
C ity  of Wes tmins ter 

MC IL  R es pons e 

Is s ues   

- P aucity of evidence re infras tructure planning and viability. 
- Impact of increas ed rates  on delivering s us tainable development. 

1. When taking into account indexations  on C ros s rail S 106 the new rates  repres ent increas es  
of 14% , 58%  and 98%  res pectively (offices , retail and hotel). 

C orrect 

2. T he impact in C entral L ondon for mixed us es  schemes  (with res idential) will be greater 
becaus e all MC IL , including that on res idential, is  s et off agains t commercial us es  attracting 
S 106. 

C orrect 

3. T he de minimis  thres hold for C IL  is  100m2 of new floor s pace (S 106 = 500m2) 

C orrect – but of little cons equence in Wes tmins ter 

4. S 106 is  negotiable. 

C orrect 

T he above points  needs  to be explicitly covered in evidence.   

- MC IL 2 rates  not adequately tes ted 
- D oes  not adequately reflect cumulative impact of MC IL  rates , Wes tmins ter’s  C IL  and 

… affordable hous ing.  We have addres s ed this  in additional text.   
- More s ophis ticated viability tes ting required to reflect the fact that B orough C IL ’s  are in place 

and C ros s rail 2 is  a different infras tructure s cheme and economic circums tances  are les s  
promis ing.   
AB -P  to elaborate 

- Us ing Wes tmins ter’s  2014/15 viability evidence to jus tify current propos als  is  “idle” – 
“mis unders tanding of the evidence”.  Wes tmins ter adopted a yard s tick of 5%  of 
development cos ts , an approach “unique to the circums tances  of Wes tmins ter”.  T his  
approach is  ‘more prudent’. 
If the WC C  approach is  more prudent it allows  more s cope for MC IL . 

- E vidence s hould include detailed evidence of why the s chemes  s et out in T able 6.1 of the 
L ondon P lan (and included in the C IL  evidence) are ‘required to s upport development in 
L ondon’.  
T fL  to addres s  

- Need to demons trate that the “balance tes t” between funding infras tructure and viability has  
been met.  We have addres s ed this  in additional text. 

- E vidence is  needed that s hows  that infras tructure will benefit “C entral Areas ” to jus tify 
“balance tes t” in the C entral Area.  T fL  to addres s  

- Mixed mes s ages ?  C umulative impact of Mayor’s  C IL , B orough C IL , and other planning 
policy requirements  vs . affordable hous ing. In particular paragraph 3.9 of the s upporting 
evidence is  ‘wholly inadequate’. G L A to addres s  

- C hanges  in this  order would impact the C ouncil’s  ability to increas e its  own… C IL  rates  and 
impede Wes tmins ter’s  ability to fund its  own infras tructure. C orrect – but this  is  the sys tem 
and Wes tmins ter may not need additional funds . 

- T here is  a need for an inclus ive discus s ion on C ros s rail 2 funding without “s urpris es” 
Hence a meeting. 



- O ptions  for dis cretionary reliefs  need to be dis cus s ed to avoid impacts  on affordable 
hous ing.  
Not for charging s chedule examination. 


