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Communities and Local Government consultation:

the Community Infrastructure Levy

A response from CCPR

1.
Overview

CCPR is the representative body for 290 national sport and recreation organisations, including the governing bodies of sport. CCPR supports its members to gain sustainable and safe opportunities to enjoy their recreational activity. Many of CCPR’s members own club houses or other buildings which provide a place for community sport to take place. 

Such sports clubs are an essential element of community infrastructure. In recognition of this, the Government has enabled sports clubs which meet specific criteria regarding community benefit to register with Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs as a Community Amateur Sports Club, thus gaining mandatory rate relief and eligibility for gift aid on donations. 
CCPR is deeply concerned that the failure thus far to exempt Community Amateur Sports Clubs from the Community Infrastructure levy will deter clubs from investing in the very infrastructure that this policy seeks to support. CCPR strongly urges the Department to include Community Amateur Sports Clubs within the list of exemptions.

CCPR is also concerned that removing the specific link between new development and its associated infrastructure needs, whilst taking a broad brush approach to needs assessment could result in reduced investment in sporting infrastructure, as other projects may secure investment at sport’s expense without a robust evidence base to support this.
CCPR welcomes the opportunity to comment on this consultation; has answered those questions most pertinent to its membership, and also commented on key issues where no question is posed.
Chapter 2. Spending CIL
1: Do you agree with the proposal that the draft CIL regulations do not define infrastructure further?

The definition of infrastructure within the Act and the consultation clearly relates to the built environment. This is too narrow a definition of infrastructure: open spaces, including playing fields are an essential element of community infrastructure and should be specified as eligible for CIL receipts within the regulations. Furthermore, infrastructure requires maintenance and management. The regulations should also therefore allow for CIL to be applied to the maintenance and management of infrastructure.
Chapter 3. Setting the CIL Charge

6: (a) In deciding whether to use the power at section 207 of the Act, should the Government apply different criteria? (b) Which functions should a joint committee perform?

Joint committees should pay particular attention to functions that facilitate active travel, across unitary boundaries, as well as supporting recreational activities that span different authorities.

Differential Rates
7: Do you agree that differential rates should be based only upon the economic viability of development? 
No

Comments:

Whilst economic viability is a valid factor, so is the use of the development itself as expressed within paragraph 3.45. Sports facilities provide benefit to the community, such as increased community cohesion, health and well being improvements. As such sports facilities should benefit from a reduced rate of CIL. This could be made explicit in paragraph 3.45.
Metrics
8: Do you agree that CIL charges should be based on a metric of pounds per square metre? 
This requires further consideration.  Whilst the rationale in the consultation document considers the need for simplicity and avoiding disadvantaging particular developers, it does not consider the true driver of infrastructure needs i.e. people. It is the number of people inhabiting, working in, or visiting a particular area that drives the need for 

infrastructure. The measure should consider this.

Public consultation
Paragraph 3.81 sets out a list of proposed consultation bodies. This list does not include Sport England, which is a statutory consultee on other planning issues.  Sport England has a valid contribution to make with regard to the assessment of sporting infrastructure needs and their likely cost. Sport England should therefore be added to the list of consultees.
Chapter 4. Paying CIL
42: Do you have any comments on any other matters raised in chapter 4 which are not covered by the questions above?

CCPR strongly believes that community sport clubs, particularly those formally designated as Community Amateur Sports Clubs (CASCs) by HMRC, should be exempt from CIL for any development that enhances their sporting facilities. CASCs are, by definition not for profit and must be constitutionally open to all member of the community. CIL could act as a disincentive for investment in infrastructure that would benefit the community. CCPR believes that CIL revenues should be invested in CASCs or other community sporting and recreational projects. 
Paragraph 4.5 stipulates that CIL will be “charged on most types of residential, commercial and industrial building”. CASC owned property does not fall into any of these categories and therefore an exemption seems logical. 

CASCs should be offered the same exemption as charities as specified in paragraphs 4.43 and 4.44. Similar conditions on relief as stipulated in 4.50 could be applied to avoid misuse.

Chapter 5: Planning obligations and other powers
Question 43: What do you think about the Government’s proposal as set out in draft regulation 94 to scale back the use of planning obligations?
CCPR is deeply concerned that CIL offers no certainty that sporting infrastructure needs will be met. Planning obligations meanwhile have successfully delivered sporting infrastructure, and in particular the replacement of facilities and playing fields lost to development. CCPR would not support the proposed scaling back of planning obligations without greater assurance of how sporting infrastructure needs would be met through CIL. 
Conclusion
CCPR welcomes the opportunity to comment on the regulations, and would reiterate that:

· the definition of infrastructure should include open space and playing fields;

· Sport England should be statutory consultee on setting CIL levels;

· Community Amateur Sports Clubs should receive the same exemption as charities;

· Planning obligations must not be scaled back without greater certainty as to how sporting infrastructure needs will be met

If you would like any further information or wish to discuss any of the points CCPR has raised further, we would be delighted to meet with you.
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