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A partnership between the business community and local government 
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership  

 
ITEM 2A 
 
Date: 30 January 2017 
 
Subject:     DRAFT MINUTES of a meeting of the Kent & Medway Economic Partnership 

(KMEP) held in the Inspiration Suite, Village Hotel, Castle View, Forstal Road, 
Maidstone on 12 December 2016.  

 
 

Attendees 
 

KMEP Board Members  
Geoff Miles (Chair | The Maidstone Studios) 
Andrew Bowles (Swale BC) 

Rodney Chambers (Medway Council) 

Miranda Chapman (Pillory Barn Design Ltd) 

Paul Carter (Kent County Council) 

Sarah Dance (Sarah Dance Associates)  
Peter Fleming (Sevenoaks District Council)  
Nicolas Heslop (Tonbridge & Malling BC)  
David Jukes (Tunbridge Wells Borough Council) 

Vince Lucas (VA Rail Ltd) 

Linda Marsh (Kent Invicta Chamber of Commerce 

alternate). 

 

Andrew Metcalf (Maxim PR) 
Jenny Hollingsbee (Shepway District Council 

alternate) 
Nick Sandford (Kent Country Land Association) 

Steve Sherry (RBLI) 
Paul Thomas (Orbit Homes) 
Paul Watkins (Dover District Council) 

Prof. Mike Weed (CCCU alternate) 

Paul Winter (Wire Belt Company Limited) 

Fran Wilson (Maidstone Borough Council) 
 

Observers & Presenters in attendance 
Louise Aitken (SELEP), Allan Baillie (KCC), Kevin Burbidge (GBC),  Barbara Cooper (KCC), Mark 
Dance (KCC),  Helen Dyer (Medway), Julie Foley (Environment Agency), Stephen Gasche (KCC), John 
Foster (MBC), Katharine Harvey (SDC), Richard Hicks (MC), Madeline Homer (TDC),Dave Hughes 

(KCC), Tim Ingleton (DDC), Abdool Kara (SBC), Richard Longman (TGKP),  Rhiannon Mort (SELEP), 
Sarah Nurden (KMEP), Karla Phillips (KCC), Jacqui Ward (KCC), Louise Whitaker (KCC), Jeremy 
Whittaker (TMBC). 
 

Apologies 
 

KMEP Board Members 
Paul Barrett (C4B Business & Barretts Motors), Gerry Clarkson (ABC), Simon Cook (CCC), John Cubitt 
(GBC), Philip Cunningham (Cripps Harries Hall LLP), Douglas Horner (Trenport Investments Ltd & CBI 

South East Council), Jeremy Kite (DBC), Jane Ollis (IOD), Graham Razey (Principal of East Kent College), 

Jon Regan (Hugh Lowe Farms Ltd & Weald Granary Ltd) & Chris Wells (TDC). 
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Item 1 – Welcome, introductions and apologies 

1.1 Mr Geoff Miles, KMEP Chairman, welcomed those present to the meeting and 
received apologies as set out above. 

 
Item 2 – Minutes of previous meeting and action tracker 
 
2.1 The minutes of the previous meeting were agreed as a correct record and signed by 

the Chairman accordingly.  
 
Item 3 – Further Education Area Review & KMEP Skills Commission 
 
3.1 Louise Aitken (SELEP Skills Adviser) and Allan Baillie (KCC Skills and Employability 

Manager) gave presentations to the Board on the Further Education Area Review & 
the KMEP Skills Commission. 

 
3.2 Louise Aitken explained the background to the FE area reviews:  

 In July 2015, the Skills Minister announced plans for “a restructuring of the post-16 
education and training sector, through a series of area based reviews of provision.” 

 The area reviews are designed to ensure that colleges are financially stable, 
efficient and well positioned to meet the needs of individual students and the 
demands of employers in the long-term. 

 The area review of Kent and Medway’s FE provision commenced in December 
2016. 

 Paul Winter (KMEP Skills Commission Chairman), Louise Aitken (SELEP Skills 
Adviser), and KCC’s and Medway Council’s Skills Managers, attended the first 
review meeting with the FE Commissioner on 8/12/16. They gave a joint 
presentation on the current level of skill provision in the county, and the future 
need. 

 
3.3 The ‘asks’ included in the joint presentation to the FE Area Review Team were: 

• Increasing L3+ technical apprenticeships in priority sectors 
• Increasing English and Maths attainment 
• Increasing awareness of growth sectors through Careers Information, Advice 

and Guidance 
• Supporting adults to retrain and planning pathways for vulnerable learners. 
The presentation also gave an overview of the FE Colleges’ sector specialisms, and 
the collaborative approach being fostered in Kent and Medway with schools, 
universities, employers and individuals. 

 
3.4 The next area review steering group meetings will take place between February and 

March 2017. The government will then publish on www.gov.uk a final report with 
recommendations for Kent and Medway’s FE colleges.  

 
3.5 Paul Winter (KMEP Skills Commission Chairman) added that: 

 More trained staff are required to avoid a drop in productivity. 

 The proportion of young people seeking an apprenticeship needs to increase. 
Only 10% of the 18-24 year olds are currently on an apprenticeship.  

 

http://www.gov.uk/
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3.6 Allan Baillie shared the following comments in his presentation on the KMEP Skills 
Commission: 

 Eight guilds will be operational from January 2017. 200 employers are 
contributing to the guilds, as well as college and University representatives. 

 Each guild is producing an action plan that incorporates: 
o Employer-led initiatives in schools & colleges 
o Producing promotional material 
o Creating work experience & work placements 
o Supporting careers events 
o Establishing a directory of employers 
o Promoting apprenticeships 

 In March 2017, there will be the first KMEP Skills Commission Annual 
Conference. All 200 employers will be invited to attend. 

 There will be four ‘Kent Choice Local’ careers events for young people to attend 
in 2017. 

 Each guild will also hold a sector conversation. 
 
3.7 Concluding the presentation, Allan Baillie asked for offers of support from KMEP 

Board Members. The type of support sought is: 

 Being ambassadors for the guilds – by alerting your business contacts to their 
existence. 

 Funding and/or staff time to support the guilds. 

 Support for the guild bid to SELEP/ESF. 
 
3.8 In response to both presentations, the following points were made by Board 

Members: 

 The Apprenticeship Levy should substantially change the way young people access 
their training, and allow employers to be more demanding in the commissioning of 
bespoke courses that fit the needs of their businesses. 

 Some employers are seeking to secure internal accreditation of their training in 
phase 1 of applying the levy. The second phase will then be to increase the number 
of apprenticeships. 

 The SFA has engaged district partners on this topic. Districts have been able to 
feedback where there is significant collaboration between the colleges and the 
local councils. 

 The challenge for Kent is the significant number of SME enterprises and also niche 
sectors, where tailored qualifications are needed. 

 The SME enterprises are not always aware of the opportunities available from the 
apprenticeship levy, because they do not have to pay it. There is significant work to 
be undertaken in raising awareness. 

 A concern raised was the lack of tutors and lecturers available locally to  carry out 
the training. Transport can also be a barrier to young people accessing on-the-job 
training, as companies may not be located on bus/rail routes. 

 A fundamental change is needed in the education system, according to David 
Jukes, as schools are graded on how many students progress to university. This 
demotivates teachers from advising students of apprenticeship opportunities. 
Teachers are often unaware of how lucrative some careers can be (e.g. an 
apprenticeship bricklayer could go on to earn £50k p.a. in later life).  
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 The traditional approach taken by some universities to teaching can disillusion 
students. 

 Apprenticeships must be made attractive to SMEs. Nick Sandford spoke of the time 
commitment of hosting 3 apprenticeships at his firm.  

 
3.9 The Board thanked the presenters and NOTED the updates provided. The Board 

AGREED that the Guild Chairmen would be most welcome to observe the KMEP and 
BAB meetings. Guild presentations would be given when the agenda timings allowed. 

 
4. Environment Agency’s strategic plans for flood defence in Kent & Medway  
 
4.1 Julie Foley (Area Manager for Kent, South London & East Sussex, Environment 

Agency) presented to the Board.  In particular she referred to the following:  
 
4.2 In Kent, there are currently 85,557 homes and businesses at risk of tidal or fluvial 

flooding. This figure does not include properties at risk of surface water flooding.  
 
4.3 The EA deems a 1 in 100 chance of fluvial flooding, or a 1 in 200 chance of tidal 

flooding as a ‘high flood risk’. 
 
4.4  The Government has made an unprecedented investment in flood and coastal risk 

management. The EA has a 6 year programme than runs to 2020/21.  
 
4.5 The total project capital expenditure from 2016/17 to 2020/21 earmarked for Kent is 

£189m. 60% of this funding comes from Government. To secure this,  the remaining 
40% must be partnership funding committed by local authorities, developers or 
businesses (otherwise the money is reallocated to other parts of the country).  

 
4.6 Julie Foley clarified that this 60%:40% split is an average applied at a county level – 

the percentage split can vary according to each individual project.  Some schemes 
could be fully funded, where the case is overwhelming (determined by the cost 
benefit ratio). In other cases, a higher level of partnership funding would be sought.  

 
4.7 The total capital investment of £189m would result in 27,313 properties being better 

protected in Kent. 
 
4.8 The EA has a revenue budget of circa £10m pa for river and flood structure 

maintenance. 
 
4.9 The example of the £24.6million Sandwich Town Tidal Defence Scheme, which was 

delivered in partnership with Pfizer and Kent County Council, was shared. This 
scheme protects 488 homes and 94 businesses and created the right conditions for 
growth. 

 
4.10 The EA works with the Kent Developers Group, planning applicants and local 

authorities on strategic development proposals. The EA encourages pre-application 
discussions to resolve issues early and identify opportunities for creating better 
places. 
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4.11 Julie Foley referred to the KMEP/SELEP Local Growth Fund round 3 bid for the Leigh 
Flood Storage Area and East Peckham Relief Works.  

 

4.12 The EA is more resilient and prepared for any winter flooding event, with 500 local 
staff trained and ready. Also, 60,000 people are signed up to the flood warning 
service. 

 

4.13 The Board thanked Julie Foley for her presentation. She gave the following responses 
to their questions: 

 

4.9 The EA recognises there are multi-components to manage flooding. In addition to 
embankments, reservoirs and flood walls, there are community resilience measures 
and natural flood management strategies. Through the Medway Flood Action Plan, 
the EA is bringing together partners that can assist the EA to support natural flood 
management. The EA has also submitted a bid to the Treasury for funding for a 
natural flood management project, with the Medway identified as a pilot area for the 
project. 

 

4.10 The EA encourages insurance companies to consider how the EA’s investment has 
impacted on household flood risk premiums, so they can be lowered. The insurers 
are supplied with the EA’s flood risk maps. 

 

4.11 There is a ‘National Assessment of Flood Risk’ map which shows where the flood 
defences are located around the country. 

 
5. Kent Developers’ Group: Removing barriers to growth  
 
5.1 Nick Fenton (Chairman of the Kent Developers’ Group) presented to the Board.  In 

particular he referred to the following:  
 
5.2 Kent Developers Group (KDG) is a group of organisations actively involved in delivering 

quality development across Kent and Medway, and alleviating the barriers to growth. 
KDG also addresses strategic issues across Kent and Medway, and influences major public 
sector organisations such as DCLG, the Highways Agency, the Environment Agency and 
Natural England. 

 
5.3 KDG represents developers, both commercial and residential, land owners and 

contractors. It currently has 30 members. KDG works closely with Kent Housing Group 
(KHG), Kent Planning Officers Group (KPOG), Kent County Council, the District Councils, 
SELEP, Design South East and other partners. 

 
5.4 There are 190,000 homes required by 2031. The current delivery rate is approximately 

half of the projected/targeted build out rate. The delivery was dramatically affected by 
the recession, but even before that date, an insufficient number of houses were built. 

 
5.5 Speculative commercial development dried up throughout the recession. There are three 

speculative commercial developers in Kent building currently. More need to be 
encouraged. 
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5.6 Quality development is important, and to achieve this there must be proper consultation 
and dialogue between the various partners. 

   
5.7 Factors that can impede developments include: Delays to the planning process; ecology, 

archaeology; infrastructure delivery; utility companies’ delays; and viability, especially in 
some coastal areas.  
 

5.8 The specific projects that KDG has recently worked on include: 

 Working with Natural England and the Environment Agency, including on a Kent-
wide newt survey; 

 Addressing viability; 

 Working with KCC to look at how utility companies can be influenced to invest and 
accelerate delivery; 

 Stakeholder engagement and PR; and 

 Producing a new Kent Planning Protocol. 
 

5.9 The planning protocol is a joint initiative between KPOG, KDG and KHG. It has been signed 
by leaders and chief executives, and endorsed by Government. It incorporates the best 
practice that is witnessed across the districts. 
 

5.10 KDG, supported by Kent County Council, sent a letter in November to Secretary of State 
for Communities and Local Government, setting out the barriers to housing delivery and 
job creation, and provided potential solutions. The main topics/solutions covered in the 
letter were:  

 Gap funding for Infrastructure in line with the Ashford/HCA model for 10a; 

 Taking a strategic approach to utilities investment, by working with utilities on their 
investment plans; 

 Examining regulators’ investment rules and customer service standards; 

 Recognising the part all types of developer play in delivery, including the provision of 
help for smaller developers; 

 Specific delivery model and freedoms; 

 Support for retirement housing and extra care facilities, allocated sites and additional 
grant; 

 Freedom for strategic growth in garden cities and towns – by considering 
infrastructure funding and land ownership; 

 Encouraged the employment agenda alongside housing; and 

 Exploring alternative commercial delivery models.  
 

5.11 The Board thanked Nick Fenton for his presentation, and questions and comments 
were sought from the Board. 
 

5.12 In response to Miranda Chapman’s question, Nick Fenton explained that there is a 
significant lack of planners, with another 3 or 4 university courses required to train 
individuals.  

 

5.13 Nicolas Heslop commented that the Government has identified that there is a high 
housing need in the South East, and is happy to speak to authorities on an individual 
basis. The barrier to delivery however is the lack of infrastructure, such as suitable 
roads. It is critical that the timing is correct so that the infrastructure is in place 
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before the houses are built to avoid dissatisfaction for the existing residents and 
businesses. 

 

5.14 There is a need to address the public’s negative perception of development. Board 
Members suggested better use could be made of PR opportunities, so developers can 
advise local residents of the benefits to them of the developments. 

 

5.15 The recruitment market for planning officers is volatile, with many officers leaving 
local authorities to work in the private sector when the construction market is 
strong. To ameliorate this, planning technicians can be used instead of planning 
officers to deal with a significant proportion of the day-to-day workload, leaving only 
the specialist work to the planning officers. 

 

5.16 Several Board Members emphasised the need for high-quality 
development/architecture and better place-making. This will help build cohesive new 
communities. 

 
6. Infrastructure announcements in Autumn Statement & future engagement with 

MPs and National Infrastructure Commission  
 
6.1 Geoff Miles described the proposal to host a KMEP Infrastructure Summit on 20 

January 2017. The purpose of the summit will be to engage the Members of Parliament 
in discussion on the infrastructure required locally in order to unlock economic growth. 
The attendees at the summit would be KMEP Board Members, the Business Advisory 
Board Members and the MPs.  
 

6.2 The Board Members welcomed the opportunity to speak directly to the MPs to ask why 
central Government is directing disproportionate investment elsewhere in the country, 
and not in the south east.  

 

6.3 The Board Members agreed that the summit presentations should be business-led, with 
short presentations followed by a question and answer session / debate. 

 

6.4 Sarah Nurden (KMEP Strategic Programme Manager) informed the Board that the 
Government is still to issue the Local Growth Fund Round 3 announcement. However, 
after the advocacy efforts of KMEP Members, there is reason to hope that the figure has 
increased. The final SELEP award will be revealed in a few weeks according to SELEP’s 
BEIS contact. 

 

6.5 She also explained that ‘call for evidence’ has been issued by the National Infrastructure 
Commission. The deadline for submissions to this call is 10 February 2017, and KMEP 
Board Members were asked to send any comments they would like included to Sarah 
Nurden by 18 January 2017.  

 
7. Local Growth Fund 1 & 2: Delivery Progress Report 
 
7.1 Helen Dyer (LGF Project Officer, Medway Council) introduced the Delivery Progress 

Report. The following comments were received in response: 
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7.2 Peter Fleming shared his concerns over the variance in the RAG ratings. Barbara 
Cooper (Corporate Director, KCC) described the monitoring process undertaken to 
ensure issues were resolved in an appropriate manner. She mentioned that some of 
the projects are not due to commence until 2017/18, and beyond. 

 
7.3 The Board NOTED the report. 
 
8. Any Other Business 
 
8.1 Peter Fleming expressed his disappointment over Chris Grayling’s announcement to 

not transfer metro services to Transport for London. 
 
8.2 Geoff Miles provided feedback on Canterbury Christ Church University’s launch of its 

‘Making a success of Brexit: A sectoral appraisal’ report. 
 
8.3 Nick Sandford advised Board Members that a new call for EAFRD projects is expected 

to be announced shortly.    
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A partnership between the business community and local government 
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership  

 
ITEM 2B 
 
Date: 30 January 2017 
 
Subject:     Action Tracker and Progress Update 
 

 
The table below provides a brief update on matters previously discussed by the Board. 

Topic Board 
paper ref 

Progress update 

Industrial 
Strategy 
 

  The Government has issued its “Building our industrial 
Strategy; Green Paper”.  

 This is available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/building-
our-industrial-strategy 

 The consultation is open until 17 April 2017, and the item 
will be added to the next KMEP agenda on 30 March. 
 

European 
Funding: 
European 
Agricultural 
Fund for Rural 
Development 
 

12/2016 
AOB 
 

 The launch of calls for applications in the South East LEP 
Area is taking place on Thursday 2nd February 2017, 
between 11.00 - 15.00, at the Wesley Hotel,  Euston, 
London. 

  

European 
Funding: 
Grants for Life 
Science 
Businesses 

  The Boost4Health project is offering Kent-based life science 
businesses that want to enter the European market, the 
opportunity to apply for small grants towards market entry 
and product validation activities. If of interest, please click 
on the link for more details: 
http://www.kentinternationalbusiness.co.uk/docs/B4H_Mi
cro_Financing.pdf  

Lower Thames 
Crossing 
 

10/2015 
Item 3 
 

 SELEP is producing a “Lower Thames Crossing Prospectus”. 
This will set out the package of funded improvements to 
the wider motorway and road network, which are needed 
to support the new Crossing. A draft copy will be circulated 
to KMEP Board Members once it is available for your 
comments. 

 

  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/building-our-industrial-strategy
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/building-our-industrial-strategy
http://www.kentinternationalbusiness.co.uk/docs/B4H_Micro_Financing.pdf
http://www.kentinternationalbusiness.co.uk/docs/B4H_Micro_Financing.pdf


11 
  

 

 
A partnership between the business community and local government 
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership  

 
ITEM 4 
 
Date: 30 January 2017  
 
Subject:     National Infrastructure Assessment: Call for Evidence 
 

Report authors: Katie Stewart, Director of Environment Planning ＆Enforcement  
Sarah Platts, KCC’s Strategic Planning and Infrastructure Manager 

 

 
Summary 
 
1.1 The National Infrastructure Commission was established to provide the Government with 

impartial, expert advice on major long-term infrastructure challenges. 
 

1.2 A ‘call for evidence’ has been issued by the National Infrastructure Commission, which is 
appended to this report, and can also be accessed at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/56351
6/NIA_call_for_evidence_October_2017.pdf  

 

1.3 The deadline for submissions to this call is 10 February 2017.  
 

1.4 At KMEP on 30th January 2017, Katie Stewart and Sarah Platts will give a presentation 
highlighting the major infrastructure which could be referenced within the consultation 
response. This presentation is to prompt discussion by the board members. 

 

 
 
  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/563516/NIA_call_for_evidence_October_2017.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/563516/NIA_call_for_evidence_October_2017.pdf
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Item 4 - Appendix A 
 

NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE ASSESSMENT: 
CALL FOR EVIDENCE 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The National Infrastructure Commission (‘the Commission’) was established by 

the Chancellor of the Exchequer in October 2015, with Lord Andrew Adonis appointed 
as its interim Chair. The other members of the Commission are: 

 Sir John Armitt (Deputy Chair) 

 Professor Tim Besley 

 Demis Hassabis 

 Lord Heseltine 

 Sadie Morgan 

 Bridget Rosewell 

 Sir Paul Ruddock 
 
The National Infrastructure Commission is currently operating in interim form until it is 
formally established on a permanent basis in January 2017. 
 
On 12 October 2016, the government published its Charter for the National 
Infrastructure Commission. The Charter states that the Commission is a permanent 
body that “will operate independently, at arm’s length from government, as an executive 
agency of HM Treasury”. The Commission will continue on an interim footing until it – 
and the Charter – formally comes into force. The National 
Infrastructure Commission is, and will remain, operationally independent throughout the 
process. As such, no distinction is made between the Commission’s interim and 
permanent forms. 
 
It is functioning within the terms of reference laid out by the government, which set out a 
central responsibility for the Commission to produce a National Infrastructure 
Assessment (NIA) once a Parliament. This document seeks views and evidence on 
behalf of the Commission, not government ministers. 

 
1.2 The National Infrastructure Commission has been established to provide the 

government with impartial, expert advice on major long-term infrastructure challenges. 
The government will provide the Commission with clear guidance by issuing a public 
remit letter, which will include a binding fiscal remit to ensure that the Commission’s 
recommendations are affordable. While the government will set the Commission’s remit 
(and the terms of reference for the in-depth studies that it undertakes), in all other 
respects it will have complete discretion to independently determine its work 
programme, methodology and recommendations, and the content of its reports and 
public statements. 
 

1.3 The objectives of the National Infrastructure Commission are to: (i) support 

sustainable economic growth across all regions of the UK, (ii) improve competitiveness 
and (iii) improve quality of life. 
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2. CALL FOR EVIDENCE 
 
2.1 
The Commission is launching a 15 week call for evidence to provide input into the 
development of its National Infrastructure Assessment, and encourages all interested 
parties to submit evidence, ideas and solutions. 
 
The Commission will produce an NIA once in every Parliament, setting out the 
Commission’s assessment of long-term infrastructure needs on a 30-year time horizon 
with recommendations to the government. In completing the NIA, the Commission will 
build on the work of individual actors, including government departments, sub-national 
and regional bodies and regulators. The Commission will consider the demand and 
supply of infrastructure services, such as journeys or communication, as well as 
infrastructure assets, such as roads or fibre optic cables. 
 
The Commission will cover economic infrastructure in the NIA but sectors will not be 
tackled independently from each other. The NIA will be developed by assessing the 
infrastructure system as a whole using a robust, common methodology to develop 
needs assessments that take account of strategic cross-sector considerations and 
resilience implications. In terms of the individual sectors, the Commission will cover: 
transport, digital communications, energy, water and wastewater (drainage and 
sewerage), flood risk management, and solid waste. 
 
The Commission will publish a Vision and Priorities document in summer 2017. This will 
inform the full NIA, which will be published in 2018. 
 
Submissions to the call for evidence are welcome across the full range of sectors and 
issues relevant to the NIA. 
 
In order to provide assistance to respondents, the Commission has identified 28 key 
questions which it believes will be important to answer in order to understand the main 
infrastructure challenges facing the country over the coming decades. 
Respondents are not required to base their submissions around these questions, or to 
respond to the full set, but they may find them helpful in providing a focus on issues that 
are likely to be important in the assessment process. 
 
Please note that this call for evidence is separate from a call for ideas currently being 
run jointly by the National Infrastructure Commission and HM Treasury to inform 
decisions on the Commission’s next in-depth study or studies. 
 

2.2 
Those making submissions are asked not to exceed 20 sides of A4 paper in length, and 
are strongly encouraged to provide details of the evidence and data which support their 
positions. This will enable the Commission to understand more fully the basis on which 
those conclusions have been reached. The Commission will work with key local and 
national stakeholders as part of an open and transparent programme of engagement to 
support the call for evidence. In addition to its publications and the consultations that it 
carries out, the Commission’s engagement tools also include the use of expert advice 
and challenge (through establishing panels and hosting roundtables) along with 
regional roundtables, sectoral seminars and social research. 
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2.3 
As part of this call for evidence, the Commission also invites local government, LEPs 
and other organisations to share plans that are relevant to nationally strategic 
infrastructure, to help inform the evidence base for the NIA. 

7 
3. CONTEXT 
 
3.1 
The National Infrastructure Commission has committed to producing a National 
Infrastructure Assessment once in every Parliament, setting out the Commission’s 
assessment of long-term infrastructure needs with recommendations to the 
government. 

 
3.2 
In May 2016, the Commission launched a consultation, seeking views on the process 
and methodology of the NIA. The consultation received over 170 responses from a 
diverse range of stakeholders. The Commission has published its response to the 
consultation alongside this call for evidence. 

 
3.3 
This call for evidence is the next step in the Commission’s work to produce its first NIA. 
The Commission’s consultation on the scope and methodology of the NIA received a 
large number of informative responses, and the Commission will continue to engage 
with stakeholders, including industry, business, central and local government, 
regulators, academia, civil society and the wider public during this call for evidence and 
after it closes. 

 
3.4 
The input received through the call for evidence will be assessed by the Commission, 
alongside other evidence, to identify long-term infrastructure challenges and highlight 
priority areas for action over the medium-term. The conclusions of this process will be 
set out in a Vision and Priorities document to be published in summer 2017. This will 
form the basis for a public consultation process, which will then inform the full NIA, to be 
published in 2018. 

8 
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4. QUESTIONS 
The questions that the Commission has identified to assist respondents in focusing their 
submissions to this call for evidence are set out below: 

 
Cross-cutting issues: 
 
1. What are the highest value infrastructure investments that would support long-term 
sustainable growth in your city or region? 
 
Note: this can apply to national, regional or local infrastructure, where you consider it 
would best support sustainable growth in your city or region in practice. Considerations 
of “highest value” should include benefits and costs, as far as possible taking a 
comprehensive view of both. “Long-term” refers to the horizon to 2050 and should 
exclude projects that are already in the pipeline. 
 
2. How should infrastructure most effectively contribute to the UK’s international 
competitiveness? What is the role of international gateways for passengers, freight and 
data in ensuring this? 
 
3. How should infrastructure be designed, planned and delivered to create better places 
to live and work? How should the interaction between infrastructure and housing be 
incorporated into this? 
 
4. What is the maximum potential for demand management, recognising behavioural 
constraints and rebound effects? 
 
Note: “demand management” includes smart pricing, energy efficiency, water efficiency 
and leakage reduction. “Rebound effects” refer to the tendency for demand to increase 
when measures aimed at reducing or spreading demand also lead to lower prices or 
reduced congestion, undoing at least some of any demand reduction. For example, if 
smart meters reduce the cost of electricity in off-peak periods, this could lead to greater 
energy consumption overall, where a large number of individuals or firms take 
advantage of these lower prices by increasing their total usage. 
 
5. How should the maintenance and repair of existing assets be most effectively 
balanced with the construction of new assets? 
 
6. What opportunities are there to improve the role of competition or collaboration in 
different areas of the supply of infrastructure services? 
 
7. What changes in funding policy could improve the efficiency with which infrastructure 
services are delivered? 
 
Note: by “funding”, the Commission means who pays for infrastructure services and 
how, e.g. user charges, general taxation etc. 
 
8. Are there circumstances where projects that can be funded will not be financed? 
What government interventions might improve financing without distorting well-
functioning markets? 

9 
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Note: projects that “can be funded” but “will not be financed” refers to projects that can 
be paid for, but where the upfront costs of construction cannot be raised at an efficient 
price and/or with an appropriate risk sharing balance between the different parties. 
General government financing policy (i.e. the issuance of gilts) is out of scope. 
 
9. How can we most effectively ensure that our infrastructure system is resilient to the 
risks arising from increasing interdependence across sectors? 
 
Note: this includes resilience against external risks and/or problems that arise in one or 
more parts of the system. 
 
10. What changes could be made to the planning system and infrastructure governance 
arrangements to ensure infrastructure is delivered as efficiently as possible and on 
time? 
 
11. How should infrastructure most effectively contribute to protecting and enhancing 
the natural environment? 
 
12. What improvements could be made to current cost-benefit analysis techniques that 
are credible, tractable and transparent? 
 
Note: “credible” improvements are those that generate results that are in line with 
robust evaluation findings for comparable schemes. “Tractable” improvements are 
those that can generate usable quantitative outputs. “Transparent” improvements are 
those that do not rely on ‘black box’ modelling and assumptions. 

 
Transport: 
 
13. How will travel patterns change between now and 2050? What will be the impact of 
the adoption of new technologies? 
 
Note: “travel patterns” include both the frequency and distance of trips taken, as well as 
the mode of transport used. This covers both personal and commercial travel, including 
freight. 
 
14. What are the highest value transport investments to allow people and freight to get 
into, out of and around major urban areas? 
 
Note: “high value transport investments” in this context include those that enable 
‘agglomeration economies’ – the increase in productivity in firms locating close to one 
another. 
 
15. What are the highest value transport investments that can be used to connect 
people and places, as well as transport goods, outside of a single urban area? 
 
Note: this includes travel in and between rural areas, as well as between urban areas 
and international travel. 
 
16. What opportunities does ‘mobility as a service’ create for road user charging? 
How would this affect road usage? 

10 
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Digital communications: 
 
17. What are the highest value infrastructure investments to secure digital connectivity 
across the country (taking into consideration the inherent uncertainty in predicting long-
term technology trends)? When would decisions need to be made? 
 
18. Is the existing digital communications regime going to deliver what is needed, when 
it is needed, in the areas that require it, if digital connectivity is becoming a utility? If not, 
how can we facilitate this? 
 
Note: the existing “regime” refers to the current market, competition and planning 
frameworks. “Digital communications” includes both fixed and mobile connectivity. 

 
Energy: 
 
19. What is the highest value solution for decarbonising heat, for both commercial and 
domestic consumers? When would decisions need to be made? 
 
20. What does the most effective zero carbon power sector look like in 2050? How 
would this be achieved? 
 
Note: the “zero carbon power sector” includes the generation, transmission and 
distribution processes. 
 
21. What are the implications of low carbon vehicles for energy production, 
transmission, distribution, storage and new infrastructure requirements? 

 
Water and wastewater (drainage and sewerage): 
 
22. What are most effective interventions to ensure the difference between supply and 
demand for water is addressed, particularly in those parts of the country where the 
difference will become most acute? 
 
Note: “demand” includes domestic, commercial, power generation and other major 
sources of demand. 
 
23. What are the most effective interventions to ensure that drainage and sewerage 
capacity is sufficient to meet future demand? 
 
Note: this can include, but is not necessarily limited to, governance frameworks across 
the country. 
 
24. How can we most effectively manage our water supply, wastewater and flood risk 
management systems using a whole catchment approach? 

 
Flood risk management: 
 
25. What level of flood resilience should the UK aim to achieve, balancing costs, 
development pressure and the long-term risks posed by climate change? 
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26. What are the merits and limitations of natural flood management schemes and 
innovative technologies and practices in reducing flood risk? 
 
Note: “innovative technologies and practices” can include, but is not necessarily limited 
to, property level resistance and resilience, temporary defences, advances in predictive 
asset maintenance and innovative construction materials. 

 
Solid waste: 
 
27. Are financial and regulatory incentives correctly aligned to provide sufficient long-
term treatment capacity, to finance innovation, to meet landfill and recycling objectives 
and to assign responsibility for waste? 
 
28. What are the barriers to achieving a more circular economy? What would the costs 
and benefits (private and social) be? 
 
Note: A “circular economy” is an alternative to a traditional ‘linear economy’ (i.e. make, 
use, dispose) in which products are designed and packaged to minimise waste, and 
resources are kept in use for as long as possible, e.g. through re-use, recycling and 
greater recovery of materials through the waste management process. 
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5. HOW TO RESPOND 
 
5.1 
The evidence submitted will inform the Commission’s understanding of the wider issues 
surrounding the review we have been asked to undertake. 

 
5.2 
Submissions of evidence should be no longer than 20 sides of A4 paper and should be 
emailed to NIAEvidence@nic.gsi.gov.uk. 

 
5.3 
Please provide submissions and evidence by Friday 10 February 2017. 

 
5.4 
Evidence will be reviewed thereafter by the Commission. If further information or 
clarification is required, the Commission secretariat will be in contact with you. 

 
5.5 
In exceptional circumstances we will accept submissions in hard copy. If you need to 
submit a hard copy, please send your response to the Commission Secretariat at the 
following address: 
 
NIA Call for Evidence 
National Infrastructure Commission 
11 Philpot Lane 
London 
EC3M 8UD 

 
5.6 
We may publish any submissions made; if you believe there is a reason why your 
submission or any part of your submission should be considered confidential, please 
provide details. 

 
5.7 
The Commission is subject to legal duties which may require the release of information 
under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or any other applicable legislation or codes 
of practice governing access to information. 

13 
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A partnership between the business community and local government 
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership  

 
ITEM 6 
 
Date: 30 January 2017 
 
Subject:     Transport Improvements to support The Open Golf Championship 2020 
 
Report authors: Sarah Nurden, KMEP Strategic Programme Manager 
 Tim Ingleton, Head of Inward Investment, Dover District Council 
 Stephanie Holt & Andrew Westwood, Kent County Council 
 

 
Summary 
 
This paper describes the transport improvements necessary to secure Royal St George’s as the 
venue for the 2020 Open Championship. 
 
The Board is recommended to: 

a) Note the letter of support that the SELEP Accountability Board has sent to the Royal and 
Ancient Golf Club (R&A). 

b) Note that an announcement selecting the 2020 venue should be made in early February 
2017. 

c) Note the intention for the transport improvements at Sandwich Station to be 
considered at a future Board meeting for approval of a funding allocation following 
consideration of the Business Case and identification of an appropriate funding stream. 

 

 
1. Background 
 
1.1. The Open Championship (The Open) is the oldest of the four major international 

championships in professional golf. It is administered by The R&A and is the only major 
outside the United States. It is a 72-hole tournament contested over four days, 
Thursday through Sunday. Since 1979 it has been played in the week which includes the 
third Friday in July. 

 
1.2. The Open is held annually at one of nine ‘link golf’ courses across the UK recently being 

played on a five year rotation at St Andrews and alternating between England and 
Scotland in between; these courses are: 

 Carnoustie (Angus, Scotland) 

 Royal Birkdale (Southport, England) 

 Royal Liverpool (Wirral, England) 

 Royal Lytham & St Annes (Lancashire, England) 

 Royal Portrush (Antrim, Northern Ireland)  

 Royal St George’s (Sandwich, Kent, England) 

 Royal Troon (Ayrshire, Scotland) 
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 St Andrews (Fife, Scotland)  

 Turnberry (Ayrshire, Scotland). 
 
1.3. Royal St George’s at Sandwich in Kent has previously hosted The Open on 14 occasions, 

and most recently in 2011. A total of 180,000 spectator admissions were recorded at 
The Open in 2011 and 37,000 passengers travelled on the special High Speed train 
service from London St Pancras, operated by Southeastern. 

 
1.4. The courses listed in paragraph 1.2 are the only venues considered by R&A as suitable 

for hosting The Open, having been through a rigorous assessment process carried out at 
the time of its inclusion on the list. The list operates as an annual rota, with venues 
being picked to suit R&A requirements for that particular year.  
 

1.5. R&A indicated in 2016 that it would like Royal St George’s to host The Open in 2020, 
however it was concerned about a number of challenges that were experienced in 2011.  
 

1.6. In particular, in 2011, the level crossing was on occasions closed for some 40 minutes 
per hour when the 12 carriage trains served Sandwich train station. This had a knock-on 
effect, significantly delaying spectators accessing the venue by car, bus and on foot, and 
resulted in considerable adverse publicity. In addition, the existing passenger bridge 
over the tracks was not fit to bear the large number of arriving passengers. 
 

1.7. R&A has indicated that should these difficulties not be overcome, it will lose this 
opportunity to host The Open in 2020, and The Open would be highly unlikely to return 
until such time as the appropriate transport improvements were undertaken.  
 

1.8. Kent County Council and four East Kent District Councils have been working to resolve 
the challenges identified from 2011 which include improvement to transport 
accessibility to the venue from the local Sandwich rail station. The improvements 
necessary are: 

 To extend the up and down platforms at Sandwich railway station from 8 to 12 
carriage length. 

 To construct an additional footbridge linking the up and down platform passengers 
at Sandwich railway station with a pathway. 

 To construct a pathway from the extended up platform to the start of a footpath 
which links the station to Royal St George’s Golf Club avoiding the town centre.  
 

2. Economic benefits of hosting The Open 
 

2.1. The R&A has commissioned Sheffield Hallam University’s Sport Industry Research 
Centre since 2010 to undertake research into the economic benefit delivered to each 
locality from hosting The Open. The table below provides a summary of the research’s 
findings: 
 

Year Course Economic Benefit Spectator numbers & 
television coverage 
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2010 St 
Andrews, 
Scotland 

The Open delivered a £100m benefit to 
Scotland. 
 
This headline figure includes £47.43m of 
direct spending in Scotland attributable to 
event specific visitors and organisers, as 
well as a destination marketing benefit 
worth £52.55m derived from exposure on 
global television. 
 

A total of 201,000 
spectator admissions 
were recorded. 
 
The Open was broadcast 
globally for more than 
3,000 hours, by 43 
broadcasters, via 86 
channels, to 363 million 
viewers. 

2011 Royal St 
George’s, 
Sandwich, 
England 

The Open delivered a £77m benefit to the 
Kent economy. 
 
This headline figure includes £24.14m of 
direct spending in Kent attributable to 
event specific visitors and organisers, as 
well as a destination marketing benefit 
worth more than £50m derived from 
exposure on global television. 
 
 

A total of 180,091 
spectator admissions were 
recorded. Of these, 
134,000 spectators came 
from outside of the 
county. 
 
The images of Kent were 
broadcast to a worldwide 
audience of nearly 500 
million homes. 
 

2012 Royal 
Lytham & 
St Annes, 
England 

The Open delivered a £65m benefit to 
Lancashire. 
 
The headline figure includes £28m of 
direct spending in Lancashire attributable 
to event specific visitors and organisers, as 
well as a destination marketing benefit 
worth £37m derived from exposure on 
global television. 
 

A total of 181,400 
spectator admissions 
were recorded. 
 
Over 3,800 hours of 
televised coverage 
reached 500 million 
households worldwide. 

2013 Muirfield, 
Scotland 

The Open delivered a £88m benefit to 
Scotland. 
 
This headline figure includes £24.4m of 
direct spending in East Lothian and 
Edinburgh attributable to event specific 
visitors and organisers, as well as a 
destination marketing benefit worth £45m 
derived from exposure on global 
television. 

A total of 142,036 
spectator admissions 
were recorded. 
 
A record 4,500 hours of 
Open Championship 
television coverage was 
broadcast from Muirfield, 
across 104 television 
channels, with a global 
audience reach of 501 
million households. 
 

2014 Royal 
Liverpool, 
England 

The Open delivered a £75m benefit to the 
regional economy of Wirral and 
Liverpool. 
 
This headline figure includes £30m of 

A total of 202,917 
spectator admissions were 
recorded. 
 
The televised coverage 



23 
  

direct spending in the local economy 
attributable to event specific visitors and 
organisers, as well as a destination 
marketing benefit worth £45m derived 
from exposure on global television. 
 

reached 500 million 
households worldwide. 

2015 St 
Andrew’s, 
Scotland 

The Open delivered a £140m benefit to 
Scotland. 
 
This headline figure includes £88m of 
direct spending in Scotland attributable to 
event specific visitors and organisers, as 
well as a destination marketing benefit 
worth £52m derived from exposure on 
global television. 
 

A total of 237,024 
spectator admissions were 
recorded. 
 
The televised coverage 
reached more than 500 
million households 
worldwide. 

 
2.2 The Open will also provide a substantial impetus to the tourist economy in the coastal 

communities in East Kent. 
 
3. Project development  
 
3.1 At the end of 2016, the Member of Parliament for South Thanet (Craig Mackinlay MP) 

convened a working group of Dover District Council DDC), Kent County Council (KCC), L&B 
Rail Executive (Consultants), Network Rail, The R&A, Royal St George’s Golf Club and 
Southeastern. 

 
3.2 The working group commissioned Network Rail to undertake an initial feasibility study 

into the transport improvements, and a visual site survey and topographic survey of 
Sandwich station. 

 
3.3 Based on these studies, Network Rail has provided the working group with two cost 

estimates: - one identifies the cost of providing a semi-permanent solution; the second 
identifies the cost of providing a permanent solution. Further information is set out in the 
Confidential Appendix. 

 
3.3 A commitment to provide a financial contribution is expected to be provided from KCC 

and four of the East Kent District Councils. This is due to sit alongside a further 
contribution from R&A, which will provide money towards the transport improvements. 
In addition, the R&A has already purchased land between Sandwich station and the Golf 
Course so a second pathway can be constructed. Further information on the 
contributions is set out in the Confidential Appendix. 

 
4. Next steps and Timeframe 
 
4.1. The R&A Board is scheduled to convene in early February 2017 to make a formal 

announcement on which venue will host The Open in 2020. For Royal St George’s to be 
considered, the R&A is seeking written confirmation of funding for the required 
infrastructure improvements relating to Sandwich railway station. It was agreed at the 
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meeting held at the end of 2016 that DCC and KCC would liaise on this matter and 
respond to the R&A by the end of January at the latest. 

 
4.2. This project has arisen subsequent to the Local Growth Fund round 3 submission, and 

therefore has not been considered by the KMEP, nor has it been included in the 
prioritised list of pipeline projects. A business case has not been submitted to the 
Independent Technical Evaluator, and therefore an assessment against value for money 
and deliverability has not been undertaken. 

 
4.3. However, in order for the submission to R&A to proceed, a paper was taken to the SELEP 

Accountability Board on 20 January 2017. The SELEP Accountability Board was asked to 
consider the overview of the project and to approve the submission of a letter in support 
of the project to The R&A. The letter set out the SELEP willingness to explore the 
possibility of funding the project in recognition of the significant economic benefits to the 
local economy. This letter was approved by the SELEP Acc. Board Members, and can be 
found in Appendix A. 

 
5. Caveats 
 
5.1 Were a funding agreement entered into, a stipulation in the contract would be for The 

R&A to commit to The Open being hosted at Royal St George’s every 7-8 years for a 
minimum cycle of 3 opens to ensure an ongoing economic benefit to the south east.  

 
5.2 A second stipulation in any contract would be that SELEP’s sponsorship of the event was 

publicised in the media coverage. 
 
6. Financial and Legal Implications 

 
6.1 The project is not currently included in SELEP’s Growth Deal or any funding bid to 

Government for LGF. The proposal would be for the funding to be managed within the 
Kent and Medway programme. Further discussion would be required at a future KMEP 
Board, and at a future SELEP Accountability Board on which funding stream could be 
used. 
 

6.2 All decisions to award funding must be supported by a Business Case, in line with SELEP’s 
Assurance Framework and which has been assessed through the Independent Technical 
Evaluation (ITE) process to ensure that the project demonstrates Value for Money. 

 

6.3 Following the completion of the ITE review of the Business Case, the funding decision can 
be considered at a future Accountability Board meeting, subject to funding for this 
project being identified in line with the SELEP Assurance Framework.  

 

6.4 In light of the absence of any funding certainty and an independent technical evaluation 
of the Business Case being available at this stage, and no funding stream identified, it is 
not possible for the Board to provide outright confirmation of any future decision being 
undertake in respect of this project. To do so could give rise to a legitimate expectation, 
and one which could give rise to legal proceedings, if The R&A were to rely upon the 
assurances provided and funding later is not allocated. 
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7. Recommendations 

 
7.1 The Board is recommended to: 

a) Note the letter of support being sent to the Royal and Ancient Golf Club (R&A) on 
behalf of the SELEP Accountability Board. 

b) Note that an announcement selecting the 2020 venue should be made in early 
February 2017. 

c) Note the intention for the transport improvements at Sandwich Station to be 
considered at a future Board meeting for approval of a funding allocation following 
consideration of the Business Case and identification of an appropriate funding 
stream. 

 

 
8. List of Appendices 
8.1  Appendix A – Confidential Appendix  
8.2 Appendix B – SELEP Letter of Support 
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Item 6 - Appendix B 
South East LEP  

c/o Essex County Council 
County Hall 

Market Road 
Chelmsford 

CM1 1QH 
Mr Johnnie Cole-Hamilton 
Executive Director-Championships 
The Royal & Ancient Golf Club (R&A) 
Beach House,  
Golf Place,  
St Andrews,  
Fife, KY16 9JA 
 

25th January 2017 
 
 
Dear Mr Cole-Hamilton 
 
Re: The feasibility of hosting The Open in Kent in 2020 
 
Thank you for alerting the South East Local Enterprise Partnership (SELEP) to the opportunity 
for Royal St George’s, Sandwich, Kent, to host The Open in 2020. 
 
SELEP understands that investment is required to fund an extension to the platforms at 
Sandwich Railway Station, an additional footbridge linking the up and down platforms at 
Sandwich railway station, and related ancillary infrastructure. We believe that financial 
contributions will be made by The R&A and local authority partners, and that an additional sum 
is sought from SELEP. We appreciate that the R&A has also committed additional expenditure 
in purchasing land to allow the new footpath to be built from the station to the course.  
 
At its Accountability Board meeting on 20th January 2017, SELEP noted its support for the 
transport improvements at Sandwich Station project, and noted the intention for it to be 
considered at a future Board meeting. This consideration is subject to the successful 
completion and assessment of a Business Case by the SELEP Independent Technical Evaluator 
and the identification of an appropriate funding stream. 
 
Currently the funding for this project is not within the SELEP gift. This project has arisen 
subsequent to the Local Growth Fund (LGF) round 3 submission, and before the SELEP LGF 
allocation has been announced. Therefore the project has not been considered by the SELEP, 
nor has it been included in the prioritised list of pipeline projects agreed in July 2016 which 
formed part of the SELEP submission to Government in September 2016. Therefore an 
appropriate funding stream would need to be identified by SELEP. 
 
At this stage, SELEP is able to confirm that it would be willing to: 

 Ask its Independent Technical Evaluator (Steer Davies Gleave) to examine a business 
case submitted by the partners on the working group (including KCC, DDC and Network 
Rail) 
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 Discuss the findings of the Independent Technical Evaluator at its next appropriate 
Accountability Board meeting (subject to receipt of the Business Case). 

 Explore whether a financial contribution could be managed within the Kent and 
Medway programme, and if this were the case, consider committing a maximum of 
£300k to meeting any shortfall in this project. 

 
SELEP would ask that, if funding were to be committed at this future date, The R&A would 
commit to The Open being hosted at Royal St George’s every 7-8 years for a cycle of 3 opens. 
SELEP also requests that SELEP’s sponsorship of the event is featured prominently in publicity 
for the event. 
 
SELEP recognises that significant economic benefits are brought to the south east by The Open, 
and notes the research carried out by the Sheffield Hallum University which shows that the 
direct economic benefit brought to the local economy by The Open is a minimum of £20million. 
We recognise the significant boost to the local tourism and visitor economy that results from 
the global television coverage of the event with many overseas visiting saying they may return 
to the locality based on the positive experience they have had at The Open. This will also 
support our objective to support regeneration in coastal communities. 
 
Bringing The Open to the South East resonates with the aims and objectives of SELEP to drive 
forward economic growth and boost job creation. SELEP is very eager to secure such a benefit 
in future years. However to comply with governance and legal requirements, a funding 
commitment can only be provided once the business case has been examined and be found to 
be robust, and a suitable funding steam has been identified.  
 
We look forward to hearing the outcome of your board meeting in early February, and hope to 
work with you on this key project for the South East. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Chris Brodie on behalf of the Accountability Board Members 
South East Local Enterprise Partnership 
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A partnership between the business community and local government 
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership  

 
ITEM 7 
 
Date:  30 January 2017  
 
Subject:     Local Growth Fund: Round 3 Announcement & Local Growth Fund 

Round 1 & 2 Delivery Report. 

Report authors: Lee Burchill, Local Growth Fund Programme Manager, Kent County 
Council 
Helen Dyer, Project Officer (LGF projects), Medway Council 
Sarah Nurden, KMEP Strategic Programme Manager 

    
 

 
Summary 
 

This report provides an update on the progress in delivering Kent and Medway’s Local Growth 
Fund (LGF) programme.  
 
The Board is recommended to: 

1. Note the update on the LGF round 3 announcement 
2. Note the update on the LGF project scheme delivery 

 

 
1. Local Growth Fund: Round 3 
 
1.1 In July 2016, SELEP submitted its Growth Deal to the Government. The combined 

Growth Deal project list sought £229m of Local Growth Fund Round 3 investment from 
Government. This would help create over 73,500 jobs, enable the build of in excess of 
31,000 new homes, and, significantly, lever £756m of third party investment, mainly 
from the private sector. 

 
1.2 In the Autumn Statement, the Chancellor of the Exchequer confirmed that the full £1.8 

billion of Local Growth Fund Round 3 (LGF3) monies will be allocated to Local Enterprise 
Partnerships (LEPs) across England.  
 

1.3 The Government announced the first LEP allocations on 23rd January 2017. It said the 11 
Local Enterprise Partnerships in the Northern Powerhouse have been awarded the 
following under LGF Round 3: 

• North Eastern £49.7m 
• Cumbria £12.7m 
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• Tees Valley £21.8m 
• York, North Yorkshire, East Riding £23.7m 
• Lancashire £69.8m 
• Humber £27.9m 
• Leeds City Region £67.5m 
• Liverpool City Region £72.0m 
• Greater Manchester £130.1m 
• Sheffield City Region £37.8m 
• Cheshire and Warrington £43.3m 
• TOTAL: £556.3m 

 
1.4 Indicative allocations in early November had suggested that SELEP would receive £45m-

£55m in total. A concerted lobbying campaign has been undertaken by KMEP Board 
Members, SELEP and the Kent and Medway MPs. A new allocation has not been issued, 
however we are hopeful that the figure has increased. The final SELEP award will be 
revealed in the coming days. 

 
2. Local Growth Fund: Rounds 1 & 2 
 
2.1 £135 million has been allocated from the Local Growth Fund (LGF) round 1 and 2 to 

capital projects – primarily transport schemes - in Kent and Medway.   
 
3. Business case development: LGF 1 & 2 Projects 

 

3.1 Project funding is only secured following the completion of a full project Business Case, 
its appraisal by the Local Enterprise Partnership’s (LEP) Independent Technical Evaluator 
(ITE) (currently Steer Davies Gleave) and approval by SELEP Accountability Board. 

 
3.2 Across Kent and Medway, funding has been secured for all schemes programmed to 

start in 2016/17, with the exception of Dover Harbour Board, the business case for 
which is scheduled for a decision at the next SELEP Accountability Board meeting on 24th 
February 2017.  

 
3.3 At the next South East LEP (SELEP) Accountability Board meetings on 24th February and 

31st March 2017, the Accountability Board will also consider the projects identified in 
Appendix A Tables 2 and 3.  

 
4. Scheme delivery: LGF 1 & 2 Projects 
 

4.1 A Red, Amber, Green (RAG) spreadsheet accompanying this report provides an overview 
of progress in delivering all the LGF capital projects in Kent and Medway through both 
Rounds 1 and 2 of the Growth Deal.  

 
For the KCC programme:  

 8 are Green (business case approved, funding fully secured and delivery on target).  

 13 are Amber (funding not yet secured; or scheme delay or funding issue which can 
be mitigated);  

 0 are Red (funding not yet secured and significant cost or delivery issues).  
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 3 are not profiled to spend until later years. 

 1 has been completed 

 1 has been removed 
 

For the Medway programme: 

 5 are Green (business case approved, funding fully secured and delivery on target) 

 1 is Amber (funding not yet secured; or scheme delay or funding issue which can be 
mitigated) 

 
5. Recommendations 
 

5.1 The Board is recommended to: 

 Note the update on the LGF round 3 announcement 

 Note the update on LGF project scheme delivery 
 
6. Appendices:  

 
Appendix A: Business Case Update  
Appendix B: RAG spreadsheet (Kent County Council schemes) 
Appendix C: RAG spreadsheet (Medway Council schemes) 
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Item 7 - Appendix A  

Update on Kent’s Business Case approvals 

 

Table 1 - SELEP Accountability Board Approval 20th January 2017 

Scheme Description LGF 
allocation  

SELEP  Accountability 
Board Approval  

No LGF1 & 2 projects were considered at the Accountability Board on 20th January 2017. However, 
consideration of the letter of support for the Open Golf Championship was discussed. 
 

Table 2. Decisions to be taken by SELEP Accountability Board on 24th February 2017 

Scheme Description  SELEP ask 

Kent Strategic 
Congestion Management 
Programme (KSCMP) 

Package of congestion management 
initiatives, to be implemented across 
the County. 

Approval for 2017/18 LGF allocation 
(£800k) 

Dover Western Docks 
Revival 

Improvements to the A20 junction 
which will facilitate wider 
regeneration in and around the 
seafront. 

Approval for £5m LGF allocation 
(2016/17) 

Coastal Communities 
Housing Intervention 
Project 

Strategic Housing Interventions in SE 
LEP Coastal Communities – 
Jaywick (Tendring District) 
Cliftonville West/Margate Central 
(Thanet District)  
St Leonards, (Hastings Borough) 
 

Approval for £2m LGF allocation 
(£666,666 of which will be allocated to 
Thanet/Kent) 

 

Table 3. Decisions to be taken by SELEP Accountability Board on 31st March 2017 

Scheme Description  SELEP ask 

Kent Sustainable 
Interventions programme 

Programme of smaller sustainable 
transport intervention schemes to 
compliment the larger major 
schemes. 

Approval for 2017/18 LGF allocation 
(£500k) 
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Item 7 - Appendix B – Kent schemes 

KENT SCHEMES - PROJECT RAG STATUS             

Scheme Description 
Scheme 
Delivery 

By 
Budget 

LGF Spent to Date 

Status RAG Comments 
Key Events 

for Next 
Period 

Estimated outcomes 
(Target) 

2015/16 
(million) 

Profiled 
to spend 

in 
2016/17 

2016/17 
(million)  

up to end 
of Dec. 
2016 

Jobs Homes 
Other  

Benefit 

A28 Chart 
Road, 

Ashford 

Carriageway 
dualling, 
junction 

improvements 
and NR bridge 
widening. Start 

of works 
planned for 
Spring 2018 
with an 18 

month 
construction 

period. 

2019/20 

£32.77m 
(£10.2m 

SLGF, 
£22.57m 

match 
funding) 

£0.89 £1.12 £0.209 

DETAILED 
DESIGN         

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 



Interim s106 has been 
signed and JR period 
expires on 20th Feb 2017. 
The CPO and contract 
award cannot be completed 
until after this date so will 
be scheduled for the end of 
February 2017. The 
outstanding Hodson invoice 
will also be paid at the end 
of the JR period. Land 
negotiations are ongoing 
regarding voluntary 
acquisitions. Acquisition of 
East Lodge progressing 
and the purchase is likely to 
be completed in February 
2017. The tender 
assessment is ongoing and 
meetings were held with 
two potential suppliers on 
22 December. Amey have 
started to progress certain 
elements of the detail 
design in order to mitigate 
delays in awarding the ECI 
contract. The quotation for 
the detail design and ECI 
Task Order is currently 
being prepared by Amey. 
Two Party Overbridge 
Agreement has been 
signed. 

Complete 
tender 
assessment 
and award 
report and 
continue with 
detailed 
design. 

250 600   
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Sturry Link 
Road, 

Canterbury 

New link road 
connecting the 

A28 Sturry 
Road to A291 

Sturry Hill 
requiring a 
crossing of 
both the 

railway and the 
river. Start of 

works planned 
for Spring 2019 

with an 18 
month 

construction 
period. 

2020/21 

£29.60m 
(£5.90m 

SLGF, 
£23.70m 

match 
funding) 

£0.00 £1.00 £0.277 

OUTLINE 
DESIGN             

(Business 
Case 

Approved)  



Outline Design Progressing.  
Regular meetings with 
developers to agree layout 
of the link road and 
interface between adjacent 
development sites. 
Archaeological WSI 
completed by KCC 
archaeologists 

Progress 
outline 
designs and 
preparation 
of 
documentati
on for 
submission of 
Planning 
Application, 
due to be 
submitted 
May 2017.  
Network Rail 
for 
acceptance of 
Front End 
pack .  
Review draft 
Flood Risk 
Assessment 
report from 
hydraulic 
modelling 

250 720   

A28 Sturry 
Road 

Integrated 
Transport 
Package, 

Canterbury 

Extension of in-
bound bus 

lane. Start of 
works planned 

for summer 
2016 with a 4 

month 
construction 

period. 

2016/17 

£0.55m 
(£0.3m 
SLGF, 

££0.25m 
match 

funding) 

£0.02 £0.02 £0.00 

 FEASIBILITY                    
(Business 

Case 
Approved - 

Scheme 
deferred 

until 
2017/18) 



No progress as previously 
agreed to put on hold bus 
lane proposal. Separate 
scheme has been suggested 
but not progressed at this 
stage. 

Confirm what 
is to be 
promoted 
with 
Canterbury 
CC in line 
with delivery 
in 2017/18. 

50 100   

Middle Deal 
transport 

improveme
nts, Dover 

New road 
between Albert 

Road and 
Church Lane, 
Deal. Scheme 

being prepared 
and delivered 
by developer. 

2016/17 

£1.55m 
(£0.8m 
SLGF, 

£0.75m 
match 

funding) 

£0.00 £0.80 £0.108 

DETAILED 
DESIGN         

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 



Section 38 Technical 
submission has been 
reviewed by the KCC 
Highway Agreements Team, 
Comments passed back to 
Connect Consultants.  No 
insurmountable issues 
identified at this stage. 

Resolve grant 
of planning 
consent, 
progress 
Section 38 
package to a 
stage where 
technical 

150 150   
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Work due to 
start in 

2016/17. 

Further invoice received 
from developer for Quarter 
3 to be paid by the end of 
January 2017. 

approval can 
be granted 
(Subject to 
Planning). 

Rathmore 
Road Link, 
Gravesend 

New 2-way link 
road between 
Stone Street 
and Darnley 

Road. Start of 
works planned 
for June 2016 

with an 18 
month 

construction 
period 

2016/17 

£9.5m 
(£4.2m 
SLGF, 
£5.3m 
match 

funding) 

£1.56 £2.64 £2.091 

CONSTRUCT
-ION             

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 


Sites works  progressing and 
on target for completion in 
November 2017. 

Progress 
Construction 
on site. 

215 390   

Maidstone 
Gyratory 
Bypass, 

Maidstone 

A229 Gyratory 
Bypass, 

Fairmeadow. 
Main 

construction 
works planned 
to commence 
summer 2016 
for a 6 month 

period. 

2016/17 

£5.74m 
(£4.6m 
SLGF, 

£1.14m 
match 

funding) 

£0.70 £3.90 £3.089 

CONSTRUCT
-ION              

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 



New lanes were opened on 
the 1st December 2016 and 
traffic signals have now 
been taken over by KCC ITS 
team. Works on the lower 
High Street have 
commenced and the granite 
work will continue until late 
February.  This includes the 
additional area fronting 
Allianz.   Concerns relating 
to the delivery time for 
railings to be fabricated are 
being investigated.  Scheme 
opening is being arranged 
for the middle to end of 
March 2017. 

Continue 
with 
additional 
works 
including 
granite work 
and 
fabrication of 
the flood 
door. 

1250 2000   

Maidstone 
sustainable 

access to 
employmen

t areas 

New pathway 
along the River 

Medway 
between 
Aylesford 

Village and 
Allington Lock 

and 

2016/17
/18 

£3m (£2m 
SLGF, £1m 

match 
funding) 

£0.13 £1.87 £0.921 

CONSTRUCT
-ION                    

(Business 
Case 

approved)  



Construction is progressing 
well and is on target for 
spending the LGF allocation  
in 2016/17 with delivery in 
2017/18.  

Cycle Tracks 
conversions 
to be made. 
Aylesford 
Bridge 
abutments to 
be installed 

350 475   
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complementar
y measures on 
existing routes. 
Start of works 

planned for 
spring 2016 for 

a 12 month 
construction 

period. 

Maidstone 
Integrated 
Transport 

Package of 
transport 

improvements. 
Works to start 

in 2016/17. 

2016/17 
to 

2019/20 

£15.8m 
(£8.9m 
SLGF, 
£6.9m 
match 

funding) 

£0.00 £1.30 £0.172 

DETAILED 
DESIGN/ 

FEASIBILITY                          
(Business 

Case 
approved for 

phase 1, 
further 

approvals 
required for 
remaining 
allocation) 



Slow progress being made, 
predominately due to the 
concerns with the Local Plan 
interim report mainly in 
connection with the Sutton 
Road corridor.  Sutton Road 
j/w Willington Street designs 
have been delayed.  J5 M20 
has been slowed to prioritise 
the McDonalds junction 
work which was delivered 
on time 13th January 2017.   

Continue to 
design and 
assess 
benefits and 
complete a 
matrix to help 
move the 
designs into 
the next 
stages.. Seek 
approval 
from SELEP 
Accountabilit
y Board for 
remaining 
allocation 
(£7.6m) 

1820 1725   

Sittingbourn
-e Town 
Centre 

Regeneratio
-n 

(developer 
delivered), 

Swale 

Re-alignment 
of St. Michaels' 
Rd and public 

realm 
improvements 
adjacent to rail 

station. 
Construction 
planned to 

start in 
2015/16. 

2015/16
/17 

£4.5m 
(£2.5m 
SLGF, 
£2.2m 
match 

funding) 

£0.34 £2.16 £0.168 

DETAILED 
DESIGN         

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 



Steering group meeting held 
in January to discuss likely 
spend in 2016/17. Quarter 3 
invoice received from U and 
I for £1.245m which will be 
paid by the end of January. 
Further spend predicted for 
Demolition, hoarding and 
archaeology as well as 
additional payments to 
utility companies which will 
take the  overall spend over 
£2m for this scheme. 
Additional spend is currently 
being identified to take 

Section 106 
to be signed 
and planning 
approval 
required. 

560 214 

Additio
-nal 

trainin-
g 

facilitie
-s 
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overall spend to target of 
£2.5m in this financial year. 

M20 
Junction 4 

Eastern 
Overbridge 

Widening of 
existing 

motorway 
overbridge. On 

programme, 
but slight delay 

in 
commencemen

-t on site. 

2016/17 

£5.69m 
(£2.2m 
SLGF, 

£3.49m 
match 

funding) 

£0.49 £1.71 £1.859 

CONSTRUCT
-ION                             

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 



Site works progressing. 
Monthly progress meetings 
continue and include 
representatives from HE and 
Aone+. Handover workshop 
held with Highways England. 

Progress site 
works to 
meet target 
completion at 
the end of 
January 2017. 

745 1695   

Tonbridge 
Town 

Centre 
Regeneratio

-n 

Transport 
improvements 
to Tonbridge 
High Street 
commence.  

Phase 1 
commenced on 
site in August 
2015. Phase 2 
is planned to 

start in 
2016/17. 

2015/16
/17 

£2.65m 
(£2.4m 
SLGF, 

£0.25m 
match 

funding) 

£1.83 £0.57 £0.612 

DELIVERED 
- PHASE 1 
OUTLINE/ 
DETAILED 
DESIGN - 
PHASE 2                         
(Business 

Case 
Approved) 



Tonbridge Phase 1 
completed and 
snagging/defects being dealt 
with. Phase 2 schemes being 
taken forward: 1. Riverwalk - 
Construction start date was 
w/c 14th November 2016 to 
be completed by march 
2017; 2. Hadlow 
Road/Cannon Lane jct 
improvements  completed 
mid September 2016 with 
snagging/defects to be 
highlighted and rectified 3. 
Brook Street/Waterloo Road 
cycle improvements - early 
discussions taken place but 
no detailed designs yet 4. 
A21 Pembury Road cycle 
improvements - This scheme 
has now been moved to the 
KSIP budget. 

 1.  River 
Walk 
construction 
in progress 
and to 
programme. 
2. complete 
defects for 
Hadlow 
Road/Cannon 
Lane junction 
improvement
s and finalise 
accounts  3. 
Brook 
Street/Waterl
oo Road 
outline 
designs to be 
progressed. 

366 1000   
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Tunbridge 
Wells Jct 

Improveme
nts 

(formerly 
A26 London 

Rd/ 
Speldhurst 

Rd/ Yew 
Tree Rd)  

Junction 
improvement 

and A264 
junction 

changes. Start 
of works for 

phase 1 
planned for 

January  2016. 
Phase 2 

construction 
planned for 

summer 2017 

2015/16
/17 

£1.8m 
SLGF 

£0.60 £0.20 £0.114 

DELIVERED 
- PHASE 1 

FEASIBILITY
- PHASE 2                     
(Business 

Case 
Approved 

for phase 1, 
further 

approvals 
required for 
remaining 
allocation) 



Investigation into possible 
junction improvements to 
be delivered in 2017/18 
ongoing. Previously 
identified schemes for the 
Royal Oak improvement and 
UTMC returned no benefit 
following further 
modelling/analysis and the 
A21 NMU cycle link has now 
secured funding through 
Highways England.  
Therefore further work 
required to progress the 
benefit of delivering 
A26/A264 cycle 
improvements.  

Route 
assessments 
have been 
undertaken 
on both the 
A26 and A264 
and outline 
design/consul
tation could 
be quickly 
progressed 
for delivery in 
2017/18.    

105 85   

West Kent 
LSTF 

A package of 
measures to 

support travel 
by sustainable 
means. Start of 
works planned 
for 2015/16. 

2015/16 
to 

2020/21 

Total 
across 6 
years - 
£9.06m 
(£4.9m 
SLGF, 

£4.16m 
match 

funding) 

£0.80 £1.40 £0.014 

OUTLINE / 
DETAILED 
DESIGN 

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 



Purchase Order for 
Maidstone East scheme has 
been raised and funds will 
be defrayed once the first 
invoice is received from 
Network Rail. Bat and 
asbestos surveys are 
complete and the asbestos 
will now be removed in 
advance of the pub 
demolition works to begin at 
the start of March.  The pub 
has been deemed low risk 
for roosting bats and 
therefore no further delays 
are anticipated. Legal 
agreement for TWBC 
amended to reflect new 
payment schedule and is 
with TWBC for 
comments/signing.  Kick off 
meeting has taken place 
with all stakeholders and the 
design for phase 2 is now to 

TWBC legal 
agreement to 
be signed and 
LGF Funds 
defrayed. 

345 393   
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be progressed.   

Kent 
Thameside 

LSTF 

A package of 
measures to 

support travel 
by sustainable 
means. Start of 
works planned 
for 2015/16. 

2015/16 
to 

2020/21 

Total 
across 6 
years - 
£7.65m 
(£4.5m 
SLGF, 

£3.15m 
match 

funding) 

£2.05 £0.85 £0.129 

OUTLINE / 
DETAILED 
DESIGN 

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 



KCC Property have agreed to 
take forward the land 
purchase for the Bus Hub 
and following delays are 
now in place to start the 
process with completion 
required before the end of 
March..  Bruton Knowles 
have been commissioned  to 
complete the negotiations 
on KCC's behalf and Amey 
are progressing the 
amended design work for 
the bus hub.  Gravesend 
wayfinding implementation 
is well underway with 
anticipated completion in 
late Feb.  Legal agreement 
with DBC has been 
completed and purchase 
order raised. 

Complete 
DBC legal 
agreement 
and land 
purchase for 
Gravesend 
Bus Hub. 

843 657   

Kent 
Strategic 

Congestion 
Manageme

nt 
programme 

Package of 
congestion 

management 
initiatives. Start 

of works 
planned for 

2015/16. 

annually 
until 

2020/21 

Total 
across 6 
years - 
£4.8m 
SLGF  

£0.86 £0.74 £0.607 

CONSTRUCT
-ION                  

/ DETAILED 
DESIGN                                 
(Annual 

supplement
ary Business 

Cases are 
required to 

secure 
future years' 

funding) 



EU Funding confirmed for 
M2/A2 corridor scheme . 
Business case for 2017/18 
allocation submitted 
following gate 1 and 2 
review for a decision at the 
Accountability Board on 
24th February 2017. 

Approval of 
2017/18 
business case 
at 
Accountabilit
y board on 
24th 
February 
2017 

1903 2230   
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Kent 
Sustainable 
Interventio

ns 
programme 
- 2015/16 
Scheme 
details 

Package of 
smaller 

transport 
interventions. 
Start of works 

planned for 
2015/16. 

annually 
until 

2020/21 

Total 
across 6 
years - 

£3m SLGF 
(£0.5m 

annually) 

£0.14 £0.82 £0.112 

DETAILED 
DESIGN                              
(Annual 

supplement
ary Business 

Cases are 
required to 

secure 
future years' 

funding) 



(1) Folkestone to Hythe 
Cycle improvements 16/17 - 
Phase 1 to begin in January.  
Meeting with Sandgate 
Parish Council arranged  
with works to be delivered 
in this financial year.(2) 
Folkestone Town Centre 
Cycle links 16/17 - Walk, talk 
and build to be carried out 
from the Harvey Grammar 
school to the seafront.  Site 
meeting to be arranged and 
completed with the Phase 1 
works above.  (3) Tonbridge 
Angels to Rail Station cycle 
improvements 16/17 - Final 
detail design being 
completed and due for 
handover to contractor this 
month. Work to start on 
Toucan crossing in February 
half term 

(1) 
Folkestone to 
Hythe Cycle 

improvement
s - Parish 
Council 

meetings and 
commence 
works. (2) 
Folkestone 

Town Centre 
cycle links - 
Undertake 
site visit to 
determine 
quantity of 
work to be 

delivered. (3) 
Tonbridge 

Angels to Rail 
Station cycle 
improvement
s -  Complete 
and handover 

design. 

1335 1440   

Kent Rights 
of Way 

improveme
nt plan 

Package of 
ROWIP 

measures. Start 
of works 

planned for 
2015/16. 

2015/16 
to 

2020/21 

Total 
across 6 
years - 
£0.3m 
SLGF  

£0.19 £0.21 £0.04 

PRE-
CONSTRUCT

-ION      
(Business 

Case 
Approved) 



Two schemes to be 
delivered in 2016/17. 
Powder Mills and Ashford 
(Taylor Wimpey), First 
agreement acquired with 
second agreement still 
outstanding. Construction 
tender still required and 
delivery of 2016/17 works 
may be delayed into 
2017/18. 

Acquire 
second 
agreement 
and package 
works 

140 N/A   

Dover 
Western 

Dock 
Revival 

Package of 
highway 

improvements. 
2016/17 £5m SLGF £0.00 £5.00 £0.00 

FEASIBILITY                     
(Business 

Case 
submitted) 



Business case submitted by 
Dover Harbour Board 
following gate 1 and 2 
review for a decision at the 
Accountability Board on 

Business case 
approval by 
SELEP/DfT in 
February 
2017 to allow 

1685 500 

Enable
-s 

broade
-r 

Wester
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24th February 2017. KCC 
Legal have been instructed 
to start work on the Legal 
agreement to enable the 
transfer of funds, 

Dover 
Harbour 
Board to 
drawdown 
LGF funds 
allocated for 
2016/17 from 
KCC. Progress 
legal 
agreement 
between KCC 
and DHB.   

-n 
Docks 

Revival 
schem-

e 

Ashford 
Internation

al Rail 
Connectivit
y (Ashford 

Spurs) 

Signalling 
upgrade to 
maintain 

international 
rail services at 

Ashford 
International 

station 

2016/17 
to 

2018/19 

£10.5m 
(£0.7m 
partner 
funding; 

£5m 
LGF2)* 

Awaiting 
outcome 
of LGF3 
bid for 
funding 
gap of 
£4.8m 

£0.00 £2.00 £0.00 

OUTLINE 
DESIGN            

(Business 
Case for 

LGF2 
approved at 
Accountabili
ty Board in 
September 

2016, 
further 

business 
case 

required for 
LGF3 

allocation)  



Good progress delivering 
GRIP 3b and 4. On schedule 
for project delivery in Spring 
2018. Reduced spend 
predicted in 2016/17. 

Completion 
of GRIP 3b, 
and revision 
of AFC by Feb 
2017 to 
inform full 
business case 
submission to 
SDG in Mar 
2017. 

1000 350 

Retenti
on of 

Interna
tional 
Rail 

Service
s to 

Ashfor-
d 

Interna
tional 

Railwa-
y 

Station 

Folkestone 
Seafront 

(developer 
delivered) 

Construction of 
platform and 

sea defences to 
facilitate 

development 
of Folkestone 

Seafront. 

2017/18 

£22.11m 
(£5m 
SLGF, 

£17.11m 
match 

funding) 

£0.00 £4.00 £0.00 

CONSTRUCT
ION      

(Business 
Case 

approved)  



Legal Agreement progressed 
and ready to be finalised so 
that first draw down can 
take place. Initial works on 
site have begun with the 
swing-bridge maintenance 
and refurbishment due to 
finish by the end of 
March/early April 2017.  
Public realm works have 
now been awarded and will 
commence at the start of 
February with a planned 

Award 
contract for 
Earthworks 
and 
transfer1st 
instalment of  
LGF 
allocation.  

450 1000 

Major 
contrib
ution 

to 
regene
-ration 

of 
Folkest

-one 
seafro-
nt and 
town 

centre 
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completion by the end of 
August 2017. The 
Earthworks contract will be 
awarded w/c 30th January 
2017, followed by a three 
week mobilisation and 
planned completion in June 
2017. 

 NON-TRANSPORT 

Innovation 
Investment 

Fund 
(Growth 

Hub Capital) 

Loan support 
programme.  

annually 
until 

2020/21 

Total £6m 
(£1m 

annually) 
£0.00 £2.00 £0.39 

THIRD 
ROUND OF 
APPLICATIO

-NS  
LAUNCHED 

(Business 
Case 

approved. 
Further 
Business 

Cases may 
be required 
because of 

the quantum 
and duration 

of the 
programme) 



I3 Phase 1 Agreed at 
Approval Board and 
accepted by Applicants to a 
value of £388,500 ( 16 Jobs 
to be created, 18 
safeguarded).  I3 Phase 2 
agreed to value of  £700k of 
loans. Phase 3 has now 
closed with applications to 
be considered by the board 
on 23rd and 24th February.  

Contract 
meetings 
scheduled for 
w/c 6th 
March with 
legal 
agreements 
to be 
finalised 
before end of 
March 2017.  

      

 SCHEMES NOT REQUIRED TO SPEND LGF ALLOCATION IN 2016/17 

A226 
London 

Rd/B255 St 
Clements 

Way, 
Dartford 

Junction 
improvements. 
Start of works 

planned for 
Spring 2019 for 

12 months. 

2019/20 

£6.9m 
(£4.2m 
SLGF, 
£2.7m 
match 

funding) 

£0.00 

Allocatio
-n for 

2018/19 
onwards  
(£1.1m 
profiled 

for 
2018/19

) 

£0.121 

OUTLINE 
DESIGN             

(Business 
Case 

approved)  

Not 
profil
-ed 
to 

spen-
d in 
16/ 
17 

Outline design ongoing. 
Quotation  for Detail Design 
and Procurement Task Order 
being prepared. Public 
engagement event now 
deferred until the end of 
February 2017. 

Continuation 
of 
outstanding 
outline 
design items. 
Agree Task 
Order 
quotation for 
detail design 
and 
procurement 
commission. 
Continue 

2395 890   
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with 
preparation 
of public 
engagement 
event.  

Thanet 
Parkway, 
Thanet 

New rail 
station. Start of 
works planned 
for March 2018 
for a 12 month 

construction 
period. 

2019/20 

Project 
cost under 

review 
(£10m 
SLGF) 

£0.00 

Allocatio
n for 

2017/18 
onwards 

(£4m 
profiled 

for 
2017/18

) 

£0.000 

FEASIBILITY                      
(Business 

Case being 
prepared) 

Not 
profil
ed to 
spen
d in 
16/1

7 

GRIP 3 AIP report submitted 
to Network Rail  asset 
protection team with 
approval expected at the 
end of January 2017. NSF2 
bid submitted for £8.77m 
and an announcement is 
expected in April 17. 
Preparing for public 
consultation which is due to 
run from 25 Jan - 19 Mar.  

GRIP 3 AIP, 
Public 
Consultation 
Jan - Mar, 
Announceme
nt of NSF2 

2100 800   

M20 
Junction 

10A  (now a 
full junction 

to be 
delivered by 

Highways 
England) 

Delivered by 
Highways 
England 

2018/19 

£104.4m 
(£19.7m 

SLGF, 
£16m 
match 

funding, 
£68.7m 

Highways 
England) 

£0.00 

Allocatio
n for 

2017/18 
onwards 
(£8.3m 
profiled 

for 
2017/18

) 

£0.00 
Highways 
England to 

prepare BC.  

Not 
profil
ed to 
spen
d in 
16/1

7 

Highways England published 
the Development Consent 
Order (DCO) on 11 August 
2016 and KCC have 
responded to the 
consultation. KCC have 
submitted comments in 
relation to the draft 
statement of common 
ground. A preliminary 
meeting and open floor 
hearing in relation to the 
DCO was held on 2nd 
December 2016. Responses 
to the Examining Authority’s 
first written questions  were 
provided by 16 January 2017 
(Deadline 3).  The intention 
is for this scheme to be 
considered at the next SELEP 
Accountability Board 
meeting on 24th February 
17 to approve the £19.7m 
funding allocation following 
consideration of the 

Business case 
approval by 
SELEP on 
24th 
February 
2017. A 
further open 
floor hearing 
will be held 
between 22 
and 24 
February 201, 
and an 
Accompanied 
Site 
Inspection 
will also take 
place on 21 
February 
2017. 

900 1700   
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Business Case by the ITE. 
Scheme planned to start in 
Jan 2018 

 SCHEMES COMPLETED OR REMOVED 
Folkestone 

Seafront 
Resurfacing 

Phase 1, 
Shepway 

Resurfacing 
Phase 1 

01/05/2
015 

£0.29 
SLGF 

£0.29 £0.00 £0.00 
Scheme 

Delivered 
  Scheme Delivered  

Scheme 
Delivered  

      

Folkestone 
Seafront 

Resurfacing 
Phase 2 

(incorporati
ng Tontine 

Street 
Traffic 

Scheme), 
Shepway 

Resurfacing of 
Tontine Street 
(in conjunction 

with S106 
works at same 

location).  
Works 

Complete 

01/05/2
016 

£0.36m 
(£0.21m 

SLGF, 
£0.15m 

S106 
funding 

for 
Tontine 
Street 

£0.25 £0.00 £0.00 
Scheme 

Delivered 
  Scheme Delivered  

Scheme 
Delivered  

      

Westenhan-
ger Lorry 

Park 
Removed from programme following approval by KMEP and AB 
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Kent summary 

August 16 October 16 December 16 January 17 

1 red - Ashford Spurs 0 red  
2 red (Middle Deal and 

Sittingbourne) 
0 red 

9 amber  13 amber 14 amber 13 amber 

14 green  11 green 8 green 8 green 

1 removed and 1 complete 1 removed and 1 complete 1 removed and 1 complete 
3 not required to spend until later years;  

1 removed and 1 complete 

TOTAL = 26 TOTAL = 26 TOTAL = 26 TOTAL = 26 

      Methodology Green (business case approved, funding fully secured and delivery on target). 
 

 
Amber (funding not yet secured; or scheme delay or funding issue which can be mitigated); 

 
Red (funding not yet secured and significant cost or delivery issues). 

 

       
 

Key for Kent spreadsheet: The arrows denote the direction of travel. 
   

      
 denotes significant improvement/progress in scheme delivery 

  
 denotes a similar position as reported at the last KMEP meeting 

  
 denotes scheme delivery experiencing a delay 
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Item 7 - Appendix C – Medway schemes 

MEDWAY SCHEMES - PROJECT RAG STATUS                     

Scheme 
  

Description 
  

Scheme 
Delivery 

By 
  

Budget 
  

LGF Spent to Date 

Status 
  

RAG 
  

Comments 
  

Key Events for Next 
Period 

  

Estimated outcomes 
(Target) 

2015/16 
(million) 

Profiled 
to spend 

in 
2016/17 
(million) 

2016/17 
(million)  

up to mid 
Jan. 2017 

Jobs Homes 
O
th
er 

LGF1 

A289 Four 
Elms 

roundabout 
to Medway 

Tunnel 

Highway 
capacity 

improvements 
to provide 

journey time 
savings and 

reduced 
congestion. 

End of 
2018/19 

£18.697m 
(£11.1m 

LGF, 
£7.597m 

match 
funding*) 

* see 
comments 

£0.5m £0.656m £0.257m 

DETAILED 
DESIGN         

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 



The planning 
application was 
submitted on 7th 
October and is 
currently going through 
the planning process.  A 
consultant has been 
appointed in principle 
to deliver the detailed 
design and construction 
supervision subject to 
due diligence being 
completed. 
Preparations have 
commenced in relation 
to the formal 
negotiation and CPO 
process which will be 
initiated with all 9 land 
owners following 
determination of the 
planning application. 
 
* SELEP have requested 
that the Outline 
Business Case be 
refreshed as a result of 
reduced S106 

It is anticipated that 
the planning 
application will be 
determined in April 
2017.  Following this 
the formal 
negotiation and CPO 
process will begin 
with all landowners.  
Work will commence 
on the detailed 
design, alongside a 
review of estimated 
construction costs.   
 The review of the 
Outline Business Case 
will commence. 

7688 4433   
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contributions impacting 
on stated budget as a 
result of revised 
timescales for Lodge 
Hill being developed. 

Strood 
town centre 

Journey time 
and 

accessibility 
enhancements 

to the town 
centre 

including 
changes to the 

highway, 
improved 

public realm 
and retail 

improvements. 

End of 
2018/19 

£12.75m 
(£9.0m 

LGF, 
£3.75m 
match 

funding) 

£0.2m £1.310m £0.496m 

DETAILED 
DESIGN        

(Business 
Case 

Approved)  



The final outline design, 
reflecting comments 
made during the 
consultation period, 
has been agreed.  Work 
has commenced on the 
developed design (RIBA 
stage 3).  Procurement 
process is underway to 
appoint a consultant to 
lead on the Shop Front 
improvements. 

Work will continue on 
the developed design.  
A stage 1 road safety 
audit will be carried 
out in February 
before work 
commences on the 
technical design (RIBA 
stage 4).  A consultant 
will be appointed to 
lead on the Shop 
Front improvements. 

360-
450 

600-
815 

  

Chatham 
town centre 

place-
making and 
public realm 

package 

Improving the 
link between 

Chatham 
railway station 
and Chatham 
town centre 

and waterfront 
area and 

provision of a 
new civic 

space. 

End of 
2017/18 

£4.9m 
(£4.0m 

LGF, 
£0.9m 
match 

funding) 

£0.871m £0.818m £0.303m 

 DETAILED 
DESIGN                    

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 



The detailed design for 
the route improvement 
works has been 
finalised.  The 
procurement process to 
appoint a contractor to 
deliver the route 
improvements has 
begun.  Facade 
improvement works on 
The Brook Theatre are 
continuing.  These 
works include stone 
cleaning, repointing 
masonry, redecoration 
of timber windows, 
guttering repairs and 
renewing lighting.   

Improvement works 
on the exterior of The 
Brook Theatre will be 
completed by the end 
of 2016/17.  The 
procurement process 
to appoint a 
contractor to deliver 
the route 
improvement works 
will be concluded.  It 
is anticipated that the 
main contractor will 
be in place by the end 
of the 2016/17 
financial year.  
Enabling works will 
begin on site at the 
end of January 2017.   

6271 3682   
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Medway 
Cycling 

Action Plan 

A range of 
measures 

designed to 
improve access 

to cycling in 
the Medway 

area and 
improve upon 

and expand 
existing cycle 

facilities. 

1st 
phase in 
2015/16, 

then 
annually 
until end 

of 
2017/18. 

£2.9m 
(£2.5m 

LGF, 
£0.4m 
match 

funding) 

£0.229m £1.384m £0.687m 

CONSTRUC
-TION         

(Business 
Case 

Approved) 



Work on site has 
continued to deliver 
the first phase of cycle 
route improvements, 
including Gillingham 
Business Park, Riverside 
Country Park, 
Lordswood Lane, A289 
between The Strand 
and Owens Way and 
Beechings Way phase 
2.  Design work has 
continued for routes to 
be constructed later in 
2016/17.  

Work will continue on 
site to deliver the first 
phase of cycle route 
improvements.  
Design work will 
continue for other 
routes due for 
construction in late 
2016/17 and 2017/18.  

390 261   

Medway 
City Estate 

connectivity 
improveme-
nt measures 

An integrated 
package of 

infrastructure 
measures 
aimed at 

addressing the 
existing 

barriers to 
movement to 
and from and 

within the 
Medway City 

Estate. 

Early 
interven

tions 
starting 

in 
2015/16 

with 
second 
part of 

the 
project 
by end 

of 
2018/19. 

£2.0m 
(£2.0m 

LGF, 
£0.0m 
match 

funding) 

£0.1m £0.300m £0.158m 

CONSTRUC
-TION 

 - PHASE 1 
DEVELOPM

-ENT OF 
SUSTAINAB

-LE 
TRANSPOR

-T 
INTERVENT

IONS - 
PHASE 2 

        
(Business 

Case 
Approved)  



Phase 1 works, which 
focus on improving 
egress from Medway 
City Estate are nearing 
completion.  The new 
traffic signals are now 
operational, although 
testing is still underway 
to identify the most 
effective timing of the 
signals to offer the 
greatest benefit to 
users of Medway City 
Estate whilst causing 
minimal disruption on 
the remainder of the 
road network. 

The optimal timing of 
the new traffic signals 
will be identified.  
This will complete 
phase 1 of the 
project, and the 
impact the works 
have on the flow of 
traffic leaving 
Medway City Estate 
will be monitored.  
Phase 2 of the project 
will focus on further 
improving 
connectivity to the 
site.   

390 -   

NON-TRANSPORT 
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Rochester 
Airport 

Technology 
Park 

Introduction of 
a Technology 

Park at 
Rochester 

Airport.  Phase 
1 of the project 

involves 
improvements 

to airport 
infrastructure 

and removal of 
the second 

runway - works 
which are 

required to 
facilitate the 
development 

of the 
Technology 

Park. 

Phase 1 
by the 
end of 

2018/19 

£4.4m 
(£4.4m 

LGF, 
£0.0m 
match 

funding) - 
phase 1 

only 

£0.0m £0.167m £0.024m 

OUTLINE 
DESIGN          

(Business 
Case 

approved) 



Following a project 
review Rochester 
Airport Ltd (the airport 
operator) took the 
decision to split the 
planning application in 
order to allow work on 
some parts of the 
project to progress 
whilst work continues 
on the required 
Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA).  In 
December 2016 
Rochester Airport Ltd 
submitted an 
amendment to their 
original planning 
application removing 
the paved runway and 
control tower.  At the 
same time Rochester 
Airport Ltd and their 
consultants have 
continued to work on 
the required 
Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA), 
which will form part of 
the second planning 
application - for the 
runway and control 
tower.  It is not 
anticipated that this 
change will lead to 
slippage in the project 
programme. 

It is anticipated that 
the amended original 
planning application 
will be determined in 
March 2017.  It is 
expected that the 
second planning 
application and EIA 
will be submitted by 
the end of March 
2017, for 
determination by 
Medway Council in 
July 2017.   

37 - 
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Medway summary 

December 16 January 17 

0 red 0 red 

1 amber 1 amber 

5 green 4 green 

N/A N/A 

TOTAL = 6 TOTAL = 6 

      Methodology Green (business case approved, funding fully secured and delivery on target). 
 

 
Amber (funding not yet secured; or scheme delay or funding issue which can be mitigated); 

 
Red (funding not yet secured and significant cost or delivery issues). 

 

       
 

Key for Medway spreadsheet: The arrows denote the direction of travel. 
   

      
 denotes significant improvement/progress in scheme delivery 

  
 denotes a similar position as reported at the last KMEP meeting 

  
 denotes scheme delivery experiencing a delay 
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A partnership between the business community and local government 
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership  

 
ITEM 8 
 
Date:  30 January 2017 
 
Subject:     Revisions to the SELEP Assurance Framework and subsequent changes to 

the KMEP Terms of Reference 

Report authors: Sarah Nurden, KMEP Strategic Programme Manager 
 

 
Summary 
 
This paper sets out the new draft SELEP Assurance Framework and KMEP Terms of Reference. 
Both of these documents must be revised to fulfil the requirement of the new National 
Assurance Framework (NAF) for LEPs, which the Government has recently issued.  
 

 
1. Introduction 

 

1.1 Central government has  issued a new National LEP Assurance Framework  (NAF) for LEPs 
can be accessed at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/56752
8/161109_LEP_Assurance_Framework.pdf 

 

1.2 The new NAF places a greater emphasis on ensuring robust local systems are in place that 
will ensure that decisions over funding are proper, transparent and deliver value for 
money. It seeks greater clarity on how each Local Enterprise Partnership and their sub-
groups operate, how and when decisions are taken, and by whom. 
 

1.3 To ensure adherence to these new standards, the Government has stipulated that each 
LEP’s Section 151 Officer must write to the DCLG confirming their LEP’s Assurance 
Framework meets the revised national standards by 28 February 2017. 

 
1.4 To comply with the requirements of the NAF, the SELEP Secretariat has circulated a new 

draft SELEP Assurance Framework, which can be found in Appendix A. For ease of 
reference, specific references to the Federated Boards’ functions are highlighted in blue. 

 
1.5 The KMEP terms of reference require some amendment to meet the requirements of the 

NAF and the new draft SELEP Assurance Framework. A revised version of KMEP’s Terms 
of Reference is shown in Appendix B, with the proposed changes highlighted in yellow. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/567528/161109_LEP_Assurance_Framework.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/567528/161109_LEP_Assurance_Framework.pdf
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2. Recommendations 
 
2.1 The Board is asked to: 

 Consider and note the proposed SELEP Draft Assurance Framework.  

 Consider and formally approve the proposed KMEP terms of reference. 
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SOUTH EAST LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP 

DRAFT ASSURANCE FRAMEWORK 

Contents Description 
1.  Overview  
2.  Governance and Decision Making  
2.1  Overview  
2.2  The Strategic Board  
2.3  The Accountability Board  
2.4  The Federal Boards  
2.5  The Working Groups  
2.6  The Accountable Body  
2.7  Equality and Diversity  
2.8  The Principles of Public Life  

 
3.  Transparent Decision Making  
3.1  Overview  
3.2  Arrangements for making and recording decisions  
3.3  Communications and Publications  
3.4  The SELEP website  
3.5  Information Requests  
3.6  Complaints to SELEP  
3.7  Declarations of Interest  
3.8  Local Engagement  
3.9  Maximising Social Value  

 
4  Accountable Decision Making  
4.1  Approving Funding  
4.2  Devolution of Funding  
4.3  Process for transferring funding  
4.4  Managing Project Slippage in the LGF Programme  
4.5  Arrangements for Underspend of LGF  
4.6  Partners  
4.7  Accounting and Audit  
4.8  Scrutiny Arrangements for SELEP  
4.9  Conflicts  

 
5.  Ensuring Value for Money  
5.1  Overview  
5.2  Priorisation of Funding  
5.3  Independent Technical Evaluator  
5.4  Business Cases  
5.5  Business Case review by the Independent Technical Evaluator  
5.6  The Gate Process  
5.7  Value for Money  
5.8  Monitoring and Evaluation of Projects  
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5.9  Criteria for Monitoring and Evaluating  
5.10  Reporting on LGF  
5.11  Approving Changes to the LGF Projects  
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1. Overview  
 

1.1 The South East Local Enterprise Partnership (SELEP) is one of 38 LEPs, 
established to “provide the clear vision and strategic leadership to drive sustainable 
private sector-led growth and job creation in their area” [Local Growth: Realising 
every place’s potential, HMG, October 2010]. It encompasses the local authority 
areas of East Sussex, Essex, Kent, Medway, Southend and Thurrock.  

 
1.2 The purpose of the Assurance Framework is to set out the systems and processes 

in place that are necessary to manage the delegated funding from Central 
Government Budgets effectively. It is intended to provide Government and Partners 
with the assurance that decisions over funding are proper, transparent and deliver 
value for money. This Assurance Framework reflects the expectations of 
Government as set out in the National Assurance Framework published October 
2016.  

 
1.3 The Strategic Board sets the strategic direction of SELEP, providing clear strategic 

leadership and championing shared SELEP priorities. It is the main SELEP interface 
with Government, bringing together both private and public sectors to drive local 
growth and job creation and to oversee all SELEP activity to deliver this aim.  

 
1.4 Formal democratic decision-making is through the Accountability Board which 

approves all funding decisions and is responsible for monitoring delivery of SELEP’s 
capital programme and actively reviewing associated risks, informed by local area 
management information. The Joint Committee structure of the Accountability Board 
roots decision-making firmly in the democratic process and enables it to be subject 
to democratic scrutiny.  

 
1.5 Federal Boards are responsible for local delivery and managing their local 

programme within tolerance levels for both spending and delivery.  

1.6 Funding decisions made by the Accountability Board are based on impartial advice 
provided by an Independent Technical Evaluator who makes recommendations 
based on value for money assessments of individual business cases.  

 
1.7 As the SELEP Accountable Body, Essex County Council, retains overall legal 

accountability for the SELEP investment programme, supported by Essex’s Section 
151 Officer.  

 
1.8 Federal Boards, local councils and project sponsors are required to adhere to this 

Assurance Framework in relation to allocations of SELEP funding and to ensure 
consistency of prioritisation, programme management and investment, cost control 
and approval and programme/risk management.  

 
1.9 The Assurance Framework should be read in conjunction with the SELEP Terms of 

Reference agreed by the Strategic Board in December 2016 and published on the 
SELEP website.  

 
1.10 The Assurance Framework will be reviewed and updated as required and will be 

agreed annually by the Strategic Board.  
 

2  Governance and Decision Making  
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2.1 Overview  
 

2.1.1 The SELEP is a clear partnership between business and public sector at both 
SELEP and local partnership levels. At the heart of this partnership is the devolution 
of local accountability and funding to ensure decision-making at the most 
appropriate level. Democratic accountability for funding decisions made by the 
SELEP are provided through local authority leader representation on the 
Accountability Board, with accountability to the business community flowing through 
the business leader representatives on the Strategic Board.  

 
2.1.2  The SELEP operates a Federated Model under which there are two main decision-

making boards which are supported by the Greater Essex Business Board (GEBB), 
Kent and Medway Economic Partnership (KMEP), Opportunity South Essex (OSE) 
and Team East Sussex (TES) and a range of working groups. Each board and 
group has their own terms of reference which are aligned to the overall SELEP 
Terms of Reference and the SELEP Assurance Framework, and made available on 
the SELEP website.  

 
2.1.3 The SELEP is committed to ensuring fairness in its decision making and ensures 

through regular reviews that its practices follow the best standards. In doing so 
SELEP has due regard to the general equality duty and the principles of public life.  

 

2.2  The Strategic Board  
 

2.2.1  The Strategic Board is the primary private/public partnership board within the 
SELEP structure. It is responsible for setting the LEP’s strategic direction and 
providing clear strategic leadership to the SELEP.  

2.2.2  Working collectively, Strategic Board members are responsible for:  
a) setting the vision, strategic direction and priorities of the LEP overall;  
b) ensuring the development and maintenance of the Strategic Economic Plan and 
for determining its key funding priorities;  
c) ensuring that that adequate capacity and expertise is maintained to deliver 
against b);  
d) considering and agreeing a position on major items of strategic importance;  
e) publishing arrangements for developing, prioritising, appraising and approving 
projects with a view to ensuring that a wide range of delivery partners can be 
involved;  
f) developing a Skills Strategy for the area;  
g) approval of European Structural Investment Funds (ESIF) strategy;  
h) deciding how the activities of the LEP should be delegated;  
i) championing the LEP and the LEP area in all other forums;  
j) supporting pan-LEP activity undertaken by the working groups;  
k) working closely with federal boards to oversee Growth Hub, Enterprise Zone and 
City Deal activities; and  
l) endorsing local areas’ efforts to advance projects for economic growth which may 
not be directly linked to the LEP.  

 
2.2.3  The Strategic Board is made up of 28 members selected by their local private/public 

sector partnerships or their representative bodies and at least 50% of the members 
are required to be from the private sector. The Strategic Board membership is as 
follows: 
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Membership  County 
  

Chair 1 

Business representatives taken from Greater Essex Business Board and 
Opportunity South Essex  

5 

Local Government representatives taken from Greater Essex Business 
Board and Opportunity South Essex  

5 

Business representatives from Kent and Medway Economic Partnership  4 

Local Government representatives from Kent and Medway Economic 
Partnership  

4 

Business representatives from Team East Sussex  3 
Local Government representatives from Team East Sussex  3 
A representative of the Higher Education sector  1 
A representative of the Further Education sector  1 
A representative of SMEs/Social Enterprise TBC  1 

 
 

2.2.4  The SELEP terms of reference sets out how members are appointed to the Strategic 
Board.  

 

2.3  The Accountability Board  
 

2.3.1  The Accountability Board provides the accountability structure for decision-making 
and approval of funding within the overarching vision of the Strategic Board.  

2.3.2  The Accountability Board is responsible for the final sign-off of funding decisions 
having regard to the Independent Technical Evaluation recommendations. This 
includes any direct awards of funding from the Government including retained 
schemes. Flexibilities have been implemented to allow for minor project changes as 
referenced in paragraph 5.11.  

2.3.3  Within the SELEP’s Growth Deal and Strategic Economic Plan and other plans as 
may be approved by the Strategic Board, the Accountability Board is responsible for 
the implementation of the Assurance Framework and will agree all processes by 
which bids are assessed, risks considered, approvals made and performance 
managed. The responsibilities are set out in the Accountability Board Joint 
Committee Agreement, signed on 13th November 2015, and are summarised below:  

 
 

(a) Appraisals and approvals of grants and loans in accordance with Independent 
Technical Evaluator recommendations;  
(b) Monitoring project assessment/implementation and delivery;  
(c) Ensuring accountability from each of the federated areas relating to expenditure 
and programme delivery (through their responsible S151 officer);  
(d) Approving variations to schemes;  
(e) Quarterly performance reporting on an exceptions basis (within approved 
tolerance levels) to the Strategic Board;  
(f) Reporting on progress to central government;  
(g) Any other accountability or assurance function required by central government or 
recommended by the Partnership’s auditors or the Chief Finance Officer of the 
Partnership’s Accountable Body;  
(h) Approving an Annual Report to be made available to the Partner Authorities; and 
(i) Agreeing all new or revised processes, including the Assurance framework. 
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2.3.4  The Accountability Board is advised by the Accountable Body’s Chief Finance 
Officer and Monitoring Officer.  

 
2.3.5  The Accountability Board membership is as follows:  
 

Voting Members  
 

 
Non-voting Co-opted members  

 

the Accountability Board on the nomination of the 
higher education sector  

further education sector  
 
2.3.4  Any funding allocated for pan-LEP projects will be managed in accordance with the 

arrangements agreed at the time of the allocation by the Accountability Board, with 
updates provided to the Strategic Board as required.  

 
2.4  The Federal Boards  
 

2.4.1  SELEP is supported by Federal Boards who are the local public/private partnerships 
for East Sussex, Essex, Kent, Medway, Southend and Thurrock. The Federal 
Boards have responsibility for:  

 

(a) ensuring that the Managing Director is informed of all meetings and that the 
SELEP team is given the opportunity to attend;  
(b) working with the incumbent Vice Chair to provide the SELEP Team with clear 
and updated nominations for membership of the Strategic Board;  
(c) finalising local priorities and/or a vision for the federal area which is in line with 
the LEP’s Strategic Economic Plan and the LEP’s approach to project prioritisation;  
(d) coordinating reports as required to the LEP Strategic and Accountability Boards 
and monitoring and reporting on all LEP investments in the area;  
(e) championing the work of the LEP to local communities;  
(f) ensuring the transparency and accountability of decisions and recommendations 
made at local level;  
(g) enabling collective engagement with all local authority leaders within the Federal 
Area to ensure that there is a clear mandate for decision making on growth priorities 
and supporting collaboration and joint delivery at executive level;  
(h) ensuring on-going local engagement with public and private sector partners to 
inform key decisions and set out how they will evidence effective engagement  
(i) ensuring that there is local engagement with and feedback to the general public 
about future strategy development and progress against delivery of the SEP, 
including key projects and spend against those projects and that this can be 
evidenced; and  
(j) working with the LEP to publish arrangements for developing, prioritising, 
appraising and approving projects, with a view to ensuring that a wide range of 
delivery partners can be involved.   
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2.4.2 The Federal Boards engage local business and utilise public and private sector 

knowledge and expertise to ensure prioritisation and delivery to provide greatest 
benefit to the SELEP area in terms of achieving economic growth through the 
delivery of development, infrastructure and regeneration projects. They are 
responsible for prioritising, monitoring delivery and management of the SELEP 
programme within local tolerance levels for spending and delivery agreed by the 
Accountability Board, and for agreeing a prioritised list of growth schemes that will 
deliver on SELEP objectives.  

 
2.4.3  Each Federal Board shall determine their own processes for the selection and term 

of office of their membership. The process shall be conducted through a competitive 
procedure which is open, transparent and non-discriminatory. The process will be 
set out within their terms of reference, which is available on the SELEP website.  

 
2.4.4  Each Federal Board will ensure that the following is published on either their own 

website or the SELEP website:  
(a) its terms of reference,  
(b) calendar of future meetings;  
(c) papers and minutes; and  
(d) declarations of interest.  

 
2.5  The Working Groups  
 
2.5.1  From time to time SELEP may establish non decision making working groups to 

provide expertise and support to the Strategic and Accountability Board in shaping 
its strategy or delivering pan LEP priorities, as it considers appropriate. Each 
working group will ensure that its terms of reference, calendar of future meeting 
dates and any papers produced in relation to the meetings are available on the 
SELEP website.  

 
2.5.2  Currently the SELEP is supported by the following groups:  
 

Sector Working Groups  
ral  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Officer Advisory Groups  
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2.6  The Accountable Body  
 

2.6.1  The Strategic Board agreed that, Essex County Council will be the Accountable 
Body for SELEP and through its Section 151 Officer, or their representative, 
supports the SELEP. The complementary roles of both the financial responsibilities 
of the Accountable Body and the leadership role and accountabilities of the SELEP 
are supported by a set of agreed systems and practices and managed through the 
Accountability Board. This ensures proper, transparent decision making which 
delivers value for money and also supports timely, informed decision making by the 
SELEP.  

 
2.6.2  All funding allocated to the SELEP is transferred to the Accountable Body who is 

responsible for the proper use and administration of the funding, in line with any 
requirements set out in the grant determination letter. The Accountable Body is not 
able to use this funding for its own purpose without a clear mandate from the 
Accountability Board.  

 
2.6.3  The Accountable Body, (through its Responsible Financial Officer - the Section 151 

Officer), is responsible for ensuring that:  
 

(a) grant income received, payments out and any applicable repayments are 
accounted for and administered correctly;  
(b) all decisions are made in accordance with any requirements stipulated by the 
grant awarding body;  
(c) all reports for Strategic and Accountability Board are reviewed and signed-off by 
the Accountable Body prior to publication;  
(d) all grant is transferred to partner authorities under a service level agreement 
(SLA) which reflects the grant requirements of the awarding body;  
(e) decisions and activities of the SELEP conform with all relevant law (including 
State Aid and Public Procurement), and ensuring that records are maintained so that 
this can be evidenced and shall be responsible for its management if challenged;  
(f) the SELEP Assurance Framework is adhered to;  
(g) the official record of the LEP proceedings is maintained and holding copies of all 
SELEP documents relating to Local Growth Fund (LGF) and other funding sources 
received from Government;  
(h) account for all spend allocated to the SELEP;  
(i) there are arrangements for local audit of funding allocated by Local Enterprise 
Partnerships at least equivalent to those in place for local authority spend;  
(j) SELEP is supported in accounting to Government on programme delivery and 
financial management;  
(k) appropriate responses to FOI requests with regard to the responsibilities of the 
Accountable Body;  
(l) all necessary legal agreements are in place, including:  

 

 
(m) the use of resources will be managed in accordance with the Accountable 
Body’s established processes including financial regulations and contract 
regulations.  
 

2.6.4  SELEP and the Accountable Body have agreed timescales and operating practices 

to support the effective implementation of decisions. These are reflected in the 

Service Level Agreements between the Accountable Body and the Partner and 

include ensuring that:   
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(a) arrangements are in place for monitoring delivery;  

(b) there are clear expectations in relation to the information required from scheme 
partners and delivery agents; and  

(c) when the SELEP awards funding for a project, that there are written agreements 
in place between the Accountable Body and the Partner, clearly setting out 
ownership of responsibilities and makes adequate provisions for the protection of 
public funds (e.g. arrangements to suspend or claw back funding in the event of 
non-delivery or mismanagement).  

 
2.7  Equality and Diversity  
 
2.7.1  SELEP is covered by the general equality duty as set out within the Equality Act 

2010. Accordingly all decisions taken by the Accountability Board will pay 'due 
regard' to:  
(a) eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and other 
conduct prohibited by the act;  

(b) advance equality of opportunity between people from different equality groups; 
and  

(c) foster good relations between people from different equality groups.  
 
2.8  The Principles of Public Life  
 

2.8.1  Members of all SELEP boards are required to maintain high standards in the way 
they undertake their duties. As a member they are a representative of the SELEP, 
and therefore their actions impact on the way in which the SELEP is viewed by the 
public.  

 
2.8.2  All members are required to have regard to the Principles of Public life, known as 

the Nolan Principles, contained within the provisions of S.29(1) of the Localism Act 
2011, and set out below:  
(a) SELFLESSNESS - To serve only the public interest and never improperly confer 
an advantage or disadvantage on any person.  

(b) INTEGRITY - Not to place themselves in situations where their integrity may be 
questioned, should not behave improperly and should on all occasions avoid the 
appearance of such behaviour.  

(c) OBJECTIVITY- Make decisions on merit, including when making appointments, 
awarding Contracts or recommending individuals for rewards or benefits.  

(d) ACCOUNTABILITY - To be accountable to the public for their actions and the 
manner in which they carry out their responsibilities and should co-operate fully and 
honestly with any scrutiny appropriate to their Office.  

(e) OPENNESS - To be as open as possible about their actions and those of the 
SELEP and should be prepared to give reasons for those actions.  

(f) HONESTY - Not to place themselves in situations where their honesty may be 
questioned, should not behave improperly and should, on all occasions, avoid the 
appearance of such behaviour.  

(g) LEADERSHIP - Should promote and support these principles by leadership and 
by example and should always act in a way that secures or preserves public 
confidence.  

 

3. Transparent Decision Making  
3.1 Overview  
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3.1.1  Arrangements are in place to support the effective and meaningful engagement of 
local partners and the public. The Strategic and Accountability Boards operate on 
the basis of transparency, openness and good communications, and has in place 
processes to ensure that these principles are replicated as part of the decision 
making processes.  

 
3.2  Arrangements for making and recording decisions  
 
3.2.1  Meetings of the Strategic and Accountability Boards are open to members of the 

press and public with the exception of any items that should be treated 
confidentially. The Policy for public questions to the Accountability Board is available 
on the SELEP Website and sets out the process under which questions can be 
made by a member of the public to the Board. Filming or recording of proceedings 
can take place provided that they are agreed in advance with the Secretariat.  

 
3.2.2  All decisions undertaken by either the Strategic or the Accountability Board must be 

supported by a full written paper setting out details of the decision being sought from 
the respective board and contain all relevant information so as to enable the 
decision maker to make an informed decision. All reports will be signed off by the 
Accountable Body prior to publication of the meeting’s agenda.  

 
3.2.3  All papers relating to the Accountability Board are made available on both the 

SELEP and the Accountable Body website. Papers relating to the Strategic Board 
are made available on the SELEP Website. All papers are published at least 5 clear 
working days before the meeting, except for those papers which are not suitable for 
release into the public domain as they are exempt from publication by virtue of 
Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972, as amended or in extreme 
circumstances where it is not possible to circulate papers in advance.  

 
3.2.4  In particular all key decisions, where there is likely to be a significant impact or the 

decision involves a saving or spend of over £500k, taken by the Accountability 
Board are published on the Forward Plan and available on both the SELEP and 
Accountable Body Websites, 28 days before the decision is taken. This ensures 
transparency around future decisions.  

 
3.2.5  Draft minutes of all meetings are publicly available on SELEP website no more than 

10 days after the meeting, and will similarly be published in final form no more than 
5 working days following approval by the respective board. Those minutes relating to 
exempt items under Schedule 12A are not published, but are stored confidentially by 
the Secretariat. The Accountability Board summary of decisions shall be published 
as soon as practicably possible following the meeting.  

 
3.3 Communications and Publications  

 
3.3.1  Through the Chairman, the Strategic Board shall be responsible for SELEP’s 

communications strategy. This shall include communications to Strategic Board 

members, participating organisations and the wider public and shall include the 

maintenance of an up-to-date, relevant and accessible website. The Secretariat 

shall be responsible for implementation of the communications strategy.   
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3.4  SELEP Website  
 
3.4.1 A dedicated website for the SELEP is available for local partners and members of 

the public. As well as providing an overview of the work undertaken by SELEP it 
also provides access to a range of documents and information, including:  
(a) details of progress made on implementing the Growth Deal;  

(b) Contact details for the SELEP;  

(c) Access to key documents and policies; and  

(d) access to supporting documentation for decision making including:  

 

 

 

minutes  

 
 
3.4.2  The website can be accessed at http://www.southeastlep.com/. In addition to being 

published on the SELEP website, all Accountability Board Agendas, decisions and 
minutes are also published on the Accountable Body website, which can be 
accessed at http://cmis.essexcc.gov.uk/essexcmis5/Home.aspx  

 
3.5  Information requests  
 
3.5.1  Each Council within SELEP is responsible for handling and responding to Freedom 

of Information and Environmental information regulation requests received relating 
to SELEP functions within their authority. All responses are prepared in consultation 
with the Secretariat.  

 
3.5.2  All other requests received by the Secretariat and the Accountable Body shall be 

handled and responded to by the Accountable Body with the support of the 
Secretariat. All partners will support the Accountable Body in responding to requests 
for information in a timely manner to ensure that appropriate responses are provided 
within the stipulated 20 working days.  

 
3.6  Complaints to SELEP  
 
3.6.1  SELEP has made all attempts to ensure that it operates in a fully transparent and 

engaging way, with its business partners, press and members of the public. 
However, if a member of the public wishes to complain about a particular function of 
SELEP, this can be done in writing to the Managing Director at: South East LEP 
Secretariat, c/o Essex County Council, County Hall, Market Road, Chelmsford, CM1 
1QH.  

 
3.6.2  The Managing Director will aim to review and respond to all complaints received 

within 10 working days, ensuring that a full and fair response is provided. The 
complainant will be kept updated throughout the process and where it is not possible 
to respond within this time, an indicative timescale will be provided. If the 
complainant remains dissatisfied with the response received, they may further  
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discuss this with the Managing Director or may choose to make a complaint to the 
Local Government Ombudsman.  

 
3.6.3  The Secretariat will maintain a record of all complaints received.  
 
3.7  Declarations of Interest  
 
3.7.1  All members of the Strategic or Accountability Board are required to complete a 

Declaration of Interest form, recording details of any relationship or other financial or 
personal interest which might conflict with their duties to SELEP. This includes 
recording memberships of external bodies, undertaking outside work (voluntary or 
paid) with anyone who has or seeks to have, dealings with SELEP. They are also 
required to identify close family members who are also a SELEP representative, or 
has the ability to exercise significant influence over SELEP’s agenda or activity.  

 
3.7.2  Copies of all declarations are retained by the Secretariat, and published on the 

SELEP website. All declarations are reviewed annually, in accordance with the 
Register of Interest Policy. However, each member is required to ensure that their 
declarations are up to date, and therefore notify the Secretariat of any changes 
midyear as soon as possible.  

 
3.7.3  Further, all Strategic and Accountability Board members (including substitute 

members) are required to declare interests at the outset of the respective meetings 
at which an item is to be discussed. Such declarations will be recorded in the 
minutes of the meeting.  

 
3.7.4  Where a conflict of interest arises at a meeting, the member may be asked to leave 

the room by the Chair whilst the item is discussed, and in any event will not be 
entitled to vote on the item, but may, with leave of the Chair participate in the 
discussion.  

 
3.8  Local Engagement  
 
3.8.1  The Federal Boards are the primary forum for engagement with local businesses, 

councils and members of the public, utilising public and private sector knowledge 
and expertise to develop projects and ensure prioritisation and delivery to provide 
the greatest benefit to the SELEP area.  

 
3.9  Maximising Social Value  
 
3.9.1  SELEP and local partners will, at all times, consider how added economic, social or 

environmental benefits can be maximised and secured and through its 
commissioning, procurement and delivery. All partners in the SELEP support the 
principles of the Social Value Act 2012.  

 
3.9.2  The SELEP will endeavor to ensure a level playing field for small businesses and 

voluntary, charity and social enterprise (VCSE) organisations in bidding for SELEP 
or local delivery contracts as appropriate in the delivery of SELEP objectives.  

 
4  Accountable Decision Making  
4.1  Approving Funding  
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4.1.1 All funding decisions made by the Accountability Board to approve funding for a 
specific project or programme must be supported with a robust Business Case 
which has been independently assessed. This impartial advice on the merits of 
project Business Cases is provided by SELEP Independent Technical Evaluator.  

 
4.1.2  The Accountability Board will take into account the following factors when 

determining funding allocations:  
(a) Strength of strategic fit with SELEP objectives;  

(b) Value for Money;  

(c) Scale of the intervention and the amount of investment being sought, relative to 
funding availability; and  

(d) Phasing of the investment being required.  
 
4.2  Devolution of Funding  
 
4.2.1 For all devolved funding, the Accountable Body ensures that there is a Service Level 

Agreement in place with the respective Partners which sets out the minimum 
requirements and expectations relating to the grant allocations, including but not 
limited to:  
(a) Providing grant funding to the relevant Partner for all schemes within its area 
approved by the Accountability Board following independent technical appraisal;  
(b) Devolving responsibility for all relevant requirements, including clawback 
provisions if applicable, as may be specified or intended by the grant awarding body;  

(c) All Government grant conditions shall be adhered too;  

(d) Any monitoring or reporting requirements that may assist decision making and 
prioritisation by the Accountability Board or the Strategic Board; and  

(e) Committing the Partner to be responsible for any project overspend.  
 
4.2.2  With regards to Skills funding, the Accountable Body ensures that there is a Grant 

Agreement in place, on similar terms to the Service level Agreement, between the 
Accountable Body and the respective College before any funding is released.  

 
4.2.3  The Accountable Body will only transfer funding for the purpose of delivering the 

schemes for which the grant has been allocated, if the following conditions are met:  
(a) The grant allocation must have been approved by the Accountability Board;  
(b) A copy of the Service Level Agreement signed by the respective council’s 
Section 151 officer has been sent to the Accountable Body’s Section 151 officer; 
and  

(c) The Accountable Body is in receipt of the grant from the Government.  
 
4.2.4  The Section 151 officer of the council is required to carry out the normal stewardship 

role in terms of monitoring and accounting in respect of that funding and will be 
responsible for providing regular reports to the Accountable Body and the SELEP 
Capital Programme Manager to enable quarterly reporting to the Accountability 
Board.  

 
4.2.5  Following approval of funding for an LGF project by the Accountability Board, a 

capped contribution from the SELEP via the Accountable Body will be made to the 
project cost. The Partner will be responsible for all cost increases that may occur 
through the delivery period.  
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4.3  Process for Transferring LGF  
 
4.3.1  The grant for each LGF Project will be paid to the Partner on a quarterly basis in 

advance provided the conditions set out in paragraph 4.2.3 are all met.  
 
4.3.2  For any funding allocations made to Partners through a bidding process, the process 

for transferring funding will be agreed and set out in the bidding documentation by 
the respective SELEP lead officer from the Secretariat, in consultation with the 
Accountable Body.  

 
4.3.3  Funding for projects must have been approved by the Accountability Board in line 

with the Business Case development and Value for Money assurance process as 
set out in Section 5.5 and 5.6 below.  

 
4.4  Managing Project Slippage in the LGF Programme  
 
4.4.1  Through effective management of the SELEP Capital Programme, opportunities are 

sought to reduce the levels of slippage in grant spend in any given financial year. 
However, where slippage exists, approval can be sought from the Accountability 
Board to implement mitigation.  

 
4.4.2  The Accountability Board has approved a range of measures to enable slippage in 

spend of the LGF to be managed; these are embedded within the SLAs. This 
enables the Partner, subject to the approval of the Accountability Board, to manage 
any slippage of the funding between financial years within one of the following 
options:  
(a) Option 1: Bringing forward of planned future year LGF spend on approved 
schemes being delivered in the current LGF programme;  
(b) Option 2: Bringing forward of future year LGF schemes to spend in the current 
year;  
(c) Option 3: Transfer of LGF spend on schemes between Partner authorities (this 
will be completed as a direct payment from Accountable Body to the Partner 
Authority, subject to Accountability Board agreement, under the grant payment 
process set out in paragraph 4.3); and  
(d) Option 4: Re-profiling of spend between LGF projects and Capital Programme 
projects.  

 
4.4.3  The use of Option 4 should only be applied where there is no opportunity to apply 

Options 1, 2 or 3, and Federated Areas are encouraged to only apply Option 4 
mitigation as a last resort.  

 
4.4.4  Should none of the options 1 – 4 above be implemented the alternative route will be 

for any LGF held by SELEP at the end of financial year to be carried forward into the 
subsequent financial year, within SELEP’s accounts (Option 5).  

 
4.5  Arrangements for Underspends of LGF  
 
4.5.1  Under the terms of the SLAs, the respective Partner may retain the proceeds of 

project underspends for use on other LGF schemes or to offset overspend, provided 
that this is within the tolerance levels of no more than 10% variance on any 
individual local growth fund project and the underspend has been approved by 
Government, where required. As part of the on-going reporting process, the 
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Accountability  Board will be informed of such amendments to support its assurance 
function.  

 
4.5.2  Where the variance is greater than 10%, the Partner may request approval from the 

Accountability Board (and if necessary, the Government) for underspends on any 
individual project to be reallocated to another LGF project. In requesting approval for 
re-allocating underspends, the impact on outputs and outcomes for all projects 
affected by the re-alignment of funding must be reported to the Accountability Board 
and the replacement scheme must be an agreed local priority within the Federal 
Area’s pipeline of projects.  

 
4.5.3  Where a suitable scheme cannot be identified for re-allocating funding too, the 

Partner must return the funding to the Accountable Body. In such instances, the 
Accountability Board will review requests for funding from across the SELEP area, 
with priority given to projects on the agreed investment pipeline. In identifying a 
suitable scheme for funding, the Accountability Board will have regard to the factor 
set out in 4.1.2.  

 
4.5.4  The Accountable Body will continue to monitor the process for managing 

underspends as set out above, in conjunction with the Accountability Board to 
ensure that the arrangements are operating effectively.  

 
4.5.5  In circumstances where funding received by Partners can no longer meet the 

conditions of the grant as set out in the relevant grant or SLA, the funding must be 
returned to the Accountable Body as soon as reasonably possible. The 
Accountability Board will be responsible for its future allocation in accordance with 
this Assurance Framework.  

 
4.6  Partners  
 
4.6.1  Partners refers to those organisations which the Accountable Body has a Service 

Level Agreement or Grant Agreement with. They have a responsibility to support the 
delivery of the Growth Deal and Strategic Economic Plan, through supporting the 
Strategic Board, Accountability Board, Federated Board, Secretariat and working 
groups.  

 
4.6.2  In receiving LGF or other funding, and entering into a SLA or Grant Agreement, 

Partners are responsible for:  
(a) Ensuring the delivery of projects, including the outputs and spend of funding 
received through SELEP and local partner funding contributions to the scope agreed 
in the Business Case.  
(b) Providing regular and accurate reporting to Secretariat on Projects. The 

requirement for reporting on LGF projects are set out in paragraph 5.10. Reporting is 

required on a quarterly basis for all projects receiving funding from SELEP, including 

LGF and Growing Places Fund. This funding must be completed in the format and to 

the timescales specified by the Secretariat. 
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(c) Ensuring sufficient resource is allocated to support the delivery and the post 
scheme monitoring and evaluation of all projects.  

 
4.7  Accounts and Audit  
 
4.7.1  With the support of the Accountable Body, the SELEP will prepare annual accounts 

which will incorporate all funding received from Government.  
 
4.7.2  The Accounts will be reviewed and agreed by the Accountability Board and will be 

published on the SELEP website in a timely manner, and will be subject to an 
external audit.  

 
4.7.3  The use of resources by the SELEP are subject to the usual local authority checks 

and balances, including the financial duties and rules which require councils to act 
prudently in spending, which are overseen and checked by the Responsible Chief 
Finance Officer, the Section 151 Officer.  

 
4.7.4  All SELEP funding transferred to partners is, by agreement, subject to audit by the 

Accountable Body and, where required, by external auditors appointed to provide 
the required assurances with regard to appropriate use of the funding.  

 
4.7.5  Partners are required to maintain a robust audit trail of the use of Government 

funding to demonstrate compliance in fulfilling its obligations with regard to use of 
that funding.  

 
4.7.6 The Accountable Body will ensure that there are arrangements for local audit of 

funding allocated by SELEP which is equivalent to those in place for local authority 
spend.  

 
4.7.7  Through the nominated Section 151 Officer, SELEP will undertake an audit of the 

Partner’s project to ensure the correct use of funding and may, if necessary, arrange 
for the recovery of any funds.  

 
4.8  Scrutiny arrangements for SELEP  
 
4.8.1  The SELEP is a multi-authority partnership with different scrutiny arrangements in 

place in each of the respective local authorities; the over-arching scrutiny 
arrangements put in place for the LEP need to take this into account.  

 
4.8.2  Decisions made by the Accountability Board are subject to the individual scrutiny 

arrangements of each partner authority, and the provision of call in are set out in the 
Joint Committee Agreement dated 13th November 2015. This provides each Council 
the ability to challenge a decision made by the Accountability Board which affects 
their area, providing checks and balances to the operation of SELEP, and ensures 
that scrutiny is managed in a way that gives equal footing for all partners in the 
SELEP.  

 
4.9  Conflicts  
4.9.1  The Accountable Body would not be required to comply with an Accountability Board 

decision in the following circumstances:  
(a) the decision does not comply with the Financial Regulations of the Accountable 
Body;  
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(b) the decision would be contrary to any requirements laid out in all agreements, 
including the SLA and the Joint Committee Agreement, for which the Accountable 
Body is responsible;  

(c) the decision is unlawful; or  

(d) the decision does not comply with the requirements of this Assurance 
Framework.  

 
4.9.2  In circumstances where there is a conflict between the Accountable Body and the 

Accountability Board, the following process will be used in order to resolve the issue:  
(a) In the first instance, any dispute will be escalated to the Chairman of the 
Strategic Board and the Section 151 Officer of the Accountable Body within 10 
working days of the dispute arising. The Chairman of the Strategic Board and the 
Section 151 Officer will discuss the issue and, in good faith, attempt to resolve any 
such dispute in order to bring about an agreement on the action required to resolve 
issue.  
(b) In the event that the Chairman of the Strategic Board and the Section 151 officer 
of the Accountable Body are unable to resolve the dispute, the matter will be 
referred to the Government (or grant awarding body of not the Government) for 
consideration.  

 
4.9.3  In circumstances where there is a conflict between the Accountable Body and the 

Strategic Board, the following process will be used in order to resolve the issue:  
(a) In the first instance, any dispute would be escalated to the Chairman of the 
Strategic Board and the Section 151 Officer of the Accountable Body within 10 
working days of the dispute arising. The Chairman of the Strategic Board and the 
Section 151 Officer to agree to discuss and, in good faith, attempt to resolve any 
such dispute and try and reach agreement on the action required to resolve the 
decision.  

(b) In the event that the Chairman of the Strategic Board and the Section 151 officer 
of the Accountable Body are unable to resolve the dispute, the matter will be 
referred to the Government (or grant awarding body of not the Government) for 
consideration.  

 

5.  Ensuring Value for Money  
5.1  Overview  
 
5.1.1  The SELEP recognises the need to have robust arrangements in place to ensure 

value for money and effective delivery, through strong project management, project 
options and appraisal, prioritisation and business case development. This section 
sets out the arrangements in place for ensuring that effective processes are in place.  

 
5.2  Prioritisation of Funding  
 
5.2.1  As the SELEP covers such a wide geographical area encompassing a number of 

local authorities facing competing challenges, prioritisation of projects is most 
effectively managed within local areas through the federal model. Any pan-LEP 
priority projects which will be prioritised by the Strategic Board. This will ensure that 
the priorities of the strategic economic plan within functional economic  
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areas can be delivered. The Accountability Board will oversee the delivery of the 
overall programme of investment and seek to ensure value for money across each 
of the projects.  

 
5.2.2  Prioritisation will be undertaken by the Federal Boards through their submission for 

funding opportunities. Each Federal Board shall ensure that they comply with the 
prioritisation system, as approved by the Strategic Board, in order to ensure a 
consistent approach is utilised by the Federal Boards.  

 
5.2.3  In completing the local prioritisation of projects, Federated Areas will engage with 

the Independent Technical Evaluator, who will help inform the recommendations 
made to the Federal Board and subsequently to the SELEP Strategic Board. This 
will be used to support the decision making in generating a single LEP prioritised list 
which will be published on the SELEP website.  

 
5.2.4  The criteria for prioritisation of projects for funding will include an assessment of 

projects based on Her Majesty’s Treasury’s The Green Book: Appraisal and 
Evaluation in Central Government (The Green Book), and related departmental 
guidance. Prioritisation will give consideration to the five cases listed below:  
 
(a) The Strategic Case – The project should be aligned with the Strategic Economic 
Plan of the SELEP and support delivery of the objectives and outcomes contained 
within the plan;  

 
(b) The Economic Case – The projects are expected to deliver high or very high 
value for money for investment of public funds;  

 
(c) The Commercial Case – The proposed deal is attractive to the market place, can 
be procured and is commercially viable;  

 
(d) The Financial Case – The project should demonstrate the proposed funding 
streams to finance the total project costs and the expected phasing of the funding. 
There is the expectation that opportunities will be sought to leverage private sector 
investment and other match funding to support delivery of the project;  

 
(e) The Management Case – The project should set a proposed plan for project 
delivery, evaluation, progress reporting and monitoring of benefit realisation. It 
should also include details of any risks and how these will be managed, including 
the costs of mitigating these risks.  

 
5.2.5  In prioritising projects, consideration should be given to the phasing, suitability and  

availability of funding. The application of the five cases should be proportionate to 
the scale of intervention and the value of funding sought.  

 
5.2.6  Any amendments to the prioritisation methodology set out above to reflect, for 

example, additional funding criteria from Government will be agreed by the Strategic 
Board and will be published on the SELEP website.  

 
5.2.7  Where Federal Boards put forward projects for inclusion on the single LEP 

prioritised list each project will be supported by a Strategic Outline Business Case 
using the Business Case template which can be found on the SELEP website.  
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5.2.8 Once project prioritisation has been completed, it is expected that Partners will 

further develop the business case for investment. This Business Case will support 
any funding bid submissions to Central Government.  

 
5.2.9  Before a project can be considered for inclusion in the single prioritised list, it must 

have been developed in consultation with the Federal Board at and received Federal 
Board approval.  

 
5.3  The Independent Technical Evaluator  
 
5.3.1  An Independent Technical Evaluator has been appointed by SELEP, to provide 

technical advice to the Strategic and Accountability Board and local project sponsors 
on value for money and project deliverability. They are required to make 
recommendations to Accountability Board on funding decisions, taking into account 
the agreed criteria for funding (as set out in the Value for Money section, paragraph 
5.7).  

 
5.3.2  The Independent Technical Evaluator assessment is based on adherence of 

scheme business cases to the guidance set out in The Green Book, and related 
departmental guidance such as the Department for Transport’s WebTAG (Web-
based Transport Analysis Guidance) or the Homes and Communities Agency’s The 
Additionality Guide. The Green Book, WebTAG and the Additionality Guide provide 
proportionate methodologies for scheme appraisal (i.e. business case development). 
A Pro Forma has been developed based on the guidance and is available on the 
SELEP Website.  

 
5.3.3  Each project is assessed and then given a ‘RAG’ (Red – Amber – Green) rating as 

follows:  
 

Green: approach or assumption(s) in line with guidance and practice or the impact 
of any departures is sufficiently insignificant to the Value for Money category 
assessment.  
Amber: approach or assumption(s) out of line with guidance and practice, with 
limited significance to the Value for Money category assessment, but should be 
amended in future submissions (e.g. at Final Approval stage).  
Red: approach or assumption(s) out of line with guidance and practice, with material 
or unknown significance to the Value for Money category assessment, requires 
amendment or further evidence in support before Gateway can be passed.  

 
5.3.4  All funding decisions sought by the Accountability Board will be supported by a 

recommendation from the Independent Technical Evaluator.  
 
5.4  Business Cases  
 
5.4.1  Business cases for all projects must follow The Green Book guidance on appraisal 

and evaluation, and include a Value for Money statement.  
 
5.4.2  Business cases will also follow Government departmental guidance such as the 

Department for Transport’s Transport Analysis Guidance (WebTAG) or similar non-
transport guidance appropriate to their scheme with appropriate proportionality as 
set out.  
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5.4.3  For transport schemes, central case assessments shall be based on forecasts 

consistent with the latest version of National Trip End Model (NTEM) and the 
appraisal results included in the business case to be considered by the SELEP.  

5.4.4  For skills schemes funded by the current Local Growth Fund programme, the 
business cases will be evaluated based on Skills Funding Agency good practice, 
advice and guidance, tailored to reflect local circumstances as appropriate.  

5.4.5  Each business case will set out a statement of objectives and the specific outcomes 
that the scheme is intended to achieve. The business cases will include sign-off by 
the promoting local authority and it’s Section 151 Officer before being submitted at 
each stage of the gate process. Where the business case has been developed by a 
Government Department or other Statutory Body written confirmation is required that 
an appropriate process has been followed to assure the value for money of this 
project. The allocation of funding for these business cases is still required to be 
approved by the Accountability Board.  

 
5.4.6  The Independent Technical Evaluator will ensure that the approach taken by 

partners is robust, consistent with technical guidance and able to withstand scrutiny. 
In so doing, the Independent Technical Evaluator will collaborate with partners to 
minimise the time and cost associated with preparing business cases by adopting 
practices which are proportionate to the specifics of each project.  

 
5.5  Business case review by the Independent Technical Evaluator  
 
5.5.1  All business cases which have received a provision funding allocation and seek 

funding approval will progress through a controlled development progress, known as 
Gates 0 – 5.  

 
5.5.2  Only certain projects will go through a Gate 4 and 5 review. This will include projects 

with a LGF allocation of over £8m and/or the project is identified as high risk by the 
Independent Technical Evaluator. These projects will be identified to the 
Accountability Board during the early gate submissions.  

5.5.3  Business cases with an LGF allocation of over £8m which includes a programme of 
works, where no individual element exceeds a value of £5m, may not be required to 
go through a Gate 4 and 5 review. These projects will be agreed with Accountability 
Board on a project by project basis.  

 
5.5.4  Projects will be exempt from Gate 4 and 5 review, if the decision to award the full 

funding allocation to the project was made in advance of 24th February 2017, except 
where necessitated through the Change Request Process. See paragraph 5.11.  

 
5.5.5  A Gate 4 and 5 review may also be required where a Project Change necessitates 

the review of the Project Business Case.  
 
5.6  The Gate Process  
 
5.6.1  Gate 0: Through the Capital Programme Manager, the Independent Technical 

Evaluator will provide advice to project promoters on applying the assessment 
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process on a project by project basis, including the appropriate approach and the 
process, procedures and timescales.  

 
5.6.2  Gate 1: Following Gate 0, project promoters must develop a business case 

commensurate with an Outline Business Case as guided by The Green Book 
guidance on appraisal and evaluation and relevant Government departmental 
guidance.  

 
5.6.3  To progress through Gate 1, the Independent Technical Evaluator will independently 

assess the Outline Business Cases using a standard assessment template, and will, 
in the first instance, make recommendations to the Capital Programme Manager and 
project promoter and relevant partners.  

 
5.6.4  Gate 2: All projects will have an opportunity to make changes to the Outline 

Business Case. Once resubmitted, the Independent Technical Evaluator will conduct 
the Gate 2 Assurance Review, using the same assessment template for Gate 1.  

 
5.6.5  On the basis of the Gate 2 Assurance Review, recommendations are made by the 

Independent Technical Evaluator to the Accountability Board on the Value for Money 
Assessment and the certainty of that assessment’s accuracy. The Accountability 
Board will then decide whether or not to approve the funding allocation. This may be 
subject to completion of Gate 4 and 5.  

5.6.6  Gate 3: This is for projects that have funding retained by the Department for 
Transport or where the business case is being developed by another Government 
Department or Statutory Body. In these instances, the role of the Independent 
Technical Evaluator is to review the business case and provide professional advice 
to the Accountability Board of any key risks or issues arising from that assessment 
that need to be considered by the board to support the associated decision for 
funding.  

5.6.7  Gates 4 and 5: For large schemes over £8 million and those considered high risk by 
the Accountability Board, will be required to go through Gate 4 and 5 to develop a 
Full Business Case, where agreed with Accountability Board on the completion of 
Gate 2. As the project is further developed, costs could be significantly different from 
those estimated at Outline Business Case stage, altering the Value for Money 
assessment. This change to project cost would also lead to a requirement for Gate 4 
and 5 review of a Full Business Case under the Change Request process.  

5.6.8 The Gate 4 and 5 review will enable a proportion of the funding to be approved to 
the project to support capital spend on the development of the project prior to Full 
Business Case approval, at Gate 2. The approval of funding on this basis is at the 
discretion of Accountability Board and requires acceptance of the risk by the 
Partners with regard to repayment of grant awarded should the project not proceed 
to full delivery.  

5.6.9  Gate 4 is commensurate with Gate 0, outlining the approach, process, procedures 
and timescales for development of the Full Business Case.  

5.6.10  Gate 5 is an Assurance Review of the submitted Full Business Case. The Gate 5 
review should take place following detailed design and procurement of the 
construction contract, but in advance of the contraction contract award and 
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construction works commencing. It is not anticipated that this process is iterative. 
Based on the Assurance Review, recommendations are made by the Independent 
Technical Evaluator to the Accountability Board on the Value for Money Assessment 
and the certainty of that assessment’s accuracy. The Accountability Board will then 
consider approval of the project for funding (see Value for Money below).  

 
5.6.11  For projects seeking funding to support the development of a specific business case, 

the role of the Independent Technical Evaluator will be to review the intention to 
develop the business case and to provide professional advice to the Accountability 
Board of any key risks or issues arising from that assessment. In such instances, it 
is expected that the advice will include an indication of whether or not the business 
case to be developed will be expected to meet the value for money assessment 
criteria as set out below.  

 
5.6.12  Where a package of interdependent projects is being considered for LGF, the 

Partner may bring smaller packages or projects forward through the Gate review 
process as appropriate. Each individual project within the programme should 
demonstrate benefits which contribute to the strategic and economic objective of the 
overall programme. The Business Case should provide evidence that double 
counting of Project benefits has not taken place.  

 
5.6.13  Interdependent projects are defined as those where:  
 

(a) There is a clear strategic case which is consistent for all the packages of 
investment;  

(b) Consistent strategic objectives are defined for the package of investment;  

(c) There is clear evidence that the project directly contributes to the benefits of the 
package of investment;  

(d) There is clear evidence that the delivery of the Project forms an integral part of 
the Programme Strategic Objectives and Value for Money being achieved; and  

(e) An Independent Technical Evaluator review of the package of investment has 
been completed which confirms that the overall package of investment 
demonstrates High Value for Money.  

 
5.6.14  The Gate 2 Outline Business Case for the project will be published on the SELEP 

website when it is submitted to the Secretariat and Independent Technical Evaluator 
for the Gate 2 review. This will be published at least one month in advance of the 
Accountability Board meeting at which the funding decision is taken, subject to the 
removal of those parts which are commercially sensitive and confidential.  

 
5.6.15  For those projects completing a Gate 4 and 5 review, the Full Business Case will 

also be updated at the point of Gate 5 submission to the Secretariat and 
Independent Technical Evaluator. This will be published at least one month in 
advance of the Accountability Board meeting at which the funding decision is taken, 
subject to the removal of those parts which are commercially sensitive and 
confidential.  

 
5.6.16  The cost of SELEP Independent Technical Evaluator completing one review at each 

Gate of the Business Case review process, will be funded though the SELEP 
Secretariat revenue budget for all projects identified within SELEPs Growth Deal 
programme, subject to the council maintaining the level of their contribution to the 
SELEP Secretariat budget.  
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5.6.17  The cost of an Independent Technical Evaluator review of a Project Business Case 

will be funded by the Partner where a Project Change Request has triggered the 
review of the Business Case on more than one occasion and where a Project is 
required to repeat the ITE Gate review due to:  

 
(a) The Business Case being insufficiently well developed to complete a Gate of the 
ITE review process; or  

(b) The ITE having not been provided with the necessary information to enable them 
to complete a Gate of the review process.  

 
5.7  Value for Money  
 
5.7.1  The Independent Technical Evaluator shall ensure that all evidence provided by the 

Partners, including Value for Money, is robust and relevant. They will report back to 
Partners on any inconsistencies that need to be addressed if the project is to go 
forward for consideration for funding. Value for Money is assessed on the basis of 
the methodology outlined in The Green Book published by the Treasury or 
alternative appropriate Government guidance; this assessment includes the 
calculation of the benefit cost ratio, which forms part of the value for money 
assessment.  

5.7.2  To receive a recommendation for approval, projects should have:  
(a) A clear rationale for the interventions linked with the strategic objectives 
identified in the Strategic Economic Plan;  
(b) Clearly defined outputs and anticipated outcomes, with clear additionality, 
ensuring that factors such as displacement and deadweight have been taken into 
account;  
(c) Considers deliverability and risks appropriately, along with appropriate mitigating 
action (the costs of which must be clearly understood); and  
(d) A Benefit Cost Ratio of at least 2:1 or comply with one of the two exemptions 
listed in 5.7.4 and 5.7.5 below.  
5.7.3 Certain schemes may be eligible for exemption from the condition stated in (d) 
above, under one of the following exemptions.  

 
5.7.4  Exemption 1: This may be applied where:  

(a) a project does not present High Value for Money (a Benefit Cost Ratio of over 
2:1); but  

(b) has a Benefit Cost Ratio value of greater than 1.5:1; or  

(c) where the project benefits are notoriously difficult to appraise in monetary terms; 
and  

(d) only if the following conditions are satisfied:  
 
(1) the project must be less than £2.0m and to conduct further quantified and 
monetised economic appraisal would be disproportionate; and  
(2) where there is an overwhelming strategic case (with minimal risk in the other 
cases); and  
(3) there are qualitative benefits which, if monetised, would most likely increase the 
benefit-cost ratio above 2:1.  
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5.7.5  Exemption 2: This may be applied where a project does not demonstrate a High 
Value for Money (a Benefit Cost Ratio of over 2:1), but has a Benefit Cost Ratio of 
over 1:1, and only if the following  conditions are satisfied:  
(a) there is an overwhelming strategic case that supports the prioritisation of this 
project in advance of other unfunded investment opportunities identified in the SEP; 
and  

(b) there is demonstrable additionality which will be achieved through investment to 
address a clear market failure; and  

(c) there are no project risks identified as high risk and high probability after 
mitigation measures have been considered; and  

(d) there are assurances provided from the organisations identified below that the 
project business case, including value for money, has been considered and 
approved for funding through their own assurance processes.  
(1) A Government Department;  

(2) Highways England;  

(3) Network Rail;  

(4) Environment Agency; or  

(5) Skills Funding Agency.  

 

5.7.6  On completion of a business case review, the Independent Technical Evaluator will 
make recommendations to Accountability Board on projects that perform well 
against the assessment criteria which is available on the SELEP Website and 
therefore should be funded. Where projects do not perform well against the 
assessment criteria, recommendations will be made back to SELEP and the 
promoting authority to either further develop the case for the project or to consider 
alternative options.  

 
5.7.7  The Accountable Body will ensure that all projects sent for approval to the 

Accountability Board include a Value for Money statement that has been prepared in 
line with the requirements set out in this Assurance Framework.  

 
5.7.8  The Accountability Board will review the recommendations made by the 

Independent Technical Evaluator, including the Value for Money statement when 
schemes are presented for approval to ensure that they meet the criteria set out 
above.  

 
5.7.9  Successful schemes will progress to delivery. Unsuccessful schemes will be 

considered by the local area for revision, removal from programme or adding to a 
reserve list.  

 
5.7.10  As necessary, the economic case shall be reviewed and updated to reflect project 

changes in scope, costs, outputs or outcomes.  
 
5.7.11 The SELEP will identify a named individual with overall responsibility for ensuring 

value for money for all projects and programmes and a named individual (which may 
be a different person) responsible for the scrutiny of, and recommendations relating 
to each business case. These responsible individuals will be independent of the 
promoting organisation, or where this is impractical, will sit outside the management 
unit responsible for developing and promoting the business case.  
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5.7.12  The SELEP will seek assurances from the s.151 officer of the promoting authority 
that the Value for Money assessment is true and accurate.  

 
5.8  Monitoring and Evaluation of projects  
 
5.8.1  For each project that is included in the programme, the Partner will be required to 

provide an initial project programme including:  
 
(a) Outline/detailed design  

(b) Statutory requirements  

(c) Consultations  

(d) Procurement  

(e) Construction  

(f) A statement of expected outputs and outcomes  

(g) A risk and mitigations statement  
 
5.8.2  The Accountability Board through the Partners and nominated Section 151 Officer 

shall require the submission of regular detailed Project monitoring reports at 
quarterly intervals. This process will be managed by the Capital Programme 
Manager and will enable on–going monitoring and evaluation of individual Projects 
and the programme generally.  

5.8.3  A proportionate approach to monitoring and evaluation will be implemented, 
ensuring that evaluation objectives relate back to the business case and builds on 
assumptions used in the appraisal process.  

5.8.4  Monitoring and evaluation will focus on those outcomes that are most relevant to the 
impact of the project’s objectives as defined in the project business case, but will 
include, where appropriate, an evaluation of the impact of the intervention on the 
following Growth Deal outcomes:  

 
(a) Housing unit completion  

(b) Jobs created or safeguarded  

(c) Commercial/employment floor space completed  

(d) Number of new learners assisted  

(e) Area of new or improved learning/ training floor space; and  

(f) Apprenticeships  
 
5.8.5  Federal Boards will manage programmes within the agreed tolerance levels and 

reporting regularly to the Accountability Board regarding delivery and risks. Changes 
required to projects outside the tolerance levels or any significant modifications to 
project scope, outputs or outcomes arising during development or even construction, 
must be clearly reported for decision.  

 
5.9  Criteria for Monitoring and Evaluation  
 
5.9.1  Scheme promotors must provide monitoring reports on the following measures and 

any others identified by Government, for each project through the quarterly reporting 
process to the Secretariat:  

 
(a) Grant spend to date and spend forecast across the agreed profile;  
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(b) Spend to date and forecast spend of matched contributions and funding 
leveraged compared to the agreed profile;  

(c) Project delivery against agreed milestones;  

(d) Identified risks and associated mitigations; and  

(e) Outputs and outcomes forecast and delivered to date against the agreed profile.  

(f) Identified Project Changes, as set out in paragraph 5.11 below.  

 
5.9.2  All monitoring and evaluation reports discussed at the Accountability Board and the 

Strategic Board will be published on the SELEP’s website.  
 
5.10  Reporting on LGF  
 
5.10.1  Each Partner is required to provide reports to the Capital Programme Manager in 

advance of each Accountability Board meeting, in a format as specified by the 
Secretariat.  

 
5.10.2  Each Partner has identified a Lead Responsible Officer who is accountable for 

ensuring that the LGF project reporting is completed in full and to the timescales 
required by the Secretariat.  

5.10.3  In order to facilitate the gathering and discussion of the reporting, a Programme 
Consideration Meeting will be held a month in advance of each Accountability Board 
meeting to bring together the Lead Responsible Officer, or their nominated delegate, 
for Local Growth Fund spend from each Federated Area.  

 
5.10.4  The Programme Consideration Meetings are held to ensure a coordinated approach 

to the management of the LGF Programme in accordance with the Assurance 
Framework and SLAs in place between the Accountable Body and the Partners.  

 
5.10.5  The responsibilities of the Programme Consideration Group are to:  
 

(a) Report and agree LGF spend forecast against each specific Project included in 
the Growth Deal to be reported to the Accountability Board;  

(b) Agree the LGF spend forecast for the next quarter transfer of LGF, in line with 
the conditions of the SLAs;  

(c) Agree the risk score for each specific LGF Project in the Growth Deal 
Programme and the mitigation to be put in place during the next quarter to manage 
project risk;  

(d) To agree the Project outcomes to be reported to Government through the 
LOGASnet return;  

(e) Share lessons learnt from the delivery of LGF Projects;  

(f) Support the Capital Programme Manager in managing the LGF programme in 
accordance with the Assurance Framework and SLAs in place between the 
Accountable Body and the Partners;  

(g) Act as officer representatives for each of the Federated Areas; and  

(h) Provide feedback to the Federal Boards about management of the LGF 
programme and the delivery of the Growth Deal within their Federated Area.  

 
5.10.6  The Programme Consideration Group does not have authority to make decisions 

over the management of the LGF programme. However, all recommendations of the 
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Programme Consideration Group are reported to Accountability Board for 
consideration and formal approval. Full terms of reference for the Programme 
Consideration Group are available on the SELEP website.  

 
5.11  Approving changes to LGF projects  
 
5.11.1  Any variations to a project’s costs, scope, outcomes or outputs from the information 

specified in the Business Case must be reported to the Accountability Board. The 
following changes would require approval by the Board:  

 
(a) Cancellation of a project that is included in the agreed Local Growth Plan;  

(b) Inclusion of a project not included in the agreed Local Growth Plan;  

(c) Moving forward of a project previously programmed to start in later years;  

(d) Delays to project start or end dates of more than six months;  

(e) All changes to LGF allocations above the 10% threshold;  

(f) Any re-profiling of LGF between financial years;  

(g) Any changes to total project costs above a 30% or a £500,000 threshold;  

(h) Any substantial changes to the expected project benefits, outputs and outcomes 
as agreed in the business case which may detrimentally impact on the Value for 
Money assessment. In such circumstances, it is expected that the business case 
should be re-evaluated by the ITE; and  

(i) Any further changes as may be defined by the Government.  
 
5.11.2  The Partner shall not make any change to projects without the Accountability 

Board’s prior approval. Such approval shall be notified to the Accountable Body and 
the Secretariat who will notify and seek approval from the Government, in 
accordance with such processes and sign-off, as required by the Government.  

 
5.11.3  The Partner and Accountable Body will abide by any alternative definition of Change 

and any approval process for reporting Change, as imposed by the Government  
 
5.11.4  A copy of the Change Request template is available on the SELEP Website.  
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Appendix 1 – List of supporting documents available on SELEP website  
1. SELEP Terms of Reference  

2. Greater Essex Business Board Terms of Reference  

3. Kent and Medway Economic Partnership Terms of Reference  

4. Opportunity South Essex Terms of Reference  

5. Team East Sussex Terms of Reference  

6. Rural Terms of Reference  

7. Coastal/CORE Terms of Reference  

8. U9 Terms of Reference  

9. Growth Hubs Terms of Reference  

10. Skills Advisory Group Terms of Reference  

11. Creative Economy Network Terms of Reference  

12. Tourism Terms of Reference  

13. Housing Terms of Reference  

14. Policy for Public Question to the Accountability Board  

15. Accountability Board Forward Plan  

16. Declarations of Interest  

17. Register of Interest Policy  

18. SELEP Accounts  

19. Business Case Template  

20. Pro Forma Template  

21. Assessment Criteria  

22. Change Request Template  

23. Programme Consideration Group Terms of Reference  
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Appendix B 
 

Kent and Medway Economic Partnership 
DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE 

To be revised January 2017 
 

 
 
1. Purpose 
 
1.1 This document sets out the terms of reference for the Kent and Medway Economic 

Partnership (KMEP). The Partnership is a federated board of the South East Local 
Enterprise Partnership. 

 
2.  Aims and functions of the Kent and Medway Economic Partnership 
 
2.1 KMEP is a private‐public body which aims to drive forward economic growth and 

prosperity in Kent and Medway. 
 
2.2  Working collectively, the Partnership is responsible for: 
 

a) Approve, drive forward and monitor the strategic economic plan; 
b) Consider and develop responses to new economic opportunities and challenges in 

Kent and Medway; 
c) Ensure a strong voice for Kent and Medway business and government at national and 

regional level, including through the South East LEP. 
d) Consider local strategic economic investment priorities and/or a vision for the federal 

area which is in line with the LEP’s Strategic Economic Plan and the LEP’s approach to 
project prioritisation; 

e) Work with the LEP to publish arrangements for developing, prioritising, appraising 
and approving projects, with a view to ensuring that a wide range of delivery 
partners can be involved. 

f) Maintain strategic oversight of the use of all funding devolved from the South East 
Local Enterprise Partnership to Kent and Medway; 

g) Co-ordinate reports as required to the SELEP Strategic and Accountability Boards and 
monitor and report on all LEP investments in the area;  

h) Champion the work of KMEP and the LEP to local communities;  
i) Ensure the transparency and accountability of decisions and recommendations made 

at local level;  
j) Ensure on-going local engagement with public and private sector partners to inform 

key decisions and set out how they will evidence effective engagement  
k) Ensure that there is local engagement with and feedback to the general public about 

future strategy development and progress against delivery of the SEP, including key 
projects and spend against those projects and that this can be evidenced.  
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2.3 KMEP will engage local business and utilise public and private sector knowledge and 
expertise to ensure prioritisation and delivery to provide greatest benefit to the SELEP 
area in terms of achieving economic growth through the delivery of development, 
infrastructure and regeneration projects.  

 

3. Governance 
 
3.1. The Partnership shall be governed by a Partnership Board, which shall fulfil the functions 

set out in para. 2.2. 
 
4. Membership of the Partnership Board 
 
4.1 The Board shall consist of 33 members, as follows: 

 Business representatives (17) 

 All the Local Authority Leaders in Kent and Medway, which are: 
o The Leader of Kent County Council (1) 
o The Leader of Medway Council (1) 
o Leaders of Kent District Councils (12) 

 Higher education representative (1) 

 Further education representative (1) 
 
4.2.  The Board shall seek to ensure a balanced representation of businesses, reflecting Kent 

and Medway’s geography and the diversity of its business base (by size and scale). 
 
4.3 The KMEP Business Representatives shall be selected from the Kent and Medway 

Business Advisory Board. The KMEP Secretariat will alert the Business Advisory Board 
(BAB) when a vacancy on the Partnership arises. The KMEP Secretariat will provide details 
to the Business Advisory Board of the geographical, sector and diversity balance of the 
current KMEP business representatives to allow informed decision-making. In accordance 
with the Business Advisory Board’s terms of reference, nominees will be sought from the 
BAB Members. When the number of nominees exceeds the number of positions available 
on the Partnership, a secret ballot will be taken.  

 
4.4 Appointments to the Kent and Medway Business Advisory Board are conducted through a 

competitive procedure which is open, transparent and non-discriminatory. The process is 
set out within the Business Advisory Board’s terms of reference, which is available on the 
KMEP website. 

 
4.3.  Should a Board member be unable to attend a Board meeting, s/he may nominate an 

Alternate to take his/her place. In such cases, the Board member should notify the 
Chairman in advance, via the Secretariat. 

 
5. TERMS OF OFFICE 
 
5.1 A Local Authority Leader’s appointment to the Board will run concurrently with his/her 

tenure as Leader of the Council.  



82 
  

 
5.2 The HE & FE representatives shall be selected by the universities and FE colleges located 

in Kent and Medway. The HE & FE representatives shall remain a Board Members until 
the KMEP Chairman (via the Secretariat) is advised by the universities or the FE colleges 
that a new nominee is proposed. 

 
5.3 The term of the Business Representatives is three years* commencing at the KMEP 

Annual General Meeting, following which they may be reappointed by the Business 
Advisory Board for an additional successive term. There is no maximum number of terms 
that a Business Representative can serve. 

 
5.4 *If a Business Representative does not attend three consecutive meetings of KMEP, 

without the prior approval of the KMEP Chairman, then it will be deemed that the 
Business Representative has resigned from the Board. 

 
5.5 Members may resign from the Board by giving no less than 20 working days’ notice to the 

Chairman and Secretariat. Should a member resign, s/he shall be replaced according to 
the balance of representation in 6.1. 

 
6. Quorum 
 
6.1  The quorum of the Board shall be 13 of which no fewer than 7 shall be business 

representatives. 
 
6.2 Should a Board meeting not be quorate, the Chairman may arrange a Special Meeting of 

the Board to deal with outstanding business, or may allow business to adjourn to the 
following ordinary Board meeting, or may allow Board members to convey their views 
electronically to all the other Board members via the Secretariat. 

 
7. Chairman 
 
7.1 The Board shall elect a Chairman through the process outlined in Section 11. The 

Chairman shall serve as both Chairman of the Board and Chairman of the Partnership. 
 
7.2 The Board may also elect a Vice‐Chairman. 
 
7.3 Both the Chairman and the Vice‐Chairman shall be business representatives. 
 
7.4 The Chairman shall preside at meetings of the Board. In the absence of the Chairman, the 

Vice‐Chairman shall preside. In the absence of the Chairman and the Vice‐Chairman, the 
Board shall elect any Member of the Board to act as Chairman for that meeting only. 

 
7.5 The KMEP Chairman is responsible for providing the SELEP Team with clear and updated 

nominations for membership of the SELEP Strategic Board.  
 
8. Other participants 
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8.1 With the prior agreement of the Chairman, Other Participants may attend meetings of 
the Board. Other Participants may include representatives of agencies with a significant 
economic role, such as (inter alia) the Environment Agency, the Homes and Communities 
Agency or the Skills Funding Agency. 

 
8.2  Other Participants may, at the discretion of the Chairman, participate in discussion 

(subject to the Conflicts of Interest procedure set out in 8 below. However, they shall not 
be considered to be members of the Board. 

 
8.3 Officers shall also attend Board meetings where they are presenting papers or other 

information for the Board’s consideration. 
 
9.  Conflicts of interest 
 
9.1. A Register of Interests shall be held by the KMEP Secretariat. All Board Members are 

required to complete a Declaration of Interest form, recording details of any relationship 
or other financial or personal interest which might conflict with their duties to KMEP and 
SELEP. This includes recording memberships of external bodies, undertaking outside work 
(voluntary or paid) with anyone who has or seeks to have, dealings with KMEP and SELEP. 
They are also required to identify close family members who are also a KMEP and/or 
SELEP representative, or has the ability to exercise significant influence over KMEP’s or 
SELEP’s agenda or activity. The Register will be available for public scrutiny on the KMEP 
website. 

 
9.2  Should a Board Member become aware that s/he has any interest, direct or indirect, in 

any matter being considered by the Board, then s/he shall: ‐ 
(a) disclose the interest to the meeting and not take part in any consideration or 

discussion of the matter or vote in any questions with respect to it; and 
(b) unless the meeting invites him/her to remain, withdraw from the meeting. 

 
9.3.  The rules in 9.2 apply whether or not the interest concerned is already set out in the 

Register of Interests. 
 
9.4 However, the rule in 9.2 above does not apply where the interest concerned relates 

primarily to the general interest of any public sector Member in his/her area of 
geographical responsibility, or to the interests of Kent and Medway as a whole. 

 
9.5  The rules in 9.2 also apply to any Non‐Voting Participant, save that Non‐Voting 

Participants do not have voting rights. 
 
10.  Secretariat, minutes and agenda‐setting 
 
10.1.  The Secretariat of the Board and the Partnership shall be carried out by Kent County 

Council. 
 
10.2 In exercising this function, the Secretariat shall work with a KMEP Joint Management 

Group (JMG). The JMG shall consist of chief executives (or other senior officers as 
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delegated) from Kent County Council, Medway Council and at least six District Councils, 
and shall consider both forthcoming agenda items and the strategic monitoring of actions 
determined by the Board. 

 
10.3  The agenda for the Board meeting shall be agreed by the Chairman prior to circulation. 
 
10.4  The agenda and papers for the Board meetings shall be circulated to the Board by the 

Secretariat not less than five working days before each Board meeting. 
 
10.5  Draft minutes of meetings of the Board shall be prepared by the Secretariat and 

circulated to Board Members within 10 working days after each Board meeting. 
 
10.6  Draft minutes shall be approved by the following meeting of the Board. Once approved, 

they shall be made publicly available (see Transparency, section 12). 
 
10.7 The KMEP Secretariat is responsible for ensuring that the SELEP Managing Director is 

informed of all KMEP meetings and that the SELEP team is given the opportunity to 
attend. 

 
11.  Making recommendations 
 
11.1 The Board does not have delegated authority to make decisions regarding the use of 

public funds. However, the Board may provide a strategic partnership view on priorities 
for, or the use of, public funds and may make recommendations to local and central 
government and their agents. 

 
11.2  In considering priorities and performance and in making recommendations, the Board 

shall at all times aim to reach consensus. Where consensus is not possible, the Board may 
set out majority and minority opinions. 

 
12.  Voting 
 
12.1 The Board may vote on the following matters: 

a) Variation to the Terms of Reference of the Partnership and Board; 
b) Election of the Chairman or Vice‐Chairman; 
c) Termination of the Partnership and Board 

 
12.2  Determination of these matters shall require the support of at least 75% of Board 

members present. 
 
13.  Sub‐groups 
 
13.1 The Board may from time to time establish sub‐groups. In such circumstances, the terms 

of reference for any sub‐group shall be approved by the Board. 
 
13.2 The current KMEP sub-groups are: 

 Kent and Medway Business Advisory Board 
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 Kent and Medway Skills Commission. 
 
14.  Transparency 
 
14.1  The Board shall seek to operate in an open and transparent manner. 
 
14.2 Meetings of the Board shall be open to the public and notification of future meetings 

shall be publicised via the KMEP website (and those of partner organisations as 
appropriate). 

 
14.3 KMEP will ensure the following information is published on its own website 

(www.kmep.org.uk): 
(a)  Its terms of reference 
(b)  Membership 
(c)  Calendar of future meetings 
(d)  All board papers and minutes (with the exception of any exempt items according to 

Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972); and 
(e) The Register of interests 
(f)  Contact Details for KMEP 

 
14.4 The website will be linked to the SELEP website (www.southeastlep.com), where partners 

and the public can access supporting documentation for decision-making including:  
a) Forward plans  
b) SELEP agendas  
c) Reports and business cases  
d) SELEP minutes  
e) Summary of decisions of the SELEP boards.  

 
14.5 The website will provide the opportunity for local engagement with and feedback to the 

general public about future strategy development and progress against delivery of the 
SEP, including key projects and spend against those projects and that this can be 
evidenced.  

 
14.6 When a funding opportunity is announced (such as the Local Growth Fund), KMEP will 

publish details on its website, including how to submit a bid, and the prioritisation and 
appraisal criteria, with a view to ensuring that a wide range of delivery partners can be 
involved. 

 
14.7 The Freedom of Information Act 2000 shall apply to Board papers and to records of the 

Board’s discussions. 
 
15.  Annual Report and Annual General Meeting 
 
15.1  The Board shall consider and approve an Annual Report, setting out the activities and 

membership of the Partnership and the Board over the course of the year, and its 
anticipated focus for the year ahead. This shall be publicly available and disseminated 
widely. 

http://www.southeastlep.com/
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15.2  In addition, the Partnership shall hold an Annual General Meeting, reporting on the 

Partnership’s activities over the course of the year. 
 
16.  Frequency of Board meetings 
 
16.1 The Partnership Board shall meet at least 4 times per year. It may meet more frequently 

if business needs dictate, at the discretion of the Chairman. 
 
16.2  Board meetings shall be scheduled and located in such a way that the business of the 

Board can be expedited efficiently. 
 
17.  Termination 
 
17.1  The Board may decide to terminate the activities of the Board and Partnership, subject to 

the provisions in para. 11.4. 
 
18.  Indemnity 
 
18.1. Unless otherwise indemnified by the organisations of which they are representatives, 

Kent County Council shall indemnify the members of the Board in respect of all decisions 
made by the Board. 

 
19.  Variation to Terms of Reference 
 
19.1.  The Board may decide to vary its Terms of Reference, provided the procedure in Section 

12 is followed. 
 
20. Equality and Diversity  
 
20.1 KMEP is covered by the general equality duty as set out within the Equality Act 2010. 

Accordingly all decisions taken by the Accountability Board will pay 'due regard' to:  
(i) eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and other conduct 
prohibited by the act;  

(ii) advance equality of opportunity between people from different equality groups; and  

(iii) foster good relations between people from different equality groups.  
 
21.  The Principles of Public Life  
 
21.1 KMP board members are required to maintain high standards in the way they undertake 

their duties. As a member they are a representative of the KMEP, and therefore their 
actions can have both a positive and negative impact on the way in which the KMEP is 
viewed by the public.  

 
21.2 All board members are required to have regard to the Principles of Public life, known as 

the Nolan Principles, contained within the provisions of S.29(1) of the Localism Act 2011, 
and set out below:  
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(i) SELFLESSNESS - To serve only the public interest and never improperly confer an 
advantage or disadvantage on any person.  

(ii) INTEGRITY - Not to place themselves in situations where their integrity may be 
questioned, should not behave improperly and should on all occasions avoid the 
appearance of such behaviour.  

(iii) OBJECTIVITY- Make decisions on merit, including when making appointments, 
awarding Contracts or recommending individuals for rewards or benefits.  

(iv) ACCOUNTABILITY - To be accountable to the public for their actions and the manner 
in which they carry out their responsibilities and should co-operate fully and honestly 
with any scrutiny appropriate to their Office.  

(v) OPENNESS - To be as open as possible about their actions and those of the SELEP and 
should be prepared to give reasons for those actions.  

(vi) HONESTY - Not to place themselves in situations where their honesty may be 
questioned, should not behave improperly and should, on all occasions, avoid the 
appearance of such behaviour.  
(vii) LEADERSHIP - Should promote and support these principles by leadership and by 

example and should always act in a way that secures or preserves public confidence.  
 
22. Complaints to KMEP  
 
22.1 KMEP has made all attempts to ensure that it operates in a fully transparent and 

engaging way, with its business partners, press and members of the public. However, if a 
member of the public wishes to complain about a particular function of KMEP, this can be 
done in writing to the KMEP Secretariat c/o County Hall, Maidstone, ME14 1XQ. 

 
22.2 The KMEP Secretariat will aim to review and respond to all complaints received within 10 

working days, ensuring that a full and fair response is provided. The complainant will be 
kept updated throughout the process and where it is not possible to respond within this 
time, an indicative timescale will be provided. If the complainant remains dissatisfied 
with the response received, they may further discuss this with the KMEP Secretariat or 
may choose to make a complaint to the Local Government Ombudsman.  

 
22.3 The KMEP Secretariat will maintain a record of all complaints received. 
 
 
 
 
To be approved by the Board of the Kent and Medway Economic Partnership 
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FOR INFORMATION ONLY PAPERS 

KMEP 30th January 2017 
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A partnership between the business community and local government 
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership  

 
FOR INFORMATION ITEM A 

 

Date:  30 January 2017 

 
Subject:      Future Meeting Dates for KMEP and SELEP 
 

 
KMEP Board Meeting Dates 
 

The future Kent & Medway Economic Partnership meeting dates are: 
 

       Thu 30 March 2017 

       Tue 23 May 2017 

       Thu 20 July 2017 

       Tue 26 September 2017 

       Thu 23 November 2017 
 
All meetings will be held at the Village Hotel, Maidstone. The meetings start at 5pm and finish 
at 7pm. 
 
SELEP Strategic Board Meeting Dates 
 

The future SELEP Strategic Board meeting dates are: 
 

 Friday 3 March 2017  
 Friday 9 June 2017  

 Friday 22 September 2017  

 Friday 15 December 2017  

 
All meetings will be held at the High House Production Park, Purfleet, at 10am. 
 
SELEP Accountability Board Meeting Dates 
 

The future SELEP Accountable Board meeting dates are: 
 

 Friday 24 February 2017 

 Friday 31 March 2017 

 Friday 26 May 2017 

 Friday 8 September 2017 

 Friday 17 November 2017 
 

All meetings will be held at the High House Production Park, Purfleet. 


