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Introduction

Shepway District Council invited representations on its Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
draft Charging Schedule in line with the requirements of Regulation 16 of the CIL
Regulations 2010 (as amended), from 9" February to 23" March 2015.

In accordance with Regulation 19 (1) (b) of the CIL Regulations 2010, this consultation
statement provides a summary of the consultation process undertaken; the main issues
raised by respondents and their representations; and the Council’'s proposed response to
representations received.

Representations Process

The Council consulted on its Draft CIL Charging Schedule, supporting evidence, and a draft
Regulation 123 list, for a six week period from 9" February to 23" March 2015.

A key aim of the consultation was to enable a wide audience to respond to the Council’s CIL
proposals. Key means used to raise awareness of the consultation included:

e Direct contact by email and letter with consultees who responded to the CIL
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (PDCS) consultation (appendix 3);

¢ Direct contact via email and letter to a range of statutory and non-statutory bodies;
developers, land owners and commercial agents; Registered Providers of affordable
housing; neighbouring Local Authorities and the County Council; Parish and Town
Councils; business organisations and local businesses (appendix 4 and 7);

¢ Information on the consultation and how to respond made available on the Council’s
public website, including a Regulation 16 Statement (appendix 2 and 5);

e Copies of the consultation documents made available for public inspection, at the
Council’s Civic Centre offices in Folkestone, and in libraries across the District;

e Placing of a formal public notice, in accordance with regulations 16 and 17 of the CIL
Regulations 2010 (as amended), in local papers (Kent on Sunday, weekend of 7"/8™
February 2015; Kentish Express, and Folkestone and Hythe Express, week
commencing 9" February 2015) (appendix 6).

Respondents were requested to send their representations in writing to the Council, via
email or by post. The Council’s published Regulation 16 Statement of Representations and
information on the Council’s CIL webpage, also indicated that representations may be
accompanied by a request to be heard by the examiner at the Examination in Public of the
CIL Draft Charging Schedule.

Respondents
By the close of the consultation13 representations on the draft CIL Charging Schedule had

been received. Table 1 provides details of organisations submitting comments and indicates
if they wish to be heard at the Examination in Public (EIP).



Table 1: Draft CIL Charging Schedule Respondents

Who Ref. Regulation 21
Request to be
heard at EIP

Marine Management Organisation CILDCS 001 | No

The Country Land & Business Association CIL DCS 002 | No

Kent Wildlife Trust CIL DCS 003 | No

Hawkinge Town Council CIL DCS 004 | No

The Environment Agency CIL DCS 005 | No

Planning Potential (on behalf of ALDI Stores Ltd) CIL DCS 006 | No

Savills (on behalf of Ellandi LLP) CIL DCS 007 | Yes

GVA (on behalf of Taylor Wimpey) CIL DCS 008 | Yes

Kent Police CIL DCS 009 | No

Kent County Council (KCC) CILDCS 010 | Yes

Natural England CILDCS 011 | No

English Heritage CILDCS 012 | No

Andrew Beggs & Associates on behalf of Folkestone, | CIL DCS 013 | No

Hythe & District Association of Surveyors, Valuers,

Auctioneers and Estate Agents

The representations listed by table 1 can be viewed in full at appendix 7 of this report, In
accordance with Regulation 19(1) of the CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended).

Summary of Main Issues Raised

Appendix 1 provides a summary and review of the topics and issues raised by
representations on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule consultation, along with the Council’s
response. In particular, the following key issues were raised by respondents:

e GVA, on behalf of Taylor Wimpey have challenged the proposed CIL rates for
residential developments, citing a different perspective on development scenarios,
residential sales values, construction costs, and land values.

¢ Planning Potential, on behalf of ALDI Stores Ltd, are requesting that a 2,500 sq m
retail floorspace threshold be used before CIL kicks in for non Folkestone town
centre locations.

e The Country Land and Business Association (CLA) have asked for clarification on
how CIL will apply to the build for rent market.

e Savills, KCC, the Kent Police, English Heritage, have requested greater clarity on the
draft R123, particularly the distinction between what CIL will fund, and projects that
will be funded by s106. KCC in particular have provided detailed comments on this.

¢ In addition to the above issues, the CLA and GVA, requested that SDC review its
draft Instalments policy, to take account of project completion rather than
commencement for smaller rural schemes (CLA); and development phasing for
larger schemes (GVA).



Appendices

Appendix 1: Shepway’s Draft CIL Charging Schedule
Summary of Consultation Responses & Representations

Ref.: CIL DCS 002 / Country Land & Business Association (CLA)

Comments / Representations

SDC Response

Effect on Draft

CIL Charging
Schedule
Proposals

Rural Non Residential Charges Support noted. No change
required

Supports SDC’s decision to impose a nil-rate CIL Proposed nil CIL rating for non-

charge on non-residential and smaller scale residential and commercial

commercial development, which are taken to development, as per SDC’s

include agricultural or forestry, employment and proposals, includes the type of

commercial development, as these are important developments indicated by the CLA

areas for rural landowners and farmers to diversify representation.

into in order to support their farming and forestry

enterprise. In addition, farmers and landowners are

often forced to upgrade their buildings and

infrastructure due to legislation; with no associated

commercial gain to the enterprise. If a CIL were

imposed on these types of development it would

have a major impact on the farming and rural

business community, which would be unable to

afford the increased costs of development.

Rural Residential Charges SDC'’s independent viability study No change

indicates that the proposed (higher) | required

Concerns raised over the significant increase in the | residential CIL charging rates for

proposed CIL charging rate for Zone D compared to | zone D will not impact significantly

the Zone A and B rates proposals, but recognises on development viability so as to

that the latter are a priority for the attraction of place undue risk on the delivery of

development. Notwithstanding this difference, the the development plan overall.

CLA welcomed the lower charges proposed for

those rural areas (Zones A and B) where Through the CIL regulations,

development can, according to the representation, affordable housing will not be liable

be financially marginal and is often stifled by to pay the levy (one of the

planning restrictions. mandatory reliefs).

The CLA considers that higher charges will act as a

significant disincentive for development in rural

areas. In addition, we are concerned to see no relief

on affordable, key worker or tied dwellings.

Infrastructure Spending Proposals Most of the residential development | No change

proposed by the Core Strategy required

Proposed infrastructure spending has a strong
urban bias, particularly in Folkestone. Market
housing in rural areas is being used to subsidise
this increased infrastructure.

The CLA feels strongly that all developments being
requested to contribute to infrastructure should
have the opportunity to negotiate the level of

Local Plan will take place in the
urban areas of the District, which
also accords with national planning

policy.

In accordance with CIL principles,
the approach to contributions to
infrastructure requires a strategic,




payment depending on what a community/area
needs.

district-wide approach. The
justification for CIL is at a district-
wide level and once the need to
bridge a funding gap is established,
viability and not a highly localised
view of community/area needs is
the prime determinant of the CIL
charging level(s).

However, Parish and Town
Councils will retain a 15% (or 25%
if a Neighbourhood Plan is in place)
share of CIL income derived from
chargeable development within
their area, for use within the
neighbourhood according to locally
selected priorities.

S106 agreements may still apply
some development proposals,
including in the rural area, but there
are pooling restrictions now in place
and obligations must also be
related to site- specific
development mitigation

Payment Dates on CIL Amounts

Concerns raised about the due date for CIL
payments - being the commencement of
development. For rural development in particular,
development projects are often marginal and cash
flow issues can have a stifling effect. Instead, the
view provided was that the payment due date
should be tied to the completion of the project or
occupation of the relevant buildings to reflect the
financing issues faced by many rural developers,
especially of smaller scale.

The CIL Regulations prescribe the
points at which the liability occurs.

SDC will however review its
proposed draft Instalments Policy in
light of the comments, to see if
there is flexibility within the CIL
regulations. In general the points
raised are acknowledged and a
balance needs to be struck also
with the requirement to ensure that
infrastructure can be funded with
certainty and provided in a timely
fashion.

Draft instalments
policy not subject
to EIP but to be
reviewed by SDC
— the Council will
explore the pros
and cons of any
potential
adjustments.

Payment in Kind

The provision for payment in kind is welcomed by
the CLA. Whilst it is recognised that reaching
agreement on such works might be complicated, it
is seen as a progressive step and recognises the
positive input that (particularly), rural businesses
can have on local communities.

Comments noted

Payment in kind
policy not subject
to EIP. No change
required.

Development for Rental Market

The CLA would like to know what will happen where
landowners decide to build houses to keep within
their long term ownership (build to rent), to diversify
their income through a portfolio of residential
properties. There are no capital receipts from which
to fund a CIL charge, rather the CIL charge would
have to be met from existing revenues which the
land manager is trying to improve by diversifying to
obtain an alternative rental income stream. In this

Unless this is provided as a
recognised form of affordable
housing, the Council is not sure
how it could create this
differentiation fairly within the scope
of the CIL regulations because the
same could arguably apply to any
residential development. In reality
the CIL charge would make up only
a small proportion of the overall

No change
required.




case we believe the Council should be more flexible
in their approach for the payment of CIL for
example not charging the CIL if a legal agreement
is given that the new property would remain
available for private rental for a period of at least 5
years.

development cost, which would in
any event need to be funded in
some way.

Furthermore, SDC is of the view
that any such element of provision
would not be unduly affected or be
of a scale so as to put at risk the
delivery of the Plan overall.

Houses for Essential Workers

The CLA has concerns that there is no allowance
for housing needed for rural businesses such as
agricultural, forestry and other essential rural
workers. The CLA would like clarification that these
dwellings will be treated the same as affordable
housing, with a nil rate set for CIL. Our view is that
the CIL should not apply to these dwellings which
will have been justified as a requirement for the
business.

In SDC’s view, the same response
comments (concerning equity and
likely overall contribution to housing
supply) apply as to the previous
CLA points.

It is noted that the CLA has not
presented viability evidence, which
would be necessary to justify any
differential CIL rate for rural worker
housing.

Notwithstanding the above points,
the CIL Regulations 2010 (as
amended) identify the types of
‘social housing’ that the
Government considers should be
offered 100% exemption from CIL,
where applications are duly made.
Regulation 49 provides that social
housing includes ‘assured
agricultural occupancies’ where
these are let by a private registered
provider of social housing, a
registered social landlord, or a local
housing authority. This provides an
opportunity for rural worker housing
to be delivered as a form of
recognised affordable housing and,
if so, without a requirement to pay
CIL.

No change
required

Ref.: CIL DCS 005/ The Environment Agency (EA)

Comments / Representations

SDC Response

Effect on Draft
CIL Charging
Schedule
Proposals

Draft Regulation 123 List

The EA is pleased that the draft Regulation List
(draft January 2015) includes flood defences and
other environmental infrastructure.

Comments noted

No change
required




Ref.: CIL DCS 006 / Planning Potential on Behalf of ALDI Stores Ltd

Comments / Representations

SDC Response

Effect on Draft

CIL Charging
Schedule
Proposals

Retail Zones Support noted No change
required

Acknowledge changes made to the CIL PDCS as

stated in the draft CIL CS, in respect to exemption

of new retail floorspace within Folkestone Town

Centre, which is fully supported.

Also supportive of the undertaking of further

appraisals based on different scales of retail

floorspace, as requested by response to CIL PDCS.

Retail Thresholds The proposed retail floorspace No change

threshold is considered appropriate, | required

As per previous comments on CIL PDCS, promote
the introduction of a 2,500 sq. m floorspace
threshold to differentiate between different formats
of retail developments, given this represents the
NPPF defined threshold figure for when the impacts
of new development may, on balance, become
significant. This figure is reflective of larger
supermarket formats that may be considered to
have the greatest retail ‘impact’.

The figure (2,500 sg. m) therefore has greater
relevance than other figures that may, more
reasonably, be considered arbitrary. It remains this
representor’s view that further differentiation
between retail formats is essential....... Itis
considered that the introduction of a second retail
threshold would provide a practical solution to
differentiate between Limited Assortment
Discounters (LADs) and larger supermarket
formats.

Introducing a charging schedule that is based on a
retail format and trading densities that are materially
different to an LAD — but which they would still be
liable for — unfairly prejudices against such formats
and creates a commercial advantage for larger
supermarket operators.

Acknowledge the point made at paragraph 2.12
(Supplementary report - Viability) that the Viability
of different development schemes is driven by a
range of site specific characteristics, but it is the
case that the prospective CIL charge rate is a key
factor when assessing viability, and a single blanket
charge rate still has the potential to have
disproportionate impacts. If a single charge rate is
proposed for all retail formats above 280 sq. m,
then the rate should be lowered to reduce potential
impacts on viability.

The Supplementary Viability report suggests there

clear and evidenced and SDC is of
the view in that it will not adversely
impact on the delivery of the Local
Plan.

There is no clear evidence to inform
an alternative approach and the
single larger retail format proposed
CIL charge is considered the fairest
approach least likely to cause
disadvantage to any particular
sector or operator.

In contrast to the presented views,
SDC considers an alternative
proposed 2,500 sqg. m threshold to
arbitrary and not based in viability
evidence or other clear factors. It is
not clear how the impact aspects
link back to relevant factors for CIL
rate setting and, if anything, SDC
considers that it would be at least
equally possible for a larger
scheme moving into different
impact criteria to be viewed less
favourably in viability terms.

As above, SDC maintains that a
simple single charging rate at the
level proposed for larger retail
developments is evidenced, clear
and an equitable, appropriate
approach. The rate is not
considered to be too high and SDC
is not clear as to the evidence to
the contrary.

Again, SDC is of the view that in
fact creating further differentiation
could begin to amount to an




is a risk of ‘over-complicating’ the Charging
Schedule, but we (Planning Potential) strongly
believe that this should not be to the detriment of
ensuring fairness within the proposed rates. In
contrast, there is also a significant danger of over-
simplifying the matter, to the detriment of
investment opportunities within the District.
Attention is drawn to paragraph 37 of the CIL
Guidance (April 2013), which states ‘charging
schedules should not impact disproportionately on
particular sectors or specialist forms of
development’.

approach that is too targeted, is not
equitable or proportionate and is
not in line with the CIL regulations.

SDC is of the view that if further
differentiation were introduced,
other sectors could equally request
particular CIL treatment — across a
wide range of uses and
circumstances. CIL is intended to
be a relatively simple device and it
is not possible or necessary to
ensure that all, when viewed
individually, maintain a particular
level of viability.

Ref.: CIL DCS 007 / Savills, on behalf of Ellandi LLP

Comments / Representations

SDC Response

Effect on Draft

CIL Charging
Schedule
Proposals

Proposed Retail Rates — Folkestone Town Support noted No change

Centre required

Following representation to the CIL PDCS,

welcome amendments that have been made to the

draft CIL CS in relation to the definition (location,

type and scale) of chargeable retail development

within Shepway. Accordingly, we fully support the

identification of a separate charging zone for retail

development within Folkestone Town Centre and

the setting of £0 per sq. m for all convenience and

comparison retail and other development akin to

retail within this area.

Proposed Residential Rates — Folkestone Town | Support noted No change

Centre required

Support a nil CIL rate for residential development
within Zone A, which includes Folkestone Town
Centre.

Draft Regulation 123 List

Welcome publication of the Draft Regulation 123
list. However, initial concerns were expressed
regarding the level of detail included in the R 123
list. At present the types of infrastructure listed as
being considered for support through CIL receipts is
wide ranging and refers to generic infrastructure
types such as, business infrastructure, public realm
enhancements and community safety, as opposed
to specific projects which are necessary to enable
the delivery of Plan-led development. Accordingly, it
is not considered that the Regulation 123 list
provides sufficient clarity over which infrastructure
projects will be funded through CIL and which will

Comments noted

SDC reviewed
and amended the
draft R123 list, to
take account of
comments.




rely on Section 106 contributions.

Accordingly, further clarity will be welcomed on
what is to be funded through the Draft 123 list and
S106 contributions, and look forward to this being
addressed by the Council in advance of the
Charging Schedule being submitted for
Examination.

Ref.: CIL DCS 008 GVA, on behalf of Taylor Wimpey

Comments / Representations

SDC Response

Effect on Draft

CIL Charging
Schedule
Proposals
Proposed CIL rates and Zones The proposed CIL rates are derived | No change
from the evidence and findings of required

Objections raised to the proposed CIL charging
rates for Zones B, C & D for residential
development as it is considered that these have
been set at too high a rate and will therefore impact
on the viability and deliverability of residential
schemes.

Schemes will not be able to afford to provide 30%
affordable housing and pay the suggested CIL
charging rates.

the Council’s independent viability
assessment by experienced
consultants using an established,
robust methodology.

The proposed CIL charging rates
represent not more than
approximately 4% of sales values
at the upper end. Most of the
development scenarios are
expected to fall well within this
impact level. SDC is of the view
that the CIL charging rates are set
at an appropriate level so as not to
impact unduly on Local Plan
delivery overall.

The viability assessment process
has considered the CIL charges
alongside the Plan policy and all
other usual development cost
impacts. Whilst the Council’s
affordable housing targets have
been appropriately tested and set,
just as occurs in a pre-CIL or no-
CIL scenario, the actual provision
level site-by-site may be considered
further and the targets will continue
to be operated flexibly where
needed subject to the review of
more specific viability evidence.
Experience in other LAs with CIL at
similar levels to those proposed is
that typically it is not having a clear
or material impact relative to the
pre-CIL situation.

Aside from this inherent delivery
flexibility, the Government’s policy
on relaxing affordable housing
requirements through various
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measures including the Vacant
Building Credit will in many
instances ease the burdens
compared with full policy impacts in
any event, as will the application of
the CIL only to added floorspace.
These are positive viability factors
that have not been factored into
(not been relied on by) the viability
assessment. Overall, if anything, it
is SDC’s views that the once
implemented the CIL charging rates
are likely to be more comfortable
that envisaged at the point of their
inception

CIL and Whole Plan Economic Viability
Assessment

GVA have reviewed the Viability Report prepared
by viability consultants DSP in July 2014, and the
Supplementary Viability Report dated January
2015. Key issues raised were noted as follows:

Development Scenarios SDC and its viability consultants No change
No issues with the residential scheme types consider that the relationship required
assessed, but the range of apartment unit sizes between property size, sales values

assumed is smaller than the market is currently and development costs has been

delivering and not comparable to the market values | appropriately considered, given the

in Appendix 1 of the July 2014 report. Those values | nature of the viability study and that

in GVA’s experience are only achieved for larger 1 all schemes will vary and be

and 2 bedroom apartment units. Using these values | dependent on site specific

with smaller units has the effect of underestimating | circumstances.

the construction costs in the various appraisals.

Residential Sales Values The viability assessment work uses | No change
In terms of the residential sales values being a wide range of sensitivity testing required

achieved, there are very few examples of new build
properties achieving the higher end VL9 — VL12 of
£3,350 to £4,200 per sq. m. These are normally
only secured on very selective small plots in small
exclusive areas and should not be used to correlate
across large areas of the District or apply to larger
schemes.

From looking at the residential comparable sales
information available within the District, GVA
disagree with the contents of Figure 6 (June 2014
Viability Study). In GVA’s view, areas have been
allocated to value zones which are not achievable
or appropriate, based on the evidence of housing
delivered over the recent past.

GVA are of the opinion that:

- New Romney & Littlestone should be within VL1,
VL2 & VL3 only

- Folkestone 2, Dymchurch, Burmarsh & Hawkinge
should also be included in VL1

- Rural 1 & Folkestone 3 should be within VL2, VL3

on sales values levels and other
assumptions. The assessment
acknowledges that in most parts of
the district values are well within
the higher end of the range levels; it
does not rely on those being
achieved, as the detail sets out.
The CIL charging rates are not
reliant on those.

SDC is not clear as to what
alternative evidence or examples of
local housing delivery are being
relied upon in making the
representations; how local or
relevant those may in fact be.

Again, and purely as an indication
of the proportionate effect, the
proposed £0 - £125 per sg. m CIL
rates represent not more than 4%
of sales values at the upper end.
Most of the development scenarios

11




& VL4 only

- Rural 3 & Hythe should be in VL4, VL5 & VL6
- Rural 4 & Folkestone 4 should be within VL5 &
VL6

- Rural 5 should be within VL6, VI7 & VL8

The value range suggested above are in line with
the current market and should be used to inform the
analysis for the CIL rates, Using VL9 — VL12 over-
estimates the sales values within the appraisals and
will lead to the wrong conclusions being made.

are expected to fall well within this
level of impact, supporting the view
that the CIL rates are set at an
appropriate level so as not to
impact on Local Plan delivery as a
whole.

In addition, since publication of the
July 2014 Viability Study, sales
values for new properties in the
district have increased.

Given the nature of the assessment
process suitable for developing and
reviewing an appropriate approach
to setting CIL charging rates, the
value levels and their use as
explained within the Viability Study
are considered to remain suitable
and robust for the purposes of
informing and evidencing the
Council’s proposals.

Construction Costs

In terms of the level of construction costs used,
GVA agree that these should be derived from the
RICS Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) for
Shepway District. However, over the past 9 months,
the industry has seen a large increase in
construction costs as a result of material and labour
shortages.

GVA compare costs used by DSP to the BCIS
figures for November 2014 (refer to full
representation by GVA).

- Houses, mixed development: 13% cost increase
per sg m (July to Nov. 14)

- Houses , 3 units or less: 13% cost increase per
sg. m (July to Nov.14)

- Flats, generally: 12% cost increase per sq. m (July
to Nov. 14)

- Flats, 6+ storey: 15% cost increase per sgq. m
(July to Nov. 14)

This indicates that the actual increase in
construction costs from July to November 2014 is
the same rate or higher than the highest CIL rate
proposed.

You then have to factor in the allowances for
externals which are typically between 15% and 20%
of base build cost, plus professional fees and
contingencies. The net effect of this is to seriously
under-estimate the residential construction costs
within the appraisals.

SDC and its consultants
acknowledge that assumptions are
made at a point in time and that
build costs have increased since
the publication of the Viability
Study, but note that this has been
from a low base following the
recession. In addition, there is no
evidence to suggest that the
increase has been so significant so
as to outweigh the positive
influence of increased housing
market stability and a continued
upward sales values trend for new
build properties; as continued
development activity suggests.

There are other balancing factors
too, so that it is not appropriate
simply to consider trends in
individual assumptions alone.

For example, as well as reducing
extra-over cost now more typically
added in respect of sustainable
construction / carbon reduction,
generally the planning-led
development cost burdens on
smaller sites have also reduced,
due to the Government changes
including factors as noted in above
responses — for example the vacant
building credit, changes to
affordable housing requirements,
and other proposals in respect of
brownfield sites.

External works, fees, contingencies

No change
required
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and other costs have been
appropriately reflected with the
viability assessment. In addition,
the Council reiterates that the
assessment assumptions make no
allowance for netting-off existing
floorspace, which will serve to often
reduce CIL liability, particularly on
PDL based developments.

Land values The Council’s consultants DSP No change
GVA notes that DSP have assessed land values consider that in this representation | required
between £500k / ha & £1.2m / ha to test against GVA are overstating the level that
their RLVs. On PDL, they uses a land value land values need to reach regularly,
benchmark of £750k / ha. In GVA’s experience, given their experience and recent
PDL values are much nearer to the £950k / ha. indications in the District. Opinions
Even for greenfield land, there is no differentiation often vary, but DSP are of the view
between net and gross areas, as generally there is | that in general there can be a
a requirement to provide substantially more green/ | tendency to make inappropriate
open space on these types of developments. comparisons on land value and to
effectively double count the costs or
In GVA'’s view it would be more appropriate to test some of the costs involved in
Greenfield land at £700k / ha; PDL at £950k / ha; making the land ready for
and leave the highest value at £1.2m / ha. development. Given that all such
costs are allowed for within the
residual approach used in the
viability assessment, i.e. as
developer funded costs, it is
necessary not to inflate the
amounts available to the
landowner. The assumptions on
land values used by the Viability
Study are considered to remain
robust and appropriate for the
purpose.
Conclusions on proposed residential CIL rates It is noted that GVA considers that No change
If DSP’s appraisals were to be re-run taking into £50/sg. m reductions should be required

account GVA’s alternative assumptions on
residential sales levels and land values, and the
latest BCIS costs, then allowing for sensitivity
testing, the in GVA’s view the results would show
that Residential Zone B scenarios would not be
able to afford to pay a CIL charge; Residential Zone
C scenarios would only be able to afford to pay a
£50 per sq. m CIL charge; and Zone D would be
able to pay a £75 per sg. m CIL Charge.

The CIL levy should be expected to have a positive
economic effect on development across a local plan
area. Therefore when deciding the levy rates, an
appropriate balance must be struck between
additional investment to support development and
the potential effect on the viability of developments.
As the residential draft charging rate currently
stands, it will have a detrimental impact on the
viability and deliverability of residential schemes in
the District.

Therefore request that consideration is given to

made to each of the SDC proposed
residential charging rates. The
evidence for this is not clear, nor is
it clear how this would better
address the arriving at an
appropriate balance between the
need for infrastructure to support
the development plan identified
growth and the thoroughly
acknowledged and worked-through
aspects of viability.

Following the review of GVA’s
representations, the Council and
DSP consider that the proposed
CIL rates remain suitably
evidenced, appropriate and are of
the view that the proposals will not
place the delivery of the Local Plan
overall at risk.

Therefore, overall GVA’s suggested
reductions to the CIL rates are not

13




reduce the CIL rates as proposed by GVA, in order
to allow the market to continue to deliver the homes
beyond the Strategic Sites needed within the
District.

considered to be an appropriate
response.

In addition, the Council’s further
review of and confidence in its
approach has also been informed
by its experience that during 2
rounds of consultation on the
proposed CIL Charging Rates, no
other commercially driven
residential development interests or
their agents have submitted similar
representations requesting a
reduction in the proposed CIL rates.

Draft CIL CS Tables

Table 2

Support the principle of the Town Centre having a
nil charge CIL rate, although consider that this
treatment should not include developments for
supermarket or retail warehousing use. Therefore
the representation suggests that these 2 uses are
excluded from the Folkestone Town Centre area nil-
CIL rating, as in the submitted view the evidence
suggests these can afford to pay a CIL charge in
line with the rest of the District definitions within the
Council’s schedule.

Table 3

In agreement that the key strategic sites identified
by table 3 are more appropriately addressed by
S106 and should therefore have a nil CIL charge
rate.

Table 4
Support the contents of table 4 as GVA agree the
proposed uses could not afford to pay a CIL charge.

Comments noted and considered
by SDC.

The Council’'s comprehensive
viability assessment includes
evidence suggesting the likelihood
of development viability difficulties
in respect of town centre retail
compared with other typically lower
cost schemes located away from
the centre — where the relationship
between development values and
overall development costs is likely
to be stronger. On balance it was
considered that such developments
located in the Folkestone town
centre areas would not be able to
reliably sustain a CIL charge, and
the Council and its consultants
maintain this view.

No change
required

Draft Instalment Policy

Support the principle of the Policy as it will increase
the viability of future developments schemes, but
suggest amending the proposed payment phasing
(refer to GVA submission letter for details).

Comments noted. SDC to review its
proposed draft Instalments Policy in
light of comments.

Draft Instalment
policy not subject
to EIP, although
the Council
intends to
reconsider this.

Draft Payments in Kind Policy

Support the principle of the policy. Request
however that the interest in the land or properties to
be transferred could either be on the basis of a long
leasehold interest or freehold interest.

Also advise that this should include the provision of
play-space, public open space and commuted sums
for maintenance of an area

Comments noted. SDC to review its
proposed draft Instalments Policy in
light of comments.

Draft Payment in
kind policy not
subject to EIP,
although the
Council intends to
reconsider this.

Exceptional Circumstances Relief Policy

Note that the Council are still not promoting an
Exceptional Circumstances Relief Policy. GVA

Comments noted.

Exceptional
Circumstances
Relief policy not
subject to EIP, but
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consider this is a mistake and that this position
should be re-considered as there are many sites
within the District that could only come forward on
the basis of such a Relief Policy. As the CIL
regulations allow the Council to introduce such a
policy at any stage, GVA would expect the Council
to keep this under review as part of their monitoring
process and look to bring in such a policy if
required.

the Council
expects to
monitor its
approach to all
aspects of the CIL
with a view to
considering any
necessary
adjustments over
time.

Discretionary Relief from CIL

Support the Council’s policy on discretionary relief.

Support noted

Discretionary
Relief policy not
subject to EIP

Monitoring and Review

Support the Council’s intentions on monitoring and
review and would expect that Council to act
immediately in the event of a market / economic
downturn.

Comments noted

No change
required at this
point — monitoring
to take place

Draft Infrastructure Assessment & Delivery Plan

In appendix 2, Critical Infrastructure, Taylor Wimpey
have agreed to provide the land required for the
new primary school on Strategic Site SS7 and
make a capital contribution of £3,143,222 towards
the construction of the new primary school.

On Strategic Site CSD9, whilst the contribution that
Taylor Wimpey has agreed to make is correct, they
have also had to acquire third party land in order to
be able to transfer the land to KCC. These costs
should therefore allow for the entire costs of
providing the land and building the schools.

Within the Necessary Infrastructure — transport
costs, all those that relate to Shorncliffe Garrison
have recently been updated and therefore the costs
stated should be amended.

Comments noted — Draft
Infrastructure Assessment &
Delivery Plan to be updated as
appropriate.

No change
required to CIL
Charging
Schedule
proposals

Ref.: CIL DCS 009 / Kent Police

Comments / Representations

SDC Response

Effect on Draft

CIL Charging
Schedule
Proposals
Draft Regulation 123 List All requests for CIL support will be No change
considered via appropriate required

If it is SDC’s intention to include Policing
infrastructure under Health & Social Care
facilities...or Community Safety, then Kent Police
believes the draft CIL Charging Schedule is sound.
However, if that is not the intention then Kent Police
objects to the draft CIL Charging Schedule (for
reasons outlined in their letter).

governance arrangements, after a

CIL Charging Schedule is adopted.

The Community Safety heading in
the draft Regulation 123 list will be
used, in the main, to consider CIL
funding requests for appropriate
enhancements to police
infrastructure, resulting from the
delivery of the Core Strategy Local
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Plan’s policies on residential
developments.

Ref.: CIL DCS 010/ Kent County Council

Comments / Representations

SDC Response

Effect on Draft

CIL Charging
Schedule
Proposals

Retail Comments noted No change
required

KCC welcomes the clarity provided on the

application of the proposed retail rates and the

inclusion of a threshold (280 sg. m) for retail

developments, which would be considered as ‘large

scale’ (Table 2: Retail Developments)

Other Developments Eligible minerals and waste uses to | No change

be considered as sui generis under | required

KCC welcomes the inclusion of land use classes B,
C1, C2 and D in ‘Table 4: Other Developments’,
confirming that buildings for its community services
are zero rated. However the County Council
reiterates its request for confirmation that a zero
charge will also be applied to eligible minerals and
waste uses.

the land use B Classes, so are nil
rated.

Monitoring and Review

KCC notes that the DCS does not feature a
monitoring and review framework which would
assist in ensuring that CIL rates reflect market
conditions and wider influences on development
viability and deliverability. KCC suggests that the
monitoring and review framework is (re)
incorporated into the DCS, as it was included in the
PDCS (page 14).

Comments noted

Monitoring and
review section to
be updated.

Draft Regulation 123 List

The County Council has serious concerns regarding
the wording of the draft Regulation 123 list. The
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) on the operation
of the CIL (ID 25-097-20140612) states:

‘Where the regulation 123 list includes a generic
type of infrastructure (such as education or
transport), section 106 contributions should not be
sought on any specific projects in that category’.

It is for this reason that good practice (i.e. Planning
Advisory Service) suggests that charging authorities
should include specific infrastructure projects within
a generic type of infrastructure to be eligible for
s106.

The draft Regulation 123 list is considered
ambiguous and KCC strongly suggests that clarity
is required on a number of aspects including, but
not restricted to (see the following points):

The background note appended to
the draft R123 list identifies a list of
specific infrastructure projects
within a generic category that will
be eligible for s106. The projects
listed are also related mainly to
developments that will be exempt
from CIL.

The draft R123
list will be
reviewed to
provide clarity on
CIL and s106.
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Use of CIL Receipts

The generic list of projects on page 1 ‘which will be
considered for support through CIL receipts’ are
similar to the projects listed on page 2 which ‘will
continue to be addressed through s106’.

See note above

As above

Education

The district Council proposes the use of s106 for
education provision where residential development
is of ‘significant scale to create a demand for new
facilities and schools’. However significant is not
defined and even a minor development scheme (i.e.
less than 10 units) might generate demand beyond
existing capacity.

Furthermore, schemes (of all sizes) do not
necessarily give rise to a requirement for “new
facilities and schools”, the expansion of an existing
school might be appropriate to mitigate the level of
impact. For example, part of the section 106
contribution from the Folkestone Seafront
development has been earmarked to expand the
new primary school at Shorncliffe Garrison from
one form of entry to two forms — this is not a “new”
facility or school.

The County Council strongly suggests that the
District Council revisits the wording of the Education
projects listed on page 2. For example, “Hythe
existing primary school expansion” and “Romney
Marsh existing primary school expansion” is vague
and should be linked to specific projects, i.e. the
expansion of Palmarsh Primary School which is to
be funded via the Nickolls Quarry section 106
agreement. The current wording would preclude the
future use of any CIL receipts for the expansion of
any other schools in Hythe.

Similarly, is the District Council referring to a
section 106 agreement from the New Romney
Broad Location (Core Strategy Policy CSD8)? If so,
the wording should be linked to specific projects,
i.e. the expansion of St Nicholas Primary School.
The current wording would preclude the future use
of any CIL receipts for the expansion of any other
schools in the Romney Marsh.

Defining ‘significant’ is problematic
because it will be specific to a
location. It is therefore advised that
a residential unit threshold is not
applied as a trigger for s106
contributions; rather this should be
considered as part of a case by
case review of planning proposals
as and when they are submitted.

A clearer definition of what is meant
by a project that will be funded by
5106 will be provided in a revised
draft R123 list.

List of S106 projects to be reviewed
and updated.

As above

Use of S106

KCC supports the use of section 106 to mitigate the
impact of the strategic sites (Folkestone Seafront
and Shorncliffe Garrison) and broad locations (New
Romney and Sellindge) on local infrastructure
provision. However the draft Regulation 123 list
must clearly specify which projects are excluded,
particularly as the District Council is to continue its
approach of setting out generic infrastructure types
within the list.

Comments as above

As above
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Review (Regulation 123 List)

The County Council recognises that other
infrastructure needs may arise over the course of
time in response to development proposals and
local needs.

The PPG on the operation of the CIL (Paragraph:
098 Reference ID: 25-098-20140612) states:

“When charging authorities wish to revise their
regulation 123 list, they should ensure that these
changes are clearly explained and subject to
appropriate local consultation.”

KCC therefore requests that the Regulation 123 list
does not seek to reprioritise its infrastructure
requirements without prior consultation and
agreement from the County Council.

Any changes to an adopted R123
list proposed by SDC will be subject
to the consultation criteria as per
the CIL Regulations.

No changes
required.

Ref.: CIL DCS012 / English Heritage

Comments / Representations

SDC Response

Effect on Draft

CIL Charging
Schedule
Proposals

Historic Environment Reference The draft CIL Charging Schedule No changes

does not have to specify which required

As there is currently no reference to the historic types of infrastructure and projects

environment within the draft Charging will be supported by CIL, with this

Schedule, English Heritage would encourage considered by the draft R123 list.

including additional text to refer to the historic

environment as a form of infrastructure and how the

levy can positively contribute to the protection,

conservation and enhancement of the historic

environment.

Draft Regulation 123 List The draft R123 list has a ‘Cultural No changes

and heritage facilities’ thematic required

We also recommend that the Regulation 123 list infrastructure category, which SDC

requests investment in the protection, conservation | considers addresses the English

and enhancement of heritage assets and their Heritage point.

settings to ensure CIL monies are available to fund

appropriate initiatives.

Heritage Assets Evidence Base Comments noted No changes
required

English Heritage would also recommend that the

Charging Schedule is fully informed by an up to

date and relevant evidence base for the historic

environment and its heritage. The evidence base

will likely assess ‘heritage at risk’ in the borough

and this could provide a useful insight into project

opportunities for the Regulation123 List.

S106 and Heritage Considerations Comments noted No changes
required

Without prejudice to the above, development
specific planning obligations and S106 should
continue to offer opportunities for funding
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improvements to and the mitigation of adverse
impacts on the historic environment, such as
archaeological investigations, access and
interpretation, and the repair and reuse of buildings
or other heritage assets. The representation invited
SDC to clarify this matter in its schedule.

Discretionary Relief for Exceptional
Circumstances

We are (therefore) encouraging Local Authorities to
assert their right to apply discretionary relief for
exceptional circumstances; where development
which affects heritage assets and their settings
and/or their significance, may become unviable if it
was subject to CIL.

The Council has decided not to
offer this type of policy, but will
review its impact as part of the
monitoring of an adopted CIL
Charging Schedule.

No changes
required.

Ref.: CIL DCS 013/ Andrew Beggs & Associates / Folkestone, Hythe & District Association of
Surveyors, valuers, Auctioneers and Estate Agents

Comments / Representations

SDC Response

Effect on Draft
CIL Charging
Schedule
Proposals

CIL and S106

The apparent simplicity of the proposed new levy
seems to be extremely attractive, but it would only
be so if it replaces S106 requirements. Builders and
developers can then assess exactly what their
expenses are from the outset rather than having to
enter into complicated negotiations.

Although the application of 5.106
for any specific necessary
development mitigation will vary
and be site-specific, s106
agreements are likely to only apply
to any major extent regularly on the
more significant development
proposals. It is therefore highly
probable that the majority of
planning applications for smaller
developments where CIL applies
will only be subject to a CIL charge.
On most of those, the scope of any
s.106 is considered likely to be
relatively small. Where there are
particular viability pressures, when
viewed overall, then the Council will
continue to be pragmatic about the
particular application of its
affordable housing policies for
example. However, in any event
through Government policy review
some of the viability pressures on
such schemes will have been
eased in many cases.

No changes
required.

CIL Rates

The representation states the view that the
proposed size of the levy does give rise to some
major concerns particularly as adjoining Local
Authorities at Ashford, Dover, Canterbury etc., have
not yet attempted to introduce CIL this will have the
effect of making new housing costs in particular
about £10,000 dearer on a small modern house.
The impact of that, in an area where margins are

The proposed CIL rates need to
respond to local circumstances in
the district and the Council is being
proactive in carefully pursuing CIL
over as prompt a programme as
possible given that it needs to
secure greater confidence in how
infrastructure will be funded to
support housing growth. The
charging rate proposals are derived

No changes
required.
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extremely tight, could have a major slowing down
effect forcing builders and developers to look at
adjoining areas in preference to building in
Folkestone. At a time when the County needs
cheap housing the size of the levy, in the submitted
view, is totally unrealistic. It is suggested that if the
District Council wishes to proceed it should do so
on the basis of a fairly nominal contribution to begin
with and to review the situation as other Local
Authorities introduce a levy in the adjoining areas.

When this £10,000 is added to the £25,000 which
was added by Code 3 of the Building Regulations
we could end up with the same situation of years
ago when Development Land Tax was introduced
and literally no land came on to the market and the
housing shortage got worse rather than better. The
representation urges the Council to reconsider
some of these points

from the Council’s evidence
including the findings and
recommendations of an
independent viability assessment.
The proposed CIL charging rates,
which will largely replace former
s.106 costs / obligations, have
therefore been considered in depth
and set at an appropriate level so
as not to adversely impact on the
delivery of the Local Plan overall.

As more CIL charging rates
proposals emerge and progress in
the wider region it is not expected
that those will be greatly variant
from SDC'’s positions, bearing in
mind again that each charging
authority has to respond to its own
circumstances and local balance
between infrastructure funding
needs and viability.

The Council would also like to
reiterate that CIL charging is not
wholly on top of, but is largely in
place of 5.106 that has been part of
typical development costs to date.

In referring to the collective costs of
development, SDC’s viability
consultants advise that the
representation appears to indicate
a greatly over-stated view of the
extra-over cost impact of
sustainable construction measures.
The viability assessment considers
these, and in fact fully updated
assumptions would now typically
suggest lower costs on that aspect
than have been allowed for in the
assessment.
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Appendix 2: Requlation 16 Statement

Folkestone

Hythe & Romney Marsh

Shepway District Council g~
=

/{wshw-ﬂt

Planning Act 2008 (as amended)
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended)
Shepway District Council
Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation
Regulation 16 Statement of Representations Procedure

Consultation

Shepway District Council hereby gives notice that it intends to submit a Draft
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging Schedule for public examination,
under Section 212 of the Planning Act 2008.

In accordance with Regulations 16 and 17 of the Community Infrastructure Levy
Regulations 2010 (as amended), Shepway District Council is inviting representations
on its Draft Charging Schedule. The following documents have therefore been made
available for consultation [ inspection:

Shepway District Council Draft CIL Charging Schedule (January 2015)
Relevant evidence to support the Draft Charging Schedule (including viability
and infrastructure assessments)
» Sftatement of representations procedure (this document)
Consultation Period
In accordance with Requlation 17 (2] (a), of the CIL Regulations, all representation
on the draft CIL Charging Schedule, must be made within the following 6 week time
period:
» o Fabruy ary to 23™ March 2015 (representations to be sent by 5pm).
How to View Consultation Documents

The Draft CIL Changing Schedule and supporting documents are available on the
Council's website at: hitp/ifwww . shepway. gov.uk/content/view!201786/206/

Hard copies of documents can also he viewed at the Council's main office address
and in the following libraries, during advertised normal opening times:

Shepway District Council
Civic Centre

Castle Hill Avenue
Folkestone, Kent CT20 20Y
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Librariea:

Library Address

Cheriton 64 Cherton High Sireet, Folkestone CT19 4HB
Tel.: 03000 413121

Folkestone 2 Grace Hill, Folkestone CT20 1HD
Tel.: 03000 413121

Hythe 1 Stade Street, Hythe CT21 6BQ
Tel.o 03000 413131

Lydd Skinner Road, Lydd, Romney Marsh, TN29 9HM
Tel.o 03000 413131

Lyminge Station Road, Lyminge, Folkestone CT18 BHS

Tel.: 03000 413131

Hew Romney 82 High Street, New Romney TH25 8AL
Tel.- 03000 413131

Sandgate Sandgate High Street, Sandgate, CT20 3RR
Tel.- 01303 248563

Wood Avenue Wood Avenue, Folkestone CT19 6HS

Tel.: 03000 413131

Representations

Representations on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule must be made in writing and can be
submitted by email or post via the following addresses:

Planning.policyi@shepway.gov.uk (with ‘CIL consultation’ in the subject bar).

Or by post:

Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation
Shepway District Council

Planning and Building Control

Planning Policy

Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue
Folkestone, Kent CT20 2QY

Withdrawal of Representation

Any person making representations on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule may withdraw
those representations at any time by giving notice to Shepway District Council in writing
at the email or postal addresses above.

CIL Examination: Right to be heard

Organisations and individuals making representations may request to be heard in
person at any related Examination in Public, andfor to be notified, at a specified address,
hefore the end of the consultation period (5pm, 23™ March 201 5).

Any person making representations may request that they be notified at a specified
address of any the following:

[E=]



» That the Draft CIL Charging Schedule has been submitted to the examiner in
accordance with section 212 of the Planning Act 2008;

» The publication of the recommendations of the examiner and the reasons for
those recommendations, and

« The approval of the CIL Charging Schedule by the Council

Further Information or Enquires

For further information or enquires about the Community Infrastructure Levy in Shepway,
pleasze contact the Council’s planning policy team on tel.: 01303 853364, or
planning.policy@shewpay.gov.uk

Statutory Compliance

This statement of Representation Procedure on Shepway District Council's Draft CIL
Charging Schedule, has been produced and published im accordance with the Community
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, {as amended) and Part 11 of the Planning Act 2008
{as amended).

(Date: January 2015)
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Appendix 3: Letters Sent to CIL PDCS Respondents

The following organisations and individuals sent in comments and representations in
response to the consultation on Shepway District Council’s CIL PDCS. They were
contacted directly to alert them to the consultation on the draft CIL Charging
Schedule, to invite further comments and representations as appropriate.

Shepway CIL PDCS Consultation Respondents SDC reference
Kent Channel Chamber of Commerce CIL PDCS-001
Marine Management Organisation CIL PDCS-002
Kent Downs AONB CIL PDCS-003
KCC Member CIL PDCS-004
Savills (on behalf of Ellandi LLP) CIL PDCS-005
Thomas Eggar (on behalf of Asda) CIL PDCS-006
Natural England CIL PDCS-007
Environment Agency CIL PDCS-008
New Romney Town Council CIL PDCS-009
Southern Water CIL PDCS-010
Kent Police CIL PDCS-011
KWT CIL PDCS-012
KCC CIL PDCS-013
RPS (on behalf of GSE group) CIL PDCS-014
Sellindge Parish Council CIL PDCS-015
The Planning Bureau (on behalf of McCarthy & Stone) CIL PDCS-016a
CIL PDCS-016b
CIL PDCS-016c¢
Other resident (not residing in Kent) CIL PDCS-017
Planning Potential Ltd (on behalf of Aldi Stores Ltd) CIL PDCS-018
Dover District Council CIL PDCS-019
Folkestone Town Council CIL PDCS-020

24



Your Ref: FOI keston e

Our Ref SDCICILCS/Feb15

preass: 01303 853364 o e b,
Shepway District Council

Fax: ) ] -

E-Mait planning_policy@shepway.gov.uk e W

i 05 February 2015 o

Circulation to:

Angela Gemmill

Relationship Manager

Marine Management Organisations

Dear Angela,

Shepway District Council Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
Public Consultation: Draft CIL Charging Schedule
Monday 9™ February, to 5pm Monday 23" March 2015

You may recall that Shepway District Council issued a Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (PDCS), for consultation during the summer of
2014.

Given you Kindly submitted representations in response to the CIL PDCS consultation, |
am writing to inform you that on Monday g™ February, the Council will commence its next
stage consultation on a draft CIL Charging Schedule. The consultation period lasts fora 6
week period, until 5pm on Monday 23™ March 2015. This represents the final formal
consultation on the development and introduction of CIL in the district, before the draft
Charging Schedule is submitted to the Planning Inspectorate for examination in public.

The Council is inviting comments and representations from residents, businesses, parish
and town councils, neighbouring local authorities, the County Council, developers and the
development industry, and any organisation or person that may have an interest in CIL
and the proposals set out by the draft CIL Charging Scehdule.

A copy of the draft CIL Charging Schedule is enclosed for your attention. The Charging
Schedule along with supporting documents, including a draft Regulation 123 List, CIL and
Whole Plan Economic Viability Study, a Core Strategy Local Plan draft infrastructure
assessment and delivery plan, and a Consultation Statement on the CIL PDCS, can also
be viewed via the following web site address:
hitp:/iwww.shepway.gov.uk/content/view/201786/206/

Hard copies of the consultation document and supporting information are available to be
viewed at: Shepway District Council Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue, Folkestone
CT20 2QY; and at the District’'s libraries.

Comments and representations on the draft Charging Schedule, supporting documents
including the draft Regulation 123 list, and related matters should be made in writing, and
sent by email or by post to the following addresses:

Shepway District Council

Cinae Centre, Castle Hill Averue, Folkestona, Kent, CT20 200

Telephone: (Switchbeard) 01303 853000

E-mail: sdefehepway. pow.uk

DX 4912 Folkestone www.shepway.gov.uk
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By email:
Planning.policy@shepway.gov.uk
(with "CIL Consultation’ in the subject line)

By post:

Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation
Shepway District Council

Planning and Building Control

Planning Policy

Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue
Folkestone, Kent

CT20 2QY

Any person making representations on the draft Charging Schedule and / or associated
documents, may request the right to be heard at the examination in public that follows this
consultation. Persons making representations can also request to be notified of progress
on the submission of the Charging Schedule for examination in public; the publication of
the examination recommendations; and the adoption of the Charging Schedule by the

Council.

Should you have any queries on the consultation, please use the contact details given at

the top of this letter.

The Council greatly appreciates your consideration of the draft Charging Schedule and
supporting documents, and welcomes your views.

Yours faithfully

Chris Lewis
Head of Planning
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Appendix 4: General Consultation Email and Letter

From: frnett, Stephen

Sent: 09 February 2015 10:08

To:

Subject: Sheapway draft CIL C5 consultation -

Circulation to:
Dear

Shepway District Council Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
Public Consultation: Draft CIL Charging Schedule
Monday 9th February, to 5pm Monday 23" March 2015

| am writing to inform you that on Monday 9™ February, Shepway District Council will
commence its public consultation on the attached draft Community Infrastructure Lewy [CIL)
Charging Schedule. Flease therefore accept this email and the attached letter, as notification
of the commencement of the public consultation on this document.

As per the Govemment's CIL Regulations and process, this is the second formal
consultation on the development of CIL in the District, following on from the consultation on a
CIL Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (PDCS), during late summer 2014.

The Council is inviting comments and representations from residents, businesses, pansh
and town councils, neighbouring local authorities, the County Council, developers and the
development industry, and any organisation or person that may have an interest in CIL and
the proposals set out by the draft Charging Schedule.

Details and supporting documents, including a draft Regulation 123 list, can be viewed on
the Council's website at: http/fwww._shepway gov uk/contentiview/201786/206/ : at the Civic

Centre, Castle Hill Avenue, Folkestone CT20 2QY: and at the District's libraries.

The consultation period lasts for a 6 week period until 5pm on Monday 23™ March. The
Council would greatly appreciate receiving your views on the draft CIL Charging Schedule,
which represents the final formal consultation before the draft Charging Schedule is
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate for examination in public.

If you wish to make comments in response to the consultation on the draft Charging
Schedule and / or the supporting documents, please submit these in writing:

by email to - planning.policy@shepway.gov.uk (with ‘CIL consultation’ in the subject line);

or by post to - Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation
Shepway District Council
Flanning and Building Control
Flanning Policy
Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenus
Folkestone, Kent
CT20 2QY

Any person making representations on the draft Charging Schedule and / or associated
documents, may request the right to be heard at the examination in public that follows this
consultation. Persons making representations can also request to be notified of progress on
the submission of the Charging Schedule for examination in public; the publication of the
examination recommendations; and the adoption of the Charging Schedule by the Council.
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Thank you for considenng the consultation - the Council welcomes your views and looks

forward to receiving your response.
Kind regards

Stephen Amett

Community Infrastructure Levy Officer
Planning Policy Team

Shepway District Council

Tel: 01303 853364

The Civic Centre
Castle Hill Avenue
Folkestone

Kent CT20 2QY
www.shepway.gov.uk
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;I‘-IRH: SDC/draft CILCS/Feb15 FDI keStune

necoe: 01303 853364 IR SRR

Shepway District Council =
Facx: . i J
E-Mail: planning_policy@shepway gov.uk e

Date: 06 February 2015

=

Circulation to:
Planning and Building Control Agents, Surveyors, Estate Agents, Architects and
Other Planning / Property Advisers

Dear Colleagues,

Shepway District Council Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
Public Consultation: Draft CIL Charging Schedule
Monday gin February, to 5pm Monday 23™ March 2015

| am writing fo inform you that on Monday 9" February, Shepway District Council will
commence its public consultation on a draft Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging
Schedule. The consultation period lasts for a 6 week period, until 5pm on Monday 23™
March 2015. This represents the final formal consultation on the development and
introduction of CIL in the district, before the draft Charging Schedule is submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate for Examination in Public.

The Council is inviting comments and representations from residents, businesses, parish
and town councils, neighbouring local authorties, the County Council, developers and the
development industry, and any organisation or person that may have an interest in CIL
and the proposals set out by the draft CIL Charging Scehdule.

You may be aware that CIL is a new charge that local authorities can levy on new
developments in their area. It has been introduced by Government as their prefermed
approach for developers to provide funding contributions towand the infrastructure required
to support developments in an area. A scaled back system of section 106 planning
obligations will however continue to remain in operation once CIL comes into effect.

A copy of the draft CIL Charging Schedule is enclosed for your attention. The Charging
Schedule along with supporting documents, including a draft Regulation 123 List, CIL and
Whole Plan Economic Viability Study, and a Core Strategy Local Plan draft infrastructure
assessment and delivery plan, can also be viewed via the following web site address:
hitp-fwww shepway gov. uki/contentiview/201786/2 06/

Hard copies of the consultation document and supporting information are available to be
viewed at: Shepway District Council Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue, Folkestone
CT20 20%; and at the District’s libraries.

Comments and representations on the draft Charging Schedule, supporting documents
including the draft Regulation 123 list, and related matters should be made in writing, and
sent by email or by post to the following addresses:

Shepway District Council

Civic Centre, Castle Hill Averme, Folkestane, Kent, CT20 20
Telephare: [Swabchbaand) 01303 853000

E-muasl: scdoi@shepwany. gov.uk

DK 4312 Fulkesione www.shepway.gov.uk
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By email:
Planning.policy@shepway.gov.uk
(with “CIL Consultation’ in the subject ling)

By posr:

Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation
Shepway District Council

Planning and Building Control

Planning Policy

Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue
Folkestone, Kent

CT20 2aQY

Any person making representations on the draft Charging Schedule and { or associated
documents, may request the right to be heard at the examination in public that follows this
consultation. Persons making representations can also request to be notified of progress
on the submission of the Charging Schedule for examination in public; the publication of
the examination recommendations; and the adoption of the Charging Schedule by the

Council.

Should you have any queries on the consultation, please use the contact details given at

the top of this letter.

The Council greatly appreciates your consideration of the draft Charging Schedule and
supporting documents, and welcomes your views.

Yours faithfully

Chris Lewis
Head of Flanning
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Appendix 5: CIL Webpage

Community Infrastructure Levy

CONSULTATION ON:
DEAFT CAMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY {CIL) CHARGING SCHEDULE

Monday #th Febrary, to Spm Mowsday 23rd March 2015
Community Infrastrectore Levy

The pumpese of the Comrmmity Infrastmucture Lewy (CIL) &5 00 raise fimds to help pay for the mSasmucrore that”s required to suppart development.

The scope of CIL s governed by CIL regulations initally mtroduced in 2010 and further amended in 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014. AR
Local Authorities wishing to intreduce CIL have to pay due regard to these regulations.

Om adopiion by a Local Awtherity, CIL is paryable by iable developments as defined by a CIL Chargmng Schedule. CIL will alzo replace most section
106 comtritnutions for wider mastructore needs, apant from those related to site specific miflgrison measures and afordable bousing.

The Planming Act (200E), which infrodoced CIL, gives a wide definition of the types of infrasmocmre that it can belp to find, inchiding — ransport,
education, fieod defences, compumity facilites. parks, green spaces and play spaces.

Further informadon on CIL is available from the Govemnment's Deparment of Conmumities and Lol Govemment, via their website as follows:

Commminities and Local Govemment website
Consultation on Draft CIL Chargine Schedule

Shepwary Dismict Coundl approved a Diradt CIL Chargimg Schedule for consulation, at = meetmg of 215t Jamnary 2015, The consultation nms for &
weeks from the #th Febroary to 23rd March 2005,

Mlembers of the public, kocal commumities, Parish and Town Coumncils, developers, propery secor and other busmesses, and inferested orEanizatons,
are mwvited to review the Draft CIL Charzine Schedule and supportne information. mchading a draft Regulason 123 list. Comments and
representations should be sobmitted n wrting by Spm Mondary 23rd March.

As per the process set out by the CIL Regulatons 2000 (as amended), this CIL consultation follows on fom the sommer 2014 Prelininary Crrad
Charging Schedule (PDCS) consultation. Comments and representanons received in response to the frst consultation are detailed in the CIL PDCS
Comsul@ation Statement docament (522 document download bnk below), which also indicates how they have mformed the Diadfi CIL Charging
Schedule

Consultation Doruments and Sapporting Information

The corsultation documents md supparing mivmation can be donmnloaded via the followine POFs:

Draft CIL Charging Schedule T Shevaav DC Dra CIL CS (Tand 51
Dmaft CIL Charging Scheduls Maps:
= Appendix 1: CIL residential zones TSheoway draft CIL CS - aopendix 1
=  Appendix 2: CIL residential zones - Folkesiones w
=  Appendix 3: HkmeTmMmml&mmw
=  Appendx 4: Strategic devedoprment sites:
= Plagpendix4 - C51P policy ssé

- ngix 4 - C5LP policy ss7
= Tlappenddic 4 - CSLP poficy csdd
. riiz 4 - CSLP policy csdd

Shepway draft Reguiation 123 ist Tl Shepway DC Draft 123 List (.Jan?015)

Shepway draft CIL Instalments policy T Shepway DC Craft CIL Install Bolicy (Tan1 )

Shepwary draft CIL pavments in kind palicy T Shepway DC Draft CIL Fay in Eind Policy (Tanl3)

CIL Femilation 16 Stasement of Benres entations Procedurs T Shewpay DC CIL RIS Sttemens

CILPDCS Consultation Statement E@m‘ﬂc CIL PDCS cons stapement (Thecl4)

CIL & Wheole Plan Economic Viabiliny SMEMMWHM\'H‘- EJQ‘JM CILEWEWS appends (Tobvl4)
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(CTL Viablity Stad - Supplementary Bieport TShemwey DC - (7L Suro Viahdite report (Tanl 51
Cirafi Infrastmacture Needs Assecsment & Dehammmﬂmm dnft IDP (Tanl5)

Hard copies of the above donments can alse be viewsd at the following locations durme normal opening hours:
= Shepway District Council, Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue, Folkestone CT20 20

= Cheriton Library; Folkestone Library; Hythe Library; Lydd Library; Lyminge Library: Mew Romney Library; Sandgate Library;
Wood Axenue Library

How to Send Comments and Bepresentations on the Draft CIL Charging Schedule

Please submit your comments and representaisons on the Daft CI1L Charging Schedule in writns by one of the following means:

= By email to - planning. policy{Eshepway gov.uk (with "CIL consuliation’ in the subject bar)

= By postto- Daft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation, Shepway Distnict Councl, Planning Policy, Civic Centre, Castle Hill
Avenue, Folkestone CT20 20Y

Please note the consultation runs from Monday Sth February, to Spm Monday Z3rd March 2015. Responses received after the diosing

date may not b= considered.

Please also note that all representations made in response to the Draft CIL Charging Schedule must be submitted fo the Exarminer,

topether with 3 surmmary of the main issues mised, as part of the Examination in Public process, which follows this consultation.

Therefore comments cannot be treated as confidental and will be made avalable as public documents (personal addresses will

however, not be made publically available).

Requesting Further Notifications

In accordance with the CIL Regulations, any organisations or person making representations may request that they be notified at a

specified address, of any of the fiollowing:

= That the Draft CIL Charging Schedule has been submitted to the examiner in accordance with section 212 of the Planning
Act 2008;

= The publicabion of the recormmendations of the examiner and the reasons fior those recommendations; and

= The approval of the CIL Charging Schedule by the Councd.

If you veould like further notfication of the abowe matters, please state this in your writien response to the Draft CIL Charging Schedule.
Mext Steps, CIL Timescales and Further Information

The Draft CIL Chaming Schedule, supporting information and all representations received, will be submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate fior independent examination. Organisations and individuals submitting representations wil also have the right to be heard
at the Examination in Public (EIP), which follows this consultation. Although no exact time can be given at this stape, the Council will
airm for a lake spring / early summer 2015 date for the EIP.

At the earliest. the Council may therefore be in a position o consider the adoption of a CIL Charging Schedule during the |atter part of
summer 2015,

For further information, please contact the Council's Planning Policy Tearmn on tel no: 01303 353304; or by email at

anni i uk
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Appendix 6: Press Notice

PLANNING ACT 2008 (AS AMENDED)
COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY REGULATIONS 2010 (AS AMENDED)

NOTICE OF REGULATION 16 PUBLIC CONSULTATION ON THE
SHEPWAY DRAFT COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL)
CHARGING SCHEDULE AND STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATION PROCEDURE

Shepway District Council hereby gives notice that it iz prepanng a Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging Schedule for the whole of the distnct. As part of
the process, a draft CIL Charging Schedule, which sets out the proposed CIL rates
applicable to new developments, will be issued for consultation. Representations
are therefore invited on the draft Schedule.

The consultation commences on Monday 3th February and ends at 5pm on
Monday 23rd March 2014. Responses received after this date will not be
considered. Representations should be made in writing, and should be sent by
email or post to the following addresses:

*  Email to: planning. policy@shepway.gov.uk fwith *CIL consultation’ in the
subject bar)

* By post to - Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation, Shepway District
Council, Planning & Building Control, Planning Policy, Civic Centre, Castle Hill
Awvenue, Folkestone CT20 20Y

Any person making representations on the draft Schedule and / or associated
documents, may request the right to be heard at the examination in public that
follows this consultation. Persons making representations can also request to be
notified of progress on the submission of the Charging Schedule for examination
in public; the publication of the examination recommendations; and the adoption
of the Charging Schedule by the Council.

The draft CIL Charging Schedule and supporting documents are available for
viewing online at - hitp:/www shepway. gov.uk/content/view/201786/206/; or as
hard copy documents at the following locations during normal opening times:

Location Address

Shepway District Council | Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue, Folkestone CT20 20Y
Chenton Library 64 Chertton High Street, Folkestone CT19 4HB
Faolkestone Library 2 Grace Hill, Folkestone CT20 1HD

Hythe Library 1 Stade Street, Hythe CT21 6BO

Lydd Library Skinner Road, Lydd, Fomney Marsh, TN29 9HN
Lyminge Library Station Road, Lyminge, Folkestone CT18 8HS

Mew Romney Library 82 High Street, Mew Romney TH2& 8AL

Sandoate Library Sandgate High Street, Sandgate, CT20 3RR

Wood Avenue Library Wood Avenue, Folkestone CT18 6HS

For further information please see the District Council's Folkestone

website, or contact the Planning Policy Team on e el e Lt 75
Telephone: 01303 853364; or by email - =
! licy@s] -
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Appendix 7: CIL Consultation Contact List

Action with Communities in Rural Kent
A Scott Ltd

Acrise Pansh Council

Affinity Water Lid

Airport Operators Association
Akehurst Homes

Alliance Environment & Planning Ltd
Anthony Hicks & Co

Applied Renewable Energy Lid
Arena Racing Company Ltd

Asda Stores

Ashford Borough Council
Association of Local Councils

Barton Willmore

Better Places

Big Jigs Toys

Bishop Consultancy Limited
Blackstone Homes
Bluewater Caravan Park
BMP Paribas Real Estate
Bouveie Place

Bovis Homes

Brenzett Panish Council
Brian Uden Lid

British Asian Association
British Energy Plc

British Geological Survey
Brookland Parish Council
Browns, Hawkinge

BT Open Reach

Bucket and Spade
Burmarsh pansh Council
Buzzlines

C R Child & Partners, Hythe
Cabterbury City Council

Camland Developments
Canterbury Christ Church University



CDSP Ltd

CGMS

Champion Ltd

Champion & Co, Hythe

Charlier Construction

Cheney Thorpe & Morrison

Church and Dwight

Clagues

Clive Tidmarsh, Design Architecture & Planning
Cognitive Media

Colin Bett Ltd

Copy Link/FITA

Country Land and Business Association
Courtley Consultants Ltd

CPRE - Protect Kent

Creative Foundation

Crown Estate

CSDP

Cycle Shepway

CYMA Architects

Damian Collins MP

Defence Infrastructure & Land Management
Services

Deloitte

Department of Transport

DHA Planning

Discover Folkestone, Hythe and Romney Marsh
Dover District Council

Drivers Jonas Deloitte

DTZ Development Consulting
Dymchurch Parish Council

East Kent Housing

East Sussex County Council

EDF Energy

Elham Parich Council

Elmsted Parish Council

English Heritage

Environment Agency
Eurotunnel

Federation of Small Businesses
Fell Reynolds
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FHDHCA

Fields in Trust

Folkestone Harbour Company
Folkestone Town Centre Management
Folkestone Town Council

Folkestone, Hythe and District Association of
Surveyors, Valuers, Auctioneers and Estate
Geoconservation Kent

Geoff Love Ltd

George Denny Ltd

Gladman Group

Godden Allen Lawn

GOPAK

Gregory Gray Associates

Guy Hollaway Architects

GVA

Hallam Land Management Limited
Hawkinge Town Council

Highways Agency

Hobbs Parker

Holiday Extras

Home Builders Federation

Homes & Communities Agency
Humberts Leisure

Hume Planning Consultancy

HV Wooding

Hythe Care Homes

Hythe Chamber of Commerce & Tourism
Hythe Town Council

Iceni Projects

Ivychurch Parish Council

Jacksons Fencing

Jenner Homes

John Floydd & Co

John Macmillian Associates

John Verkaik Ltd

Jones Lang LaSalle Limited

KCC Shepway members (all)

Keith Barker Ltd

Kent Channel Chamber of Commerce
Kent County Council
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Kent Developers Group

Kent Downs AONB

Kent Fire & Rescue Service
Kent Nature Partnership
Kent Planning Ltd

Kent Police

Kent Wildlife Trust

Kentish Homes Ltd

Kingston Homes

Lcl surveyors

Lee Evans & Co

Leisure Republic

Lydd Airport

Lydd Town Council

Lyminge Parish Council
Lympne Parish Council
Magnox

Maidstone Studios

Marine Management Organisation
Marsh Forward Development Trust
McCarthy & Stone

Milbrooke Printers

Moat Housing Group

Monks Horton Parish Council
Mono Consultants Ltd
Morrisons Supermarkets
Mouchel Estates

Murston Construction Ltd
Natural England

Network Ralil

New Romney Town Council
Newchurch Parish Council
Newington Parish Council
NHS Property Services

Nick Highton Ltd

Nigel Seymour Ltd

Old Romney Parish Council
Open Spaces Society

Orbit Housing Association
Paddlesworth Parish Council
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Paul Noad Associates

Paul Roberts Associates
Pentland Homes

Persommon Homes

Peter Spiller Ltd

Petham

Phides Estates

Port Lympne Wild Animal Park
Postling Parish Council

PRP Architects

Quinn Estates

Realia

Reeds Rains, Folkestone
Richard Daniels & Co

Roger Joyce Associates
Romney Marsh Potato Company
Romney Resource Centre
Romney, Hythe & Dymchurch Railway
Rother District Council

RPC Land and New Homes
RSPB

SAGA Group Ltd

Sainsburys

Saltwood Parish Council
Sanctuary Housing Association
Sandgate Parish Council
Sandgate Society

Savills

Scott Wilson

Screen South

Sellindge Parish Council

Servo Connectors

Shepway District Council members (all)
Shepway Environment and Community Network

Sleeping Giant Media
Smith Woolley & Perry
Smiths Gore, Maidstone
Snargate Parish Council
South East LEP
Southeastern Railways




Southern Water

Sport England

St Mary in the Marsh Parish Council
Stagecoach

Stanford Parish Council
Stelling Minnis Parish Council
Stowting Parish Council
Strutt & Parker, Canterbury
Stuart Ingleston Ltd

Sustrans

Swingfield Parish Council
Taskmasters UK

Taylor Wimpey

Terry Dowding Ltd

Tescos

TG Designer Homes

Thanet District Council

The London Planning Practice
The Planning Inspectorate
The Woodland Trust

The Workshop

Tim Campbell Associates
Tim Parrett Ltd

Tom Quaye Ltd

Town & Country Housing Association
Triflex

Waitrose Ltd

Walker Construction

Walker Construction

Ward Homes

Wealden Homes

West Design Products
Wheelchair Users Group
YOUR MOVE, Hythe
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Appendix 8: Representations

CIL DCS 001
Marine
Lancaster House
Management amatire Coun
Organisation Nevcsts g T
By email;

planning.policy@shepway.gov.uk

12 February 2015

Dear SirfMadam,

Re: Shepway District Council Community Infrastructure Daft Charging Schedule

Thank you for inviting the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) to comment on the
above consultation. | can confirm that the MMO has no comments to submit in relation fo

this consultation.

If you have any questions or need any further information please just let me know. More

T +44 (0)300 122 1032
F +44 (0)191 375 2688
www.gov.uk/mma

Our reference: 977

information on the role of the MMO can be found on our website www gov_uk/mmo

Yours sincerely

Angela Gemmil
Relationship Manager

E  stakeholder@marinemanagement org uk
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CIL DCS 002

From: David Hill [David.Hill@cla.org.uk]

Sent: 18 February 2015 11:42

To: Planning Policy

Subject: Community Infrastructure Levy - Public Consultation on the Revised

Submission Charging Schedule - February 2015

Dear Sirs

Thank you for your inviting the CLA to comment on the preliminary draft charging schedule
for the Shepway District Council community infrastructure levy.

The Country Land and Business Association (CLA) is a national organisation embracing the
owners and occupiers of all types of rural land and business in England and Wales. It
represents the interests of the owners of some 35,000 land holdings and rural businesses.

Shepway District Council is part of the area covered by the South East Region of the CLA.
Kent CLA members 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 diversified 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 development
companies. Our members have businesses in rural Kent and most live in its rural
communities and villages.

The CLA represents the wide diversity of the rural community. We are glad to have the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Charging Schedule for CIL.

The CLA comments are as follows:

1. Rural Non-Residential Charges

The CLA supports Shepway District Council’s decision to impose a nil-rate CIL rating on
non-residential and smaller scale commercial development, which we would take to
include 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 buildings and infrastructure due to legislation with no commercial gain to
the enterprise. If a CIL is imposed on these types of enterprise it would have had a major
impact on the farming and rural business community, who would have been unable to
afford the increased cost of the development due to the CIL.

CIL charges would make these developments unviable; regeneration would be stifled
and sustainability of the rural areas in Shepway District Council would be adversely
affected, by making them less economically viable; particularly in the current climate
where rural workshops and offices are difficult to let especially where broadband
connection is poor.
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2. Rural Residential Charges

The CLA is concerned about the significant increase in levy in Zone D as compared to
Zone A and B, but recognises that the latter are a priority for the attraction of
development Notwithstanding this difference, the CLA welcomes the lower charges to be
imposed in these rural areas where development can be financially marginally and is
often stifled by planning restriction.

It is our view that higher charges will act as a significant disincentive for development in
rural areas. In addition, we are concerned to see no relief on affordable, key worker or
tied dwellings.

3. Infrastructure Spending Proposals

As the proposed infrastructure spending has a strong urban bias, particularly in
Folkestone, it is our view that the market housing in rural areas is being used to
subsidise the increased infrastructure required for development of Shepway District by
charging areas outside of urban areas, such as zone D.

The CLA feels strongly that all developments being requested to contribute to
infrastructure should have the opportunity to negotiate the level of payment depending
on what a community/area needs.

4, Payment Dates on CIL amounts

The CLA is concerned about the due date for CIL payments being the commencement of
developments. For rural development in particular, development projects are often
marginal and cashflow issues can stifle development. The CLA’s view is that the
payment due date should be tied to the completion and the project or occupation of the
relevant buildings to reflect the financing issues faced by many rural developers,
especially of smaller scale.

5. Payment in Kind

The provision for payment in kind is welcomed by the CLA. Whilst it is recognised that
reaching agreement on such works might be complicated, it is seen as a progressive
step and recognises the positive input that (particularly), rural businesses can have on
the communities.

6. Development for rental market

The CLA would like to know what will happen where landowners decide to build houses
to keep within their long term ownership (build to rent), to diversify their income through a
residential portfolio of properties. There are no capital receipts from which to fund a CIL
charge, rather the CIL charge would have to be met from existing revenues which the
land manager is trying to improve by diversifying to obtain an alternative rental income
stream. In this case we believe the Council should be more flexible in their approach for
the payment of CIL for example not charging the CIL if a legal agreement is given that
the new property would remain available for private rental for a period of at least 5 years.

7. Houses for Essential Workers

The CLA has concerns that there is no allowance for housing needed for rural
businesses such as agricultural, forestry and other essential rural workers. The CLA
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would like clarification that these dwellings will be treated the same as affordable
housing, with a nil rate set for CIL. Our view is that the CIL should not apply to these
dwellings which will have been justified as a requirement for the business.

Yours sincerely
David Hill

David Hill

Rural Surveyor
Hikenield House
East Anton Court
Icknield Way
Andover

SP10 5RG

T: 01264 313434 M: 07702 928839
F: 01264 369196 E: David.Hill@cla.org.uk

The CLA is the membership organisation for owners of land, property and businesses in rural England
and Wales. For information on our work and how to join online, visit www.cla.org.uk

The Advisory Services are made available to members on the basis that a member’s rights to compensation and the liability (if any) of
CLA and its officers and/or its staff advisers, are restricted in the following ways. In the event of any advice given by any CLA staff
adviser being given negligently or otherwise being incorrect no liability whatsoever is accepted by CLA or its officers or by its staff
advisers concerned (a) towards any person who is not the current CLA member to whom the advice was directly given, (b) to any
person in respect of consequential loss or loss of profits, or (c) to any person for any sum exceeding £50,000 in respect of any one
enquiry (whether made or responded to orally or in writing and whether dealt with at one time or over a period of time).

Any person making use of the Advisory Services accepts such restrictions. If damages restricted to the above financial limits would be
inadequate in the circumstances members should consider referring to appropriate professional advisers in private practice before
taking any particular course of action potentially or actually involving any substantial amounts of money.

No responsibility for loss occasioned to any person acting or refraining from action in reliance on or as a result of the material included
in or omitted from this message can be or is accepted by the author(s), the CLA or its officers or trustees or employees or any other
persons. © Country Land and Business Association Limited. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced or
transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise, or stored in any retrieval
system of any nature without prior written permission of the copyright holder except as expressly permitted by law.

Country Land & Business Association Limited. Registered in England and Wales: 6131587. Registered Office: 16 Belgrave Square,
London, SW1X 8PQ.

43


mailto:David.Hill@cla.org.uk
http://www.cla.org.uk/
http://www.cla.org.uk/

CIL DCS 003

From: Vanessa Evans [Vanessa.Evans@kentwildlife.org.uk]
Sent: 18 March 2015 14:43

To: Planning Policy

Subject: Draft CIL Charging Schedule

Dear Mr Lewis,

Kent Wildlife Trust thanks you for the opportunity to comment upon the Draft CIL Charging Schedule. We
have no further comments to make.

Kind regards
Vanessa Evans
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CIL DCS 004

From: Tina Wiles [clerk@hawkingepc.org.uk]
Sent: 09 March 2015 16:09

To: Planning Policy

Subject: CIL Consultation

Good afternoon

Please see response from Hawkinge Town Council in respect of the CIL
consultation:

Consultation Response CIL Charging Schedule - March 2015

The Council notes that Towns and Parishes will receive their own portion of CIL
income to spend on the infrastructure they want and that in areas with no
Neighbourhood plan this will be 15% and 25% if there is a neighbourhood plan and
that the list of CIL will be published annually by the District Council.

Kind regards
Lynne

Lynne Martin
Administrative Officer

Town Council Offices
Hawkinge Community Centre
Heron Forstal Avenue
Hawkinge CT18 7FP

Tel 01303 893928

The information in this e-mail is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely for
the addressee. If you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender immediately and delete
this e-mail including any attachments. Any review, dissemination distribution, copying or other use
of this communication or the information in it is strictly prohibited.
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creating a better place

CIL DCS 005

W Agency

Shepway District Council Our ref: KT/2006/000338/0R-08/PO1-L0O1
Civic Centre Castle Hill Avenue Your ref:

Folkestone

Kent Date: 19 March 2015

CT20 2QY

Dear SirfMadam

Shepway District Council Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
Public Consultation: Draft CIL Charging Schedule

Thank you for consulting us on your draft CIL Charging Schedule. We have no
comments to make on your draft schedule.

We note that you have produced your draft Regulation 123 List (draft: January 2015).

We are pleased that flood defences and other environmental infrastructure appear on
this list.

If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully

Ms Jennifer Wilson
Planning Specialist

Direct dial: 01732223272
Direct e-mail kslplanning@environment-agency.gov.uk

Environment Agency
Orchard House Endeavour Park, London Rioad, Addington, West Malling, Kent, ME18 55H
Carstomer services line: 08708 506 506

Email: enguriesi@environment-agency gov.uk
WA enyIonment-3gency goy uk

Environment
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Planning

Potential

Planning Regeneration and Developmenl

Directors:

Helen Cuthbert BSocSc (Hons) MA MRTP] Caroling Dawson BA {Hons) DMS MRTPI

Stuart Slatter 8-Tech TRF{SA)} MRTPI Assoristes: Flanning Potential is a Limited Company
Claire Templ2 BA (Hons) Dip TP MRTFI Rob Scadding BA (Hons) PG Dip MRTPI Registerod i England No: 54149507
fAssociate Deector: Xatie Turvey BA (Hans) MA TP MRTP Registerad OMce: 35 Ballards Lana, Londan, N3 IXW
Alastair Close BSc (Hans) NRTPI Heather Vickers BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI

CIL DCS 006

www.planningpotential.co.uk
info@ planningpotential.co.uk

CIL DCS Consultation
Shepway District Courcil
Planning and Building Control
Planning Policy
Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue
Folkestone, Kent
CT20 2QY
19" March 2015

Our Ref: RS¥14/2105
Dear Sir / Madam,

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY DRAFT CHARGING SCHEDULE CONSULTATION —
RESPONSE BY ALDI STORES LTD

We write on behalf of our client, ALDI Steres Ltd, in respect of the Community Infrastructure
Levy Draft Charging Schedule (DCS), which is open for consultation until 23 March 2015. We
previously provided ccmments in respect of the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (PDCS) in
laze 2014, and now pravide further comments on the DCS, in light of the Supplementary Viability
Report (January 2015} by DSP.

We acknowledge the changes made to the schedule in respect of retail charge rates, in particular
the exemption of new retail floorspace within Foikestone Town Centre, which we fully support.
We are also supportiva of the undertaking further appraisals based on different scales of retail
flaorspace, which we had requested be undertaken.

Without repeating our previous comments on the charging schedule, it is important to
nanetheless provide further comiment in light of the hew evidence and rationale provided.

Fi-stly, in promoting the introduction of a 2,500 sqm floorspace threshold to differentiate
between different formats of retail development, we wish to clarify that the threshold level
proposed is not an arbitrary figure. The suggested level of 2,500 sqm represents the NPPF-
defined threshold for when the impacts of new development may, on balance, become
significant. This figure is reflective of larger supermarket formats that may be considered to have
the greatest potential retail ‘impact’.

The figure therefore has greater relevance than other figures that may, more reasonably, be
censidered arbitrary. It remains our view that further differentiation between retail formats is
essential. Without the charging schedule becoming 'overly engineered’ to particular trading
formats, the introduction of a second floorspace threshold would provide a practical solution to
differentiate between _imited Assortment Discounters and larger supermarket formats.

We strongly remain o7 the view that introducing a charging schedule that is based on a retail
format and zrading densities that are materially different to an LAD - but which they would still
be liable for - unfairly prejudices against such formats and creates a commercial advantage for
larger supermarket operators.

We acknowledge the point made at paragraph 2.12 that the viability of different development

schemes is driven by a range of site specific characteristics, but it is the case that the prospective

CIL charge rate is a key factor waen assessing viabilizy, and a single blanket charge rate still has
Consultant:

Magdalen House
148 Tooley Street
London SE1 2TU

T: 020 7357 8000
F: 020 7357 9865
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the potential to have disproportionate impacts, If a singl® charge rate is prozosed for all retall
formats above 282 sqm, then the rate should be lowered to reduce potential impacts on viability,

The Supplementary Viability Report saggests there is a risk of ‘over-complicating’ the Charging
Schedule, but we strongly believe that this should not be to the detriment of ensuring Fairness
within the proposed rates. In contrast, there iz also sigrificant danger of over-simplifying the
matter, to the detriment of investmen: opporturities within the District. We again draw reference
to paragraph 37 the CIL Guidance (April 2013}, which states "charging scheduwles showld not
impact disproporifonately an particwiar sectors or specialist forms of developrent”,

Ta reiterate, whilst we fully support some of te changes made fallowing consultation on the
POCS, we remain of the viea that more 15 requred to enzure that the full spactrum of potential
types of developr ent in the District ar= fairly and accurate 'y represented in the adopted charging
schedulz, ALDI have a specific require nent for a second foodstore in the District and are working
to identify suitable development apportunities, however the imposition of a charge rate that
would impact more greatly on ALDI and other LADS than on larger supermar<ets typical of the
‘Big 4 cperators may ultimately impast an the appetite to deliver benefical Ir vestment,

Yours sincerely

PALL GALGEY

PLANNIMG POTENTIAL
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CIL DCS 007
20 March 2015

CIL Draft Charging Schedule Consultation
Shepway District Council

Planning and Building Control

Planning Policy

Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue Matthew Williams
Folkestone, Kent E: mwilliams@savills.com
CT20 20Y DL: +44 (0} 121 634 3432

F: +44 (1)

Innovation Court

121 Edmund Street
Birmingham B3 2HJ

T- +44 (0) 121 833 3733
sawills.com

Dear Sir f Madam

Draft Charging Schedule Consultation
Representation on behalf of Ellandi LLP

We are instructed by Ellandi LLP (herein referred to as Ellandi) to submit our observations on the Shepway
Community Infrastructure Levy Draft Charging Schedule (DCS), which has been published for consultation
until 23 March 2015.

Savillz previously submitted detailed representations to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (PDCS) in
October 2014, to which the Council has responded in its Summary of Responses and Representations
published with the Draft Charging Schedule. Ellandi's response is identified under SDC reference CIL PDCS-
0os.

Proposed Retail Rates — Folkestone Town Centre

Following our representations to the Shepway Community Infrastructure Levy Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule (PDCS) in October 2014, we welcome the amendments that have been made to the Draft Charging
Schedule in relation to the proposed rates for retail development. We can confirm that as written these
address previous concerns raised in relation to the definition (location, type and scale) of chargeable retail
development within Shepway. Accordingly, we fully support the identification of a separate charging zone for
retail development within Folkestone Town Centre and the sefting of a rate of £0 per sgm for all convenience
and comparigon retail and other development akin to retail within this area.

Proposed Residential Rates — Folkestone Town Centre

Ellandi recognise the importance of residential development in terms of its contribution to the wvitality and
viability of town centres. As such, and having regard to the available evidence which would suggest that
proposals for residential development in the Town Cenfre could be rendered unviable through the
introduction of CIL, we welcome the fact that the Local Authority has maintained the identification of separate
charging zones for residential development within the Draft Charging Schedule and support a nil rate for such
development within Zone & which includes Folkestone Town Cenfre.

Draft Regulation 123 List

We welcome the publication of a Draft Regulation 123 List alongside the CIL Draft Charging Schedule.
However, we do have initial concerns regarding the level of detail it includes. At prezent the types of
infrastructure listed as being considered for support through CIL receipts is wide-ranging and refers to
generic infrastructure types such as, business infrastructure, public realm enhancements and community

865 = _SGS
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savills

safety, as opposed o specific projects which are necessary to enable the delivery of Plan-led development.
Accordingly, it is not considered that the Regulation 123 list provides sufficient definiion about which

infrastructure projects will be provided through CIL and which will rely on Section 108 contributions.

We would welcome further clarity on what is to be funded through the Draft 123 List and 5108 contributions
and look forward to this being addressed by the Council in advance of the Charging Schedule being
submitted for Examination.

We trust these comments are helpful and we wish the right to be notified when:
# the DCS is submitied to the Examiner in accordance with Section 212 of the PA 2008;
+ the recommendations of the Examiner and the reasens for these recommendations are
published; and
# the Charging Schedule is approved by the charging authority.

Vours faithfully

Matthew Wiliams
Director
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CIL DCS 008

GVA

10 Shatton Sreet
Londaon W1J 8JR

T. +44 [0)8449 02 03 04

200 March 2015

Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation F: +44 (020 7911 2560
Shepway District Council
Planning and Buillding Control gva.co.uk

Flanning Paolicy
Civic Centre
Castle Hill Avenue

Folkestone
Kent CT20 2QY
Direct Dial: 020 7911 2153
Email lakis.pavlou@ava.co.uk
Dear Sirs

DRAFT CIL CHARGING SCHEDULE

We act on behalf of Taylor Wirmpey, a major UK housebuilder who are extremely active within
the District and set out below our comments on the various aspects of the Draft CIL Charging
Schedule.

Draft Instalment Policy

Whilst we appreciate that the draft instalment policy will not form part of the draft CIL Charging
Schedule examination in public, we fully suppor the principle of the Policy as it will increase the
viability of future development schemes.

We support the principle of full payment within 60 days of the commencement date, where the
chargeable amount is less than £30,000; For sums more than £30,000 but less than £100,000,
whilst we support the principle of two instalments being allowed with the first instalment
representing S0% of the chargeakls amount being required within 80 days of the
commencement date, we are of the opinion that the second 0% of the chargeable amount
should be required within 180 days, not 120 days.

Where the chargeable amount is over £100,000, we stronagly urge a phosed approach is
adopted uzing the principle of the three instalment policy. We suggest these should be altered
as follows:

For each phase of development the first instalment representing 25% of the chargeable
amount to be required within 40 days of the commencement date;

For each phase of development the second instalment reprezenting 23% of the chargeable
amount should be required within 180 days of the commencement date; and

For each phase of development the third instalment representing 50% of the chargeable
amount should be required within 3460 days of the commencement date.
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Draft Payments in Kind Policy

Whilst we appreciate that the draft Payments in Kind Policy will not form part of the draft CIL
Charging Schedule examination in pubklic, we fuly support the principle of the Policy.

In terms of the interest in the land or properties to be fransfered, we would request that this
could either be on the basiz of a long leasehold interest or freehold interest. We would alzo
advise that this should include the provision of play-space, public open space and commuted
sums for maintenance of open space areas.

Draft Infrastructure Assessment & Delivery Plan

In Appendix 2, Crtical Infrastructure, Taylor Wimpey have agreed to provide the land required
for the new prmary school on Strategic Site 357 and make a capital contnbution of £3,143,222
towards the construction of the new prAmary school.

On Strategic Site C5D9, whilst the contribution that Taylor Wimpey have agreed to make is
corect, they have also had to acquire third party land in order to be able to transfer the land
to KCC. These Costs should therefore allow for the entire costs of providing the land and
building the schoals.

Within the MNecessary Infrastructure — transport costs, all those that relate to Shomcliffe Gamson
have recently been vpdated and therefore the costs stated should be amended.

Exceplional Crcumstance Relief Policy

We note that the Counci are still not promoting an Exceptional Circumstance Relief Policy. We
believe this iz a mistake and should be re-considered as there may be sites within the Distnct
that could only come forward on the basis of such a Relief Policy. As the CIL regulations allow
the Council to introduce such a policy at any stage, we would expect the Council to keep this
under review as part of their monitoring process and look fo bAng in such a policy if required.
Discretionary Relief from CIL

We support the Council's poicy on Discretionary Relief.

Monitoring and Review

We support the Council's intentionz on the monitoring and review and would expect the
Council to act immediately in the event of a market / economic downturm.

Proposed CIL Rates and Zones

Table 1

We ocloject to the proposed CIL charging rates for Zones B, C & D for residential development as
we believe these have been set ot too high a rate and will therefore impact on the viability
and deliverability of residential schemes.  Schemes will not be able to aofford to provide 30%
affordable housing and pay the suggested CIL charging rates.

We have reviewed the CIL and Whole Plan Economic Viakility Assessment report prepared by
Dixon Searde in July 2014 and their Supplementary Viakility Report dated Jarnuary 2015.
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Development Scenarios

In terms of the residential development scenanco's, we have no issues with the residential
scheme types assessed, but the range of apartment unit sizes assumed is smaller than the
market is cumently delivenng and not comparable to the market values assumed in Appendic 1
of the July 14 report. Those values in our experience are only achieved for larger 1 and 2
bedroorm apartment units.  Using these values with smaller units has the effect of
underesfimating the construction costs in the vanous appraisals.

Residential Sales Values

In term:z of the residential zales values being achieved, there ars very few examples of new
build properties achieving the higher end of the range of VLT VL1 2 of £3,350 to £4,200 per sgm.
These are normally only secured on very selective small plots insmall exclusive areas and should
not be uzed to corelate across large arsas of the District or apply to larger schemes.

From looking at all the comparable sales informaotion available within the Distict, we disagree
with the contents of Figure 4: Indicative Settlement [ Locality Relationship to Value Level. Areas
have been allocated to value zone which are simply not achievable or oppropnate, based on
the evidence and housing delivered over the recent past.

We are of the opinion that:

Mew Romney & Liflestone should be wathin VLT, VL2 & V13 only.

Folkestone 2, Dymchurch, Burmarsh & Howkinge should alio be included within VLI,
Fural 1 & Folkestone 3 should be within VL2, VL3 & V04 only.

Fural 3 & Hythe should be within V04, VL5 and VL&,

Rural 4 & Folkestone 4 should be within VLS & VL&,

Rural 5 should be within VL&, VLY and VLS.

The value ranges suggested above ars in line with the curent market and should be used to
inform the analysis for the CIL rates. Using VLF-V0L12 over-estimates the sales values within the
appraizak and will lead to the wrong conclusions being made.

Construction Costs

In terms of the level of construction costs used, we agree that these should be derved from the
RICS Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) for Shepway District. However, over the past 9
rmonths, the industry has seen a large increase in construction costs as result of matenal and
lalbour shortages.

We compars below the costs used by Dixon S2are to the BCIS figures for Movember 2014

SCHEME BCIS JULY 14 BCIS NOV 14 INCREASE

Houses - mix dev £9216 sgm £1,03% sgm £123 sgm (13%)
Houses — 3 units or less] £1,302 sgm £1.475sgm £173 =gm [13%)
Hats — generally £1.054 sgm £1.190 sgm £134 sgm [125R)
FAats — &+ storey £1.323 sgm £1.520 sgm £197 sgm [1.5%)

Az can been zeen, the actual increase in construction costs from July fo MNovember 2014 iz the
same rote or higher than the highsst CIL rate proposed.
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You then have to factor in the alowances for externals which are typically between 15% and
20% of base buld cost, plus professional fees and contingencies. The net effect of this is to
senously under-estimate the residential construction costs within the oppraisals.

Land Values

We note that Dixon Seare haove assessed lond values behween £300,000/ha and £1,200,000/ha
to test against their LY. On POL land, they use a land value benchmark of £7350,000/ha. In
our expenence, the POL is much higher and nearer the £950,000 / ha mar. Even, for greenfield
land, thers s no differentfiction betwesn net and gross areas, as generally thers iz a
requirement to provide substantially more green / open space on these type of developrmenits.

In our view it would be more appropnate to test greenfield land at £700,000/ha, PDL at
£930,000/ha and leave the highest value at £1,200,000/ha.

If the appraisals were to be re-run taking info account ocur market led assumptions on
residential sales values and land values and the latest BCIS costs, then allowing for sensifivity
testing, the results would show that Residential Zone B would not be able to afford to pay a CIL
charge, Residential Zone C would only be able to afford to pay a £30 :q m CIL charge and
Lone D would be able to pay a £75 sgm CIL Charge.

The CIL levy should be expected to have a positive economic effect on development across a
local plan area. Therefore when deciding the levy rates, an appropriate balance must be
struck between additional investment to support development and the potential effect on the
viability of developments. As the residential draft charging rate curently stands, it will have a
detimental impact on the viability and deliverakility of residential schemes in the District.

Table 2

We support the principle of the Town Centre Area having a nil charge CIL rate, although we
believe that thizs should not include Supermarkets or Retail Warehouzes. We therefore suggest
that these 2 uses are excluded from the Folkestone Town Centre Area as the evidence suggests
they can afford to pay a CIL charge in line with the Rest of Distnct definitions in the table.

Table 3

We are in agreement that the Key Strategic Sites identified in Table 3 are more appropriately
addressed by Section 104 and should therefore have a nil CIL charge rate.

Table 4
We support the contents of Table 4 as we agree the proposed uses could not offord to pay a
CIKL charge.

We therefore reguest that consideration iz given to reduce the CIL rates o we propose above
in order to allow the market to continue to deliver the hormes: beyond the Strategic Sites
needed within the Distnct.
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We reserve the right to attend the Examination in Puklic and be notified when:

The Deaft CIL Charging Schedule has been sulbmitted to the examiner in accordance with
seciion 212 of the Planning Act 2008;

The publicafion of the recommendations of the examiner and the reasons for those
recommendafions &

The approval of the CIL Charging Schedule oy the Council.

We look forward to hearing from you

Yours faithifully

Lakis Paviou
For and on oehalf of GVA
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CIL DCS 009

Kent Protecting and serving the people of Kent
Police
Trevor Hall
Developer Contributions Manager
Draft CIL Charging Schedule Consultation Direct Line: 01622 650151
Shepway District Council Easer
Planning and Building Control Exrmadl:
Planning Policy g
Civic Centre, Castle Hill Avenue community.infrastructure.levy@kent.pnn.police,uk
Folkestone,
CT20 2QY Date: 23 March 2015
DX 4912 Folkestone Ref:
Dear Sirs

Shepway District Coundil Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Public Consultation:
Draft CIL Charging Schedule — Consultation Response

Kent Police refers Shepway District Council to the 'CIL Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule’ and
‘Places and Policies Local Plan’ consultation responses which contain many relevant issues to this
consultation.

Having due regard to the Draft Regulation 123 List, if it is Shepway District Council’s intention to
include policing infrastructure under either Health & Social Care Facilities (bearing in mind the
NPPF definition of 'Healthy Communities” which is: safe and accessible environments where crime
and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesfon,; and,
safe and accessible developments, containing clear and legible pedestrian routes, and high quality
public space, which encourage the active and continual use of public areas’) or Community Safety
then Kent Police believes the Draft CIL Charging Schedule is Sound. However, if that is not
Shepway District Council’s intention then Kent Police objects to the Draft CIL Charging Schedule on
the basis it is Not Sound for the following reasons.

A primary issue for Kent Police is to ensure that new development of the proposed scale in the
County between now and 2031, which includes the Shepway District Council area, make adequate
provision for the future Policing needs of the growing population of Shepway that such
developments as indicated within this consultation document will directly generate.

Like many public service providers the police service primary funding is insufficient to be able to
add capital infrastructures to support major new developments when and wherever they occur.
Further there are no bespoke capital funding regimes for the police service (unlike schools; Health;
Highways; etc.) to provide capital investment in policing infrastructure. Capital infrastructure has
to be funded by borrowing. However, in a service where over 80% of the budget is staffing
related, the Capital Programme can only be used to overcome pressing issues within existing
infrastructure (premises upgrade/replacement) or to replace essential equipment infrastructure like
vehicles, etc., when life expectancy expires.

This situation has been recognised by the Association of Chief Police Officers nationally for some
time and there are public statements which explain the particular funding difficulties related to the
police service.

Kent Police Headquarters Sutton Road, Maidstone, Kent ME15 9BZ This is available in
Telephone: 101 Fax: 01622 654109 Website: www.kent.police,uk large print on request
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The position of police funding was examined and verified by external consultants employed by
local authorities in Leicestershire: The Leicestershire Growth Impact Assessment of 2009
concluded at Para 82 in relation to policing:

‘It is sensible to assume that most of the capital requirements incurred by growth will not be
covered by existing mainstream central and local funding’.

The Leicestershire situation is replicated nationally including here in Kent.

Faced with the unprecedented levels of growth proposed across the County, incduding within
Shepway, Kent Police has resolved to seek developer/CIL contributions to ensure that existing
levels of service can be maintained as this growth takes place. If such contributions are not
forthcoming then existing resources and infrastructure will have to be stretched further and wider
with the resulting negative impact on the level of service provision to the public. Of course, Kent
Police recognises there are other public sector providers in a similar position but firmly believes the
public regard the delivery of effective and efficient policing services as a high priority in order to
ensure their safety and security from local, national and international threats and a higher priority
than, perhaps, it is currently being given.

To assist Shepway District Council Kent Police provides the following information as to the impact
the proposed developments will have on the delivery of policing services to the putlic of Shepway.
Kent Police advises it has used KCC population and household data In the compilation of this
evidence and has updated the data used from its previous CIL consultation response so there may
be slight variances between this response and that previous one.

The Impact on Policing Services Created By the Provision of 5,900 Additional Dwellings
in Shepway between 2015 and 2031:

The proposed developments are projected to increase the overnight population of Shepway by
8,200 people. It is an undeniable fact, as with the services provided by other public sector
organisations (Education; Health’ etc.), that ¢5,900 new and additional dwellings with the
associated growth in population (policing is people and not building driven) will place significant
greater demands on palicing services particularly as the majority of these dwellings will be built on
‘Greenfield Sites” or ‘Brownfield Sites’ where there is currently little or no demand for those
services. History shows there will be a corresponding increase in crime and demand from new
residents for policing across a wide spectrum of support and intervention services as they go about
their daily lives.

The direct and additional impacts of the developments on policing Shepway will manifest in
demand in the following areas:

. additional staff (police officers; police support employees including PCSOs);

. significant additional calls and responses per year via our control centre;

. attendance to additional emergency events within the proposed development area
and District each year;

o additional non-emergency events to follow up with public contact each year;

. additional recorded crimes in the developments and localities around the District
each year;

3 additional anti-social behaviour Incidents each year within the new developments
and localities around the District each year;

. demand for increased patrols and cover across a significantly increased residential
area;

. additional vehicle demand increasing the number of vehicles required whilst at the

same time reducing the lifespan of the vehicles;
a demand for additional radios; and, other Mobile Data Terminals;
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. demand for additional Custody facilities including; Cells; Interview Rooms;
Consultation Rooms; etc., in order to ensure compliance with statutory obligations
relating to the detention and treatment of detainees and other legislative matters;

. additional use of the Police National Database systems to process and store crime
records and intelligence;

o additional demand for deployment of Mobile CCTV and other technologies;
additional demand for access to Local District Policing Teams;

. additional policing cover and interventions in all the areas described when
considering staffing and functions above;
. additional uniform/equipment; and.

Kent Police has calculated all the proposed developments and associated population growth within
the Shepway administrative area between now (2015) and 2031 will generate a growth in demand
for policing services (attendance at scenes, associated investigations, support services, etc.) of
c7.5%. Any business projecting that level of growth has either to increase staffing and/or
introduce or expand technology in order to meet that demand and customer expectations. Policing
is no different and in order to meet the projected growth in demand for policing services the
additional infrastructure, as identified, will be required along with funding to procure it. If one adds
this growth to that projected in other Districts and Boroughs across the County where, in the main,
larger growth (and in some instances significantly larger growth) is projected one can start to
understand the issues the residents of Kent (including those within Shepway) will have in relation
to accessing policing services if CIL contributions are not forthcoming. As such, in order to meet
this demand across the Shepway area, the new and additional infrastructure requirements (as a
direct result of the proposed developments and associated projected growth) and the level of
contributions required (for the whole projected growth in the administrative area to 2031) would
be:

1. 13 new police officers. Please note and to put this into context, to cover one role (999
Response, etc.) over a 24 hour period, 365 days/year requires a minimum of 7 officers.

2. 11 new police staff including PCSOs/Special Constables and other staff that perform
'front line duties” as well as support staff.

3. 6m2 additional custody accommodation (which equates to c1 new and additional cell).

Please note that based upon current projected growth in population Kent Police does
not require any additional Infrastructure for accommodation for the new staff. The
impacts of CSR1 and 2 has meant it has sufficient capacity to accommodate the above
additional staff numbers.

4. New staff set/start-up costs which includes, amongst other things:

a. Police Officers:
I Uniform and protective equipment;
ii. Patrol vehicles;
Recruitment costs;
Training;
IT equipment
Furniture, fixtures and fittings.

s<z=

b. Police Staff:
i Recruitment costs;
ii. Training/induction;
fii. IT equipment;
iv. Furniture, fixtures and fittings;
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V. Uniform (where applicable — PCSOs; Public Enquiry Officers; etc.)

5. All staff 3 year non recoverable revenue costs to cover staff salaries until central
funding is received.

The total contribution required for all proposed development (2015 to 2031) within the Shepway
District Council administrative area is £976,462. This is broken down as follows:

1. Provision of 6m2 Custody accommodation to meet the increase in detainees = £27,459.

2. 13 additional police officers:

a. Start-up costs (recruitment; training; vehicles; communication ecuipment; uniform;
etc.) = £101,145;
b. 3 Year Revenue salary costs (until central funding materialises) = £568,175;

3. 11 additional Police Support Employees:

a. Start-up costs (as above) = £36,355
b. 3 Year Revenue salary costs (as above) = £243,328

Planning Policy Justifications for Policing Contributions:

The National Policy position to support Kent Police exists in the NPPF:

securing sufficient facilities and services to meet local needs is a Core Planning Principle
[para 17 - preactively drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver

the homes, business and industrial units, infrastructure [emphasis added] and thriving
local places that the country needs.

Kent Police advocates without such contributions and/or alternative methodologies by
Shepway District Coundl to show how this will be achieved in relation to policing
infrastructure/services if contributions are not forthcoming then this raquirement of the
NPPF will not be fulfilled. With no other funding available for the police service it will not be
possible to provide the additional infrastructure requirements necessary and solely
attributable to the scale of development proposed within Shepway. With necessary
infrastructure not being provided, by definition the developments would not be sustainable.
Shepway District Council may consider the Police Precept as an alternative method of
funding for the police service. If this is the case then Shepway District Council should be
aware many other local authorities in the County have similar or larger development plans
and to meet all the infrastructure need costs resulting from all these developments would
require a significant increase in that Precept notwithstanding the income increase
generated by the additional dwellings. That increase would not be afforcable for the public
nor permitted by the Government making such arguments unsound. This is not a funding
route option for Kent Police. As such the document is Not Sound.

environments where crime and disorder and the fear of crime do not undermine the quality
of life and community cohesion [Para 58 amongst other matters, states - Loca/ and
neighbourhood plans should develop robust and comprehensive policies that set out the
quality of development that will be expected for the area. Such policies should be based on
stated objectives for the future of the area and an understanding and evaluation of its
defining characteristics. Planning policies and decisions should aim to ensure that
developments: create safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the
fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion’].
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Kent police advocates without the necessary policing infrastructure to support the level of
planned development it will be difficult for Shepway District Council to create sucy safe and
accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not
undermine quality of life or community cohesion. There are numerous examples around the
County, including within Shepway, where the developments of the 1940s, 50s and 60s led
to residents being fearful of becoming a victim of crime and the finandial and resource
investment, both by Kent Police and the relevant local authorities, to correct the situation
was considerable. As such the document is Not Sound.

planning is to deliver facilities and services that communities need [para 70 — 'To deliver
the social, recreational and cultural facilities and services the community needs, planning
policies and decisions should: plan positively for the provision and use of shared space,
community facilities (such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural buildings,
public houses and places of worship) and other local services to enhance the sustainability
of communities and residential environments; guard against the unnecessary loss of valued
facilities and services, particularly where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet
its day-to-day needs; ensure that established shops, facilities and services are able to
develop and modernise in a way that is sustainable, and retained for the benafit of the
community; and, ensure an integrated approach to considering the location of housing,
economic uses and community facilities and services’].

Kent Police advocates that without such contributions Shepway District Council will fail: to
deliver the services the communities need and in particular policing services; guard against
the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, in this case policing services,
resulting in a reduction in the level of those policing services reducing the community's
ability to meet its day to day needs; and, in the absence of CIL contributions the Shepway
District Council would have to explain how services, in this case policing services, are able
to develop and modernise in a way that is sustainable. As such the document is Not Sound.

Plan policies should deliver the provision of security infrastructure and other local facilities
[para 156 - Local planning authorities should set out the strategic priorities for the area in
the Local Plan. This should include strategic policies to deliver: the homes and jobs needed
in the area; the provision of retall, leisure and other commercial development; the
provision of infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, waste management, water
supply, wastewater, fiood risk and coastal change management, and the provision of
minerals and energy (including heat); the provision of heaith, security, community and
cultural infrastructure and other local facllities; and cdimate change mitigation and
adaptation, conservation and enhancement of the natural and historic environment,
including landscape'].

Kent Police advocates without such contributions it will not be possible for Shepway District
Council to provide for the provision of security and community infrastructure required as a
result of the new developments and which will not be subject to CIL/Developer
contributions. By failing to do so the developments would fail the Sustainability Test. As
such the document is Not Sound.

Plan positively [Para 157 = ‘Crucially, Local Plans should: plan positively for the
development and Infrastructure required in the area to meet the objectives, principles and
policies of this Framework; ...").

Kent Police advocates, without such contributions, Shepway District Council will not have
demonstrated matters have been planned positively for infrastructure required in the area
to meet the objectives, principles and policies of the Framework. As such the document is
Not Sound.
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1.

Infrastructure [Para 162 — 'Local planning authorities should work with other authorities
and providers to: assess the quality and capacily of infrastructure for transport, water
supply, wastewater and its treatment, energy (including heat), telecommunications,
utilities, waste, health, soclal care, education, flood risk and coastal change management,
and its ability to meet forecast demands; and take account of the need for strategic
infrastructure including nationally significant infrastructure within their areas’.

Kent Police advocates that as the NPPF definition of 'Healthy Communites’ is: ‘safe and
accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not
undermine quality of life or community cohesion; and, safe and accessible developments,
containing cdlear and legible pedestrian routes, and high quality public space, which
encourage the active and continual use of public areas’and as the police service is remitted
to deal with crime and disorder (please see the Kent Police and Crime Commissioners
Police and Crime Plan) then, in order to meet the ‘work with other authorities and
providers’ requirement Kent Police response to this consultation has to be duly considered.

In addition Kent Police draws Shepway District Council’s attention to the following also contained
within the NPPF with a view to assist the Council in its decision making process:

Under Para 7 in "Achieving Sustainable Development’ the NPPF states: 'There are three
dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and environmental. These
dimensions give rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number of roles:

e an economic role ...

e a social role — supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the
supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations;
and by creating a high quality built environment, with accessible local services that
reflect the community needs and support its health, social and cultural well-being;
and

e an environmental rofe ...”

The NPPF goes on to advise: ‘These roles should not be undertaken in isolation, because
they are mutually dependent,” It further adds: 'Therefore, to achieve sustainable
development, economic, social and environmental gains should be sought jointly and
simultaneously through the planning system.’

As Shepway District Council will be aware, the NPPF view of 'healthy communities’ is far
wider that just provision of hospitals and access to doctors, clean air, lesure and fitness
facilities and includes (Part 8, Para 69 ‘Promoting healthy communities):

e 'safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime,
do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion; and

e safe and accessible developments, containing clear and legible pedestrian routes,
and high quality public space, which encourage the active and continual use of
public areas’.

It is the view of Kent Police that any final CIL Charging Schedule produced needs to take
this wider requirement into consideration.

Part 7 Para 58 (under ‘Requiring Good Design”} states, amongst other matters: ‘Planning
policies and decisions should aim to ensure developments:

e create safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of
crime, do not undermine qualty of life or community cohesion/
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It is the view of Kent Police that without infrastructure funding for the police service
Shepway District Coundil will not deliver safe and accessible environments resulting in the
delivery of unsustainable developments across the District. As such the document is Not
Sound.

NPPF: Para 204 Planning Obligation Tests:
Necessary to Make the Proposed Development Acceptable in Planning Temms:

The creation of safe, healthy and attractive places to live is fundamental to planning for
sustainable development. The Police play a key role in helping to deliver sustainatle communities
and are recognised nationally as key stakeholders in providing social infrastructure needed to
support development.

The Police Service is a population-based service and where there is an increase in population
research has shown that there is an accompanying increase in levels of ¢rime and disorder and for
other policing services and interventions. Based on Kent County Council projections of average
house occupancy in 2031 the proposed developments in Shepway will increase the overnight
population of the District by 8,200 people. It is an undeniable fact, as with the services provided
by other public sector organisations (Education; Health’ etc.), that new and additional dwellings of
the magnitude proposed within the District and the associated growth in population will place
significant greater demands on policing services particularly as the majority of these dwellings will
be built on ‘Greenfield Sites’ or ‘Brownfield Sites’ where there is currently no or very low demand
for those services. History shows there will be a corresponding increase in demand from new
residents for policing across a wide spectrum of police support and intervention services as they go
about their daily lives. Kent Police calculates this increase in this demand to be c7.5% for the
District. Any business projecting that level of growth either has to increase its workforce and/or
increase its technical and other infrastructure bases in order to meet its customers’ needs. Policing
is no different and is in the same position as: Health (more medical staff/surgeries/hospital beds
required); Education (additional teachers and school places required); etc. If this principle is
accepted for those public service providers then, by default, it has to be accepted with regards to
policing. However, policing differs from most other public service providers in as much the demand
for its services is not restricted to the development area but is spread further across the District
and County as development residents go about their daily business.

The total planning contribution requested for the development has been calculated on a pro rata
bases thereby being proportionate to the type and size of the developments.

There is no existing funding source to support this from central or local taxation. The Police
Service does not receive sufficient Central Capital funding for new growth related development.
The funding allocated via Home Office grants; Council Tax precept and other specific limited
grants is generally insufficient to fund requests for capital expenditure whilst, at the same time,
there is a time lag assodated with the Police receiving operational revenue funding.

Therefore without the receipt of proportionate contributions from new development towards
addressing the greater demands on policing generated by the proposed development, staff would
need to be redeployed from another area of the Division or County (thereby reducding the level of
policing elsewhere). Furthermore police vehicles would have to be re-distributed from the already
depleted Police Fleet,

Secondly, Officer's safety would be put at risk as they would have limited communication
equipment as Kent Police would not be funded for such new equipment and policing resources
would be more thinly deployed. This may also impair responses to incident reports.
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Therefore, without CIL contributions towards police infrastructure it is likely that policing will be
adversely impacted upon and the creation of safe communities jeopardised. This would be directly
at odds with the key planning objective to provide safe, sustainable communities.

The provision of adequate police infrastructure commensurate with the scale of population is
necessary to support community safety and to manage crime and the fear of crime to achieve
sustainable communities.

Directly Related to the Proposed Development:

There is a functional link between the proposed development and the contributions being sought
as the costs associated with providing additional policing infrastructure would not be incurred
without the impact of the development.

Secondly, the fact that funding for the additional infrastructure is requested by Kent Police
illustrates the link between the proposed development and the contributions being sought.

There is substantial evidence that an increase in population arising from new developments results
in an increase in incidents of crime and disorder and in demand for other policing services and
interventions, which would impose greater pressures on the existing police services. In addition,
new development inevitably creates targets for crime which requires a visible police presence to
reduce the perception of crime and respond effectively to incidents of crime.

Put in simple terms, if there was no development there would be no need for additional police
resourcesfinfrastructure and a resultant contribution. The guiding principle is that where a
development proposal gives rise to an increase in population it will be necessary to increase the
number of police officers and support staff policing that population to ensure the level of service is
maintained. Additional accommodation, vehicles and other ancillary facilities/equipment would be
required to be delivered to meet the needs of the expanded staffing. As previously explained,
there is no existing funding source to support this from central or local taxation.

Fairly and Reasonably Related to the Scale and Kind of the Proposed Development:

The scale of the proposed development in Shepway means that there is limited existing policing
infrastructure to cater for the increased demand for policing services and interventions generated
by the proposal. As outlined above, there would be a considerable population increase within the
District (circa 8,200). This would impair policing services elsewhere in the District/County if the
necessary policing infrastructure were not provided.

The requirement for additional policing resources to patrol the developments has been identified
as a key mitigation measure owing to the potential adverse impact arising from the proposed
development.

The contribution requested is directly and proportionately related to the proposed growth in the
District.

The level of contribution requested via CIL is £976,462, the equivalent of £1.80/m2.

The financial contribution sought is not to resolve existing deficlencies in police infrastructure
provision nor does Kent Police seek to provide a higher level of service. The impact of the
developments on the capacity of Kent Police to provide an efficient and effective service in the
context of the Government's agenda for the delivery of safe communities is a material planning
consideration and the contributions/infrastructure sought are proportionate to that impact. The
requirement for a CIL contribution to deliver a financial contribution and secure the provision of
the additional infrastructure requirements which are a direct result of the proposed development is
therefore reasonable in all respects.
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Police Entitlement to CIL Contributions:

Kent Police provides an extract from a letter DCLG sent to The Association of Chief Police Officers
dated 9 December 2013:

'.. So Government amendments to the levy reguilations have not removed a charging authority’s
ability to use the levy to fund policing infrastructure. Nor will the changes to the reguiations which
we recently consulted on. As before, local authorities should be working with their partners to
identify and prioritise infrastructure needs (and most should have a local plan, which sets out
these identified needs). While the Levy will make a contribution to meeting these needs it will
need to be considered alongside other funding streams”.

As such, if there was any doubt, DCLG confirms the police service is a legitimate redpient of CIL
contributions.

If Kent Police can be of any further assistance in this matter please contact the writer.,

Trevor R Hall
Developer Contributions Manager

o
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CIL DCS 010

Council

kent.gowv.uk

Environment, Planning &

Mr. 5 Arnett Enforcement
Community Infrastructure Levy Officer
Planning Policy Team 1% Floor, Invicta House
Shepway District Council County Hall
Civic Centre Maidstone
Castle Hill Avenue Kent ME14 1XX
Folkestone
Fhone: 03000 413412
Kent CT20 2QY Ask for: Tom Marchant
Email: tom.marchant@kent.gov.uk
BY EMAIL ONLY
23 March 2015
Dear Stephen,

Re: Shepway District Council Community Infrastructure Levy Draft
Charging Schedule

Thank you for your email dated 9 February 2015 consulting Kent County
Council (KCC)} on the Shepway District Council (SDC) Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Draft Charging Schedule (DCS).

In my letter to Chris Lewis dated 13 October 2014, 1 set out the position of the
County Council following the publication of the Preliminary Draft Charging
Schedule (PDCS).

The County Council now welcomes the opportunity to comment on the
following:

1. DCS
2. Draft Regulation 123 list
3. Other matters

KCC is keen to continue working with the District Council to assist in the
preparation and effective implementation of the Charging Schedule.

1. DCS

The Shepway Core Strategy Local Plan was adopted in September 2013 and
sets out the main elements of growth that will need to be supported by further
infrastructure in the area. The Infrastructure Assessment and draft IDP was
prepared in June 2014 and has been revised in January 2015, Based on
2014 prices, the District Council now estimates the cost of delivering that
infrastructure at being over £114 million. Some funding is under discussion



and consideration, with a potential shortfall ranging from just under £19
million, to over £64 million in a ‘worst case’ scenario. This represents a
significant funding gap for the CIL to help fill.

KCC reiterates its position set out in the response to the PDCS (October
2014); new development will be required to provide and / or fund the
infrastructure provision necessary to mitigate its impact, and at nil cost to the
County Council. This infrastructure should always be funded by development
contributions, the CIL and any other funding resources. The County Council
will not be able to provide any additional gap funding, additional service
provision capacity or infrastructure to mitigate any shorifall in development
contributions or CIL receipts arising from new development. KCC still seeks
further clarification from the District Council on the ability of other funding
sources to accommodate the infrastructure funding shortfall.

Retail

The County Council welcomes the clarity provided on the application of the
proposed retail rates and the inclusion of a threshold (280 sq. metres) for
retail developments which would be considered as ‘large scale’ (Table 2:
Retail Developments).

Other Developmenis

KCC welcomes the inclusion of land use classes B, C1, C2 and D in ‘Table 4
Other Developments’, confirming that buildings for its community services are
zero rated. However the County Council reiterates its request for confirmation
that a zero charge will also be applied to eligible minerals and waste uses.

Monitoring and Review

The County Council supports the relatively short proposed lifespan of the CIL
and the intention of the District Council to review its CIL three years following
its adoption or earlier, if warranted by a change in market and economic
conditions or delivery circumstances. If notable changes are identified, KCC
may request that the District Council undertake a review in advance of the
review timeframe, taking into account any new data.

KCC would expect the District Council to maintain a watching brief and
regularly monitor emerging residential sales values (both new build and
resale), build costs and land transaction values. This is to ensure that any
emerging data does not significantly contradict the assumptions within the CIL
and Whole Plan Economic Viability Assessment (EVA) and subsequently the
appropriateness of the CIL charging rates; having been based on the findings
of the EVA.

The County Council notes that the DCS does not feature a monitoring and
review framework which would assist in ensuring that CIL rates reflect market
conditions and wider influences on development viability and deliverability.
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KCC suggests that the monitoring and review framework is (re)incorporated
into the DCS, as it was included in the PDCS (page 14).

2. Draft Regulation 123 list

The County Council has serious concems regarding the wording of the draft
Regulation 123 list. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) on the operation
of the CIL (ID 25-097-20140612) states (my emphasis added):

“Where the reguiation 123 list includes a generic type of infrastructure
(such as ‘education’ or Transport’), section 106 contributions should
not be sought on any specific projects in that category.” [Excerpt]

It is for this reason that good practice (i.e. Planning Advisory Service)
suggests that charging authorities should include specific infrastructure project
exclusions within the Regulation 123 list if they wish for specific projects within
a generic type of infrastructure’ to be eligible for section 106.

The draft Regulation 123 list is ambiguous and KCC strongly suggests that
clarity is required on a number of aspects including, but not restricted to:

Use of CIL receipts

The generic list of projects on page 1 which “will be considered for support
through GIL receipts” are similar to the projects listed on page 2 which “will
continue to be addressed through S106 agreements”.

Education

The District Council proposes the use of section 106 for Education provision
where a residential development is of, “significant scale to create a demand
for new facilities and schools” (my emphasis added). However significant is
not defined and even a minor development scheme (i.e. less than 10 units)
might generate demand beyond existing capacity.

Furthermore, schemes (of all sizes) do not necessarily give rise to a
requirement for “new facilities and schools® the expansion of an existing
school might be appropriate to mitigate the level of impact. For example, part
of the section 106 contribution from the Folkestone Seafront development has
been earmarked fo expand the new primary school at Shomcliffe Gamison
from one form of entry to two forms — this is not a “new™ facility or school

The County Council strongly suggests that the District Council revisits the
wording of the Education projects listed on page 2. For example, “Hythe
existing primary school expansion” and "Romney Marsh existing primary
school expansion” is vague and should be linked to specific projects, i.e. the
expansion of Palmarsh Primary School which is to be funded via the Mickolls
Quarry section 106 agreement. The current wording would preclude the
future use of any CIL receipts for the expansion of any other schools in Hythe.
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Similarly, is the District Council referring to a section 106 agreement from the
New Romney Broad Location (Core Strategy Policy CSD8)? If so, the
wording should be linked to specific projects, i.e. the expansion of St Nicholas
Primary School. The current wording would preciude the future use of any
CIL receipts for the expansion of any other schools in the Romney Marsh.

Use of section 106

KCC supports the use of section 106 to mitigate the impact of the strategic
sites (Folkestone Seafront and Shomcliffe Garrison) and broad locations (New
Romney and Sellindge) on local infrastructure provision. However the draft
Regulation 123 list must clearly specify which projects are excluded,
particularty as the District Council is to continue its approach of setting out
generic infrastructure types within the list.

Review

The County Council recognises that other infrastructure needs may arise over
the course of time in response to development proposals and local needs.

The PPG on the operation of the CIL (Paragraph: 098 Reference |D: 25-098-
20140612) states:

“When charging authonities wish fo revise their regulation 123 list, they
should ensure that these changes are cleanly explained and subject to
appropriate local consuitation. ™ [Excempt]

KCC therefore requests that the Regulation 123 list does not seek to
reprioritise its infrastructure requirements without prior consultation and
agreement from the County Council.

3. Other matters

Requesting further notifications

The County Council requests that it is notified of all of the following:

e Submission of the DCS to the Planning Inspectorate in accordance with
section 212 of the Planning Act 2008,

= The publication of the recommendations of the examiner and the reasons
for those recommendations; and

+ The adoption of the CIL Charging Schedule by the District Council.

Examination in Public

KCC reserves the right to appear at the Examination in Public.
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In view of the pending restrictions on the pooling of section 106 contributions
and the concems raised in this letter, the County Council would welcome the
opportunity to meet with the Disfrict Council at the earliest opportunity to
address the limitations of the draft Regulation 123 list and discuss how the
sustainable provision of infrastructure will be secured in the Shepway District.

If you require any further information or clarfication on any matter, please do
not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Matthew Balfour
Kent County Council Cabinet Member for Environment and Transport

Cc. Chris Lewis, Head of Planning and Environmental Health, SDC

69



CIL DCS 011

From: Lister, John (NE) [John.Lister@naturalengland.org.uk]
Sent: 23 March 2015 09:32

To: Planning Policy

Cc: Arnett, Stephen

Subject: 144439 - Shepway draft CIL CS consultation

Dear Planning Policy Team
Thank you for consulting Natural England on your CIL Document.

The matters of the scale and mechanisms for CIL charging falls beyond our remit -
so | have no comments to offer.

However if there are associated issues you feel we need to consider, please let me
know and | will respond as quickly as possible. If discussion would be helpful, please
give me a call.

Yours sincerely,

John Lister

Lead Adviser

Sussex & Kent Team (Area 14)
Natural England

Mobile - 0790 060 8172
www.naturalengland.org.uk

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is
protected and England’s fraditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

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

CUSTOMER
SERVICE
EXCELLENCE

O
nﬂ Natural England is accredited to the Cabinet Office Customer Service
Excellence Standard

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If

you have received it in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its
contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst this email and associated
attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on
Natural England systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation
of the system and for other lawful purposes.
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CIL DCS 012

1

ENGLISH HERITAGE

SOUTH EAST
Planning.policy@shepway.gov.uk Your refs:
Ourref-  Shepway\PLANNING
CIL Consultation POLICY\Local Plan
By Email Only Direct Dial: 01483 252020
Date: 25 March 2015
Emaii:

e-seasti@english-heritage. org.uk

Dear Sir/Madam
Shepway District Council = Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
Thank you for inviting English Heritage to comment on this current consultation.

As there is currently no reference to the historic environment within the draft Charging
Schedule, English Heritage would encourage including additional text to refer to the historic
environment as a form of infrastructure and how the levy can positively contribute to the
protection, conservation and enhancement of the historic environment.

We also recommend that the Regulation 123 list requests investment in the protection,
conservation and enhancement of heritage assets and their settings to ensure CIL monies
are available to fund appropriate initiatives.

Without prejudice to the above, development specific planning obligations and 5106 should
continue to offer opportunities for funding improvements to and the mitigation of adverse
impacts on the historic environment, such as archaeclogical investigations, access and
interpretation, and the repair and reuse of buildings or other heritage assets. You may wish
to clarify this matter in your schedule.

English Heritage would also recommend that the Charging Schedule is fully informed by an
up to date and relevant evidence base for the historic environment and its heritage assets in
Tamworth. The evidence base will likely assess ‘heritage at risk’ in the borough and this
could provide a useful insight into project opportunities for the Regulation | 23 List.

EASTGATE COURT, 185 — 205 HIGH STREET, GUILDFORD, SURREY GU1 3EH
Telephone (1483 252000 Facsimile 01483 252001
www.english-herifage. org.uk

Flzase node thaf English Herlage operates an access o informafion policy.
Comespondence or informafion which you send us may therefore become pubiicly available
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Additionally, we would recommend on-going communication with conservation and
archaeoclogy officers who have access to the Historic Environment Record and local
historical information.

Discretionary Relief for Exceptional Circumstances

The regulations emphasise the need to strike an appropriate balance between the
opportunities of funding infrastructure from the levy and the potential effects that may arise
through increased pressure on the economic viability of development. For example, there
could be circumstances where the viability of a scheme designed to secure the reuse and
long term viability of a heritage asset is compromised by the requirement for CIL payments.

Wacant or underused heritage assets not only fail to make a full contribution to the Districts
economy but they can also give rise to negative perceptions about an area. This, in turn, can
detract from its attractiveness to inward investment. Consequently, in setting thresholds
there needs to be a clear understanding of the potential impact which CIL could have on
investment in, and regeneration of, historic areas - particularly those which have been
identified as being ‘at risk’.

We are, therefore, encouraging Local Authorities to assert their right to apply discretionary
relief for exceptional circumstances; where development which affects heritage assets and
their settings and/or their significance, may become unviable if it was subject to CIL

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF requires that local authorities set out a positive strategy for the
conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment in their plan making, including
heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats. In relation to CIL, this
means ensuring that the conservaton of its heritage assets is taken into account when
considering the level of the CIL to be imposed so as to safeguard and encourage appropriate
and viable uses for the historic envirenment.

Yours sincerely

ALAN BYRNE
Historic Environment Planning Adviser



CIL DCS 013

Andrew Beggs & Associates

COMMERCIAL ESTATE AGENTS & VALUERS Gresham House
Quarry Road
Hythe, Kent
CT21 5HA
Tel: 01303 244343

Emall. enquires@andrewbeggs com
Website: www.andrewbeggs.com

Shepway District Council
(fivic Centre Qur Ref: AFB/Skf
Castle Hill Avenue
FOLKESTONE
Kent CT20 2QY

ATTN: Stephen Arnett

Your Ref:

20 March 2015

Dear Sir

Re: nity Infrastructure Lev

Thank you very much for speaking to the Folkestone, Hythe and District Association of Surveyors,
Valuers, Auctioneers and Estate Agents last night and I think it helped many of the members
understand the full implications of the new proposals.

As you will be now aware, most of the members are involved in advising residential property
owners and developers and whilst I think the apparent simplicity of the proposed new levy seems to
be extremely attractive, it would only be so if it replaces the 106 Agreement requirements. Builders
and developers can then assess exactly what their expenses are from the outset rather than having to
enter into complicated negotiations,

The proposed size of the levy does give rise to some major concerns particularly as adjoining Local
Authorities at Ashford, Dover , Canterbury, etc.. have not yet attempted to introduce CIL this will
have the effect of making new housing costs in particular about £10,000 dearer on a small modern
house. The impact of that, in an area where margins are extremely tight, could have a major
slowing down effect forcing builders and developers to look at the adjoining areas in preference to
building in Folkestone. At a time when the Country needs cheap housing the size of the levy, in my
view, is totally unrealistic. I would suggest if the District Council wishes to proceed it should do so
on the basis of a fairly nominal contribution to begin with and to review the situation as other Local
Authorities introduce levy’s in the adjoining areas.

When you add this £10.000 to the £25,000 which was added by Code 3 of the Building Regulations
we could end up with the same situation of years ago when Development Land Tax was introduced
and literally no land came on to the market and the housing shortage got worse rather than better. |
urge your Council to reconsider some of these points.

Yours sincerely

Andrew F Beggs

A.F. Beggs, S. W. Beggs
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