
LDF Project Management Board and Major Applications Officer Group Combined 
Group Consideration of Core Strategy Responses 

 
Workshop 11; Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Community Infrastructure Levy 

 
18th January, MCR commencing at 9.30 a.m. 

 
Present: R. Pallister, T Carroll, S Steele, A Singleton, P Seib, R Singh, S Joel, A 
Foyne, D Norris, C Jones, A Gillespie, J Marshall, N Cardnell, A Cameron, N 
Waddleton & M Woods (observer for all items regarding Yeovil Urban Extension) 
 
1. Notes of last meetings and matters arising (notes attached) 
 
Chard Delivery Report 
Action: AF has updated the Chard report and it will be finalised by 23rd January 2012.  
Action: A meeting has been arranged with SCC to discuss transport implications.  
 
Parsons Brinkerhoff Report III and it implications  
Action: Outline what the £5 million difference in cost between the NW and S option 
would mean in delivery – handout circulated.  
 
 R Pallister: Noted that a letter had been received from Ken Maddock regarding the 

SCC transport work to date and seeking to ensure that the PB transport reports are 
not considered defining factors in determining the Yeovil direction for growth.  

 A Foyne: SCC Officers have acknowledged that the brief was prepared with their 
assistance and was fit for purpose. It could never be expected for SCC to provide a 
definitive response on this issue as this is not appropriate at this time. It has been 
made previously clear that engineering costs associated with the Northern option 
would be prohibitive, in respect of linking to the A3088. 

 All: A general discussion concluded that a short response was needed that 
acknowledged the letter and explained that the SCC transport issue has been 
taken in context. For example the transport conclusion also takes onboard the 
independent Highways Agency advice as another statutory consultee. 

 A Foyne: It was also to note that a Highways Agency response to the model was 
expected at the end of the month according to recent update by SCC Officers.   

 
SCC Car Parking Strategy consultation and its implications 
Action: Arrange County Parking Strategy workshop and send SSDC comments to SCC 
– completed 
 
2. Infrastructure Delivery Plan (report attached with Consultant’s report 
appended) 
 
A Foyne: Presented the eight key recommendations within the report.  
 
Recommendation (1) 
Noted and endorsed subject to suggested amendments below.  
 
Recommendation (2) 
Noted. There are no significant alterations to Planning Polices needed as a result of 
the IDP. 
 
 J Marshall: Clarified that infrastructure issues have been identified in the Yeovil 

Urban Area, predominantly the towns central roundabouts and that these were as 
a result of Yeovil’s growth in general and not of the Urban Extension specifically.  



 R Pallister: Noted that CIL is one of several funding streams including New Homes 
Bonus and that CIL could be used to free up Council Capital that could in turn be 
used to forward fund infrastructure improvements with the expectation that the 
money could be recouped. 

 
Recommendation (3)  
That Yeovil and Chard are given funding priority. Agreed.  
 
J Marshall: The only other towns with critical infrastructure in the next 5 years are 
Martock, Castle Cary and Ilminster and have proposals that are viable with the 
infrastructure expenditure or in the case of Martock have infrastructure providers 
meeting the bill.  
 
Recommendation (4) 
Noted.  
 
Recommendation (5) 
 JM clarified that the Infrastructure Delivery Plan is a ‘live’ document and therefore 

on-going as 106 monies will need to be collected, the IDP database will require 
management as and when future infrastructure is identified.  

 P Seib: Noted that this was significant amount of work. 
 R Singh: This issue is to be discussed in the future.  
 S Joel: Recommended that a fundamental review was carried out each year to 

identify infrastructure and check priorities.   
 R Singh: We will need a check list of tasks and a detailed project plan.  

 
Action: Recommendation (5) to state ‘appropriate’ process rather than ‘proper’ 
process. 
 
Recommendation (6) 
Noted 
 
Recommendation (7) & (8) 
 A Foyne: It is recommended that a mechanism be set up within the Council to 

oversee the collect of monies. Recommendation (7) presents a suggested model in 
order to set priorities.  

 P Seib: Suggested that the decision on the form of the proposed mechanism is 
delayed until after a members visit to Shropshire in February to see their proposed 
approach which is already in place.  

 S Joel: Appreciated that CIL won’t be in place for another 12 months but would 
strongly recommend that this issue is discussed sooner rather than later as it could 
take 9-10 months to set up. The Council mechanism will also need a clear project 
plan.  

 T Carroll: Two questions; when does it need to be in place? Can we use a sub-
group?  

 S Steele: Concerned that members have a long learning curve on this although 
appreciate that there is no option really but to go towards CIL. 

 P Seib: I think it should be clarified that we are not moving towards just CIL but a 
combination of CIL and S106 which still remains.  

 A Foyne: Clarified that the Core Strategy needs to go to Area Committees, DX and 
Full Council before being Examined in November/ December if charging schedule 
is to be set up to run concurrently with the Core Strategy. Planning Inspectorate 
actually encourage Councils to hold CIL examinations straight after that of the Core 
Strategy as this brings with it economies of scale in appointing the same Planning 



Inspect and Programme Officer, avoiding duplicate consultation periods and being 
able to use the Baker Associates work without the need for a refresh.   

 R Pallister: The recommendation should be to move in this direction but not to 
specify the form of the mechanism until later in the process. Suggest a short and in 
principal report for DX. 

 A Foyne: It should be noted that moving towards CIL does carry risks including the 
possibility that Affordable Housing is brought into the definition or the Core 
Strategy changes but balance of risk favours proceeding. Appendix B sets out a 
proposed timetable. CIL will come into force what ever happens in 2014.  

 
Action: Recommendation (7) to be amended to retain the principal of setting up a 
mechanism but the precise nature to be left for later determination. 
 
Recommendation (8) 
Agreed.  
 
3. Proposed Community Infrastructure Levy (report attached with Consultant’s 
report appended) 
 
A Foyne: Presented the six key recommendations within the report.  
 
Recommendation (1)  
Noted.  
 
Recommendation (2)  
Action: Recommendation (2) to be changed to reflect the principal of setting up a 
mechanism but not the form it would take. See previous discussion above RE: 
Recommendation (7) & (8).  
 
A Foyne: A Member Workshop on CIL is now programmed for February to inform 
members on CIL and take on PAS presentation on CIL due this afternoon. The 
proposed date is the 20th Feb as it must be between DX and Full Council while also 
avoiding the holiday period. Suggested two workshops on that date AM/PM to 
maximise Member attendance.  
A Singh: Given team resources I would suggest a single meeting but in the evening 
6pm. This was agreed.  
 
Recommendation (3) 
 P Seib: Made the following observations: Appendix A: Community Infrastructure 

Levy Evidence Base p2, para 4.38 recommends £100 sqm this appears incorrect 
and needs amending prior to sign-off. 

 The report does not significantly acknowledge New Homes Bonus.  
 Concern that in setting a different charge for the Urban Extension we risk sites in 

the Urban Framework stalling.  
 J Marshall: Explained that this would not be the case citing in detail the CIL / 

Affordable Housing / S106 breakdown for both schemes and that therefore 
developer profit will be the same.  

 J Marshall: The timetable will see the preliminary draft charging schedule out for 
consultation in March. At this stage the develop industry will be fully consulted. 
Although anyone can respond.  

 A Singleton: Can I suggest that Parish Council’s are given a short and succinct 
document setting out the key issues.  

 S Joel: I would suggest that parish councils are only interested in two issues; what 
percentage CIL they will get and what restrictions there are on what it can be spent 
on?  



 R Pallister: The Government is expected to tell us what percentage we will need to 
give to parishes.  

 T Carroll: Can I query why paragraph 4.39 sets a rate between £0-£32 sqm?  
 J Marshall: The £0 sqm rate represents Chard while the £32 sqm represents 

Yeovil.  
 P Seib: Concerned that early phases of development will be built at high returns 

and later phases delayed.  
 J Marshall: As CIL only becomes payable on construction and not permission this 

should not be an issue. Affordable housing will not be limited to the limitation of 
pooling up to 5 contributions. Recommendation (3) for Preliminary Draft Charging 
Schedule Consultation.   

 
Recommendation (4) 
Recommendation to be presented at next PMB workshop after addendum to CIL.  
 
Recommendation (5) 
Agreed.  
 
Recommendation (6) 
Members were asked to note the representations received on the Planning Obligations 
policies of the draft Core Strategy (Appendix F) and that these do not raise issues that 
counter the recommendation of the Consultants in relation to CIL. 
 
4. A.O.B. 
 
 P Seib: Report should acknowledge that CIL can be used alongside S106 and not 

instead.  
 S Joel: At the Major Application Group on the 16.01.11 I sought to clarify by what 

process Open Space and Playing pitches would be collected either S106 or CIL? 
The group concluded that as these sites are not strategic S106 should be used.  

 Noted that the IDP database does not correctly accredit the right lead organisation 
for open space and play. It should be the town or parish Council as lead and SSDC 
in support.  

 M Woods: An important change that hasn’t be noted is the title of the report which 
now states ‘Report on Infrastructure Planning in South Somerset’ and not 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan as the actual database is the real IDP. This database is 
much more refined than the report in terms of information.  

 S Joel: Would like open space added at paragraph 3.38.  
 J Marshall: In that case you would need to add road infrastructure, shools ect.. 
 A Cameron: Would like a reference to the single planning obligation policy in the 

core Strategy.  
 J Marshall: The CIL regulations will set down what percentage of CIL goes towards 

parishes. All parishes need to decide is what to spend it on.   
 R Pallister: Where we know we can only make a scheme viable at a lower 

affordable housing contributions it should be made clear that we are still seeking to 
achieve 35% affordable housing. So for example where a scheme is only viable at 
15% affordable housing the other 20% can still be sought be other means.   

 
Action: Change report to state that we are still ‘seeking to achieve’ 35% affordable 
housing even where viability issues are raised.  
R Pallister: In respect of the release of PMB minutes, Mark Williams has presented a 
compromise position whereby the minutes will now be released roughly one month 
before the first Area Committee (1st February 2012). This is considered appropriate.   
 



A Foyne: Presented a series of questions that had been put to PMB by Cllr Fysh and 
this was followed by a 30-minute discussion on points raised.  
Action: R Singh to formally respond to the questions. 
 
A Foyne: One of the most significant issues raised is the assertion that the Full Council 
decision is being made on the Core Strategy one week before updated population 
projections are released by ONS. A Foyne explained that there were good reasons 
why this was not advised. In practical terms the Core Strategy could be delayed by up 
to 3 months should changes be required to go through the appropriate committee 
process. A more appropriate mechanism would be for the Council to prepare an 
‘update’ statement if necessary and for this to be presented to the Planning Inspector 
after Publication and therefore avoid any delay. This would need to go to members for 
new endorsement. In any event the Core Strategy has an inbuilt review mechanism 
after 5 years when actual figures can be reviewed. The only real issue is if insufficient 
growth is planned for.  
Action: A Foyne to prepare a members briefing paper to set out in bullet point form 
why a delay to the Core Strategy is not appropriate.  
 
R Pallister: Raised concerns at the number of people that could attend Area meetings. 
Various scenarios were discussed including ticketing events.  
Action: Letter to Town and Parish Councils and respondents’ will need to be amended 
to make it clear that they can only consider development proposals affecting their area 
and that the venues for wider debate will be had at DX and Full Council.  
 
A Foyne: Correspondence from Ilchester Town Council has been received by the 
Spatial Planning Team seeking to raise objections to their current status as a Rural 
Centre and that their, objection is formally noted by PMB. This objection was formally 
noted by PMB who didn’t revise their earlier decision on this matter.  
 
5. Next meeting 
 
The next PMB will be on the 27th January 2012.  


