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Organisation Comments Made 
Barton Willmore for 
SEGRO 

At present, commercial developers and landowners pay MCIL1, Borough-wide CIL (most apply at a zero rate for 
industrial, but not all) and Section 106 obligations in bringing forward industrial land for development. The current 
levies and obligations are challenging from a viability perspective particularly in the face of increasing competition 
from land from high value uses, such as residential development. The proposed MCIL2 will result in a significant 
percentage increase in Mayoral CIL between 2012 and 2019. This percentage increase ranges from 25% to 
71.4%, all in one iteration. As such, the increased Mayoral CIL will create an added burden to developers and 
landowners; many of whom will no longer bring forward these industrial sites because it will not be viable to do so. 
Post-Brexit and following the recent election result, this comes at a time of economic uncertainty for developers 
and at a time for incentivising investment in line with the objectives of the Government’s Industrial Strategy. 

The challenge of retaining industrial land in Greater London is a significant task and one which needs to be tackled 
head on by the Mayor. The significant increase proposed is a concern and has the potential to act as a 
disincentive to much needed investment and growth across Greater London. We believe that the proposed level of 
MCIL2, coupled with locally set CIL and other obligations, could act as a deterrent to investment in industrial land 
in Greater London; this could seriously threaten how the market functions effectively. 

We would be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of our representations and keep us updated on the 
subsequent stages of consultation. SEGRO and Barton Willmore would welcome the opportunity to meet with you 
to expand on the above, including discussing recent and current examples of the impact that MCIL1 is having on 
the delivery and non-delivery of industrial schemes across Greater London. 

Barts Health  NHS 
Trust 

Life sciences are a relatively new form of development that includes a range of uses sitting side by side in varying 
combinations, for example heathcare, floorspace, educational facililties, research laboratories, write-
up/collaboration space and SMEs.It appears to us that such development shares many of the characterisitics of 
health and education uses and that floorspace should attract a CIL libility of £nil per sq m.                                                                                                                                                           
However, life sciences development does not fall neatly into the definiton of either health or education 
floorspace.We would welcome clarification on this point in the new Charging Schedule. Such confirmation will give 
us greater certainty in relation to the viability of our proposals and thus greater confidence in relation to 
deliverability. 
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Berkeley Group  Berkeley Group welcomes the opportunity to respond to the consultation on the Preliminary Draft Charging 

Schedule for the revised Mayor’s Crossrail CIL (MCIL2).  
 
The draft London Plan is expected to be published for consultation in November 2017 and to be adopted by the 
end of 2019, when the new CIL will be levied. It is critical that the impact of the CIL is fully tested alongside the 
increased cost as a result of any new/changed policies such as on affordable housing requirements and zero 
carbon.  
 
We would also suggest that the evidence models the cumulative impact of borough and Mayoral CILs together, as 
well as the cost of other policies.  

Boyer for CLSH 
Management ltd 

This submission has been prepared by Boyer’s Development Economics Team on behalf of CLSH Management 
Ltd who has several land and development interests throughout London and the UK.While we support a MCIL it 
cannot be considered in isolation from its cumulative impact on viability alongside BCILs. The viability evidence 
upon which MCIL2 is based should also accord with the current preferred viability methodology being promoted by 
the Mayor of London and therefore should have fuller regard to land values and future Affordable Housing delivery 
which is currently well below Local Plan policy and the Mayor’s targets. It is our view that MCIL2 would be better 
considered alongside the new London Plan and the Government’s future intentions for CIL. Timing of MCIL2 We 
also consider the timing of the MCIL2 proposals confusing. The Mayor’s final Affordable Housing and Viability 
SPG has seemingly been delayed to coincide with the new London Plan which is currently being developed with a 
consultation draft earmarked for publication in the Autumn 2017. The policies of the new London Plan will have a 
directly impact on the viability of development; most notably how the Mayor intends to achieve his long term 
strategic aim of making half of all new homes in London affordable. Important policies around the protection of 
employment land; delivering affordable workspace suitable for SMEs; the night time economy; design quality; 
density etc are just a small sample of likely policies that will impact scheme viability. In this regard we consider it 
necessary that MCIL2 be delayed so that viability can be considered alongside the new London Plan. Also the 
Government’s response to the CIL Review Teams recommendations around CIL; namely its replacement with the 
Local Infrastructure Tariff; is due in the autumn. Any change to the CIL regime would likely have a significant 
impact on scheme viability. 

British Property 
Federation 

We are pleased to see the Mayor championing further infrastructure development in London, including through 
Crossrail 2, which will play an essential role in adding much-needed capacity to London’s transport network and 
unlocking sites for new housing that is desperately needed within the capital.                                                                                                                                                                           
We fully support the Mayor in his attempts to push this scheme forward and hope to work with him to make 
Crossrail 2 a reality.Ensuring that the uplift in charging rates is reasonable in the circumstance that Crossrail 2 
does not go ahead. Although we do recognise that the recent joint-announcement made by the Mayor and the 
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Secretary of State for Transport that UK Government is supportive of Crossrail 2 is a step in the right direction, we 
are still waiting for a firm commitment.                                                                                                                                                                                                 
The main issue that most developers and investors face is the cumulative impact of various national and local 
planning obligations that push the viability of projects to a level that eventually becomes unviable, which in turn 
could end up with London losing out on the desired income in terms of CIL collected and investment in general. 
One area that needs to be looked at further is the cumulative impact of Borough CILs. There is a worry that with 
the MCIL2 increase, boroughs could start to look at increasing their own CILs which could cause further viability 
issues. We would suggest further work should be done on analysing the impact in order to make sure the MCIL2 
works for all.There is also a worry that, by increasing planning obligations further alongside the draft SPG’s higher 
expectations around affordable homes, the tenure that will lose out the most is affordable housing. The Mayor 
should take into consideration the impact of increasing planning obligations and additional burdens set out in the 
draft Supplementary Planning Guidance. 
The proposed uplift in charging rates for each borough as set out in table 1 seem to be reasonable. We would like 
to highlight that the success of MCIL1 was due to the moderate level of the charge and with an increase of 23% of 
band 1 and 31% for band 2 this could cause some issues in some areas. Although the uplift may be justifiable if 
Crossrail 2 goes ahead, problems arise if Crossrail 2 fails to receive UK Government backing. The proposed uplift 
would not be deemed appropriate if the money is diverted to other infrastructure projects that do not provide 
widespread benefits similar to those expected of Crossrail 2. 
We therefore hope that the Mayor will set out fully in the London Plan other forms of infrastructure that will have a 
similar benefit to Crossrail 2 if agreement is not reached with UK Government. Although we are concerned that 
other pieces of infrastructure will not have the same impact as Crossrail 2, for the sake of transparency we urge 
the GLA to fully list other forms of infrastructure and the perceived impact. We would also suggest that the uplift 
must be looked at again if the Mayor fails to secure a deal with UK Government. 
Viability Evidence Base 
One other point we would like to highlight is the reference to GDP in paragraph 1.41. As everyone is undoubtedly 
aware we are living in uncertain times and, if Crossrail 2 is to go ahead, the current political and economic 
instability within the UK must be taken into account when assessing the charging schedule. We are in an 
unprecedented time in terms of uncertainty and believe in order to be fully confident that any uplift in MCIL2 will 
not cause problems in the future we would suggest further work needs to be done on stress-testing for market 
changes especially in regard to potential shocks that might occur due to the Brexit process. 
In paragraph 11.1.1 of the JLL Viability Report it sets out a critical piece of evidence which we believe has not 
been fully taken into consideration. It states that whilst policy and target affordable housing levels are upwards of 
35%, evidence is that much less than this achieved in reality on a scheme by scheme basis. If schemes normally 
are not achieving policy levels of affordable housing, it does not seem logical to believe there is more money left 
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over and available for other obligations. As we have already mentioned, it must be remembered that these 
obligations are not charged in isolation. If schemes are not achieving the desired affordable housing it must signal 
that an ability to ramp up other obligations could cause further problems, this has to be kept in mind when looking 
at the charging schedule. 
MCIL3 
We welcome the section on MCIL3. Although we have not looked in detail at the pricing, we welcome the Mayor’s 
assistance in providing greater clarity to the industry so they are able to plan for the long-term. When the MCIL3 
begins to be worked up we would welcome the opportunity to discuss in detail with officials and provide industry 
help to make sure the next MCIL is as successful as the first. 

Buckinghamshire CC It is important that CIL should not be used as a mechanism whereby developers can argue against the provision of 
affordable housing within appropriate developments – we are aware of cases where levels of CIL has been used 
in viability appraisals as a tool to reduce such provision, the increase in sums sought while acceptable in principle 
could exacerbate this issue. Careful consideration is therefore encouraged. 
We do not raise issue with regards to the principle of funding Cross Rail 2. But would encourage a degree of 
flexibility should funding be requested for projects outside of London by this Council which would mutually benefit 
both parties.  

Canal & River Trust Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the revised Mayoral CIL.  We note that the intention is that it will be 
used to fund Crossrail 2.  The Canal & River Trust would suggest that in setting the Mayoral CIL, the Mayor should 
ensure that it does not adversely affect the ability of local planning authorities to levy CILs or enter into s106 
agreements that can be used to secure important local and other strategic transport improvements, such as 
improvements to walking and cycling networks. 

Canary Wharf Group Canary Wharf Group notes the contents of the Mayors Community Infrastructure Levy 2 (MCIL2) Preliminary Draft 
Charging Schedule published for consultation in June 2017.We strongly support the Crossrail 2 project and 
understand the requirement for property development to make a contribution. However, we consider the charges 
planned for future development, particularly office retail and hotel uses investment in the proposed charging area 
on the Isle of Dogs, are both excessive and unjustified. We request that the additional special commercial, retail 
and hotel charging area of the Isle of Dogs be dropped from the MCIL2 scheme and that all development on the 
Isle of Dogs should instead be charged at the general Band B rate of £60 per sq m.In this regard, the whole 
principle of the draft MCIL2 appears contrary to the government’s intended purpose of the CIL that the people that 
need the new infrastructure and will benefit from its provision will pay.It is clear that Crossrail 2 believe that 
developers of retail, hotel and office property in close proximity to Angel station will secure specific benefits from 
Crossrail 2. There is no justification that developments in Angel should pay £80 per square metre when similar 
development in the Isle of Dogs which does not derive such specific benefits will pay the much higher rate of £185 
for office space, £165 for retail and £140 for hotels.The government advise that charging authorities “will need to 
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draw on the infrastructure planning evidence that underpins the development strategy for their area” and the Draft 
Transport Strategy published for consultation in June identifies no significant improvements of a similar order to 
Crossrail 2 that are likely to benefit the Isle of Dogs and surrounding areas of East London. By penalizing this area 
in order to fund Crossrail 2, which although improving access to the CAZ will provide no benefits to the Isle of 
Dogs; the Draft MCIL2 is clearly contrary to this tenet. The beneficiaries of Crossrail 2 will be commuters from the 
south-western suburbs who should surely bear the brunt of the charge together with the areas in north and east 
London the new railway eventually also serves.Therefore while we support the principle of a new MCIL2 as a 
replacement for the current Mayoral CIL it should be fundamentally redrafted removing the proposals for additional 
contributions from the Isle of Dogs, to reflect the Mayor’s transport priorities and drawn up in accordance with the 
fundamental principle of the CIL to ensure that the beneficiaries pay.  

Carter Jonas for 
National Grid 

Carter Jonas has most recently made representations on behalf of NGP to the Mayors Affordable Housing and 
Viability SPG (In February 2017) and also the London Plan ‘Call for Sites’ SHLAA (in June 2016). 
The representations are made in the context of significant NGP landholdings across London. 
National Grid Property 
NGP broadly support the Preliminary Draft CIL and the principle of using CIL to secure a proportion of the cost for 
Crossrail 2 – given the potential significant infrastructure benefits to London as a whole. However, NGP has two 
main concerns in relation to the schedule as currently drafted. 
The first of these relates to the uplift in the charging costs if Crossrail 2 fails to receive Governmental support. If it 
does go ahead then the moderate increases in the charge would appear to be reasonable (subject to our 
comments below in the context of exceptional circumstances). However, if the money is used for other 
infrastructure projects that would not provide the same widespread benefits of Crossrail 2 then the increase in cost 
would not be considered to be acceptable.                                                                                                                 
Consequently, we think it is important that the Mayor explains what alternatives are available if Crossrail 2 is not 
given the go ahead and that the proposed uplift in costs be looked at again should Crossrail 2 not come to fruition.                                                                                                           
Secondly, NGP has concerns over the Mayor’s decision to not allow relief for exceptional circumstances. It is 
noted under the explanatory note at the end of the Draft Charging Schedule (paragraph 5) that the Mayor can 
allow relief under exceptional circumstances (relating to scenarios where sums payable under a potential Section 
106 agreement are higher than the amount of Mayoral CIL payable), but has chosen not to make this relief 
available. The Mayor considers that it is better to address issues of viability with adjustments to S.106 agreements 
rather than to CIL and states that disputes could be dealt with through the planning appeals procedure. 
MCIL2 is one element of additional cost and it is important to note that local CIL charges and other Section 106 
costs can, cumulatively, impact on the overall viability of a scheme. We therefore request that the Draft Charging 
Schedule is amended to recognise that the payment of CIL could have an unacceptable impact on the economic 
viability of the development if there are abnormal costs associated with the remediation of a site and therefore, we 
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would urge the Mayor to incorporate the potential for relief under exceptional circumstances to be incorporated 
within the Charging Schedule. 

Church 
Commissioners 

Broadly speaking, the Church Commissioners are supportive of Crossrail 2 and appreciate the need to ensure that 
there are funding arrangements in place to ensure that it will be delivered. Crossrail 2 has the capacity to further 
support the connectivity and vitality in the Central Activities Zone and the Church Commissioners would welcome 
this.However, the Church Commissioners have fundamental concerns regarding the proposed Preliminary Draft 
Charging Schedule. Our principal concerns relate to: 
• The proposal to extend the Central London Charging Area; 
• The substantial increase in CIL rates; and 
• Consistency with Westminster’s viability evidence and impact of WCC emerging policy on viabilityExtension to 
the Central London Charging AreaFor Crossrail 1 charges, development within an easy walking distance of 
Paddington (approximately 1km), was considered to require the congestion mitigation that Crossrail 1 would 
provide, so it is subject to the same contributions regime as the Central London Contribution Area 
(“CLCA”).However, there is also a recognition that these areas would benefit directly from the improvements that 
Crossrail 1 would bring to the accessibility of the area given the new Crossrail station at Paddington.In 
comparison, Crossrail 2 does not deliver the same direct benefits to the accessibility of this area, as the nearest 
station is at Tottenham Court Road. However, by including this area within the Central London Contribution Area 
and therefore seeking the same level of CIL rates as the rest of the Central Area the proposed Charging Schedule 
would have a significant impact on the viability of the development in the area.We therefore consider that the 
Central London charging boundary should not be amended as proposed but should remain consistent with the 
current boundary with the exception that the 1km radius around Paddington should be removed as this area will 
not benefit from the accessibility delivered by Crossrail 2.Office RatesThe proposed increase in office rates from 
£140 to £185 does not appear to be based on a robust viability and financial analysis. This is a significant increase 
and is likely to impact negatively upon the viability of smaller commercial schemes.We therefore consider that this 
figure is too high and should be reduced to better reflect the prevailing Borough CIL levels.Retail RatesThe CIL 
charging rates for retail uses are set to increase from £90 per sqm to £165 per sqm. This is an increase of £75 per 
sqm. The proposed rate is nearly double the figure charged under the Mayor’s S106 based Supplementary 
Guidance. This is a vast increase and is likely to impact upon the viability of smaller and more marginal schemes. 
This could lead to less retail developments coming forward within the Central Activities Zone.This would exceed 
the £150 per sq m for commercial uses within the City of Westminster charging schedule. The balance of costs 
would favour the Mayoral CIL charge. We question whether this is appropriate given the need for investment in 
public realm and pedestrian improvements to ensure the continued success of the international shopping districts 
within Westminster.ConclusionsThe Church Commissioners appreciate the need to review the charging schedule, 
however it is considered that the substantial increases in charges, especially for new retail and hotel development, 
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may lead to the unviability of commercial schemes, not only across the Hyde Park Estate, but across the CAZ and 
Central London more widely. 

City of London The key points of the City Corporation’s response are that the City Corporation: 
 ·Supports the delivery of the Crossrail 2 railway and supports in principle the introduction of a new Mayoral CIL 
charge to contribute towards the cost of delivering this strategic transport infrastructure. 
 ·Objects to the proposed MCIL2 rates for the City until it is reassured that they are supported by robust evidence 
that takes account of City-specific viability issues.  Requests that the Mayor’s viability assessment be refined to 
address the specific effect on City office development viability and looks forward to close liaison during this 
process. 
The Mayor has indicated that he does not intend to allow relief from MCIL2 in exceptional circumstances, such as 
those where a combination of MCIL and s106 obligations makes a development unviable. This is a significant 
alteration to the approach for Crossrail 1, where the highest rates payable were usually contained within s106 
obligations that were flexible and subject to consideration of the impact on development viability. If there is an 
adverse impact on viability from a combination of new MCIL2 and City CIL, it is likely that s106 obligations would 
be reduced on viability grounds and these currently make significant contributions to affordable housing and 
training, skills and education in the City.  I look forward to working closely with your officers to refine the proposals 
so that Mayoral CIL2 can play a fair part in the funding of the Crossrail 2 project that we both support while not 
adversely affecting development viability in the City nor local infrastructure provision.                         

City of Westminster Although the council supports the use of an MCIL to deliver strategic transport projects that will support the 
development and growth of Central London, in principle, we are not supportive of the current MCIL2 proposals and 
have real concerns regarding the paucity of evidence to support the current proposals for MCIL2 (both on 
infrastructure planning and viability) and the impact that the increase in rates might have on delivering sustainable 
development in Westminster.                                                                                                                                                                                               
The rates and their relationship with current Crossrail Section 106 Obligations 
As well as replacing MCIL1 the Mayor proposes that MCIL2 will supersede the current Crossrail 1 Section 106 
charge for offices, retail and hotel uses in central London. It is suggested that the rates for MCIL2 reflect a 
combination of MCIL1 and the Crossrail 1 Section 106 charge as adjusted for current viability. This assumption is, 
however, far too simplistic and does not reflect the reality of the current charging regime. 
It should also be borne in mind that unlike MCIL2 the Crossrail Section 106 charge is negotiable and as such 
development viability has been able to be taken account of on an individual site basis and adjusted accordingly. 
MCIL2 would be mandatory and, therefore, if viability was an issue for a particular development it would be likely 
that the developer will seek to negotiate other development plan requirements, including affordable housing which 
you will be aware is a particular priority both for the Mayor and the City Council. 
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So whilst the MCIL2 proposals purport to have absorbed the charges for the Crossrail 1 Section 106 charge, and 
as such argue that the effect of the increase is not significant, the actual impact on development will be far greater. 
This causes significant concern to the council and should be explicitly assessed as part of the viability evidence to 
ensure that the real impact of such significant increased rates on development is clearly identified and 
demonstrably taken into account.                                                                                                                                                                                   
Viability Evidence 
The increase in MCIL2 rates has not been adequately tested through the viability evidence. The evidence provided 
is basic and is not proportionate in scope, detail or robustness to the scale of the changes proposed. Furthermore, 
it does not sufficiently reflect the cumulative impact on development of MCIL2 rates, Westminster’s CIL and other 
local planning policy requirements (particularly the increased focus at Mayoral and borough levels on enhanced 
delivery of affordable housing). This is a fundamental requirement of the CIL Regulations. 
Other comments  
The announcement of the proposed substantial hike in Mayoral CIL is unhelpful in this regard. It pre-empts the 
kind of discussion about funding that is necessary. If these discussions are going to be productive they need to be 
open and undertaken on a “no surprises” basis - the abrupt way that the MCIL2 proposals have been unveiled is 
not a good start. The options for allowing MCIL2 reliefs should also be discussed particularly in respect of 
discretionary housing relief as the council is concerned that the proposals will impact on the delivery of affordable 
housing in Westminster. 
We do want to work with the Mayor to help develop and support the proposals for Crossrail 2. However, the MCIL2 
proposals must be proportionate and balanced against the planning policies and mechanisms that are already in 
place in Westminster (including those arising from existing and proposed Mayoral requirements in areas like 
affordable housing) to ensure that sustainable development is supported and is viable. The MCIL2 proposals need 
to be balanced against these other requirements in order to be effective. We want to work with the Mayor to 
achieve these ambitions but it is only fair to be clear that in our view this is likely to involve quite substantial 
changes to the MCIL2 proposals as currently drafted. 

Clarion Housing 
Group 

The Mayor’s ambition to invest in transport projects is admirable, principally Crossrail 2 which will improve the 
ability of all Londoners to travel to employment as well as to unlock housing growth in untapped areas. Our 
concern is whether the resultant housing growth will guarantee a high enough proportion of affordable housing, 
particularly if travel improvements increase land and property prices along the route.There are concerns that 
revising Mayoral CIL upwards has the potential to decrease the affordable housing supply either via the expansion 
of facilities that S106 contributions are expected to cover or viability reassessment; CIL is fixed per square meter 
but S106’s flexibility means developers are redirecting it to cover other amenities in planning discussions. It is 
telling that the majority of viability renegotiations justified by increased costs or weakening markets result in a 
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reduction of social housing. There are no similar mechanisms for reviewing affordable unit numbers upwards when 
market conditions are strong. 
Adjusting the level of the Mayoral CIL may be an option to reduce the immediate impact, however we would 
recommend that two alternative approaches are considered to mitigate longer term affects:• Existing regeneration 
schemes with business plans in place are either recognised as exempt from the increase where this is shown to 
have a negative impact on the delivery of affordable housing. This impact could be reviewed within the Mayor’s 
proposed viability assessment covering schemes which involve demolition of existing affordable housing;• Or 
these schemes could receive increased grant to offset additional CIL charges (in the form of a refund or other 
grant). 

CWPA I am writing to you on behalf of the City and Westminster Property Associations (CWPA). 
General Comments 
CWPA fully supports Crossrail 2 and are keen to see both local and national funding arrangements put in place to 
ensure its timely delivery. Both Associations consider that the delivery of Crossrail 2 as soon as possible after the 
completion of Crossrail 1 is of vital importance to the continued health of London’s economy. Crossrail 2 has the 
capacity to unlock capacity both for development within central London and, importantly, for housing on sites close 
to the proposed Crossrail 2 stations or existing stations that would connect to the Crossrail 2 network. CWPA, 
however, note that that the consultation documentation indicates that the Mayor could choose to allocate MCIL2 
receipts to other strategically important transport projects within the London Plan, in the event that Crossrail 2 is 
not supported by Government. Whilst we recognise the discretion provided to the Mayor by the CIL Regulations, 
we do consider that, to secure broad-based support for the continued charging of Mayoral CIL, it is essential that it 
is clear and certain that funds collected for Crossrail 2 will be used to support the project’s delivery. In particular, 
the charging schedule and the documentation should clearly establish that Mayoral CIL2 receipts will be 
hypothecated to Crossrail 2 only and that, should Crossrail 2 should not proceed, charging would cease. This 
would give other funding and delivery partners confidence that this key funding stream for Crossrail 2 (which is 
likely to play a more significant role in the overall funding of Crossrail 2 than Mayoral CIL 1 has played in the 
delivery of Crossrail 1) will be available for the use of the project and will not be allocated to other short term 
transport priorities that may arise.  
Detailed Comments 
CWPA supports the continued use of a relatively low flat rate charge, across London beyond the CLCA. This is 
reasonably transparent and reduces the potential unintended consequences and disincentive effects that can arise 
from the use of differential rates and high charges. We note, however, that the increase in charges proposed 
outside of the CLCA is significantly greater than inflation. CWPA have a number of detailed comments relating to 
the proposed draft charging schedule, which we set out below. These principally relate to the CLCA. 2 Cumulative 
effects and relationship with broader planning policy. CWPA are concerned that the viability evidence relied upon 
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will not have taken into account emerging cumulative policy context. Hotel and Retail Rates, CLCA. CPA and WPA 
Members have significant concerns about the charging rates proposed for hotel and retail uses. Substantial 
increases in the headline rates are proposed. In the case of hotels, the proposed change would be double the rate 
currently charged within the Crossrail SPG, increasing from £61/sqm within the CLCA at present (before any 
indexation is applied) to £140/sqm as proposed. Whilst we note TfL’s explanation that this change arises because 
of the use of viability in rate setting, rather than the analysis of transport impact upon which the previous S106 
charges were based, we are nevertheless concerned at the very substantial overall increase proposed. Reliefs 
and Exemptions. We note that the Mayor will not make any form of discretionary relief, including any exceptional 
circumstances relief, available. The complexities of the CIL Regulations regularly give rise to unintended 
consequences, to which the system is ill equipped to adjust flexibly. In this, it is quite unlike the S106 tariff-based 
regime under which contributions towards Crossrail have been sought previously. This allowed for a more flexible 
approach where justified by the circumstances. This has proven important when unexpected issues have arisen 
with specific development schemes. We are concerned that, by incorporating higher level of charges within the 
CIL system, the discretion provided by the S106 tariff-based system will be lost unless more flexibility is provided 
on the use of reliefs, especially on the use of exceptional circumstances relief. Given that the alterations proposed 
incorporate the former S106 system into MCIL2, appropriate measures should also be provided to retain the 
flexibility provided by those previous arrangements. 
Smaller developments. 
We are also concerned that smaller developments, which make a significant contribution, cumulatively, to the 
supply of commercial floor space (especially in Westminster) will be particularly affected by the introduction of 
higher levels of MCIL charge on schemes below 500sqm. Such schemes are currently only charged Mayoral CIL 
at £50/sqm and the proposed increase will, therefore be significant. WPA/CPA are concerned that the significance 
of this for the supply of commercial premises has not been tested. There is an important role that the continued 
supply of smaller developments plays, particularly when taking account of the   extremely high proportion of 
employment that exists within the SME sector (circa 90% in the City of London). Conclusions WPA/CPA welcome 
the opportunity to respond at this early stage to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule. Whilst we recognise the 
basis for the London-wide increase in Mayoral CIL to the overall rates proposed, we are concerned that robust 
arrangements are not in place to ensure that funds raised are secured for the use of Crossrail 2. We are also 
concerned about the effects of the substantial increase in charges proposed for retail and hotel developments and 
consider that the rates should be reduced accordingly.  

Dolphin Housing As a housing charity letting our completed developments on Assured Shorthold Tenancies (AST) we have been 
unable to claim relief from MCIL1 under the charitable exemption.We have been required to pay CIL on a number 
of occasions, some of which are set out below. We do not believe that the proposed exemptions for MCIL2 would 
exempt us from MCIL2 in the following circumstances:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   



Organisation Comments Made 
1. .Development of market housing for the purposes of cross subsidy for the affordable housing within a 
development.                                                                                                                                                         2.  
Development of facilities for other charities e.g. re-provision of the church (Use Class D1) at Westbourne Park 
Baptist Church (City of Westminster Planning Application Ref 14/06794/FULL), alongside 32 intermediate rent 
homes. 
3.  Development of community facilities required by Section 106 Agreement obligation, to be let to the local 
authority e.g. the children's library (Use Class D1) at Westbourne Park Baptist Church which is let to Westminster 
at £nil rent.                                                                                                                      4.  Development of 
community facilities for the benefit of the local community to be let to the local authority or their nominated 
charities as required by partnership transaction with Local Authority and Section 106 Agreement obligation, e.g. 
New community/sports building (Use Class D1/D2) at 221- 235 Lanark Road (City of Westminster Planning 
Application Ref 15/11007/FULL), along with 67 new homes including 44 affordable housing units.                                                                                                                                                                                             
Relief would not available be available from MCIL2 for examples 2, 3 & 4 as the Charitable purpose of the 
development is not within our own charitable objects. (We did not qualify for exemption from MCIL1 on examples 
2, 3 & 4 above as the chargeable development was not “…wholly or mainly used for charitable purposes...” as the 
charitable use part of chargeable development was less than 50% of the total development and, therefore, did not 
qualify for mandatory charitable relief.)  Ultimately the impact of Dolphin Living paying CIL is the provision of less 
affordable housing. Whilst we have been told on a number of occasions that the "intention" is not that Dolphin 
Living suffer CIL, the collecting authorities are required to follow the legislation and as such are unable to give any 
leniency when collecting MCIL on your behalf. 

DP9 for Battersea 
Power Station 

On behalf of our client, the owners of Battersea Power Station (BPLCL), please find enclosed 
representations to the above consultation for your consideration. 
 
BPS is attempting to create a new office district on a blank, untested canvas. We have a major concern that 
MCIL2 will specifically make office development significantly less attractive. We are very keen to foster a 
commercial hub at Battersea, to deliver the jobs and growth that are integral to the new town centre we are 
creating. The higher MCIL2 rate would materially alter the attractiveness of office accommodation over another 
use, putting at risk the jobs and investment, and also impacting on the funding for the NLE which relies in part on 
business rates from office accommodation.The MCIL2 PDCS does not propose to make available exceptional 
circumstances relief, meaning that any problems of viability caused by the combined demands of CIL and section 
106 agreements are tobe addressed by making adjustments to the latter. For the BPS masterplan, the funding 
agreements that are in place between BPLCL, LB Wandsworth and TfL to fund the NLE mean that this element of 
the section 106 agreement cannot be adjusted. This leaves only one element of the development’s section 106 
agreement that can be adjusted – affordable housing. The significant challenges being faced by the development 
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have already required one adjustment to the project’s affordable housing delivery to maintain delivery of the 
project, and it would be left with nowhere else to go should the additional burden of MCIL2 tip viability even further.                                                                                                                                                             

Conclusion 
In conclusion, whilst we do not object to the need to fund the Crossrail 2 project, we consider that the proposed 
change in the boundary of the Central London Charging Area to include the VNEBOA has not been properly 
evidenced, and would have a harmful impact on the viability of the BPS masterplan and therefore should not be 
changed. For a scheme such as Battersea Power Station, which was granted before even MCIL1 came into effect, 
the addition of such a significant additional financial burden which does not deliver any additional development 
value is not appropriate. The scale of the potential impact is significant enough to influence investment and 
development decisions, and could discourage the development of commercial offices with impacts on job creation, 
growth and infrastructure funding in the area. 

DP9 for Bishopsgate 
Goods Yard 

Our client is supportive of Crossrail 2 and believes it is essential for London’s growth and the delivery of new jobs 
and homes to meet the growing population of the city.Our client welcomes the exemptions set out in the draft CIL 
charging schedule for social housing, charities, health and education uses. However, our client is concerned about 
the significant increase in the CIL chargeable rate, across all bands, and the lack of suitable evidence to 
demonstrate that this increase will not have a detrimental impact on development viability.Our client is concerned 
that the increased rates have not been considered alongside the Mayor’s emerging threshold approach to 
affordable housing (seeking 35% onsite), section 106 obligations and 2 borough CIL rates. This cumulative impact 
will increase the financial burden for developers which will ultimately result in development being increasingly 
unsustainable, impacting on the delivery of housing and jobs. 

DP9 for HB Reavis 
UK ltd 

On behalf of our client, HB Reavis UK Ltd, please find enclosed representations to the above consultation for your 
consideration. 
 
In conclusion, whilst we support the Crossrail 2 project, we consider that the proposed change in the boundary of 
the Central London Charging Area to include the Waterloo Opportunity Area has not been properly evidenced, and 
would have a harmful impact on the viability of commercial development schemes in the area – including in 
particular Elizabeth House. The scale of the potential impact is significant enough to influence investment and 
development decisions, and risks the delivery of much needed enhancements to Waterloo Station and its 
surrounds. 

DP9 for Lendlease ltd On behalf of our client Lendlease (Elephant and Castle) Limited (“Lendlease”), please find enclosed 
representations to the Mayoral CIL2 consultation on the preliminary Draft Charging Schedule. 
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MCIL2 Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule 
A key component of the Elephant Park masterplan is the delivery of affordable retail and small business 
floorspace. These uses by their very nature are delivered on the fringes of viability and delivered at a commercial 
loss for the benefit of the area. The substantial burden of significantly increased CIL will have the effect of limiting 
such delivery to the detriment of existing traders and small, independent operators.The increased MCIL 1 rate 
raises concerns in itself for this developing area, however the inclusion of Elephant and Castle within the Central 
London Charging Area at the present time places the realization aspirations of significant regeneration at risk.We 
consider that the change to CIL rate would make office development in the area significantly less viable than 
residential uses and as such would harm the delivery of commercial space. Lendlease supports office 
development at Elephant and Castle which is integral to ensuring the establishing town centre has vitality and 
vibrancy throughout the daytime to support the emerging retail uses which are being delivered. The increased 
financial burden would put at risk the jobs and investment that such“The Mayor proposes to use his MCIL2 to help 
meet part of the cost of the Crossrail 2 project, which is a strategic priority to support growth and development in 
Greater London. The Mayor may however choose to apply his MCIL2 to any other strategically important transport 
project that is listed in the London Plan, as may be altered from time to time.” However, the draft Regulation 123 
list in the PDCS (paragraphs 11 and 12) states only that the funds will be used for Crossrail 2. If the Mayor does 
intend to allow MCIL2 to be used for other projects listed in the London Plan, as stated in the Supporting 
Information, the Regulation 123 list should reflect this – or the former statement should be withdrawn and the 
position clarified.ConclusionIn conclusion, we consider that the proposed change in the boundary of the Central 
London Charging Area to include Elephant and Castle is not appropriate at the current time and may harm the 
long-term sustainability of the regeneration under way. Before any decision is made we request that the Mayor 
seeks evidence to fully understand the local commercial and retail markets at Elephant and Castle and the impact 
any proposed increase in CIL may have on the long-term regeneration aspirations. 

DP9 for Old Oak Park 
Ltd 

On behalf of our client, Old Oak Park Limited (OOP Ltd), a partnership between Cargiant Limited and London & 
Regional Properties, please find enclosed representations to the above consultation for your consideration.                                                                                                                     
OOP Ltd supports the Mayor’s investment in transport infrastructure, and recognizes the significant benefits that 
Crossrail 2 will bring to London. However, the OPDC area requires significant investment in transport 
infrastructure in order to deliver the homes and jobs that are required by the London Plan, and so we are keen to 
work with City Hall and the OPDC to ensure that we are able to deliver the infrastructure investment required to 
accommodate and serve the new development at OOP. 
MCIL2 Viability Evidence Base                                                                                                                                                                                                         
We would also wish to ensure that the PDCS has been prepared taking into account CIL Guidance, and in 
particular the guidance on strategic sites contained at paragraph 27 (page 8) of CLG’s CIL Guidance document. It 
states that ‘a charging authority should sample directly an appropriate range of types of sites across its area in 
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order to supplement existing data, subject to receiving the necessary support from local developers. The focus 
should be in particular on strategic sites on which the relevant Plan relies and those sites (such as brownfield 
sites) where the impact of the levy on economic viability is likely to be most significant’. OOP is undoubtedly such 
a site, and we would therefore like to understand how it and other strategic sites have been considered in 
preparing the evidence base for the PDCS.                                                                                                                                                                                       
Conclusion                                                                                                                                                                                                          
In conclusion, whilst we do not object to the need to fund the Crossrail 2 project, we consider that there are 
significant transport infrastructure works that are required within the OPDC area that should be the priority for CIL 
funding and that the addition of an MCIL2 charge to contribute towards the funding of Crossrail 2 will have a 
negative impact on the project viability and/or the level of affordable housing that can be delivered at OOP. We are 
keen to work with City Hall and the OPDC to ensure that development at OOP can progress and that it can deliver 
the various objectives that have been identified for it. 

Highbury Group The Highbury Group welcome the opportunity to comment on the proposals for the Mayoral Community 
Infrastructure Levy 2 which is proposed to be introduced from April 2019. 
While the group welcomes the investment in Crossrail 2, which is the intended beneficiary project of the levy, we 
have the following main concerns: 
• Residential and commercial price growth should be seen as an indicator of supply side concerns in the housing 
and commercial markets, 
• Cumulative increase in CIL has the potential to decrease the affordable housing supply as, despite the 
quantitative assumptions in the methodology, an increase would be used to push down other s106 requirements 
by developers in planning discussions, 
• Any system of property taxation or development levy needs to be sensitive to variations  in development values 
• The housing crisis is London’s biggest concern and therefore where there is scope to push for additional gains in 
affordability then affordable housing should be prioritised over infrastructure projects.                                                                                                                                                                                      
We would also stress that the application of policy requirements for affordable housing to all new development 
schemes, including those where increases in potential development value benefit from access to Cross rail 2, is 
the most effective mechanism for protecting the affordable housing programme from changes in the rates of CIL or 
other forms of taxation on land, development and property.                                                

Iceni for Greystar 
Holdings 

We understand that it is the intention for the MCIL2 to supersede the current Mayor’s Community Infrastructure 
Levy, and it will be used to provide funding for Crossrail 2. The MCIL2 Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule is 
accompanied by two supporting documents including the Supporting Information, and the Viability Evidence 
Base.ConclusionsIn summary, Greystar supports CIL in principle and understands why an increase in levels is 
being considered in order to secure important infrastructure upgrades and improvement. However, it is critical for 
the Built to Rent sector that: • It either doesn’t apply as an upfront payment to, or includes flexibility for payment 
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timings, in relation to Build to Rent developments; • It is spent in a predictable way on planned proposals; • It is 
spent in a timely manner; • Takes account of market conditions; and • Has exemptions included for marginal 
schemes.  

Jay Patel I  wrote to you requesting an update on this and did not get a response.  I note that the Mayor has published the 
position at the end of Feb 2017 in relation to the year ending 2016. 
  
In 2013, the than Mayor set out the basis of funding for Crossrail.  He made clear that £300m would be raised from 
S106 and £300m from CIL. (Page 16 of USE OF PLANNING OBLIGATIONS IN THE FUNDING OF CROSSRAIL, 
AND THE MAYORAL COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY - SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING GUIDANCE 
APRIL 2013) 
  
The February report confirms that £342m was raised through CIL and £96m through S106.   Although the Mayor 
has some discretion,  no further authority or debate has taken place (in the  wider public domain) to change this 
50%:50% split. 
  
On the face of it, this part Crossrail funding is falling disportionately on smaller developments.  

LB Barking & 
Dagenham 

In response to the MCIL2 PDCS consultation, London Borough of Barking and Dagenham wish to respond to 
paragraph 1.9 of MCIL2 PDCS Supporting Documentation, specifically the fact that the Mayor may choose to 
apply MCIL2 to any other strategically important transport project that is listed in the London Plan, as may be 
altered from time to time.The Council welcomes this flexibility. The Council does not have a Crossrail 1 station nor 
will it have a Crossrail 2 station. Despite the fact an Eastern Spur of Crossrail 2 would unlock far more growth than 
the New Southgate Branch, currently there are no plans to route it through London Riverside and into the Thames 
Gateway growth area. Barking and Dagenham has ambitious plans for growth – including the delivery of 55,000 
new homes and 20,000 new jobs across the borough. However development viability is marginal in London 
Riverside as evidence by our own CIL rates which, with the exception of Barking Town Centre, are less than the 
Mayor’s. Whilst we welcome the fact that we remain in the lowest band of CIL funding it is still the case that 
development of sites such as the Ford Stamping Plant, Beam Park and Barking Riverside Gateways will generate 
more CIL for Crossrail2 than they will for local infrastructure. Therefore we welcome the flexibility that the Mayor 
can use MCIL for other strategically important transport projects as these are, in Barking and Dagenham’s case, 
far more crucial to unlocking growth than Crossrail 2.  

LB Barnet The London Borough of Barnet would like to make the following comments on the MCIL2 Preliminary Draft 
Charging Schedule.  
 
Barnet is broadly supportive of the proposed rate of £60 a square metre for all uses in Barnet except education 
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and healthcare.  Barnet is also supportive of the proposal not to apply the higher rates for office, retail and hotel 
uses (which are proposed in the Central Activities Zone) in Barnet.   
 
Barnet recognise that MCIL2 is intended to help support Crossrail 2 and Barnet are strongly supportive of this 
scheme, particularly the extension to New Southgate and the proposed Crossrail 2 portal, depot and station there 
(as set out in our response to the consultation by Crossrail 2 in January 2016).   
 
In the unlikely event that Crossrail 2 does not go ahead Barnet would need to reconsider its support for MCIL2 in 
the context of what strategic schemes MCIL2 would be intended to support.  If the rates or proposed uses that will 
be charged change from Preliminary Draft to Draft Charging Schedule, Barnet reserves the rights to object at Draft 
Charging Schedule stage.   

LB Bexley The Council supports in principle the introduction of a new Mayoral CIL charge to contribute towards delivering 
strategic transport infrastructure that enables good growth. However, it has a strong objection to the proposed use 
of the funding solely for Crossrail 2.   The money raised by the MCIL2 should therefore also be used to help meet 
part of the cost of this extension, given its importance in supporting the growth and development of London’s 
largest Opportunity Area and the Wider South East.The Council therefore objects to the use of MCIL2 to solely 
fund Crossrail 2 and strongly supports the use of MCIL2 to help fund an extension of the Elizabeth line eastwards 
from Abbey Wood to contribute towards delivering this strategic transport infrastructure.  It is noted that Bexley is 
in the proposed MCIL 2 charging band 3; no objection is raised in this regard. 

LB Bromley I am writing on behalf of LB Bromley in objection to the new proposals in the consultation for the MCIL2 
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule. LB Bromley has three main concerns at this stage and wishes to be 
consulted as the proposals progress further.Firstly, the method used in devising the charging regime as set out in 
the MCIL Viability Evidence base prepared by your consultants JLL. LB Bromley remains in Band 2 despite the 
impact this may have on development of a local Bromley CIL. This could have a significant adverse impact on the 
provision of local infrastructure such as education, health and transport and as a result on economic prosperity 
and viability in Bromley. This is especially so in the Bromley Town Centre  - already new developments are subject 
to viability studies, which indicate that existing requirements may not be met in full. In short, resources are 
proposed to be diverted from local projects to London programmes that may be of limited local benefit.The Mayors 
evidence document takes no account of a potential Bromley CIL rate (Table 5, p.19). Further Bromley will be 
consulting on its own CIL in the Autumn. We note with some surprise that LB Greenwich has gone down a 
banding, based on evidence of lower house prices, office rents and disposable income whilst Bromley seems 
penalised because it has a “significant retail centre”. There is no mention in the evidence base of the “self-build2 
element and the impact this has in each borough, on average there is a 22% loss of revenue per annum because 
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residential applicants in this borough claim exemption. In the light of the above request that the banding be 
reviewed.Secondly, similar to our response to the MCIL1 in 2011, there is a limited benefit for residents of LB 
Bromley for Crossrail 2, whilst there would be as number of local authorities outside of London who will benefit 
substantially from Crossrail 2 but are not subject to any charge.Thirdly, it appears to LB Bromley that there is a 
focus on Crossrail, and this may be at the expense of transport improvements elsewhere in London. If the Mayor 
does not use MCIL2 for Crossrail then these funds may be used for other future transport projects but with a lack 
of any certainty that this will benefit Bromley. 

LB Camden Camden supports the principle of an MCIL2 as part of a package of measures to fund Crossrail 2, a project which 
has the potential to bring much economic benefit to Camden and London as a whole. However, it is not very clear 
from the consultation documents how much the Mayor intends to raise with this CIL compared to other funding 
sources.Some information is set out in the Crossrail funding and financing report but given that the level of funds 
to be generated through MCIL2 are likely to be substantial, more clarity should be provided on how much funding 
it is intended to secure.                                                                                                                                                                                       
Camden is generally supportive of the approach to setting this CIL, which is similar to the approach taken on the 
previous MCIL, which was presented and accepted through an Examination in Public. However, the evidence 
presented on the impact of this CIL on economic viability seems a little thin given the scale of this CIL and the fact 
that it will be charged all across London. It is considered there should be viability buffer testing across a wider 
range of Boroughs, including Camden, than in the current documents to demonstrate that most development will 
not be deterred.The boundary of the Central London Charging area in Camden needs a clearer definition and the 
current lack of clarity this may cause confusion for developers and affect the development of key sites in the 
Euston area. The border appears to be based on the Central Activities Zone and seems a little out of date. 
Camden officers will be happy to work with the GLA to more precisely define the boundary. 

LB Croydon The Council agrees with Croydon remaining in the lowest charging band (Band 3). It is considered this is justified 
fully given the evidence and our understanding of the property markets in Croydon. 
The Council consider that the proposed rate for Band 3 of £25 per sq m is appropriate and should not have an 
undue impact on the viability of development in Croydon.The Council acknowledges the Mayor’s intention to use 
MCIL2 to contribute to the funding of Crossrail 2. Given there is still uncertainty regarding the delivery of Crossrail 
2, the Council welcome the consultation stating that should Crossrail 2 not proceed then other strategic transport 
projects would be funded. It is suggested that should this be the case, it would be appropriate for boroughs to be 
consulted on what strategic transport projects are prioritised for funding. 
The Council support the continued proposal not to charge health and education developments. 

LB Enfield We are aware of the need for strategic infrastructure investment in the Capital. Weare therefore supportive of 
Crossrail 2 and of the principle of Mayoral CIL to support its delivery and that of other London-wide strategic 
infrastructure. Whilst we do not object to the Mayor’s proposals we wish to take this opportunity to outline our 
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concerns and seek clarification on a number of potential issues. We hope that these will be taken into 
consideration as part of this consultation process and thereafter, as plans for MCIL2 develop. 
In conclusion we wish to raise the following questions for the Mayor toconsider on the impact of MCIL2 proposals. 
1. How does the Mayor propose to mitigate the immediate impact of the large scalechange in MCIL faced by 
Enfield developers in April 2019, to minimise disruptionto delivery of housing, affordable housing and crucial 
associated infrastructure? 
2. On what basis was the cut off between different MCIL2 bands decided? Is theMayor certain that Enfield’s house 
price increases and overall viability justify amove between bands and that this does not constitute too large an 
increase inthe burden on developers? Would some percentage closer to 1% (e.g. max.1.25% of house prices) not 
be a better cut-off, as 1% of house prices was tabledin the MCIL1 consultation as representing a “tolerable burden 
on viability”? 
3. MCIL2 proposals are based on viability assessed through average boroughhouse prices and index linked after 
adoption. If average house prices decreasesignificantly (e.g. over 10%) by MCIL2 adoption, what consideration 
will theMayor give to this? Could the banding of a borough potentially be reviewed? Willthe Mayor provide an 
additional mechanism to indexation, to ensure amountscharged per borough remain appropriate, especially if 
values fall moreconsiderably in one borough than in others? 
4. Majority of development over the coming 20 years is projected to take place inlower value areas in east Enfield, 
including Meridian Water (an Opportunity Areaand Housing Zone). This is currently charged a zero borough CIL 
rate. We arehoping for a potential value uplift after the delivery of phase 1 Meridian Water,which could enable land 
value capture to fund infrastructure. We are concernedthat the MCIL increase may hinder our ability to deliver this 
critical infrastructureas the remaining uplift may not be sufficient to allow for borough CIL to be leviedin this area. 
Could this be taken into account? Is there a mechanism to mitigatethe impact of significant house price falls in 
certain parts of a borough?5. Adoption of MCIL2 is proposed for April 2019, which coincides with the datecurrently 
tabled for Brexit. How is this taken into account? Does the Mayor’sevidence show a sufficient viability margin for a 
potential economic downturn? 

LB Hackney The London Borough of Hackney welcome the opportunity to respond to the MCIL2 Preliminary Draft Charging 
Schedule (PDCS) consultation. 
This council supports the delivery of Crossrail 2, recognising that it will bring significant improvements to rail 
capacity and connectivity across Hackney, and create new opportunities for regeneration and growth.  The London 
Borough of Hackney also supports the principle of introducing a new Mayoral CIL charge as a key part of the core 
funding package for Crossrail 2.                                                                                                                   However, 
whilst the council supports the principle of MCIL2, we would like to take the opportunity to make the following 
comments on the proposed charging levels set out in the PDSC, together with highlighting issues relating to the 
viability and expenditure of the proposed MCIL2, on which further information would be welcomed. 
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Greater clarity on the use of Mayoral CIL funds for other strategic transport infrastructure should 
Crossrail 2 not progress 
The Supporting Information to the MCIL2 PDCS states that should no funding deal for Crossrail 2 be secured with 
the Government, then the Mayor will apply the MCIL2 proceeds to fund other strategic transport projects, as set 
out in the CIL Regulations.  Whilst the council recognise the wider benefits of new transport infrastructure across 
London, we would welcome more information on the steps that will be taken to ensure that every borough is able 
to share the potential benefits of the available funding, in the event that Crossrail 2 does not proceed.  
Proposed MCIL2 charging rate for all development in London 
The council welcomes the continuation of the borough-wide flat rate approach, and the retention of the London 
Borough of Hackney within Band 2 of the London-wide MCIL2 charges. The continued use of average house 
prices to determine the borough bandings is recognised as an accepted approach following approval of MCIL1, 
and although it does not pick up on localised viability considerations, this needs to be seen in the context of CIL 
being a relatively modest percentage of total development cost. 
However, it is also important to consider in more detail changes in local CIL and S106 regimes since 2010, so that 
the total Borough-level requirement of planning obligations on a development can be appropriately assessed, 
rather than viewing MCIL in isolation. The council is supportive of the proposed increase in the MCIL2 charging 
rate in principle, but does seek further comfort that the increases will not restrict its ability to optimise local 
contributions towards affordable housing and affordable workspace, other S106 contributions, and not limit any 
future review of Hackney CIL. An increase from £35/m2 to £60/m2 of Mayoral CIL in Hackney will inevitably mean 
there is £25/m2 less to negotiate affordable housing than is currently the case.Clarity on proposed boundary 
changes to the Central London areaDue to the scale of the maps provided in the PDCS, it has not been 
possible to confirm definitively if there are any changes to the extent of the borough included within the Central 
London area.  It would be helpful if, at the next stage, a larger scale map is provided, with any areas of change 
highlighted. 
Need for further viability testing in relation to the proposed charging rates for Central London uses.The proposed 
increases in Mayoral CIL rates for office, retail and hotel uses in Central London are substantial, even when the 
increase in the current charges as a result of indexation are taken into account. In particular the proposed charge 
for hotel uses is nearly double the current rate, whilst the rate for retail uses will increase by half. 
Using the council’s own viability testing from late 2013, the proposed MCIL2 charge plus the borough CIL charge, 
would be 25% above the maximum viable charge for both central retail and hotel uses and at the maximum for 
offices.  Whilst it is acknowledged that the borough’s viability evidence is nearly four years old, and that there may 
have been an upward shift in values, the London Borough of Hackney is concerned about the potential impact of 
the proposed level of the Central London MCIL2 on both development viability and the potential headroom for the 
borough’s CIL and other planning obligations.  This concern is exacerbated by the removal of the current potential 
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under the Crossrail S106 charges to take account of individual scheme viability, compared to the fixed nature of 
the MCIL2 charges. 
The council therefore requests that the Mayor provide further evidence in support of the MCIL2 rates as they apply 
the extent of the Central Area within the London Borough of Hackney, to demonstrate that the proposed levels are 
viable alongside the borough’s CIL charges and S106 requirements. 

LB Hammersmith & 
Fulham 

LBHF response to the Mayoral CIL2 PDCS Consultation.In response to the Mayoral Community Infrastructure 
Levy 2 Consultation, LBHF has the following comments: 
1. In summary, LBHF consider there is a strong case to apply the lower Band 2 level across the Borough or at 
least in the significantly lower land value/house price areas in the north of the Borough from Shepherds Bush, 
through White City up to Old Oak Common. These areas also demonstrate some of the highest levels of 
deprivation rates in England.   A Band 2 MCIL2 in the north of the Borough would also enable consistency with the 
proposed MCIL2 rate for the Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation (OPDC). The evidence base to 
our Borough CIL also recognised the need for a cheaper rate in central and northern parts of LBHF. 
2. The supporting information to MCIL2 acknowledges the importance of London’s Opportunity Areas in driving 
new and affordable homes and jobs. Much of LBHF is covered in Opportunity Areas as well as our own 
Regeneration Areas. These areas require a great deal of infrastructure investment and carry abnormal costs for 
site preparation. The large increase in MCIL2 Band 1 proposed will significantly impact on the ability of the 
schemes to deliver the new homes especially meaningful levels of affordable homes accessible to local residents 
and providing for acute family accommodation needs. 
3. The viability evidence base and methodology is based on average house prices. House prices in LBHF vary 
dramatically from the expensive areas in the south to the lower values in the north. The Borough is also 
experiencing some of the most noticeable reductions in house prices across London and this compounded with 
the impact of Brexit now and in the future, the proposed Band 1 increase is considered too high and risks a 
damaging affect on regeneration and LBHF’s ability to secure affordable housing for local residents. 
4. LBHF is increasing its affordable housing target from 40% to 50% and is now seeking lower rent levels, more 
affordable intermediate products and more family accommodation – the MCIL2 Band 1 category will make these 
priority objectives, which are consistent with the Mayor, even more difficult. Our recent Housing Viability evidence 
base to the Local Plan examination supports this view as BNP Paribas demonstrated that some sites are not 
viable if required to deliver 50% affordable housing with the current MCIL, an increase to £80 will make this 
challenge even more difficult. 
5.  Band 1 will hinder our ability to increase our Borough CIL in the near future compromising our ability to fund 
essential local infrastructure needs. 
6. As with our Borough CIL there must be a case for varying MCIL2 across land uses to ensure objectives to 
deliver office development, especially affordable office space, and retail is not unduly hindered.  
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LB Haringey Haringey principally supports the continuation of MCIL as a contribution to part funding Crossrail 2 (CR2). CR2 

could revolutionise Haringey’s transport links to the rest of London and beyond. The new line would drive 
economic growth and support our ambitious regeneration plans.However, whilst we recognise the driving force for 
releasing this consultation is a need to support the business case for Crossrail 2 in light of its muted status, we 
would caution you to delay proceeding to adoption of MCIL2 until the CR2 project is confirmed by the relevant 
government departments. Adoption of the MCIL2 without a commitment from government for its delivery is in our 
opinion premature and contrary to the CIL regulations.Whilst the increase in MCIL for Haringey is fairly modest 
(when you take account of inflation, since was the current MCIL introduced), it is still an increase which will impact 
development viability and the borough’s ability to secure well needed affordable housing. Viability margins are 
extremely tight in Haringey which is demonstrated in a recently commissioned viability appraisal of our local CIL 
and recently adopted Local Plan.  

LB Hillingdon I write in response to the MCIL Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule, which was issued for consultation in June. 
This letter provides an initial officer view on the proposed charging rates. 
 
Hillingdon's current CIL Charging Schedule was adopted in 2012 and sets a charging rate of £95 per square metre 
for new residential development. Whilst the property market has improved during this time, evidence suggests that 
build costs have also increased by 21%. Overall, there is limited scope for residential development to 
accommodate further costs, particularly in the south of the borough where the majority of housing growth is 
expected to take place. 
 
Officers are concerned that taking account of other development costs, an increase in the Mayoral CIL will 
threaten the viability of development in Hillingdon and the delivery of the Hayes Housing Zone, which is currently 
being developed with the GLA to address housing needs in the borough. Further evidence on this point will be 
presented as part of the Council's response to the Mayor's Draft Charging Schedule.  

LB Islington Islington Council supports the Mayor’s ambitions to deliver Crossrail 2. However, we are concerned about the 
potential impact of the proposed increase in the CIL charging rate for offices. 
Concerns about Jones Lang Lasalle: MCIL2 PDCS Viability Evidence Base 
The testing of commercial viability that supports MCIL2 has focused on existing CIL viability evidence from 
Westminster, the City of London and Tower Hamlets. The assessment considers the “buffer” between the 
maximum CIL rate that can be charged from the existing borough CIL testing, and whether the proposed MCIL2 
rates can be accommodated within this “buffer”. Further viability testing for MCIL2 is strongly encouraged because 
only boroughs with the highest office values have been considered so far.New evidence must be sought to ensure 
that CIL charging rates for offices fully reflect current policy requirements and take into account current market 
conditions including conditions in boroughs where offices values are lower than in these prime areas.In addition, 
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the consolidation of existing Crossrail S106 contributions into CIL processes will alter the implementation 
procedures that the current calculations are based on. For example; floorspace measurements, existing floorspace 
allowances, indexation and instalment policies currently differ between CIL and Crossrail S106 calculations. It is 
unclear whether these changes have been considered in the viability testing.Hotels On some sites Islington is 
losing employment space (or the potential for employment space) to hotels because employment uses are 
considered to be less viable than hotel uses. This in turn leads to a reduction in the number of jobs in the borough. 
We are therefore concerned that despite a proposal for a significant increase, the CIL charging rate for hotels is 
still significantly lower than the charging rate for office uses. In our experience, hotels are more viable than offices 
uses in Central London and the CIL charging rates should reflect this. We therefore ask that the viability evidence 
for hotels is reviewed and the proposed charge rate for hotels is reconsidered. 
Crossrail 2/ Investment in Transport Infrastructure 
Crossrail 2 has the potential to bring significant opportunities at a London-wide level. The scheme will also bring 
benefits to Islington by serving Angel station although these benefits will not be as significant as they will be in 
other parts of London. If Crossrail 2 is not taken forward, the MCIL2 charge is proposed to remain in force, and the 
levy would be spent on alternative projects. In the event that Crossrail 2 does not go ahead, the council would 
advocate for an implicit review/ alternate schedule so that boroughs who benefit the most from transport 
infrastructure pay the greatest share of the MCIL2 obligation. Alternatively, there should be a further review and 
consultations on the projects that would be funded with the levy with the areas that contribute most receiving most 
investment.Conclusion Islington wants to play its part in securing the increased economic prosperity of London by 
delivering growth in jobs and employment. The council is concerned that increases in the CIL charging levy for 
offices may impact adversely on office development within the borough. In particular, the council is concerned that 
the proposed charging levels may affect the provision of affordable workspace. This would be to the particular 
detriment of start – ups and SMEs who are so critical to the economic vitality of London. We are not persuaded 
that the proposed charges for offices are based on an up to date evidence base that is directly applicable to 
Islington. We would therefore urge the GLA to reconsider its evidence base and if necessary to review the charges 
in the light of any new evidence. We also request that the GLA recognises the critical economic importance of 
affordable workspace by:  
• Accepting “in-kind infrastructure contributions” for affordable workspace. This will allow the cost of providing the 
affordable workspace to be considered as payment against the whole or part of the MCIL2 charge; and  
• Charging a nil rate for affordable workspace  

LB Lambeth Support delivery of Crossrail 2. Concerned about a lack of local infrastructure impacting on ability to delivery 
development, especially in Brixton area. Concerned about impact on development in Waterloo area if current 
exemption lifted. If it is to be lifted, would like it to be phased.  
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LB Lewisham The London Borough of Lewisham are broadly supportive of the continuation of Mayoral CIL charges through the 

adoption of MCIL2.The Council is broadly supportive of the continued need for the charge, and the commitment to 
spend MCIL2 amounts in line with Regulation 59(2), to fund roads or other transport facilities (MCIL2 PDS 
“Explanatory Note” para. 10). The Council welcomes the Mayor of London’s continued commitment to use MCIL2 
to fund infrastructure to support development, including towards strategically important transport projects identified 
within the London Plan (MCIL2 Supporting Information para. 1.9).The Council continues to strongly support the 
delivery of the full Bakerloo Line Extension to Lewisham and beyond (both phase 1 and phase 2) as a strategic 
transport scheme within London that will provide a cross-London rail link from south-east to north-west, and that 
will develop a strategic -hub and a major transport interchange for the South East at Lewisham town centre, as 
identified in the draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy (2017). The Council welcomes the Mayor of London’s recognition 
that, beyond Crossrail 2, there are a number of “other strategic transport projects for which there is a significant 
funding gap (MCIL2 Supporting Information para. 2.12). The London Borough of Lewisham are of the opinion that 
the Bakerloo Line Extension should be considered for funding from MCIL2, as a deliverable and strategically 
important London transport project, that supports strategic housing, employment and regeneration ambitions. The 
current proposals for Crossrail 2, in a similar manner to Crossrail 1, will likely offer only peripheral benefits to the 
south-east of London, although considerable MCIL receipts have been collected in these areas.The London 
Borough of Lewisham would welcome further engagement for the purposes of CIL Regulation 123(4)(a) on the 
identification of projects for the Regulation 123 list (MCIL2 PDCS “Explanatory Note” para. 11), and would 
welcome discussions with the Mayor of London and the GLA regarding MCIL funding for the Bakerloo Line 
Extension. Furthermore, the Council would welcome discussions with the Mayor of London and the GLA on any 
subsequent “future uses” and reviews of Mayoral CIL, including on funding and implementation, should this occur 
(MCIL2 PDCS “Explanatory Note para. 12). 

LB Newham 2. MCIL2 PDCS SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
The joint statement from the Secretary of State for Transport and the Mayor ofLondon offers assurance of the 
political will to progress with Crossrail 2, howeverwithout the fully costed business case, planned route and the 
benefits of theproposed Crossrail 2 infrastructure project having been published it is not possible for the London 
Borough of Newham or others to comment on this further at this stage. 
In light of the lack of clarity around this, we would urge the Mayor of London toexplore what other strategic public 
transport and/or road investments may offer agreater modal shift in line with the aspirations outlined in the draft 
Mayor's TransportStrategy. Other interventions, for example enhanced interchange and access toStratford 
Regional Station may facilitate greater housing delivery in the vicinity;equally increased strategic investment in 
walking and cycling may deliver health andwell-being impacts not captured in the current way of evaluating 
GVA.Notwithstanding the methodology for assessing the appropriate way to invest publicmoney the narrow focus 
on funding Crossrail 2 is not, as drafted, suitable to progress through examination. 
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The infrastructure funding gap is not appropriately defined and there is no current real prospect of delivery of this 
public transport intervention. 
The London Borough of Newham would welcome sight of the Regulation 123 listwidened to include other strategic 
transportation initiatives as outlined in the draftMayor’s Transport Strategy.  

LB Redbridge The Council notes that the stated intention for the MCIL2 is to help meet the cost of delivering Crossrail 2. The 
Council supports, in principle, the delivery of this strategic infrastructure project and its benefits for London and the 
sub-region as a whole, but has a number of concerns regarding the impact of the increased levy in the borough 
and the delivery of new homes, affordable housing and the associated community infrastructure required to 
support them.The Council is concerned that the cumulative impact of the proposed Mayoral CIL charge when 
considered alongside other financial obligations including the Redbridge CIL, affordable housing and any other 
relevant S106   costs will render a significant number of development proposals unviable. The Council has 
signalled its intention that, following adoption of the new Plan in 2018, it will review its own borough CIL which has 
remained unchanged since 2012.  This is to ensure the growth set out in the Local Plan can be delivered and the 
minimum borough level new housing targets within the London Plan can be met and exceeded. To inform this, the 
Council considered the impact of a potential increase in borough CIL on development viability as part of its work to 
support the draft Plan. This Local plan Viability Assessment and Community Infrastructure Levy Review (2017) 
concluded that only a modest increase in borough CIL was viable and justified if the Council’s emerging borough 
wide policy of 35% affordable housing and the wider housing growth was also to be met.The Council is concerned 
that a significant rise in Mayoral CIL as a currently proposed, along-side a modest increase in borough CIL 
essential to support the delivery of the Local Plan, will deter development and ultimately result in fewer 
contributions coming forward to support local infrastructure projects and negatively impact upon housing delivery. 
Table 2 in the “MCIL 2 Viability Evidence Base report” presents changes in average and median house growth 
between the period 2010 – 2016 and notes that the average house price in Redbridge in 2016 was £370,000 and 
close to the threshold for inclusion in the lower band 3 charging tier and the lowest in the band 2 tier. The ONS 
data within the table indicates that median house price in Redbridge was the lowest amongst the band 2 boroughs 
and below that of Greenwich, however Redbridge has been placed in band 2 whilst Greenwich is in lower band 3. 
Overall the Council considers that current inclusion of Redbridge in the middle charging band of £60 is not justified 
and will submit further evidence to support this.The Proposed Crossrail 2 route does not pass through the borough 
which is some distance from the route and the proposed stations. As such it will not have a direct impact on the 
borough unlike many of the boroughs in band 2. The Council considers that the potential economic benefits arising 
from the scheme and its route should also be taken into account in determining the allocation of boroughs into the 
charging bands and not simply rely on boroughwide house prices as a justification.Finally, the Council notes it is 
intended the contributions raised by the MCIL2 will not only be used to help meet part of the cost of Crossrail 2 but 
that the Mayor may choose to apply MCIL2 to ant other strategically important transport projects contained within 
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the London Plan. Further clarity on how future projects will be assessed, selected and prioritised is needed as part 
of the next stage of the MCIL 2 consultation.  

LB Richmond Richmond Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Mayor ofLondon’s consultation on his Preliminary 
Draft Charging Schedule (PDCS) forMayoral Community Infrastructure Levy 2 (MCIL2). Please find comments 
setout below.1. MCIL2 Spending PrioritiesIt is noted that MCIL2 is planned to contribute to the funding of 
Crossrail 2 butthat the Mayor may choose to apply MCIL2 to any other strategically importanttransport project in 
the London Plan. As negotiations on wider Crossrail 2funding are still underway and the proposed MCIL2 
implementation date of April2019 is prior to the expected submission of a Hybrid Bill in 2019/20 and powersto 
construct anticipated to be granted in 2023, the Council requests a firmcommitment to review of MCIL2 if Crossrail 
2 is not taken forwards.As at 1 April 2017, Richmond has contributed £3.2m to Mayoral CommunityInfrastructure 
Levy 1 (MCIL1). As Crossrail is considered to have little directbenefit for residents, it is essential that MCIL2 
proceeds are invested in strategicinfrastructure that benefits South West London and that alternative 
transportprojects that serve the borough are funded by MCIL2 in the absence of Crossrail 2. 
2. MCIL2 Charging BandsAs was the case with MCIL 1, it is noted that Richmond remains the only Outer London 
Borough within the highest proposed charging band. When the borough CIL Charging Schedule was developed, it 
was very evident that the borough can be divided into two bands based on viability as there are considerable 
differences in house prices between the highest priced areas, such as Barnes and Richmond, and the lower priced 
areas, such as Whitton & Heathfield and the Hamptons.  
3. MCIL2 Proposed Rates – Band 1As MCIL2 as well as the boroughs’ CILs are not negotiable, themain 
remaining element that is negotiable and could be impacted on in suchcircumstances is the level of affordable 
housing contributions. Cumulatively andacross the boroughs, this uplift could lead to a more significant impact 
onaffordable housing provision. The simplistic approach fails to take account ofthe complex realities of 
development in a borough like Richmond, which hasmany land constraints and very few opportunities for larger 
scale developments.It mainly comprises of small brownfield sites for development, which can bemore complex 
than larger schemes, and where on these sites the Council isgenerally seeking a mix of uses including lower value 
employment andaffordable housing. 
It should also be noted that unlike many other London boroughs, in Richmond all sites for residential 
developments, including the development or conversion ofone residential unit, are subject to affordable housing 
contributions as justifiedby robust and sound evidence. Therefore, this needs to be taken into account inthe MCIL2 
viability testing scenarios as MCIL is not the only contributionrequired from developers on schemes for 1-9 
residential units. The Mayor’sViability Evidence document does not consider the cumulative impact of developer 
contributions on schemes at a local level.                                                                                     The MCIL2 Viability 
Evidence document concludes that the average house price per Borough is still an appropriate mechanism for 
assessing viability characteristics across London and that residential values remain a good proxy for viability 
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characteristics of non-residential uses. The Mayor’s broad brush approach to application of MCIL2 does not 
sufficiently take into account local viability evidence that has been presented and accepted at Examinations for 
borough Charging Schedules adopted post MCIL1 where it has been demonstrated even a low CIL rate could 
unacceptably push the margins of viability. 

LB Southwark Southwark supports the broad purpose of the Mayoral CIL which places a levy on development across London to 
raise funds which the Mayor can then invest in strategically significant major transport infrastructure.MCIL2 
presents a timely opportunity to secure additional funding for the strategically significant Bakerloo line extension, 
and help to close the funding gap, alongside other strategic transport infrastructure projects including Crossrail 
2.Whilst Southwark is supportive in principle of the collaborative funding mechanism of the Mayoral CIL which 
facilitates the delivery of these major transport projects, the Council is cautious to ensure the proposed charges on 
development will not compromise more localised regeneration aspirations. This is particularly pertinent in areas 
where development viability is more marginal.Our response encourages the Mayor to consider how MCIL2 could 
support and contribute towards the Bakerloo line extension as well as providing justification for the exclusion of the 
Elephant & Castle Opportunity Area from the proposed Central London MCIL2 charging zone, as was previously 
agreed during the negotiation period for MCIL1. 
Justification for Elephant and Castle’s exclusion from the MCIL2 Central London Charging Zone:The new 
charges proposed by MCIL2 will increase the levy placed on development compared to the existing MCIL1 and 
Crossrail S106 charges in order raise sufficient funds to deliver Crossrail 2. We note that the proposed charges 
will increase for all types of development apart from the charge on office uses within the central charging zone. 
Here we have calculated the levy placed on commercial development within the central area will decrease by 
11%, however – given Elephant and Castle’s current exclusion from the central charging area – the changes for 
Elephant and Castle would be far greater, with the charge on office development set to increase by over 300%.It is 
also worth noting that we do not consider the retail charge should extend into Elephant and Castle because the 
Council wants to enable existing traders to continue to operate in the area as they contribute towards the area’s 
distinct character and fulfil an important niche. The New Southwark Plan and Elephant and Castle SPD seek to 
secure affordable retail space in the Elephant and Castle Opportunity Area and so any increase in CIL rates on 
retail in this area would undermine these objectives. 
Funding of the Bakerloo Line Extension: 
The Mayor will be aware of the significant funding shortfall associated to the delivery of the Bakerloo line extension 
which remains. As stated, it is Southwark Council’s belief that MCIL2 presents a timely opportunity to secure 
additional source of funding. We are in the process of exploring a number of ways development in the Old Kent 
Road Opportunity Area can contribute, however these can only go so far. Accordingly additional funding will 
almost certainly be required with the wider success of the opportunity area likely to be determined by the ability to 
improve transport connections and attract investment. Given the importance of the Bakerloo line extension as one 
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of London major growth corridors, the Council considers that it would be appropriate for MCIL2 receipts collected 
within the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area to be directed towards the funding of the Bakerloo line extension 
project. This would complement the raising of the CIL tariff within the Old Kent Road Opportunity Area and the 
joint work underway with TfL to capture business rate increments.Southwark Council would be happy to work with 
TfL and The London Borough of Lewisham to make an estimate of the likely MCIL 2 receipts within Southwark 
based on current pre-applications and applications. Whilst this is only likely to cover a part of the required funding 
it would provide significant political endorsement, which is essential to the projects ultimate delivery. 

LB Tower Hamlets The Council welcomes the above consultation on a levy that proposes to fund the exciting Crossrail 2 project. 
There are a number of matters the Council would like to raise in response to the consultation: 
Proposed MCIL2 charging rates for all development in London 
The Council notes that the methodology for the viability evidence supporting the proposed rate varies from the 
methods that tend to apply to viability evidence supporting local CIL Charging Schedules. The Council appreciates 
the challenges of setting such rates over such a large area and considers the approach taken (i.e. basing the rates 
on a % of house prices) on the face of it seems reasonable.The Council hopes that the Mayor of London will 
consider allocating some of the funding raised by this rate to strategic transport projects in Tower Hamlets. 
Proposed MCIL2 charging rates for office, retail and hotel in Central London and Isle of Dogs 
The Council has a number of significant concerns with the application of these charges: 
Proposed boundaries 
The Crossrail SPG’s ‘Central London Crossrail S.106 contribution area’ in Tower Hamlets principally mirrored the 
boundary of the Central Activities Zone (CAZ). The Council notes that the boundary for this CIL charge does not 
mirror the CAZ. The application of the charge to the CAZ followed some logic and to deviate from it requires 
explanation. The evidence supporting the PDCS contains no evidence to support the location of the boundaries. 
The Council notes that the boundary has been extended into Whitechapel and would highlight that the viability 
characteristics of Whitechapel vary significantly from the areas within the CAZ that are required to accommodate 
the charge. The Council requests that the boundary is amended to reflect that of the SPG charge. 
The boundary for the ‘Isle of Dogs’ charge extends into south Poplar, up to East India Dock Road. As with the 
central London charge, no justification has been provided for the placement of the boundary and the Council 
would note that the viability characteristics of the area between Aspen Way/West India Dock road and East India 
Dock Road are significantly different to the south of this area 
To the south the boundary does not seem logical; it excludes several sites such as Westferry Printworks where it 
would be more logical to run the boundary east to west through Millwall Outer Dock. The Council can see no 
substantive evidence to justify the locations of the boundaries and requests that evidence is provided in this 
regard. The Council would welcome an opportunity to work more closely with TfL to provide a local context to the 
boundary placements. 
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Proposed Rates 
With regards to the rates applicable to the ‘City Fringe’ area of Tower Hamlets, the Council notes that these 
charges seem to have been informed by interpretations of viability evidence that supported Local CIL rates for 
Westminster. The relevance of this area to Tower Hamlets in viability terms is very limited.With regards to the 
rates proposed on the Isle of Dogs, the Council notes that the evidence supporting the charges is very limited and 
principally extends to paragraph 9.5.8. This paragraph references a study undertaken in 2013, so it is out of date 
and therefore of limited relevance. In addition, this paragraph only refers to retail development and doesn’t touch 
on office or hotel development. 
The Council doesn’t see why the proposed charges, particularly the charges applicable to the Isle of Dogs can’t be 
the subject of more location-specific viability appraisals, much like local Charging Schedules are. This is 
particularly relevant given the scale and potential effect of the proposed charges. 
The Council would like to highlight that it would be incorrect to assume that the fact that schemes have been able 
to afford the current Crossrail SPG charge means the charge is viable. The charge has impacted on delivery of 
levels of affordable housing on mixed use schemes. We understand that the delivery of strategic transport projects 
are a London Plan priority but so is the delivery of affordable housing so the application of a new CIL charge must 
be one that is subject to extensive levels of rigour. 
Other matters 
There are a couple of other minor points that we should highlight: 
• Table 5 of the evidence base document has Tower Hamlets’ low rate as zero. Whilst the Council has had a 
number of strategic sites zero rated, this is misleading and a rate of £35 per sq. m should be described. 
• Table 18 of the evidence base document doesn’t contain information relating to Tower Hamlets’ affordable 
housing policy. 

LB Waltham Forest In general the London Borough of Waltham Forest (LBWF) is supportive of proposals to review Mayoral CIL, 
however we have significant concerns about the impact this will have on development viability within our Borough 
and in particular the likely impact on the delivery of affordable housing. In addition, the increase in Mayoral CIL is 
also likely to have an adverse impact on our ability to secure local infrastructure via Local CIL and s.106 
contributions. Although we fully acknowledge the importance of strategic infrastructure, such as Crossrail 2, 
investment in more local infrastructure investment is no less important and is also needed to support sustainable 
growth.The Council is generally supportive of the Mayor’s intentions that MCIL2 will be used to fund a proportion 
of Crossrail 2 and recognises the importance of improving strategic transport connections across London, 
particularly with the improvements to the north-south linkages. Developments within London should continue to 
contribute towards funding these necessary infrastructure costs. The LBWF would also like to express support for 
the process of MCIL more generally in terms of the administrative functions of collecting, reporting and transferring 
this funding over to Transport for London (TfL). The LBWF is supportive of the Mayor’s focus on the Upper Lee 
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Valley OAPF, including the ongoing transport and bus study being undertaken by the GLA and TfL and has been 
fully engaged with this process. Given that the current Crossrail 2 proposal does not have any stations or lines that 
run directly through the borough, until the study mentioned above has been completed we will be unable to fully 
comprehend the benefits that Crossrail 2 may have for residents in the LBWF. 
The proposed stations at Tottenham Hale, Northumberland Park, Angel Road and Ponders End may potentially 
provide east-west cross linkages into the northern end of the borough from the London Boroughs of Haringey and 
Enfield. However the north of the borough is not currently identified as a key growth area within our Local Plan, so 
any potential benefits cannot be fully comprehended without further evidence and research. The Council is 
supportive of the further work being undertaken for the Upper Lee Valley area and we look forward to this 
information being shared as part of the upcoming London Plan.The current key growth areas as identified in the 
LBWF Local Plan consist of the Lea Bridge and Leyton area (formerly known as the Northern Olympic Fringe 
area), Blackhorse Lane, Walthamstow Town Centre and Wood Street. The Council is currently in the process of 
undertaking a Local Plan review. The Local Development Scheme (LDS) was approved by Council in July 2017 
and a direction of travel document is due to be consulted on in autumn 2017. Growth will be a major focus of the 
new Local Plan and the key growth areas will be reviewed through this process. 
The MCIL2 PDCS proposes to move LBWF from the Charging Band 3 up to the Charging Band 2, which will 
increase the price per square metre for developers from £20 to £60. This is a threefold increase and is significant 
when compared with the current local Waltham Forest CIL rates of £65 and £70 per square metre for residential 
development and will undoubtedly have an impact on development viability which as we all know is likely to reduce 
numbers of affordable housing units coming forward. Given that we are currently undertaking a review of our local 
Waltham Forest CIL Charging Schedule, which includes a local viability study and local house price analysis, we 
propose to keep the GLA and TfL updated and would like to work collaboratively together through the September 
to November period this year to develop a comprehensive understanding of growth and local housing information 
in different areas of the borough and the impact that this is having on viability and the deliverability of proposed 
developments together with the impacts on local infrastructure and services. We would also like to explore the 
possibility of introducing a 4th Charging Band into MCIL2, which could highlight the difference in house prices for 
boroughs that are currently identified in Band 2 in the MCIL2 PDCS.  

LB Wandsworth As at 1 April 2017, Wandsworth has contributed £22.5m to Mayoral CommunityInfrastructure Levy 1 (MCIL1) and 
the MCIL 2016 Biennial Review recorded Wandsworth’s contributions to date as the fifth highest in London. As 
development in Wandsworth has already contributed significant sums to Crossrail, which is considered to have 
little direct benefit for residents, it is essential that MCIL2 proceeds are invested in strategic infrastructure that 
benefits South West London and that alternative transport projects that serve the borough are funded by MCIL2 in 
the absence of Crossrail 2.                                                                                                                                                                                                   
2. MCIL2 Charging Bands 
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As was the case prior to MCIL1, the consultation Viability Evidence document shows that in terms of house prices, 
Wandsworth is on the border of band 1 and band 2 for MCIL2 proposed rates. At the MCIL1 Examination in Public 
it was argued that when natural break statistical methodology is employed, Wandsworth is closer to band 2 house 
prices. This point was accepted, with the Inspector recommending that the Mayor reconsider the banding for 
Wandsworth. The Mayor chose not to implement any change in banding, citing the borough’s emerging CIL 
Charging Schedule as evidence the rates were affordable. This issue is still relevant to MCIL2 as the level of 
overall developer contributions that developments can sustain whilst still remaining viable has a maximum at any 
point in time. 
If the level of Mayoral CIL charged is disproportionate when compared with other London boroughs with similar 
house prices, this has a disproportionate effect on the level of borough CIL that can be charged when borough 
rates are reviewed, potentially resulting in a wider gap between local infrastructure requirements and funding 
available than in other London boroughs and an associated disproportionate impact on the level of affordable 
housing that can be delivered or the ability to secure developer contributions for required site specific mitigation. 
Nine Elms Vauxhall Opportunity Area 
The Council objects to the inclusion of parts of the Nine Elms Vauxhall Opportunity Area (OA) in the Central 
London Charging Area in the strongest possible terms. The Developer Infrastructure Funding Study (DIFS) report 
for the OA recommended a tariff for the area based on an assessment of the need to fund the infrastructure 
necessary to support development and the viability of development. The evidence in the report was used directly 
to inform the setting of the Council’s own CIL rates, and taking account of the current Mayoral CIL rates. Factoring 
in indexation, the current OA CIL rates (Mayoral and Borough) are consistent with the projected DIFS 2016 tariff 
and therefore the proposed significant increase in MCIL2 for Office, Retail and Hotel use would have a direct 
impact the viability of development in the area and consequently on the level of funding that could be secured for 
infrastructure to directly support and enable the delivery of the OA, including the NorthernLine Extension. 
At the Examination into the Mayor’s Crossrail SPG which introduced the original tariff for a Central London 
Charging Area, the Council successfully argued that the Nine Elms Vauxhall Opportunity Area should be exempt 
from the charge. The Council considers the reasons which justified the exclusion of OAs from the original charging 
zone remain pertinent and the DIFS report provides the viability evidence base and justification for excluding the 
Nine Elms Vauxhall OA from the proposed MCIL2 Central London Charging Area. The Council does not consider 
that State Aid rules apply as the CIL Regulations require that viability is taken into account when Charging Area 
zones are proposed and the OA would still be subject tothe standard MCIL2 charge. 
The Central London Charging Area map supplied in the consultation documents is very poor and GIS layers have 
been requested from the Mayor to facilitate more detailed examination of the proposals. It appears that within 
Wandsworth the proposed Charging Area roughly, though not exactly, aligns with the Central Activities Zone and 
includes significant sites such as Battersea Power Station, New Covent Garden Market and the Royal Mail Group 
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site. The MCIL2 PDCS Supporting Information concludes that ‘the Mayor does not consider his proposed MCIL 
rates will impede delivery in the London Plan’s Opportunity Areas’.However, it is not clear on what evidence this 
assumption is made and whether the specific circumstances of each OA have been taken into consideration. 

London Councils  Summary 
London Councils supports and actively seeks the delivery of Crossrail2 (CR2) and recognises that this is a vital 
piece of strategic infrastructure for the future economy of the capital as well as the wider UK economy. This will be 
of increasing importance to accommodate the continued rapid growth of London’s population over the next 20 
years. We also recognise that the current MCIL1 has been a success in raising revenue for Crossrail1 and is 
generally well understood by developers and planners. We therefore principally support the continuation of MCIL 
to part fund CR2. However, we have a number of concerns regarding the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule 
that we hope the Mayor will consider as the proposals for MCIL2 are further developed. Broadly, these are:  
• the impact that the proposed rate increases in bands 1 and 2 will have on development viability and on certain 
boroughs’ ability to secure funding for other local and sub-regional priorities (this is particularly the case for those 
facing increases of 31per cent such as the boroughs of Enfield and Waltham Forest);  
• as there is still a degree of uncertainty around the future of the CR2 project, there should be full accountability for 
any other uses to which this funding might be put in future years. Boroughs should therefore be involved in the 
decision making process for any infrastructure projects that will be funded by this mechanism, were CR2 not to go 
ahead; and   
• the proposed commitment to review the MCIL every two years is too long given the period of economic 
uncertainty and instability that lies ahead. We believe that annual reviews, at least in the first few years, should be 
undertaken to ensure that the MCIL rates are not negatively impacting on local infrastructure projects or affordable 
housing delivery. 
The potential impact of MCIL2 on London boroughs 
London Councils is concerned that the increased rates for MCIL2 will have on boroughs’ ability to secure funding 
for other local and sub-regional priorities that are currently funded through developer contributions through local 
CILs. The proposed Mayoral CIL could have a significant impact on boroughs’ ability to fund local improvements or 
the provision of onsite measures necessary to allow development to go ahead through developer contributions, 
particularly in the case of those boroughs that would be most adversely affected by the proposed rate changes 
such as Enfield and Waltham Forest that face a 31per cent rise in MCIL levels from 2019. There is a risk that lack 
of investment in other infrastructure could actually undermine some of the benefits to be generated from MCIL2 
and it is essential that the different priorities are carefully balanced. Some Boroughs are concerned that the 
proposed higher levels of MCIL contributions will adversely impact the provision of affordable housing and local 
infrastructure improvements, particularly in lower value areas. Higher levels of MCIL contributions will impact upon 
the viability of development schemes. In many cases there will be less money left available for Section 106 
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contributions to provide affordable housing and for funding local infrastructure. The responses of individual 
boroughs will provide the necessary evidence to highlight the potential adverse impacts that MCIL2 can have on 
lower values areas. From a technical perspective, we are not convinced that the supporting evidence sufficiently 
justifies why the rates will increase for boroughs in Bands 1 and 2 by £15 above current rates of indexation i.e. 
from £50/sqm to £80/sqm (Band 1) and from £35/sqm to £60/sqm (Band 2) compared with £65/sqm and £45/sqm 
respectively if they were simply uprated by inflation (the index used is the BCIS All-in tender price index). The 
supporting evidence seems to justify the new rates by suggesting that as a proportion of average house prices 
they will remain in line with the exiting rates. There are serious problems with using London house price inflation 
as a benchmark for normal or sustainable cost rises. Using house price indexation to justify the higher rates within 
these bands, purely because residential remains the dominant development type in London in 2015-16 (p.10-11 of 
the Viability Evidence Base), seems to be too simplistic and warrants further analysis. Furthermore, outer London 
boroughs will be competing with places outside London where the Mayoral CIL charge does not apply. There is a 
risk that developers will choose surrounding areas of the South East in preference to the capital particularly in 
places where they can benefit from the improved accessibility of Crossrail without being charged CIL. Given that 
around 40% of the transport benefits and more than 30% of the new housing as a result of CR2 will be realised in 
areas outside London, we believe that consideration should be given to how local authorities surrounding London 
in the Greater South East could contribute to the scheme. 
Clarity around what MCIL will be spent on 
London Councils wishes to see CR2 fully funded; however, there remains uncertainty regarding how the project 
will be funded and, as such, it is still unclear as to whether the project will actually go ahead. Given this 
uncertainty, London Boroughs believe there should be greater clarity about which projects the levy would fund 
were CR2 not to go ahead. As mentioned above, the current MCIL has been successful partly because it has a 
clear purpose and is simple to understand. Any tax or revenue raising mechanism that does not have a clear 
purpose faces questions over its legitimacy and buy-in by those paying and administering it. If the CR2 project 
does not go ahead, then a mechanism must be created to ensure that boroughs are part 11. of the decision 
making process regarding any other infrastructure projects that will be funded by this mechanism. London 
Councils also encourages further exploration of alternative funding models, such as tax increment 12. financing 
(TIF) and would like to see a renewed commitment from the government to give the power to London to raise a 
business rates infrastructure supplement as part of the previous governments’ plans for 100 per cent business 
rates retention.  
More frequent impact reviews 
Given the uncertainty over the wider economy and the potential risks for local developments as a result of the 
proposed rate increases, we believe that if MCIL2 is introduced the impact of the charge should be carefully 
monitored and revisions made to it if it proves to be having unacceptable impacts on either the level of developer 
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contributions secured by boroughs or the amount of development that is coming forward in London. There is a 
commitment to review the impact of MCIL2 every two years. However, we believe it would be more appropriate to 
undertake annual reviews – at least in the first few years of the CIL - so levy rates can be amended if necessary.  

London First London First strongly support Crossrail 2 and believe it to be essential to support London’s continued growth 
delivering new homes and jobs. We also support the principle of a continued low flat Mayoral CIL charge to 
contribute towards funding Crossrail 2. However, we believe that this CIL review should be carried out in parallel 
with and inform the preparation of a new London Plan. MCIL 2 has an ambitious fundraising target of £4.5bn 
(compared to £600m for MCIL1). If this target is going to be met it is crucial that the London Plan is pro-growth and 
delivers the development required to pay for Crossrail 2 through planning decisions at a strategic and borough 
level. We have some further detailed comments on the proposed charging schedule, particularly the Central 
London and Isle of Dogs charges and the JLL evidence base which we set out below. Crossrail Section 
106/Central London and Isle of Dogs CIL Charges:We welcome the overhaul of the Mayor’s Crossrail Section 106 
and the principle of replacement with the CIL charge for Central London and the Isle of Dogs, operationally, this 
should simplify the process for calculating Mayoral CIL liability. However, we have some concern with the scale of 
the increase in proposed charges and the lack of suitable evidence to demonstrate that these charges will not 
have an adverse impact on development viability. 
Hotel and Retail charges: 
Hotels and retail uses face the biggest proposed increase in charges across both the Central London and the Isle 
of Dogs areas. We are concerned that the JLL Viability Evidence Base does not demonstrate that the impact of 
these proposed charges has been fully tested. Further evidence should be provided to demonstrate that the 
proposed increase in hotel and retail charges will not have an adverse impact on development viability based on 
real life examples rather than a buffer analysis of borough level CIL charges for the same class of 
uses.Cumulative Impact of the CIL charges on development viability and housing delivery:We are concerned that 
there is already an increasing burden of costs placed on development in the capital making it even more 
challenging to deliver viable schemes. These costs include planning policy requirements (design and sustainability 
standards), Section 106 planning obligations, borough CIL and Mayoral CIL. In addition, the recently published 
Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) shows that there has been a consistent significant undersupply of both general 
housing and affordable since at least 2011. We believe that the increase in MCIL 2 charges, if not properly tested, 
could make development viability increasingly challenging and exacerbate the under delivery of housing including 
affordable. The cumulative impact of development costs including Mayoral and borough planning policy 
requirements, CIL, planning obligations and affordable housing should be fully assessed in the evidence base 
through real life examples and scenario testing that looks at the full scope of development costs rather than simply 
a buffer analysis of borough CIL evidence bases. The Mayor should also require boroughs to undertake a timely 
review of their own CIL and local plan to take into account MCIL 2 rates and the policies of the new London Plan.  



Organisation Comments Made 
Evidence Base 
We have raised several questions about the adequacy of the evidence base, particularly in respect of the 
proposed charges for the Central London and Isle of Dogs area. We are strongly of the view that more evidence 
base work should be undertaken particularly scenario testing that looks at real life examples and actual 
development costs at borough level including MCIL, borough CIL and affordable housing targets.  

Nine Elms Vauxhall 
Landowners 

The Vauxhall Nine Elms Battersea Opportunity Area (VNEBOA) was created as part of the 2008 London Plan. 
MCIL2 Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule 
We also wish to comment on the draft Regulation 123 list. The Supporting Information states at paragraph 1.9 that 
“The Mayor proposes to use his MCIL2 to help meet part of the cost of the Crossrail 2 project, which is a strategic 
priority to support growth and development in Greater London. The Mayor may however choose to apply his 
MCIL2 to any other strategically important transport project that is listed in the PDCS (paragraphs 11 and 12) 
states only that the funds will be used for Crossrail 2. If it is the intention to allow MCIL2 to be used for other 
projects that is listed in the London Plan, as may be altered from time to time” However, the draft Regulation 123 
list in the PDCS (paragraphs 11 and 12) states only that the funds will be used for Crossrail 2. If it is the intention 
to allow MCIL2 to be used for other projects listed in the London Plan, as stated in the Supporting Information, the 
Regulation 123 list should reflect this – or the former statement should be withdrawn and the position clarified. 
MCIL2 Viability Evidence Base 
We wish to comment on the following aspects of this document: 
• Chapter 10: MCIL2 Central London charging areaThe Viability Evidence Base, prepared by JLL, comments thus 
on the rationale for changing the boundary for the Central London charging area:The current Crossrail S106 
boundary (excluding the Isle of Dogs) is an amended version the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) defined in the 
London Plan. The boundary was modified during the examination process to remove areas of Lambeth and 
Wandsworth due to viability concerns at the time. 1 kilometer radii around Crossrail stations at Paddington and 
Liverpool Street based on impact of development on congestion are edged dashed blue.As part of the MCIL2 
vibility analysis we have proposed an MCIL2 Central London charging area that reinstates part of Lambeth, 
Wandsworth and Southwark as per the London Plan CAZ boundary and that incorporates the 1KM zones around 
Paddington and Liverpool Street stations along natural road boundaries to avoid situations where parts of 
buildings are captured. A consolidated boundary for MCIL2 purposes (excluding the Isle of Dogs) is presented in 
Figure 9.The inclusion of the parts of the CAZ south of the river that are currently excluded reflects the very 
significant commercial developments taking place in this area. Of particular significance is the major pre-letting of 
much of the office content of the Battersea Power Station development to Apple as well as the commercial content 
of the Shell Centre redevelopment. The levels of rent/value in these south of the river locations demonstrate that 
these are now properly part of Central London for viability purposes.We do not consider that reference to three 
office deals is sufficient evidence to support the significant impacts identified above. The significant challenges in 
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bringing forward new developments in the OA and the costs involved in funding new social and physical 
infrastructure for a new suburb of London are not altered by these three transactions. 
Conclusions 
In conclusion, whilst the Landowners Group does not object to the need to fund the Crossrail 2 project, we 
consider that the proposed change in the boundary of the Central London Charging Area to include the VNEB OA 
has not been properly evidenced, and would have a harmful impact on the viability of consented developments 
and therefore should not be changed. The scale of the potential impact is significant enough to influence 
investment and development decisions, and could discourage the development of commercial offices with impacts 
on job creation, growth and infrastructure funding in the area. 

OPDC OPDC is generally supportive of the review of Mayoral CIL and recognises the need for development to support 
the delivery of strategic transport infrastructure, in this case Crossrail 2.The Regulation 19 OPDC Local Plan 
evidence base demonstrates that it will be challenging to fund infrastructure and deliver significant levels of 
Affordable Housing. As such, OPDC requests that the viability evidence produced in support of the Local Plan is 
fully considered in the development of the MCIL2 Draft Charging Schedule and that OPDC is placed in the 
appropriate MCIL2 charging band. All of this evidence is available on the OPDC website but if you would like us to 
provide you with copies of the relevant studies, we would be happy to do so. 

RB Greenwich The Royal Borough is supportive of a levy to help fund Crossrail 2, and considers that MCIL1 has been a 
successful mechanism with which to collect funds to support Crossrail. 
The Royal Borough is supportive of the proposed rates from April 2019. The banding of boroughs into Charging 
Zones is an appropriate means with which to set rates, taking account of the proximity to the new route and 
therefore the varying levels of benefit across London. 

RB Kensington & 
Chelsea 

The Council is supportive of the principle of MCIL2 as part of the potential funding package for Crossrail 2. The 
Council also accepts that in general, from the viability evidence presented, that the likely impact on the delivery of 
residential and commercial development in the borough will be de minimis.However, the Council does have a 
specific concern in relation to the Kensal CanalsideOpportunity Area and the potential impact on overall viability. 
The Council considers that thisissue should be addressed in more detail by the Mayor. The Mayor’s approach 
appears to rely on the fact that the bulk of predicted housing supply comes from Opportunity Areas in the lower 
charging bands and therefore considers that MCIL2 rates will not impede delivery of the London Plan’s 
Opportunity Areas.The Council therefore believes that more detailed viability modelling is required for the Kensal 
Canalside Opportunity Area to determine the impact on deliverability, and whether the proposed increase in 
charges can be justified. Indeed, the Examiner of the Council’s own CIL Charging Schedule, which took effect in 
April 2015, set a zero charge for the Kensal Opportunity Area on the basis that he was not satisfied there was 
insufficient evidence to support the treatment of the site in the same way as other sites in the same CIL charging 
zone.It is also noted that the Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation (OPDC) area, which is similar in 
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nature and directly adjacent to the Kensal Opportunity Area, is within Band 2 and has a lower charge of £60/m2. 
The Mayor should consider whether, in viability terms, the Kensal Opportunity Area is more similar to the OPDC 
area than the rest of the Borough and should therefore be subject to a similar charging rate.The Mayor should also 
note that viability varies significantly across the Borough, particularlyfrom north to south, which is reflected in the 
Council’s own CIL Charging Schedule where rates are generally lower in the north and higher in the south of the 
Borough.I trust you will find these comments useful. If you have any queries regarding the Council’s response, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 

RB Kingston There is overwhelming support for Crossrail 2, and with plans set to serve all ten of the Borough's stations the 
Council welcome the Mayor's ambition to see it delivered. The Council recognises that Crossrail 2 is critical to 
addressing the housing deficit in London and see it as an opportunity to provide local jobs with good access to 
clients and markets across London. The Council supports the mayors intended use of MCIL 2 to help meet part of 
the cost of the Crossrail 2 project.The Council is in strong agreement with the CIL rates set out in the Mayor's 
MCIL 2 Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule, in which the Royal Borough of Kingston is retained in band 2 (£60 
per sq m). The Council do not see the increase from c£45 per sq m for MCIL 1 (including indexation) to £60 per sq 
m at the point of adoption (April 2019) as having a critically detrimental impact on the viability of development in 
the Borough.The Council would also like to take the opportunity to offer its support for the proposed removal from 
April 2019 of the current S106 charge which currently applies to developments within 1km of Crossrail 1 stations. 
The Council would have to consider its position carefully should the Mayor propose to impose S106 charges for 
Crossrail 2 on top of MCIL 2.Overall, the Royal borough of Kingston upon Thames is in support of the Mayor's 
MCIL 2 Preliminary Draft Charging schedule. 

Sainsbury's  Sainsbury’s welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule consultation. We 
share the Greater London Authority’s (GLA) view that the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) should contribute 
effectively to the provision of vital infrastructure in a way that provides certainty and clarity for developers, councils 
and local communities. However, we are concerned that a disproportionate increase in the level of CIL would 
reduce the ability of redevelopment schemes to contribute towards other public benefits, for example affordable 
housing provision. 
 
A key barrier to redeveloping Sainsbury’s stores is viability. Any viability assessment must factor in loss/disruption 
of trade associated with the redevelopment. This is a cost that must be borne in addition to potential CIL, 
affordable housing requirements and other planning gain. When loss of trade is added to other contributions the 
‘do nothing’ option is often the most sensible one for our retail business. 
 
Sainsbury’s therefore recommends that any increase in fixed costs such as CIL are given full consideration within 
viability assessments. 
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Savills for Guy's 
Trust 

Whilst we support the principle of a continued low Mayoral CIL charge to contribute funding towards Crossrail 2, 
we are concerned with the proposed rise in rates and their impact on viability when considered together with 
Borough CIL rates and the Mayor’s approach to affordable housing thresholds. We are particularly concerned with 
the extension of the Central London charging area and the proposed rate increases for retail, office and hotel 
uses. 
MCIL2 Rates 
The proposed increase to Mayoral CIL rates should be fully justified by viability testing of generic and site specific 
testing across a range of different uses across all London Boroughs. We have fundamental concerns with the top-
down approach to viability and utilising average house prices across the Boroughs to justify the proposed increase 
to MCIL1 rates. In the absence of viability testing it is not clear what the impact of the increased rates will be on 
the delivery of development within Greater London. 
The proposed rates have not been tested having regard to implemented Borough CIL rates and therefore it is 
fundamental that the proposed MCIL2 in conjunction with the adopted Borough rates do not result in viability 
constraints for future development. Furthermore, the increased rates should be considered within the context of all 
planning obligations, including the Mayor’s approach to affordable housing thresholds within the Affordable 
Housing and Viability SPG. It is vital that the proposed rates are tested having regard to the cumulative impact all 
obligations to ensure that the increased CIL rates do not place an unacceptable burden on development and 
subsequent risk to delivery. Viability testing is inherent to the CIL Examination process and we therefore urge the 
Mayor to undertake viability testing for a range of uses across all Boroughs to demonstrate that the proposed rate 
increases are fully evidenced and justified. 
Conclusions 
The increase in Mayoral CIL rates represents an additional obligation and therefore must be assessed holistically 
to establish the cumulative impact of CIL and existing planning obligations, particularly in relation to the emerging 
approach to affordable housing thresholds, to ensure that the delivery of development would not be threatened by 
its introduction.                                                                                                                                                         
We have significant concerns with the extension of the Central London area to include parts of LB Lambeth and 
the impact this could have on the delivery of key regeneration sites within the Waterloo Opportunity, a policy 
initiative furthered by the Mayor within the London Plan and supplementary guidance. Furthermore, the extension 
of the area and the proposed rates are not justified by sufficient viability evidence and the impact has not been 
tested having regard to Borough CIL rates and up-to-date affordable housing requirements.                                                                                                                                                       
We would therefore strongly advise that viability testing and appraisals, generic and site specific, be undertaken 
across a range of sites and Boroughs, for the Draft Charging Schedule stage of consultation.  

Savills for House 
builder Consortium 

MCIL2 Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule Consultation representation submitted on behalf of a House 
Builder Consortium 
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This representation has been prepared by Savills on behalf of a House Builder Consortium comprising (in 
alphabetical order):  
• Redrow Homes Limited London; and  
• Taylor Wimpey Central London. Hereafter known as the ‘Consortium’Conclusion The assessment of planned 
development and its viability is an inherent test of the CIL Examination, making the following points significant:  
• Incorrect Approach to Viability – The Consortium have fundamental concerns with the top-down approach to the 
viability analysis and utilising average house prices across the boroughs to justify an increase to the current 
MCIL1 rates. In the absence of generic or site specific viability testing it is not clear what impact the increased 
rates may have on residential development coming forward across the boroughs; 
• Unviable Rates – The Mayoral CIL sits alongside the individual borough’s CIL Charging Schedules. The 
individual borough’s rates would have been tested and set on the basis of the lower MCIL1 rates. It has been 
highlighted that the proposed MCIL2 rates for Band 1 and Band 2 are 23% and 31% higher than the current 
MCIL1 rates were index forecast to be in April 2019. Whilst CIL rates can be reviewed by the Charging Authority, 
this is a time consuming and expensive process. It is fundamental that the proposed MCIL2, in conjunction with 
the individual borough rates, do not result in viability constraints for future development across the boroughs; 
• Application of Buffer - It is fundamental that a minimum viability cushion of 30% should be adopted within the 
proposed MCIL2 rates to minimise risk to the housing supply, particularly when the housing delivery is historically 
not meeting the required need especially in respect of affordable housing. This is particularly important in light of a 
number of uncertainties within the wider political and economic backdrop alongside general property market 
fluctuations;  
• Charging Bands – The Mayor has proposed differential CIL rates by ‘Area’ (or geography) and has altered some 
of the boroughs contained within three bands. Whilst the principle of applying differential rates is not questioned, 
comparing Savills’ house price heat map it is clear that these boundaries and suggested differential CIL rates 
cannot be justified in terms of value areas and risks preventing some potential development sites from being 
viable and therefore deliverable across the plan period;  
• Effective Operation of CIL – The Consortium have raised their concerns in regards to the operation of MCIL1 and 
MCIL2 and seek further clarification on this. Furthermore, further justification for the proposed instalments policy 
and approach to relief is welcomed;  
• Risk to Housing Delivery - In light of the above, the Consortium are concerned that the proposed MCIL2 rates will 
exacerbate the consistent under delivery of housing and affordable housing across Greater London and ultimately 
risks the delivery of the London Plan housing targets beyond 2019. We would therefore strongly advise that 
viability testing and appraisals, generic and site specific, be undertaken across a range of sites and boroughs, for 
the Draft Charging Schedule stage of consultation. 
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Moving forward, the Consortium and Savills are open to a meeting with the Mayor and GLA and its advisors to 
discuss the approach taken and to discuss common ground in advance of the Draft Charging Schedule being 
proposed. 

South Bank 
Employer's Group 

South Bank Employers’ Group (SBEG) is pleased to make representations in response to the current consultation 
on Mayoral CIL2 and the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule. 
At present, Waterloo and South Bank is subject to MCIL1 but not to the higher Crossrail SPD charge within the 
Central London Charging Area - CLCA. Our concern is that MCIL2 PDCS will change the boundary of CLCA so 
that it includes the Waterloo Opportunity Area. For schemes within the amended boundary, this would result in the 
development being within the new charging schedule of £185 per square m for offices, £165 per square m for 
retail, and £140 per square m for hotels. We believe that the combination of the proposed inclusion of Waterloo 
and South Bank within the CLCA, the application of the significantly higher rates, and the absence of exceptional 
circumstances relief represents a very real threat to vitally important improvements and enhancements in South 
Bank, if MCIL2 is to be used only for Crossrail 2. 
We are not convinced by the MCIL2 Viability Evidence Base. The evidence presented is not sufficient to warrant 
the negative impacts that we have detailed here. On the contrary, the inclusion of South Bank and Waterloo within 
the CLCA charging bands would have potentially disastrous consequences for the future investment that parts of 
the South Bank so clearly need. 

Sport England Sport England has reviewed the Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule, the supporting information and the viability 
evidence base and have concerns with the consultation documents. 
The Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule, namely Tables 1, 2, and 3, sets out the charging rates for the Mayor’s 
CIL.  Table 3 states that the charging rate for the developments used wholly or mainly for the provision of any 
medical or health service or for education (as a school, college or institute of higher education) would be nil.  
Educational facilities can contain sports facilities that can be made available to the local community outside school 
hours which is vital in many areas of London to meet the sporting needs of a community where there are many 
competing demands on land.  The proposal to charge a nil rate for educational facilities is therefore welcomed.  
However, it is rarely viable for community sports facilities, such as a leisure centres, to pay CIL but the Preliminary 
Draft Charging Schedule would appear to require sport, leisure and recreational development to pay the levy.  The 
requirement for such developments to pay the Mayor’s CIL could have considerable negative implications on the 
scheme coming forward and therefore compromise DCMS and Sport England’s strategies, and the Mayors 
direction of travel, to achieve an active and healthy London and nation.  Sport England therefore object to the 
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule’s requirement for sport, leisure and recreation facilities being required to pay 
the Mayor’s CIL and would seek that such development and uses are included within Table 3 with a charging rate 
of nil. 
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SW London Mental 
Health Trust 

Our Trust is currently undertaking a major redevelopment, and we write with specific regard to our Springfield 
Hospital site in Tooting (London Borough of Wandsworth).Our outline planning permission was granted in 2012 
following the introduction of Mayoral CIL. At present the housing that we will deliver will be liable for MCIL at £50 
per sq m. Given that CIL is calculated at the time that the last of the reserved matters is approved, however, 
MCIL2 now presents us with the prospect that we will now have to find £80 per sq m for the residential floor 
space.We have been committed throughout the programme to delivering excellent patient care within a community 
setting, including affordable housing for local people and NHS staff, and this is something we want to continue to 
be able to do hence we are appealing to you to assess the MCIL impact on NHS developments such as ours.We 
do recognise that this is an issue caused by the means of calculating the amount of CIL that is payable as set out 
in Regulation 40 but we would welcome a dialogue with you to discuss whether there are any ways that the 
problems that this change could cause for our NHS Trust could be mitigated. 

WeareWaterloo BID Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposals for Mayoral CIL.  This representation is submitted on 
behalf of WeAreWaterloo Business Improvement District. 
WeAreWaterloo is a Business Improvement District (BID) operating in the Waterloo area of central London. 
The BID was established in 2006 following a vote of local businesses, one of London’s first Business Improvement 
Districts. We were renewed for a second five-year term in 2011, and for a third five-year term in 2016. A particular 
concern in the justification for the charging of Mayoral CIL is the prematurity.  Where there is not yet certainty 
about the cost or even the viability of Crossrail 2, it is not possible for the Mayor to set the level of MCIL to be 
charged with confidence.  A continuation of the MCIL1 levy with regular assessments as the case from Crossrail 2 
becomes clearer is the more appropriate approach.                                                                                                                                                                   
Finally, the case for NIL rated development, while supported, should be expanded to take into account other forms 
of social infrastructure, which the South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan assesses is degraded in 
Waterloo and elsewhere in London – including affordable workspaces, cultural spaces with social aims, 
community centres and community owned retail.  This would allow the encouragement of developments which 
meet the Mayor of London's aspirations in the areas of job creation, culture and community participation.  

Whitbread We write in response to the Public Consultation on the Preliminary Draft ChargingSchedule for MCIL2 (MCIL2 
PDCS).The MCIL2 PDCS includes commercial levies for Central London and the Isle of Dogs of£140, a 98% 
increase (assuming indexed values forecast to 2019) for the Central Londonarea from the S.106 Contributions 
currently in place and 44% in the Isle of Dogs (assumingthe same inflation provisions).As such, hotel space is 
penalised against other uses, a scenario which will lead to areduction in the delivery of hotel bedrooms in Central 
London and therefore will workagainst the intentions of the Mayor’s London Plan. 
Funding Target 
MCIL1 and Crossrail s106 provided £0.6bn over seven years to support the delivery ofCrossrail 1, under strong 
market conditions. MCIL2 proposals require the delivery of£4.5bn over c.20 years (per consultation Q&A) to 
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support (notionally) Crossrail 2, albeitwith the caveat that these monies can be invested in other schemes should 
the Mayor seefit.While Crossrail 2 offers a positive contribution to London’s infrastructure, the significantdelivery 
cost and fund raising targets (annualised MCIL1 + s106 at c.£86m and MCIL2 atc.£225m) cause concern in the 
turbulent geopolitical and economic climate. 

 


