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1. Executive Summary 

1.1 This report sets out background out how the Neighbourhood Community Infrastructure 
Levy (NCIL) has been used in non-parished areas of the Borough since it was first 
allocated in 2019.  The report goes on to consider options in creating a non-ward 
specific fund to help support projects which have cross boundary benefits.  And finally, 
the report provides context to enable Scrutiny Board Members the opportunity to 
consider whether any further changes to the process for allocating NCIL ought to be 
taken into account by the Cabinet Member for Communities and Leisure. 

1.2 At least 15% of all CIL funds received as a result of development taking place in an 
area are to be used at the local level.  This local proportion, otherwise known as NCIL, 
is paid directly to parish councils where the development takes place in a parished 
area.  In non-parished areas the Council retains responsibility for spending/allocating 
NCIL. The first 3 years of allocations have resulted in 32 projects receiving funding 
totalling £417,955. 

1.3 The Cabinet Member for Communities and Leisure has responsibility for allocating 
NCIL funds, and this is done on an annual basis via bids to specific ward funds. 

mailto:gpalmer@solihull.gov.uk


1.4 Following experience from previous years, it has been suggested that it would be 
beneficial to establish a non-ward specific fund.  A range of options to achieve this are 
considered, with preference being given to a 10% top-slice from funds in the individual 
ward pots.  This top-slicing could be operated across all non-parished wards, or only 
those wards in the urban area. 

1.5 The advantages and disadvantages or all of the options are set out in the report and 
Members are invited to indicate which option would be preferred. 

2. Decision(s) Recommended 

2.1 To note how the Neighbourhood Community Infrastructure Levy funds have been 
used since being introduced. 

2.2 To consider whether any changes to the process are justified in order to provide 
clearer support for potential cross boundary projects, and if so, which option is 
recommended to the Cabinet Member for Communities and Leisure. 

2.3 To consider whether any other changes to the process for allocating Neighbourhood 
Community Infrastructure Levy ought to be recommended to the Cabinet Member for 
Communities and Leisure. 

 



Report Title: Process for Allocating Funds from the Neighbourhood Community Infrastructure 
Levy 

 
1. Matters for Consideration  

1.1 The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is a charge that the Council collects from 
new development in most of the Borough1. CIL regulations (Regulation 59F(3)) require 
that a proportion of CIL is set aside as the neighbourhood or local portion (known as 
Neighbourhood CIL (NCIL)) to be spent in consultation with local communities2. 

1.2 Once funds have been received, 15% is directly paid to the parish council (if the 
development was undertaken within a parished area) or set aside in a ward fund (if 
the development is undertaken within an unparished area). In either case, the 
neighbourhood proportion will be increased from 15% to 25% following the adoption of 
a neighbourhood plan. 

1.3 It is the responsibility of parish councils to determine how the local proportion of the 
fund is spent in parished areas.  However, the Council retains responsibility for 
spending (or allocating) the local proportion in non-parished areas and this report only 
considers this latter circumstance. 

1.4 The Neighbourhood Proportion of the levy is expected to be used to fund:  

(a) the provision, improvement, replacement, operation or maintenance of 
infrastructure; or 

(b) anything else that is concerned with addressing the demands that development 
places on an area. 

1.5 Funding is allocated to communities in unparished areas through the following annual 
process (which was first undertaken in 2019): 

(a) April – CIL receipts for the previous financial year are analysed to 
determine how much funding is available in each ward; 

(b) May/June – Publicity and communication to inform communities of 
what funding is available; 

(c) July/August – Funding bids are submitted to the Council 

(d) September/October – Bids are assessed against an agreed 
framework; 

(e) December/January – Report presented to the Cabinet Member with a 
view to agreeing the allocation of funds. 

1.6 Any monies not spent in one year will be rolled over into the next funding year. 

                                            
1 No CIL is collected from areas in North Solihull as this was judged (at the time the Charging Schedule was 
adopted) to have an adverse impact on viability of developments occurring in the area. 
2 The remainder of the CIL funds collected (less an administrative charge) are retained in a ‘Strategic CIL Fund’ 
which is intended to fund major infrastructure projects anywhere in the Borough where it is demonstrated the 
additional infrastructure helps to ‘unlock’ development coming forward. 



1.7 The Government does not prescribe a specific process for agreeing how NCIL 
allocations should be spent. However, the Planning Practice Guidance recommends 
that Charging Authorities (i.e. Solihull Council) should consider using existing 
community consultation and engagement processes, together with working alongside 
neighbourhood groups and forums, local businesses and networks of ward 
councillors.  

1.8 In Solihull a ward-based system was agreed as the best basis for allocating the 
neighbourhood portion of CIL in areas not covered by a parish / town council. The 
current NCIL scheme therefore relies upon bids being made to ward pots based on 
the location of the project to be supported. Ward pots are ‘opened up’ for bids if they 
have more than £10,000 available. 

1.9 As of 31st March 2022 a total of £1,320,480 had been accumulated into the 
local/neighbourhood CIL fund – this includes the monies then paid directly to parish 
councils. 

1.10 In relation to non-parished areas (which are the only areas of the Borough that the 
Council is responsible for spending the local or neighbourhood proportion of CIL), the 
NCIL allocations have been considered by the relevant Cabinet Member on the 
following dates: 

(a) 2019 allocations – 25th November 2019 

(b) 2020 allocations – 10th December 2020 & 14th April 2021 

(c) 2021 allocations – 26th January 2022 

1.11 The first 3 years of allocations have resulted in 32 projects receiving funding totalling 
£417,955.  Details of the approved allocations are set out in appendix B. 

Cross Boundary Projects 

1.12 Currently, where there is insufficient or no funds available in a ward pot, there is an 
option to part fund a project from adjacent and/or multiple ward pots where the project 
serves the wider community. Projects are considered on a case-by-case basis on their 
own merits. 

1.13 In 2021 a project based in Shirley West sought money from both Shirley East and 
Shirley South pots (as no money was available in Shirley West). This was on the basis 
that the project served all of Shirley (and indeed beyond), not just Shirley West. Whilst 
this was agreed and funding was awarded, it did not receive support from all ward 
members and officers were asked to explore options as to how cross ward boundary 
bids could be supported in future. 

1.14 In most cases, NCIL projects will continue to principally benefit the 
local/neighbourhood area they are physically occurring within.  However, it is 
recognised that some projects, especially in the urban area where boundaries 
between communities are less well defined (than in the rural area), can have wider 
than local benefits that cross ward boundaries.  This will especially be the case if, for 
instance, the bidding group/organisation draws its membership from the wider area or 
carries out engagements across a wider area (and having an HQ in just one area). 

https://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=653&MId=7920&Ver=4
https://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=653&MId=8379&Ver=4
https://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=653&MId=8382&Ver=4
https://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=653&MId=8921&Ver=4


Other Matters 

1.15 Whilst cross boundary projects was one area where potential changes to the process 
for allocating NCIL has been identified, there may be others.  This report to Scrutiny 
Board is an opportunity for Members to raise other issues or suggestions that they 
would like the Cabinet Member to take into account. 

2. What options have been considered and what is the evidence telling us about 
them? 

2.1 The aim is to have a simple, open, and transparent process within which the local 
proportion can be allocated.  It should be based on a proportionate approach to 
assess bids and avoid complicated assessments.  As NCIL is to help assimilate new 
development within the area where chargeable development takes place, the focus 
should be to allow NCIL to be directed towards communities and areas where such 
development is taking place. 

2.2 A number of options for how NCIL funding could be allocated to address cross ward 
boundary impacts have been considered. The proposed options, along with the 
advantages and disadvantages of each approach are outlined below: 

Option  Advantages Disadvantages 

1. Retain existing ‘on own 
merits’ approach. 

Would allow schemes to be 
justified on a case-by-case 
basis where cross boundary 
benefits could be 
demonstrated.  

Would provide an opportunity 
for projects in areas not 
normally in receipt of any / 
enough NCIL funding to bid 
successfully 

Could still demonstrate a link 
between development and 
community projects that 
benefit an area. 

Retains flexibility 

Reduces money in the pot for 
schemes within the ward 
where the development is 
actually taking place. 

Introduces an element of 
uncertainty for how much 
money wards have got to 
spend. 

May lead to an alternative 
project in the particular ward 
not having enough funding. 

Disagreement as to what 
schemes should be taken 
forward, especially if they 
have similar scoring / benefits. 

Need robust justification to 
demonstrate why a particular 
scheme outside a ward should 
be preferrable to one inside a 
ward. 

Could reduce the pot for next 
round of funding. 

Less certainty. 

2. Allocate NCIL to all 
wards (excluding areas 
covered by a parish or 
town council) on an 

Fair and equitable as will 
apply on the same basis to all 
wards 

Allows those wards who do 

Could be seen as unfair to 
those wards who are taking 
significant development as 
their individual ward funding 



Option  Advantages Disadvantages 

equal basis. not traditionally receive 
significant / any CIL funding 
to bid for local schemes 

Provides certainty for how 
much money is in each pot/ 
how much wards have 
available to spend 

pots could be substantially 
reduced. 

May not directly benefit 
communities who are 
experiencing pressure from 
development. 

Funding could be given to 
wards that are not 
accommodating any 
development.  

3. Use the Strategic CIL 
Fund. 

Would enable communities to 
access greater sums of 
money than if being limited to 
only what is collected in the 
ward 

Could help with delivering 
larger projects with a greater 
community benefit 

Could close the gap of 
inequality between more and 
less affluent parts of the 
Borough 

May not directly benefit 
communities who are 
experiencing pressure from 
development. 

Funding could be given to 
wards that are not 
accommodating any 
development. 

Disproportionate amount of 
funding could be awarded in a 
ward compared to the scale of 
development 

Would reduce the funds 
available for strategic scale 
infrastructure. 

4A  Introduce a ‘top-slice’ 
of NCIL funds from all 
ward pots 

Will allow wards that do not 
receive any / limited CIL 
funds to receive support for 
local schemes 

Allows NCIL to be spent on a 
greater number of projects 
across the Borough, not just 
in the ward in which it was 
collected 

Fair and equitable as will 
apply on the same basis to all 
wards3 

Provides certainty for how 
much money is in each pot/ 
how much wards have 
available to spend. 

Prevents disagreements 
between Wards 

Reduces money in local ward 
pots which exceed £10,000  

Would disproportionately 
affect wards who only just 
meet the £10,000 threshold 

Perception that NCIL is not 
being used to address the 
demands from development in 
the area in which development 
has taken place. 

Cross boundary linkages 
between urban and rural 
wards are less evident 

                                            
3 This is that the top-slice would apply on the same basis to all wards, but it should be noted that other factors 
will influence how much money is raised in each area (ie differences between CIL rates in the urban and rural 
areas, and whether an area has an adopted Neighbourhood Development Plan or not). 



Option  Advantages Disadvantages 

Wards where development is 
taking place will still retain the 
majority of the money 

Funding applications can be 
submitted without having to 
wait for ward pots to reach 
the £10,000 threshold 

The simplest way to apply a 
top-slice. 

Allows rural wards to access 
the top-slices fund 

4B Introduce a top-slice of 
NCIL funds from ward 
pots in the main urban 
area4 only 

Will allow wards and areas 
that do not receive any / 
limited CIL funds to receive 
support for local schemes 

Allows NCIL to be spent on a 
greater number of projects 
across the Borough, not just 
in the ward in which it was 
collected 

Provides certainty for how 
much money is in each pot/ 
how much wards have 
available to spend. 

Prevents disagreements 
between Wards 

Wards where development is 
taking place will still retain the 
majority of the money 

Funding applications can be 
submitted without having to 
wait for ward pots to reach 
the £10,000 threshold 

Cross boundary linkages 
between wards in the main 
urban area are more 
established and apparent 

Reduces money in local ward 
pots which exceed £10,000  

Would disproportionately 
affect wards who only just 
meet the £10,000 threshold 

Perception that NCIL is not 
being used to address the 
demands from development in 
the area in which development 
has taken place. 

Could be seen as unfair as 
rural wards would not be 
subject to top-slicing. 
However, rural wards would 
also be excluded from 
accessing the top-sliced fund. 

5A Use a proportion of 
unallocated funds from 
all wards to fund the 
subsequent years 
cross boundary ward 
fund. 

Will allow wards and areas 
that do not receive any / 
limited CIL funds to receive 
support for local schemes 

Allows NCIL to be spent on a 
greater number of projects 
across the Borough, not just 

Reduces money in local ward 
pots which exceed £10,000  

Would disproportionately 
affect wards who only just 
meet the £10,000 threshold 

Perception that NCIL is not 

                                            
4 These wards would include Lyndon, Elmdon, Olton, Silhill, St Alphege, Shirley East, Shirley West, and Shirley 
South.  Of the unparished areas, this would exclude Knowle & Dorridge 



Option  Advantages Disadvantages 

in the ward in which it was 
collected 

Provides certainty for how 
much money is in each pot/ 
how much wards have 
available to spend. 

Prevents disagreements 
between Wards 

Wards where development is 
taking place will still retain the 
majority of the money 

Funding applications can be 
submitted without having to 
wait for ward pots to reach 
the £10,000 threshold 

Fair and equitable as will 
apply on the same basis to all 
wards5 

Allows the ward generating 
the levy a ‘first go’ at using 
the funds. 

Would help prevent projects 
missing out on funding from 
their own ward if a top slice 
were applied first. 

being used to address the 
demands from development in 
the area in which development 
has taken place. 

Cross boundary linkages 
between urban and rural 
wards are less evident. 

Would be quite variable from 
one year to the next and may 
not provide sufficient funds to 
fully support a non-ward 
specific fund. 

5B Use a proportion of 
unallocated funds from 
ward pots in the main 
urban area to fund the 
subsequent years 
cross boundary ward 
fund. 

Will allow wards and areas 
that do not receive any / 
limited CIL funds to receive 
support for local schemes 

Allows NCIL to be spent on a 
greater number of projects 
across the Borough, not just 
in the ward in which it was 
collected 

Provides certainty for how 
much money is in each pot/ 
how much wards have 
available to spend. 

Prevents disagreements 
between Wards 

Wards where development is 
taking place will still retain the 
majority of the money 

Reduces money in local ward 
pots which exceed £10,000  

Would disproportionately 
affect wards who only just 
meet the £10,000 threshold 

Perception that NCIL is not 
being used to address the 
demands from development in 
the area in which development 
has taken place. 

Could be seen as unfair as 
rural wards would not be 
subject to top-slicing. 
However, rural wards would 
also be excluded from 
accessing the top-sliced fund. 

Would be quite variable from 
one year to the next and may 

                                            
5 This is that the top-slice would apply on the same basis to all wards, but it should be noted that other factors 
will influence how much money is raised in each area (ie differences between CIL rates in the urban and rural 
areas, and whether an area has an adopted Neighbourhood Development Plan or not). 



Option  Advantages Disadvantages 

Funding applications can be 
submitted without having to 
wait for ward pots to reach 
the £10,000 threshold 

Allows the ward generating 
the levy a ‘first go’ at using 
the funds. 

Would help prevent projects 
missing out on funding from 
their own ward if a top slice 
were applied first. 

Cross boundary linkages 
between wards in the main 
urban area are more 
established and apparent 

not provide sufficient funds to 
fully support a non-ward 
specific fund. 

 

Other Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) 

2.3 A review has been undertaken of all other LPAs in the West Midlands who charge CIL 
to establish how they administer the local proportion of CIL raised in their areas.  The 
authorities that tend to make a charge are rural authorities which are largely or entirely 
covered by parishes.  There are limited examples relating to urban areas as many that 
have started to make a charge have not yet reported any spending of the local 
proportion.  Elsewhere one example has been highlighted whereby the local panel set 
up to assess bids can refer an application to the strategic fund. 

3. Reasons for recommending preferred option 

3.1 From the options outlined above, it is considered that either option 4A or 4B should be 
favoured if a top slice to create a non-specific ward fund is to be established.  Option 
4A has the advantage of treating all non parished wards in the same manner, whereas 
option 4B recognises that due to the settlement being separated from the urban area 
there are likely to be less cross boundary projects between Knowle/Dorridge/Bentley 
Heath and the urban area.  Both options would still ensure that areas accommodating 
the most development retain most of their funding allocation. This will provide certainty 
in terms of how much money is available in each ward pot and establishes a fair 
mechanism for resolving any cross-boundary issues that arise. 

  



3.2 The question then is, how much should be top sliced?  Using the ward funds for 2022, 
the following amounts would be available for the non-parished urban area based on 
different levels of ‘top slicing6: 

(a) 10% - £39,466 

(b) 15% - £58,518 

(c) 20% - £77,096 

3.3 Whilst there is some flexibility in determining an appropriate percentage, at 15% or 
20% it is considered that the link between where the development is taking place and 
the availability of funds to support local projects is becoming stretched.  At 10%, a 
greater link remains.  At 10% this would yield funds of c£40k being available.  Based 
on last year’s bids this could fund a medium sized project or 3-4 smaller projects; but 
would be insufficient for a larger scale project. 

3.4 It may be noted that options 4A and 4B have similar outcomes. However, unlike the 
unparished wards in the rural part of the Borough7 where the main settlements are 
more stand alone and obvious, the unparished wards in the main urban area are 
contiguous. Boundaries between areas are less distinguishable on the ground and 
local services and facilities are often shared between ward areas. 

3.5 The existing approach is that wards that have reached a pot threshold of £10,000 are 
to be open for bids. The preferred option would operate on the basis that wards 
reaching this £10,000 threshold will have up to 10% top-sliced from their individual 
ward pot8.  

3.6 This money will be put into a separate fund and will be available to projects in all 
unparished wards that can be demonstrated to have a cross boundary benefit.  This 
will not prevent projects with cross boundary benefits bidding to just their host ward 
fund if it has sufficient to allow the project being funded. 

  

                                            
6 This is based on option 4A which includes a top slice of all ward funds, these amounts would be reduced if the 
top slices from Knowle/Dorridge were to be excluded as per option 4B.  For example, at 10% the cross 
boundary funds would be reduced by £10,771 to £28,695 as Dorridge (£8,813) and Knowle (£1,958) would 
retain all their funds included in the table at paragraph 3.7. 
7 As this considered unparished areas only, essentially this just relates to Knowle, Dorridge & Bentley Heath 
only. 
8 The top slice shall operate on the basis that it will be up to 10%, so that funds that are only marginally over the 
£10,000 threshold shall not then fall below £10,000 after the top slice has been deducted. 



3.7 The current area totals for 2022 and how this would be impacted by the top sliced 
approach is outlined in the table below: 

Area 
Current funding 

available for 2022 
10% top-slice amount9 

Total after 10% top 
slice 

Blythe10 £11,907 £1,191 £10,716 

Dorridge and 
Hockley Heath 

£88,125 £8,813 £79,313 

Knowle £19,576 £1,958 £17,618  

Lyndon £10,334 £334 £10,000 

Elmdon £011 £0 £0 

Olton £20,212 £2,021 £18,191 

Shirley East £11,028 £1,028 £10,000 

Shirley South £60,544 £6,054 £54,490 

Shirley West £33,803 £3,380 £30,423 

Silhill £64,760 £6,476 £58,284 

St. Alphege £82,115 £8,212 £73,903 

Total  £402,404 £39,466 £362,938 

 

3.8 This preferred option would see £39,466 being available to all projects in all 
unparished wards to bid for funds if they can demonstrate cross boundary benefits. 

3.9 Notwithstanding this, all bids will still need to demonstrate that they comply with CIL 
spending regulations. They will be assessed in accordance with the approved scoring 
matrix, which ensures the ranking of preferred bids is supported by evidence provided 
in application forms.  This seeks to ensure that the scoring of bids is open and 
transparent, with robust reasoning behind recommended options for funding. In 
addition, there may be occasions when more appropriate sources of funding can be 
pursued outside of the NCIL process. The Council will continue to advise community 
groups of these. 

3.10 Any top-sliced funding that is not spent will be rolled over to the following year. 

3.11 Options 5A and 5B would both work on the principal that a proportion of unallocated 

                                            
9 This is based on option 4A.  See footnote 5 for implications of following option 4B. 
10 Although most of the Blythe ward is parished, and so is beyond the scope of this report, the Monkspath area 
falls within the ward and as it is not parished it falls within the scope of the neighbourhood proportion 
administered by the Council. 
11 As the fund has not exceeded £10,000 



funds from one year would be rolled over into a non-ward specific fund for the 
following year.  The main advantage of these options would be the ward generating 
the CIL income would have priority in using it first, and only if it is not used in one year 
would a proportion be ‘diverted’ into a non-ward specific fund for the following year.  
As an example, in 2021 £130,029 was not allocated and was rolled over to be 
available in 2022.  If 20% were ‘diverted’ to a non-specific ward fund this would make 
£39,000 available to it.  It would still result in most of the ward generated in a ward to 
remain in that ward.  The difference between options 5A and 5B are similar to options 
4A and 4B – ie it could be operated across all wards (option 5A) or just the wards in 
the main urban area. 

Next steps and timeline 

3.12 Any formal changes to the bidding process will take place from 2023, but comments 
from Scrutiny Board will provide a useful context for the 2022 bids to be considered 
against should there be any cross-boundary projects.  

3.13 The funding available in the various ward pots was made known earlier in the year, 
and further publicity has now taken place. 

3.14 Deadlines for bids to be made has been set for 3rd February 2023 to ensure all 
potential groups have a reasonable opportunity to formally submit their bids.  This 
timescale will allow the bids to be evaluated in February/March 2023 ready to be 
reported to Scrutiny Board and Cabinet Member in March 2023. 

3.15 The communications which set out the funds available for 2022 have also sought to 
highlight other funding opportunities or support that may be available for projects that 
can’t be funded by NCIL.  This includes work being undertaken in Communities and 
Partnerships, including the Solihull Community Development Team (CDT) and 
Warwickshire & Solihull Community and Voluntary Action (CAVA). Signposting this 
support includes that available on the web pages at Voluntary and Community Sector 
(VCS) Funding. 

4. Implications and Considerations 

4.1 State how the proposals in this report contribute to the priorities in the Council Plan: 

Priority: Contribution: 

People and Communities: 

1. Improving outcomes for children and young 
people in Solihull. 

2. Good quality, responsive, and dignified 
care and support for Adults in Solihull when 
they need it. 

3. Take action to improve life chances and 
health outcomes in our most disadvantaged 
communities. 

4. Enable communities to thrive. 

Potential projects that can be funded through 
NCIL have the ability to support people and 
communities across all 4 priority areas 
depending on the nature and scale of the 
project itself. 

Economy: Potential projects that can be funded through 

https://www.solihull.gov.uk/communities-and-safety/Voluntary-and-community-sector-funding
https://www.solihull.gov.uk/communities-and-safety/Voluntary-and-community-sector-funding
https://www.solihull.gov.uk/About-the-Council/The-Council-plan


Priority: Contribution: 

5. Develop and promote the borough’s 
economy, with a focus on revitalising our 
town and local centres. 

6. Maximising the opportunities of UK Central 
and HS2. 

7. Increase the supply of affordable and social 
housing that is environmentally sustainable. 

NCIL have the ability to support the economy 
principally through priority area 5 depending on 
the nature and scale of the project itself.  The 
Strategic CIL Fund and/or S106s will have more 
of a role to play in supporting priority areas 6 
and 7 

Environment: 

8. Enhance our natural environment, improve 
air quality and reduce net carbon 
emissions. 

Potential projects that can be funded through 
NCIL have the ability to support the 
environment in priority area 8 depending on the 
nature and scale of the project itself. 

 

9. Promote employee wellbeing N/A 

4.2 Consultation and Scrutiny: 

4.2.1 Existing NCIL allocation arrangements have been reviewed by the Stronger 
Communities and Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Board from time to time, most 
recently on 6th January 2022. 

4.3 For the 2022 allocations the Cabinet Member reviewed options regarding a potential 
top slice of up to 10% of ward funds to establish a non-ward specific funding pot that 
can be used to support cross boundary projects.  The matter was considered at 
Communities and Leisure Cabinet on 25th July 2022, but was deferred to enable more 
engagement with Members, and this report to Scrutiny Board is an opportunity for 
Members to provide feedback to the Cabinet Member. 

4.3.1 The report to Communities and Leisure Cabinet on 25th July 2022 prompted a number 
of Members to make comments on the issue.  In summary the comments were as 
follows: 

(a) More time / engagement is required - 9 

(b) Not support option 4B - 1 

(c) Support 4B - 1 

(d) Not support top slicing - 1 

4.3.2 The Knowle, Dorridge & Bentley Heath Neighbourhood Forum also made comments 
on the July report setting out that they didn’t favour option 4A (as recommended) as 
(a) they believe it didn’t treat the area in a fair and equitable manner (as the only non-
parished area with a NDP their area receives 25% of monies which is a greater 
amount than contributed by other areas) and (b) less potential for cross boundary 
projects between the urban area and the Knowle/Dorridge settlement.  Out of the 
options, they have indicated a preference for option 4B. 

https://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=531&MId=8683&Ver=4
https://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=691&MId=9482


4.3.3 Although not directly related to the report and the establishment of a non-specific ward 
fund, the Forum also noted their preference for their wards (Knowle & Dorridge) to be 
treated ‘flexibly whereby their area funds could be combined across the two wards’.  

4.3.4 The forum are correct in that their area is the only one (in the non-parished area of the 
Borough), that has a neighbourhood plan, and therefore 25% of the levy raised is 
allocated to NCIL (rather than 15% elsewhere).  Whilst this is a difference it doesn’t 
necessarily follow that this establishes a principle that monies can’t or shouldn’t be top 
sliced.  The amount being top sliced at 10% still results in the vast proportion (90%) 
being retained in the local area.  And it opens up the option for projects in KDBH to bid 
for funds from the non-specific ward pot if they have cross boundary benefits. 

4.3.5 Another difference is that of all the non-parished areas in the Borough, it is only their 
area where the rural rate of £15012 per m2 is charged, elsewhere, where a charge is 
made the rate is £75.  So, for the same nature of development, CIL funds in KDBH will 
be double the rate achieved elsewhere for the same development. 

4.4 Financial implications: 

4.4.1 Up to 5% of funds collected via the levy can be retained by the Charging Authority to 
recover the cost of the administration and management of the levy. The costs 
associated with engagement work with communities, scoring of bids and writing of 
reports will be recovered by the administration proportion of CIL. 

4.5 Legal implications: 

4.5.1 Regulation 59A-59C of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 details 
the Council’s responsibility for spending of the neighbourhood proportion of CIL. The 
preferred option will ensure that the Council allocates funding appropriately and meets 
its obligations under the Regulations. 

4.6 Risk implications, including Risk Appetite: 

4.6.1 Without the appropriate spending of the levy, the Council will not be undertaking its 
statutory duty as a charging authority to spend funds in conjunction with communities 

4.7 Equality implications: 

4.7.1 As part of an earlier review of the process for allocating the Neighbourhood Proportion 
of the Community Infrastructure Levy in non-parished areas a Fair Treatment 
Assessment (FTA) was carried out.  The amendments to the process set out in this 
report and not expected to significantly alter the conclusions of the FTA. 

4.7.2 One of the advantages of NCIL allocations being delegated to the Cabinet Member for 
Communities and Leisure is that it helps set this opportunity in the wider context of 
funding availability from other sources administered through this portfolio. This allows 
bids and/or bidders to be redirected towards opportunities that may be more 
appropriate for that individual project. 

                                            
12 For residential development and as index linked. 



4.7.3 In some wards that lie in the north of the Solihull where NCIL in non-parished will not 
be available due to a zero levy, it is especially import that additional targeting of other 
sources of funding is carried out. 

4.7.4 Overall, it is considered that NCIL should benefit communities within the borough, 
however it will be important to continuingly review process for allocating the 
Neighbourhood Proportion of the Community Infrastructure Levy in non-parished 
areas over the coming years 

4.8 Linkages to our work with the West Midlands Combined Authority (WMCA), Local 
Enterprise Partnership or the Birmingham & Solihull Integrated Care System (ICS): 

4.8.1 None as a direct result of this report. 

5. List of appendices referred to 

A – An outline of CIL in Solihull 

B – Neighbourhood CIL in Solihull (Non-Parished Areas) 

C – Residential Development on a ward-by-ward basis 

6. Background papers used to compile this report 

6.1 N/A 

7. List of Other Relevant Documents 

7.1 N/A 

  



Appendix A 

An Outline of CIL in Solihull 

The Charging Schedule sets out the rates for CIL (in pounds per square metre) and this was 
set in 2016.  The rates are index linked and are increased on the 1st January each year. 
 
The charging schedule sets out what types of development CIL is liable for (as not all 
development is CIL liable) and differences in the rates depending on which part of the 
Borough that the development takes place.  These areas are shown on the CIL Charging 
Zone plan in the Charging Schedule, which is reproduced below: 
 

 

https://www.solihull.gov.uk/sites/default/files/migrated/Planning_CIL_CIL_Charging_Schedule.pdf


 
For example there are three different rates for residential development in the Borough as 
follows: 
 

o Rural areas - £150 per m2 plus index linking 
o Mature suburbs - £75 per m2 plus index linking 
o North Solihull - nil rate 

 
The Charging Schedule was set after two rounds of consultation and an independent 
examination of it.  Different rates are used to reflect the different development values across 
the Borough, and when setting the rates, the Council had to “strike an appropriate balance 
between additional investment to support development and the potential effect on the 
viability of developments.”  So, in North Solihull charging a CIL rate for development was 
likely to make a development unviable and therefore a nil rate was set, but for the rural area 
where development values are greater, a CIL rate of £150 per m2 could be set whilst 
retaining the viability of development. This approach had to be evidenced (through viability 
analysis work) and was tested through the examination process. 
 
So the above sets out what rates are payable to the Council, and at this stage this is not 
dependent upon whether the development takes place in an area with a parish council or not. 
 
Once development commences, the CIL liabilities are due to be paid to the Council13, and 
through regulation, these are effectively split into three funds: 
 

o Administration expenses – up to 5% can be used to pay for the administration 
costs of running a CIL programme 

o Local or Neighbourhood CIL (sometimes known as NCIL) – either 15% or 25% 
is set aside for spending at the local level.  The difference is dependent upon 
whether the area where the development takes place is covered by an adopted 
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) or not.  The higher proportion is paid 
when a NDP is in place.  In addition the 15% rate is capped depending on the 
number of dwellings already in the area. 

o Strategic fund – Between 20% & 30% is set aside in the strategic CIL fund for 
use on larger scale infrastructure projects anywhere in the Borough. 

 
It is at this point where there becomes a difference between the parished areas of the 
Borough, and the non-parished areas: 
 

o In parished areas (ie where there is a parish or town council) – the local or 
neighbourhood CIL proportion (15%or 25%) is paid directly to the relevant 
parish or town council and they are responsible for determining priorities and 
spending the monies. 

o In non-parished areas (ie where there is no parish or town council) – the 
Council remains responsible for spending the NCIL monies in these areas and 
has set up ward based funding pots for community groups to bid for individual 
projects.  This is an annual process and potential changes to the process were 

                                            
13 Within 60 days from commencement all CIL liabilities of less than £20,000 are due.  Liabilities over £20,000 
are due on an phased basis of up to 4 instalments due up to 480 days from commencement.  Late payments 
can attract up to 3 surcharges of 5% each. 



recently considered by the Cabinet Member for Communities and Leisure at 
her decision session on 25th July 2022. 

 
The outcome of the above is that in areas where CIL is charged, a proportion of the money is 
paid directly to the relevant parish councils.  However, if there is a parish council in an area 
where there is a nil CIL rate, then no monies are collected from these developments and 
there is nothing to pass on to the relevant parish/town council. 
 
The Council can only spend (strategic) CIL monies on the provision, improvement, 
replacement, operation or maintenance of infrastructure. 

In addition to the above, the local proportion can also be spent on anything else that is 
concerned with addressing the demands that development places on an area.  



Appendix B 

Neighbourhood CIL in Solihull (Non-Parished Areas) 

It is the responsibility of parish councils to determine how the local proportion of the fund is 
spent in parished areas.  However, the Council retains responsibility for spending (or 
allocating) the local proportion in non-parished areas and this appendix only considers this 
latter circumstance, ie the areas highlighted on the plan below. 

 

As of 31st March 2022 a total of £1,320,480 had been accumulated into the 
local/neighbourhood CIL fund – this includes the monies then paid directly to parish councils. 

In relation to non-parished areas (which are the only areas of the Borough that the Council is 
responsible for spending the local or neighbourhood proportion of CIL), the NCIL allocations 
have been considered by the relevant Cabinet Member on the following dates: 

(a) 2019 allocations – 25th November 2019 

(b) 2020 allocations – 10th December 2020 & 14th April 2021 

(c) 2021 allocations – 26th January 2022 

The first 3 years of allocations have resulted in 32 projects receiving funding totalling 

https://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=653&MId=7920&Ver=4
https://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=653&MId=8379&Ver=4
https://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=653&MId=8382&Ver=4
https://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=653&MId=8921&Ver=4


£417,955.  Details of the approved allocations are set out later in this appendix. 

NCIL funds available in each bidding year14 have been as follows15: 

Ward 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Blythe    11,907 

Dorridge & Hockley Heath 26,835 41,960 39,040 88,125 

Elmdon     

Knowle 10,994 55,122 20,500 19,576 

Lyndon    10,334 

Olton 18,485 42,554  20,212 

Shirley East 54,277 69,866 50,406 11,028 

Shirley South 24,817 42,580 81,523 60,544 

Shirley West 21,276 25,827  33,803 

Silhill 47,345 49,043 44,403 64,760 

St Alphege  31,773 27,621 82,115 

Total 206,048 360,745 265,514 402,404 

Of which, the sums allocated 75,985 206,485 135,485 N/A 

Percentage allocated 37% 57% 51% N/A 

 

The variable amounts available in each pot are as a result of the following differences: 

 The extent of chargeable development taking place in the ward 

 The CIL rate payable for the development (which is based on the location) 

 Whether the area where the development takes place is covered by an adopted 
neighbourhood plan. 

Of the above, the principal reason as to whether CIL monies are available in any given year 
in a ward is dependent upon the extent of chargeable development takes place.  As new 
residential development is the main contributor to CIL funds, a ward-by-ward schedule of 
new residential development is provided in appendix C. This illustrates a significant 
difference in new residential development taking place from one ward to another, and this is 

                                            
14 Only if funds in any given year exceed the £10,000 threshold. 
15 It should be noted that any unspent monies from one year in a ward fund are rolled over into the following 
year, therefore the funds in the years from 2020 is not necessarily new money. 



reflected in the CIL monies being available. 

2019 Allocations 

In 2019 7 projects were funded from 20 submissions.  A total of £75,985 was allocated, with 
the result that £128,044 was rolled over into the following year. 

The approved allocations were as follows: 

 Dorridge Village Hall Association - Extension to Dorridge Village Hall (£20,000) 

 Knowle Village Hall - Installation of emergency exits throughout the building (£8,200) 

 Olton Library (SMBC) - Olton Library improvements (£18,363) 

 Palmers Rough (SMBC) - Health and well-being and outdoor gym equipment (£7,500) 

 Light Hall Youth and Community Association Trust - Replace worn and damaged tables 
(£8,092) 

 Friends of Shirley Park - 9 picnic benches (£7,830) 

 Haslucks Green Junior School - Replacement windows for music/SOLAR room (£6,000) 

2020 Allocations 

In 2020 16 projects were funded from 26 submissions.  A total of £206,485 was allocated, 
with the result that £152,600 was rolled over into the following year. 

The approved allocations were as follows: 

 Dorridge & District Residents' Association (DDRA) - A Path for Bentley Heath Park 
(£12,865) 

 The Knowle Society - #LoveKnowle Park (£35,000) 

 Olton Mere Sailing Club - Pontoon Floatation Replacement (£15,895) 

 Langley School - Provision of a covered, outdoor seating area (£14,000) 

 SMBC Public Realm Shirley High Street Shirley High Street – Using Green infrastructure 
to Improve the Public Realm (£10,000) 

 SMBC Public Realm Jacey Park - Jacey Park: Increasing Access to Nature (£8,000) 

 Friends of Green Lane Park - Green Lane Park Development Project: enhancement of 
green space (£13,330) 

 Shirley Parish Parochial Church Council - Recovery from Lockdown: including computer 
skills club & technology to reduce isolation (£2,700) 

 Shirley Parish Parochial Church Council - Back yard refurbishment to outdoor room 



(£2,000) 

 Greswold Primary School - Greswold Primary School Community Access Project (£5,000) 

 Solihull BID - Community Seating Hub: greener spaces for all (£30,000) 

 Shirley Institute - Upgrading/replacing of windows (£12,695) 

 Visit Knowle - Central Knowle Improvement Plan 2020-21 (£17,000) 

 Knowle Allotment Society - Knowle Allotments Security Fencing (£3,000) 

 Solihull Round Table - Langley Hall Park Natural Play Area (£5,000) 

 Shirley Old People’s Welfare Committee Limited - Extend dining room at Elizabeth House 
care home (£20,000) 

2021 Allocations 

In 2021 9 projects were funded from 12 submissions.  A total of £135,485 was allocated, with 
the result that £128,007 was rolled over into the following year. 

The approved allocations were as follows: 

 Marjorie Willis Educational - Outdoor Seating at Alderbrook School (£10,455) 

 Shirley Parish PCC - Restoration of the tower clock in St James’s Church (£4,104) 

 Royal British Legion Knowle (Club) Ltd - Project Jubilee Room (£5,592) 

 St Phillips Church, Dorridge - Installation of disabled and wheelchair bound person's lift 
(£20,507) 

 Dorridge Scout Group - Dorridge Scout Hut Car Park (£7,500) 

 SMBC Palmers Rough - Palmers Rough Pond Enhancement (part of Newts & Shoots 
Pond Creation & Enhancement) (£27,798) 

 Ordinary Magic CIC (The Magic Bean Coffee Shop) - Community IT and Communication 
Infrastructure Project (£2,532) 

 Knowle Park - Knowle Park Basketball Court (£12,000) 

 Shirley Sea Cadets – building extension (£45,000) 

  



Appendix C 

Residential Development on a Ward-by-Ward Basis 

The table below indicates the net new residential dwelligs on a ward-by-ward basis from 
2014-15 to 2020-21. 

 

 

 

Ward 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 Total %

Bickenhill 100 16 45 16 26 58 38 299 6%

Blythe 23 81 113 278 270 264 172 1201 25%

Castle Bromwich 9 1 5 7 -1 3 0 24 1%

Chelmsley Wood 9 146 79 56 80 0 0 370 8%

Dorridge & Hockley Heath 60 80 19 21 23 2 8 213 5%

Elmdon 1 4 0 3 1 3 0 12 0%

Kingshurst & Fordbridge 40 25 47 39 70 18 0 239 5%

Knowle 50 93 15 52 66 9 32 317 7%

Lyndon 5 5 16 0 1 0 14 41 1%

Meriden 71 66 60 53 87 20 4 361 8%

Olton 12 8 33 21 9 25 6 114 2%

Shirley East 12 21 17 58 6 3 0 117 2%

Shirley South 10 7 0 11 0 0 26 54 1%

Shirley West 157 113 80 54 54 89 273 820 17%

Silhill 27 9 16 -3 65 9 82 205 4%

Smith's Wood 66 0 29 23 31 33 0 182 4%

St Alphege 9 1 0 26 10 104 9 159 3%

Total 661 676 574 715 798 640 664 4728
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