kelleythorpe (misspelt in the consultation document and therefore not
brought up by search engines!) on the former RAF Driffield/Alamein Barracks site has
been incorrectly considered in earlier studies, viability assessments and draft Local
Plans as coming within Driffield Town Council’s boundary. When in fact it is part of
Kirkburn Parish which is a rural area containing properties, which in some cases, have
higher than average market values.
This will undoubtedly have skewed the Viability Study by Cushman & Wakefield and the
setting of the proposed Community Infrastructure Levy for this zone.
On this basis we consider that the zero CIL rate proposed for our Parish area as being
incorrect and the viability study should be revisited to determine if the proposed rate
has been assessed correctly.
We believe it should be set at £30 as per the other rural areas in the Driffield area.

Question PDCS2
With reference to the CIL Draft List of Infrastructure Projects (Regulation 123 List)
(appendix A), and summary table, do you have any comments on the draft list of
infrastructure projects that are proposed to be funded wholly or partially via CIL?

With almost 500 new homes being proposed for the Kellythorpe development there will
be a requirement for additional community investment in the Kelleythorpe area of
Kirkburn Parish to ensure a sustainable community is established and maintained. The
Kelleythorpe community will have at least 800 homes on the completion of this
development.
As part of any new community infrastructure for the parish there should be dedicated
primary school constructed for Kelleythorpe. Indeed the greenfield area owned by
Broadland Properties, and currently subject to a planning appeal by Peter Ward Homes,
could possibly be an suitable location.
Combined footpath/cycle way to link Kirkburn and Kelleythorpe should be included in
the infrastructure plan (approximately 1.2 miles in length). This would link the village
communities within the parish and also link Driffield with the Wolds more easily from a
sustainability and tourism aspect.
In addition there is a requirement to improve flood protection in Kelleythorpe after the
2012/13 floods. This is not mentioned in Appendix A. Current flood mitigation is mainly
undertaken by a charitable organisation which is not a sustainable solution which
current climate change predictions.

Question PDCS3
Should the Council provide an option for further relief from CIL, at their discretion
through a discretionary relief policy? Please provide reasoning for your response.

Yes. However this view may alter once the Council has published its policy on this issue.

Question PDCS4
Should the Council make provision for phased payments of CIL? Please provide reasoning
for your response.

Yes. To assist with the viability of schemes at times of uncertainty where staged
construction may need to be undertaken.

Question PDCS5
Should the Council allow for payments of CIL in kind? Please provide reasoning for your
response.

Yes, if the local communities views are fully taken into account when determining what
payment in kind is to be made prior to acceptance.

Please use additional sheets if needed.
Thank you for your comments.

Re:
Re: Fw:
Fw: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft
Charging Schedule Consultation
James Durham

to:

10/06/2016 13:35

Dear Merlin,
Thank you for your response to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation. I can confirm
that your comments will be taken into consideration as a draft Charging Schedule is Developed .
Regards,
James

Planning - Forward
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Sent by:

Forward Planning East Riding of Yorkshire Cou...

07/06/2016 17:24:55

Planning - Forward/ERC
James Durham/CPS/ERC@EAST_RIDING,
07/06/2016 17:24
Fw: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation
Jessica Hobson

Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Email: forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
Tel: 01482 391739 Fax: 01482 391731
Visit www.eastriding.gov.uk/erlocalplan for the latest information on the East Riding Local Plan
----- Forwarded by Jessica Hobson/CPS/ERC on 07/06/2016 17:24 ----From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk" <forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk>
07/06/2016 17:19
RE: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation

Dear James Durham,
Please accept our apologies for the delay in getting back to you and for missing the consultation
deadline. Thank you for consulting Natural England, we have no comments to make regarding the
East Riding Preliminary Draft Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule consultation.
Yours sincerely,

Merlin
Merlin Ash
Lead Adviser
Sustainable Development and Marine
Yorkshire and Northern Lincolnshire
Natural England
Foss House, 1-2 Peasholme Green, York, YO1 7PX
Tel:

www.naturalengland.org.uk
We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where
wildlife is protected and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future
generations.
Natural England offers two chargeable services – The Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) provides
pre-application, pre-determination and post-consent advice on proposals to developers and
consultants as well as pre-licensing species advice and pre-assent and consent advice. The
Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) provides advice for protected species mitigation licence
applications.
These services help applicants take appropriate account of environmental considerations at an early
stage of project development, reduce uncertainty, reduce the risk of delay and added cost at a later
stage, whilst securing good results for the natural environment.

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid
travelling to meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.

From: James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk [mailto:James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk]
Sent: 24 March 2016 11:20
Subject: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation
Good morning,
Please see attached letter.
Kind regards,
James

___________________________________________________________________________

________ This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for
the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. Please note that the East
Riding of Yorkshire Council is able to, and reserves the right to, monitor e-mail
communications passing through its network. If you have received this email in error please
notify our mail manager at postmaster@eastriding.gov.uk. Whilst every effort has been made
to check for viruses in this e-mail and any attachments, the Council does not warrant that it or
they are free of viruses. If in any doubt then please ask for the hard copy. --

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra)
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received
it in error you have no authority to use, disclose,
store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender.
Whilst this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses
whilst within Defra systems we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems.
Communications on Defra's computer systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure
the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.

East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation Feedback Form
We would like your views on the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule Consultation. The consultation period closes on Friday 13th May, 2016.
You can respond to us:
By email:
You can complete this form electronically by downloading it from
www2.eastriding.gov.uk/environment/planning-and-building-control/east-riding-localplan/community-infrastructure-levy/
Once completed, the form can be emailed to us at:
forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
By post:
You can complete this form, or write to us, and send it to:
Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Our contact number is:
01482 391750
Your Contact Details
Your name

Tony Rivero

Your organisation

Network Rail (infrastructure) Ltd

Are you an agent acting on behalf Yes/No (please delete as appropriate)
of a client? (if yes, see below)
Email
Address

Floor 3 George Stephenson House Toft Green York

Postcode

YO1 6JT

Telephone number

To be completed by agents acting on behalf of a client
Client name
Client organisation
Client email
Client Address
Client Postcode
Client Telephone number

All responses to the consultation will be publically available to view on the website
Question PDCS1
Do you agree with the proposed charging rates and charging zones?
If not, please provide any supporting evidence that should be considered by the Council in revising
the rates and/or zones.

No Comments

Question PDCS2
With reference to the CIL Draft List of Infrastructure Projects (Regulation 123 List) (appendix A), and
summary table, do you have any comments on the draft list of infrastructure projects that are
proposed to be funded wholly or partially via CIL?
The list in relation to transport infrastructure is road dominated, and has less in terms of public
transport initiatives or improvements to walking/cycling. We are particularly concerned that there
is no reference to issues associated with the South Beverley development; specifically we see the
opportunity for CiL to help solve issues around the level crossing at Engine Lane. In our
representations to the SE Beverley development brief we have consistently stated that the crossing
should be closed and bridged, as a consequence of the likely increase in usage following the
development, and as this is a bridleway the costs will be significant – around £2 million.
Consequently consideration should be given for the use of CiL towards the cost of the bridge and
thereby make a significant contribution to safety and reducing risk at the level crossing. It is noted
that the Infrastructure Study makes no mention of the implications of the South Beverley
development on level crossings (or indeed the impact of cumulative development on level crossings
generally) but we are not confident that a S106 agreement alone will be able to tackle the issues
More generally there is no reference at all to improvements at railway stations or improving
bus/rail interchange save for the welcome initiative at Bridlington. There are a number of stations
which are deficient in (for example) compliant disabled access or waiting/cycle facilities which are
not funded under the current franchise arrangements and an opportunity to use CiL funding to aid
improvements would be welcome. It is suggested an item is added to the 123 list to cover possible
improvements at railway and bus stations as appropriate. It is a little negative to suggest (as it does
in the Infrastructure Study) that, because of existing low patronage, there is little or no incentive to
improve stations notwithstanding the cumulative effects of projected development over the local
plan period, nor the overall objective which should be to encourage public transport use.

Question PDCS3
Should the Council provide an option for further relief from CIL, at their discretion through a
discretionary relief policy? Please provide reasoning for your response.

No comments

Question PDCS4
Should the Council make provision for phased payments of CIL? Please provide reasoning for
your response.

No comments

Question PDCS5
Should the Council allow for payments of CIL in kind? Please provide reasoning for your
response.
There may be potential for this to have advantages on site specific issues, particularly where there
are issues of land assembly hindering the implementation of a proposal, so a degree of flexibility is
considered prudent. A simple example would be where an element of infrastructure is required
which involves third party land; donation of the land to permit the implementation of the scheme
may be seen as a key contribution towards delivering a successful scheme for the benefit of the
wider public.

Please use additional sheets if needed.
Thank you for your comments.

SocialSignIn
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{In Archive} Zoe Dalton has sent you a social message from SocialSignIn
SocialSignIn Team
to:
james.durham
21/04/2016 08:33
Hide Details
From: "SocialSignIn Team"
To: james.durham@eastriding.gov.uk
Please respond to
History: This message has been replied to.
Archive: This message is being viewed in an archive.

Hi,
Zoe wanted to notify you to the social message shown below.

Zoe's message to you:
Hi James, please see below a comment in response to yesterday's facebook post about the CIL consultation. The customer hasn't specifically
asked for a response, but if you would like to provide one, please email it to
and I'll be happy to respond to the
customer. Thank you, Zoe Dalton
Nick Readshaw 20-Apr 20:12

file:///C:/Users/jdurham/AppData/Local/Temp/notes51EF50/~web5496.htm

15/11/2016
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If it's for Beverley only , just stop developing! The morrisons bypass was only commissioned so more houses could be built. The
councils feeble excuse of the Minster crumbling was deceiving , you'd of stopped all traffic passing it if it was that bad! The
infrastructure of Beverley town centre can't take anymore cars on its streets. The streets at rush hour are already causing 2 mile tailbacks
to skidby. You will , trust me, ruin Beverley as an old market town. If you haven't already if Saturday market is anything to go by.

Thanks,
SocialSignIn Team,

Get in touch
Connect With Us
Facebook
Twitter

Phone:
Tweet:
Email:

Google +
Try us today
terms | privacy

Copyright © 2016 SocialSignIn, All rights reserved.
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Your ref: JD/JP

Tel:

Contact:

Mark Rushworth

Email:

Date:

13 May 2016

Web: www.northyorks.gov.uk

Dear Mr Durham,
East Riding of Yorkshire – CIL Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Thank you for consulting North Yorkshire County Council.
Officers from across our service areas have reviewed the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
and, at this stage, have no comments to make.

Yours faithfully,

Mark Rushworth
Senior Policy Officer
Strategic Policy & Economic Growth

Re:
Re: Fw:
Fw: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft
Charging Schedule Consultation
James Durham

to:

12/04/2016 12:12

Cc: Jon Palmer

Dear Anneli,
Thank you for your response to our CIL consultation and drawing our attention to the ORR general
email address, which is noted.
Whilst noting the ORR localism guidance, the Council is not in the best position to make judgements
as to whether there are railway implications for plans, policies, and proposals as they relate to the
interests of the ORR. For example, our CIL consultation does not contain any proposal for funding
railway infrastructure via CIL monies. The consultation is therefore seemingly of no relevance to the
ORR. Nevertheless, we would not want to be in the position of excluding the ORR from such a
consultation, only to find that it was in fact relevant to the ORR at a later date- particularly since the
ORR is a duty to cooperate body. The ORR may, for example, have taken the view that we should
have included general rail infrastructure or a particular rail project on the list of items the Council
intends to fund in whole or in part via CIL.
We will continue to ensure that future planning consultations are as clear as possible about what topic
areas are covered and the parts of each document where relevant information can be found. This
should enable the ORR to establish very quickly whether it is a plan , policy, or proposal it would wish
to comment on.
Kind regards,
James

Planning - Forward
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----- Forwarded by Jessica Hobson/CPS/ERC on 29/03/2016 14:18 ----From:
To:
Cc:
Date:
Subject:

"Harrison, Anneli"
"forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk" <forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk>
Duty To Cooperate
29/03/2016 13:53
East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation

Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting ORR on the above Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft
Charging Schedule. The Office of Rail and Road has no comment to make on this particular
document.
We kindly request that you amend your planning consultation database to exclude the Office of
Rail and Road from planning correspondence which does not affect the current or

(future)operation of the mainline network in Great Britain. The ORR only needs to be consulted if
strategic rail issues arise or if your plans contain modifications to the rail network or to
infrastructure which would directly impact on the rail network.
I have attached a copy of our localism guidance for reference, which can be found at:
http://www.rail-reg.gov.uk/upload/pdf/localism-guidance.pdf
I would also draw your attention to our Duty to Co-operate e-mail address
and request that any future correspondence be sent to this
address
Kind regards
A Harrison
nd

rd

Office of Rail and Road | One Kemble Street |2 and 3 Floors | London | WC2B 4AN
Tel:
| e-mail
Kind regards

We cannot accept any liability for any loss or damage sustained as a result of software
viruses.
You must carry out such virus checking as is necessary before opening any attachment to this
message. The information in this email and any files transmitted with it may be of privileged
and/or confidential nature and are solely for the addressee(s). If you are not the intended
addressee
please notify us immediately, and note that any disclosure, copying or distribution by you is
prohibited and may be unlawful. The views expressed in this email are not necessarily the
views
of the Office of Rail and Road
**********************************************************************

The original of this email was scanned for viruses by the Government Secure Intranet virus
scanning service supplied by Vodafone in partnership with Symantec. (CCTM Certificate
Number 2009/09/0052.) This email has been certified virus free.
Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for
legal purposes.

East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation Feedback Form
We would like your views on the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule Consultation. The consultation period closes on Friday 13th May, 2016.
You can respond to us:
By email:
You can complete this form electronically by downloading it from
www2.eastriding.gov.uk/environment/planning-and-building-control/east-riding-localplan/community-infrastructure-levy/
Once completed, the form can be emailed to us at:
forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
By post:
You can complete this form, or write to us, and send it to:
Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Our contact number is:
01482 391750
Your Contact Details
Your name

Peter Hemmerman

Your organisation
Are you an agent acting on behalf Yes/No (please delete as appropriate)
of a client? (if yes, see below)
Email
Address

52 Langdale Road, Market Weighton

Postcode

YO433DG

Telephone number

To be completed by agents acting on behalf of a client
Client name
Client organisation
Client email
Client Address
Client Postcode
Client Telephone number

All responses to the consultation will be publically available to view on the website
Question PDCS1
Do you agree with the proposed charging rates and charging zones?
If not, please provide any supporting evidence that should be considered by the Council in revising
the rates and/or zones.
I do not agree with the differentiation of zones and charges.
I believe the £80 charge is reasonable and should be charged the same across the whole East Riding
area in order not to differentiate.

Question PDCS2
With reference to the CIL Draft List of Infrastructure Projects (Regulation 123 List) (appendix A), and
summary table, do you have any comments on the draft list of infrastructure projects that are
proposed to be funded wholly or partially via CIL?

I believe the restoration of the Beverley to York Railway line should be included in the projects list
including a chord to Driffield and Bridlington and examination of the possibility of reinstating the
rail lines to Hornsea and Withernsea to encourage development and prosperity in those areas and
relieve road congestion to encourage tourism.

Question PDCS3
Should the Council provide an option for further relief from CIL, at their discretion through a
discretionary relief policy? Please provide reasoning for your response.
No, any loophole will be used by developers to avoid the charge.

Question PDCS4
Should the Council make provision for phased payments of CIL? Please provide reasoning for
your response.
No. and this question would appear to be a sop to developers and is not necessary.

Question PDCS5
Should the Council allow for payments of CIL in kind? Please provide reasoning for your
response.
No. Again this will provide a loophole for developers which will be exploited to the detriment of
infrastructure projects.
I am unhappy about the last three questions as they seem to offer ways for developers to avoid the
charge which is NOT the purpose of this consultation.

Please use additional sheets if needed.
Thank you for your comments.

RE:
RE: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule Consultation
James Durham

to: Rachael Balmer

05/04/2016 16:10

Dear Rachael,
Thank you for your response to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation. I can confirm
that your comments will be taken into consideration as a draft Charging Schedule is Developed .
Kind regards,
James

Rachael Balmer
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Good morning James, Thank you for providing R...

05/04/2016 09:51:08

Rachael Balmer
"'James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk'" <James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk>,
05/04/2016 09:51
RE: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation

Good morning James,

Thank you for providing Ryedale District Council with the opportunity to comment on East Riding of
Yorkshire Council’s CIL Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule.
Ryedale District Council has no comments to make at this stage.
Kind regards,

Rachael Balmer
Mrs. Rachael Balmer
Planning Officer, Forward Planning and Conservation

Ryedale Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) will be applied to all applicable
development from the 1 March 2016.
For information about CIL please go to
http://www.ryedaleplan.org.uk/community-infrastructure-levy
Tel
Fax
Ryedale District Council, Ryedale House, Malton, North Yorkshire YO17 7HH

Our web site for Forward Planning is: www.ryedaleplan.org.uk
Twitter: http://twitter.com/RyedaleDC | YouTube Channel: http://www.youtube.com/user/ryedaledc
Facebook: http://www.facebook.com/RyedaleDC | Flickr: http://www.flickr.com/photos/ryedaledc

From: James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk [mailto:James.Durham@eastriding.gov.uk]
Sent: 24 March 2016 10:56
Subject: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation
Good morning,
Please see attached letter.
Kind regards,
James

___________________________________________________________________________
________ This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for
the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. Please note that the East
Riding of Yorkshire Council is able to, and reserves the right to, monitor e-mail
communications passing through its network. If you have received this email in error please
notify our mail manager at postmaster@eastriding.gov.uk. Whilst every effort has been made
to check for viruses in this e-mail and any attachments, the Council does not warrant that it or
they are free of viruses. If in any doubt then please ask for the hard copy. --

Access your council services online, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week at www.ryedale.gov.uk

This Email, and any attachments, may contain Protected or Restricted information and is intended solely for the individual to
whom it is addressed. It may contain sensitive or protectively marked material and should be handled accordingly. If this Email
has been misdirected, please notify the author immediately. If you are not the intended recipient you must not disclose,
distribute, copy, print or rely on any of the information contained in it or attached, and all copies must be deleted immediately.
Whilst we take reasonable steps to try to identify any software viruses, any attachments to this Email may nevertheless
contain viruses which our anti-virus software has failed to identify. You should therefore carry out your own anti-virus checks
before opening any documents. All GCSx traffic may be subject to recording and / or monitoring in accordance with relevant
legislation.
As a public body, the Council may be required to disclose this e-mail (or any response to it) under the Freedom of Information
Act 2000, unless the information in it is covered by one of the exemptions in the Act.

East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation Feedback Form
We would like your views on the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule Consultation. The consultation period closes on Friday 13th May, 2016.
You can respond to us:
By email:
You can complete this form electronically by downloading it from
www2.eastriding.gov.uk/environment/planning-and-building-control/east-riding-localplan/community-infrastructure-levy/
Once completed, the form can be emailed to us at:
forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
By post:
You can complete this form, or write to us, and send it to:
Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Our contact number is:
01482 391750
Your Contact Details
Your name

Tom Ridley

Your organisation

Selby District Council

Are you an agent acting on behalf No – However these are officer comments and do not
of a client? (if yes, see below)
necessarily represent the views of the Council.
Email

Address
Postcode
Telephone number

SDC , Doncaster Road, Selby

To be completed by agents acting on behalf of a client
Client name
Client organisation
Client email
Client Address
Client Postcode
Client Telephone number

All responses to the consultation will be publically available to view on the website
Question PDCS1
Do you agree with the proposed charging rates and charging zones?
If not, please provide any supporting evidence that should be considered by the Council in revising
the rates and/or zones.

Based on the evidence contained within the Viability Study, the rates appear to have been set at an
appropriate balance based on a good range of evidence with realistic buffers built into the
appraisals to add extra viability cushions.

Question PDCS2
With reference to the CIL Draft List of Infrastructure Projects (Regulation 123 List) (appendix A), and
summary table, do you have any comments on the draft list of infrastructure projects that are
proposed to be funded wholly or partially via CIL?

The Council has clearly put a lot of thought into identifying items, which has resulted in a very
detailed R123 list. SDC would raise the point that unless the CIL is expected to fund all items under
the Transport and Highways network for example, are the Council limiting the potential use of s106
in regards to this type of infrastructure by being so specific?
A similar point is made for drainage, flood and coastal defences, for example by being so specific
has the Council limited its use of CIL funding for only these items when a more generic use would
be acceptable and cover any flood defences in any location as the need or priority changes?

Question PDCS3
Should the Council provide an option for further relief from CIL, at their discretion through a
discretionary relief policy? Please provide reasoning for your response.

No comments, it is not felt this is appropriate for SDC to comment on.

Question PDCS4
Should the Council make provision for phased payments of CIL? Please provide reasoning for
your response.

SDC would recommend support for both phased payments and an instalments policy; this gives
developers more flexibility and doesn’t prohibit developments from coming forward.
The Government advises:
Where the planning authority is willing to accept it, a planning application can be subdivided into
‘phases’ for the purposes of the levy (see ‘How does the levy relate to planning permission?’). This
is expected to be especially useful for large scale, locally planned development, which is an
essential element of increasing housing supply.
Large scale developments which are delivered over a number of years face particular issues in
relation to cashflow and the delivery of on-site infrastructure. The regulations allow for both
detailed and outline permissions (and therefore ‘hybrid’ permissions as well) to be treated as
phased developments for the purposes of the levy. This means that each phase would be a
separate chargeable development and therefore liable for payment in line with any instalment

policy that may be in force.

Question PDCS5
Should the Council allow for payments of CIL in kind? Please provide reasoning for your
response.

SDC believes it is up to East Riding to make this decision; however SDC would remind East Riding to
consider the full impacts of accepting land or infrastructure in kind. For example, if land is required
for a school and the Council agree to accept the land, its value must be offset from the CIL liability.
In a situation where the CIL is say £500k and the land is worth £500k the 15% meaningful
proportion still needs to be provided if there is a local parish. So in this situation has the Council
considered where the £75k or £125k if a Neighbourhood Plan is in place would be provided from?
This may be worth considering if the Council has land or items of infrastructure it expects to be
funded in this way by particular sites.

Please use additional sheets if needed.
Thank you for your comments.

East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation Feedback Form
We would like your views on the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule Consultation. The consultation period closes on Friday 13th May, 2016.
You can respond to us:
By email:
You can complete this form electronically by downloading it from
www2.eastriding.gov.uk/environment/planning-and-building-control/east-riding-localplan/community-infrastructure-levy/
Once completed, the form can be emailed to us at:
forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
By post:
You can complete this form, or write to us, and send it to:
Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Our contact number is:
01482 391750
Your Contact Details
Your name

Clerk – Lyndsey Fielding

Your organisation

South Cave Parish Council

Are you an agent acting on behalf
of a client? (if yes, see below)

No

Email
Address

The Town Hall, 42 Market Place, South Cave

Postcode

HU15 2AT

Telephone number

To be completed by agents acting on behalf of a client
Client name
Client organisation
Client email
Client Address
Client Postcode
Client Telephone number

All responses to the consultation will be publically available to view on the website
Question PDCS1
Do you agree with the proposed charging rates and charging zones?
If not, please provide any supporting evidence that should be considered by the Council in revising
the rates and/or zones.

The general consensus was acceptable

Question PDCS2
With reference to the CIL Draft List of Infrastructure Projects (Regulation 123 List) (appendix A), and
summary table, do you have any comments on the draft list of infrastructure projects that are
proposed to be funded wholly or partially via CIL?

South Cave Parish Council recommend the addition to this list of a continuation footpath or trodd
from South Cave Railway Station Bridge to Rudston Walk & Owl Centre via Drewtons. This would
provide both cycle and footway access.

Question PDCS3

Should the Council provide an option for further relief from CIL, at their discretion through a
discretionary relief policy? Please provide reasoning for your response.

No Comment

Question PDCS4
Should the Council make provision for phased payments of CIL? Please provide reasoning for
your response.

No Comment

Question PDCS5
Should the Council allow for payments of CIL in kind? Please provide reasoning for your
response.

The Parish Council felt this would be acceptable under exceptional circumstances with Local Parish
& Town Councils agreement

Please use additional sheets if needed.
Thank you for your comments.

Re:
Re: Fw:
Fw: Preliminary Draft CIL Charging Schedule
James Durham

to:

13/05/2016 14:12

Dear Dave,
Thank you for your response to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation. I can confirm
that your comments will be taken into consideration as a draft Charging Schedule is developed .
Regards,
James

Planning - Forward
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Sent by:

Forward Planning East Riding of Yorkshire Cou...

13/05/2016 13:01:04

Planning - Forward/ERC
James Durham/CPS/ERC@EAST_RIDING,
13/05/2016 13:01
Fw: Preliminary Draft CIL Charging Schedule
Owen Robinson

Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Email: forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
Tel: 01482 391739 Fax: 01482 391731
Visit www.eastriding.gov.uk/erlocalplan for the latest information on the East Riding Local Plan
----- Forwarded by Owen Robinson/CPS/ERC on 13/05/2016 13:00 ----From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Dave McGuire
"'forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk'" <forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk>,
13/05/2016 11:07
Preliminary Draft CIL Charging Schedule

Dear Sir / Madam
I refer to the above document and your consultation letter to Sport England. Thank you for seeking
our views on this matter.
While the National Planning Policy Framework has radically simplified the Planning system in
England, a central tenet of Plan-making remains that the plan must be based on adequate,
up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and
prospects of the area.

The NPPF explains that Local Planning Authorities should set out the strategic priorities for the area,
including strategic policies to deliver ….(inter alia)
•
the provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure and other local
facilities
Paragraph 171 falls within the section of the NPPF that sets out advice on the evidence base that
Plans need, and deals with Health and Well-Being. It advises;
“Local planning authorities should work with public health leads and health organisations to
understand and take account of the health status and needs of the local population (such as for
sports, recreation, and places of worship), including expected future changes and any information
about relevant barriers to improving health and well-being.”
This advice is amplified in the section of the NPPF that deals with promoting healthy communities.
Paragraph 73 states;
“Access to high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation can make an
important contribution to the health and well-being of communities. Planning policies should be
based on robust and up to date assessments of the needs for open space, sports and recreation
facilities and opportunities for new provision. The assessments should identify specific needs and
quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses of open space, sports and recreational facilities in
the local area. Information gained from the assessments should be used to determine what open
space, sports and recreational provision is required.”
In light of the above, it is Sport England’s policy to challenge the soundness of Local Plan and Local
Development Framework documents (and other planning mechanisms which sit beneath
them)which are not justified by;
An up to date playing pitch strategy (carried out in accordance with a methodology
approved by Sport England)
An up to date built sports facilities strategy (carried out in accordance with a methodology
approved by Sport England).
By ‘up-to-date’ Sport England means prepared within the last 3 years for Playing Pitch Strategies,
and 5 years for Built Sports Facilities Strategies
Our records indicate that the East Riding PPS was adopted in 2012. The PPS is therefore out of date.
We have no records which suggest that Council has undertaken built sports facility strategy.
As such Sport England does not consider that East Riding has an appropriate evidence base for
sport. The Council are, as a result, unable to make an informed decision as whether playing pitches
or built sports facilities should have been included on the identified infrastructure on the regulation
123 list. We note that playing pitch requirements could still be met under the Council’s retained
S.106 provisions, however the potential need to invest in “big ticket” sports facilities is not catered
for by either mechanism. As a result there is the real danger that sports facility provision in the
district may not be able to meet the additional demands placed upon by housing growth.
In light of the above, Sport England wishes to object to the draft CIL Charging Schedule.

regards
Dave McGuire
Planning Manager
T:
M:
F:
E:

The information contained in this e-mail may be subject to public disclosure under the
Freedom of Information Act 2000. Additionally, this email and any attachment are
confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual to whom they are addressed. If
you are not the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this email and any
attachment in error, and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying, is
strictly prohibited.
This email has been scanned for email related threats and delivered safely by Mimecast.
For more information please visit http://www.mimecast.com

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY
AND
SHELTERED HOUSING/EXTRA CARE DEVELOPMENTS
A BRIEFING NOTE ON VIABIILITY
PREPARED FOR RETIREMENT HOUSING GROUP BY
THREE DRAGONS
MAY 2013
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Executive Summary
New provision of retirement housing (whether sheltered or extracare) is very patchy
across the country and provision of sale housing in particular is focussed on the
South East and South West with very limited delivery outside these locations.
In low to medium value areas it is already very difficult for retirement housing to
compete with mainstream housing development. The introduction of CIL will have a
negative impact on viability and further reduce supply. To date most local authorities
have not carried out a viability appraisal of retirement housing as part of the evidence
base which supports the CIL charging schedule. Those local authorities who have
undertaken a viability appraisal have appraised extracare but not sheltered housing
and have generally found that, like Care Homes and other C2 uses, newbuild sale
extracare housing cannot support a CIL payment.
This paper seeks to provide evidence which will enable viability practitioners to
appraise both types of retirement housing, even in those locations where no newbuild
stock has recently been provided. It has been prepared by Three Dragons drawing
on information provided by members of Retirement Housing Group.
Retirement housing schemes are generally less viable than general needs housing
because of a range of factors including higher build costs per sq m, a higher
proportion of communal space, lack of ability to phase development and longer
selling periods. This will affect their ability to pay CIL and to provide affordable
housing.
S106 obligations for retirement housing have generally been subject to negotiation to
reflect both financial viability and the calls which the development makes on local
facilities. CIL is a fixed charge which cannot take account of scheme viability. It is
therefore important that CIL rates are set at a level which reflects the overall viability
of particular types of development
Because retirement housing is higher density than general needs housing the
introduction of CIL will increase the value of planning obligations sought from a
development much more steeply for retirement housing than is the case for general
needs family housing.
Local authorities and practitioners undertaking viability appraisal and assessing
affordable housing need should therefore carry out specific case studies of older
persons housing when setting CIL charging schedules and affordable housing
targets. This will contribute to a robust analysis which will stand up at Enquiry.
This document deals specifically with viability appraisal and draws on general
information provided by members of Retirement Housing Group (RHG) to provide
broad guidelines on the costs and revenues associated with provision of sheltered
and extra care housing. It will assist with viability appraisal where no locally specific
information is available.
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Three Dragons was commissioned by RHG to carry out specimen viability appraisals
for high, medium and low value areas outside London using the cost and revenue
data provided by RHG. The viability appraisal compared general needs family
housing with specialist retirement housing, both sheltered and Extracare
accommodation. The chosen specimen locations were
 Tunbridge Wells (high value area)
 Tewkesbury (medium value area)
 Coventry (low value area)
Schemes were modelled with the local authority’s target percentage of affordable
housing and no s106 obligations. In all locations general needs housing was more
viable than retirement housing and sheltered housing was more viable than
ExtraCare. In medium and low value areas it is not possible to provide retirement
housing which meets the local authority affordable housing target even before the
introduction of CIL. The introduction of CIL at £100 per sq m on market housing
further reduces scheme viability when compared with general needs housing.

1. Recent delivery of retirement housing for sale and rent
We analysed unpublished data from the Elderly Accommodation Counsel which
looks at provision of retirement housing by region. This shows that in the period from
2010 to 2012 207 schemes were developed of which 57% were for rent.
55% of all provision of retirement housing for sale was in the South East and ‘South
West (48 schemes). No other region had more than 9 schemes of retirement
housing for sale.
S a le
R e nta l
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2. Policy Context
This document is intended to provide background information to local planning
authorities and their consultants when undertaking the viability analysis which
informs a CIL Charging Schedule. It focuses specifically on retirement housing,
including both sheltered and Extracare accommodation.
It draws on the experience of a wide range of retirement housing providers to
summarise the key variables which determine viability and to demonstrate how these
affect the viability of retirement housing provision compared with general needs
housing.
Local planning authorities are required to make provision for all household types,
including older people, when drawing up their Local Plan..
To deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and
create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities, local planning authorities should:
● plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, market trends
and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not limited to, families with
children, older people, people with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build
their own homes);
● identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular locations,
reflecting local demand
NPPF para 50
Ministers have repeated their support for this policy objective and it is a key feature of
the National Housing Strategy

Half of all households in England are older ‘established homeowners’. Some 42 per
cent are retired and 66 per cent own their own home outright. As life expectancy
increases, more of these households will need support to remain in their homes in later
life. Limited choice in the housing market makes it difficult for older households to find
homes that fully meet their needs.
Laying the foundations: a housing strategy for England p9
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“Imaginative housing schemes for older people can save money for the NHS and
social services. They can also make it more attractive for older people to move
out of their family homes, thereby helping to meet the pressing housing needs of
young families”
Nick Boles 17 December 2012

At present the majority of local planning authorities when setting their Community
Infrastructure Levy do not differentiate specialist accommodation for older people
from general needs housing and are applying the same CIL rate to both.

3. How retirement housing differs from general needs housing
There are several important differences between specialist retirement housing and
general needs housing which make it inappropriate for a viability appraisal based on
general needs housing to be applied to retirement housing.
Key differences between retirement housing and general needs housing include:
 Retirement housing is higher density than most general needs development:
typically 100-120 dph compared with average densities of 30-70 dph for general
needs housing
 Larger communal and non-saleable areas in retirement housing (eg common
rooms, laundries, guest rooms, warden’s office, dining room, special activity
rooms)
 Higher build costs per sq metre for older persons housing than for general needs
housing due to higher specifications of individual apartments and buildings.
 While revenue per unit is typically higher for specialist older person housing than
for general needs flats, revenue per sq metre is not necessarily higher
 A slower return on investment as schemes need to be fully completed before
sales are made as older people are less inclined to buy ‘off plan’ without seeing a
dwelling, the communal facilities and/or meeting staff.
 Higher marketing costs to reach this older age group for whom a move is a
discretionary choice often requiring consultation with extended family. Marketing
costs are typically 6% of GDV compared to 3% of GDV for open market housing.
 Greater financial risk as phasing is not possible as with general needs housing as
retirement developments are often built as a single block, meaning a
development must be built out before any return is possible.
 Higher void costs as schemes take longer to sell than general needs housing and
flats.
 Most schemes are on brownfield sites, which are often in short supply and have
higher development costs.
5



Higher land values as schemes work best when they are close to shops,
services, GP practices and transport links, where older residents wish to live.

4.

Standards of viability testing required by the CIL regulations

The Regulations that guide the setting of CIL allow charging authorities to set
different rates for different intended uses of development. While the use class
order1 provides a useful reference point – CIL Charging Schedules do not have to be
tied to it. The recent “Consultation Paper on Community Infrastructure Levy: further
reforms” confirms that

Currently regulation 13 allows charging authorities to set different levy rates
within their area. This can be done by reference to “zones” (regulation 13(1)(a))
and “different intended uses of development” (regulation 13(1)(b)). The revised
Community Infrastructure Levy guidance has clarified that “uses” does not have
the same meaning as “use class”. (para 20)
Justification for setting different rates for different uses relies on a, “comparative
assessment of the economic viability of those categories of development.” 2
While local authorities will want to avoid overly complex patterns of CIL charges, it is
important that their charging schedule does not, “impact disproportionately on
particular sectors or specialist forms of development”.3
The Regulations therefore permit local authorities to carry out a viability assessment
of all likely types of development. Just as different types of retail and leisure uses will
have separate viability appraisals so too should different types of residential
development including sheltered and ExtraCare housing.

5. Density and its impact on CIL and S106 obligations
Both CIL and S106 obligations bear more heavily on specialist retirement housing
than on general needs housing. This is because higher density development attracts
higher levels of both CIL (based on £ per sq m of market housing) and S106
obligations (based on total number of dwellings). The chart below shows the relative
costs per hectare of a standard S106 contribution of £5,000 per dwelling compared
with CIL of £100 per sq m and £150 per sq m at both 100% market housing and 30%
affordable housing.

1

2
3

Town and Country Planning Act (Use Classes) Order 1987
Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance, DCLG Dec. 2012 (para 35)
Ibid – para 37
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£ per ha

Cost of planning obligations and CIL at different levels of
affordable housing
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£400,000
£200,000
£0
s106 £5000 per
dwelling

100% market
100 % market 30% AH CIL £100 30% AH CIL £150
housing CIL £100 housing CIL £150

In all circumstances retirement housing pays a higher level of planning obligation than
general needs housing. The difference between CIL and S106 is that S106 was negotiable
and related to the needs arising from the scheme in many cases retirement housing did not
contribute to certain S106 requirements (eg education) and hence paid a lower rate per
dwelling than general needs housing. That flexibility is lost with CIL.

6. Key variables affecting the viability of specialist older persons housing
provision
Local Planning Authorities and their consultants need robust information on which to
base any viability appraisal of retirement housing as distinct from general needs
housing. This can be difficult to obtain at local level if there has been no recent
development of retirement housing. RHG has therefore prepared the following
generic examples of typical sheltered and extracare schemes which included key
variables which can be applied in any area of the country.
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Typical scheme size (0.5 ha site)
General Needs
15-20 family houses @ 30-40 dph
27-32 flats @ 55-65 dph
Sheltered
50-60 units @ 100 -120 dph
Extracare
40-50 units @ 80 -100 dph
The information is drawn from data supplied by retirement housing providers across
the country including both profit and not for profit organisations. Data relates to a
Typical mix retirement housing
standard product aimed at local people living in 3 and 4 bed family housing
Ranges from 60:40 1 bed : 2 bed to 40:60 1 bed : 2 bed apartments

House prices: Practitioners should use local market values for newbuild retirement housing where they
exist. Where they do not exist the following formula is an indicative guide to the price of lower value
units which are likely to be affordable by most local home owners.
Methods of price setting for retirement housing vary by location.
In medium and low value areas the price of a 1 bed sheltered property = approx 75% of price of existing
3 bed semi detached house. A 2 bed sheltered property = approx 100% of price of existing 3 bed semi
detached
In high value areas with a high proportion of flats the price of a 1 bed sheltered property is linked to the
price of high value flats, normally with a 10-15% premium
ExtraCare housing is 25% more expensive than sheltered: if a sheltered 1 bed flat sells for £100,000
then an extracare 1 bed flat will sell for £125,000
Unit sizes (sq m)
1 bed
2 bed

Sheltered ExtraCare
50
65
75
80

Non-chargeable/communal space
General needs houses
nil
General needs flats
10%
Sheltered
20-30%
ExtraCare
35-40%
Build cost per sq m (Source BCIS),
Sheltered typically 9% above build costs for 1-2 storey flats
Extracare typically 13% above build costs for 1-2 storey flats
(defined by BCIS as “sheltered housing with shops, restaurants and the like”)
Marketing costs are typically 6% of revenue compared with 3% of revenue for general needs houses
and flats.
Sales periods are typically longer for retirement housing than for general needs housing. A rough guide
is that 40% of unit will be sold at the end of the first year of sales, 30% during the second yesr of sales
and 30$ during the third year. There is typically an 18 month build period before sales commence.

The economics of schemes which provide higher value (and cost) units will differ in detail from the
example quoted but are unlikely to be significantly more viable when compared with general needs
housing. Where the local authority believes that such schemes are likely to play a role in meeting local
housing need
a specific
appraisal
of this type of retirement housing will need to be carried out
Impact
of CIL viability
on scheme
viability
as part of the overall CIL viability appraisal.
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Based on the parameters set out above Three Dragons was commissioned by RHG
to carry out a viability appraisal of older persons housing compared with general
needs housing development. Specimen sheltered and ExtraCare developments
were modelled on a half hectare site in three locations:




Tunbridge Wells (high value area)
Tewkesbury (medium value area)
Coventry (low value area)

and compared with the most viable form of general needs housing which could have
been provided on the same site, family housing at 35 dph.. The three locations were
chosen as typical of high, medium and low value locations outside London.
The output was a residual land value per hectare (ha) for each form of development.
It was assumed that for retirement housing to compete in the land market residual
land value must be equal to the residual land value achieved for general needs
housing
The table below shows residual land values for the three different types of
development in each of the three locations. All schemes were modelled with the
target percentage of affordable housing.

Affordable housing
at the LA target %age

residual land value per hectare (£)

No S106 obligations

general needs
housing

sheltered
housing

ExtraCare

Tunbridge Wells – 40% AH
Tewkesbury – 30% AH
Coventry – 25% AH

£4,000,000
£1,000,000
-£300,000

£3,250,000
-£1,375,000
-£3,250,000

£2,000,000
-£3,000,000
-£3,500,000

Add CIL @ £100 per sq m
on market housing
Tunbridge Wells CIL
Residual land value
Tewkesbury CIL
Residual land value
Coventry CIL
Residual land value

£205,000
£3,795,000
£240,000
£760,000
£255,000
-£555,000

£430,000
£2,820,000
£500,000
-£1,875,000
£535,000
-£3,785,000

£470,000
£1,530,000
£550,00
-£3,550,000
£600,000
-£4,100,000




In all locations general needs housing was more viable than sheltered or
ExtraCare housing.
Sheltered housing was more viable than ExtraCare housing.
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In Tunbridge Wells (high value area) all three schemes produced a positive
land value at the local authority affordable housing target even with CIL at
£100 per sq m, but residual land value was higher for general needs housing
than for retirement housing.
In Tewkesbury (medium value area) retirement housing produced a negative
land value at the local authority affordable housing target both with and
without CIL
In Coventry all three schemes produced a negative land value at the local
authority affordable housing target both with and without CIL..

7. Conclusions
The introduction of CIL has a more significant impact on retirement housing than on
general needs housing because of the greater density (and hence higher sq metres)
of development.
S106 requirements were also potentially more onerous for retirement housing than
for general needs housing but because these were negotiable dependent on financial
viability and specific requirements related to the development there was more
flexibility to ensure that the planning obligations sought were related to the specific
viability of the development.
The viability of older persons housing provision when compared with that of general
needs housing varies by location. Local authorities and practitioners undertaking
viability appraisal should therefore carry out specific case studies of older persons
housing when setting CIL charging schedules. This is permitted by the CIL
regulations and will contribute to a robust analysis which will stand up at Enquiry.
The information provided in this document will assist with viability appraisal where no
locally specific information is available.
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Re:
Re: Fw:
Fw: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft
Charging Schedule Consultation
James Durham

to:

12/05/2016 09:24

Dear Liz,
Thank you for your response to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation. I can confirm
that your comments will be taken into consideration as a draft Charging Schedule is Developed .
Kind regards,
James

Planning - Forward
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Sent by:

Forward Planning East Riding of Yorkshire Cou...

12/05/2016 08:52:54

Planning - Forward/ERC
James Durham/CPS/ERC@EAST_RIDING,
12/05/2016 08:52
Fw: East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
Consultation
Jessica Hobson

Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Email: forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
Tel: 01482 391739 Fax: 01482 391731
Visit www.eastriding.gov.uk/erlocalplan for the latest information on the East Riding Local Plan
----- Forwarded by Jessica Hobson/CPS/ERC on 12/05/2016 08:52 ----From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Elizabeth Ashley
"forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk" <forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk>
11/05/2016 17:18
East Riding Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation

Walkington Parish Council
88 Main Street
Skidby
East Yorkshire
HU16 5TH
Walkington Parish Council reply as follows:-

This levy allows funds to be raised from land owners/developers undertaking new
building projects to pay for infrastructure improvements. Visiting the public drop-in
session the following details were made clear:Walkington lies within the most expensive area which surrounds Beverley indicating
that developers would pay £100 per square metre equating to approx £8500 per
dwelling
If the Parish was to benefit it would receive 15% of this i.e. £1275 per dwelling.
However it is likely that all development approval within the parish could have taken
place by then which means little if any amount would be received.
Whatever, the question remains as to how proceeds from this levy should be spend.
There were a range of options proposed such as:1. Drainage, flood and coastal defence - this policy received significant support by
those attending "budget consultation" meetings and should be recognised
accordingly.
2. Open space, recreation provision green infrastructure - this is a crossover with
s106 (i.e. commuted sums) which will continue hence for the avoidance of confusion
should not be supported.
3. Bridlington Area Action Plan - there are wide ranging projects for this despite the
area earning very modest amounts from the levy it raises the question as to spend
allocation according to amount levied in the area.
4. Marina project - this is highly questionable in that the scheme which has been in
an embryonic state for at least 20 years and has an estimated cost of £45 set
against an likely total income from the levy of £19.4m. As such this proposal should
be set aside.
5. Transport and Highway Network - there are a range of schemes which should be
supported. It could be argued that development outside the parish will produce
increased vehicle numbers passing through the village. With 7/8000 vehicles per
day now (i.e nearly 3 million per year) any further growth (eg in Beverley) will have
significant effects on our current central village environment. The possibility of
removing the "tables" through the village could be consider plus the improvement of
roads around the village that are in constant and growing use. Of much smaller
matter but with significant effects would be the adoption of a parking zone around
the school to minimise inconvenience to those living in and around the area.
Several observations were made upon the Levy, mostly pessimistic of the likelihood of
developers being slow to finalise their proposals to avoid the introduction of the scheme,
and also the expenditure proposed in areas where the source of the Levy was absent.
Liz Ashley
Parish
Clerk

Re:
Re: Fw:
Fw: CIL Charging Schedule
James Durham

to:

20/04/2016 12:03

Dear Helena,
Thank you for your response to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation. I can confirm
that your comments will be taken into consideration as a draft Charging Schedule is Developed .
Regards,
James

Planning - Forward
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Sent by:

Forward Planning East Riding of Yorkshire Cou...

20/04/2016 11:45:52

Planning - Forward/ERC
James Durham/CPS/ERC@EAST_RIDING,
20/04/2016 11:45
Fw: CIL Charging Schedule
Jessica Hobson

Forward Planning
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA
Email: forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk
Tel: 01482 391739 Fax: 01482 391731
Visit www.eastriding.gov.uk/erlocalplan for the latest information on the East Riding Local Plan
----- Forwarded by Jessica Hobson/CPS/ERC on 20/04/2016 11:45 ----From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Welton Parish Council Clerk"
<forward.planning@eastriding.gov.uk>
20/04/2016 10:48
CIL Charging Schedule

Welton Parish Council has considered the Preliminary Draft CIL Charging Schedule and supports the
proposals.
Regards,
Helena
Helena Crutchley
Clerk to Welton Parish Council

