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TAMWORTH BOROUGH COUNCIL COMMUNITY 

INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY CHARGING SCHEDULE 

EXAMINATION 

 

Examiner’s Issues and Questions  

 
Examiner – Yvonne Wright BSc (Hons) DipTP MSc DipMS MRTPI 

 

Programme Officer – Carmel Edwards  
Tel. 07969 631930 Email: programmeofficer@carmeledwards.com 

_________________________________________________ 
 
Introduction  

 
These issues and questions are based on the Tamworth Borough Council 

Community Infrastructure Levy Draft Charging Schedule For Submission 
published in August 2017.  This includes five modifications made by the Council 
following consultation on the previous version.   

 
Further information about the examination, hearings and format of any further 

written statements is provided in the accompanying Examiner’s Guidance Note.   
 

_____________________________________________________ 

 

Issue 1 - Is the charging schedule supported by background documents 

containing appropriate available evidence? 

Infrastructure Planning Evidence 

The Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) is set out in Appendix B of the 

Tamworth Borough Council Local Plan 2006-2031 Adopted February 2016 (LP).  
It states that it will be subject to regular review to take account of funding and 

delivery progress and changes to specific projects.  Within the ‘Statement of 
Consultation’ the Council indicates that the IDP is under review.   

 
1. Is the review of the IDP complete and if so what is the outcome?  More 

specifically:  

 
a. Are the project details, costs, levels of secured funding and 

anticipated funding contributions from S106 up-to-date?  
  

b. Are the known infrastructure costs of nearly £76m based on 

reasonable evidence?   
 

c. Is the level of secured funding of around £23.3m still in place?   
 

d. Is the potential funding of about £17.2m from S106 contributions 

realistic?   
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e. Has full account been taken of all non CIL funding sources?   

 
f. Has the total known funding gap been robustly demonstrated?   

 
g. Is the anticipated CIL contribution of around £2.8m up-to-date?  Is 

it reasonable and what proportion of the funding gap will this 

contribute?   
 

h. How has the level of CIL income been calculated?  How much is 
anticipated to be received for each separate CIL charging rate and 
is this reasonable?  

 

2. In the light of any review of the IDP is the draft Regulation 123 list up-to-
date?  Does it meet the requirements of the Regulations?  Is it clearly 

demonstrated what CIL and S106 monies propose to fund to ensure that 
there would be no ‘double dipping’? 

 
Economic viability evidence - Residential 

3. Is the CIL viability evidence for residential development based on sound 

data and reasonable assumptions?  More specifically:  
 

a. Are the range of site typologies tested supported by suitably robust 

evidence and do they reflect the development proposed to come 
forward within the borough during the Plan period?   

 
b. Are the assumptions for benchmark land values and sales values 

reasonable and clearly evidenced?  

 
c. Do the development costs, professional fees and profit levels reflect 

industry standards and are they reasonable? 
 

d. Is it necessary to include abnormal/exceptional costs? 

 
e. Are the Section 106 cost assumptions appropriate and based on 

clear evidence?   
   

f. Are the affordable housing assumptions supported by appropriate 

evidence?  Has this been taken into account in the viability 
assessments? 

 
Sustainable urban extensions 

4. Do the viability appraisals accurately reflect all reasonable costs for the 

sustainable urban extensions and are they supported by appropriate 
evidence?  

 
Specialist residential 

5. Are the specific assumptions used in the viability assessment for 

retirement dwellings, extra care and care homes justified and supported 
by appropriate evidence?  
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Economic Viability Evidence: Retail 
 

6. Is the viability evidence for retail development based on sound data and 
reasonable assumptions?  In particular: 

 
a. Are the threshold land values, sale values and rental/yield values 

(transactional data) for both convenience and comparison retail 

appropriate and supported by evidence? 
 

b. Do the development scenarios reflect the size of retail units 
proposed to come forward in the Plan period?  

 

c. Do the viability appraisals reflect all reasonable costs and are the 
assumptions appropriate and supported by evidence? 

 
Economic Viability Evidence: All Other Development 
 

7. Is the viability evidence for all other development based on sound data 
and reasonable assumptions?   

 
 

Issue 2 - Are the proposed charging rates informed by and consistent 
with the evidence? 
 

Residential development 
 

8. Are the residential charging rates justified and supported by the evidence?  
More specifically: 
 

a. How have the charge rates and viability buffers been determined? 
What proportion of the maximum CIL overages are the buffers?   

 
b. Is the approach to differentiation by number of units (1-2, 3-10 and 

11+) justified and does it reflect the evidence?  Does it comply with 

the Regulations?  Are the rates of £0 psm for 1-2 dwellings; £68 
psm for 3-10 dwellings and £35 psm for 11 or more dwellings 

supported by evidence? 
 

c. It has been suggested that the Dunstall Farm scheme should be 

exempt from CIL.  Is this supported by evidence?  Do the charging 
rates apply to the other sustainable urban extensions?    

 

d. Has it clearly been demonstrated that specialised housing 
(retirement, extra care and care homes) justify nil rates?  Do these 

differential rates comply with the Regulations?  Are retirement 
dwellings, extra care and care homes adequately defined within the 
charging schedule?  Is it necessary for there to be two separate nil 

rates in this context? 
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Retail development 
 

9. Is the charging rate of £200 for all retail development out of centres 
justified and supported by evidence?   

 
10.It has been suggested that a cap of £100,000 should be applied to the 

amount of CIL that can be charged to any one retail scheme.  Is this 

appropriate? 
 

11.Is the charging schedule clear that retail development within centres will 
have a nil rate?   

 

12.Is the approach to differentiating between retail development within 
centres and retail in out of centre locations supported by robust evidence?  

Does this approach comply with the Regulations? 
 

13.How have the viability buffers been determined? What proportion of the 

maximum CIL overage are the buffers?   
 
All other development 

 
14.Is a nil rate for all other development within the Borough justified and 

based on robust viability evidence? 
 
Charging zone map 

 
15.Does the Charging zone map (Appendix B in the DCS) meet the 

Regulations which require that zones must be identified on an Ordnance 
Survey based map which shows national grid lines and reference 
numbers?   

 
16.Is it clear that the map shows the different geographical zones for retail 

development?  Are the zones and map legend clear?  Would larger plans 
of the centres provide greater clarity of the charging rate boundaries in 
this context? 

 
 

Issue 3 - Does the evidence demonstrate that the proposed charging 
rates would not put the overall development of the area at serious risk? 

Has an appropriate balance been struck between helping to fund the 
new infrastructure required and the potential effects of the levy on the 
economic viability of development across the district? 

17.Will the levy rates contribute towards the implementation of the 
development plan and support development across the Borough?  Has this 

been appropriately demonstrated? 
 

18.Do the rates provide sufficient margins or would they put at risk the 

delivery of residential and retail development within the borough? 
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19.Are the inclusion of policies relating to instalments, exceptional 
circumstances and payment in kind reasonable and in accordance with 

national guidance and the Regulations? 
 

20.How will the charging schedule and its impact on the delivery of 
development be monitored and kept under review to ensure that 
development is not put at serious risk?  Should this be more clearly 

defined within the schedule? 
 

Y. Wright 
Examiner 
 
September 2017 

 


