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Introduction 

The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is a powerful, new strategic tool allowing 

authorities to charge for new developments in their area to obtain money for the future 

provision of required physical and social infrastructure. CIL was introduced by the Planning 

Act 2008 under the former Labour Government and is part of the Localism Act 2011. In 

general,  

‘the logic for the levy is that the introduction of the cost of new physical and social 

infrastructure necessary to support development is calculated across a whole authority 

and then worked back to a per square meter figure for any new development.’ (Blacker 

2012) 

In CIL documents, for instance those produced by the ‘London Legacy Development 

Corporation’ (LLDC), ‘social infrastructure’ is split into ‘primary and secondary education’, 

‘primary healthcare’, ‘sports and leisure’, ‘open space’, ‘play space’ and ‘libraries and 

community facilities’ (LLDC, 2013: 2-4). Interestingly, CIL works on different scales: 

London-wide, borough-wide, neighbourhood-wide. 

Until now (April 2013), there has been great uncertainty amongst planning experts about how 

CIL will develop, what future influence it could have and what kind of specific problems it 

could entail. For community groups, the situation is even worse as they naturally – due to a 

lack of time and money (Just Space Network, 2010a) – cannot be appropriately informed. 

Thus, this report pursues three objectives: to (1) give a brief introduction to CIL and the 

particular situation in London, (2) expand on possible tensions between CIL and the interests 

of community groups in general and (3) on the connection between CIL and the provision of 

social infrastructure in particular. Taking mainly the concept of lifetime neighborhoods as a 

yardstick, the third point focuses on gaps in forecasts about infrastructure delivery in Newham 

/ the LLDC area. Hitherto, the connection between CIL and social aspects is under researched. 

The obvious problem with CIL is that in London the implementation process has already 

started. So far, 23 out of 33 London boroughs already charge the levy or are in the middle of 

the implementation process (February 2013; Carpenter, 2013). Nevertheless, there will be a 

re-examination processes and the first charging schedules and draft plans will be 

supplemented and amended. This report does not have to be understood as complete: it 

facilitates an approach to the material and informs about easily accessible CIL-sources (see 

reference list). 
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1. Background information 

CIL is codified in the ‘Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010’, the additional 

‘Community Infrastructure Levy (Amendment) Regulations 2012’ and ‘Community 

Infrastructure Levy (Amendment) Regulations 2013’. The levy can be raised in England by 

district and metropolitan district councils, London boroughs, councils, unitary authorities, 

national park authorities, the Broads Authority and the Mayor of London (Planning Portal 

n.d.). The levy can be imposed on any new building or extension of an already existing 

building ‘if it has 100 square meters, or more, of gross internal floor space, or involves the 

creation of one dwelling, even when that is below 100 square meters’ (Planning Portal, n.d.). 

Social housing as well as new developments used for charitable purposes will be excepted 

from CIL. 

The collected money has to be invested in funding new physical and social infrastructure to 

‘mitigate’ the impacts of new developments, for instance roads, green spaces, schools and 

hospitals. To implement CIL, the following steps have to be taken: 

1. ‘Public consultation on the preliminary draft charging schedule 

2. Public consultation on a draft charging schedule 

3. Charging schedule examination 

4. Examiner's report published 

5. Approval of the charging schedule by a resolution of the full council of the charging 

authority’ (Carpenter, 2013; cf. Figure 1) 

 

The whole process is said to take between 12 and 19 months (NCS, n.d.). Each local authority 

can determine its specific level of CIL. Following official policy documents, ‘the estimated 

total cost of infrastructure required to support the development of its area, […] other sources 

of funding; and […] the potential effects of the imposition of CIL on the economic viability of 

development across its area’ (Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, 2013: 13) form the 

basis of individually fixed rates. For the charging schedule to be approved it has to be based 

on ‘an up to date Development Plan; an Infrastructure Delivery Plan; a broad assessment of 

the likely impact of CIL on the viability of development across the Borough’ (Royal Borough 

of Kensington and Chelsea, 2013: 13). 

Thus, ‘viability’ becomes the determining factor in the CIL-implementation and -charging 

process: local authorities are forced through national legislation to demonstrate the viability of 

their regulations. To simplify, the viability-concept deals, for a developer, with the questions 

‘how much they can pay for the site, i.e. the site’s value, […] how much profit they will make, 

to work out what their return will be’ (McAllister 2013). In the London-wide context, this is 

in line with the general spatial strategy of the ‘London Plan’ as this – based on economic 

evidence – aims at planning for ‘continued growth’ and a strong market orientation: ’an 
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underlying liberal approach to the economy is peppered with interventionist elements that are, 

if not random, incomplete and ill-connected’ (Fell n.d.; cf. Taylor, 2012; Edwards, 2006, 

2012; Healey, 2009; Greater London Authority, 2010; Buck et al., 2002). 

A so-called ‘charging schedule’ explains the expected CIL-level according to different types 

of development and areas. Thus, developers will know before starting the actual work on a 

new site what they will have to pay. The levy is fixed and non-negotiable. The charging 

authority has to provide an annual report examining the CIL income and expenditure. 

 

 
Figure 1: The CIL-Process (Source: NCS n.d., 3) 
 

The situation in London is partially different from the rest of the country as not only the local 

boroughs, but also the Mayor charge CIL. The Mayoral-CIL was implemented in April 2012 

to financially support the Crossrail-project with £300 million. Crossrail is assumed to be 

‘essential to the capital’s growing economy and to ensuring it remains a competitive global 

business centre in the 21st century’ (GLA, 2012). The Mayoral-CIL varies between £50 per 

square meter (Zone 1-boroughs) and £20 per square meter (Zone 3-boroughs) (GLA, 2012). 
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The local boroughs have the responsibility to raise the CIL money for the Mayor (Planning 

Portal, n.d.). 

On a borough level, London’s districts are at the forefront of implementing CIL (Planning in 

London, 2013). Until now, one main problem is that the CIL levels differ significantly 

between boroughs. In addition, cross-boundary development projects will be particularly 

difficult to charge. Also within the single boroughs, the rates diverge: from single borough-

wide rates, differential rates for key areas and different rates by use (Bowie, 2013). 

 

2. Community group-based concerns about CIL and possibilities to intervene 

As CIL is such a new tool, it is difficult to forecast what effects it will have and where 

tensions between CIL and interests of community groups could arise in general. Nevertheless, 

it seems important to be at least sensitized for potential points of conflict under the current 

state of affairs. The following aspects are based on interviews with members of two 

community groups (‘Newhams Union’ / ‘London Tenants Federation’ and the ‘Friends of 

Queens Market’), informal discussions with members of additional groups and Richard Lee, 

Michael Edwards, Robin Brown (URBNG007: Community Participation in City Strategies) 

as well as detailed analysis of available CIL documents. 

The main concerns raised by community groups with regards to CIL can be summarized as 

follow: The evidence base of the CIL documents has to be questioned. It is not clear if it is 

grounded on proper consultation processes and how future needs are calculated (Lee, 2013; 

Adegbuyi, 2013; NCS, 2013). The concept of viability (see above) as well as the general 

understanding of ‘development’ mainly seem to focus on economic interests and not on the 

concerns of the local community (Adegbuyi, 2013; Osmani, 2013). So far, it is unclear how 

the CIL money will be invested because it is not bound to the actual site of development. 

Thus, it is uncertain if it actually will mitigate the side effects of new developments or if will 

be reinvested in infrastructure that indirectly supports developers’ interest (Adegbuyi 2013). 

Apart from these crucial potential points of tension, the relation between Section 106 and CIL 

is to some extent unclear and difficult to understand, for instance some groups were not sure if 

CIL actually would replace 106. Apparently,  

‘the development appraisals supporting Newham’s proposed CIL have factored in an 

allowance of £1,000 per unit to address any Section 278 (highways) and Section 106 

(planning) costs of site mitigation. Section 106 agreements will continue to be sought 

in relation to affordable housing requirements where relevant (in addition to CIL 

payments).’ (Newham Council, n.d.: 3) 

Interestingly, in London, the so-called ‘Boles Buck’ has seemingly not been discussed, neither 

by local planning authorities nor by community groups. The suggestion – made by the current 
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planning minister Nick Boles and his predecessor Greg Clark – intends to give neighbourhood 

or parish councils the power over the concrete investment of 25% of the total CIL-income in 

an administrative district (Gardiner, 2013; Marrs, 2013). The precondition is that the local 

people will have developed an already approved neighbourhood plan.
1
 Otherwise, so the 

proposal goes, just 15% of the collected CIL revenues will be available for the local 

community. ‘Communities without a parish or town council will still benefit from this 

incentive, with the local planning authority retaining it and spending it in accordance with the 

wishes of the community’ (Department for Communities and Local Government, 2013). 

Perhaps herein lies a possibility for London’s community groups to lobby for their interests. 

Obviously depending on the particular interests of specific community groups, more points of 

tension could occur. Thus, to two mention just two examples, firstly actors around ‘The 

Regents Network’ – ‘campaigning for London’s waterways, to bring them back to life’ 

(Brenner 2010) inter alia for freight transport – point out that the LLDC ‘Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan’ (IDP) identifies social, transport and utilities infrastructure, but does not 

mention the Blue Ribbon Network or other waterways and their possible use. Secondly, and 

also with regards to the IDP, a representative of the ‘London Gypsy and Traveller 

Unit’(LGTU) remarks that the plan ‘does not take into account the specific infrastructure 

needs of Gypsy and Traveller communities that will reside within the LLDC area, which are 

outlined in paragraph 11 of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites’ (LGTU, 2013). These 

remarks directly refer to the next point, the connection between social infrastructure and CIL.  

 

3. Social infrastructure and CIL in Newham and the ‘London Legacy area’ 

As mentioned above, CIL revenues will be used to fund social and physical infrastructure to 

‘mitigate the impact of development across’ (Newham Council, n.d.) different boroughs. For 

the calculation of the local CIL-level, a certain evidence has to be produced: it must show that 

the local borough will not get the total amount of money for the required infrastructure from 

other sources; thus, that there is a ‘funding gap’ in the budget. Interestingly, these documents 

provide some of the first predictions for the targeted future developments of particular 

boroughs in the UK. But, taking the lifetime neighbourhood concept as a yardstick, 

substantial parts seem to be missing for the sustainable, socially-just development and 

provision of social infrastructure. This report focuses on the example of the London Borough 

of Newham and the LLDC area (London Boroughs of Newham, Hackney, Tower Hamlets, 

Waltham Forest). The connection between CIL and social infrastructure could be analysed 

                                                           

1 The advantages and disadvantages of neighbourhood plans themselves cannot be discussed here (Gallent and 

Robinson, 2012). 
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with regards to other boroughs, too. But interestingly, the ‘Olympic Legacy’ area and different 

boroughs overlap, and different planning scales merge here. 

With ‘recognising the importance of neighbourhood as a determinant of well-being in later 

life and its crucial role in supporting older people’s independence’ (Bevan and Croucher, 

2011: 7), the comprehensive concept of ‘lifetime neighbourhoods’ in general reacts to the 

demographic changes and the growing ageing population. It describes those components 

facilitating and fostering independent, lifelong and good living, in particular local 

surroundings (Bevan and Croucher 2011; Figure 2). 

 

 
Figure 2: Lifetime Neighbourhoods (Source: Bevan and Croucher 2011: 8) 

 

The ‘London Tenants Federation’ explicitly refers to this notion, maybe even widens it, and 

summarizes that  

‘all Londoners should have the opportunity to enjoy a good quality environment in an 

active and supportive local community. Ensuring this means planning for lifetime 

neighbourhoods in which communities are empowered and in which local shops, 

social and community facilities, streets, parks and open spaces, local services, decent 

homes and public transport are affordable and accessible to everyone now and for 

future generations.’ (London Tenants Federation,, 2010) 

The concept of ‘lifetime neighbourhoods’ is also included in the London Plan (Edwards, 

2010). How can it (not) be applied to the envisioned need of ‘social infrastructure’ in the CIL-

documents and be compared with identified needs of social infrastructure of community 

groups in Newham? 
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Remarkably, neither in the LLDC IDP nor in the Newham’s documents (‘Newham 

Community Infrastructure Study 2010’; ‘CIL Infrastructure Planning and Funding Gap 2012’; 

‘Community Infrastructure Levy’; ‘Newham 2027 – The Core Strategy’) the concept of 

lifetime neighbourhoods is explicitly mentioned. It is indirectly part of the LLDC’s and 

borough’s development framework as it is included in the ‘London Plan’ (Chapter 7 Policy 

7.1) and, within Newham’s ‘Core Strategy’, at the very least the vision of ‘sustainable 

communities’ is developed (Newham Council, 2012a). But, as the Just Space Network notes, 

‘the principle needs to be enshrined in policy to ensure these good aims are at the root of 

redevelopment schemes’ (Just Space Network, 2009). While in general the need for primary 

and secondary education, learning opportunities, primary healthcare, sports and leisure 

facilities and play space is apparently considered sufficiently, there is a lack of thought in 

terms of a variety of other aspects. These points of concern may seem a bit detached from 

each other, but provide starting points. 

(1) Taking ‘lifetime neighbourhoods’ as the starting point, obviously the ‘lifetime’ provision 

of social infrastructure comes into play. It seems that the CIL calculations for social 

infrastructure in general do not focus adequately on the particular demands the ageing 

population makes. With regards to the London Plan, ‘Age Concern London’ states that the 

planning document in general ‘recognizes the importance of planning for London’s growing 

number of older people’ (2010). Nevertheless, the organisations suggests to extent to 

underlying definition of ‘social infrastructure’. Thus, it should include health and social care – 

the latter is supposed to be of particular importance for vulnerable elderly people – informal 

recreation facilities, and the provision of space for volunteering and community organisations 

(cf. Figure 2). Additionally, in this sense, the definition of ‘social infrastructure’ in the CIL-

documents could be expanded. To be even more radical, other leisure and entertainment 

facilities such as cinemas and local theatres could be included. Finally, the concept of 

‘walkability’ (Bevan and Croucher, 2011: 47f.) – the accessibility of particular services and 

shops – should taken more into account in the CIL forecasts.  

(2) The ‘Friends of Queens Market’ defines the importance of local markets as social (-

economic) spaces and for personal contacts as indispensable. This is directly related to 

individual well-being (Osmani, 2013). Also the ‘lifetime’ concept clearly outlines the 

connection between well-being and social networks. While the ‘Core Strategy’ seems to 

acknowledge this fact in theory, the protection of local markets as ‘social spaces’ is missing in 

the underlying CIL sources. Furthermore, the access to local shops or key-services such as 
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post-offices in general is important, and is not mentioned sufficiently (Bevan and Croucher, 

2011; Osmani, 2013; London Tenants Federation n.d., 2010; Edwards et al. 2009). 

(3) With regards to ‘libraries and community facilities’, the IDP defines a ‘net demand’ of 0 

m² for library space, allegedly because the demand is sufficiently covered by the different 

borough plans (LLDC 2013). Unclear is the correctness of this assumption. Nevertheless, it 

seems to be in accordance with general concerns from community groups that London’s 

boroughs are closing library facilities instead of expanding. In addition, the need for places of 

worship is mentioned, in a detailed way in Newham’s ‘Core Strategy’, but not definitely or 

satisfactorily. 

(4) The IDP clearly lays out that open space – defined in the ‘London Plan’ as ‘public parks, 

commons, healths and woodlands’ (LLDC, 2013: 27) – is part of social infrastructure. A 

member of a community group raised the general concern that it is those open, public spaces 

which will be future development sites and thus, instead of being easily accessible for local 

residents, would be shut down (Adegbuyi, 2013). 

(5) When taking the Tenants Federation definition as the yardstick, then needs of particular 

groups are totally missed out or just touched upon superficially, for instance the particular 

demands of disabled and deaf people and, as mentioned above, Gypsies and Travellers.
2
 Thus 

and particularly with a focus on social infrastructure LGTU notes:  

‘The estimated demand for social infrastructure, especially education and healthcare 

should be reviewed based on this assessment (Paragraph 11 of the Planning Policy for 

Traveller Sites). In addition, the IDP should include a set of assumptions regarding 

infrastructure needs arising on new Gypsy and Traveller sites, such as […] on-site play 

space and community facilities.’ (LGTU, 2013) 

 

Conclusion 

Along with initial background information, possible points of tensions between CIL and the 

interests of community groups and the connection between CIL and social infrastructure, this 

report has given some preliminary guidelines of how to approach CIL. It has become clear 

that CIL will be an influential planning tool, which will shape the development of particular 

boroughs and is also of particular interest for the work of community groups. The predicted 

needs of social infrastructure and the gaps serve as just one example. Nevertheless, at the 

moment (April 2013), it is obviously difficult to intervene as the experience with the levy is 

missing, not only from a community-based, grass-roots perspective, but also for planning 

’experts’. 

                                                           
2
 See for other groups Just Space Network 2010b. 
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