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Purbeck District Council Community Infrastructure Levy 

Statement of Representations 

Summary of the Main Issues raised by representors on the Draft Community 

Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule and Priorities for Spending 

The Council consulted on the Draft Community Infrastructure Levy Charging 

Schedule and Priorities for Spending (the Schedule) between 22nd October and 3rd 

December 2018 (see Appendix 1). The Council received 13 representations, 6 of 

which expressed support, 4 opposed and the remaining 3 did not express a view. 

Representations were submitted by: 
 

ID number Comment number Representor Would like to 
appear at 
Examination 

1191063 DCS7 Tetlow King on behalf 
of SWHARP Planning 
Consortium 

Yes 

1190022 DCS8 Turley for Wyatt 
Homes (Upton) 

Yes 

1190022 DCS9 Turley for Wyatt 
Homes (Lytchett 
Matravers) 

Yes 

1190693 DCS10 Savills for Lulworth 
Estate, Redwood 
Partnership, Mr A. 
Jackson 

Yes 

996349 DCS2 Dorset County 
Council 

Yes 

1189783 DCS11 Wool Parish Council Yes 

1189921 DCS3 Southwestern 
Railways 

No 

1190901 DCS5 Studland Parish 
Council 

No 

1190929 DCS4 Steve Smith No 

1189740 DCS6 Rob Holden No 

996556 DCS12 Local Access Forum No 

1186743 DCS13 Natural England Unspecified 

1195972 DCS14 Martin Hiles Unspecified 

1192742  Retirement Housing 
Consortium 

Yes 

 
 

The main issues are summarised below and attached at Appendix 2: 
 

Rates 
 

Some have concerns that the zero rating larger strategic sites of 200 or more 
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dwellings will result in no CIL being handed to the community. On the other hand 

developers support the zero rating to help enable them to provide the additional 

infrastructure on strategic sites. The reduced rate for smaller allocated sites has 

been queried. 

Spending 
 

The main comments on the way we propose to spend the funding fall into two 

categories. There is a suggestion that we have more detail on the Regulation 123 list 

to avoid developers ‘slipping through the net’. Other have suggested other projects 

to be included in the list. 

Viability, including methodology 
 

Concerns have been expressed about the methodology used – including the 

benchmark value used, assumptions behind the testing not being transparent or 

wrong. Some query why different assumptions are made between the general 

typologies tested and site specific appraisals. There are general concerns amongst 

developers that they will not be able to meet all the requirements set out in the 

Purbeck Local Plan and Infrastructure Development Plan. There has been a 

suggestion that a more detailed viability study should have been carried out. 

General 
 

A suggestion has been made that the Council adopts an instalments policy, 

encourages discretionary relief and has regular reviews. 



 

Appendix 1 

Purbeck Community Infrastructure Levy 

Draft Charging Schedule 2018 

Statement of Representations 

Publicity 

 

 
Attached are copies of: 

(i) The poster provided to libraries 

(ii) The adverts published in the Dorset Echo and Bournemouth Echo 

(iii) The agenda for the builders and agents forum 

(iv) A summary of other publicity. 



 

Consultation on levy to raise funds 

from development in Purbeck 

 
 
We are proposing some changes to our 

Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule. 

The aim of the levy is to raise funds from new building development to 

provide infrastructure to offset the impact of development. 

It applies to most new housing, and other development, over 100 

square metres. 

The draft Charging Schedule, supporting documents and response form 

can be found at purbeck-consult.objective.co.uk/portal/ 

 

 

Take your opportunity to comment between 22 October 
and 3 December 2018. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
If you need assistance, please contact the Planning Policy team, 

Purbeck District Council, at localplan@purbeck-dc.gov.uk or 

telephone 01929 557303 

mailto:localplan@purbeck-dc.gov.uk
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Dorset Echo 22/10/18 
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Bournemouth Echo 22/10/18 



 

 

 
 

 
 

• NPPF changes (Alan) 

Agenda 

• Speeding up your planning application (Alan) 

• Building control update (David) 

• Local plan / neighbourhood plan updates (Bridget) 

• CIL updates (Bridget) 

• Performance update (Alan) 

• Local government reorganisation update (Bridget) 

• Follow up from feedback (Bridget) 

• Feedback 
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Other publicity of draft CIL charging schedule: 

About Purbeck magazine article – October 2018 – distributed to 22,000 households in Purbeck 
district. 

 

Purbeck District Council e-newsletter with CIL article – sent 14 November 2018 – 1,350 recipients. 
842 of the recipients opened the email and 10 clicked on the CIL link 

 
Media coverage: 
https://www.bournemouthecho.co.uk/news/17298582.planners-set-to-rule-on-new-90-home- 
estate-at-swanage/ 

https://www.bournemouthecho.co.uk/news/17298582.planners-set-to-rule-on-new-90-home-estate-at-swanage/
https://www.bournemouthecho.co.uk/news/17298582.planners-set-to-rule-on-new-90-home-estate-at-swanage/


Appendix 2 
Summary of responses to publication of draft CIL charging schedule and priorities for spending 2018 

Name/ organisation Oppose or 
support 

Comments on schedule Comments on priorities 
for spending 

Other Officer comment 

Local Access Forum unspecified  Include completion and 
promotion of cycle route 
to complete Poole 
Harbour Trails, as 
heathland mitigation 
project to reduce impact 
on heaths of off-road 
cycling. 

receive Cycle route around 
the edge of the 
harbour is unlikely to 
receive Natural 
England support due 
to the disturbance in 
the SPA. The 
preferred Poole 
Harbour Trails would 
also be very costly - 
beyond the means of 
CIL funding. The 
Regulation 123 list 
does not prevent 
access projects being 
brought forward 
where considered to 
be appropriate. 

Dorset County 
Council 

support Should the rates be higher, 
headroom seems a little 
high, should be maximising 
income from CIL. 

  The reduced rates at 
Lytchett Matravers 
and Upton are for the 
allocated green field 
sites only, to allow for 
the site specific 
requirements to meet 
Habitats Regulations 
requirements of 
SANG provision and 
nitrogen neutrality. 
The full CIL rates 
apply to windfall/infill 
and small sites in 
these areas. 
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Name/ organisation Oppose or 
support 

Comments on schedule Comments on priorities 
for spending 

Other Officer comment 

  Need clarification on CIL 
funded and Section 106 
funded projects 
/infrastructure to avoid 
developers ‘slipping through 
the net'. 

  The Regulation 123 
list is very limited and 
the possibility of there 
being any confusion / 
avoidance of payment 
is considered to be 
unlikely. 

Southwestern 
Railway 

support   Investment in 
infrastructure is 
essential to making 
developments 
sustainable and 
attractive to live in. 
Improvements to the 
railway cannot be 
wholly funded from 
Government or rail 
industry sources - 
local match funding 
contributions are 
essential. 

There is unlikely to be 
any capacity within 
CIL to fund railway 
improvements but it 
may be appropriate to 
seek contributions 
through S106 
agreements for larger 
local plan allocated 
sites. 

    The proposals in the 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan are generally 
supported. It is 
essential that railway 
investments are 
planned well ahead of 
time so that industry 
sources can be 
planned alongside 
and cost effective 
schemes designed. 

Noted 
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Name/ organisation Oppose or 
support 

Comments on schedule Comments on priorities 
for spending 

Other Officer comment 

Steve Smith oppose Zero rating for developments 
over 200 dwellings means 
parish will not receive any 
CIL. 

  CIL has been zero 
rated so that 
development is better 
able to afford s106 
payments that 
specifically address 
the effects of the 
development, i.e. 
provide infrastructure 
locally.  The CIL 
scheme is set 
nationally to enable 
expenditure on 
strategic projects 
within the district, not 
projects local to the 
development.   

Martin Hiles oppose By zero rating CIL for larger 
developments there is no 
local CIL for the community 
to spend. 

  

Wool Parish Council oppose By zero rating CIL for larger 
developments there is no 
local CIL for the community 
to spend. 

 Priorities for spending 
should be reviewed per 
area and per 
development 

 

Studland Parish 
Council 

oppose Increased reliance on CIL 
means the financial benefits 
may end up outside the 
parish. Significant rebuild in 
the parish has resulted in no 
CIL because they are 
rebuilds but there are 
significant increases in 
footprint. Should tighten 
schedule to prevent 
developers avoiding their 
obligations. 

  Concern noted and 
understood but the 
Council is not able to 
influence this as CIL 
payment exemptions 
are set in national 
policy, not at a local 
level. 

Rob Holden support Key to map needs amending 
- should say Purbeck Centre 
not Purbeck. Colours don't 
match very well between 
map and key. 

  Map amended 
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Name/ organisation Oppose or 
support 

Comments on schedule Comments on priorities 
for spending 

Other Officer comment 

Tetlow King for SW 
HARP Planning 
Consortium  

unspecified Need to clarify small sites  Need to clarify small 
sites (H8 Local 
Plan).Need an 
instalments policy and 
encourage 
discretionary relief 
and have regular 
reviews. 

Noted. The Council 
has considered 
various policies and 
reliefs and have an 
adopted instalments 
policy, allows 
discretionary relief on 
affordable housing 
and reviews the CIL 
Regulation 123 list 
annually to determine 
if there is a need to 
update it. 

Wyatt Homes Upton support Supports the overall CIL 
proposed rates as far as 
they relates to Upton sites, 
they have some concerns in 
relation to the technical 
viability evidence 

  Noted.  

Wyatt Homes 
Lytchett Matravers 

support Supports the overall CIL 
proposed rates as far as 
they relates to Lytchett 
Matravers sites, they have 
some concerns in relation to 
the technical viability 
evidence. 

  Noted 

Savills for  Lulworth 
Estate, Redwood 
Partnership, Mr 
A.Jackson 

oppose Support the confirmation 
that the Wool allocation 
under policy H5 (as an 
allocated residential site in 
the Wareham & Purbeck 
Rural Centre of 200 or more 
dwellings) is proposed to be 
‘nil rated’ for CIL. 

 Need to include 
information on Section 
106 to avoid double 
dipping. 

 The Regulation 123 
list is very limited and 
therefore the potential 
for double dipping is 
highly unlikely, 
especially as both CIL 
and S106 expenditure 
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Name/ organisation Oppose or 
support 

Comments on schedule Comments on priorities 
for spending 

Other Officer comment 

are reported on 
annually. 

Natural England support  Supports the intention to 
secure avoidance and 
mitigation measures set 
out in the Regulation 123 
list. 

 Noted 

Retirement Housing 
Consortium 

oppose Doesn’t consider the viability 
of different types of housing 
for older people  

  Noted 

 




