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22 October 2009

Paul Martin
Communities and Local Government
CIL Team
Zone 1/E2
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 
Dear Mr Martin,
Consultation on Community Infrastructure Levy

Westminster Property Association Response

We welcome the opportunity of commenting upon the Community Infrastructure Levy (CiL) proposals. 

The Westminster Property Association (WPA) represents the largest landowners, property and development companies within the City of Westminster and seeks to influence planning policy and guidance which impacts upon development within the City. I write on behalf of its Chairman, Robert Noel, and governing Council.
WPA fully support the fundamental concept of CiL and particularly providing predictability and certainty to developers upon exactly what they will be required to contribute as part of development proposals in accordance with Government objectives. This concept has the potential to remove uncertainties and risk in relation to the current system under Section 106.
However, WPA have a number of serious areas of concern regarding the current proposals which undermine the fundamental concept and which, unless re-thought, will prevent an effective, equitable and workable mechanism for delivering CiL.

Our principal concern relates to the potential for adding a further financial burden upon development, particularly in the current economic climate. Development across central London, including within the City of Westminster, already makes significant contributions via Section 106 Agreements including, most recently, to Crossrail via the Mayor’s draft London Plan Alterations.
Current market conditions have already had a very serious impact upon the development pipeline which is essential to the economic success of the City of Westminster and wider Central Activities Zone together with strategic planning policy objectives (eg: mixed-use, office, retail residential, affordable housing, sustainability, design, public realm, etc). The imposition of a further financial burden upon development is likely to compound the situation further and discourage rather than encourage new development and investment.

It is critical that CiL is set at a reasonable level which itself needs very careful scrutiny to ensure that it is reasonable in all respects and will not have a detrimental impact or adversely affect new development. Transitional arrangements will need careful thought and guidance given the significant potential for confusion and mis-understanding and interpretation by all involved.
Financial viability of developments (including existing asset values) are a vital consideration in the application of CiL. Local Authorities must be given the power to agree a reduction in CiL payments where this is necessary to ensure the viability of development to enable them to proceed and not undermine policy objectives.
Once operational Section 106 Agreements will need to be scaled back in accordance with the strategic objectives to ensure that they do not in any way include contributions which are already the subject of CiL.

To work effectively and deliver key objectives, guidance must strongly encourage CiL collecting authorities to work with utility and other infrastructure providers to enable the delivery of local infrastructure.

Finally, we consider that payment in kind either through physical provision or direct funding of infrastructure must be taken into account in meeting CiL obligations.

WPA’s view is that all of these considerations need to be fully resolved if the fundamental concept of CiL is to be delivered via an effective mechanism.

We hope that you take these key principles on board and look forward to seeing the outcome of the consultation process.

Yours sincerely,
Paul Houston – Director

cc Robert Noel - Chairman 
     Jonathan Evans – Vice Chairman

