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What the GiF makes abundantly clear is that current 
mechanisms for delivering growth do not provide the 
infrastructure needed for that development.   the 
conclusions of this work and proposed actions are 
summarised below.

conclusion 1

the evidence base provided through the GiF clearly 
demonstrates there is and will be a growing and significant 
funding gap in delivering the fundamental infrastructure to 
ensure we achieve sustainable, high quality communities 
(place shaping)..  if not addressed, this funding gap will 
severely hamper the growth planned across Kent and 
Medway; further, any suggestion that we may be able to 
accommodate even greater growth, primarily additional 
pressure coming from london, will be severely limited.  

Action 1: 

We will open discussions with Government on the shortfall 
in capital funding growth and work collaboratively to find 
‘new innovative ways’ of closing the funding gap. (tax 
increment Funding (tiF), institutional investment, better 
application of Cil etc)  - recognising that this is a problem 
that is not unique to Kent, but for which Kent could provide 
an opportunity and willing partner for innovation.

Action 2: 

We will work with Medway Council and the Kent district 
authorities to explore the feasibility of producing a 
single infrastructure Delivery Plan for Kent and Medway 
reflecting the robust partnership working with the district 
authorities and Medway.  this will complement the 
evidence that the GiF has brought together and be used 
to help resist inappropriate growth in the county where 

CoNClUSIoNS 

infrastructure funding has not been secured or otherwise 
planned.

Action 3:

We will open a conversation with South east Strategic 
leaders and the County Councils in the South east on 
strategic issues and priorities, in particular transport, 
including linkages to london and radial routes to better 
connect the wider South east. Similarly, common issues 
such as the cost of commuting to london linked to 
surrounding counties’ ability to bring prosperity out of the 
capital should be considered.  

conclusion 2

the GiF work also points to the fact that the Community 
infrastructure levy (Cil) has not yet been widely adopted 
across the country. even where it is adopted, the effects 
of linking a Cil schedule to a district’s own immediate 
infrastructure needs is causing neglect of more strategic, 
cross-local planning authority boundary infrastructure.  
Further, there is varying viability between local planning 
areas, caused by the massive variability in retail price of 
new homes, while infrastructure unit costs remain relatively 
fixed.   As such, as currently designed, Cil carries the risk 
of significantly under-performing in its ability to capture 
substantial capital contribution.   this highlights the urgent 
need for a conversation with Government on the need for 
reform of the Cil and the wider developer contributions 
system to address these challenges and to ensure that new 
development pays fairly for the infrastructure it requires.  
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Action 4: 

We will engage Government, using existing networks such 
as the County Councils network where appropriate, to 
explore means of refining the current Cil and developer 
contribution mechanisms to better take account of varying 
viability in different areas of the country, to maximise the 
potential of Cil.

conclusion 3

the identified funding gap also suggests the need to 
work with the private sector to establish a significant 
‘institutional investment’ pot that could be drawn down 
by private providers at preferential interest rates to help 
delivery of the required infrastructure.  this could be 
particularly helpful in terms of modernising the healthcare 
system.  it also highlights the need to work with and 
support the utilities companies in their medium to long 
term planning and ensure this is aligned to Kent and 
Medway’s growth agenda.

Action 5: 

We will open discussions with the private sector including 
the development, pension and insurance sectors, and other 
investment sectors to explore the feasibility of establishing 
an ‘institutional investment’ pot for infrastructure.  We 
will also explore the potential for other mechanisms that 
may help fund infrastructure, (accepting that the public 
sector borrowing requirement will need to reduce). Such 
mechanisms would include tiF and bonds.

Action 6: 

We will collaborate with the utilities sector to seek 
improved medium to long term planning aligned to the 
County’s growth plans.  A key role for the public sector 
will be to hold utilities companies to account to make 
the necessary capital investment. through establishing 
County Council scrutiny arrangements for utility provision 
(which have the opportunity to feed into oFWAt, oFGen, 
etc) matching utility companies’ capital investment plans 
to the growth plan. 

conclusion 4

the GiF also highlights the need to ensure wider linkage 
across public sector asset management to best utilise not 
only the KCC estate but also more broadly the public estate 
via Government’s one Public estate initiative.

Action 7:  

We will use the one Public estate pilot commencing across 
Kent to seek to ensure we are maximising opportunities 
to lever in investment opportunities to fund and support 
growth.

conclusion 5

the GiF sets out a snapshot picture across Kent and 
Medway of planned growth and its’ required supporting 
infrastructure.  it provides valuable evidence to help us 
focus on the scale of the challenge we have in delivering 
and funding this growth.  it also provides a starting point 
for further action to help us address this significant 
challenge.  For the GiF to continue to be a valuable tool 
in helping us understand the countywide growth agenda 
and associated delivery challenges, we will undertake a 
number of actions.

Action 8 : 

the GiF will be regularly refreshed to reflect the ongoing 
development of the Kent and Medway local Plans and 
to enable refinement of many of the areas of evidence 
within the framework including costs and future funding 
assumptions. 

Action 9: 

We will monitor annually on a district-by-district 
basis: 

 � Progress of local Plans;

 � Delivery of housing and employment space;

 � Receipts from developer contributions and Cil;

 � Public and private sector investment in the county 
including into the health and social care sectors, and;

 � utility company capital investment.

Action 10: 

We will also consider how we can build on and refine 
current activity in the county aimed at ensuring high quality 
design, including working with Kent Planning officers 
Group and Design South east and updating the Kent Design 
Guide where required.
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coST  cavEaTS

AeCoM costing advice is provided within this document 
and should be qualified as high level estimates given a lack 
of detailed scheme information. these cost caveats apply 
to the following topics within this report:

 � transport Projects (where KCC  / Medway / He / network 
Rail and others have not provided cost estimates)

 � Healthcare Projects

 � Community and Cultural Spaces

 � open Space Provision

 � Children’s Playgrounds

 � indoor and outdoor Sports facilities 

 � electricity Connections

 � Gas Connections

 � Potable, Waste and Surface Water infrastructure

 � Communications

 � Waste Facilities

the following caveats apply to all costing provided by 
AeCoM: 

 � the information on which the cost estimates are based 
is very limited at this stage. As such, all of the costs are 
to be treated as “indicative” of the type of works stated 
rather than a specific estimate of the actual works.

 � the works are assumed to relate to a level greenfield 
sites with good access and no abnormal restrictions in 
respect of working hours and the like.

 � AeCoM have excluded all land purchase, demolition and 
site preparation that may be required.

 � in respect of ground conditions, AeCoM have excluded 
the impact of encountering archaeological remains, 
contamination, high water table level, major “soft 
spots” and underground obstructions. it also excludes 
encountering and diverting existing utilities and 
drainage.

 � As AeCoM do not have sufficient details of the individual 
sites that will be developed, we have excluded any 
allowances for external works i.e. all works outside of 
the building footplate.

 � the costs are all  based on a notional project that starts 
and completes in May 2015 and therefore all inflation 
costs are excluded.

 � AeCoM have excluded professional fees and survey 
works and all other consultants fees and planning / 
building regulation costs that would apply to the works.

 � AeCoM have excluded all phasing and temporary works 
that could apply to the works.

 � AeCoM have excluded all maintenance and operational 
costs.

 � AeCoM have excluded all loose fixtures, fittings and 
equipment and in particular specialist equipment.

 � AeCoM have excluded all VAt.

the following infrastructure topic costs are based 
primarily on the following sources although this list is not 
comprehensive: 

 � Highways - KCC / Medway Council

 � Motorways - Highways england / KCC

 � Rail - network Rail / KCC

 � Public transport and other transport - KCC

 � education - KCC / Medway Council

 � Community learning - KCC 

 � libraries / youth Services - KCC / Medway Council

 � Adult Social Services - KCC / Medway Council

 � BDuK Broadband - KCC

 � electricity - uKPn 

 � Flood Defences - KCC / Medway Council / environment 
Agency 
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diSTricT daTa cavEaTS

this document presents housing and employment data 
sourced from consultation with all Kent district planning 
authorities and Medway Council and reflected the working 
position of those authorities at May 2015. A number of 
those authorities provided this data with specific caveats 
which are as follows:

 � Ashford Borough Councils approach to providing a draft 
housing trajectory has been to add some theoretical 
yearly assumptions to bring the total forecasts to 
approximately 14,000 houses which better reflects 
the SHMA.  ABC are looking to deliver between 3,500 
and 4,000 homes on new allocations based on their 
objectively assessed housing needs. this is heavily 
caveated as only an emerging figure but more up to date 
than the previous growth area figures. 

 � Gravesham Borough Council’s draft housing data covers 
the period 2011-2028 and as acknowledged within 
the Gravesham local Plan Core Strategy sites need 
to be identified for the latter end of the Plan period, 
this work is currently being progressed as part of the 
Site Allocations and Development Management DPD 
and will be informed by the north Kent’s Strategic 
Housing and economic needs Assessment and the 
Borough’s Strategic land Availability Assessment. For 
the purposes of the Kent GiF and to enable AeCoM 
to complete their modelling, the current shortfall 
in identified land supply for the period 2024-2028 
and the projected land supply needed for the period 
2028-2031 has been extrapolated  from the existing 
known residential development trajectory for the plan 
period 2011-2028 by ward. this data provides a spatial 

distribution therefore based on current trends and 
policy only, it has not been informed by work being 
undertaken for the Site Allocations and Development 
Management DPD; it is for indicative purposes only 
and is subject to change. _ Please note the need figure 
for 2028-2031 is based on work undertaken by KCC’s 
Research and evaluation team for GBC to inform our 
local Plan Core Strategy examination  (Sept 2013)

 � Sevenoak District Council draft housing forecasts 
beyond 2026 have been estimated as no site specific 
data is available. this estimation is based upon the 
annual target of 165 units per annum. it should be noted 
that a new SHMA is being undertaken, and that the 
results are likely to be published in the summer/autumn.

 � thanet District Council draft housing trajectory reflects 
the aspiration of the Draft local Plan Preferred options 
Consultation document January 2015 that housing 
provision is attributed evenly over the Plan period.  it 
also takes account of  actual completions since the start 
of the plan period.  the trajectory will require refinement 
to reflect further work of the draft local Plan including a 
review of factors such as phasing of land release

 � tonbridge and Malling Borough Council approach  to 
provide a draft housing forecasts was to accurately 
record the number of actual net housing completions 
in the years 2011-2014 and then to apportion the 
remainder of the objectively assessed housing need 
for the period 2011-31 over the remaining years. t&M 
think this is a more realistic portrayal of the trajectory 
than the previous which only runs to 2021. the actual 
trajectory will change as the local Plan is progressed, 
but  will have to plan for meeting the oAn over the plan 
period so it should all add up to the 13,300 at the current 

time, assuming t&M adopt a strategy that seeks to meet 
the full oAn - this will be confirmed as the local Plan is 
prepared.

 � tunbridge Wells Borough Council draft housing 
forecasts beyond 2026 have been estimated as no site 
specific data is available. this estimation is based upon 
the annual target of 300 units per annum. it should be 
noted that a new SHMA is being undertaken, and that 
the results are likely to be published in the summer/
autumn.
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