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Responses 

Summary 

1. There were 34 responses within the six week consultation period. 

2. Responses were from: 

a. Parish/Town Councils     = 16 

b. South Gloucestershire residents  = 4 

c. SGC Councillors     = 4 

d. Housebuilders     = 4 

e. South Gloucestershire Council Officers = 4 

f. Political parties     = 1 

g. Governmental Organisations   = 1  

Detail 

a) Parish and Town Councils: 

I. Objections: 7 Parish/Town Councils objected to the proposal. 

 
Aust Parish Council The Parish Council disagree with South Gloucestershire Council adding 

‘Highways Maintenance’ to the Regulation 123 List. As the Community 
Infrastructure Levy was specifically intended for new infrastructure, road 
repairs should not be included. The Council feel that using the money 
for highways maintenance is not within the spirit of the regulation. 

Falfield Parish Council 
 

After due consideration Cllrs agreed unanimously agreed that CIL money 
should only be used for improvements to highways and the construction of 
new highways and that they object to it being used for general 
maintenance. 

Hanham Abbots Parish 
Council 
 

The proposal to add 'Highways Maintenance' to the CIL Regulation 123 
was discussed at Full Council last night and I can report that my council 
strongly objects to this proposal.  

Oldland Parish Council 
 

It was resolved at Council last night to oppose the addition of Highways 
Maintenance to the CIL Regulation 123 list as it was felt that this would 
detract from the investment in the community from CIL monies. 

Pilning & Severn Beach 
Parish Council 
 

Following a recent meeting of Pilning & Severn Beach Parish Council, I am 
instructed to write to you to object strongly to the suggested amendment as 
detailed. The Community Infrastructure Levy An overview clearly states 
‘The money can be used to fund a wide range of infrastructure that is 
needed as a result of development. This includes new or safer road 
schemes, flood defences, schools, hospitals and other health and social 
care facilities, park improvements, green spaces and leisure centres.’ 
There is no reference to the maintenance of existing roads. 

Siston Parish Council 
 

At the Siston Parish Council meeting held last Thursday, members 
considered the consultation on adding Highways Maintenance to the CIL 
Regulation 123 list. Members asked that I lodge their strong objections to 
what is proposed believing that CiL funds should be used as originally 
intended - on infrastructure projects to meet the needs of increased 
populations, not on maintenance which is already funded by other sources. 

Thornbury Town Council 
 

Thornbury Town Council feels strongly that South Gloucestershire Council 
should be providing a properly funded highways management budget large 
enough to cover all required highways maintenance from its annual budget. 
It objects to the use if CIL for general highways maintenance as CIL 
funding is not raised for these purposes. 
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II. Support: 9 Parish/Town Councils support the proposal 

Bradley Stoke Town 
Council 

Further to your e-mail below, I can confirm that Bradley Stoke Town 
Council is in favour of South Gloucestershire Council adding ‘Highways 
Maintenance’ to the Community Infrastructure levy Regulation 123 List. 

Cromhall Parish Council Whilst Cromhall parish council does not have an outright objection to 
redirecting CIL money to help fund highways maintenance - that directly 
benefits the community the money has been generated for, it does have 
certain reservations regarding the future view of how this funding is used. 
Cromhall parish council is keen that existing highways budgets are not 
reduced or offset against the levy and that the levy is not seen as a first 
port of call for typical highways maintenance. The council would also not 
wish to see social & recreational community benefits for CIL be constantly 
hurt by a swallowing of any monies by the endless need for highway 
repairs. To this end Cromhall parish council would propose a fixed cap of 
no more than 25% of available CIL funds to be available for highways 
maintenance (IF directly required for that Community project area) 

Emersons Green Town 
Council 
 

Please be advised Emersons Green Town Council has considered the 
inclusion of Highways on the CIL Regulation 123 list and has no objection 
to the proposal. 

Filton Town Council 
 

I am writing to confirm that we support the addition of highway 
maintenance being included in the regulations. 

Pucklechurch Parish 
Council 

Pucklechurch Parish Council discussed the amendments to Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulation 123 List at its meeting on 3rd July 2019 and 
agree no objection in principle to adding Highways Maintenance to the CIL 
Regulation 123 list, providing this will not reduce the proportion of CIL 
available to the Community. 

Sodbury Town Council 
 

Just to let you know that Sodbury TC considered the consultation in 
relation to the addition of Highways to the CIL Regulation 123 list and has 
No Objection to the proposals. 

Stoke Gifford Parish 
Council 

 

Just writing to confirm the Parish Council support the amendment for South 
Gloucestershire Council to include Highways Maintenance within the 
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulation 123 List to allow the allocation 
of CIL receipts on Highways Maintenance. 

Tortworth Parish Council The Tortworth Parish Meeting discussed the consultation at its meeting in 
June. It generally thought the proposal to add Highway Maintenance to the 
CIL Regulation 123 as long as highway maintenance does not become the 
sole beneficiary of these monies. 

Westerleigh Parish 
Council 

As requested Westerleigh Parish Council discussed the subject of South 
Gloucestershire Council using the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
receipts on Highways Maintenance and the addition of Highways 
Maintenance  to the 123 list. Westerleigh Parish Council feel they do not 
have the knowledge or sufficient information to be able to decide if the 
change is acceptable or not, however it was STRONGLY felt that no 
change should be made which would reduce the contributions which the 
Parish Council receive.  There was also concern if money from local 
developments was being used away from the area it was intended to 
enhance. 

 

b) South Gloucestershire Residents 

All four residents that responded to the consultation objected to the proposal. 

Their comments are: 

I object to the proposal. Whilst I understand the financial drivers that lie behind it, I consider it (a) 
inappropriate use of CIL funds and (b) wrongly removing or de-prioritising Highways Maintenance from 
its fund allocation from other (eg. Council tax) funds. The CIL money is intended to create, build or 
(where necessary & appropriate) perhaps adapt or enhance existing infrastructure.  CIL money should 
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not therefore be used to fund the maintenance of existing highways (or other infrastructure), other than 
where the creation of new infrastructure has the incidental benefit of negating the need for otherwise-
required maintenance.  If Highways maintenance is not funded from the current account budget of 
South Glos, drawing largely upon Council Tax receipts, then it brings into question the charging of 
Council Tax and other uses of the normal council funds.  It is wrong in principle, as it would be seeking 
to use on-off / capital type resources for ongoing current-account type expenditure. If CIL money (from 
new development) is used to fund Highways Maintenance, then it will lead to a spiral whereby even 
further development is needed to help fund the maintenance of the previous generation of 
infrastructure. Thus is simply not sustainable, as we cannot keep expanding infrastructure (which will 
inevitably also need maintenance in years to come) to fund the maintenance of earlier infrastructure – 
especially when we will ultimately run out of developable land. Therefore, whilst I have some sympathy 
for the financial drivers behind this proposal, I consider that Highways Maintenance should continue to 
be funded from regular funds (from not from one-off development levies), and I would suggest that 
other things may need to be re-prioritised in order to ensure there are sufficient regular funds for 
Highway Maintenance.  Thus, in conclusion, having thought things through, then (for the reasons given 
above) I object to the proposal to allow CIL money to be used for Highways Maintenance. 

CIL money should be used to improve local amenities, it is not intended to replace existing 
maintenance budgets. 

As a South Glos Resident I read the Levy 123 amendment with interest. You ask for comments. The 
section on the strategy for walking and cycling is small and about 6 on the list. If we are to use CIL 
monies to improve South Glos this needs to take a higher priority. We are over congested in 
Yate/Chipping Sodbury and improvements to infrastructure travel need to primarily address this point. 

The nomenclature of this proposal introduces ambiguity by describing the category as “Highway 
Maintenance” when, to my mind, it should be called “Highway Improvements”. I don’t think anyone 
would argue that large developments can trigger the need for highway improvements but, as 
proposed, there appears to be the possibility of the funds being allocated to projects which would 
otherwise fall into the standard maintenance budget. I find Point 5 especially controversial.  New 
projects such as crossings and roundabouts to mitigate the effects of increased traffic volume in the 
immediate vicinity would go some way to appeasing residents who are unhappy about the 
developments generating CIL funds.  Remedying “failing infrastructure” opens the door to the funds 
being used wherever deemed necessary by the Highways Department which could be some 
considerable distance from the actual development and not perceived as a benefit by the affected 
neighbours. As proposed, this appears to be a further example of SGC Officers arrogating increased 
powers following on from the restructuring of the planning system last year. 

 

c) South Gloucestershire Councillors 

All four SGC Councillors that responded to the consultation support the proposal. 

Their comments are: 

I have no problem with that. 

I agree. A very sensible proposal. 

I totally agree with the use of CIL for the Highways Maintenance programme. 

I agree to adding Highway Maintenance to the Infrastructure Levy Regulation 123 list. 

 

d) Housebuilders 

Four housebuilders responded to the consultation, with 3 supporting and 1 

objecting to the proposal. 

 

Bovis Homes Limited 
 

We do not have any issue with this. 

Cotswold Homes Limited I confirm that Cotswold Homes have no objection to CIL payments being 
used on Highways Maintenance. 

Home Orchard Limited 
 

I’m happy with that. 

Redrow Homes Limited On behalf of Redrow Homes we do not agree with this proposal. 
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e) South Gloucestershire Council Officers 

Four Council Officers responded to the consultation supporting the proposal. 

Housing Enabling There are no implications from the proposal for the Enabling Team and 
the provision of affordable housing, so we agree to the amendment to 
the Reg 123 list. 

Economic Development I have no objection to South Gloucestershire Council adding ‘Highways 
Maintenance’ to the Regulation 123 List. 

Head of Street Care and 
Transport 

I’m happy 

 
Transport Development 
Control 

I agree. There’s no reason for not adding highway maintenance to the 
CIL 123 list. 

 

f) Political Parties 

Only one Political Party responded to the consultation, objecting to the proposal. 
SGC Liberal Democrat 
Group 

After careful consideration we have concluded that we must oppose this 
amendment to the 123 List. While we fully acknowledge that there has 
been chronic underinvestment in our road network and share the desire 
to see more investment in highways maintenance, we do not believe 
that taking funds from CIL is an appropriate way to achieve this. CIL has 
always been intended to provide for mitigations to new development, 
from which the contributions arise.  By amending the 123 List in order to 
admit general highways maintenance, there is a risk that the use of CIL 
in South Gloucestershire would be straying away from its intended 
purpose – that, rather than mitigating new development, it would be 
used to backfill the black hole in the local authority’s highways budget 
caused by years of government underinvestment. This is an 
understandable impulse given the poor state of local roads, but it would 
amount to robbing Peter to pay Paul. We would not object to CIL being 
used to fund specific road maintenance schemes as mitigations to new 
developments, but general highways maintenance is far too broad a 
category to be admitted to the 123 List. It could very easily engulf all 
other spending, leaving nothing for other projects.      New communities 
need more than just roads. The net consequence of admitting highway 
maintenance to the 123 List will be to see far less money for other vital 
schemes, which are unlikely to find funding elsewhere. It will mean less 
money to provide new schools, less money for youth centres, nurseries, 
and health and leisure facilities. It will mean less money for walking, 
cycling and public transport infrastructure, all of which are vital to ensure 
that new developments don’t just mean more and more cars placing 
strain local roads, increasing the need for more road maintenance 
spending in the long run. This reflects the view of our group, as well as 
that of a number of concerned residents and parish councillors who 
have contacted us about this issue.   

 

g) Government Organisation 

Only one Government organisation responded to the consultation, The 

Environment Agency, and their response was ‘No comment’.  
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Results 

Out of 34 responses to the consultation, 20 are for the proposal to include Highways 

Maintenance in the Regulation 123 List and 13 are against. 

Consultee For Against 

Parish/Town Councils 9 7 

Residents 0 4 

SG Councillors 4 0 

Housebuilders 3 1 

SGC Officer 4 0 

Political Parties 0 1 

Government Organisations 0 0 

TOTALS 20 13 

 


