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Ql

Do you have any comments on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule?

With reference to Paragraph 22, homes for sale at discounted value, |
do not agree that they should be exempt from CIL. In my opinion it is
more likely that the landowner selling the land for development will -
benefit by way of a higher ldnd value than that the new home owner will

be fit by way of a lower purchase price.
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Consultation
RESPONSE

* South Downs National Park Authority
Community Infrastructure Levy
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Response
October 2015

The Country Land and Businéss Association (CLA) is a national organisation embracing the owners and
occupiers of all types of rural tand and business in England and Wales. It represents the interests of the owners
of some 33,000 land holdings and rural businesses. :

The South Downs National Park is covered by the South East Region of the CLA. Almost 500 CLA members in or
near to the National Park include rural businesses and owners of land of every size and type of holding, from
estate owners to the smallest land holding of less than a hectare. The membership encompasses all traditional
agricultural and forestry enterprises from the most sophisticated dairy and arable enterprises, pigs and poultry
and more extensive livestock systems. The majority of our landowning membership is made up of family farm
owner-occupiers many of whom have dlver5|f|ed into other business activities in response to the downturn in
farm incomes. :

The CLA also represents the interests of owners of other types of rural businesses including: forestry
enterprises, mineral and aggregate operators and owners, hotels, golf courses, tourist enterprises, equestrian
establishments, a myriad of small rural enterprises and also institutional land owners such as water
companies, pension funds, and developr'n'ent' companies. Our members have businesses in the National Park
and most live in its rural communities and villages.

1. Timing

The CLA welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule for the National
Park’s Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). We are concerned that the CIL draft charging schedule has been
brought forward to consultation in advance of publication of the Local Plan which is currently out for
consultation. Government guidance states: “The Government expects that charging authorities will
implement the levy where their ‘appropriate evidence’ includes an up-to-date relevant Plan for the area in
which they propose to charge”. The guidance goes on to say “..levy charges should be worked up and tested
alongside the Local Plan”.

The CLA calls for the process of implementing a CIL charging system to be slowed to mirror the time scale in
the local plan. Such a delay will allow levy charges to be “worked up and tested alongside the Local Plan” as
required by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPFI).

2. Appropriate evidence

The CLA questions how a rate can be set without setting out the full calculation. This issue was raised in our
response to the consultation in April 2014 and does not seem to have been addressed. The SDNPA has clearly
carried out significant and expensive work on viability to calculate the differential rates but provides no other
evudence to demonstrate either the housmg numbers expected to pay the levy or the “infrastructure” projects
on these sums wnII be spent. ST ‘

There is no evidence provided in this consultation or the Local Plan Preffered Options on the following key
elements of CIL:-

* NPPF para 175




The housing need in Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA).

The availability of land through Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA).
Infrastructure Development Plan.

The CLA cannot examine the Regulation 123 list, to indicate how the Levy WI" be spent as it has not
been published to accompany this consultation..

e The “funding gap” for the infrastructure need in the SDNPA.

* @& & o

The CLA fears that this lack of published information cannot justify the proposals for CIL charging.
3. Draft Charging Schedule Rates

CLA is concerned by the impact of higher rates of CIL to be levied on development in rural areas. The Local
Plan Preferred Options identified a need for local housing to maintain communities and there should be a
reflection of this need in the charging schedule.

Whilst social (affordable) housing is excluded from CIL chargmg by the CIL Regulations 2010, non-social
housing as part of an’ exception site development would be charged upon. Such developments rely on the
ability to make a profit on the non-social housing element of these developments to support the financial
viability of the social housing element. To apply charges in this instances would stifle the viability of exception
sites and we propose that such developments should be exempted as a whole.

CLA considers that development involving the re-use of existing buildings (regardless of changes in floor area)
and development of former brownfield sites should be exempted to encourage development in these areas in-
line with the preferred options of the Local Plan. Such developments can often be marginal in feasibility terms
in contrast with greenfield development and the levying of significant charges as proposed would exacerbate
this position.

The index-linked increases to CIL should not be cost-based, but market based to avoid sporadic increases in CIL
costs at a time when building costs might be high due to, for example increased labour costs as is likely to be

) experlenced as “living wages” are introduced. The cost of building is not a relevant factor. We would propose
that a more stable indéx such as the retail prices index is used.

4. Implementation Choices

]
/

CLA is concerned about the proposal to charge CIL at the point that development commences. This is not
consistent with any other taxes and levies most of which are chargeable at the point at which a building
becomes habitable. The quite significant charges under any development will cause major cashflow problems
— particularly for small or one-off developers.

CLA welcomes the proposal to allow land and infrastructure in-kind on a similar basis to which SANG land is
managed. We would propose greater flexibility to provide land or infrastructure by agreement without
transferring freehold title. This reduces liability to SDNPA whilst achieving the desired outcomes and enables
contributors to manage land in accordance with those outcomes. '

CLA supports the relief for properties to be sold at below market value where this is appropriate. We would
like to see this extended to inc,lu"de specifically agricultural workers dwellings and other key-worker housing
which would typically fall within this category by virtue of planning condition, but. might not specifically be
marketed below market costs. Additionally we would like the exemption extended to properties which are not
to be sold, thus increasing the provision of let property which is in decline:

5. Vfability Assessment
An expensive viability report at this stage is in our.view out of order in the process. The residual valuations are

out of date as soon as it is published, We question how a single rate (outside Petersfield, Lewes, Petworth,
Midhurst and Liss) can be applied across the length of the Netional Park. The markets are very different across




. the park. We question how viability assessments made in 2013 can apply effectively indefinitely after adoption
of a CIL charge. 7 !

The CLA is concerned that the. viability assessment does not examine the effect of the levy on dwellings built as
essential for a rural worker accommodation? For instance a home for an essential farm worker will almost
certainly be unviable if the farmer is required to pay £200 per sq metre CIL. We call for a specific exemption
from CIL for all dwellmgs granted planning consent under the exception provided for in paragraph 55 of the
NPPF. ; : :

The CLA supports the zero CIL rating on agricultural or forestry, employment and commercial development, as
these are important areas for rural landowners and farmers to diversify into in order to support their farming
and forestry enterprise. In addition, farmers and landowners are often forced to upgrade their agricultural
buildings and infrastructure due to legislation with no commercial gain to the enterprise. if a CILis imposed on
these types of enterprise it would have a major impact on the farming and rural business community, who
would be unable to afford the increased cost of the development due to the CIL.

6. Infrastructure Delivery

The SDNPA has provided no detail on implementation of most of the “infrastructure” for which the regulations
are designed to provide. Section 216 of the Planning Act 2008 defines infrastructure as:-

(a) roads and other transport facilities,

(b) flood defences, i
(c) schools and other educational facilities,
(d) medical facilities,

(e} sporting and recreational facilities,

(f) open spaces, and

(g) affordable housing.

There is no evidence of any cooperation with the County, Districts and Unitary authorities on their viéws, as
implementing authorities, on the needs of infrastructure. Whatis more there is no accountability across the -
geographic extent of the park. Other than the percentage to the Parish Councils CIL monies collected in say
East Hampshire could well be spent in East Sussex. This raises a serious question of the democratic legitimacy
of the Levy.

‘ Without evidence of the delivery strategy the ability to collect CIL levies appears to lack foundation and
therefore the application of the charge does not seem legitimate.

CLA )
Hicknield House
East Anton Court -
Icknield Way
Andover
SP10 5RG

01264 313434
27" October, 2015

DaVid_ Hill, RegiOnai Surveyor; tim.-broomhead@cla.org.tjk
Megan Cameron, Regional Rural Adviser; megan.cameron@cla.org.uk
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Q1
Do you have any comments on the Draft CIL Charging Scheddlez

Eastbourne Borough Council do not wish to make comments regarding evidence
on development viability and it supports the conclusion that only residential and
retail development are viable for CIL charges. This aligns with Eastbourne’s CIL.
Charging Schedule. The Council previously commented at the last consultation
stage on the mapping prepared, which provides the boundaries for the three
different zones of CIL charges. These comments remain as there is still insufficient
detail in the mapping to indicate the exact boundary of the urban areas. This
does not provide the reader with a clear indication of the where the -actual-
boundaries of the zones lie in relation to the settlements identified on the base
map. It is not evident whether the SDNP authority have prepared an assessment
of Revenue analysis, nor a detailed Regulation 123 list. These two documents .
would provide further necessary information to inform the consultation.
Eastbourne Borough Council in principle supports the CIL charges prepared,
subject to additional information and detail being published as outlined above. -
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Gareth Giles - ;
=Ty = ———|

= ==
From: Findon Parish Council <fmdonpanshcouncul@gma|I com>
Sent: 27 October 2015 14:05
To: CIL
Subject: response to CIL consultation
Importance: High
Hi

Please see comments below:
CIL Comment 1 - Draft Charging Schedule Clause 15: 'Royal Instltute of Chartered Surveyors' should read

'Royal Institution of Chartered Sutveyors'

CIL.Comment 2 - Draft Charging Schedule Clause 22: Clarity needed on exactly how the ‘market value'is
determined (SDNPA valuer?, consortium of local estate agents?, reference to certain statistics?).
Regards, -

Fiona

Fiona Macleod,
Clerk to Findon Parish Council

Normal office hours 2.30 to 5pm Monday to Friday
http://findon.arun.gov.uk
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SDNPA Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation

1.0

1.1

1.2

2.0

2.1

$ 22

introduction

PlanningSphere are instructéd to make representations to the consultation on the
Preferred Options South Downs Local Plan on behalf of Green \ﬁhllage Investments
(GVI) who are the owners of Bohunt Park, Liphook. The representations support the
promotion of land at Bohunt Park as a strategic allocation in the emerging South Downs
National Park Local Plan due to its very significant sustainability and community benefits
and based on support from East Hampshire District Council (EHDC), significant support
from the local community, together with identified unmet housing need in the Joint Core
St_rategy (JCS), and the Park’s Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) over the emerging
plan period to 2032. N ‘

The following comments are submitted to the SDNPA’s consultation on its Preferred ‘
Options Local Plan in accordance with the consultation timetable. The representations
should be read in conjunction with our other representations on the Preferred Options

consultation, and following supporting appendices:

Appendix A: Strengthening Bonds between Liphook and the National Park: Parts 1 and
2(GVI) | | _' SRR
Appendix B: The Strategic Case for Allocating Bohunt Park (GVI)

~ Appendix C: Enabling Sustainable Access to the SDNP via Bohunt Park (GVI)

Appendix D: SHLAA Sites Accessibility Comparison (WYG)

Relevant background information

Since the acquisition of the site from the World Wildlife Fund in 2605, the frontage land
at Bohunt Manor, Liphook, Hampshire (known as Bohunt Park) has been actively | .
promoted through the development plan making process including representations that
were submitted in response to the Initial Options Consultation in April 2014.

Detailed proposals for the site have evolvéd on an iterative basis thrpugh a
comprehensive pre-application process engagement of engagement with the SDNPA,
consultation with East Harhpshire District Council (EHDC), the Park’s Design Review
Panel and through consultation with the local community. There was a strong consensus
around the quality of the scheme design and associated packagé of community benefits



@ planningsphere

23 .

24

25

3.0

3.1

i the recent determination of planning application SDNPA/1 4/06426/0UT in July 2015,
where the application was only refused on the principle of development.

It should also be noted that there is a package of community facilities (Medical Centre,
Sports Facilities and Allotments on site) that are currently consented and could proceed.
However, feedback that formed part of the Design Review Process for the planning '
application recognised that the proposed re-configuration of these facilities put forward
as’pért of the DRP process would have significantly less landscape impact than the
current extant permissions were they to be implemented on a standalone basis.

Essentially, the sgheme-proposed is both fully deliverable and technically. compliant with
both design and landscape issues effectively eliminated leaving the principle of
development as the only outstanding issue. However, it is clear that Bohunt Park offers
an exceptional and exemplar scheme in a highly sustainable edge of park location which
would provide a positive precedent for the standards of sustainability expected and
hecessary for all development in the Park, helping to significantly raise the bar on
standards expected for future de\)elopmeht (refer to Appendix B). The vision for the site
also offers potential for creating a Highly accessible ‘gateway’ to the National Park for
existing residents of Liphook, and also visitors arriving by the mainline railway which is
only 250m from the site boundary (refer to Appendix C).

Green Village Investments consider that there is a éOmpeIIing planning case for Bohunt
A}

Park to be allocated as an extension to Liphook in the emerging SDNP Local Plan. The

site is economically viable with all technical issues resolved. The potentially exemplar

scheme could be delivered within 5 years creating a quality benchmark for the Park

relatively early in the plan period. | | '

National Policy Context

The NPPF at Paragraph 162 Infrastructure states:

Local planning authorities should work with other authorities and provideré’ to:

e assess the quality and capacity of infrastructure for transport, water supply,
wastewater and its treatment, energy (including heat), telecommunications, utilities,

Page 2 of 4
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3.2

3.3

waste, health, social care, education, flood risk and coastal change management, and

its ability to meet forecast demands....

Furthermore at Paragraph 177 it also 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....

NPPG at Paragr‘aph; 16 Reference ID: 25-016-20140612 states:

- 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 addftional
infrastructure is needed in their area to support development, and what other sources of

funding are available, based on appropriate evidence.

Information on the charging authority area’s infrastructure needs should be drawn

from the infrastructure assessment that was undertaken as part of preparing the relevant
Plan (the Local Plan in England, Local Develbpment Plan'in Wales, and the

London Plan in London). This is because the plan identifies the scale and type of :
infrastructure needed to deliver the area’s local development and growth needs (see
paragraphs 162 and 177 of the National Planning Policy Framework in England).

In determining the size of its infrastructure funding gap, the charging authority should
consider known and expected infrastructure costs and the other possible sources of
funding to meet those costs. This process will help the charging authority to identify a

levy fund/ng target...

The Government recognises that there will be uncertainty in pinpointing other  infrastructure

ﬁmdzng sources, partzcularly beyond the short-term. Charging  authorities should focus on providing

evidence of an aggregate ﬁmdmg gap that demonstrates the need to put in place the levy.

4.0

4.1

Comments on the Draft CIL Charging Scheddle

Approximately one third of the area of the parish of Liphook is located within the SDNP’s
administrative area. Furthermore there is a strong relationship between Liphook and

Page 30of 4
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communities in the Park in terms of the role that Liphook plays for these éommunities as

a significant service centre. It is also acknowledged that there is a community
infrastructdre deficit in Liphook.-However both the Draft Local Plan and the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan do not make any meaningful reference to Liphook. We consider that the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan should recognise that there is a community need for
significant improvement to the Iocél facilities that serves Liphook and surrounding
communities both within and outside the National Park, and that this need should be
taken into account in calculating the CIL charging schedule. The Infrastructure Delivery
‘Plan should also acknowledge that essentially a 'signiﬁcant part of Liphook’s future
community facilities will be located within the National Park boundary and recognise that
a significant proportion of these facilities already have planning permission and have
been partly implemented (cohsented allotments, Medical Centre, football pitch). Given
our view that Bohunt Park should be identified in the Draft Locél Plan, the need for N
further community infrastructure provision in Liphook and its delivery through the
proposed development at Bohunt Park should be recognised in . the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan and should inform the overall CIL calculation.

Page 4 of 4
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Ql
Do you have any comments on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule?

The C'IL?rofé for large format retail seems relatively low. Such premises
 take business out of fown centres, the use of which needs to be
encouraged herice a higher levy would be appropriate.




-y

..




uone)msuod
ue|q (o0 Iopun Sof . mop Jai :[o1Ld] paauswwo)

(43

€€ Jo z¢ obed

S [e|qe|ieae

spunj ay} pasoxa Apeslje Jeak

1ey) ui Buipuny Ajiqises) Jo) sjsanbal
JoAemoy /1/910g Jeak ul si Buipuny
Joy Anunuoddo s|qejiese jsaiues

ay] ‘puny 0} SAIPN}S YDIYM SuIuLSIap
0} 9PIMAIUNOD UDY) pUe SISeq apim
Jousip e uo Apsuiy DOH Aq peshuoud
* 91e poAIDdal sysanbal Apnys
Aunqisesy jiy ‘uoneusws|diul mojje
0} Buipun} papiwwod aianbai Ajjeuuou
pinom sawayos uonesnuoud sjqeus
0] “pepuny aq |Iim Asay) Jey) ssjuelenb
ou s| aJay) pue Japio Alwoud ui pajs)
J0u 3le sjusuialels podsuely ay)

U] SaWaYyos 8y "9|qe|leAe Sawe0aq
Buipuny usym uoneuswaldw

- 10 sa1pns-A)|IqISes) Jo} SSWayos
|enuajod se sjuswsjels podsuel|
Joussip allysdweH jse3 pue
13)S8YDUIAM 3Y) Ul paljijuepl ale ued
{euoneN ays jo uonosgralysdwieH
8y} Ul seweyds Hodsue Jiivadg

*Jea|0 uoiisod siy) 9Yew 0) papusiue e 4ai
ay) pue ue|d 12207 ay) Jey) 1senbai app “sjusweanosdwi podsuel) JaAaiep
0} pasn usaq sey Huipuny 90| UOIDAS jey) Aem awes su) ul ‘sjuswslels

Hodsuel | JouISIp Y} Ul paynuap! sjuswaAosduwi Hodsues) sy} JaAISP O)
pepaau aq ||im Buipuny JORO pue |0 ‘9seD 8y} JoU S SIY L ‘LWSY) JOAlP
0} Buipuny 319 aunbai Jou |jm sped [euoneN 8y} uiym apnjoul Aayy

sswayos podsuel) ay) jey) pawnsse-6uiaq si )l 12U 4| 3y} Jo Aewwns uejd L19A119Q

:uonejuswa|duwy s|eos oi69jel)s ay) ui sjuswele)s podsuel] 1oinsip om) s,auysdweH aJnonnsenu|

pue saipn)s awayos Jodsuel) Buipuny Jo uaisnjoul sy wouy sseadde ) g ydesbeled 4Q| oy} uj- "ueld |E00T] ayjo yz

0j j1oadsas yym uosod yus.LNo ay) Jonlap 0} Auessadau ainjonuiselul sy o sjieysp sapiaoid (d4qai) ydesBesed pue | -
ay) Ino s}es aouepinb Buimol|o} ay ueld AisAljeq aimjonusenu] ay] jey) suiejdxe uejd ayy Jo g|°6 UORORS | jUSWIWOD) | 9L'6 ydeiBeied
juswiwo

) /uoddng | Jaqunp Aojjod

sjuswipualuy | sebueys pssodoid . Sjuawiwio) 1309lao | ydeiBeied

610z 190120 — asuodsay |1ouno) Ajuno) alysduiey
suondQ pausyaid uejd [eooT Ajuoyiny yied [euogeN sumoq Yynog

[~ ]



81as Adrog Jspun-Fog :[1 Ld] paruswuwo) w —e-

- L
€€ €€ Jo £¢ abed
. "auoje Ajjjiqissedoe pue uodsuel} Jey Japeolq
[ « PSSSBIPPE BJe AjIqou paliedul | stjuiod jeseuab sy) yBnoy; uass Ajiqisseose pue podsues) Bupapisuco
10 Pa)ItI| Yiim SSOU} JO Spasu oy 1eqy Ul passaippe a.e AJijiqow palfeduul JO PajILI| Lim SSOU) JO SPasu au)
SInsSus o} wie |jim sisuped Jsyisbo] | jeyl Buunsus o) Jejes Anidjay ose pinoo gLas Aoljod Ajjesunads aiop
BUDIOM U] "S}9a4)s OU0}Siy Uo ojyes ,s80e|d yum pajosuuoo sjdoad, uo uofoas sy U a1aymewos ueld ayy
J1ayjo pue s9|diyaA spoob Areay ul papnjoul aq Ajjnydjay 1ybiw juswsiels e yong "Uo 0S PUE LOHEaIoa)
Jo yoedwi BY} JoUISS) 0} SAINSEAW pue | Joj seiiunpoddo pue seynos Buiuue|d ‘suondo Ayjiqissaooe pue podsues
‘Buiwies siyes pue Bupped apko. ‘Sewoy Mmau Jo swJa) ul siy) aq ‘Ajljiqow pasedu 10 pajwI| yum
‘sajnol 9joko pue sAem)oo} paroidw 950U} 40} sjuswuoiiAua Ayjenb yBiy jo yJomau e poddns Jo sjeyjioe | .
Buipnjour ‘seweyds juswiabeueus | pinoys uoisincid aimonyiseyu; pue Juswdojeasp mau jje jo Bujuueyd ay |
oijes; jo uonejuawsjdwi ay) ybnoayy : "
SO|Io.) JUSIU3AU0D pue ajes spiacid ‘ueid sy} Ul spew aq pjnod syulod
0} s1adojaAap pue sisumopue] asay Buisiubooas Juswielels e i |njdjay pasepISucd aq jins pinom i
'S|ounog Jouisiq ‘sauoyIny | ‘esje auoAue o} Apuaiayip ou pajess) aq pinoys Ay} yeyi uy Aojjod Aians
podsuer] 12007 3y} ynmpom | uidispun pinoys AjiqoLu Pajiwl| ylim 8s0U) JO Spasu U} JO UOHRIBPISUDD
™ YdNQAS @y “ejeudoidde asaym 18U} pajdadoe si i 9lym pue ‘anss| AIaAs J8A0D pjnom yoiym Aoljod
 -‘sanuao abejjiA pue umo) ul s1epy | 8jodsaq e epnjoul 0} YnolIp 8q PInoMm 31 jey) paBpajmouoe si ) ISIIYM
8s1oy pue s)sioho ‘sueuysapad .
Aq Juswanow o} usnib aq M Aioud, "Ayiqow pastedwil Jo paywi| yum aidoad / ejdoad pajqesip AjiesisAyd
Aq paoey swajqoid oy} Apoanp ssaippe o} sjiey AjBulwaes ueld ey Jey}
‘SMO||0} | 95s 0} PaWIBOUOD SI JIDUNOD AUNOD BY) Y)esH 2lignd Joj sanijqisuodsal
se 81as £21|od 0 G juiod pusiuy Buiney pue saoinss 8JeD) [BI0G PUB YNPY 4O JopIrcid & Sy JuawwoD uojssjwQl
. jus IO
JHoddng | Jequinp Asijo4
Sjuswipuswy  sabueyn pesodoiyg sjuswwon 1193lqo f ydesBeied
$10Z 13q0j2Q - asuodsay jpuno) fjuno) anysduey
suopRdQ pailsjeld ue|d [eo0 Ajuoyiny yied |euoneN sumo( ynosg




R |
MR Historic England
istoric Englan

CIL Consultation Ourref: HD/P3331/01

South Downs National Park Authority Yourref:

South Downs Centre

North Street ' Telephone: .
01483 252040

Midhurst 3 ’ ; ' Fax =~ 3RS0

West Sussex, GUz2g 9DH
21% October 2015

Dear Sir or Madam,'
SDNPA CIL Draft Charging Schedule

Thank you for your e-mail of 3™ September advising Historic England of the consultation on
the Authority’s CIL Draft Charging Schedule. We are pleased to make the followmg
comments.

In our comments on the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule in April last year, we advised
the Authority, in developing its Charging Schedule, to be aware of the implications of any
CIL rate on the viability and effective conservation of the historic environment and heritage
assetsin development proposals. We cited potential circumstances where this issue might
arise €.g, where the viability of a scheme designed to respect the setting of a heritage asset
in terms of its quantum of development could be threatened by the application of CIL and
potential issues for schemes which are designed to secure the long term viability of a
heritage asset.

We explained that we encourage local authorities to assert in their CIL Charging Schedules
their right to offer CIL relief in exceptional circumstances where development which affects
heritage assets and their settings may become unviable it was subject to CIL, and that we
also urge local authorities to then offer CIL relief where these circumstances apply.

We note that the Authority makes no mention of its right to offer CIL relief in the Draft
Charging Schedule. However, we trust that the Authority will bear our advice in mind and
consider offering relief if the circumstances are appropriate. -

We hope these comments are helpful. Please contact me if you have any queries.

Thank you again for consulting Historic England.

Cont'd

Za Historic England, Eastgate Court, 195-205 High Street, Guildford GU1 3EH *
ENA A Telephone 01483 25 2020 HistoricEngland.org.uk Stonewall
S £ lepho 325 gland.
: ) Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy. SINEISITY CHAMPIOH

Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.




Yours sincerely,

“Martin Small ,
Principal Adviser, Historic Environment Planning
(Bucks, Oxon, Berks, Hampshire, loW, South Downs National Park and Chichester)

E-mail: martin.small@historicengland.org.uk

& %, Historic England, Eastgate Court, 195-205 High Street, Guildford GU1 3EH
E\V%} Telephone 01483 25 2020 HistoricEngland.org.uk

Iq’faa\-"' 3 Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available:

*Stonewall

DIVERSITY CHAMPION
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Gareth Giles
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From: ' Jackie Porter

Sent: 28 October 2015 11:49

To: CIL

Subject: Response to draft document- support with changes

I support the general thrust of the draft document, and understand the decision to publish any changes as -
outlined in the paper, but for ease of understanding and financial clarity, could the plans for charging be
published with a start and end date so developers will know their financial commitment ?

The payment of CIL minus the sum which excludes the space which will be demolished is not a realistic
sum. For example, if a barn is demolished to build a new building, it was by definition, not used. Therefore
the creation of usable space should be included in the sum demanded. :
Proof of use within the last five years would provide an exclus10n for this sum.

I believe that this should be changed within the document.

There are also buildings just outside the park, where the land overspills into the SDNP boundary. I presume

‘the CIL demanded by the LA will bring in the same CIL incomefor education, transport , infrastructure etc?

How can we ensure this happens?

kindest regards
Jackie Porter

Liberal Democrat Spokesperson for children in Hampshire

County Councillor representing residents and businesses in the Itchen Valley Division

Charity Trustee

published as an email by Jackie Porter, The Down House, Ifchen Abbas, Wihches'-ter S021 1AX.
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Gareth Giles

——— - — _—

Sent: ; ctober :

To: CIL

ce B
Subject: CIL charging schedule

Comment on the Infrastructure Deli\)ery Plan

I am not clear from reading this document that there is sufficient clarity about how CIL is to be spent on
providing additional school places in support of housing development.

At para 33, the document states: “SDNPA has complete discretion over the location and type of infrastructure
provided” and at para 36 ‘the agreed mechanism for prioritising the projects on the IDP for CIL funding is yet to be
finalised. | can’t see anything in the document that defines how much CIL should be allocated to schoollng apart
from global figures in the table at para 29: : : :

Primary Education £12,620,000
Secondary Education £777,000

(The amount for secondary seems strangely small.)

| think it is unsatisfactory that “the agreed mechanism for prioritising the projects” has not been defined and
published. It is important that a developer’s substantial contribution through CIL should have a direct link to the
cost of providing appropriate educational resource. Accordingly, | object to the IDP on these grounds.

Regards
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South Downs National Park
Community Infrastructure Levy
Consultation October 2015

Comments of Liss Parish Council

(incorporating comments from the Liss Village Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group)

1.

Liss Parish Council strongly objects to the proposed residential charging regime in the
draft CIL Charging Schedule. It maintains the general points made at the time of the

_consultation on the preliminary charging schedule in 2014 but they are updated below.

Liss Parish Council does not consider that the evidence justifies different CIL rates
across the park and considers the use of different rates will significantly impact on the
provision of infrastructure. The Council is strongly of the view that the rate set for Liss _
should be the same as for Petersfield. In view of the general level of high economic
viability, the numerous anomalies in the data, and the need to ensure that a fair share
of money is available to be invested locally it is a questionable whether there is a need
for any differentiation between different places.

a. The analysis on which the differential charging rate for Liss is based is
significantly flawed and unreliable '

In our view the basis for making distinctions between Liss and other areas is flawed
and unreliable and is not sufficiently robust as to justify the differential rate that it is
proposed to be applied to Liss. This is because:

i. The work undertaken by DSP on which the differential charges are based used the
settlement hierarchy originally proposed by the Park Authority that separated the
central part of Liss from Liss Forest, West Liss and Hill Brow. Their analysis produced
a rate of £100 per square metre for the central part of Liss but the other areas were
included in the area covered by £200 per square metre.

However, the draft local plan is now proposing to define Liss as including Liss Forest
and West Liss with the central part of Liss. It appears that the £100 per square metre
now relates to that larger settlement of Liss. Thus, areas which were previously
covered by £200 per square metre are now to be included in the £100 per square
metre.  There appears to be no justification of this change to the charge. Indeed, it
appears that the impact of this change in the definition of the settlement on the CIL rate
has been overlooked. More generally, it illustrates the arbitrary nature of the distinction
between different charging levels, which are sensitive to redrawmg boundaries even
though there is no change on the ground.

ii. The data used by DSP is not robust. Most of it relates to the sale of existing
properties and not new build, even though the CIL only applies to new build. In fact,
the data in Appendix Il of their report shows that for new residential build the values




per square metre are higher in Liss than Petersfield, Midhurst and other areas. While -
that data may be dismissed as based on few sales that simply emphasises that the
data is not robust and is an insufficient basis for making fine distinctions between one
area and another.

It is not helped that the DSP viability assessment is extremely poor in carrying through
and justifying the argument from the data through to its conclusjons. For example,
tables and figures are not numbered, there are few clear references in the text to which
particular data is relied on, and why, and the textual references to Liss are frankly
incoherent in places (see, for example, the wording of the table under para 31 of the
executive summary). '

b. There is lack of perspective in the approach to differential rates, particularly
for Liss ’
. The area of the park as a whole has some of the highest levels of residential value and
economic viability in the country, which is acknowledged by the DSP viability
assessment (see para 3.2.4). The legislation is designed to ensure that CIL does not
jeopardise economic viability in areas of low value, for example, in parts of the north of
England. Within the context of the park, with high levels of economic viability and few,:
if any, areas at risk of development that is not economically viable the case for
significant differences in rates is very weak. It is noticeable that in those areas
adjoining the park that have an approved CIL charge the ranges covered by the rates
are significantly smaller than that proposed in'the park. East Hants District Council are
proposing a rate of £180 for Liphook, a village close to and similar to Liss which is
partly within and partly outside the park, and it is only for Whitehall/Bordon a town
where development is being promoted and values are relatively low that CIL rates as
low as for Liss are proposed in East Hampshire.

. In fact, the viability assessment by DSP makes it clear that CIL will only have a

marginal impact on economic viability (see para 2.11.3 for example). The information
in Appendix Il of the DSP report and comments in the assessment (see paras 3.2.3
and 3.2.4, for example) also show that there is considerable variation in values at a
local level between settlements in the rural area. :

. Against the background of the position of the park as a whole and the uncertain
variation at a local level, the justification for treating all the rural area as one, and the
differentiation of the major settlements from adjoining areas, is totally inadequate. The
application of very wide differences in the level of charge is not adequately justified as
necessary to maintain economic viability, and there is no recognition of the anomalies
that will resuit. The CIL guidance emphasises the need to take a pragmatic view (Para
28). ‘

c. The overall approach to charging within the national park does not follow
government guidance

. Government regulations and guidance require that the charging authority in setting levy
rates “must aim to strike what appears to the charging authority to be an appropriate
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balance between the desirability of funding infrastructure from the levy and the potential

- effects (taken as a whole) of the imposition of CIL on the economic viability of

development across the area” (Para 7 of DCLG Community Infrastructure Levy, April
2013). Subsequent paragraphs of the guidance state that a starting point is
establishing a CIL infrastructure funding target based on infrastructure costs (Para 14)
and that charging authorities should demonstrate how the charging rates support
development (Para 21). The charging rates put forward, however, are based entirely
on the DSP viability assessment. There is no analysis of infrastructure needs across
the area and in the draft Infrastructure Dellvery Plan there is no detail on the
infrastructure needs of the park. :

. We acknowledge that government regulation and gwdance specify that differential
* rates between places should only be based on malntamlng economic viability.

However, the proper approach should be to justify the level of charge required for the
park as a whole, taking account of the balance between infrastructure need and
economic viability, and then look at the issue of differentiation based solely on the
question of economic viability. :

d. The proposed charges for Liss would militate against the provision of
adequate infrastructure in Liss

. The draft CIL charging schedule shows that for Liss the difference between applying .

the proposed £100 or, say, the £150 applied in Petersfield would be £405,000 on the
minimum of 90 market homes proposed on greenfield sites in Liss. A proportlon of any
monies ralsed by the levy.has to be spent locally (25% with our neighbourhood plan in
place) and Liss would therefore have significantly less money raised from each new"
residential unit than other areas. L
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Gareth Giles

__ ——————————y
From: I

Sent: 28 October 2015 16:42

To: CiL

Subject: IDP

Dear Sirs,

Your IDP has only today been drawn to my attentlon so | am writing to you in haste. -

There is a long time urgent need for a safe roadside path for horse riders and walkers alongside the B2116 from
Offham to Ditchling. A very large number of people who live in the villages just to the north of the Downs are deterred
from walking or riding on the hill because of the dangers of access. There are some short lengths of safe path that
have been created with the help of the Mid Sussex Area Bridleways Group and some of us local residents but they

need to be linked together
A recent survey revealed that there are at least 200 horses kept and ridden around East Chiltington so money spent

on this pro;ect would be put to good use.

B . This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
F www.avast.com







Gareth Gilei

— —————
From: Tom Ormesher <Tom.Ormesher@nfu.org.uk>
Sent: 27 October 2015 13:26
To: CiL .
Subject: CIL Consultatlon - NFU Response

Agricultural developments place no or in a few cases a very limited extra bur'de,n upon infrastructure: The CIL is
essentially a levy on the enhanced value of development land. There is no enhanced land value with agricultural
development and therefore the CIL would have to be paid from re'v'enue;ipotentially making many agricultural
developments unviable. This applies as much to the development of residential dwellings for essential farm workers
(subject to agricultural occupancy condition) as it does to any other type of farm development.

In our-reading of the charging schedule we might assume that residential for essential farm workers will be considered
as “self-build” and would therefore not attract a charge under the draft charging schedule. This is only our assumption
and may not be applied in the decision making process. For the avoidance of doubt, we suggest that essential rural
workers dwellings should be included as a discretionary addition to the list provided in Paragraph 14 of the

. consultation document. If this is not possible we recommend that a footnote is added to the Table in Paragraph 12,

which states that the charging schedule does not apply to esSenti.aI',r'Ural workers dwellings as these are considered a
farm development and consequently zero rated.

For agriculture to become sustainable in the future it will be essential that developments including all agriculture
buildings and structure’s, agriculturally tied buildings and any barn conversions are able to gain planning permission
easily and without any additional costs. We therefore respectfully request the changes as specified above.

With kind regards
Tom

Tom Ormesher
Regional Environment & Land Use Adviser

NFU South East Region
Unit 8 Rotherbrook Court
Bedford Road

Petersfield

Hampshire

GU32 3QG

01730 711950 (office)

01730 711953 (direct line)
07721 430849 (mobile)

(7NFU

Thank you for Backing British

This e-mail is from the National Farmers' Union ("the NFU") or one of the organisations ("the Organisations") permitted by the
NFU to use the NFU network. The information contained in this e-mail and in any attachments is intended for the named'
recipient and may be privileged or confidential. If you receive this e-mail in error please notify the NFU immediately on 024
7685 8500. Do not copy it, distribute it or take any action based on the information contained in it. Delete it immediately from
your computer. Neither the NFU nor the sender accepts any liability for any direct, indirect or consequential loss arising from
any action taken in reliance on the information contained in this e-mail and gives no warranty or representation as to its

i




-accuracy or reliability. Nor does the NFU accept any liability for viruses which may be transmitted by it. It is your responsibility
to scan the e-mail and its attachments (if any) for viruses. The NFU may monitor and read both incoming and outgoing e- ma1|

communlcatlons to protect its Iegltlmate interests.

NFU, Registered in England Noa 245E
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Q1
Do you have any comments on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule?

Large Format Retail.

It is unclear whether the rate of £120/sqm is proposed to be applied to
outlets such as garden centres which potentially could be regarded as
"retail" selling "other ranges of goods,catering for mainly car-borne
users" or whether this sector would-fall into the "All other developmenf "
category?

It is assumed that the £120/sqm CIL rate would not apply, cnd that the
policy is targeted at foodstores and retail parks, as whilst £120/sgm
may be‘a sus’ralnable rate to opply to a foodstore or retail warehouse

| developmen’r it would not be a sustainable rate to apply to a garden

centre development or extension. Clarity in your Schedule would be
helpful to avond any future confusion.

If we are wrong in our assumphons then we would take issue wn’rh the
rate of £120/sqm for garden centres as this would be totally
unsustainable and we would submit that they should instead be rated at

0.
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CIL Consultation -

South Downs National Park Authority
South Downs Centre

North Street

Midhurst

West Sussex

DU29 9DH

25 October 2015

Our Ref: 15/2659

Dear Sirs

South Downs National Park Authority Community Infrastructure Lévy (CIL) Draft Charging Schedule Cons’uitation

On behalf of our clients, Mr Miles Leslie and Mr Oliver Leslie, please find below representatioris made in response to the South
Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Draft Charging Schedule, which is out for public
consultation until Wednesday 28" October 2015.

Residential Charging Rate

The NPPF, at paragraphs 173 and 178, explains that policy burdens on development and planning obligations should not
threaten viability or deliverability. Evidence is needed to demonstrate that the proposed rates will be viable for the sufficient
number and type of developments upon which the development plan relies over the course of the plan period. Otherwise there

is a danger that CIL wdl impact upon development delivery. g '

Although the Council’s approach in setting variable CIL rates for residential development across different parts of National Park -
area is identified within the Draft Charging Schedule, the range across the three zones is broad. Proposes rates of £150 per sq
m within Zone 1, £100 per sq m within Zone 2 and £200 per sq m for Zone 3 are identified within the Draft Charging Schedule.
In-setting CIL rates the SDNPA must strike an appropriate balance between the desirability of funiding infrastructure from the
levy and the potential effects {taken as a whole) of the imposition-of CIL on the economic viability of development across its
area. Further information relating to economic viability should be provided to support these differentials.

Given the extent of the National Park area and the variety of sites covered it is-important for a broader number of scenarios to
be tested prior to setting of the CIL rates. This is necessary to demonstrate that the figures used reflect true values which
extend across the National Park, and to ensure they reflect the regional disparities resutting from the different areas and forms
of development which exist within the National Park. Requirements to pay CIL at the rates proposed may affect the deliverability
of sites, thereby reducing the number of new homes provided and potentially damaging the National Park’s abulrty 1o meet its
housing requirements.

Directors Consultants )

Helen Cuthbert | Stuart Slatter | Claire Temple Caroline Dawson | Dan Templeton

Associate Director g Associates

Alastair Close Rob Scadding | Katie Turvey | Heather Vickers | Alan Williams | Nick Willock
www.planningpotential.co.uk info@planningpotential.co.uk

Planning Potential is a Limited Company registered in England No. 5419507 | Registered Office: 35 Ballards Lane, London N3 1XW




We welcome the inclusion within the Charging Schedule that the: SDNPA will accept, at its discretion, the CIL charge to be
offset in whole or.in part by the value of any infrastructure provided or constructed by the applicant. This choice is considered
appropriate to enable flexibility for developers to directly provide the infrastructure needed to support new development, rather
than paying for it indirectly through CIL charges; The potential benefits to small settlements and villages within-the National
Park as a result of infrastructure provision can be significant to the local community and therefore this proposed mechariism
to deliver local infrastructure improvements is supported.

m li

The Draft Charging -Schedule sets out how the SDNPA will accept, at its discretion, the payment of CIL by instalments:to
provide flexibility and support for more complicated developments”and that for larger developments “C/L payments can be
linked fo phased planning permissions over time".

It also sets out how the SDNPA willaccept, at its discretion, the CIL charge to be “offset in whole or in part by the value of any
infrastructure provided or constructed by the applicant. The CIL charge may also be offset in whole or in.part by the value of
any land transferred to the SDNPA, where it would support the provision of necessary infrastructure.”

Whilst we welcome the inclusion of implementation choices, we would suggest that there be more flexibility on the SDNPA’s
part regarding payment through instalments. The chargeable rates of up to £200 per sg m mean that a significant amount will
be owed to the SDNPA, even from smaller developments. This could result in issues of viability if the payment is to be made
in a single lump sum and as a consequence the deliverability of sites could be harmed, thereby reducing the potential for the
National Park to meet its requirements for new homes-across the Local Plan period.

The inclusion of an instalment policy is suitable to recognise that increased flexibility in paying the levy is essential for developers
because they may only have access to certain levels of funding throughout the construction process. For example, significant
up-front costs are often needed to unlock development. Funding is often dependent on sale volumes, market conditions and
lending criteria. If the Council were not to.offer flexibility and the ability to pay in instalments, this could threaten the deliverability
of development projects. Therefore, the option to pay through instalments should be mere widely available, for developments
of various sizes, rather than just for ‘complicated’ developments.

In providin_g an instalment policy, it is important that the following are covered:

»  The commencemerit of any instalment policy o adoption of CIL;

s The number of instalments that can be made by development size;

' . The timings of payments post commencement — based on timeframes which have regard to availability of capital
and average build rates; and ’

e The minimum development threshold which instalments would not apply (this should be set as low as possible).

b
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We trust that the above will be taken into account and ask the SDNPA to consider the points raised above and to make
_appropriate amendments to the Draft Charging Schedule before it. i§ submitted for examination. We would be most grateful to
be kept informed of progress. In the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact us should there be any queries regarding
the above. ' '

Yours sincerely,

Stuart Slatter

Director

Planning Potential
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Rapleys <

Commercial Property & Planning Consultants
Town Planning Consultancy
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RLG/518/46/2

28 October 2015

CIL Consultation

SDNPA CIt Project Mariager
South Downs Centre

North Street

Midhurst

West Sussex

GU29 9DH

‘Sent via email: CIL@southdowns.gov.uk

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: SOUTH DOWNS NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY (SDNPA) - COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE

EVY (CIL) DRAFT CHED ONSULTATI E

We act on behalf of Callstone Ltd and are instructed to submit represeritations in respect of the
above consultation. Representations were previously made in respect of the Preliminary Draft
Charging Schedule, in April 2014, and our comments should be cross-referenced.

Calistone Ltd is the owner of the Shoreham Cements Works (SCW), Upper Beeding within South
Downs National Park (SDNP). Within the SDNP Local Plan (Preferred Options) Policy SD32
identifies SCW as one of three strategic sites. Our client is therefore a key stakeholder within the
SDNP and these representations are made to ensure that the delivery of the site is not
undermined by the mtroductuon of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CiL) charge.

At this stage, we are not making any specific representati‘ons on the viability evidence (January
2014) afthough we may wish to do so in the future (particularly if it is updated in advance of any
Exarﬂmatlon on the Charging Schedule). Rather, the main focus of these representations is based
upon the content of the draft Charging Schedule and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (September

. 2015).

Accordingly, we set out our comments below:
1. . Proposed Chargeable Development:

* As previously stated, we consider it is correct and proper to limit chargeable development
to residential and large format retailing; these types of development are most likely to be
able to sustain additional development costs, such as CIL. Other uses, such as
employment, tourism and leisure, which are promoted across the SDNP, are unlikely to be
capable of being viable with a CIL liability. ‘

51 Great Marlborough Strest, LONDON W1F 7JT
T: 0370777 6292 F:0207439 7678 E:info@rapleys.co.uk www.rapleys.co.uk
Also at: Huntingdon Bristol Edinburgh and Ménchester
Rapleys LLP ig'regjstarad as a Limited Liability Partnership in-England and Weles, Reglstration No: 0C308311

Reglstered lofﬁos at Falcon Road, Hinohingbrooke Business Park, HUNTINGDON PE29 6FG
Afull list of is available for i at our Regj Office during normal business hours

Regulated By RICS.

Rapleys LLP operatss an Envi Systam which complles with tha requirements of SO 14001:2004 ~ Certificata No. EMS 525645
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As previously commented, we consider that the threshold for defining ‘large format retail’
at a net retail selling space of over 280 sq.m, is significantly too low. Instead, it is
considered that the threshold should be in line with the NPPF retail impact threshold of
_.2,500 sq.m, a level of retail provision which could reasonably be commensurate with
‘large format’ and would be able to sustain a CIL liability.

In addition, it is noted that when the previous consultation representations were reportéd
to Committee, in the CIL Consultation Response Summary (Agenda ltem 11, 26 June
2014), it was stated that the 2,500sq.m threshold would be explored at the next stages.
However, there is no further evidence on this point.

Differential Residential CIL Rates:

It is noted that SDNP has not amended thé dlfferentlal residential rates for geographical
zones since the previous consultatlon :

As per our previous representations, the zonal approach assumes that the cost associated
with bringing forward sites in Zone 3 would be the same, notwithstanding whether they
are greenfield or brownfield, and ignores the h|gher costs associated with developing
brownfield sites.

The CIL Consultation Response Summary states that viability consultant’s are of the view
that “strategic sites” may need to be considered for a lower rate and would need to be set
as a differential zone. However, more detail on the proposal development and
infrastructure costs will' need to determine any CIL treatment through a site-specific
viability appraisal and CIL Regulation 123 infrastructure list.

However, the current consultation does not include different rates for “strategic sites”
therefore, we would reserve our 'clien_t’s position for Examination when the development
proposal and infrastructure requirements$ have evolved.

Payment by Instalments:

The inclusion of payment instalments is supported to ensure payment can be phased, to
provide flexibility and support for more complicated or larger scale schemes (such as
SCW). It is noted that ah “instalment policy” will be published alongside the adopted
Charging Schedule and we reserve the right to comment on the policy at Examination.

Relief for Exceptional Circumstances:

The inclusion of reliéf for exceptional circumstances is supported to provide flexibility to
dez_al with complex sites (such as SCW) which are proved to have exceptional costs or other
requiréemernits which make them unviable.

|




5. Relief for Charitable Investment Activities:

Again, there is no objection to this in principle, as long as it is ‘ensured that other schemes
do not need to subsidise/bear the burden of the infrastructure costs that these schemes
will incur.

6. Relief for Low Cost Market Housing:

Support is reiterated for relief for low cost marking housing, in principle, as it will foster
the provision of new houSing within the SDNP to meet local needs. This relief may be
particularly important on large scale sites, such as SCW, where viability will be at a ‘tipping
point’.

7. Infrastructure Delivery Plan

It is noted that SDNP has prepared an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) (September 2015)
to idéntify infrastructure projects that the CIL will be used for, and those projects which fall
outside. However, the IDP although stating (at page 7) that over 400 projects have been
identified, a complete list has not been provided and details of how these projects qualify
for CIL funding. At present, a sumrﬁary table (at page 10) groups the potential CIL funding
reqUired. into seven categories and. into further sub-categories.:

In order to prevent “double dipping”, whereby contributions are effectively made twice for
the same infrastructure provision- it is requested that a complete list of the infrastructure
projects and a CIL Regulations 123 infrastructure list is made available in advance of
examination. '

Conclusion

Given the importance of SCW to the delivery of planned growth and landscape restoration within
SDNP, Callstone Ltd is a key stakeholder. These representations are made to ensure that the
delivery of SCW, a key “strategic site” identified within the SDNP, is not undermined by the
introduction of CIL. In these terms, we request you keep us informed of the progress of the draft
CiL and its Examination. We dlso wish to reserve the right to attend the Examination.

_We trust that these representations are received as ‘duly made’ and that any comments made in
this submission will be taken forward in the SDNPA’s continuation of adopting a CIL charging
schedule. If you have any further queries then please do riot hesitate to contact Simon Chapman

(sic@rapleys.co.uk Tel: 07836 262279).

Yours faithfully,

Kagheys
Rapleys LLP

info@rapleys.co.uk
0870 777 6292
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Thomas

Eggar

Thomas Eggar LLP ~
Belmont House Statlon Way
Crawley West Sussex RH10 1JA

Telephane +44 (0)1293 742 700
Facsimite  +44 (0)1293 742 999
DX no. 85715 Crawley

CIL Consultation .
South Downs National Park Authority
South Downs Centre

North Street ’ : i '
MIDHURST, West Sussex ByLe malrl} sad oY pvost
GU29 9DH e

Our ref: PPG/NG/45107711/Santon
Your ref:

28 October 2015
Dear Sirs

South Downs National Park:: Community Infrastructure Régulations
Draft Charging Schedule consultation response

We represent Santon North Street Limited, a development company promoting the
devglopment of a substantial site in Lewes, in the South Downs National Park.

We are responding to the South Downs National Park Authority’s Draft Charging Schedule
consultation in order to reiterate our client’s concerns about the proposed charges and the
report on which they are based. Our client previously responded to the preliminary draft
charging schedule consultation in March 2014, and wishes to reserve the right to give
eVIdence at the examination of the charging schedule if necessary.

We understand from conversations with the CIL Officer that the SDNPA has commissioned
an updated viability report from Dixon Searle, but that this will not be received until after
this consultation closes on 28 October 2015.

As the purpose of the updated viability schedule is to inform the rates contained in the draft
charging schedule, we are concerned that this consultation is somewhat premature. We
would request that the consultation be re-opened once the revised viability - report is
available to allow interested parties to comment on its content.

A. Impact of CIL on the Viability of Strategic Sites

As stated in our earlier representations (enclosed), we are -concerned that Dixon Searle’s
viability assessment expressly excludes the consideration of strategic developments within
the National Park. Since the Lewes District Council and South Downs National Park
Authority, Lewes District Local Plan Part 1- Joint Core Strategy (JCS) was published in
January 2013, a proposal to allocate a strategic site (under Policy SP3) will have been

known.

A hybrid planning application (ref: SDNP/15/01146/FUL) relating to what is known as the
North Street Quarter (belng part of the policy area) has been submitted in accordance with
Policy SP3. The application is due to be considered at planning committee in December

2015.
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We have previously argued that this site should be treated as a strategic site for the
purposes of CIL, and a bespoke viability assessment should be carrled out to address the
very high levels of remediation works and additional infrastructure required to bring the
scheme forward. ‘We are disappointed that these representations have not been taken on
board.

Given the sheer size and extent of the proposed development scheme and the SDNPA's
ambitious timetable for adopted its Charging Schedule, it remains possible that permission
for the site will not be granted until after the Chargmg Schedule has come into effect. As
such, we:again urge the SDNPA to: :

1 Conduct a detailed apprajsal on the impact of CIL on the viability of the site (which is
allocated as a strategic site under Policy SP3 in the JCS and under Policy SD34 in
the South Downs Local Plan Preferred Options); and

2. Due to the high level of infrastructure costs involved in the proposed regeneration
works, seriously consider either allocating the site as a nil-rate charging zone for CIL
purposes or introducing a much lower residential charging rate in relation to it.

B. Concerns about Proposed Residential Charging Rates

We remain concerned that the SDNPA has set a proposed charging rate before it has
finalised its affordable housing strategy for the National Park. This concern was raised in
our representations in March 2014, and from the consulitation documentation published in
respect of the draft charging schedule, very little progress appears to have been made on
the affordable housing strategy for the National Park in the interim.

We ‘should be grateful if the SDNPA would consider postponing further work on its CIL
charging schedule until there is greater clarity on the Authority’s Affordable Housing
position. - Alternatively, if there have been significant developments with the Park’s
Affordable Housing Strategy over the last 18 months, then the updated proposals should be
published and the draft charging schedule should be re-consulted upon in light of them.

For the reasons set out in our earlier submissions, we also remain concerned that the
proposed residential rates of £100 to £200 per square metre are too high given the type of
developments that are likely to come forward in the National Park and the costs associated
with the higher standards of design and sustalnablllty required for development within the
Park.

C. Exceptidﬁal Circumstances Relief

Given the high infrastructure costs inherent in redeveloplng brown field or previously
developed schemes, we  are dlsappomted that the SDNPA does not propose adopting

exceptional circumstances relief within the National Park.

The viability of any particular development scheme is finely balanced and will fluctuate
depending on the costs involved in the development, the state of the economy when the
development comes forward, and the SDNPA’s own policy position on matters such as
ecological offsetting and affordable housing. By adopting exceptional circumstances relief,
the SDNPA will have the flexibility to allow strategic development schemes to come forward
by exempting them from the CIL charge or reducing' it in certain circumstances.

The role that: could be played by this relief is partlcularly important given the SDNPA's
current position not to consider any strategically important sites when commissioning the
viability assessment that underpins the draft charging schedule. Dixon Searle themselves
acknowledge that the assessment conducted does not address strategic sites, nor does it
take adequate account of the infrastructure requirements of this scheme. Adopting this

2
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relief would. enable the SDNPA to remedy these deficiencies in the evidence base of the
charging schedule in appropriate circumstances.

D. Provision of Land and Infrastructure In Kind

Whilst we welcome the SDNPA’s decision to adopt policies allowing for CIL to be paid
through the provision of land or infrastructure, we would reiterate the importance of
_ énsuring that the land or infrastructure provided is sufficiently connected to the scheme so
as to enhance or enable the development to come forward. The more detailed
representations set out in our response to the preliminary draft charging schedule

consuitation continue to apply.
E. Relief for Low-Cost Market Housing

' Low-Cost- Market Housing is often requested in order to assist with delivering affordabie
housing to local residents but is excluded from the NPPF's definition of Affordable Housing
(and therefore Ineligible for Affordable Housing CIL Relief). As such, it would be desirable
for the SDNPA to adopt a discretionary relief that exempts Low ‘Cost Market Housing from
CIL on the same terms as the Affordable: Housing relief exempts other “official” forms of
Affordable Housing Provision - such as shared ownership or affordable rented housing.

F. Instailments

We welcome the SDNPA’s decision to adopt an instalments policy for CIL although we are
disappointed that the details of the Instalments policy will not be consulted on:

As you are aware, managmg cash-flow is a vital part of any development prOJect Adoptmg

"a policy to allow for the payment of CIL by instalments would allow developers to spread
the cost of the levy throughout the life-span of the project which, in turn, would increase
the likelihood of consented schemes being delivered.

For reasons detailed in our earlier representations, we would recommend that any

instalment policy should link the instalments to the pace of the actual development and
should not link the instalments to an arbitrary time frame following on from the date the

development is commenced

We hope you find these thoughts helpful. We will be happy to discuss any aspect of them
with you or your team at any convenient moment. .

Yours faithfully

T S

Thomas Eggar LLP

Email: “nicola.gooch@thomaseggar.com
Direct Dial: 01293 742868

Enc
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Thomas Eqgar LLP
Belmont House Statlon Way
Crawley West Sussex RHIO 1JA

Talephone +44 (011293 742 700
Facsimlle +44 (0)1293 742 999
DX no. 85715 Crawley

CIL Project Manager

South Downs National Park Authority

Hatton House'

Bepton Road

MIDHURST, West Sussex

GU29 9LU : Our ref: PPG/CD/NG/AMW
Your ref:

31 March 2014

Dear Sirs

South Downs National Park: Community Infrastructure Regulations
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation Response

We represent Santon North Street Limited, a development company promoting the
development of a substantial site in North East Lewes, in the South Downs National Park.

We have been instructed to respond to the South Downs National Park Authority's
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule consultation, In order to_express our client's concerns
about the proposed charges and the report on which they are based.

A  Impact of CIL on the viability of strategic sites
At paragraph 2._10.3 of Dixon Searle's Viability Assessment ('the Report') It states:

'On larger, strategic scale allowances would need to be made for increased levels of
‘infrastructure (through s.106) assuming the requirement for on-site provision in these
cases. Through discussions with NPA Officers it was decided that schemes of
this scale were unlikely to come forward within the National Park within the
life of the first charging schedule, Should this position change then a review of
larger scale strategic sites and associated infrastructure/on-site s.106 requirements

would be needed.’
(Our emphasis)

Santon is currently promoting a major strateglc development scheme in the North East
Quarter of Lewes. This is an area which is in need of significant investment and
regeneration. The site is supported for redevelopment in the emerging draft Joint Core
Strategy for the town, which was produced jointly by both the South Downs National Park
Authority ("SDNPA') and Lewes District Council.

Spatial Policy 3 of the submission draft core strategy proposes that the site be allocated for:

6 Approximately 350 residential units, predominantly focused towards the northern part
of the site;

° Between 4,000 square metres and 5,000 square metres of Bla office_ floor space;
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. Retail floor space that meets a qualitative need in the town, predominantly for
comparison goods; '

e A hotel;
° The redevelopment or relocation of the existing food store;

e - Other uses that are deemed to aid the successful delivery of a new neighbourhood,.
whilst not undermining the wider function of the town (this could inctude A2 financial
and professional services, A3 restaurants and cafés, A4 drinking establishments, AS
hot food takeaways and community floor space); and

. D1 medical and health services, and D2 leisure floor space.

_Given the well-established development aspirations for fhe site, and our client's long-
running negotiations with both Lewes District Council and the SDNPA, It is surprising that
this scheme was not included as a strategic development site in the viability assessment.

As you are aware, the regeneration works proposed will include significant on-site
infrastructure costs - for example, the currently proposed flood defences for the scheme
include a podium deck below residential accommodation; new flood defences along the west
bank of the river Ouse, and extending considerably to the west of the development site to
complete the 'ring' of Lewes' flood defences; temporary flood defences between Phase 1
and Phase 2 which will operate between the completion of Phase 1 and the completion of
Phase 2, and the phase 2 flood defences, .

Given the sheer size and extent of the proposed development scheme and the SDNPA's
ambitious timetable for adopted its Charging Schedule, it is possible that permission for the
site will not be granted until after the Charging Schedule has come into effect. As such, we
should be grateful If the SDNPA would: ‘

1 Conduct a detailed appralsal on the impact of CIL on the viability of the site (which is
recognised as a strategic site in the emerging core strategy); and =

2 Owing to the high level of infrastructure costs involved in the proposed regeneration '

works, seriously consider allocating the site as a nil-rate charging zone for CIL
purposes, :

The alternative will be to run the risk that Santon will finish up in a high stakes race with
the SDNPA's adoption team, as Santon tries to get planning permission issued before the
scheme is made unviable by the adoption of CIL. That would not be conducive with the
proper consideration of the planning issues that a major strategic development scheme
warrants. It is an unnecessary scenario, and one that can be easily avoided.

B Concerns about proposed re‘_sid‘e'ntlal charging rates

We are concerned that the SDNPA Has set a proposed charging rate before it has finalised

its affordable housing strategy for the National Park. As the report acknowledges, the level
of affordable housing provision required by a local planning authority is one of the key
factors in establishing the potential viability of a scheme and the CIL levy that it can be
realistically expected to bear. Although we acknowledge that both the proposed CIL rates,
and the SDNPA's affordable -housing strategy are at an early stage, the two are very closely
linked and the impact of one upon the other needs to be borne in mind throughout the

development of both policies. :

CH: 2423850_1




r

—==my

We should be grateful therefore if the SDNPA wouid consider postponing further work on its
CIL charging schedule until there is greater clarity on the Council's Affordable Housing

position.

Similarly, we are concerned that the SDNPA appears to have begun the process of setting

'its CIL rates before it has firmly established:

¢ What infrastructure Is required in the National Park during the lifespan of the charging
.schedule;

) How much it is llkely to cost to fund this infrastructure, and what funding is currently
available for it; and i

. Whether or not there is.actually an infrastructure funding gap such as to necessitate
the introduction of a CIL Charging Schedule at all. .

Without this evidence, it is impossible to verify whether the rates proposed are reasonable,
Further, it Is not possible that the SDNPA can meet its legal duty to strike a balance
between the desirability of funding necessary infrastructure projects, and the impact of
introducing CIL on the viability of development schemes In its area, without knowing (i}
which infrastructure projects are 'necessary' for the purposes of the Regulations; and (i)
how much money (if any) is required to fund the required infrastructure projects. Without
an awareness of what will comprise one side of the equation, and its cost, it is simply
impossible properly to conduct the necessary balancing exercise. ;

In addition to the above, we are concerned that the proposed residential rates of £100 to
£200 per square metre are too high, given the type of developments that are likely to come

forward in the National Park.

As the report recognises, because of the setting and protections afforded to the National
Park, the vast majority of development schemes bought forward will involve in-fill sites or
previously developed or brown field land. These types of sites involve much higher site
preparation and infrastructure costs, as well as site-specific issues such as demolition and
rebuilding, neighbour protection, decontamination works, and archaeological [nvestigations
which are likely to be more common. oo

For those rare schemes that are granted permission to proceed on green field sites, the
ecological off-setting and landscaping requirements for the scheme are likely to be
extensive, and it does not appear that these costs have been adequately accounted for,

c Exceptional circumstances relief

Given the high infrastructure costs inherent in redeveloping brown field or previously
developed schemes, we would urge the SDNPA to adopt exceptional circumstances rellef

within the National Park.

The viability of -any. particular development scheme is finely balanced and will fluctuate
depending on the costs involved in the development, the state of the economy when the
development comes forward, and the SDNPA's own policy position on matters such as
ecological off-setting and affordable housing. By adopting exceptional circumstances relief,
the SDNPA will have the flexibility to allow strategic or desirable, but unprofitable or
marginally profitable development schemes to come forward by exempting them from the
CIL charge or reducing it in certain circumstances. .

Simply exempting schemes from certain site-specific Section 106 obligations is unlikely to
be sufficient to counteract the negative impact of the CIL charge, particularly as not all
schemes would attract an affordable housing requirement or infrastructure costs which

3
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could be waived. Further, the types of strategic development which are most likely to be of
interest to the SDNPA, such as large regeneration or housing schemes, are precisely the
types of development which -are likely to carry heavy slte-specific infrastructure costs,
which will be funded under Section 106, and are most likely to quallfy for exceptional
circumstances relief. We therefore urge the SDNPA to adopt it.

D  Provision of land and infrastructure in kind

Whilst we would encourage the SDNPA to adopt policies allowing for CIL liability to be paid .

through the provision of land or infrastructure, care should be taken to ensure that the land
or infrastructure provided is sufficiently connected to the scheme so as to enhance or
enable the development to come forward.

One of the difficulties inherent in the CIL regime is that there is no obligation. for the
charging authority to deliver the items listed on its Regulation 123 list. This leaves open
the possibility that a development may be reliant on (for example) the creation of a new
road that has been included on the charging authority's Regulation 123 list, pays its
contribution for the road through the CIL charge, and then is unable to be delivered
because the required road does not come forward during the lifetime of the development's
planning permission. = A carefully drawn policy for payment through the provision of
infrastructure could go a long way to resolving this issue.

E Relief for low-cost mark_et housing

Low-cost market housing is often requested in order to assist with delivering affordable
housing to local residents, but is excluded from the NPPF's definition of Affordable Housing
(and therefore ineligible for Affordable Housing CIL Relief). As such it would be sensible for
the SDNPA to adopt a discretionary relief that exempts low cost market housing from CIL
on the same terms as the Affordable Housing relief exempts other 'official’ forms of
Affordable Housing provision - such as shared ownership or affordable rented housing.

F Instalments

As you are aware, managing cash-flow is a vital part of any development project. Adopting
a policy to allow for the payment of CIL by Instalments would allow developers to spread
the cost of the levy throughout the lifespan of the project, which in turn would increase the
_likelihood of consented schemes being delivered.

As such, we would strongly encourage the SDNPA to adopt a realistic instalment policy that
spreads the cost of CIL over a number or months or years (depending on the size of the
development scheme proposed).

We would recommend that any instalment policy should link the Instalments to the pace of
the actual development; and should not lirk the instalments to an arbitrary time frame
following on from the date the development is commenced. A

For very large schemes, the later stages of the development are often funded by sales
receipts from the earlier ones. A developer, when commencing the scheme, may not be
aware with any degree of certainty as to when they will be in funds to commence work on
the later stages of the scheme. Consequently, we would prefer to see CIL payments linked
to defined stages of the development, or to the commencement of (for example) the first,
fifty-first, one hundred and first etc houses, rather than two payments being made upon the
commencement of the development, and then on the six month, twelve month, or eighteen
month and so on anniversaries of that date. The reason for this is simple: a developer is
less likely to be willing to put that first shovel in the ground if the commitment to paying
CIL is on the entire slte over a defined time scale, than if they know they will only be paying

4
CH: 2423850_1



-—

CIL on the parts that they build out, and that further CIL will not become payable until they

start to build out further.

I 'h_ope you find these thoughts helpful. I will be happy to discuss any asp
you or your team at any convenient moment. : :

Yours faitHfulIy PP '
Thomas Eggar LLP '

Emall: nicola.gooch@thomaseggar.com
Direct Dial: 01293 742868 ‘ .
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Southdowns National Park Authority
Community Infrastructure Levy —Draft Charging Schedule

Representations on behalf of Comer Homes
28 October 2015

On behalf of Comer Homes we have reviewed South Down National Park Authority's Draft Charging
Schedule and ‘associated documents and have some comments as set ot below.

Comer Homes owns the former Syngenta site in Fernhurst. The raft charglng schedule classifies this site as
within Zone 3 where the rate is proposed at £200 per sq. m for residential development.

We are concerned thet our previous comments on the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule have not been

* taken into account. We remain anxious about the impact the proposed rates in the Draft Charging Schedule

will have on developments and that it may render them unviable. Additionally, the NPPF places a strong
emphasis on growth but the rates proposed in the Draft Charging Schedule are contrary to this and may in
effect curb growth. Our main concerns are set out below.

Regulation 14 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended) requires that a charging
authority, in setting levy rates, ‘must strike an appropriate balance between’ the desirability of funding
infrastructure from the levy and ‘the potential effects (taken as a whole) of the imposition of CIL on the
economic viability of development across its area’. Amendments to the CIL Regulations which came into
force on 24 February 2014 made an important change to Regulation 14 deleting the words aim to” and “what
appears to the charging authority to be” to strengthen this requirement.

. Paragraph 8 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance (December 2012) prowdes further guidance on

what is meant by the appropriate balance and states that:

“By providing additional infrastructure to support development of an area, the levy is expected to have
a positive economic effect on development across an area. In deciding the rate(s) of the levy for
inclusion in its draft charging schedule, a key consideration is the balance between securing
additional investment for infrastructure to support development and the potential economic effect of
imposing the levy upon development across their area.’

It is imperative that the evidence supporting CIL:

e clearly:outlines, and is based on an up to date list of, the key infrastructure projects required to
support developmeént (this being the key test of the Regulations);

e outlines an up to date, consistent and well informed evidence base of economic viability in order
to test various scenarios against CIL rates.

With regard to the preparation of Charging Schedules and supporting documentation it is important to have
due regard to the available Government guidance, notably, the CLG Community Infrastructure Levy — an
Overview (May 2011), CLG Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance (December 2012), CLG Community
Infrastructure Levy Relief (May 2011), the Planning Act 2008 and the CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended). It
is also important that the preparation of CIL is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF),
notably that it is delivery focused and ‘positively prepared’. Our comments are based on these publications
and the Regulations. .

Paragraph 17 of the NPPF outlines 12 principles for both plan making and decision taking, notably that
planning should “proactively drive and support sustainable economic growth”. and that plan making should
“take account of market signals such as land prices and housing affordability”.- Paragraph 19 states that “the
Government is committed fo ensurmg that the planning system does everythlng it can to support sustainable
economic growth”.
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We are concerned about the residential rate proposed for Fernhurst and are concerned that this could make
" housing developments unviable. There have been no updates to the viability study since our last
representations and the Viability Study by Dixon Searle LLP does not provide sufficient justification for a rate
" of £200 per sq. m. Imposing a CIL charge on residential development in a fragile market makes it less likely
that the Council will be able to meet its housing targets going forward. It will essentially make some
residential development unviable and is therefore contrary to Regulation 14.

The CIL Guidance states that, at Examination, authorities should ‘set out those known site-specific matters
where section 106 contributions may continue to be sought'. Whilst we are aware authorities are not required
to produce this information and their Regulation 123 list until the Examination, we would suggest this is done
earlier, preferably before the Draft Charging Schedule consultation, to allow more consultation and input from
the development mdustry : ;

Comer Homes requests to be'heard by the CIL examiner in respect.of their repre_se_ntations‘_(if and when the
CIL draft charging schedule is submitted by the Council for examination). Please ensure we are kept updated
on CIL developments and in the meantime do not hesitate to contact me should you have any queries.
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COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE
LEVY (CIL) DRAFT CHARGING
SCHEDULE

- VIEW RESPONSE

Answers to COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY DRAFT
CHARGING SCHEDULE

COMPLETE RESPONSE

Response ID #426066. Submitted on. 06 Oct 2015 12:32 by 1986

(Seaford Council)
Response visibility: ANYONE WHO CAN VIEW RESPONSES.

' PUBLIC PROFILE

Name _ 1986 (Seaford Council)

Email georgia. roeburn@seofordfowncounq| gov.uk
Date 06 Oct 2015 12: 32

Title

First Name Seaford




Company./ Organisation (if 1986
applicable)

Position / Role (if applicable)
PRIVATE PROFILE
‘Address

: Postcode
~ Phone Number

Notify me about Local Plan consultations

37 Church Street

Seaford

East Sussex
BN25 THG
01‘323894‘870
Yes =

Notify me about Neighbourhood Plan consultations Yes

HIDDEN:PROFILE

- Specific Consultees ~ No

 Interal Categorisation ==uncategorized==
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Ql

_ Do 'you have any comments on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule?

Accept all the information in the. Draift CIL Charging Schedule and have
no further comment to make. ' '
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Gareth Giles

Sent: ‘October 20152124 ]

To: CiL _
Subject: : CIL Draft Charging Schedule
Dear Policy Team,

I have been asked by SELBORNE PARISH COUNCIL to respond on behalf of the Parish Council as
follows: . : : ' TR T .

i

Selborne Parish Council has concern about the proposed high rate of CIL in rural areas (Zon_e 3)

Yours sincerely,
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Gareth Giles

== =
From: Alison Tingley
Sent: 28 October 2015 18:53
To: PlanningPolicy; CIL - ‘ :
Subject: Local Plan and CIL consultation ) '
Attachmenits: SDLM Local Plan Comment_Form.doc; Local plan PART B SDLM contlnued final.doc

Please find attached the submission form from the South Downs Land Managers on the Local Plan consultation. As
the form did not allow additional comments to be made | have attached a second file that contains a duplicate Part
B form as a word document in the same lay'out as the original. These should be read together as the orlgmal

contains the Part A information and general comments on the Local Plan.

]

Our only comment with regard to the CiL consultation is that agricultural workers dwellings should be exempt from
CIL charges as they are in effect a form of affordable cost housing. Such properties are only justlfled for agriculture,
forestry or other esstential rural workers and usually have some form of occupancy restriction, which already has a
negative impact on the retail value. :

Regards

Alison

Alison Tingley, Liaison Officer :

South Downs Land Managers Group . \
Phone: 01962 711389 Mobile: 07582070348

Email: sdimg@southdownsland.com
www.southdownsland.com’

,-—-'——“‘_
South Downs
_Land Managers

Thank you for your member.éhip of SDLMG; simply having your support as a member h'elps us to speak to the
National Park Authority more effectively on behalf of all farmers and landowners in the South Downs.
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<= Southern

~ :
- VWater

Ms. Lucy Howard Your Ref:

Planning Policy Manager

‘South Downs Centre ' . ret

‘North Stree’g ' rien:

Midhurst :

West Sussex « i

GU29 9DH S .
27t October 2015 .
Contact:
Fax:

Dear Ms. Howard,

Community Infrastructure Levy: Draft Charging Schedule

Thank you for consulting us on the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Draft Charging
Schedule. At this stage, we have no comments but would be grateful if you could keep us
informed of the progress that is made.

Yours sincerely,

Clare Gibbons
Development Manager

Southern Water, Southem House, Lewes Road, Brighton, BN1 9PY. www.southernwater.co.uk :

Southem Water Services Ltd Registered Office: Southem Water, Southern House, Yeoman Road, Worthing, BN13 3NX. Reglstered in England No. 2366670




L oosseeeSSSSSSS=S=S==—=—————e,



COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE
LEVY (CIL) DRAFT CHARGING
SCHEDULE

VIEW RESPONSE

Answers to COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY DRAFT
CHARGING SCHEDULE

INCOMPLETE RESPONSE

Response ID #431762. Submitted on 28 Oct 201 5‘10:09 by Sussex
‘Wildlife Trust (Jess Price)
Response visibility: UNKNOWN.

PUBLIC PROFILE

Name Sussex Wildlife Trust (Jess Price)
Email jessprice@sussexwt.org.uk
Date 28 Oct 2015 10:09

Title

First Nome Jess




Company / Organisation (if applicable) Sussex Wildlife Trust

Position / Role (if applicable)

PRIVATE PROFILE

Address

Postcode
Phone Number

Notify me about Local Plan consultations

Sussex Wildlife Trust
Woods Mill
Henfield

BN5 9SD
01273 497511
Yes

Notify me about Neighbou?hood Plan consultations Yes

HIDDEN PROFILE

Specific Consultees No

Intemal Categorisation ==uncategorized==
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Ql

Do you have any comments on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule?

«No response»

ke
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COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE
LEVY (CIL) DRAFT CHARGING
SCHEDULE |

VIEEWRESPONSE

Answers to COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY DRAFT
CHARGING SCHEDULE

INCOMPLETE RESPONSE. ‘
Response ID #414853. Submitted on 04 Sep 2015 11:02 by Sustrans
(Sustainable Transport chris sprules)

Response visibility: UNKNOWN.
PUBLIC PROFILE

Name : Sustrans (Sustainable Transport .
el I
Date ' 04 Sep 2015 11:02

Title Sus'fcllinable Transport

First Name , -




Company / Organisation (if Sustrans
applicable)
Position / Role (if applicable) ~ Group Coordinator

PRIVATE PROFILE

Address

Postcode -
Phone Number
Notify me about Local Plan consultations Yes

Notify me about Neighbourhood Plan ¢onsultations Yes

HIDDEN PROFILE

Specific Conisultees No

Internal Categorisation ==uncategorized==




Ql

Do you have any comments on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule?

- No comment
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COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE
LEVY (CIL) DRAFT CHARGING
SCHEDULE

IEW RESPONSE

Answers to COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEW DRAFT
CHARGING SCHEDULE :

COMPLETE RESPONSE

Response ID #431236. Submitted on 25 Oct 2015 16:40 by T n Luff &

partners (Mrs Deborah Luff)
Response visibility: ANYONE WHO CAN VIEW RESPONSES

PUBLIC PROFILE

Naome Tn Luff & pc,rtn‘ers_
Email E—
Date 25 Oct 2015 16:40

Title 7
First Name



Company / Organisation (if bppliédble_) ‘T n Luff & partners
Position / Role (if applicable) " Partner

PRIVATE PROFILE

Address

Postcode
Phone Number

Notify ine about Local Plan COnSu!fdfibns Yes

Nohfy me about Ne,ighbo:ur'hoddj Plan consultations No . L

HIDDEN.PROFILE

;Spe'cific:Consulfe-es No

Intemal Categorisation ==uncategorized==




Q]
Do you have any comments on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule? -

We are proposing 1o build holiday accommodation to support our farm
business.. Raising capital for the pro]écf will mean incurring debt. The
Cil will therefore add to this indebtedness which may be difficult for us
as a very small family run business to raise. In other words a bank loan
may not be given by our bank in this instance.

my husbands family have lived in this community for over one hundred
years and have dlready made a huge contribution to the local
community both through personal service and taxes. We hope to do so
for many years to come by building holiday accommodation to help’

sustain our Farm Business.






Gareth Giles - .

From: John Sneddon

Sent: 28 October 2015 16:54

To: ' CIL _ ,

Subject: COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL) DRAFT CHARGING SCHEDULE

Please take this email as a response to the consultation.

The charging schedule in para 12 says that charges apply to “Residential”. This should be better defined as C3
residential and should specifically exclude C1, C2, C2A developments.

The charging schedule should be precise and not subject to interpretation or confusion.
Regards

John Sneddon

Managing Director

TETLOW KING PLANNING

Unit 2, Eclipse Office Park, High Street, Staple Hill, Bristol BS16 SEL

Tedm ’ buwitter AN, Unked (3] |

FOA LW IS
PLANNING

Website: www.tetlow-king.co.uk
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This electronic transmission is intended only for the attention of the addressee. It may contain privileged and
confidential information. If you have received this electronic transmission in error please notify us immediately by
telephone, delete the transmission and destroy any hard copies.

Tetlow King Planning Ltd has used all reasonable efforts to ensure that this message and any attachments are free
from viruses




* S S G — PR P U




=

[

8 October 2015

savills

Planning Policy Project Manager

Sent by email to: CIL@southdowns.gov.uk David Wilson

G

savills.com

Dear Sir/Madam

SOUTH DOWNS NATIONAL PARK CIL - DRAFT CHARGING SCHEDULE CONSULTATION -
COMMENTS ON BEHALF OF THAMES WATER

Thames Water Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) Property Services function is now being delivered by Savills (UK)
Limited as Thames Water's appointed supplier. Savills are therefore pleased to respond to the above
consultation on behalf of Thames Water.

Thames Water are the statutory sewerage undertaker for a small part of the northern -area of the National
Park and are hence a “specific consultation body” in accordance with the Town & Country Planning (Local

" Planmng) Regulations 2012. We have the following comments on the CIL Draft Charglng Schedule on behalf

of Thames Water:

Thames Water provide essential water and wastewater infrastructure in order to support growth and deliver
environmental improvements. That infrastructure provision .can incorporate the provision of buildings such as
a new sewage pumping station or a new sewage treatment building for example. The nature of such
infrastructure buildings means that there is no impact on other forms of infrastructure requirements such as
schools, open space and libraries. Thames Water therefore consider that water and wastewater infrastructure
buildings should be exempt from payment of the Community Infrastructure Levy and this appears to be the

- case in the draft schedule where “All other development” has a Nil charge which is supported by Thames

Water.

The Council may however wish to consider using CIL contributions for enhancements to the sewerage
network beyond that covered by the Water Industry Act and sewerage undertakers, for example by proving
greater levels of protection for surface water flooding schemes. Sewerage undertakers are currently only
funded to a circa 1:30 flood event.

We trust the above is satisfactory, but please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries.

—

Yours faithfully

David Wilson BA (Hons), BTP, MRTPI
Assaociate Director Planning

Error! AutoText entry not
defined.Error! AutoText entry
n not defined.
Offices and associates throughout the Americas, Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middle East. :

Savills (UK) Limited. Chartered Surveyors. Regulated by RICS. A subsidiary of Savills pic. Registerad in Englarid No. 2605138.
Registerad office: 33 Margaret Street, London; W1G 0JD
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South Downs National Park - CIL Draft Charging Schedule Consultation:
West Sussex County Council officer comments

The South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) is preparing to introduce a
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), which will allow funds to be raised from
developers to pay for infrastructure that is needed as a result of development.
The monies collected will be used to help fund a range of infrastructure including
projects that will support the provision of county council services. When a
charging authority introduces CIL, section 106 requirements will be scaled back

~ to those matters that are directly related to a specific site.

Community Infrastructure I:evy Draft Charging Schedule

The SDNPA has prepared a Draft Charging Schedule, which sets out the
proposed charges for the CIL across the Park. This is the final stage of
stakeholder engagement before the SDNPA submits the Draft Charging Schedule
for examination. The County Council is working with the SDNPA to identify
infrastructure requirements to support development identified in the Local Plan.

At this stage there is no published Regulation 123 list, which would set out the
infrastructure types and examples of projects that may be wholly or partly
funded by the CIL. It is understood that this will be published when the Charging
Schedule is submitted. The County. Council will work with the SDNPA to develop
the draft Regulation 123 list to.ensure that the funding mechanisms for the
delivery of key infrastructure are clearly identified. - -

The County Council is preparing a draft South Downs Strategic Infrastructure
Package (SIP) is to set out the improvements required to enable the provision of
county council services to meet the needs of new development in the areas of |
the Park that are located within West Sussex. The draft South Downs SIP will
inform future updates to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), the -draft
Regulation 123 list and future decisions on investment in infrastructure.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)

The South Downs National Park Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) highlights that
with the anticipated CIL receipts of around £28m, there is still likely to be an
estimated infrastructure funding gap of over £40m. It is unclear as to whether
any West Sussex County Council infrastructure requirements have been included
in this estimation. :

In order to manage the shortfall, the County Council will work with the SDNPA to
develop a methodology for the prioritisation of infrastructure. In considering the
processes required to support the allocation of CIL funds, the County Council is
keen to ensure that there is an appropriate level of local member involvement in
the decision-making process.

24:- It would be useful to have an example of what is meant by ‘Strategic Scale’
infrastructure.

West Sussex County Council
28th October 2015
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Gareth Giles

From: Ellie Henderson <elliehenderson@woodlandtrust.org.uk>
Sent: 28 October 2015 13:08

To: ClL

Subject: Consultation response - CIL

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am unable to find your Draft Regulation 123 list. However | do not want to miss the opportunity to comment on
this aspect. So | hope my comments can be taken into consideration:

We would like to see tree planting and woodland creation on the Regulation 123 list.

The UK is one of the least wooded areas of Europe, with just 11.8% woodland cover compared to around 44% for
Europe as a whole.The Woodland Trust believes that woodland creation is especially

important because of the unique ability of woodland to deliver across a wide range of beneflts see our publication
Woodland Creation — why it matters
(http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/en/about-us/publications/Pages/ours.aspx).These include for both landscape
and biodiversity (helping habitats become more robust to adapt to climate change, buffering

and extending fragmented ancient woodland), for quality of life and climate change (amenity & recreation, pubhc
health, flood amellpratlon urban cooling) and for the local economy (timber and

woodfuel markets).

External references: Government response to Independent Panel on Forestry Report (January 2013):

Woodland creation also forms a significant element in the conclusions of the Government’s Independent Panel on
Forestry, which states (page 30): "We want to see a significant increase in forest

and woodland cover in England, generating a range of public benefits. Our vision is of a landscape more rlchly
endowed with trees, small woods, copses, hedges larger woods and forests."

"Ensure woodland creation, tree planting and maintenance is part of the green space plan for new commercial and
housing development.”

It also recommends: "Government to commit to an ambition to sdstainably increase England’s woodland cover from
10% to 15% by 2060, working with other landowners to create a more wooded landscape.”

The paneI report emphasises the value of local authorltles setting woodland creation targets:

"New Local Plans are the opportunity for communities to have more tree cover in their local area. More local
authorities could follow the example of Sefton Borough who are increasing their tree cover, and

thé Greater London Authority who have a target to increase tree cover from 20% today, to 25% by 2025, and a
further 5% by 2050 "

An important publication from the Forestry Commission, The Case for Trees in development and the urban
environment (Forestry Commission, July 2010), sets out ‘The multiple value of trees for people

and places — increasing greenspace and tree numbers is likely to remain aone of the most effective tools for making
urban areas more convivial’, and lists (on p.10) the benefits as —

- Climate change contributions - Environment advantages - Economic dividends - Soaal benefits.

This report can be found here: http://www.forestry.gov.uk/forestry/infd-88nfn2

Please confirm receipt of my email and do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries.
Many thanks. Kind regards,.

Ellie




Ellie Henderson
Government Affairs Officer - Local

t: 0343 770 5798 | m: 07500 606 411
e: elliehenderson@woodlandtrust.org.uk

The Woodland Trust, Kempton Way, Grantham,; Lincolnshire, NG31 6LL
t: 01476 581 111
w: woodlandtrust.org.uk

Lifes betler with trees

The Woodland Trust is a charity registered in Ehgland (No. 294344) and in Scotland (No. SC038885).
A non-profit making company limited by guafantee.

Registered in England No. 1982873.

Registered Office: Kempton Way, Grantham, Lincolnshire, NG31 6LL.

http://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk





