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the Liability Notice to that address.  The Council were under no obligation to also 

serve the Liability Notice by standard post.   

3. I note that the appellant contends he was not aware of the e-mails sent by the 

Council until it was too late as they unfortunately ended up in his spam folder.  
While I have sympathy with the appellant if this was the case, I can only 

determine whether or not the Council issued a Liability Notice.  On the evidence 
before me, I am satisfied they did so.  The appeal under this ground fails 
accordingly.    

The appeal under Regulation 118 

4. An appeal under this ground is that the Council has issued a Demand Notice with 

an incorrectly determined deemed commencement date.  Although such an appeal 
has been made, the appellant has not submitted any arguments or evidence to 
support it, or stated what he considers to be the correct date.  Instead, he has 

simply repeated the point about e-mails going to his spam folder.  Therefore, I 
can only assume that the appeal under this ground was made in error, and I have 

no reason before me to believe that the deemed commencement date of 22 
September 2023 has been incorrectly determined.  The appeal under this ground 
also fails accordingly.   

5. It appears clear that the appellant is not happy with the way the Council has dealt 
with this matter.  However, if the appellant has concerns about the Council’s 

conduct or their adopted procedures, I can only suggest that he may wish to make 
a complaint through the Council’s established complaints process in accordance 
with local government accountability. 

6. I also note that the appellant would like to see changes to the CIL regulations. 
This is a matter that he may wish to take up with his local MP. 

Formal decision  

7. For the reasons given above, the appeal is dismissed and the surcharge of 
£  is upheld.         
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