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Sent by email to cil@westminster.gov.uk and abarrypurssell@westminster.gov.uk 

20 July 2015

Please ask for: Rob Krzyszowski
 

Dear Mr Barry-Purssell, 

Westminster City Council Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Draft Charging 
Schedule (DCS) consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Westminster City Council Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Draft Charging Schedule (DCS) consultation. 

The Council would like to make a representation in accordance with Regulation 17 of the 
CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended). 

After considering the DCS and supporting evidence published for consultation, the 
Council would like to raise no objection to the DCS. 

The Council would also like to request to be formally notified when: 

• the DCS has been submitted to the examiner;

• the examiner’s recommendations and reasons are published; and

• the Charging Schedule is approved by the Council.

I trust this is self-explanatory but please do not hesitate to contact me should you require 
further information or clarification. 

Yours sincerely 

Rob Krzyszowski MRTPI 
Planning Policy Team Leader 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul Zuckerman 
14 July 2015 16:33
CIL
Draft DCS a comment

I live at 105 Grosvenor Road, London SW1V 3LG. I am therefore concerned that the area I live in has been 
designated a Fringe area for Residential development. There seems to be no obvious logic in this as we are 
some 250 yards from a Core area and 400 yards from a Prime area. The only explanation I can come up 
with is that this has something to do with the tentative plans to redevelop part of the Churchill Estate. These 
plans, if implemented as I have seen, would mean a major disruption to my home as Darwin House is 
literally 6 feet from my house! 
Kind regards Dr Paul Zuckerman 

Sent from my iPad 

This email message has been delivered safely and archived online by Mimecast. 
For more information please visit http://www.mimecast.com  
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From:
Sent:
To:

Patricia Brett 
15 July 2015 13:19
CIL

CIL Charging Zones 

Dear Sir, 

I live in Churchill Gardens and I notice on your map that this area has been categorized as a Fringe Area for 
Residential Development.  There seems to be no reason for this other than you think as Churchill Gardens 
is a council estate it demotes property prices.  I can assure you this is not the case as flats on Churchill 
Gardens are selling for record amounts, and houses around the estate are going up in value not down.  The 
Estate is 250 yards from Core Area and about 500 yards from Prime Area.  There is no justification for this 
downgrade, other than for your regeneration plans you have in the pipeline. 

It is not consistent with the commercial plan where the area is marked Prime Area.  Look at the property 
across the river where where they are selling property for extremely high revenues. 

P.Brett 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alicia Eykyn 
15 July 2015 19:36
CIL
CIL Draft Charging Schedule - Complaint  prior to 24th July 2015 as requested

To whom it may concern: 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Please will you put on record my complaint re the CIL Draft Charging Schedule in its present blatantly discriminatory 
form.   

I have lived in Churchill Gardens for many years and wish to register my strong objection to the very unfair way the 
Residential Charging Schedule has been drafted.    

I can see no reason for downgrading our small area of Churchill Gardens to ‘Fringe' (£200), when it is, according to 
your Schedule, completely surrounded by ‘Core' (£400)and very close indeed to 'Prime '(£500).  All these areas, 
include parts of the embankment and further into town. The position of Churchill Gardens is a great deal more 
convenient and better placed than many parts of the ‘Core’ area and many parts of the Core area also include 
Council Housing Estates, if this is one of the arguments being put forward, resulting in this incredibly divisive 
decision .   

No possible legitimate argument can be put forward to explain this denigration and the rhetorical question has to be 
asked as to whom would benefit from this lower pricing ?  Quite clearly this is to encourage developers to take 
advantage of this area to the detriment of those who live here. 

Yours faithfully 

Alicia Eykyn 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

vary rushton  
16 July 2015 09:36
CIL
Draft DCS a comment

I live at 107 Grosvenor Road, SW1V 3LG.  And I am concerned to learn from my 
neighbour, Mr Paul Zuckerman that you seem to have plans to redevelope the 
area? Does the fact that we are 'Heritage' make any difference? I believe Darwin house is 
included, this land was sold to you by the church because of the use you were putting it 
to.    Best wishes from  Mrs Vary Rushton     
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Peter Hughes  
16 July 2015 16:11
CIL
Grosvenor Road

Dear Sirs, 

Once again this small area of SW1 is swirling with rumours arising from your extraordinary decision to 
designate it a Fringe zone for the Community Infrastructure Levy. As you are obviously only too aware, you 
might just as well distribute a map to the building industry with the end of a rainbow marked at SW1V 3LG.

But what may be a crock of gold for you and property developers is where we, and several hundred 
Churchill Gardens residents, live. 

Should we now not be told exactly what your intentions are? Vladimir Putin's ambitions to trample on 
Ukraine were more transparent than what you may or may not have in mind for us. 

Yours faithfully, 

Peter Hughes 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joanna O'Sullivan
19 July 2015 07:12 
CIL
Curchill gardens estate

Dear city of Westminster council , was looking at the outline planning and developing etc of Churchill 
gardens , as am a resident on the estate , and like others living here was wondering please , why the land and 
river surrounding the estate area itself etc , so it seems has been deemed less valuable than other parts. And 
was wondering please how this estate was valued differently than other surrounding areas up and down the 
river Thames. Many thanks ,from Joanna o'sullivan. 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ELIZABETH VIRGO  19 July 2015 13:39
CIL
CIL charging cosultation

Paddington Waterways & Maida Vale Society and Little Venice Neighbourhood Area would  add that where a 
Neighbourhood forum is not established the existing Amenity bodies and Neighbourhood Areas such as these, should 
instead be consulted. 

Elizabeth Virgo 
PWMVS Chair 
WASF Convenor. 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Beville 
21 July 2015 17:57
CIL
Objection to Residential CIL Charging Zone proposals

Dear Sirs, 

I write on behalf of the Churchill Gardens Lessees’ Association which seeks to represent, protect & further the 
interests of the more than nine hundred leaseholders & freeholders on Churchill Gardens. 

We have strong objections to the Estate’s designation as a “fringe” area in the City Council’s proposals for CIL 
residential charging zones. We note that Churchill Gardens is the only estate in south Westminster so assessed, 
despite there being four additional estates of WCC  housing locally, together with many other social housing 
schemes owned by Peabody Estates & other social housing providers. There does not seem to be any logic to the 
differing zones allocated by WCC to those areas. 

In addition, it is far from clear why a zonal assessment based on existing property values, makes any sense. Given 
that the CIL is a partial replacement for developers’ section 106 obligations, which  are negotiated based on the 
worth of planning gains, the value of existing local housing would appear to be of little relevance. What  need to be 
assessed are surely the value of the land ( based on location & ambience) together with the nature ( quality & cost) 
of the proposed new developments ? Just because a developer is building next to social housing, does not mean that 
more social housing will necessarily be built. 

Indeed, there seem to be no proposals to build more traditional social housing in Westminster – most new local 
developments are 100% private. Where “social” developments do occur, they are now either “affordable” or 
“intermediate” dwellings, which are entirely different from old‐style Council housing, with its controlled rents & 
security of tenure. Since such housing provision appears to be a thing of the past, it would seem unreasonable to 
zone future developments on such a valuation basis. But that is what WCC’s proposals appear to do ! 

In addition, there is a clear disparity between the zoning of the Commercial & Residential Levies. The rationale 
behind the former is clear – the extended West End of London is “prime”, the adjacent areas to the north & south  ( 
embracing all of Pimlico, including Churchill Gardens) are “core”, while the less prosperous north of the borough is 
“fringe”. That appears to make perfect sense. But the Residential zoning appears inconsistent, with only some 
distinct areas ( in both the north & south of Westminster) of social housing assessed as “fringe”. For the reasons 
already given, that appears to be both inconsistent & unreasonable, & may lead to challenges through judicial 
review.      

In any case, there are a number of excellent reasons why residential development should not be targeted on the 
Churchill Gardens Estate. The area is of historical architectural importance as the best example of the 
implementation of the post‐war Abercrombie Plan in London. It is part of the Pimlico Conservation Area, & contains 
eight Listed buildings including six blocks of flats. The estate has won at least four architectural awards ( from the 
Festival of Britain, RIBA & the Civic Trust) on the basis of its outstanding design & build, together with its continued 
success as a harmoniously working community. In the social historian, David Kynaston’s book “Austerity Britain, 
1945‐1951”, the estate is described as a “triumph”. The open spaces on Churchill Gardens are required to remain 
undeveloped, in order to meet the City Council’s statutory open spaces obligations in south Westminster. 

All in all, the Estate should be kept as it is, & further residential development discouraged, if not banned outright. 

We therefore formally object to the “fringe” residential zoning of our Estate, & request that these submissions be 
given due consideration, later in the CIL process. 

Yours truly, 

Richard Beville 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Matthew Bennett 
22 July 2015 08:49
CIL

Consultation on the CIL draft Charging Schedule

Dear Sir/Madam 

I am writing on behalf of the Soho Neighbourhood Forum (SNF) as an elected member of its forum steering group 
(FSG) and with the consent of the other elected FSG members. 

We are aware of the concern expressed by the Knightsbridge Neigbourhood Forum that WCC only proposes 
'consultation' with neighbourhood forums rather than 'consultation and agreement' about the neighbourhood 
proportion which the central government's own guidance proposes as quoted in para 2.12 of WCC's own Draft 
Charging Schedule. 

'Government guidance states that charging authorities should engage with communities in the area where 
development has taken place and agree with them how best to spend this neighbourhood funding proportion.' 

We ask for confirmation that in the Soho Neighbourhood Area (SNA) the Council will engage with the SNF and agree 
with it in advance how 15% (as capped in the regulations) of the monies generated within the SNA are to be spent. If 
it is necessary to amend the DCS to make this clear then we also request that such amendments are made so that 
this happens consistently across the City. 

Yours 

Matthew Bennett 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Wendy Shillam 
22 July 2015 12:01
CIL
Roberts, Glenys (Cllr) CODE03; Bott, Iain (Cllr); Glanz, Jonathan (Cllr); Scarborough 
(Cllr), Karen; paulchurch; Matthew Bennett
CIL Consultation  From Fitzrovia Neighbourhood Forum

I write on behalf of the Fitzrovia Neighbourhood Forum. 

We have received your consultation regarding CIL but find that a number of issues seem as yet unresolved. 

1. There is no outline of how all CIL moneys are to be spent.  We can not comment on the value of CIL
unless we understand what that value might raise in terms of revenue and how the revenue will be 
apportioned. 

2. We note that the legislation requires the Local Authority to consult with and agree with established
Neighbourhood Forums a) the proportion of CIL that is spent in each area and b) what that money is spent 
on. 

Fitzrovia is suffering extreme pressure from development and recent permissions (which of course still 
exclude CIL) have provided little if any community benefit. 

Our understanding of the legislation is that CIL is part of the recompense for areas that suffer development 
pressure and by forming a Neighbourhood Forum enter constructively into the process of development 
management and development planning.   

We look forward to your response. 

Regards 
Wendy Shillam 
Chair 
Fitzrovia West Executive Committee 
http://fitzwest.org/wordpress 
Wendy Shillam MA RIBA MRTPI 
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Trustee 
Fitzrovia Chapel Foundation  www.fitzroviachapel.com 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Wycliffe Stutchbury 
22 July 2015 17:34
CIL
richard Beville; 
Objection to Residential CIL charging zone proposals.

Dear Sirs, 

I have, with difficulty, managed to access the plans and proposals regarding CWC residential CIL charging 
zone proposals. 

I have to say that in one sense I am surprised by the isolated and seemingly illogical placement of the 
Churchill Gardens estate in the fringe zone. As Alicia Eykyn who has already written to you had pointed 
out, from an impartial standpoint it seems strange that the area in question is valued differently to any other 
stretch of Grosvenor Road.  If the fact that it is occupied by social housing has contributed to its 
designation, (which would be alarming) then I wonder why the stretch between Aylesford St and Vauxhall 
Bridge Road has not been included, or the area between Warwick Way and Buckingham Palace Road.  In 
many ways the residential value of the area in question is more valuable as it is located directly opposite the 
Nine Elms development, with all that that entails. 

I mention residential value, and I suppose that is most clearly linked with financial assessment, but there is 
significant social and amenity value held within the estate.  CWC mentions in the background to the draft 
charging schedule document that social and community uses are a priority in this programme.  Churchill 
Gardens estate is an exemplar of the value and importance of quality architecture and planning for the use of 
the residential community.  I do believe that it is essential to consider the residents within Westminster as 
well as the visitors.  Churchill Gardens is a place to live for 1600 households, and provides a broad 
demographic range with an excellent environment to co exist.  

The background document also mentions that this body of research will now be examined by an 
independent examiner.  Will the appointment of this examiner be an open process? 

As Richard Beville, chairman of the Churchill Gardens Leaseholders Association, mentions in his 
objections to you, a quick glance at the disparity between the residential and commercial plans for this 
proposal reveal what I consider to be the transparent motives of CWC to attract development within the site, 
as they have been wanting to do for many years. 

I do understand that many councils within Greater London have been obliged to examine their property 
values and to consider how infrastructure can be developed and improved.  But at some point we do have to 
look at the quality of life for the people who consider the land in question to be their home.  There will 
always be demands on land and we need to come to terms with the fact that we need to consider its value in 
terms other than purely financial.  We cannot continue to ‘grow’ infinitely. 

yours sincerely 

Wycliffe Stutchbury  
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THE WESTMINSTER SO~CIETY 

Patron: HRH The Duke of Gloucester KG GCVO 
President: The Dean of Westminster 
Chairman Miss Olwen Rowlands 

Room 443, The Linen Hall, 162-168 Regent Street, London W1B 5TE 

GIL Consultation 
Policy, Performance & Strategy, 19th Floor 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street. SW 1 E 6QP 

Dear Sir 

WESTMINSTER COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 

Registered Charity 235400 

07885 586310 

The City Council's draft Charging Schedule was considered by the Society's 
Executive Committee yesterday and we offer the following comments on the 
draft circulated under cover of Councillor Davis' letter of June 1 ih. 

THE CHARGING SCHEDULE 
The Society cannot support the levels of charging set out in table 1 as they are 
regarded as being excessive especially in relation to residential space. The 
danger is that the high levels of charge may well deter developers from seeking 
to create new spaces in Westminster which would be contrary to the City 
Council's "growth" objectives. 

DISCRETIONARY RELIEFS 
The paragraph on this issue in section 3 is remarkably "woolly" for want of a 
better term. The Society feels that a great deal more clarity is required in 
relation for the provision of affordable/social housing with a view to establishing 
as a norm the automatic granting of relief for this area of development; making 
information that the provisions are 'available' is not good enough. 

The Society requests that these comments are taken into consideration before 
any final decisions are taken. 

Yours faithfully 

PETER R HANDLEY 
CILWCC6 
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To:	  'cil@westminster.gov.uk'
TOM  BALL

AADipl RIBA DipCD MRTPI(Rtd) FRSA

Dear Sirs
Sent  23rd July 2015

Objection to Residential CIL Charging Zone proposals

I have spent much of my professional life as a planner, urban designer and 
architect, in the UK and Overseas. As a resident and freeholder for more than 35 
years on Churchill Gardens Estate I write to register the strongest objection to the 
Council’s assessment and definition of Churchill Gardens Estate as a ‘Fringe Area’.  
Further I regard the decision for the Estate to be misplaced, puzzling and call for a 
reconsideration immediately. My grounds for this are referred to below based on 
the performance of the Council over a number of years

How very odd that out of the whole area of south Westminster one entire 
housing estate is assessed as a Fringe Area: and how significant that the area of land 
is almost exclusively owned by Westminster Council. Does this not indicate an 
expression of bias, if not ulterior motive ?  In my opinion there is no reasonable 
legitimate nor rational reasoning to support such a localised selection out of the 
whole of southern Westminster .

Is this not a glaring illustration and demonstration of the aggressive 
antagonism towards the Estate and its occupiers by the Council. It would seem to 
illustrate the ultimate negative attitude towards the Estate and its residents, which 
has been experienced on so many occasions in the past. I have commented on a 
number of these since they show historically just how out of touch with reality the 
Council members have been. The CIL paper is not only a case in point but from the 
following account of Council performance regarding Churchill Gardens, calls into 
question the decision by the Council to categorise the Estate as a “Fringe Area.”

Negative performance of the Council towards the Estate over many years.
The Council conceded the management and daily control of the Estate to the 

ALMO , currently “City West Homes”, thereby devolving its role and powers as the 
administrator through the specific departments of the Council. Various Councillors 
from time to time have imposed a Cabinet decision without discussion with 
residents; invariably these have been failures and the outcome derided by many. 
The outcome has been to distort the opinions and attitudes of Councillors as far as 
the Estate is concerned.  

Recent projects imposed on the Estate without any involvement of residents 
included “The Churchill Two year Pilot Project”; the “Team Churchill Project”. The 
Council Cabinet paper bringing these two into being stated (and later shown to be 
totally erroneous) that the “Estate was an area of high Deprivation, and even at one 
point stated that the “level of deprivation was the highest in England”.  Is there any 
wonder that the residents were dismayed by such Council behaviour.

D5.14



The residents of the Estate developed a very significant Neighbourhood 
Watch - supported by the Home Office no less. Most of the blocks were represented 
at monthly meetings with the local police. The latter would present their figures as 
‘crime statistics’. There was no crime other than the occasional ‘domestic violence’ 
incident.The true facts were then reported to the Council regularly, but despite the 
facts the Council would continue to report otherwise. 

The Council did not like /support Neighbourhood Watch for some peculiar 
reason of their own and introduced their own system of “Guardians”. But if they 
were to operate on the Estate the estate would have to pay for them; then their was 
a decision that CCTV cameras were necessary - except access to them was virtually 
impossible. Guardians disappeared ! 

Other examples include the changes in Estate Management Companies, 
imposed on the community. Usually there would be reduced financial provision and 
or contractual requirements . Recently this is the case of the Landscape and Grounds 
Maintenance Contract with its reduced funding.

The  imposition of an illuminated football pitch, which took over the local 
kick-about pitch which provided immediate access for residents. The result was 
reduced access for local children; but access for visitors from out of the Estate was 
allowed. Although planning standards were known these were ignored so the 
operation was too close to the surrounding residences. It is a great nuisance to  these 
being too close, and this is because it did not follow recommended standards. As a 
consequence the local children who used to have immediate access to ‘their kick 
about area’ are the losers; and residents are greatly disturbed.

There was an instance where the Council provided extra funding to the 
Estate’s existing ‘Youth Club’. The Council advertised it to ‘all and sundry’  including 
south of the river, and many came. The Council then reduced the funding and the 
hours and times of availability - to such a point as being almost no facility. That did 
not discouraged many of the youths who now knew of the Estate and its 
landscaping, and open access to blocks of flats. Thus the estate suffered from an 
amount of antisocial behaviour - leading to becoming a recognised place for drugs. 

The resident community sought innumerable times assistance from police, 
Estate Management and even the Council. The situation was not helped when a 
Councillor arranged a Gang’s Conference on the Estate, again without any 
involvement of residents. That same Councillor insisted that the police should be 
provided with a room where at certain times the police would be available for a 
“drop in session”.  Antisocial activity continued on the estate.

Recognising the great asset and significance of the Estate 
 What is so astounding to those who are familiar with housing estates, and 
who know that the Competition that set the standards for the Churchill Gardens 
Estate in the late 1947 resulted in the best housing and community project in 
England and Wales ! 



The disposition of the buildings and open spaces, as well as the specific space 
standards and provisions for individual dwellings, were recognised and appreciated 
in the early 1950’s. They were so highly regarded that the standards were adopted 
as the national housing standards for all ‘Council Housing’ in England and Wales. 
These remained so until very missguidedly the Thatcher Government stated that 
mandated standards should be abolished. There followed years of inferior quality 
Developer built accommodation which is a national disgrace : realised very much 
later by the GLA in its Plan for London.

Recognition of the total qualities of the Estate were made by 
the CIvic Trust in the 1950s and also by the RIBA . Much later, the Civic Trust when 
reviewing all awards given over 40 years, awarded the Estate the award of awards.  
What could be more significant. 

Given that the Estate’s terms of reference and proposals were Westminster 
Council’s own great achievement: why for so many years have 
Councillors/Councils not recognised this, supported it and be proud of it’s 
achievement. A high density housing project, of high space and amenity standards, 
admired internationally, and providing standards adopted nationally. Why have the 
various actions of the Council more recently been so dramatically wrong and ill 
considered,  and not prepared in conjunction with the community. 

The series of negative actions must be assumed to continue to cause 
alienation towards the estate; and more seriously failure to recognise and appreciate 
the original Council’s masterful achievement. It is this latter position which has 
unreasonably warped the opinions and attitudes. This is shown very markedly in 
the determining that the Estate is deemed as a Fringe Area. This is as wrong as was 
the statement that Churchill Gardens is an area of High Depravation. There  must be 
a reconsideration immediately.

I formally object to the ‘fringe Area’ zoning of the Estate, and request that 
this objection and its explanatory notes be given proper consideration prior to 
reaching a final decision. on the CIL Proposals.

Tom Ball 
Committee Member of the Lessees Association, 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christina Walsh 
24 July 2015 10:47

 
Association response to CIL Consultation

Please see below CGRA's response to the consultation 
Many thanks 
John Wyatt 
Chair 

Response to the Westminster Community Infrastructure Levy Draft Charging Schedule (June 2015) 

Introduction 

The Churchill Gardens Residents Association represents the residents of Churchill Gardens. 

Churchill Gardens Estate is a unique award- winning Estate within the heart of Central London. Developed 
as part of the post-war Abercrombie plan the estate has proved to be a model of architectural design and 
social diversity. The estate was designated as a Conservation area in 1990 and several of the blocks have 
been listed by Historic England. 

We have discussed the issues in the Westminster Community Infrastructure Levy Draft Charging Schedule 
(June 2015) and make the following representations.  

Charging zones 

We were concerned to see that Churchill Gardens alone was designated in the south as a Fringe area for the 
Residential CIL Charging Zones.  

The other Fringe areas for the Residential CIL Charging Zones are Queens’ Park, Harrow Road and Church 
Street. We do not believe that there are similarities between these areas in terms of the residential housing 
stock or in terms of population, 

We were also unsure why Churchill Gardens alone is included as a Fringe area when other estates such as 
the Millbank Estate, Lillington and Longmore Gardens and the Tachbrook Estates are not included but are 
included in the Core area.  

The information and evidence to support the development of the City of Westminster’s Draft Charging 
Schedule states: 

The North Westminster Economic Development area is mostly classified as being fringe in terms of sales 
values, which are mostly between £3000 and £5000 per sqm and therefore considerably lower than in other 
parts of the City. This includes the Queens Park Estate and the Church Street housing renewal area 
amongst others. The Churchill estate in the southern part of Westminster is also included on a similar basis, 
also with sales values of between £3000 and £5000. Based on an analysis of recent sales by postcode, the 
fringe area achieved an average residential sales values of around £760,000 (based on Rightmove data for 
May 2014‐January 2015,[i] 
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On this basis it is hard to see how you can justify just including the Churchill Gardens Estate and not 
including other estates in the area.  

The inclusion of Churchill Gardens Estate in the cheaper zone of the proposed Draft Charging Schedule has 
led to anxieties locally as to the City Council’s motivations, especially following on from the issues with the 
proposed regeneration of the estate and the resultant concerns about the City Council’s plans. All the areas 
included in the Fringe zone, which will surely be most desirable to developers, are areas of Social Housing. 

Effect on the introduction of the Community Infrastructure Levy on Social Housing  

The commitment to Social Housing has been an accepted part of development for a number of years with 
developers and Local Authorities. If Social Housing couldn’t be provided onsite then the S106 agreements 
enabled the Councils to receive payments to fund Social Housing elsewhere in the Borough.  

We are concerned that the introduction of a CIL will interrupt this consensus and lead to a gradual 
diminution of S106 payments and its eventual full replacement by the CIL which gives Developers an 
upfront calculation rather than the negotiation involved with a S106 arrangement.  

Conclusion 

 We are very concerned at the inclusion of the Churchill Gardens Estate in the Fringe Zone and the
messages this sends out to developers and the community there. 

 We should like to know how the Council justifies the allocation of the different rates to the various CIL
zones across the Westminster area. 

 We regret the phasing out of S106 arrangements and the commitment to Social Housing in the City
when we are facing such shortages and ever lengthening housing lists.  

 We therefore call for the City Council to revise their Draft Charging Schedule and Statement of the
Representations Procedure and remove Churchill Gardens Estate from the Fringe Zone.  
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[i] 4.57 Fringe Residential, Information and evidence to support the development of the City of 
Westminster’s Draft Charging Schedule 
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19th Floor, City Hall 
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64 Victoria Street, London 

SW1E 6QP 

Dear Sirs 

CONSULTATION RESPONSE - DRAFT COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL) (JUNE 2015) 

This consultation response is made on behalf of our client the Knightsbridge Residents Management 

Company Ltd (KRMC). KMRC is the representative of all the residents of 199 Knightsbridge 

(Knightsbridge Apartments). The Apartments are occupied by over 200 households which themselves 

accommodate approximately 500 people. 

KRMC is an active member of the emerging Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum (KNF), alongside others 

including the Knightsbridge Association (KA). The KNF is enthusiastic about the prospects for 

Westminster City Council’s (WCC) CIL facilitating infrastructural spending in the designated Knightsbridge 

Neighbourhood Area (KNA). 

The NPPG observes that a neighbourhood forum, once designated, is ‘empowered to lead the 

neighbourhood planning process in a neighbourhood area where there is no town or parish council’. The 

KNF has equal plan-making powers in this regard to town or parish councils. Once designated by WCC, 

the KNF will have sole authority over a 5 year period to bring forward a Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Plan 

(KNP) for the KNA. The KA already has pre-eminence as the long-recognised amenity society 

representing the interests of the KNA’s residents. The KNF’s designation will go beyond this however as 

the KNF will represent all the interests of the neighbourhood as a whole, including local businesses and 

cultural organisations for example. 

THE CIL ‘NEIGHBOURHOOD PORTION’ 

A key part of the government’s vision for neighbourhood planning is that local communities can have a 

significant say over the spending of CIL that is collected from development in their area. Parish, Town or 

Community Councils may accordingly secure 15% of CIL receipts collected in their area and 25% if a 

Neighbourhood Plan is in force (the ‘neighbourhood portion’). The NPPG asks the question “where there 

is no Parish, Town or Community Council, who receives the neighbourhood portion?” It answers as 

follows (our emphasis): 
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‘Communities without a Parish, Town or Community Council will still benefit from the 15% 

neighbourhood portion (or 25% portion, if a neighbourhood plan or neighbourhood development 

order has been made). If there is no Parish, Town or Community Council, the charging authority 

will retain the levy receipts but should engage with the communities where development has 

taken place and agree with them how best to spend the neighbourhood funding.’  

WESTMINSTER’S EMERGING REPLACEMENT PLANNING OBLIGATIONS SPD AND CIL 

On 15 July WCC decided to publish a draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) entitled ‘Use of 

Planning Obligations and Other Planning Mechanisms’ for consultation. This consultation has not yet 

begun but we have had sight of the agreed document. Notably, paragraph 3.6 of that document observes 

that paragraph 175 of the NPPF ‘states that the CIL should support and incentivise new development, 

particularly by placing control over a meaningful proportion of the funds raised with the neighbourhoods 

where development takes place’. 

Paragraph 2.13 of the draft SPD however states (our emphasis): 

‘Charging authorities are required to put by a “neighbourhood portion” of the CIL collected in each 

neighbourhood – 15% of the amounts paid in respect of local development (25% in places where 

there is a neighbourhood plan). This portion is to be spent on infrastructure or “anything else that 

is concerned with addressing the demands that development places on an area”. Where there is a 

community council (as there is at Queen’s Park in Westminster), that portion has to be paid to it; 

elsewhere the City Council would retain the neighbourhood portion and decide how it is spent in 

consultation with neighbourhoods.’ 

The above statement differs from paragraph 2.12 of the Draft Charging Schedule supporting document 

‘Information and Evidence to support the development of Westminster’s DCS (June 2015)’ which states 

(our emphasis): 

‘The CIL Regulations require charging authorities to pass a proportion of CIL receipts from 

development taking place in their area on to local councils, of which there is only currently one in 

Westminster ‐ Queen’s Park Community council. Although there is no regulatory requirement to 

actually pass on this “neighbourhood portion” of CIL funding to areas without a local council, 

Government guidance states that charging authorities should engage with the communities in 

the area where development has taken place and agree with them how best to spend this 

neighbourhood funding proportion.’ 

KRMC considers that the Council should be clear across all its policies, guidance and supporting 

documentation that decisions about how the ‘neighbourhood portion’ will be spent will be agreed with the 

relevant neighbourhood and moreover with the relevant Neighbourhood Forum, where one exists. 

PARTIES THAT MAKE AGREEMENTS 

As per the above, KRMC’s view is that when Neighbourhood Forums have been designated they have 

already been accepted as the representative organisation for their neighbourhood area and so decisions 

about how to spend 15% (or when a Neighbourhood Plan is in place) 25% of the CIL receipts collected in 

that area must be agreed with the designated forum specifically (and, for clarity, with no other 

organisation).  
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Yours faithfully 

Ian Fergusson 

Associate Director 

mailto:ian.fergusson@turley.co.uk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

JOHN WALTON 
24 July 2015 12:58
CIL
John Zamit
Consultation on CIL

I am writing on behalf of the South East Bayswater Residents' Association (SEBRA), a recognised 
Westminster amenity society. 

We understand from a letter written to you on behalf of the Knightsbridge  Neighbourhood Forum that the 
City Council proposes only to consult with neighbourhoods about the use, for improvements to community 
infrastructure, of the retained 15% (or 25%, as appropriate) of CIL arising on developments in their area. 

We understand from this representation that documents in the Government's NPPG state  

'.. the charging authority will retain the levy receipts but should engage with the communities where development has 
taken place and agree with them how best to spend the neighbourhood funding.’  

This certainly seems to accord with the spirit of engagement with neighbourhoods, and SEBRA supports the position that the City 
Council should not only consult but also agree with neighbourhood forums about such uses of these retained amounts of CIL.  

Yours sincerely 

John Walton 

President, SEBRA 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Emily Candler 
24 July 2015 18:00
CIL
Community Infrastructure Levy Draft Charing Schedule

Dear Sir/Madam 

As proposed vice-chair designate of the Knightsbridge Neighbourhood Forum, I welcome the opportunity to 
comment on Westminster City Council’s proposals for the draft charing schedule for the Community 
Infrastructure Levy.  National Planning Practice Guidance states that Local authorities must allocate at 
least 15% of levy receipts to spend on priorities that should be agreed with the local community in areas 
where development is taking place, with provision for this to increase to at last 25% were there is a 
Neighbourhood Plan.   Please amend the Charging schedule and supporting material to state explicitly that 
decisions on how this 15/25% will be spent will be agreed with designated Neighbourhood Forums in 
advance.   

Yours 

Emily Candler 

Emily Candler
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michael Bolt
24 July 2015 20:36
CIL
CIL consultation on WCC Draft Charging Schedule

Dear Sirs, 

This consultation response is made on behalf of the Marylebone Forum, presently applying for designation 
as the neighbourhood forum for the the Marylebone business area. 

Reference Para 2.12  of Information and evidence in support of WCC’s  Draft Charging Schedule (set out 
below). 

1. What is the relationship between CIL Funding and Neighbourhoods?
2. 2.12  The CIL Regulations require charging authorities to pass a proportion of CIL receipts from

development taking place in their area on to local councils, of which there is only currently one in
Westminster ‐ Queen’s Park Community council. Although there is no regulatory requirement to
actually pass on this “neighbourhood portion” of CIL funding to areas without a local council,
Government guidance states that charging authorities should engage with the communities in the
area where development has taken place and agree with them how best to spend this
neighbourhood funding proportion.

3. 

We wish to make the following submission: 

That 2.12 should be amended to include a statement that where a neighbourhood forum has been designated 
for a particular area then by virtue of that designation WCC has found that body to be representative of the 
communities within that neighbourhood area and need only engage with that body in respect of reaching 
agreement on how best to to spend the neighbourhood funding proportion. 

Yours faithfully, 

Michael Bolt
Chairman

MARYLEBONE ASSOCIATION 
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