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ID Rep 
No. 

Organisation / 
Individual Date Received Summary of Representation Council's Response 

01 DCS/01 North Uxbridge 
Residents Association 

26 November 
2012 

Aggregation of all residential sub-groups in to one CIL 
charge is the wrong approach. 

The charge associated with a small flat would be a 
proportionately higher % of the market price than a larger 
house. This will impact against ‘first’ and ‘last time’ home 
owners whose housing needs should not be 
disproportionately prejudiced by a single rate. 

There are sound reasons for developing specialist 
housing types. Given the higher unit size and construction 
costs there will be a disincentive to advance these 
schemes. 

Rather than a total rate of £130 psm of development, a 
rate per bedroom or habitable room would be more 
equitable and appropriate to meet Hillingdon’s overall 
needs. 

Charging rates for residential units are largely based on 
average house prices across the borough. 

Evidence indicates there is not sufficient differentiation 
between house prices in different parts of the borough to 
justify geographic variation in CIL charges. This evidence 
includes information on build cost. Affordable Housing is 
exempt from CIL charges. 

Evidence indicates that when assessed at a borough-
wide level, the proposed charging rate for residential uses 
is affordable for most development schemes. 

There is not sufficient evidence to justify a more complex 
approach of charging CIL per habitable room. 

No proposed change 

02 DCS/01 Peacock and Smith for 
Morrison Supermarket 

6 December 
2012 

Rate of £215 psm will have an adverse impact on retail 
development. A fair balance has not been struck between 
infrastructure funding requirements and viability. 

Charge will be an unrealistic financial burden and 
threatens new investment and job creation at a time of 
economic recession. 

The proposed rate is not consistent with other boroughs.  

No justification of different rates for different types of retail 
development. The Council should be mindful of Poole 
decision. There should be no differentiation of rates within 
the same use class. 

Large retailers are being unfairly scapegoated. Other 
uses generate footfall and should share the responsibility 
of funding CIL.  

The Council’s viability evidence indicates that retail units 
over 1,000 sqm can support a CIL charge of £215 psm. 

The Council is not seeking to scapegoat retailers. 
Charging rates have been set on the basis of viability 
evidence. 

The SIP indicates a sufficient funding gap to justify the 
introduction of the CIL in Hillingdon. Viability evidence 
indicates that when assessed at a borough-wide level, the 
CIL will not affect development from taking place. The 
additional infrastructure provided by the CIL may 
encourage developers and result additional job creation in 
the borough. 

Different boroughs are proposing different rates for 
different use classes. Overall, Hillingdon is consistent with 
the rates proposed by other west London boroughs. No 
proposed change 

03 DCS/01 The Highways Agency 12 December 
2012 No comments to make at this time. Comments noted. No proposed change 
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04 DCS/01 Canal and River Trust 
13 December 

2012 

Important that waterways are not overlooked in the 
CIL/S106 process. 

Public realm improvements identified in the POSPD/PDS 
should incorporate the GUC 

Utilities teams have been working with energy providers 
who want to make use of the GUC. Contact details 
provided. 

Trust has not been consulted on Green infrastructure. 
GUC not illustrated on Map J. 

References to British Waterways should be substituted 
with the Canal and Rivers Trust 

Maintain and enhance open space 

Towpaths do not meet the design standards for NCNs. 
CRT welcomes the use of the ‘Greenways’ descriptor 
promoted by Sustrans and other users. Reference to the 
GUC towpath should be removed from the infrastructure 
schedule. 

The SIP is not a policy document in itself but seeks to 
identify strategic infrastructure necessary to deliver 
growth identified in the Local Plan Part 1.  

Map J is taken from the Council’s Open Space Strategy 
and identifies different categories of publicly accessible 
open space in the borough. The GUC is identified on the 
Key Diagram in the Local Plan Part 1, which also 
recognises the importance of this feature for recreation 
and regeneration purposes. 

Once adopted, the CIL will be a key mechanism for 
funding infrastructure projects in HIllingdon. How this 
money is spent will be a matter for the Council, to be 
determined through the productions of a ‘Regulation 123’ 
list. In accordance with the Community Infrastructure 
Levy Guidance issued in December 2012 the Council is 
required to set out at examination a draft list of projects 
that are to be funded in whole or in part by CIL. This 
matter will be discussed at examination. 

Proposed change: All references in the document to 
British Waterways will be replaced with the Canal and 
River Trust. References to GUC towpath will be removed 
from the infrastructure schedule.  

05 DCS/01 English Heritage 
13 December 

2012 

The SIP needs to be reviewed by borough conservation 
staff to fully understand its cumulative impact on the 
historic environment. Advice should also be given on 
areas that could be included in the draft SIP. 

Concern that there may be circumstances where CIL 
inadvertently affects historic significance – for example 
where the viability of a scheme designed in terms of the 
quantum of development it enables, to respect the setting 
of a heritage asset could be threatened by the application 
of the CIL. 

EH encourages LBH to recognise that development 
affects the heritage assets may need to be exempted 
from CIL as an exceptional circumstance. 

Conditions and procedures for CIL relief could be outlined 
in a separate statement. 

Policies listed in the Local Plan Part 1 relating to the 
protection of heritage assets will continue to apply and 
will not be affected by CIL. 

In accordance with the CIL Regulations the Council is 
seeking to introduce a schedule of charges that strike an 
appropriate balance between infrastructure delivery and 
economic viability. Given the local plan already contains 
policies to protect heritage assets there is not considered 
to be a case for exempting development affecting 
heritage assets. 

The conditions and procedures for CIL relief are outlined 
in the Draft Charging Schedule. No proposed change. 
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06 DCS/01 Heathrow Airport Ltd 
13 December 

2012 

Airtrack should be removed from the list of projects 
contained in the SIP and replaced with ‘Southern Rail 
Access to Heathrow. 

The Western Rail Access should also be added to the 
infrastructure schedule. 

Further details of the above schemes are contained in 
BAAs representation. 

24 hr bus routes and realtime information proposals 
highlighted in the previous representation should also be 
added.  

Proposed change: Airtrack will be removed from the list 
of projects contained in the SIP. 

Western Rail and 24 hr bus access will be added to the 
infrastructure schedule. 

07 DCS/01 

Dron and Wright for 
London Fire and 
Emergency Planning 
Authority 

13 December 
2012 

Note that the charge of £35 psm for sui generis uses 
would cover fire stations. Fire stations are a vital 
community safety facility and should be exempted from 
CIL charges. 

Fire stations already constitute infrastructure and any CIL 
payments will effectively result in double counting.  

LFEPA do not currently receive S106 contributions. 
Conclusions of the viability report do not indicate that sui 
generis uses can support a CIL charge. Reasoning for not 
excluding sui generis uses is not valid. 

A modest charge of £35 sqm is proposed for sui generis 
uses. No evidence has been presented to indicate that 
this will threaten overall development in Hillingdon. 
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08 DCS/01 

CGMS Consulting for 
Mayor’s Office for 
Policing and Crime/ 
Metropolitan Police 
Service 

14 December 
2012 

MOPAC/MPS provides a vital community service for 
Hillingdon. Essential that required community 
infrastructure comes forward in order to maintain 
community safety. 

Police facilities already constitute infrastructure and the 
CIL levy would effectively be double counted.  

Viability study does not consider policing facilities and 
contains no detailed justification of how £35 psm has 
been determined. Suggested that the charging schedule 
should include the wording ‘Development by police for 
operation purposes’ as attracting a nil rate. Such an 
approach has been adopted elsewhere. 

For these reasons MOPAC/MPS recommend that 
applications for policing facilities should attract a nil rate 
in the draft charging schedule.  

Confirmation that CGMS wishes to be heard by the 
examiner and notified of: the submission of the Charging 
Schedule for examination; publication of the 
recommendations of the examiner; and approval by the 
LBH as the charging authority. 

A modest charge of £35 sqm is proposed for sui generis 
uses. No evidence has been presented to indicate that 
this will threaten overall development in Hillingdon. 

09 DCS/01 GVA for VSM Estates Ltd 
14 December 

2012 

Paragraph 3.1 of the SIP states that the proposals for 
RAF Uxbridge include around 1,500 new homes and up 
to 35,000 sqm of commercial floorspace.  Planning 
permission was granted in January 2012 for 1,340 
dwellings and 15,360 sqm of floorspace. The SIP should 
be amended to reflect the planning permission. 

Proposed change: SIP will be amended to include the 
correct number of new homes and commercial floorspace 
for RAF Uxbridge. 

010 DCS/01 Barton Willmore for Aviva 
Investors 

14 December 
2012 

Concern expressed regarding the proposed charging 
rates for office floorspace. The rate will affect the viability 
of projects, which bring long term benefit to Uxbridge. 
Proposed rate is higher than the level of developer 
contributions likely to be agreed in S106 negotiations. 

Evidence produced on behalf of the Council indicates that 
the proposed charging rates will not affect the viability of 
office development, either in Uxbridge or any other part of 
the borough. It not necessarily the case that CIL will be 
higher than contributions agreed through the S106 
process, which vary on a case by case basis.  
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011 DCS/01 
RPS for Arla Foods UK 
plc and Citygrove 
Securities  

14 December 
2012 

Regulation 14 of the CIL Regulations 2010 refers to the 
balance between the desirability of funding infrastructure 
from CIL and the potential effects on the economic 
viability of development across its area. 

Local Authorities must make this decision within the 
context of levels of development proposed in the 
development plan. 

Government Guidance makes clear that evidence should 
be used to strike an appropriate balance between funding 
infrastructure and the effects on viability. 

Maintain strong objection to the rates proposed for ‘A 
Class’ uses. These are unrealistic in the context of the 
Mayoral CIL. The rate of £250 psm will have a significant 
impact on the viability of retail schemes and the potential 
to secure major investment in Hillingdon, particularly 
when neighbouring boroughs have set lower rates. 

It is essential that charging rates are realistic and allow 
for potential changes in rental incomes. Consideration 
needs to be given to reducing the proposed rate for retail 
uses to a more realistic level that does not discourage 
investment. 

Paragraph 55(1) allows local authorities to grant relief in 
exceptional circumstances. Strong objection to the 
omission of discretionary relief. This should be available 
for major development involving substantial on and off 
site highways works. 

By safeguarding discretionary relief the Council will be 
able to assess major development on a case by case 
basis. It would be sensible to maintain flexibility to assess 
whether an S106 agreement is more appropriate than the 
levy.  No guarantee how or when CIL collections will be 
utilised.  

Little consideration in the CIL information of proposals 
involving a mix of uses or the difficulties associated with 
developing edge of centre locations. 

The SIP identifies the infrastructure necessary to support 
growth outlined in the Council’s Local Part 1. It shows a 
significant funding gap in the cost of infrastructure 
provision, which is sufficient to justify the introduction of 
the CIL. 

Evidence produced by the Council indicates that the 
proposed charging rate for retail development strikes an 
appropriate balance between the delivery of infrastructure 
and development viability.  The proposed rate is 
described as unrealistic but no evidence is presented to 
demonstrate that this is the case. 

The Council is not proposing to allow discretionary relief. 
It is not practicable or in accordance with government 
guidance to negotiate CIL on a case by case basis.   
Evidence produced to support the viability report indicates 
the proposed rates are affordable when assessed at a 
borough-wide level. 

On the basis of the evidence provided the Council is 
confident that the proposed rates meet the tests 
associated with Regulation 14. No evidence has been 
provided to indicate that mixed use or edge of centre 
development will not be able support the proposed CIL 
rates.  

Request to be heard at the examination is noted. 

No proposed change 



APPENDIX 1: SCHEDULE OF RESPONSES TO THE DRAFT CHARGING SCHEDULE  
January 2013 

 
DCS = Draft Charging Schedule. EVA =Economic Viability Assessment. SIP = Strategic Infrastructure Plan. 

ID Rep 
No. 

Organisation / 
Individual Date Received Summary of Representation Council's Response 

    

The adopted criteria ignore the benefits of edge of centre 
locations adjacent to centres. Where it can be 
demonstrated that there are no sequentially preferable 
locations that will benefit the town centre then the 
charging schedule should recognise such development 
opportunities as possible exceptions to the levy or set a 
lower rate for edge of centre retail development. 

Request to be heard at the CIL examination.  

 

011 DCS/02 RPS for Arla Foods and 
Citygrove Securities plc 

14 December 
2012 

The Charging Schedule states that the rate for A1-A5 
uses applies to individual units of 1,000 sqm rather than 
the total amount of floorspace. However, the text then 
goes on to refer to ‘schemes’. ‘Unit’ and ‘schemes’ have 
different meanings. The charge should only apply to units 
of 1,000 sqm or more. 

The evidence base is silent on restaurant and other ‘A’ 
type uses. The viability report fails to assess the 
implications of large mixed use schemes located on edge 
of centre sites, including schemes that provide a mixture 
of formats. 

RPS requests the right to be heard at the examination. 

Proposed CIL charges are set out in Table 3.1 of the 
DCS. Uses that are not identified in this table will not be 
subject to charges. 

The right to be heard at the examination is noted by the 
Council. 

Proposed change: The charging schedule will be 
amended ensure consistency in the use of the terms ‘unit’ 
and ‘scheme’. 

012 DCS/01 Hayes Town Partnership 
14 December 

2012 

The SIP should refer to the need to maintain and promote 
the Borough’s town centres. Such provision should be 
included in the ‘Other Community Infrastructure’ section. 

Unlike the Local Plan Part 1 the SIP is not a policy 
document in itself. Rather, it is an evidence base 
document containing details of infrastructure schemes 
that are necessary to support growth in the borough. This 
includes a number of projects within town centres.   
Paragraphs 5.40 and 5.41 of the Local Plan Part 1 
confirm the Council’s policy to support town centres in the 
borough. These paragraphs do not need to be repeated 
in the SIP. No proposed change 
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012 DCS/02 Hayes Town Partnership 
14 December 

2012 

The documentation does not include a reference to youth 
provision. This should be included in table 2.1, paragraph 
2.2. 

The SIP contains details of planned infrastructure 
schemes that are identified within capital programmes, 
rather than policy aspirations. The Council has recently 
provided 3 new youth centres through the Hillingdon 
Improvement Programme (HiP). The provision of further 
youth facilities would be supported under the provisions 
of policy CI1 in the Local Plan Part 1. In accordance with 
the Community Infrastructure Levy Guidance issued in 
December 2012 the Council is required to set out at 
examination a draft list of projects that are to be funded in 
whole or in part by CIL. This is likely to include a provision 
for contributions to be spent on youth facilities or centres. 
No proposed change 

012 DCS/03 Hayes Town Partnership 14 December 
2012 

There is little recognition of the long-term contribution that 
the canal could make to the borough. Provision should be 
made in the ‘Other Community Infrastructure’ part of the 
report.  

The SIP does not have a policy making function. The 
GUC is already identified on the Key Diagram in the Local 
Plan Part 1, which also recognises this feature for 
recreation and regeneration purposes. No proposed 
change 

013 DCS/01 Rapleys LLP for Hyde 
Park Hayes 

14 December 
2012 

Clients have two applications with the Council. The 
Charging Schedule does not take account of the 
economic disparities that exist in the borough nor does it 
acknowledge any wider economic or employment benefits 
achieved as a result of development. In order to 
encourage policy aspirations for Hayes in the LPP1, the 
CIL should not apply in this area. 

The schedule should not apply where the impact has 
been assessed and incorporated within planning 
obligations. 

Request to appear at the Examination. 

The CIL takes account of commercial, retail and 
residential land values across the entire borough, 
including Hayes. The rates take account of differences in 
land values for these uses across the borough. 

Planning Obligations will continue to apply as they do at 
present until the CIL is introduced. After this point 
limitations will apply, however planning obligations will 
continue to be used to address issues of site specific 
mitigation. 

Request to attend the examination is noted. No 
proposed change. 

014 DCS/01 Environment Agency 
14 December 

2012 

Requests that the Agency is able to update costing 
information for flood defence, open space and green 
infrastructure when this is available. 

The SIP will be updated on a regular basis and as such 
the Environment Agency will have an opportunity to 
provide additional information on projects and costs as 
this becomes available. No proposed change 
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014 DCS/02 Environment Agency 
14 December 

2012 

Provision of infrastructure within the Blue Ribbon Network 
can be complementary to its function. CIL may also be 
used for retrofitting of green roofs, SUDs and water 
efficiency measures. 

In accordance with the Community Infrastructure Levy 
Guidance issued in December 2012 the Council is 
required to set out at examination a draft list of projects 
that are to be funded in whole or in part by CIL.. No 
proposed change 

014 DCS/03 Environment Agency 
14 December 

2012 

The importance of rivers and watercourses should be 
given due consideration in the SIP. In addition to open 
spaces, Map J should show watercourses. Many rivers in 
Hillingdon have been identified as having moderate or 
poor ecological status. Thames River Basin Management 
Plan identifies general actions that can be taken forward 
to improve the status of the water body. 

The SIP is not a policy document in itself but seeks to 
identify strategic infrastructure necessary to deliver 
growth in the Local Plan Part 1. 

Map J is taken from the Council’s Open Space Strategy 
and identifies different categories of publicly accessible 
open space in the borough. No amendments to the SIP 
are considered necessary on the basis that the GUC is 
already identified on the Key Diagram in the Local Plan 
Part 1, which also recognises the importance of this 
feature for recreation and regeneration purposes. No 
proposed change 

014 DCS/04 Environment Agency 
14 December 

2012 

Welcomes the inclusion of Arklyne Kennels Flood 
Alleviation Scheme. Currently investigating maintenance 
works to Yiewsley Culvert, which is undersized and 
causing flooding problems. 

Surface Water Management Plan and Blue Networks 
Plan are also a useful evidence base in terms of projects 
being taken forward. 

Comments noted. No proposed change 
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015 DCS/01 
DP9 for Royal Brompton 
and Harfield Hospital 
NHS Foundations Trust  

14 December 
2012 

Para 1.4: Welcomes the reference to payments by 
instalments or ‘in-kind’. This reflects complex nature of 
many development schemes. 

Section 2.3: Supports decision not to charge CIL on C2 
use classes. 

Section 2.3: As set out in previous representations RBHT 
understands the reasoning behind a single charge for 
residential development, but is of the view that charges 
should vary across the borough to reflect variations in 
house price and viability. Different charge rates should be 
introduced based on postcode areas.  

If this approach is not introduced the Council should 
recognise that CIL is likely to impact on the 
amount/tenure of affordable housing and reduce the rate 
that is proposed to maximise the potential for all policy 
requirements to be met. 

Section 3.1 – Exemptions: RBHT does not agree with the 
approach not to offer exemptions beyond those allowed 
by the CIL Regulations. This approach is inflexible and 
does not allow for site specific circumstances.  

The charging schedule should allow for benefits in kind to 
be provided in lieu of CIL in exceptional circumstances. In 
such cases where developments would be unviable the 
document should be revised to allow payment by 
instalments. 

Support welcomed and noted 

There is not a sufficiently clear pattern of land use values 
across the borough to support different charges by 
postcode area. 

The viability work has concluded that whilst there may be 
some site specific instances where the provision of 
affordable housing is affected, the Council’s Local Plan 
Part 1 target to deliver 35% of all housing as affordable 
homes remains deliverable with the CIL. The CIL is also 
unlikely to affect the delivery of tenure targets. 

The viability work has assessed a wide range of different 
land uses across the borough. This concludes that at a 
borough-wide level the proposed CIL is affordable. As 
such further exemptions are not considered necessary. 

The charging schedule allows for CIL to be paid in kind 
and in instalments. No proposed change 
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016 DCS/01 
Hayes and Harlington 
Community Development 
Forum 

14 December 
2012 

Drop in session was helpful and informative but the wider 
public is not aware of the importance of providing critical 
infrastructure in the borough. 

Part of the Local Plan Part 1 (para 9.34 onwards) refers 
to a wide range of different aspects of infrastructure which 
are not adequately dealt with in the document. 

There is no information provided on how CIL monies will 
be spent or prioritised. 

Comments regarding the consultation exercise are 
welcomed. The SIP is referred to in the Local Plan Part 1 
and has been publicised as part of the CIL consultation. 
The document is available for inspection on the Council 
website and at the Council offices. 

This issue of infrastructure provision in the Local Plan 
Part 1 has been investigated as part of the examination of 
the Local Plan and found to be sound.  

In accordance with the Community Infrastructure Levy 
Guidance issued in December 2012 the Council is 
required to set out at examination a draft list of projects 
that are to be funded in whole or in part by CIL. This 
matter will be discussed at the examination. No 
proposed change 

016 DCS/02 
Hayes and Harlington 
Community Development 
Forum  

14 December 
2012 

Para: 1.4: Different size thresholds for securing planning 
obligations to support development growth are arbitrary. 

Mitigation should be sought, based on particulars and 
nature of the proposals and the need to support 
growth/secure mitigation. 

Three dragons toolkit is increasingly held to be deficient 
and open to criticism. 

These comments relate to the Draft Planning Obligations 
SPD. 

Size thresholds for planning obligations relate to London 
Plan or existing Council standards. For example, 
affordable housing contributions are generally required for 
schemes of 10 units or more. 

The Three Dragons toolkit continues to be used as a 
basis for calculating affordable housing provision. The 
Planning Obligations SPD will refer to this model until it is 
replaced with another system. 

017 DCS/01 Capital Shopping 
Centres 

14 December 
2012 

The Chimes is a key factor in the overall attractiveness 
and vibrancy of Uxbridge town centre. It is important that 
the CIL supports this role as a function of planning policy. 

CSC is considering improvement schemes at the Chimes. 
Such schemes are only likely to take place when high 
rents are achieved. Removing the burden of the CIL will 
improve viability and the chances of improvements taking 
place. It will also sends a positive message that 
Hillingdon wishes to attract investment and encourage 
appropriate development. 

Support noted and welcomed. No proposed change 
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The following submissions were received after the close of the consultation deadline 

018 DCS/01 Theatres Trust 
17 December 

2012 

Theatres are generally unable to bear the cost proposed 
for sui generis uses. The Theatres Trust recommends 
that the draft charging schedule should clearly indicate 
the following: 

- a nil rate for theatre development, based on the unique 
contribution they make to cultural infrastructure. 

- Theatres eligibility for charitable relief. The Charging 
Schedule should note the discretion that is available to 
charitable relief. 

- The provision of discretionary relief under exceptional 
circumstances to theatres. 

- Applying the provisions for D1 and D2 uses to theatres. 

- If a single rate is proposed that parallel planning 
obligation guidance identifies that the CIL charge is 
returned to the theatre development. 

Viability evidence prepared demonstrates that sui generis 
uses can support a charge of £35 psm of new 
development. 

As charitable organisations, theatres are likely to be 
exempt from CIL charges. Exemptions for organisations 
with charitable status are made clear in the DCS. No 
proposed change 

019 DCS/01 Thomas Eggar for ASDA 
Stores Ltd 

17 December 
2012 

Representations submitted are additional to the response 
to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule. 

Concerned that the Council has under-estimated the 
impact of CIL. It is noted that the approved ASDA store in 
Hayes would attract a combined Mayoral and Hillingdon 
CIL liability of approximately £2 million.  

Further contributions are likely to be requested through 
the planning obligations SPD. 

There is nothing in the emerging Developer Contributions 
SPD to indicate that similar amounts would not be sought 
through Planning Obligations. 

Viability evidence indicates that retail uses over 1,000 
sqm are able to support a charge of £215 psm. 

The use of Planning Obligations will be scaled back 
following the introduction of CIL and it is unlikely that 
similar amounts will be requested through this 
mechanism. No proposed change  

 


