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Guildford Borough Council 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule 

Questionnaire 

 

COMMENTS BY WORPLESDON PARISH COUNCIL –                         

SUBMITTED 27 FEBRUARY 2015 
 

 

1. Do you have any comments on the proposed charging rates? 
 

Rates for residential (Use Class C3) floorspace? 
 

Zone 1 – Rural areas and villages 
 

The proposal for CIL rate to be so much lower in the rural areas than in the town will encourage developers to 

build in the countryside.  The provision of significant infrastructure is even more critical in the rural areas, 

especially as Surrey County Council is currently reviewing its bus service provision with a view to reducing the 

budget by £2m per year. 

 

SCC’s existing infrastructure deficit is in excess of £800,000,000 and yet the CIL provided by new development is 

not supposed to be used to bridge the existing infrastructure deficit.  Building large numbers of homes in the rural 

areas will exacerbate the existing transport problems. 

 

Zone 2 – Ash and Tongham (excluding strategic location for growth) 
 

No comment. 

 

Zone 3 – Guildford town (excluding strategic sites) 

 

No comment. 

 

Zone 4 – Slyfield 

 

Worplesdon Parish Council supports the provision of affordable housing at this site and therefore supports the 

lower CIL rate. 

 

Zone 5 Strategic sites  

 

It is imperative that the requisite infrastructure is in place before any strategic sites are developed.  Significant 

infrastructure will be required if any of the strategic sites are to be developed.  Will the CIL rate be adequate to 

provide the requisite infrastructure, which should include superfast broadband to enable residents to work from 

home? 

 

Rates for purpose-built student residential (Use Class C3/C2/sui generis) floorspace? 

 

No comment. 
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Rates for assisted living / extra care floorspace? 

 

No comment. 

 

Rates for retail floorspace? 

 

No comment. 

  

Rates for all other liable uses? 

 

No comment. 

 

2. Do you have any comments regarding Map 1 in the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (PDCS) for the 

charging zones for residential (Use Class C3) floorspace? 

 

Yes: 

 

Blackwell Farm is not shown as a strategic site, but is included within the Rural Area Zone 1 – Why? 

 

Fairlands “safeguarded” land is shown as a strategic site – Why? 

 

3. Do you agree that the proposed rates would not threaten the economic viability of development across 

Guildford borough? 

 

Insufficient knowledge/understanding to be able to comment. 

 

4. Do you have any comments on the infrastructure included in the infrastructure / draft Regulation 123 

list? 

 

2.1.3 - cycle route 7– Salt Box Road to Wooden Bridge via Grange Road - Grange Road is a particularly narrow, 

heavily congested road.  How could a cycle path be physically accommodated? 

 

There is no mention of flood alleviation work at Fairlands, although this is included within the Guildford Surface 

Water Management Plan. 

 

If any significant development is to take place in Worplesdon along the A323 highway improvements will be 

required at the pinch point of Rydes Hill roundabout.  In addition if strategic sites are developed additional 

roundabouts will also be required. 

 

5. Do you have any comments on the Development Viability Study, and in particular on the methodology 
and assumptions of the study? 

 

No.  

 

6. What is your opinion of Guildford Borough Council introducing an instalments policy as we suggest in    

paragraph 22 of the background document? 

 

No comment. 

7. Do you have any comments on the infrastructure projects and their costings set out in the draft 

Infrastructure Schedule? 
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It appears that the majority of infrastructure spending will be used to create SANG sites on existing public open 

space (common land designated as SNCI) to enable new homes to be built without allegedly impacting the 

SPA/SSSI.   Given that SCC’s existing infrastructure deficit is £800,000,000 and there is already an acute need for 

new schools and adult social services, which will increase significantly when the new Care Act comes into being in 

2016, plus the need for additional sewerage capacity, electricity/gas/phone supplies, doctors surgeries, dentists, 

hospital places and critically road improvements there would appear to be insufficient monies available to provide 

the appropriate level of infrastructure that would be required if the proposed level of housing goes ahead. 

 

8. Please let us know of any further comments you have on the CIL or any of its supporting documents. 

 

• Ref: Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (Jan 2015) – Paragraph 15 

 

Why has the word “Available” been used?  SANG is normally referred to as Suitable Alternative Natural 

Green Space, albeit in its guidance Natural England refers to Suitable Accessible Natural Green Space. 

 

• A technical report prepared December 2014 by Peter Brett Associates (PBA) states that the CIL rates have 

been based on the assumption that 40% affordable housing will be provided on all new homes built in the 

Borough over 5 homes and 45% affordable housing on Greenfield sites.   

 

The joint SHMA also prepared in December 2014 by GL Hearn - page 112 – para 8.12 states:  “The affordable 

housing needs analysis in this report provides evidence of considerable housing need which would support 

any target although the viability of providing affordable housing will limit the amount that can be delivered.  

On the basis of information available we believe that 35% is probably about the maximum affordable 

housing delivery likely to be achieved in the current market and have developed projections on the basis of 

35% of new delivery being in the affordable section.   

 

Q:  What impact will GL Hearn’s suggestion that 35% affordable housing is probably the maximum viable 

have on the proposed CIL levy and the Draft Local Plan?  

 

• Para 3.3.1 - Page 21 - The PBA report is based on the latest version of the Draft Local Plan and therefore 

refers to an overall housing figure of 13,040 or 652py for the period 2011 – 2031.  As yet no constraints 

appear to have been applied to the Draft Local Plan.  Why not?  Constraints should not be applied when 

considering the Objectively Assessed Housing Need but should be applied to the draft local plan. 

 

Q:  Will this report be reconsidered when the Borough Council has taken the Joint SHMA into account? 

 

• 4.1.3 – Draft Plan Policy 18: Sustainable Transport for New Developments – “New larger developments of 20+ 

dwellings or over 0.5ha of residential development should demonstrate consideration for maximising 

sustainable travel through provision of a transport assessment and a travel plan. 

 

Q:  What effect will the County Council’s bus review have on the ability of the bus services to meet the needs 

of new developments? 

 

• 4.2.1 – “The NPPF has removed the previous nationally prescribed affordable housing thresholds and so there 

is now greater flexibility for local authorities to meet local requirements based on a clear understanding of 

local market, need, viability and delivery.  This study will therefore assess the viability of those schemes below 

the current threshold of 15 units (or 10 in most rural village) to make a contribution towards affordable 

housing either on or off site.  Although it should be noted that consultation has recently been published 

suggestion a threshold of 10 dwellings)”   

 

Q:  What was the result of the consultation to raise the affordable housing threshold to 10 dwellings?  If this 

policy is introduced, what impact will this have on the provision of affordable housing within the Borough? 
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•  5.6.22 – “Guildford will only be able to include an affordable housing requirement from developments of less 

than 11 dwellings but more than five in identified rural areas, which includes AONB and other specifically 

identified parishes.  In those areas however whilst the authority is able to seek affordable housing from 

development of six or more dwellings, it can only receive commuted sums for sites between six and 11 and 

not an on-site contribution.” 

 

Q:  Is any housing permitted within an AONB?  If so under what circumstances? 

 

• Workshop notes:  Meeting held 13 May 2014 (part of the PBA report) 

 

Item 5: non-residential testing scenarios – “There was broad agreement with the list. However, it was 

suggested that hotels be added.  Representative from the University questioned whether there would be a 

differentiation of Private and University own student accommodation – MF explained that all student 

accommodation will be treated the same in terms of testing that in some circumstances student 

accommodation may not be liable if developed by the University.” 

 

Q: What will the University not be liable for and why? 

 

Note 6: Non-residential testing – Assumptions – “A rent-free period of three months was considered too low. 

It was noted, particularly in relation to office schemes, it was commonplace to expect between 12 to 18 

months rent-free on a five-year lease. The risk of in occupation was also raised, with one participant citing an 

example of a scheme that had failed to be let in 10 years (those with high quality design and finish were more 

popular).” 

 

Q: If a commercial building has not been let within 10 years could the use be altered to provide residential 

accommodation reducing the need to build on greenfield sites?  The Draft Plan should include a policy to 

ensure that only good quality commercial/offices buildings can be built. 

 

Item 9 - Residential testing – Typologies 

 

“Participants suggested that most ‘generic sites’ would be brownfield as the council would be unlikely to 

release any further greenfield land than that removed from the green belt for the strategic sites. 

 

GBC confirmed that small greenfield sites around major villages would be released to meet the borough’s 

five-year housing land requirements, as Homes on strategic sites are not expected to deliver significantly 

within the five-year period.” 

 

Q:  No land has yet been removed from the green belt it is merely being proposed for removal, or has a deal 

being struck of which we are unaware? 

 

• Natural England Guidelines (3.7.2007) state:  

 

“SANGS may be created from: 

 

� Existing open space of SANGS quality with no existing public access or limited public access, which for the 

purposes of mitigation could be made fully accessible to the public. 

� Existing open space which is already accessible but which could be changed in character so that it is more 

attractive to the specific group of visitors who might otherwise visit the SPA 

� Land in other uses which could be converted into SANGS 

The identification of SANGS should seek to avoid sites of high nature conservation value which are likely to be 

damaged by increased visitor numbers.  Such damage may arise, for example, from increased disturbance, 

erosion, input of nutrients from dog faeces, and increased incidence of fires.  Where sites of high nature 
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conservation value are considered as SANGS, the impact on their nature conservation value should be 

assessed and considered alongside relevant policy in the development plan.” 

 

Q:  Has GBC assessed the impact of designating Stringer’s Common and Broad Street and Backside Commons 

as SANG? All of these commons are Sites of Nature Conservation Importance.  If no assessment has been 

carried out, why not? If they have been assessed please can we see the assessment documents? 

 

 


