Consultation on the proposed London Emergency Housing Package
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Relief  
What is CIL?
In London, new developments can be liable to pay both Mayoral and Borough CIL. This proposal relates only to Borough CIL.
Borough CIL is a charge which can be levied by LPAs on new development in their area. CIL helps LPAs raise funds for infrastructure to mitigate the cumulative impacts of development, rather than site-specific infrastructure that is secured through planning obligations. 
CIL is charged on most residential and commercial developments but is not payable on affordable housing units. 
Consultation details
· Closing date 22nd January 2026
· Link 
https://consult.communities.gov.uk/planning/london-emergency-housing-package/consultation/subpage.2025-11-25.2045293727/
· Online responses to questionnaire – need to fill in by question 
· Or send via email to LondonHousingConsultation@Communities.gov.uk
· Email responses don’t have to follow the prescribed question format – you can just send headline responses below.
Summary of proposals 
Enables developers to apply for Borough Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) relief 
· Applies to residential floorspace (excluding student and co-living accommodation), but not developments on excluded land (e.g. Green Belt, open space). It is intended to support development on previously developed land ( brown field sites) 
· Provides 50 % reduction of the CIL liability (that remains after factoring in other available reliefs and deductions) but scheme must deliver at least 20% affordable housing. There is additional relief up to 80% CIL relief if 35 per cent affordable housing is delivered. Affordable housing needs to include at least 60% social rent.  
· Only applies to larger sites where the liability would have been more than £500k ie sites of more than approximately 15-20 units 

· Applies to developments that commence: (a) after the relief is in force; and (b) before 31 December 2028.
· Targeted at schemes which provide proportionate, sufficient and truthful evidence that CIL relief is necessary to make the development viable.

Headline responses 

1. These proposals will reduce the money that local authorities have to spend on improving the local area around new developments and providing social infrastructure for new and existing residents. It is not clear how this shortfall will be made up as Local Authorities do not have the money (so presumably it won’t) and will have a long term impact on communities across London. There will be no commensurate cut to Mayoral CIL, which should bear an equal burden if any is necessary 

2. The proposals set out that a minimum of 20% affordable housing should be provided before developers can apply for this relief. The consultation invites evidence on whether this baseline affordable housing percentage or providing 50% relief ( or some other figure) is appropriate. It is extraordinary that the government has not provided its own modelling to support these figures and concerning that the affordable housing requirement may be reduced based on untested evidence provided by developers. If the Government allows both a significant reduction in CIL payments alongside consents that provide very little or no affordable housing this simply benefits landowners and developers with no corresponding public benefits.    
3. Rather than adopting a minimum of 20% affordable housing as the qualifying hurdle for this relief, an alternative approach would be to offer additional CIL relief for schemes that commit to providing at least 35% affordable housing and for this to be the primary approach. The 20% affordable housing requirement should be a fall back minimum baseline position if the developer can demonstrate that is all they can provide and 35% with grant and CIL relief is not viable.
4. The proposal for applications for CIL relief to provide sufficient and truthful evidence to support viability modelling is welcomed. Information provided should be put into the public domain and the approach extended to apply to viability assessments used to reduce affordable housing contribution in planning applications. 
Additional points 
· Local authorities can already give exceptional relief, if a scheme is unviable
· Local authorities already set CIL levels to ensure developments can be viable and can choose not to charge CIL.
· CIL is not cited as one of the causes of ‘non-viability’ (causes are Covid, high interest rates, construction and labour costs, new regulations, fall in demand).
· There is a danger that CIL relief will not be time limited, once introduced it will become the norm for financing developments.

Detailed responses to questions 
Question 4: Do you agree that the relief should not apply to development on “excluded land” as defined? Please explain your answer.
Yes, in principle. This may help to cover the additional costs of developing brownfield sites (such as dealing with contaminated land) and could provide an incentive to develop these sites
 before MOL and Green Belt which is welcomed 
Question 5: The Government welcomes views on approaches restricting relief to certain land uses – including the merits of whether the policy should apply based on established use classes, or something more bespoke. 
Yes, supported in principle. There are cases where land identified for residential development is now coming forward as industrial and so this should enable residential development to compete more effectively.  
The other way of addressing the comparative viability of some commercial uses is obviously to increase CIL rates or introduce contributions to affordable housing from these uses. 
Question 6: The Government welcomes views on the application and level of the proposed borough-level CIL liability threshold, including whether this would have significant negative implications for SME builders. 
It is not clear if this calculation accounts for affordable housing relief assuming 20% affordable housing or is based on a fully market scheme. This should be clarified.
It may be better to limit relief to a minimum number of units, potentially linked to planning requirements for onsite affordable housing.  It would be perverse to exclude SME builders where they are able to provide at least 20% affordable housing on site. 
Question 7: The Government welcomes views on the threshold applying to a development as a whole, and whether this presents any challenges for phased developments where each phase is a separate chargeable development for CIL purposes. If so, should a lower threshold apply for each phase of a phased development?
It would seem reasonable to apply the threshold to each phase on larger schemes  
Question 8: The Government welcomes views on the proposal to require a minimum level of affordable housing as set out in this sub-section. 
This would seem to be essential to meet housing need in London. 
No testing has been provided to show whether 20% is the right threshold for affordable housing but it is assumed that if the GLA is consulting on this basis, they have evidence that on the majority of sites 20% affordable housing with grant and CIL relief is viable. 
It is not clear whether consideration has been given for additional CIL relief for schemes that provide 35% affordable housing as this approach in combination with grant could support the current 35% threshold in London. 
If CIL relief is granted with lower levels of affordable housing this will simply inflate land prices and/or developer profits 
Question 9: Overall, are you supportive of the qualifying criteria outlined? Please set out your views. 
As set out above, the preferred approach would be to offer additional CIL relief where developers provide 35% affordable housing - increasing affordable housing is already the most effective way of reducing the CIL liability and would apply to Mayoral CIL as well with 20% as the minimum threshold. 
Question 10: The Government welcomes views and evidence on whether a time limited borough-level CIL relief in London will have the desired effect of improving viability to support housebuilding in London? As part of this, the Government would welcome case studies on the impact that borough-level CIL has on development in London. 
Question 11: Are there any specific criteria that you think could be clarified or adjusted? If so, please give your reasons why. 13
As set out above, the preferred approach would be to offer additional CIL relief where developers provide 35% affordable housing - increasing affordable housing is already the most effective way of reducing the CIL liability and would apply to Mayoral CIL as well with 20% as the minimum threshold. 
Question 12: Are there any additional eligibility criteria you think should be considered for the CIL relief beyond those proposed? Are there any other observations or comments you wish to make?
No comment
Question 13: The Government welcomes views on the proposed steps before applying for relief as set out in this sub-section. This includes views on how the grant funding mechanism may interact with the proposed CIL relief, and any circumstances where following the order/choreography set out would be difficult.
No comment
Question 14: The Government welcomes views on the proposed application fee, the level of fee that is proposed and whether this would create any difficulties.
Seems reasonable?
Question 15: The Government welcomes views and evidence on whether 50 per cent relief for qualifying schemes delivering 20 per cent affordable housing is appropriate, or whether an alternative approach should be considered. 
This has to be the minimum level of affordable housing and presumably GLA modelling has shown that reducing the threshold to this level will make the majority of schemes viable and so support delivery. 
Setting the threshold any lower would therefore seem to ensure that developers and landowners receive additional returns at the expense of meeting policy requirements. 
Question 16: The Government welcomes views on whether this approach strikes an appropriate balance and provides a clear incentive for additional affordable housing to come forward.
As set out above, the preferred approach would be to offer additional CIL relief where developers provide 35% affordable housing - increasing affordable housing is already the most effective way of reducing the CIL liability and would apply to Mayoral CIL as well with 20% as the minimum threshold. 
Question 17: The Government welcomes views on the optimal levels of relief to ensure development can proceed, while maximising CIL receipts and affordable housing delivery. 
It not possible to both maximise affordable housing and CIL receipts – there will always need to be a trade off.
It is not clear whether the Government/Local Authorities have done any assessment of the cost/ benefits of losing CIL to provide additional affordable housing which will in turn reduce temporary accommodation costs. 
Developers already factor in the current CIL reductions as well as increases in grant when providing high levels of affordable housing within schemes and more work should be done to consider why these schemes are deliverable.  Examples in London include the Electrobase site in Bexley (43% affordable housing) and Woolwich Central (48% affordable housing) 
Question 18: The Government welcomes views as to whether boroughs should have any discretion in relation to the relief and if so in what circumstances, and how this may work such that robust incentives for additional affordable housing remain.
Question 19: The Government welcomes views on the appropriate and proportionate level of information that a developer must provide for a scheme in order to be able to qualify for the relief, ensuring that only those schemes which genuinely need the relief are able to benefit from it but avoiding the level of viability testing that would be required under the GLA’s Viability Tested Route. 
As a minimum a schedule of all inputs ( values and key elements of the costs) should be provided with the outcome of the assessment clearly shown
Needs to be clear all this information is put in the public domain so it can be used to inform future viability assessments
Consideration should be given to setting up a National data base on Build Costs which could be informed initially by this exercise with developers required to input actual build costs once schemes are completed.  
Question 20: The Government welcomes views on whether existing enforcement mechanisms for (i) statutory declarations (see section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911), and (ii) prosecution under the CIL Regs (see Regulation 110 of the CIL Regs ) for supplying false or misleading information that is required to be provided under those Regulations, are sufficient to deter gaming of the system, or whether other deterrents should be made available? If you think these are not sufficient, please set out your reasons and views on what kinds of other deterrents may be needed, noting the Government’s aims of creating a streamlined and certain process.
Alternative to be signed off by a Member of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors? 
There are already Professional Standards in in respect of Financial Viability Assessments which if properly enforced could be used here 
https://www.rics.org/profession-standards/rics-standards-and-guidance/sector-standards/land-standards/financial-viability-in-planning-conduct-and-reporting

Question 21: The Government is interested in obtaining views on the suitability of the proposed process for securing the relief. The process is intended to provide consistent, timely and proportionate decision-making, whilst ensuring that 18 applications for relief are robust and honest. We welcome feedback on whether these steps are practical and effective in supporting the intended outcome. 
No comment 
Question 22: Are you supportive of the overall approach proposed to securing relief? 
No comment 
Question 23: Do you foresee any challenges with particular aspects of the approach proposed to securing relief? If so, how might these be overcome?
No comment 
Question 24: The Government welcomes views on appropriate clawback provisions to ensure schemes which benefit from the relief contribute to urgent housing need. This will include clawback of relief if an incorrect/false statement is made about the viability evidence which is submitted to justify the need for relief from CIL. 
Agree – if evidence is incorrect/false then additional CIL should be payable. 
Question 25: Are you supportive of the overall approach proposed to administering the relief? 
No comment 
Question 26: Do you foresee any challenges with particular aspects of the approach proposed to administering the relief? If so, how might these be overcome? 
No comment 
Question 27: Do you foresee any challenges with the proposed implementation process? 
No comment 

Question 28: The Government welcomes any views on other ways that developers could be supported through the CIL system to bring forward developments.
No comment 

Changes to Mayoral Powers 
Question 29: Do you agree with the new PSI category of 50 homes or more? Please state why. 
Question 30: Do you agree with the streamlined process for the new PSI category? Please state why.
Question 31: Do you agree that development in Category 3D of the Schedule of the Mayor of London Order 2008 should be brought into scope of the Mayor’s call-in power? Please state why. 
Question 32: Do you have any comments on any potential impacts for you, or the group or business you represent, and on anyone with a relevant protected characteristic that might arise under the Public Sector Equality Duty as a result of the proposals in this document? Please provide details. 
Question 33: Is there anything that could be done to mitigate any impact identified?  
Question 34: Do you have any views on the implications of these proposals for the considerations of the 5 environmental principles identified in the Environment Act 2021?  
