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County Council Response to Regulation 16 Consultation on SLDC CIL

Introduction

1. Cumbria County Council is a key service and infrastructure provider.  For that 
reason it is important that Cumbria County Council and South Lakeland District 
Council work together in order to consider and identify delivery mechanisms for the 
infrastructure needed to support the implementation of the South Lakeland Local 
Plan. 

2. While many elements of the infrastructure needed to support the implementation of 
the South Lakeland Local Plan can be delivered through the use of planning 
obligations (Section 106 agreements) or Section 278 agreements (like site specific 
mitigation measures) there are limitations on what they can achieve.  Cumbria 
County Council therefore recognises the value of the Community Infrastructure Levy 
in delivering the strategic infrastructure required to deliver development and to 
create sustainable communities.  

3. This response looks to consider each of the key elements set out in the Preliminary 
Draft Charging Schedule for the CIL and with this, the related viability study and the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  Through this consideration, Cumbria County Council 
recognises that there is a requirement for CIL to deliver the infrastructure needed to 
support development in South Lakeland, and that the rate of CIL proposed will not 
prejudice the viability of development.

Proposed Rate of CIL

4. Having reviewed the Viability Assessment, it is considered that the level of CIL to be 
charged to development and the approach to installments is appropriate.  In line with 
viability evidence, we do not consider that it would prejudice the viability of 
developments in South Lakeland District.  

5. We note that the amount of Levy to be charged on different forms of development 
has been reduced since the consultation on the Preliminary Draft Charging 
Schedule.  While this cautious approach will reduce the level of CIL that can be 
raised, the viability rationale for doing so is understood.  We also welcome the £0 
rate now proposed for extra care housing and the reduced £50 rate to sheltered 
housing.

6. While South Lakeland is taking a cautious approach in rate setting, it remains the 
case that the level of CIL to be charged to development needs to be kept under 
review in light of changing economic circumstances, both district-wide and in specific 
locations.  Therefore, if the viability of development improves, higher rates of CIL 
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should be levied.  We are satisfied that this point has been sufficiently addressed 
within paragraphs 6.34 and 6.35 of the Draft Charging Schedule.

Infrastructure project to be wholly or part-funded by CIL

7. Assessment of the current Infrastructure Delivery Plan demonstrates a significant 
infrastructure deficit which CIL can help meet.  Cumbria County Council therefore 
considers that if CIL is not delivered in South Lakeland, it would not be possible to 
deliver many aspects of the infrastructure needed to support its continuing 
sustainable development.  This would be to the detriment of the communities living 
there.

8. Nonetheless, it is also recognised that CIL will not be able to fund the entire 
infrastructure needs of South Lakeland, with CIL being part of the package of 
funding streams that can help deliver new infrastructure.  In line with this, Cumbria 
County Council will work in partnership with Cumbria LEP to explore opportunities to 
secure other funding sources, like the Local Growth Fund.  In this context, the 
emerging CIL and the recent adaptation of the Local Plan has already assisted 
Cumbria LEP to secure £8.7m of funding within South Lakeland District in 2015/16 
and 2016/17 to deliver key transport infrastructure required to facilitate development. 
Using the proposed CIL, it is intended that some of this funding can be repaid, to 
create a revolving infrastructure fund.  However, for clarity it is proposed when 
discussing the Local Growth Fund within the CIL Charging Schedule itself, incorrect 
references to “Regional Growth Fund” be replaced by “Local Growth Fund”.

9. Looking specifically at what CIL is to fund it is considered that highway 
improvements and the delivery of school places to be funded by CIL represent key 
Cumbria County Council interests and priorities. Nevertheless, it should be pointed 
out, that when consideration is given to the delivery of schemes affecting Cumbria 
County Council’s areas of responsibility, they must also satisfy the County Council’s 
own constitutional requirements and priorities.

10.Within the CIL charging schedule, we note the inclusion of access improvements to 
a number of employment sites.  We understand that viability evidence shows that 
without support these sites would not be in a position to emerge.  We therefore 
agree that money raised by CIL can be appropriately used to kickstart their delivery 
either by itself or in combination with other funding streams from the private sector or 
indeed grant/loans like the Local Growth Fund, or Cumbria Infrastructure Fund.  It 
should be noted that the LEP Strategic Economic Plan sets the priorities for securing 
Local Growth Funding and focuses on the larger more strategic sites. Without this 
priority status, the opportunity to secure external funding or assistance for other sites 
may be reduced. It should also be noted that any highway and transport 
improvements on the Strategic Road Network (such as those improvements to 
employment sites off the A590 in Ulverston) also require the support of the 
Highways Agency. 
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11.While the status of these schemes may well change in time, it does need to be 
borne in mind, that where CIL is to be used to fund an improvement, S278 or S106 
cannot be used to fund that same improvement.   Consequently SLDC will need to 
keep the status of all schemes under review (see below), and to give continued 
consideration to whether S106 or S278 may represent a better delivery mechanism.

12. It is considered that review of the IDP must remain ongoing, and as more evidence 
emerges, further CIL eligible schemes may become apparent.  For example, CIL 
may have a role in supporting the delivery of additional flood defences, highways or 
access improvements.  We anticipate that this process can be facilitated through 
linkages with the County Council’s Area Planning process.  We are satisfied that the 
need for the CIL charging schedule to evolve has been sufficiently addressed within 
paragraphs 6.34 and 6.35 of the Draft Charging Schedule.

13.As mentioned above, it is considered that S106 agreements will continue to play an 
important role in the funding of infrastructure.  Within Appendix 1 to the Draft 
Charging Schedule, the list of infrastructure S106 may be used to fund needs to be 
extended to encompass the provision of adult social care services, either in the form 
of domiciliary care or to support the provision of adaptions to homes. Adult Social 
Care and Social Community Infrastructure are recognised in the Cumbria County 
Council Planning Obligation Policy, Policy CS9.2 of the South Lakeland Local Plan 
and the supporting Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Moreover, Paragraph 159 of the 
NPPF states: “housing should meet the need of: different groups in the community 
(such as, but not limited to, families with children, older people, people with 
disabilities”.  We therefore propose the following addition to this list:

“Adult Social Care requirements created by the development”.   

Operation of CIL

14.To date, County Council officers have enjoyed a constructive working relationship 
with SLDC.  To build upon this relationship, it is proposed that a protocol be 
established to set out arrangements for the identification and prioritisation of 
infrastructure schemes to be funded through CIL.  It is considered that these 
arrangements would include close working between members and officers from 
each authority alongside effective engagement with both Parish and Town Councils, 
and other infrastructure providers.  Good working arrangements are important for a 
number of reasons:

 It will help ensure the release of funding for infrastructure can be fully 
coordinated with other funding streams that the County Council may have 
responsibility in managing/coordinating.  This will allow maximisation of 
opportunities to combine funding streams and therefore affect the delivery of 
infrastructure schemes.   
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 Due to its Education and Highway and Transport responsibilities, the County 
Council will be uniquely positioned to identify where funding should be 
prioritised to address greatest pressure and to help bring about deliverable 
schemes.  

 As money will need to be passed to Cumbria County Council to invest, it will 
be important that authorities work as closely as possible to monitor the 
delivery and implementation of schemes and ensure that the administrative 
work associated with CIL is minimised.

 Parish and Town Councils will receive between 15 and 25% of the CIL raised 
in their areas.  By closely working with them, there may be opportunity to 
maximise the benefits of this funding.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan

16.Cumbria County Council has worked closely with South Lakeland District Council in 
the development of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan to provide advice around key 
areas like education, highways and transport, adult social care and waste.  This 
means that at this stage, the level of changes needed to the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan are limited.  

Highways and Transport

17.With respect to highways matters, we are welcome the IDP’s recognition that Growth 
Deal funding in 2015/16 has been secured against Kendal infrastructure 
improvements and access improvements to South Ulverston.  Cumbria LEP (and 
Cumbria County Council as the accountable body) will be responsible for delivering 
these schemes and committing to delivering the infrastructure that will deliver the 
greatest economic growth. 

18.The Cumbria LEP will work closely with Cumbria County Council and South 
Lakeland District Council to prioritise Growth Deal funding to ensure funding 
maximises economic growth. Although funding is committed to these programmes of 
infrastructure, the individual schemes delivered with the Local Growth Funding could 
be subject to change.  If this is the case, an alternative delivery mechanism for these 
schemes may need to be identified.

Flooding

19.The LLFA is producing a Flood Risk Management Strategy not a plan as stated in 
the IDP. This strategy will be incorporated in an EA Flood Risk Management Plan for 
the North West River Basin District.  The below table indicated a range of projects, 
that through Flood Defence Grant in Aid from DEFRA will have funding allocation for 
the next 6 years.  Those with funding identified for the period 2021/2022 onwards, 
will be reviewed for the next 6 years programme, unless supported by partnership 
funding.  They are nonetheless important and require the delivery of funding. It is 
envisaged that with future reviews of the “Regulation 123 list” CIL will have an 
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important role in supporting many of these schemes.  It is therefore recommended 
that the below text and table replace those contained in paragraph 4.35:

“The LLFA is producing a Flood Risk Management Strategy. This will be 
incorporated in a EA Flood Risk Management Plan for the North West River 
Basin District.”  

Table x Flood Risk Management Plan 

Bids to 
RFCC
Project 
Name

Lead
Type 
of 
Schem
e

Cost

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

2018/19

2019/20

2020/21

2021/22 
O

nw
ards

Ulverston 
Urban 
Drainage

Cumbria 
CC DEF 615,000                  

  -   
               -
    100,000  515,000             -

   
           
 -   

                -
   

Low 
Beckside, 
Kirkby in 
Furness

Cumbria 
CC PLP  77,000                  

  -   
               -
   

              
    -   10,000 67,000            

 -   
                -
   

Carrus 
Green, 
Kendal

Cumbria 
CC DEF 65,000                  

  -   
               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   20,000 45,000 

Ulverston 
FRM 
Scheme

EA DEF 4,793,000 2,793,000  2,000,000              -
   

            -
                    -

   

Arnside 
Embankm
ent

EA DEF  300,000                  
  -   

               -
    300,000             -

   
            -
   

           
 -   

                -
   

Ulverston, 
Dragley 
Beck 
Rydal 
Road

EA DEF 500,000                  
  -   

               -
   

              
    -    100,000  400,000            

 -   
                -
   

Grange-
Over-
Sands, 
Windermer
e Road

EA DEF 880,000                  
  -   

               -
    190,000  690,000             -

   
           
 -   

                -
   

Grasmere, 
River 
Rothay

EA DEF 150,000                  
  -   

               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   50,000 100,000

Braithwaite 
Embankm
ent 
Refurbish
ment

EA CM   255,000                  
  -   

               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   5,000 250,00

0 
                -
   

Fisher 
Beck, 
Ambleside

EA
PLP 80,000                  

  -   
               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   80,000                 -

   

Kendal, 
River Kent

EA
DEF 3,950,000                  

  -   
               -
   

              
    -   

            -
    250,000            

 -   3,700,000 

Lyth Valley 
Drainage 
Investigati
on

EA

CM 1,226,000 154,000                
    -   

            -
   

            -
   

           
 -   1,072,000 

Poaka 
Beck, 
Dalton-in-
Furness

EA

DEF 800,000                  
  -   

               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   

           
 -   800,000

Arrad 
Marsh/Can
al Foot, 
Ulverston

EA

DEF 1,520,000   20,000                
    -   

            -
   

            -
   

           
 -   1,500,000 
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Stock 
Ghyll, 
Ambleside

EA
PLP 152,000                  

  -   
               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   

           
 -   152,000 

Soutergate 
Beck, 
Kirkby-in-
Furness

EA

DEF 70,000                  
  -   

               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            - 
  

           
 -   70,000 

Troutbeck 
Bridge, 
Bell Beck

EA
DEF 120,000                  

  -   
               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   

           
 -   120,000 

Coniston, 
Church 
Beck

EA
DEF 325,000                  

  -   
               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   

           
 -   325,000 

Milnthorpe, 
Strands 
River Bela

EA
PLP 80,000                  

  -   
               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   

           
 -   80,000 

Broughton 
in Furness 
Culvert 
Refurbish
ment

EA

CM                 
  160,000 

                 
  -   

               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   

           
 -   160,000 

Haverthwai
te, Leven

EA
DEF                 

  650,000 
                 
  -   

               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   

           
 -   650,000 

Lindale 
Beck, 
Grange-
over-
Sands

EA

DEF                 
  120,000 

                 
  -   

               -
   

              
    -   

            -
   

            -
   

           
 -   12,000 

Key: DEF = Flood Defence, CM = Coastal Management, PLP = Property Level Protection

20.Paragraph 4.36 should also be deleted and replaced by a new paragraph, that 
consistent with paragraph 4.49, would state:

“Funding will be an important issue, and moving forward options to secure their 
delivery will be considered.  Through this process it is anticipated that CIL will 
have an important role either as partnership funding or as the primary means to 
deliver schemes.” 

End.


