The Case for West Kent 2015

The Case for West Kent
Final Report

Client:
West Kent Partnership
January 2015

Berkshire House
252-256 Kings Road, Reading RG1 4HP
T: 0118 938 0940
M: 07881 348 244
E: chris.cobbold@wessex-economics.co.uk

Wessex Economics Ltd
Berkshire House
252-256 Kings Road
Reading RG1 4HP
T: 0118 938 0940
Contact: chris.cobbold@wessex-economics.co.uk

The Case for West Kent 2015

The Case for West Kent 2015

Contents
Executive Summary ......................................................................................................................................................................
1.

About This Report .......................................................................................................................................................... 1

2.

The West Kent Economy ................................................................................................................................................ 3
A Portrait of the West Kent Economy ........................................................................................................................... 3
The Importance of the West Kent Economy to Kent and Medway ................................................................................ 6
The Threat of Complacency ........................................................................................................................................... 6
Kent’s Ability to Compete for Inward Investment ......................................................................................................... 7
West Kent Provides Jobs for Residents of the Rest of Kent and Medway .................................................................... 11
Movement of West Kent Businesses to Other Parts of Kent and Medway .................................................................. 12
Conclusion .................................................................................................................................................................. 13

3.

The Resourcing of Economic Development in West Kent ............................................................................................. 15
The West Kent Authorities’ Budgets for Economic Development ................................................................................ 15
Kent County Council Budgets and Programmes .......................................................................................................... 16
The SE LEP Local Growth Fund Round 1....................................................................................................................... 20
Round 2 SE LEP Local Growth Fund Round 2 ............................................................................................................... 25
Escalate ....................................................................................................................................................................... 27
Leader ......................................................................................................................................................................... 28
HCA Affordable Housing Programme 2015-18 ............................................................................................................. 29
Conclusions ................................................................................................................................................................. 31

4.

Conclusions and Recommendations ............................................................................................................................. 33
Conclusions ................................................................................................................................................................. 33
Recommendations ...................................................................................................................................................... 36
Step 1: Stage 1 Prioritisation of Project Proposals for West Kent ................................................................................ 37
Step 2: Development of Stage 1 Project Plans ............................................................................................................. 38
Step 3: Stage 2 Prioritisation of Project Proposals for West Kent ................................................................................ 39
Step 4: Development of Detailed Project Plans ........................................................................................................... 40
Step 5: Identifying Match Funding .............................................................................................................................. 41
Step 6: Matching the Project to the Funding Opportunity ........................................................................................... 41

The Case for West Kent 2015

The Case for West Kent 2015
Executive Summary
1.

The West Kent Partnership needs to communicate the evidence that economic development is not a zero sum
game in Kent and Medway. The success of West Kent is good for Kent and Medway as a whole. This is a
message that the West Kent authorities and its partners, particularly business, need to convey to decision
makers in Kent, notably KCC and the Kent and Medway Economic Partnership.

2.

West Kent is clearly more prosperous and more buoyant economically than other parts of Kent and Medway,
but it is also more constrained in some dimensions – for example, its ability to accommodate space-hungry
businesses and in its capacity to accommodate new homes. Along with North Kent, West Kent has the best
prospects for securing output and employment growth over the next 20 years.

3.

It is important to Kent and Medway as a whole that West Kent remains successful and capitalises fully on its
strengths. It has a stronger relative representation of higher value, knowledge based businesses than other
parts of Kent and Medway, and has a capacity to attract inward investment from other parts of the Greater
South East in such sectors. All of Kent and Medway are likely to benefit from such inward investment through
supply chain linkages and additional job creation.

4.

West Kent has enjoyed strong job growth and is anticipated to continue to experience job growth. Already
West Kent provides large numbers of jobs for those from outside West Kent and it is likely to provide more jobs
in the future. Compared to other areas in Kent, West Kent provides relatively large numbers of high skill, better
paid jobs. Retaining and boosting the number of people in Kent and Medway with high level skills is important
to the long term growth of the Kent and Medway economy.

5.

However, there is evidence from analysis by Locate in Kent that West Kent is less favourably regarded as an
inward investment location than Maidstone and Ashford. Locate in Kent staff have commented that a key factor
in West Kent being less favourably regarded as an inward investment location is the relative lack of choice of
good quality sites and premises for modern business operations compared to Maidstone and Ashford. This
means that Kent is probably less able to compete with other locations in the eastern M25 corridor.

6.

A successful and growing West Kent economy will contribute to economic development in Kent and Medway as
a whole. It is important to nurture those features of the business environment that make West Kent an
attractive place to do business. West Kent is primarily competing for business growth with other similar
locations to the south, north and west of London, not with the rest of Kent and Medway.

7.

At the same time, market pressures will encourage employers who do not derive competitive advantage from
being located in West Kent to consider relocation. The authorities responsible for economic development in the
County – KCC and Locate in Kent – need to ensure that such businesses find a home elsewhere in Kent and
Medway. Such relocation is good for West Kent and good for Kent and Medway as a whole.

8.

The biggest threat to the success of West Kent is neglect or complacency about the future of West Kent. In a
modern economy there is a need continually to look to improve the environment for business if an area is not to
lose its competitive edge. Such a programme of continuous improvement has to be adequately resourced. That
resource has both to come from within West Kent and to be supported at County level.
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9.

An analysis of KCC’s capital expenditure on regeneration on a per capita basis shows that Maidstone receives
more than twice the investment identified for West Kent; North Kent receives almost three times as much
investment as West Kent; and East Kent receives 3¾ times as much investment as West Kent. The capital
programme may well have been reshaped in the light of the outcome of LGF Round bids.

10.

In terms of LGF Round 1 expenditure on transport schemes, North Kent and East Kent will receive more than
double the level of per capita expenditure of West Kent, and Maidstone more than three times the per capita
expenditure in West Kent. From an external perspective it is particularly the differential between West Kent
and Maidstone that is most marked.

11.

The analysis presented in this report would indicate that potentially West Kent has been disadvantaged in the
allocation of KCC and LGF resources. This is shown in the figure below which identifies how much is spent per
capita through KCC’s capital programme and the Local Growth Fund in the different Kent and Medway subregions for every £1 spent in West Kent from these sources.

12.

However, care must be taken in automatically accepting these benchmarks as suggesting that West Kent is
deliberately disadvantaged in the allocation of funding. The allocation of funding through the LGF process has
been based on project outcomes and deliverability, without any weighting applied to where projects are based.

13.

WKP needs to recognise that the most obvious possible reasons why West Kent has secured proportionately less
funding through the LGF process than other parts of Kent and Medway were that it submitted proportionately
fewer bids measured by value, and the bids submitted scored less well than competing bids from elsewhere in
Kent and Medway. It is important that WKP learn lessons from the unsuccessful bids submitted.

14.

One possible reason for lack of success in LGF bids could be that a key criterion in the appraisal of LGF bids is the
certainty of match funding. To the extent that KCC gives different priorities to expenditure in different parts of
Kent this could be a factor in skewing LGF resources in favour of those areas other than West Kent, because KCC
is the key source of LGF match funding. District Councils have relatively limited capital resources for economic
development.

15.

However, the West Kent authorities also need to consider whether they are also doing everything they can to
provide match funding for projects that they are putting forward for competitive bidding programmes such as
the Local Growth Fund. This match funding may come from their own resources, but private sector match
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funding, or resources secured through Section 106 agreements or through the Community Infrastructure Levy
can act as match funding.
16.

Another possible reason for lack of success in LGF bids may be that the West Kent authorities have devoted
fewer resources in terms of people and money than other authorities. This could have constrained the ability to
undertake the preparatory work necessary to develop funding-ready projects, which impacted on the number
and quality of bids. However, despite on-going financial challenges affecting all three Councils, there are now
plans in place to strengthen staff resources for economic regeneration, and therefore West Kent Authorities
should be better placed in the future to secure further funding from the LGF and other funding streams.

17.

While this report has focused on the distribution of capital expenditure for economic development and
transport, it is important to acknowledge that KCC incurs significant revenue expenditure on running Kent and
Medway-wide-projects. It has not been possible to analyse the relative spend under these programmes by Kent
and Medway sub-region. West Kent is likely to benefit proportionately more than other sub-regions in Kent and
Medway from business support programmes because of relatively high representation of growth businesses and
high levels of business start-up.

18.

Discussion around what is an equitable distribution of resources between the different sub-regions of Kent and
Medway is also complicated by other major infrastructure investments, not captured by the analysis of KCC and
LGF Round 1 programmes. The planned expenditure of £70 million by the Highways Agency on the dualling of
the Tonbridge–Pembury section of the A21 is not included in the analysis – but neither is the Highways Agency
scheme for improvements to the A2 at the Bean and Ebbsfleet junction in North Kent.

19.

Making the case for West Kent should be a part of the economic strategy for West Kent; but as important is
having well-developed projects that fit the criteria that external funding bodies are looking for, and which can
realistically use the funding available and deliver outputs in the timescale required.

20.

A number of recommendations flow from the findings of this study, focusing on communicating clearly to
decision-makers why growth in West Kent helps the Kent and Medway area as a whole, and actions to be taken
by WKP itself to improve its success rate in bidding for external funding. These are summarised below:


WKP should review the bids submitted in Round 1 of the LGF process, identify where they fell short in
terms of the scoring matrix and see what lessons can be learnt for future bids. KCC should be asked to
provide the scores given to the bids submitted.



This report has set out why securing the on-going prosperity and growth of West Kent is good for Kent and
Medway as a whole. This message needs to be refined into a format that can readily be communicated to
the Kent and Medway Economic Development Board, KCC members, and KCC officers.



WKP should galvanise the business community in West Kent to identify clearly what is good about being
based in West Kent, to articulate what needs to be improved, and the risks associated with failure to take
appropriate action. WKP should help the ‘Voice of West Kent’ businesses to be heard.



In helping WKP and the business community communicate how growth in West Kent works to the benefit
of Kent and Medway as a whole, WKP should identify case studies on how West Kent businesses, including
inward investors, deliver benefits to other parts of Kent and Medway.
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Given the likelihood of continuing central government reliance on competitive funding programmes, the
three West Kent authorities should review and further develop its strategy (The West Kent Priorities for
Growth report) for securing external funding. Wessex Economics recommend that this be undertaken on a
collective basis rather than an individual authority basis.



The core of a successful funding strategy is an adequately resourced programme which identifies priority
projects to deliver local economic development goals, and uses a pipeline approach to project and
programme development. This report identifies the key elements of such a process.



Given the increasing need to work closely with the Kent and Medway Economic Partnership and SE LEP in
future years, it is suggested that a review of the role and structure of the West Kent Partnership be
undertaken to ensure this is fully fit for the future and is representative of local business needs.

21.

The West Kent authorities also need to ensure that robust and up-to-date Local Plans are in place to identify
new employment sites suited to the future needs of the economy and business. The local authorities should
also set out in their Local Plans and economic development strategies how they will promote the retention and
re-use of key existing employment sites and redevelopment of older sites to accommodate new modern
accommodation.

22.

It is also important that robust and up-to-date Local Plans identify the scale of additional housing required to
ensure the future supply of labour for local employers. This is not to deny the significant constraints that exist
on new development in West Kent.
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1. About This Report
Wessex Economics was commissioned in September 2014 by the West Kent Partnership (WKP) to undertake a
range of work examining the resourcing of economic development in West Kent. West Kent is defined as the
combined administrative areas of Sevenoaks District Council (SDC), Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council
(TMBC) and Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TMBC). The WKP comprises representatives of each Council,
Kent County Council (KCC) and a number of other public and private sector organisations.
The broad purpose of the assignment has been to examine the success or otherwise of West Kent in drawing
in external resources to support economic development in West Kent and what might be done by the
members of the WKP to attract additional resource into West Kent. There has been a perception that perhaps
West Kent has lost out in the overall allocation of resources for economic development in the Kent and
Medway area, through the elements of SE LEP Growth Deal announced to date, but also in terms of the
deployment of KCC resources for economic development and other funding.
The purpose of this study has therefore been to establish the facts as follows:


to identify the characteristics of the West Kent economy – its current strengths, its weaknesses and its
distinctive contribution to the Kent and Medway economy as a whole; and whether West Kent could
play a bigger role in the economic development of Kent and Medway



to examine available data on the distribution of resources for economic development across the Kent
and Medway area, and establish the facts about the distribution of resources between different parts of
the Kent and Medway area



in the light of the evidence, to advise the WKP:
o

what actions it and the constituent bodies of the WKP should take to raise awareness of the
contribution of West Kent to the economy of the Kent and Medway area

o

what actions WKP and the constituent bodies of the WKP can take to increase the level of external
resource secured to support economic development in the West Kent area.

This report summarises the findings of the substantial elements of the research and then focuses on the
recommendations that flow from the analysis. The report is structured as follows:


Section 2 identifies the key strengths of the West Kent economy and its contribution to the economy of
Kent and Medway. It draws out how West Kent helps to support economic prosperity in other parts of
the Kent and Medway area.



Section 3 presents the conclusions of the analysis of how resources have been distributed across the
different parts of Kent and Medway. This gives WKP the factual basis on which to make its case that
West Kent has not secured a fair level of resources.



1

In Section 4, Wessex Economics sets out the conclusions of the study and outlines the elements of a
strategy to boost the resources available for economic development in West Kent, and to ensure that
such resources are used effectively.
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2

The Case for West Kent 2015
2. The West Kent Economy
In thinking about the resourcing of economic development in West Kent, and in making comparisons of the
resources available in West Kent to other parts of Kent and Medway, it is important to address two questions:


What opportunities are there for enhanced economic growth in West Kent and how might this
enhanced economic growth benefit Kent and Medway as a whole?



What needs are there in West Kent for investment that will protect the existing economic performance
of West Kent, and how do those needs compare with other parts of Kent and Medway?

This section examines the strengths and weaknesses of West Kent compared to other parts of Kent and
Medway; and the opportunities and threats facing West Kent. The section draws on the detailed analysis
presented in Appendix 1 which compares and contrasts the economic characteristics of West Kent with other
parts of Kent.

A Portrait of the West Kent Economy
Around 350,750 people live in West Kent (2011 Census) accounting for 20% of the population of Kent and
Medway as a whole. Around 57% of the population is aged between 20 and 64. This group can reasonably be
regarded as a proxy for the size of the working age population in West Kent. This is very similar to the average
for Kent and Medway as a whole (58%), but is below the national average of 60%. West Kent therefore has a
relative shortage of working age people compared to the national average.
Gross Value Added (GVA) measures the contribution to the economy of each individual producer, industry or
sector in the UK. The West Kent economy generates an estimated £7,537 million of GVA on an annual basis
measured on a workplace basis. This represents over a quarter (26%) of the GVA generated in Kent and
Medway, so compared to its population (20% of the population of Kent and Medway as a whole), West Kent
punches above its weight.
Both the North Kent and the East Kent sub-regions have substantially larger populations than West Kent, and
many more jobs. Not surprisingly therefore, these two sub-regions are the largest sub-regional economies in
Kent and Medway measured in terms of GVA, each accounting for 32% of total GVA in the Kent and Medway
area. Maidstone is much smaller in population and employment terms than West Kent and accounts for only
10% of GVA in Kent and Medway.
The superior economic performance of the West Kent economy in terms of GVA is reflected in workforce
productivity. In West Kent GVA per worker (labour productivity) in 2011 was £43,400/worker compared with
£37,900 in North Kent, £35,800 in Maidstone and £35,200 in East Kent. Higher productivity in West Kent is
associated with stronger representation of higher value businesses in West Kent than elsewhere in Kent and
Medway.
Thus, compared to the other sub-regions of Kent and Medway, West Kent has much stronger representation
in the following sectors: Financial and Insurance activities; Information and Communication; and Professional
Scientific and Technical Activities. All of these are sectors with high levels of productivity. There is a stronger
representation of the ‘Finance and Insurance’ and ‘Information and Communication’ sectors in West Kent than
in Great Britain as a whole.
3
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West Kent also has a much stronger representation of Knowledge Based Industries than the other sub-regions
in Kent as defined by the Centre for International Competitiveness.
Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells are also ranked first and second in terms of business start-up (measured in
terms of business registrations per ‘000 population); though Tonbridge and Malling is in fifth place of the Kent
and Medway authorities, behind Ashford and Dartford. Overall, West Kent has the highest level of business
formation of Kent and Medway.
West Kent also has the highest new business survival rates of any of the Kent and Medway sub-regions.
The largest sectors in West Kent in terms of overall employment are:


Wholesale and retail trade (31,700 jobs)



Human health and social work activities (15,800 jobs)



Administrative and support service activities (14,300 jobs)



Education (14,300 jobs)



Professional, scientific and technical activities (12,200 jobs).

With the exception of professional, scientific and technical activities, these are sectors which tend to be
significant employers in every sub-region, since they tend to be correlated with the size of the resident
population. It is more interesting to identify where West Kent has greater relative strengths, as measured by
location quotients.1
Sectors in which large numbers of people are employed and where West Kent has strong employment
representation compared to national (GB) benchmarks are as follows:


Construction – which may be linked to businesses that serve the London as well as the Kent market



Wholesale activities – which will probably reflect distribution activities linked to M25 locations.

Sectors which are smaller in terms of total employment but in which West Kent has a strong relative
specialism include:


Water supply; sewerage, waste management and remediation – which in modern parlance form part of
the environmental services sector (2,000 jobs)



Other services (membership organisations, repair of computers and household goods and other
personal service activities, e.g. hairdressing and beauty treatment, gyms, funeral activities, etc) (4,300
jobs)



Financial and Insurance activities (7,500 jobs).

A stronger representation of high value industries in West Kent, and higher average wage levels, is associated
with a stronger representation of residents with higher level skills and employment in higher skilled
occupations. Around 47% of West Kent residents have degree level qualifications or above (NVQ4+) compared
to 33% in Maidstone, 29% in East Kent and 27% in North Kent.
1

A location quotient (LQ) is an analytical statistic that measures an area’s industrial specialisation relative to a larger geographic unit (usually
the nation). An employment LQ is calculated as an industry’s share of the regional total (in this case West Kent) divided by the industry’s share
of the national total for the same statistic. For example, an LQ of 1.0 in financial services means that the region and the nation are equally
specialised in financial service; while an LQ of 1.8 means that the region has a higher concentration in financial services than the nation.
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West Kent has been characterised by strong job growth in recent years. Employment has grown in West Kent
by some 4,500 jobs between 2009 and 2013 (+3.0%). Job growth in North Kent has been more rapid (+3.5%)
than in West Kent in this period; but both East Kent and Maidstone have lost jobs in the period 2009-13 (by
2.8% and 4.5% respectively). Around 23% of all jobs in Kent and Medway are located in West Kent, compared
with 20% of the population.
All long-term employment forecasts should be treated with caution, but one set of forecasts2 anticipates that
total employment in West Kent will grow by around 17,000 jobs between 2012 and 2031, an increase of
almost 11%. Employment in North Kent is anticipated to grow by a similar amount in percentage terms. The
number of jobs in East Kent is forecast to grow by 8% and in Maidstone by 5%. Job growth in West Kent is
therefore anticipated to be proportionately greater than in East Kent and Maidstone.
The strong economic performance of West Kent is reflected in relatively low levels of unemployment
compared to the other parts of Kent and Medway, and on average higher wages – whether this is measured in
terms of those who live in West Kent (regardless of where they work) or those who work in West Kent
(regardless of where they live). West Kent is therefore the most prosperous part of Kent and Medway.
The economic strength of West Kent compared to other parts of Kent is reflected in the fact that GVA per
head of population is around £21,400 in West Kent, compared to £18,600 in Maidstone, £16,000 in North Kent
and £14,900 in East Kent. West Kent has also had the most rapid rate of growth in GVA in Kent and Medway.
Over the decade 2003-13 it is estimated that GVA in West Kent grew by 22%, followed by East Kent (17%),
Maidstone (8%), and North Kent 97%)3.
A summary of the strengths and weakness of the West Kent economy is presented below.
Figure 1: Strengths and Weakness of the West Kent Economy (relative to other parts of Kent and Medway)
Strengths

Weaknesses

High accessibility to central London by public
transport
Ease of access to M25
Productivity above Kent and Medway average
High proportion of residents with high level skills
Stronger representation of high value added sectors
High level of business formation and survival
Strong employment and GVA growth in recent years
Forecast of strong future employment growth
Low unemployment
Attractive environment and towns

Above average wage costs for Kent and Medway
Above average property costs for Kent and Medway
Relative shortage of employment sites
Limited benefit from introduction of HS1 rail services
High housing costs compared to rest of Kent
No major Higher Education Institution
Congestion on major and local roads
Potential labour supply constraints in future

While on virtually all indicators of economic performance West Kent performs better than the other subregions in Kent and Medway, a similar comparative assessment undertaken with other locations in the Greater
South East a similar distance from central London would be less favourable. In particular, West Kent faces

2
3
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competition for investment with the Gatwick Diamond area (covering Redhill/Reigate, Crawley/Gatwick and
Horsham), and potentially from locations such as Braintree, Chelmsford and Harlow in Essex. In economic
performance Kent lags behind Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Hertfordshire and West Kent is likely to underperform with key business locations in these counties a similar distance from the M25.
The perception that West Kent lags behind other locations around the M25 is confirmed by data taken from
the UK Competitiveness Index (UKCI) 2013. The UKCI benchmarks each of the lower tier local authorities in
Great Britain in terms of their competitiveness using a wide range of data. Competitiveness is defined for the
purposes of the Index as the ability of the local economy to attract and maintain businesses with stable or
growing market share; and simultaneously maintain stable or increasing standards of living for the residents of
their areas.
Analysis of the UKCI presented in Appendix 1 shows that Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells perform better on
this index than Tonbridge and Malling, with Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells highest in the rankings of Kent
authorities. Tonbridge and Malling, however, lags behind Ashford, Dartford and Maidstone. However, the
analysis also shows that Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells lag behind authorities to the west and southwest of
London (e.g. Reading, Guildford), to the south of London (e.g. Reigate and Banstead, Mole Valley) and to the
north (e.g. Hertsmere), with others outperforming Tonbridge and Malling.

The Importance of the West Kent Economy to Kent and Medway
West Kent is economically the most robust sub-region within Kent. This does not mean that the needs of
employers in West Kent should be ignored by the South East LEP or by Kent-wide organisations in the
allocation of resources for economic development.
There are four reasons why it is important to SE LEP and Kent as a whole to maintain the business base and
prosperity of West Kent. These are as follows:


First, there can be no guarantee that any area of relative economic prosperity will retain that prosperity.
Every area needs to take action to protect its existing employer and employment base.



Second, West Kent is the part of Kent best able to compete with Surrey, North Hampshire, the M4/M40
corridor and Hertfordshire for mobile business investment.



Third, if West Kent employers are looking to relocate, particularly if they are looking to expand, then
many will look to relocate elsewhere in Kent where labour and property costs are lower.



Fourth, employers in West Kent employ large numbers of people from other parts of Kent, and provide
a range of jobs not so readily available in the other parts of Kent.

For all these reasons it is important that the business and employer base of West Kent is nurtured and not
taken for granted; and that constraints on growth and threats to the retention of the existing employer base
of West Kent are dealt with. These issues are discussed in more detail below.

The Threat of Complacency
Businesses operate in a highly competitive environment locally, nationally and internationally. An area which
is prosperous in national and local terms cannot afford to assume that it will automatically retain its relative
6
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competitive advantage compared to other areas. For local authorities this often means ensuring core
functions such as planning for economic development are undertaken well.
Authorities and their partners need to plan for employment development, and support an active market in the
provision of modern business premises. It means ensuring:


a supply of suitably qualified people to work in local businesses



a good supply of modern business space for different types of business uses



that businesses which need to move goods around are not hampered by congestion



that those who work for businesses can travel to work and to work-related appointments with ease



that broadband connectivity enables rather than constrains business growth.

Failure to attend to these basics can lead to the loss of competitive advantage and to an area bleeding away
businesses and employment. There is no guarantee that such a loss of competitive advantage will benefit
other parts of Kent; economic activity will very likely be lost to other counties that encircle London or to the
wider South East.
The West Kent Partnership is not complacent and recognises the threat. However, local authorities have
limited capital budgets. Thus, there is a need for investment from external funding sources such as SE LEP and
Kent County Council to match local investment.

Kent’s Ability to Compete for Inward Investment
Kent and Medway is continuously competing for inward investment from outside of Kent and competing to
ensure that investments by Kent and Medway businesses in business expansion are retained in Kent and
Medway. Success in maximising inward investment to Kent and Medway overall depends on identifying the
particular strengths of the different parts of Kent.
Thus, when it comes to seeking to secure inward investment to Kent and Medway, there is scope to boost the
overall level of economic activity across Kent and Medway by securing investment that would otherwise have
gone somewhere other than Kent and Medway. The attraction of an inward investment project to West Kent
is good news for all of Kent and Medway if that investment would otherwise have gone somewhere else.
Detailed analysis has been undertaken of inward investment patterns to West Kent as part of this study using
data provided by Locate in Kent, the Inward Investment Agency for Kent and Medway (see Appendix 2).
Comparative data for the other Kent and Medway sub-regions has not been analysed, and would have to be
commissioned from LiK at extra cost.
However, the data for West Kent provides evidence of the particular strengths of West Kent in terms of the
nature of inward investment projects. First it is helpful to focus on the number and type of inward
investments made in West Kent over the past 10 years. Figure 2 shows how LiK define different types of
inward investment projects.
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Figure 2: Locate in Kent Categorisation of Inward Investment Projects
1. Relocation into Kent: this is the form of inward investment that all would recognise as inward
investment; that is, the movement of a business into Kent and Medway from elsewhere in the UK or
elsewhere in the world.
2. Expansion into Kent: this covers projects where a company operating elsewhere within the UK or
elsewhere in the world that is undergoing expansion chooses Kent as the location for this expansion
project.
3. New Start Up: this category applies to where the inward investment entails the establishment of a new
company not previously registered or trading elsewhere in the UK or the rest of the world.
4. Expansion within Kent: this category covers situations where an existing Kent-based company expands
within Kent and Medway, either taking new space or expanding into existing space owned by the
business, and additional jobs are created during the expansion.
5. Relocation within Kent: these projects cover the circumstances where a business moves from one
location within Kent and Medway to another location in Kent and Medway and additional jobs are
created. It also covers situations where a business gives serious consideration to moving outside of Kent
and Medway but is retained in situ.

Outputs may include new job creation, retained jobs or a

combination of both.
6. Retention in situ: this is where investment is made and a business is retained in Kent and Medway at the
same location with no additional jobs being created.

Over the entire period October 2004 to October 2014, there have been 164 inward investment projects to
West Kent as a whole. Perhaps surprisingly, the number of projects in the first five years 2004-09 (86 projects
in total) is not hugely different to the number in the second five-year period 2009-14 (78 projects in total).
In terms of the type of inward investment projects:


38% of all the projects have entailed relocation within Kent and Medway (which includes West Kent
businesses relocating in West Kent and businesses from elsewhere in Kent relocating into West Kent)



24% of all projects have entailed expansion within Kent and Medway, entailing businesses taking new
space or expanding into existing space owned by the business, with associated job creation



15% of all projects entail expansion into Kent and Medway; that is, a company operating elsewhere
within the UK or overseas chooses Kent as the location for an expansion project



9% of projects entail full relocation into Kent where an existing business has relocated in its entirety
from elsewhere in the UK or overseas into Kent and Medway



9% of projects have entailed new business start-ups



5% of projects where LiK has been involved have entailed retention of a business involving expansion.

Over a fifth (22%) of all inward investment projects in West Kent have been in the business services sector,
followed by the ICT sector (11% of projects), retail and wholesale (11%) and financial services (9%).
The business services, ICT and financial services sector are all sectors in which West Kent has a strong
representation compared to the national average, and where other sub-regions in Kent and Medway have an
8
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under-representation compared to the national average. This provides a strong indication that the ability of
West Kent to attract such investments results in the creation of jobs that would not otherwise come to Kent.
It is also worthy of note that combined engineering and manufacturing activities account for 13% of all inward
investment projects to West Kent. Kent and Medway as a whole has reasonably strong representation of
manufacturing activities compared to the South East of England as a whole. The attraction and retention of
manufacturing businesses in West Kent is likely to be important in maintaining the manufacturing base of Kent
and Medway as a whole.
LiK also undertake regular surveys to establish how different towns in Kent and Medway are perceived as
inward investment destinations. In response to the question ‘Which of the four regions of Kent do you view
most favourably as a business location?’ West Kent came third out of four in LiK’s 2014 survey, behind Thames
Gateway Kent and Maidstone/Ashford (see Figure 3). This should be a source of some concern for WKP. LiK
have observed that a key reason why West Kent is viewed less favourably than Maidstone and Ashford is
associated with the lack of choice of good quality business property and sites.
Figure 3: Which of the Four Regions of Kent do You View the Most Favourably as a Business Location?

Source: Perception Survey 2014, Presentation to TMBC by LiK, 3.9.2014

The responses to a second question ‘Out of the following locations in Kent, which would be your preferred
business location if you were to decide to relocate or advise a company to relocate?’ present a rather more
positive picture for West Kent. Figure 4 shows that in LiK’s 2014 survey Tunbridge Wells, Sevenoaks and
Tonbridge and Malling lie in fourth, fifth and sixth place behind Ashford, Maidstone, and Dartford (with
Tonbridge and Malling on the same score as Medway and Canterbury).
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Figure 4: Preferred Location in Kent

Source: Perception Survey 2014, Presentation to TMBC by LiK, 3.9.2014

The survey appears to indicate that the individual towns of West Kent are perceived more positively than
‘West Kent’ as a whole. This may reflect that people are not sure what ‘West Kent’ is, whereas awareness of
Thames Gateway Kent and Maidstone/Ashford is greater. This raises the question of whether greater
emphasis should be given to raising the awareness of West Kent as a whole – or whether recognition of the
main towns in West Kent – Sevenoaks, Tunbridge Wells, and Tonbridge - is the desired objective.
A full analysis of LiK’s Perception Study is contained in Appendix 3.
In summary, the particular locational characteristics of West Kent – proximity to the M25 and London,
attractive towns and countryside, a skilled workforce, etc – are an important asset in terms of the ability to
secure inward investment in Kent and Medway as a whole. Securing inward investment and the retention of
the existing business base in West Kent will work to the advantage of all of Kent and Medway.
However, the competition for inward investment is fierce, and there is always the challenge of retaining
existing Kent and Medway businesses when ownership changes, or firms look to expand or contract. West
Kent offers something that other Kent and Medway sub-regions cannot offer in terms of a relatively rural
location with historic towns in close proximity to London and the M25.
It would benefit Kent and Medway as a whole were West Kent to be in a position to capitalise as much as
possible on its attractiveness to certain types of inward investment, and expansion of existing businesses
established in West Kent. A key issue to address in enhancing the competitive position of West Kent – and
allowing it to compete for investment that might go to other areas outside of Kent - is to ensure provision of a
range of good quality sites and premises for businesses. This is an issue that needs to be taken up through the
Local Plan process.
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West Kent Provides Jobs for Residents of the Rest of Kent and Medway
The West Kent economy is also important to the rest of Kent and Medway because it provides a significant
number of jobs for those who live elsewhere in Kent and Medway. Based on 2001 Census data, around
124,000 people work in West Kent. Only 70,000 (56%) of those who work in West Kent also live in West Kent;
the balance of 54,000 people live outside of West Kent. The great majority of those who work in West Kent
but do not live there, 30,700 people, live elsewhere in Kent and Medway (see Figure 5). Put another way,
West Kent employers provide jobs for 30,700 people from outside West Kent.
Figure 5: Self Containment and Commuting Flows In and Out of West Kent, 2011

Source: 2011 Census, Wessex Economics

It is also the case that significant numbers of West Kent residents (19,000 people) work elsewhere in Kent –
predominantly Maidstone and North Kent. The net commuting balance between the rest of Kent and Medway
and West Kent is a net inflow of some 11,700 people into West Kent. This serves to highlight the high degree
of integration between the West Kent, North Kent and Maidstone economies, at least in terms of the labour
markets. Around 21% of working residents of West Kent work in London, the largest numbers (12,900) in the
Cities of London and Westminster, and then a further 7,500 in Bromley and Bexley Boroughs.
In 2001 the Office for National Statistics indicated that there were in effect three travel to work areas (TTWAs)
covering West Kent, North Kent, and Maidstone (see Figure 6), with the northern part of Sevenoaks District,
Dartford and Gravesend being in the London TTWA. Over the course of the last three Censuses the number of
Travel to Work areas identified by ONS has been falling as labour markets become more integrated. It is likely
that the London TTWA once redefined using 2011 data will extend further into Kent. It is also possible that the
2001 Tunbridge Wells TTWA will have been absorbed into a large West, Mid and North Kent TTWA.

11

The Case for West Kent 2015
The direction of travel in terms of greater integration within the western half of Kent and Medway should be
reflected in more integrated approaches to planning for economic growth, and full recognition of the
distinctive contribution that the different parts of West Kent can make to the growth of the entirety of the
western part of Kent and Medway.
A full analysis of travel to work patterns in West Kent is contained in Appendix 4.
Figure 6: Travel to Work Areas in Kent, 2001

Source: ONS

Movement of West Kent Businesses to Other Parts of Kent and Medway
In general, business property and labour costs are higher in West Kent than in other parts of Kent and
Medway. To the extent that West Kent is successful in attracting new employers to Kent and Medway, there
is the probability that other firms who derive less direct benefit from being located in West Kent will look to
relocate to places where property and wage costs are lower, but where they can retain easy contact with their
customer or supplier base.
The likelihood is that the majority of such relocations will take place in other parts of Kent and Medway,
because these offer lower property and labour costs. The same could be said of locations further south along
the A21, but even following dualling of the Tonbridge Pembury section of the A21, it will remain an inferior
road compared to the M26, M20 and M2. Moreover, more of the existing West Kent workforce is drawn from
the rest of Kent and Medway than East Sussex.
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The more that West Kent can draw in employers who specifically value the locational attributes of West Kent,
the more the rest of Kent and Medway is likely to benefit from as eastward movement of employers in West
Kent who do not wish to disrupt their established supplier and customer relationships, but wish to move to a
location with lower property and labour costs.

Conclusion
Economic development in one part of Kent does not have to be at the expense of other parts of Kent. West
Kent is clearly more prosperous and more buoyant economically than other parts of Kent but it is also more
constrained in some dimensions – for example, its ability to accommodate the space-hungry businesses and in
its capacity to accommodate new homes.
However, it is important to Kent and Medway as a whole that West Kent remains successful and capitalises
fully on its strengths. It has a stronger relative representation of higher value businesses than other parts of
Kent and Medway, and has a capacity to attract inward investment in such sectors. West Kent has enjoyed
strong job growth and is anticipated to continue to experience job growth.
Already, West Kent provides large numbers of jobs for those from outside West Kent and is likely to provide
more jobs in the future. Compared to other areas in Kent, West Kent provides relatively large numbers of high
skill, better paid jobs. Retaining and boosting the number of people in Kent and Medway with high level skills
is important to the long-term growth of the Kent and Medway economy.
At the same time market pressures will encourage employers who do not derive competitive advantage from
being located in West Kent to consider relocation. The authorities responsible for economic development in
the County – KCC and Locate in Kent – need to ensure that such businesses find a home elsewhere in Kent and
Medway, probably in locations with lower property and labour costs.
The success of the West Kent economy can therefore contribute to economic development in Kent and
Medway as a whole. It is important to nurture those features of the business environment that make West
Kent an attractive place to do business. West Kent is primarily competing for business growth with other
similar locations to the south, north and west of London, not with the rest of Kent and Medway.
The biggest threat to the success of West Kent is likely to be neglect or complacency about the future of West
Kent. In a modern economy there is a need continually to look to improve the environment for business if an
area is not to lose its competitive edge. Such a programme of continuous improvement has to be adequately
resourced.
A key responsibility of local government is to ensure that robust and up-to-date local plans are in place to
identify new employment sites suited to the future needs of the economy and business, supplemented by
policies which promote the retention and re-use of key existing employment sites, redevelopment of older
sites to accommodate new modern accommodation along with a focus on promoting the use of redundant
rural buildings for employment use.
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3. The Resourcing of Economic Development in West Kent
An important element of this study has been to examine the recent distribution of resources for economic
development activities. The purpose of this analysis is to identify what external resources West Kent has been
able to secure to support economic development activities, and whether there is scope for the West Kent
Partnership to attract additional resource to West Kent to help maintain the competitiveness of West Kent.
This section examines the funding that a number of different organisations provide to support economic
development or related activities; and the schemes that have been approved for funding under a number of
different programmes. Specifically, information and analysis is provided on the following:


The annual budgets set aside for economic development (revenue expenditure) for economic
development by the West Kent Authorities



Resources invested by Kent County Council – in terms of staff resources, its own capital spending, and
the scope to use that capital spending to lever in external finance



The outcome of the SE LEP Growth Deal agreed in mid 2014, based on the Growth Deal and Strategic
Economic Plan submitted by the SE LEP at the end of March 2014



Funds made available through the Regional Growth Fund Escalate Programme for small business loans



Funds provided through the EU/Defra funded LEADER programme



The outcome of the Homes and Communities Agency’s 2015-18 Affordable Housing Programme bidding
process.

Detailed analysis, including tables and charts, of the resource allocations made by the four sub-regional areas
in Kent (West Kent, North Kent, East Kent, and Maidstone) are presented in Appendix 5 (Kent County Council
budgets) and Appendix 6 (Analysis of the outcome of the SE LEP Local Growth Fund bid in Kent and Medway).

The West Kent Authorities’ Budgets for Economic Development
The West Kent authorities have limited funding for economic development, other than their commitment to
covering staffing costs of economic development staff. Current direct funding of economic development
activity through the West Kent Partnership by the three authorities (SDC, T&MBC, and TWBC) is as follows:


£10,000 annual contribution to the West Kent Partnership by each authority



£5,000 annual contribution to the West Kent Leader initiative from 1st January 2015



£3,000 annual contribution to West Kent wide business support



An additional £50,000 was provided by KCC to WKP for business support activities between October
2013 and September 2014.

Indicative commitments by each of the District Councils to economic development and related functions are
as follows:


Sevenoaks District Council budget for economic development in 2014/15 is £168,840. This is to be
increased to £290,840 in 2015/16 for the Council’s combined economic development and property
function. In 2015/16 there is a budget of £35,275 for tourism; and £5,000 for transport policy. SDC is

15

The Case for West Kent 2015
also investing additional revenue in staffing for the new Economic Development and Property Team,
including appointment of a new Head of Service.


Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council’s revenue budgets for economic development functions total
£183,400 broken down as follows: economic regeneration - £53,350; tourism promotion - £44,080; and
property - £86,000. TMBC is in the process of recruiting for a new position in the Council, that of an
Economic Regeneration Officer. A key part of this individual’s role will be to work with businesses.



Tunbridge Wells Borough Council has a revenue budget of £274,700 for economic development which
includes staff costs and project costs related tourism promotion, economic development projects and
provision of Christmas lights in Tunbridge Wells town centre. An additional £1 million is available for
feasibility studies in connection with a series of development projects the Council is promoting. TWBC
also provided £66,000 of revenue funding for the Tunbridge Wells Tourist Information Centre.

All three of the West Kent authorities are therefore increasing their commitment to economic development
and related functions (including property and tourism), including the recruitment of additional staff. Further
information on each of the Council’s commitment to economic development, the organisation of the
Economic Development Function, the status of Local Plans and plans to implement the Community
Infrastructure Levy are contained in Appendix 10.

Kent County Council Budgets and Programmes
Kent County Council has for many years played a major role in economic development and regeneration. The
three core elements of the Economic Development and Regeneration Team’s work are as follows:


Business Growth: ensuring that KCC has a strong relationship with business and that business has a
strong voice in influencing issues affecting the economy; promoting business‐critical infrastructure; and
delivering direct financial and other support to businesses where we have the greatest impact.



Infrastructure and Housing: stimulating development through major regeneration projects and
intervention in the housing market and ensuring that new developments are accompanied by the right
infrastructure for businesses and communities.



Strategy and Partnerships: supporting the Leader and Cabinet Member in setting out KCC’s overall
economic strategy; working with partners to secure the right policies and funding to deliver our
priorities; and responding to emergency economic shocks and opportunities.

KCC has committed and continues to commit very substantial resources to economic development:


In 2012/13 KCC’s core revenue budget for economic development and regeneration was £3.67 million
(net) with gross expenditure of £5.15 million offset by £1.5 million of income



In addition to this core revenue budget in 2012/13 an additional £1 million revenue and £2.0-2.5 million
revenue was provided to the KCC Regeneration Fund



In effect KCC’s budget expenditure on economic development in 2012/13 amounted to revenue
expenditure of £6.15 million with an additional £2.0-2.5 million for capital spending.

In 2014/15 the budget for KCC’s Growth, Environment and Transport Directorate 2014/15 is around £7.78
million, with a net cost after revenues and grants of £6.02 million. KCC clearly plays the dominant role in
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economic development in Kent and Medway. This is reinforced by the fact that SE LEP has adopted a
federated structure so decisions on resource allocations are effectively managed at county level (though there
are separate structures for Thames Gateway South Essex and the rest of Essex County).
Figure 7 identifies the capital schemes listed in KCC’s Budget Book 2014-154. This figure shows that the lion’s
share of economic development and regeneration resources (76%) is allocated to highway schemes, with the
balance (24%) allocated to a mix of economic development and regeneration projects. With the completion of
the initial and substantive element of the Local Growth Fund deal, a significant element of KCC’s forward
capital programme will also have been committed as a result of providing match funding for the Growth Deal
agreed with Government. The delivery of the Growth Deal will now form a large part of the work programme
of KCC’s transport and economic development team.
Figure 8 analyses the total project costs of all the economic development and regeneration projects identified
in KCC’s 2014-15 capital project, including funds already expended, and funding still required for the schemes.
These data are broken down by the Kent and Medway sub-region and benchmarked against population,
households, total jobs and anticipated job growth 2011-31 to allow comparison between the sub-regions on a
like for like basis.
The analysis shows that on every benchmark (population, households or jobs) West Kent attracts/will attract
very much less capital expenditure than every other part of Kent. West Kent accounts for around 20% of
population, households and jobs in Kent and Medway as a whole, but on the basis of KCC’s capital programme
will only secure 7% of KCC’s total actual and planned expenditure.
Looking at KCC’s Capital Expenditure on transport and regeneration on a per capita basis:


Maidstone will receive more than twice the investment identified for West Kent



North Kent will receive almost three times as much investment as West Kent



East Kent will receive 3¾ times as much investment as West Kent.

The position is more extreme if benchmarked against anticipated job growth where West Kent accounts for
29% of anticipated job growth in Kent and Medway between 2012 and 2031, but only attracts 7% of KCC
capital funding. On the basis of anticipated future job growth, East Kent receives significantly more than each
of the other parts of West Kent – though it should be acknowledged that the purpose of this expenditure is to
boost employment growth above the historic trend levels implied by the forecasts taken from the East of
England Forecasting Model. West Kent, however, on this analysis received significantly less for every 1,000
additional jobs forecast than Maidstone and North Kent. The comparison with Maidstone is particularly
marked since Maidstone secures significantly more expenditure on all the benchmarks compared with West
Kent.

4

http://www.kent.gov.uk/about-the-council/strategies-and-policies/corporate-policies/budget-book
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Figure 7: KCC Growth, Environment and Transport Directorate Capital Programme 2014-15 (Selected
Elements)

Source: WEc Analysis of KCC Expenditure Plans in Budget Book 2014-15, KCC, February 2014
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Figure 8: KCC Capital Programme 2014-15 Total Actual and Planned Programme Expenditure Benchmarked
by Sub-Region

Source: WEc Analysis of KCC Expenditure Plans in Budget Book 2014-15, KCC, February 2014
Note: The North Kent benchmarks (population, employment, etc) include data of Medway: since Medway is a unitary authority KCC
expenditure is not incurred in Medway. The average KCC expenditure per ‘000 population, etc is therefore under-recorded in Figure 7.

KCC’s economic development function is increasingly being geared to drawing in funding from external
sources. Thus, KCC co-ordinated the Kent and Medway dimensions of the SE LEP Growth Deal, as well as
contributing to the overall development of the Strategic Economic Plan. Thus, it is understood that for all
practical purposes, KCC capital expenditure on infrastructure and housing has been withdrawn.
In the future, support for transport and property economic development projects is likely to come from
tapping into central government funding, unless there is an element of reform of local government finance.
Any KCC capital funding that may be available is likely to be directed to levering in central government
funding.
KCC can build on a past track record of success in securing Regional Growth Fund moneys (for Expansion East
Kent, TIGER and Escalate, and for rail service improvements on the Ashford to Ramsgate Rail route); and
Growing Places Fund loans (for town centre improvements, Live Margate, incubator space, and critical road
improvements). KCC also leads on attracting European Funding into Kent and Medway.
Many of the property-based schemes put forward in the SE LEP Growth Deal and SEP for funding were
presented under the bid to secure funding for SE FUND – a property investment fund that would provide a mix
of equity investment, loans and gap funding grants to support property based regeneration. The SE FUND
proposal has not yet secured any financial support from government.
West Kent will historically have benefited relatively little from publicly funded property-related projects and is
unlikely to do so in the future. There are two reasons for this:


first, West Kent has relatively few major development opportunity sites – though Kings Hill is a clear
exception; and due to recent decisions, Fort Halstead can be regarded as a significant opportunity site



second, because the property market is more robust and private sector funding for development more
readily available, so the need for public funding is perceived to be less than in other locations.
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However, West Kent is also more constrained in terms of the availability of development sites for employment
purposes, and there are strong pressures for employment sites to be developed for residential use. Similarly,
there are pressures for redevelopment or conversion of existing buildings in employment use for residential
purposes. There are challenges therefore in ensuring an adequate supply of employment sites and properties.
These factors need to be taken into consideration in the allocation of resources for economic development.
Existing employment sites may need upgrading and it may be that the private sector will not readily take on
fully funding such improvements, particularly if it believes there is the scope to secure permission for change
of use to residential development.
The case for providing some element of public support to ensure ongoing provision or upgrading of
employment land in West Kent demands consideration. It may be that relatively small amounts of money
could be effective in West Kent in finding solutions to constrained sites; and that relatively small amounts of
money might leverage more private investment and therefore have a correspondingly greater impact on the
economy.
The commentary and analysis above is focused heavily on capital expenditure. Alongside capital expenditure,
KCC incurs significant revenue expenditure on services that support business growth. These services and
products are delivered on a county-wide basis, so there is no reason to expect that West Kent will be
disadvantaged in the use of these resources.
Indeed, given that West Kent has a more dynamic, innovative business base one would expect demand for
services to be greater in West Kent than, say, East Kent, and to benefit more. The establishment of the Kent
and Medway Growth Hub as part of the SE LEP Growth Deal will lead to some changes in services, but the
changes are likely to be evolutionary, building on best practice and what has worked well in the past. There is
scope for WKP and West Kent businesses to help shape the development of new services.
These analyses do not directly answer the question of whether West Kent gets it fair share of public sector
infrastructure investment, since what is ‘fair’ entails a value judgement. But they do provide evidence that on
a pro-rated basis West Kent has received significantly less capital investment through KCC capital investment
programmes than other parts of Kent, and that plans for the period 2014-17 and beyond envisage
continuation of this pattern.
A more detailed description of KCC’s Economic Development Function and the spatial distribution of KCC
economic development expenditure is presented in Appendix 5.

The SE LEP Local Growth Fund Round 1
The SE LEP submitted a bid for funding of £1.133 bn to the Government. Kent and Medway accounted for 44%
of the total funds sought, Essex (including the unitaries) for another 44% of the funds sought (split between
27% for South Essex and 17% for the rest of Essex) and 12% for East Sussex. The main criteria used in bid
selection were the number of jobs and homes that schemes would deliver, and an assessment of the scale of
delivery risks with preference given to a scheme with low levels of delivery risk.
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Figure 9 shows the breakdown of the funding bid within Kent and Medway, and by the purpose for which
funding was sought. In comparing West Kent with other parts of Kent and Medway, it is the split of area
based funding that is most interesting. Bids for projects in West Kent accounted for 15% by value of all the
area based bids, compared to 44% in North Kent, 28% in East Kent, 5% in Maidstone, and 8% for a countywide transport scheme.
Figure 9: SELEP Growth Fund Bids in Kent and Medway by Sub-Area (£m)

Source: Wessex Economics, KCC

West Kent accounts for 20% of the population and 23% of the employment in Kent and Medway as a whole.
Therefore, relative to population and employment West Kent did not submit as many projects, measured in
terms of total value, as did other sub-regions in Kent. The West Kent Partnership should consider whether this
reflects that there are genuinely few projects needing external funding, a lack of resource to work up bids, or
some other factor.
Government approved an overall Growth Deal of £442.1 million for the SE LEP, though of this total:


£69.5 million is previously committed money; that is, it is not new money;



£208.2 million is new money for identified projects funded through the Local Growth Fund; and



£164.4 million is provisional funding for 2016/17 where it will be up to a new government to confirm
the funding or otherwise.

Figure 10 shows the breakdown of the actual approved SE LEP bid. As the figure shows, the vast majority of
funding (72%) has been allocated to transport projects, plus an additional 19% for the proposed works on the
A13 in Essex for which details are not yet available, bringing transport allocations to 91% of total Growth Fund
allocations. The heading ‘Skills Capital’ essentially refers to capital works at FE Colleges and this ongoing
capital programme has been bundled into the Growth Deal. No additional revenue funding has been provided
for the skills agenda though an element of this may be covered by the growth and productivity budget line.
Figure 10: The SE LEP Growth Fund Allocation 2015-17 by Budget Line (£ million)

Source: Wessex Economics, KCC
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Focusing in on the approved funding programme in Kent and Medway, Figure 10 shows the breakdown of
Local Growth Fund provided to Kent, and SE LEP-wide allocations from which Kent and Medway will derive
benefit. Kent and Medway have secured £133 million, of which £127 million (95.5%) is for transport projects,
and £6 million (4.5%) is for the Kent and Medway Growth Hub which is an initiative to support business and
productivity growth. Figure 11 also shows the major transport projects to be funded, though around £68.1
million is going into smaller projects under the ‘congestion and pinch point’ and ‘integrated and sustainable’
project packages.
How much of this funding is going into West Kent, compared to other parts of Kent, and what schemes are
actually being funded? For all practical purposes one can only analyse those elements of the Growth Deal that
can be identified with a particular locality – which means that it is only possible to analyse transport projects.
The analysis needs to exclude Kent-wide transport initiatives and the £6 million allocated to the Kent and
Medway Growth Hub. WKP should, however, work to ensure that they get as much benefit from Kent and
Medway -wide programmes as other areas. The same applies to programmes run with block funding given to
SE LEP as a whole.
Figure 11: The SE LEP 2015-17 Growth Fund Allocation in Kent and Medway by Budget Line

Source: Wessex Economics, KCC
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Figure 12 shows the projects identified for Local Growth Fund moneys in Kent and Medway, and the
associated investment, sorted by the Kent sub-regional geography.
Figure 12: Local Growth Fund Allocations for Transport Schemes in Kent and Medway

Source: Wessex Economics, KCC

Figure 13 shows the split of LGF, Match Funding, and Total Scheme costs broken down by each of the four
Kent and Medway geographies and then calculates a series of benchmarks to allow comparison between the
Kent and Medway geographies to help inform discussion about what might be deemed ‘fair shares’; though it
is worth emphasising the whole LGF process is based on competitive bidding, so there should be no
expectation of resource being evenly distributed across the different Kent and Medway geographies.
It is also important to be mindful that the Highways Agency has committed to A21 Tonbridge to Pembury
Dualling at an estimated cost of between £59.0 and £78.6 million (most likely cost £69.7 million). If this was
added into the balance then it could significantly tilt the expenditure balance on transport scheme in favour of
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West Kent, though ideally one would take into account other recently completed or planned HA schemes
elsewhere in Kent.
Figure 13: Benchmarked Comparisons of LGF Allocations for Transport Schemes in Kent and Medway

Source: Wessex Economics

Key points to emerge from Figure 13 are as follows:


LGF allocations to West Kent account for around 10% of the total locally distributed LGF funds in Kent
and Medway, and a very similar proportion (9%) of the total scheme value of LGF supported schemes in
Kent and Medway.



West Kent has a higher level of match funding (73% of the LGF allocation) than North Kent (58%) or
Maidstone (58%). So West Kent has a LGF higher leverage ratio than North Kent and Maidstone
schemes.



Only in East Kent does match funding exceed the LGF allocation (match funding being 114% of LGF
allocation). A possible reason for this might be that East Kent has had access to ERDF funding for
transport schemes – or it might reflect KCC Highway priorities.



West Kent has a significantly lower proportion of LGF funding per capita than any other of the Kent subregions, and only 47% of the Kent and Medway average. There is a particularly high level of per capita
LGF funding for Maidstone – more than three times higher than in West Kent.
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Very similar patterns are evident if one measures LGF funding per ‘000 employees, per ‘000 households,
or per ‘000 anticipated household growth (important since LGF may be used to unlock housing sites).



West Kent has performed particularly poorly in the distribution of Local Growth Fund if benchmarked
against forecast employment growth 2012-31 with significantly lower funding levels per ‘000 of forecast
population growth particularly compared to Maidstone but also compared to East Kent and North Kent.

Prima facie it would indeed seem that the LGF allocation process for West Kent has resulted in significantly
lower levels of funding than in every other Kent sub-region measured on a pro-rated basis. However, the £70
million cost of the A21 Tonbridge-Pembury Dualling would radically change this if added into the balance,
given the total locally identifiable LGF transport funding amounts to around £117 million.
However, a major scheme is being worked up by the Highways Agency for major improvements to the A2 at
the Bean and Ebbsfleet Junction in North Kent. Additional Highway Agency costs associated with the M20
Junction 10a scheme at Ashford in East Kent are included in the LGF programme and counted as expenditure
in East Kent. The Highway Agency also has a programme of re-surfacing and minor improvements on the A2
close to Faversham, in Dover and on the A21 at Pembury and southwards to Lamberhurst.
A more detailed analysis of the distribution of LGF Round 1 resources is contained in Appendix 6.

Round 2 SE LEP Local Growth Fund Round 2
In late September 2014, the Government announced the opportunity for LEPs to bid for additional funding
through the Growth Deal on top of the previous settlement. The Government indicated that around £500
million of capital funding would be available nationally for expenditure in 2015/16 and 2016/17. Figure 14
shows the bid submitted by the Kent and Medway Economic Partnership (K&MEP) for Round 2 funding. Three
of the 17 bids submitted were for projects in West Kent.
Government has not yet made any decision on these bids though an announcement may be made in January
2015. However, it is clear that no funding is available in 2015/16, so all the K&MEP bids are for funding after
March 2016. The whole Local Growth Fund process is very likely to be subject to review with the election of a
new government in May 2015, so considerable uncertainty attaches to whether any of these projects will
attract funding.
However, it is relevant to consider how West Kent has performed in terms of the projects included in the
Round 2 bid put in by K&MEP. Figure 15 shows that bids from West Kent represent 11% of the LGF funding
sought. This can be compared with the fact that West Kent has 20% of the population of Kent and Medway,
23% of all jobs in Kent and Medway, 29% of projected employment growth in Kent and Medway, and around
20% of all households and anticipated household growth in Kent and Medway.
West Kent has therefore fared no better, indeed slightly worse, in the implied allocation of funds under Round
2 of the LGF process, had government approved the K&MEP bid. Projects in East Kent account for a much
larger share of the overall Round 2 LGF bid than in Round 1 allocations, with projects in North Kent and
Maidstone accounting for a smaller share of the proposed bid funding compared to the Round 1 allocations.
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Figure 14: Local Growth Fund Round 2 Bids in Kent and Medway

Source: Investing in the UK’s Gateway, M&MEP, December 2014

Figure 15: Local Growth Fund Round 2 Bids in Kent and Medway

Source: Wessex Economics
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Overview of KCC and LGF Funding
The analysis presented above shows that West Kent has received proportionately less funding than other Kent
and Medway sub-regions, whether measured on a per capita, per household, per ‘000 jobs, or ‘000 jobs
forecast from the main source of capital funding for economic development – KCC regeneration and economic
development and the Local Growth Fund. Figure 16 brings this out very clearly calculating how much is spent
in other parts of Kent under each of these main funding streams for every £1 spent in West Kent.
Figure 16: Comparative Spending Per Capita by K&M Sub Region for Every £1 Spent in West Kent by
Programme

Escalate
Escalate is an interest-free business loan fund operated by Kent County Council with funding from the
Regional Growth Fund. Businesses in the three West Kent authorities, along with businesses in Maidstone,
Rother, Wealden and Hastings, are eligible for assistance. A total of £5.5 million was identified for Escalate,
though in practice this funding was carved out of an agreed £20 million allocation for a parallel scheme, TIGER,
which provides similar assistance to businesses in North Kent and Thurrock.
By 22nd November the Escalate Board had approved 21 loans to a value of £2.17 million to businesses in West
Kent and seven loans to a value of £1.92 million to businesses in Maidstone. The £5.5 million of Escalate
funding is now (December 2014) fully committed (though contracts have yet to be finalised on a number of
loan offers). In effect, the funding for Escalate has been taken up within a year. Two-thirds of all the loans
approved under Escalate have been in West Kent, the balance being split between Maidstone and the three
authorities in East Sussex.
In terms solely of Escalate, take up loans have been much lower in East Sussex than in West Kent and
Maidstone even when measured on a pro-rated base compared to employment or the number of workplaces.
This may be related to differences in the administrative arrangements for Escalate between Kent and East
Sussex; or differences in the structure of the local economy between West Kent and Maidstone and East
Sussex; or some mix of these factors.
When examining take up under the two parallel business loan schemes, Escalate and TIGER in West Kent,
North Kent and Maidstone the evidence points to high levels of take up of loans in North Kent than West Kent
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when compared to the share of either employment of workplaces accounted for by each Kent sub-region.
West Kent has significantly outperformed Maidstone in terms of take up.
However, when comparing take up of loans between West Kent and North Kent, if allowance is made for the
differential time period for which loans have been made much of this differential disappears. Thus, the
number of projects generated per month that the schemes have operated is only slightly lower in West Kent
than in North Kent. However, projects in North Kent are generally larger than those in West Kent in terms of
the overall size of investment and scale of private sector leverage.
The differentials in take up and project size between the loans awarded to businesses in West Kent and North
Kent is likely to reflect the make-up of the local business base of each area. North Kent has a higher
proportion of businesses in the small (10-49) and medium sized (50-249) size categories, whereas West Kent
has more micro-businesses (less than 10 employees). Generally, it will be the 10+ businesses that are more
likely to take up the sort of loan finance available through TIGER and Escalate.
The analysis supports the hypothesis that generally West Kent will benefit significantly from business support
funds that are demand led. However, this may be somewhat tempered compared to North Kent by the
relatively high proportion of micro-businesses, many of which may not be seeking to grow in terms of
turnover or employment. Further detail on the analysis of take up of Escalate and TIGER is presented in
Appendix 7.

LEADER
Funding has been made available for rural development in West Kent over the period 2007 to 2013 through
the West Kent LEADER initiative. This has been funded through the Rural Development Programme for
England (RDPE). The LEADER approach is intended to deliver a range of Programme objectives.
The LEADER approach is not a scheme, fund or set of objectives, but is a method of harnessing local
knowledge to enable a ‘bottom up’, community-led approach to delivery of RDPE funding in rural areas.
Grants are made for community and business projects, with a requirement that applicants match the LEADER
grant from their own resources or through other means.
There is limited scope for benchmarking the West Kent LEADER initiative in Kent because there is only one
other LEADER initiative in Kent, the Kent Downs and Marshes (KD&M) LEADER initiative. However, details are
available on programme funding for these two LEADER projects, and on total project investment (essentially
LEADER plus private sector funding of projects supported by the LEADER programme).
Figure 17 shows that per ‘000 population the West Kent LEADER project has had a larger budget allocation/
spend than the Kent Downs and Marshes project when measured in budget allocation/spend per ‘000
thousand population. The total project budget in West Kent was £9,100 per ‘000 population, compared to
£8,850 for the Kent Downs and Marshes LEADER project. However, total project value per ‘000 of population
was also higher in KD&M than West Kent.
The KD&M LEADER project achieved better leverage than the West Kent LEADER project. The KD&M project
investment drew in £2.23 for every £1 invested through the LEADER project; this compares to £1.76 of other
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funding drawn in for every £1 invested by the West Kent LEADER project. However, in interpreting these
figures, it should be borne in mind that leverage ratios can be significantly affected by one or more large scale
projects where LEADER funding represents a small percentage of the project value. It may be that in looking
at the generality of projects there is little difference in leverage ratios.
Figure 17: Key Financial Data for West Kent Leader and Kent Downs and Marshes Leader

Source: Wessex Economics

It is worth noting the two LEADER areas in Kent cover rather different geographies (see maps in Appendix 8).
The area covered by the West Kent LEADER initiative, for all practical purposes covers all of West Kent
excluding the major towns, with small areas in Gravesham and Medway Council areas. This area might be
described as covering attractive commuter belt communities that have significant rural and land based
activities.
In contrast, the Kent Downs and Marshes LEADER initiative covers a large swathe of countryside from the
northern areas of the Hoo Peninsula and Isle of Sheppey, the North Downs in Mid and East Kent down to
Romney Marsh (see Appendix 8). Some of these areas are relatively poor – the Isle of Sheppey and Romney
Marsh - while others will have a significant number of affluent people alongside a significant number of low
income households.
The West Kent LEADER project has been advised of an indicative budget allocation of £1.7 million for the
2014-2020 programme which translates into £284,500 pa over a six-year timescale.

HCA Affordable Housing Programme 2015-18
Resources allocated by Government for housing would not conventionally be regarded as contributing to
economic development. However, in an area such as West Kent, where housing affordability is stretched, the
case can be made that provision of additional housing, both market and affordable housing, can be regarded
as essential infrastructure for economic development.
Failure to build enough homes may curtail the supply of labour for local businesses. A shortage of affordable
housing may make it difficult for employers to recruit lower paid employees, because they are squeezed out of
the area by lack of affordable housing, and cannot afford to commute to West Kent from more affordable
locations. For these reasons it is worth analysing the distribution of HCA resource for funding; and linked to
this, the distribution of planned affordable homes across the Kent and Medway.
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Around £30.7 million of HCA grant is being provided for affordable housing schemes in Kent and Medway as
part of the HCA’s 2015-18 (3 Year) Affordable Housing Programme. Over a third (34%) of the total planned
expenditure (where the location of planned schemes is known) is in West Kent (see Figure 14). A quarter of all
the homes to be delivered through the 2015-18 AHP are to be delivered in West Kent.
Analysis of the scale of HCA funding across the different Kent and Medway sub-regions shows that West Kent
has been allocated a significantly higher proportion of HCA funding under the 2015-18 AHP than would be
suggested by either its share of population, households, or anticipated household growth (see Figure 18). The
particularly large share of funding secured in West Kent seems to be attributable to a number of very largescale funding awards in Tonbridge and Malling for Extra-Care schemes. No schemes in Sevenoaks secured any
HCA funding.
Without further analysis of previous programmes, it is not possible to say whether this has been the case in
previous programmes or is a new development under the 2015-18 programme.
Figure 18: HCA Affordable HCA Affordable Housing Programme (AHP) Grant Allocated Benchmarked by SubRegion

Source: Wessex Economics

Across the AHP as a whole two-thirds of all dwellings are to be delivered as affordable rent homes, and a third
as affordable home ownership. In West Kent, somewhat more homes are to be provided as affordable home
ownership (43%) and a slightly lower proportion as affordable rent than the average for Kent and Medway as
a whole.
Of course, HCA funding is not necessarily directly related to the number of units delivered. In some areas it is
possible to deliver affordable housing, particularly Low Cost Home Ownership units, without any subsidy,
while there is also a presumption that where homes are provided as part of Section 106 agreements grant
should not be provided, unless there are exceptional circumstances.
Analysis of the numbers of homes provided through the HCA AHP points to a much more balanced distribution
of benefits by the Kent sub-regions than the analysis of funding. West Kent has done relatively well, with 25%
of new units within the AHP to be developed in West Kent, taking into consideration that West Kent only
accounts for 20% of the population and 20% of the households in Kent.
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Maidstone has secured a relatively high proportion of units relative to the benchmarks. It is East Kent that has
secured a significantly lower proportion of additional homes within the AHP compared to its population or
number of households, or even anticipated household growth.
A more detailed analysis of the distribution of LGF Round 1 resources is contained in Appendix 8.

Conclusions
The purpose of the analysis presented in this section of the report has been to establish the facts about how
resources for economic development have been distributed across the different sub-regions. Some clear
conclusions emerge in terms of the programmes that it has been possible to analyse, but it must be
acknowledged that it is a matter of judgement as to what the ‘right’ distribution of resource should be,
especially for programmes that entail an element of competitive bidding.
It is clear that in terms of both KCC capital expenditure and the distribution of planned funding under
approved Local Growth Funding projects West Kent will receive significantly less funding per capita, per
household, per ‘000 jobs and per ‘000 anticipated job creation. It is likely to be deemed reasonable that the
less economically advantaged sub-regions of Kent should receive proportionately more funding on any of
these benchmarks than West Kent. The real issue is whether the scale of differential funding is appropriate.
As a matter of fact, KCC’s capital expenditure on regeneration on a per capita basis that Maidstone receives is
more than twice the investment identified for West Kent; North Kent receiving almost three times as much
investment as West Kent; and East Kent receives 3¾ times as much investment as West Kent. The capital
programme may well have been reshaped in the light of the outcome of LGF Round bids.
In terms of LGF Round 1 expenditure on transport schemes, North Kent and East Kent will receive more than
double the level of per capita expenditure of West Kent, and Maidstone more than three times the per capita
expenditure in West Kent and East Kent. From an external perspective it is particularly the differential
between West Kent and Maidstone that is most marked.
Care must be taken in automatically accepting these benchmarks as suggesting that West Kent is
disadvantaged in the allocation of funding. It must be acknowledged that West Kent may benefit more than
other sub-regions in Kent and Medway from business support programmes that are demand led, such as
business support services and programmes such as Escalate.
West Kent may well benefit more from such schemes because it has a proportionately larger and more
dynamic business base that the other sub-regions of Kent and Medway. Were it possible to analyse the
pattern of KCC revenue spending, this might show a bias in favour of West Kent. As reported above, take up
of Escalate has been greater relative to the business and employment base than in Maidstone. However, even
after allowing for the different time during which loans have been available through Escalate and TIGER, take
up has been greater in North Kent than West Kent.
The analysis has shown that West Kent has been comparatively successful in securing HCA funding under the
20015-18 Affordable Housing Programme. This appears to be associated with two particularly large Extra-Care
schemes in Tunbridge and Malling so the allocations may not be indicative of past or future HCA allocations.
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However, it serves as a reminder that the analysis does not indicate West Kent has lost out in every aspect of
Government-supported funding.
The position is also complicated by other major infrastructure investments, not captured by the analysis of
KCC and LGF Round 1 programmes. The planned expenditure of £70 million by the Highways Agency on the
dualling of the Tonbridge–Pembury section of the A21 is not included in the analysis – but neither is the
Highways Agency scheme for improvements to the A2 at the Bean and Ebbsfleet junction in North Kent.
It is important also to remember that the Local Growth Fund is a competitive programme. Compared to other
areas, the value of bids put forward for LGF Round 1 funding, when measured on a like for like basis, was
lower than the value of bids from all the other sub-regions in West Kent. WKP needs to consider if this reflects
a genuine relative paucity of schemes for which it is looking to secure funding; or whether it reflects a lack of
schemes which have been sufficiently worked up to put into a competitive bidding process.
It has not been part of this study to compare the resources that all the lower tier local authorities in Kent and
Medway devote to economic development. Wessex Economics would note, however, that the level of staffing
resource and available revenue and capital funding devoted to economic development by the three West Kent
authorities appear to be very modest.
The practical implication of this is likely to be that it may be that the West Kent authorities are devoting fewer
resources in terms of people and money than other authorities. This will constrain the ability to undertake the
preparatory work necessary to develop funding-ready projects, which will impact on the number and quality
of bids. It may also result in bids where the level of local funding levered is less than many other competing
bids.
It could well be that the current distribution of resources reflects in part decisions that the West Kent
authorities have themselves made about service priorities. In the conclusions and recommendations section
of this report (Section 4) Wessex Economics sets out the sort of actions that the West Kent authorities might
wish to take that would improve their chances of securing additional external funding.
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4. Conclusions and Recommendations
This section of the report brings together the conclusions of the analysis undertaken. In the light of these
conclusions Wessex Economics makes a number of recommendations. These should be regarded as the
starting point of a discussion with WKP. Wessex Economics would be pleased to contribute to this debate and
bring the firm’s experience from elsewhere to bear.
Wessex Economics believes there is much that the members of WKP, particularly the three local authorities,
can do to enhance their success in attracting external funding to West Kent. There is nothing in the scoring
matrix for the allocation of LGF moneys that has a bias against West Kent; but there may be a presumption
among different funding partners about the relative priority of expenditure in different parts of Kent.

Conclusions
West Kent Partnership needs to communicate the evidence that economic development is not a zero sum
game in Kent and Medway. The success of West Kent is good for Kent and Medway as a whole. This is a
message that the West Kent authorities and its partners, particularly business, need to convey to decision
makers in Kent, notably KCC and the Kent and Medway Economic Partnership.
West Kent is clearly more prosperous and more buoyant economically than other parts of Kent but it is also
more constrained in some dimensions – for example, its ability to accommodate space-hungry businesses and
in its capacity to accommodate new homes. Along with North Kent, West Kent has the best prospects for
securing output and employment growth over the next 20 years.
It is important to Kent and Medway as a whole that West Kent remains successful and capitalises fully on its
strengths. It has a stronger relative representation of higher value, knowledge-based businesses than other
parts of Kent and Medway, and has a capacity to attract inward investment from other parts of the Greater
South East in such sectors. All of Kent and Medway are likely to benefit from such inward investment through
supply chain linkages and additional job creation.
West Kent has enjoyed strong job growth and is anticipated to continue to experience job growth. Already,
West Kent provides large numbers of jobs for those from outside West Kent and it is likely to provide more
jobs in the future. Compared to other areas in Kent, West Kent provides relatively large numbers of high skill,
better paid jobs. Retaining and boosting the number of people in Kent and Medway with high level skills is
important to the long-term growth of the Kent and Medway economy.
At the same time, market pressures will encourage employers who do not derive a competitive advantage
from being located in West Kent to consider relocation.

The authorities responsible for economic

development in the County – KCC and Locate in Kent – need to ensure that such businesses find a home
elsewhere in Kent and Medway, probably in locations with lower property and labour costs, rather than move
out of Kent. Such relocation is good for West Kent and good for Kent and Medway as a whole.
A successful and growing West Kent economy will therefore contribute to economic development in Kent and
Medway as a whole. It is important to nurture those features of the business environment that make West
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Kent an attractive place to do business. West Kent is primarily competing for business growth with other
similar locations to the south, north and west of London, not with the rest of Kent and Medway. The UK
Competitiveness Index indicates that West Kent lags behind a number of areas around the M25 on both the
south and north of London.
The biggest threat to the success of West Kent is neglect or complacency about the future of West Kent. In a
modern economy there is a need continually to look to improve the environment for business if an area is not
to lose its competitive edge. Such a programme of continuous improvement has to be adequately resourced.
That resource has to come both from within West Kent and to be supported at County level.
It is clear that in terms of both KCC capital expenditure and the distribution of planned funding under
approved Local Growth Funding projects, West Kent will receive significantly less funding per capita, per
household, per ‘000 jobs and per ‘000 anticipated job creation than the other sub-regions.
KCC’s capital expenditure on regeneration on a per capita basis results in Maidstone receiving more than twice
the investment identified for West Kent; North Kent receiving almost three times as much investment as West
Kent; and East Kent receives 3¾ times as much investment as West Kent. The capital programme may well
have been reshaped in the light of the outcome of LGF Round bids.
In terms of LGF Round 1 expenditure on transport schemes, North Kent and East Kent will receive more than
double the level of per capita expenditure of West Kent, and Maidstone more than three times the per capita
expenditure in West Kent and East Kent. From an external perspective it is particularly the differential
between West Kent and Maidstone that is most marked.
It is likely to be deemed reasonable that the less economically advantaged sub-regions of Kent should receive
proportionately more funding on any of these benchmarks than West Kent. The real issue is whether the scale
of differential funding is appropriate. This is properly a matter for discussion between the West Kent
authorities and KCC; and within business forums including the Kent and Medway Economic Partnership.
The analysis presented in this report would indicate that potentially West Kent has been disadvantaged in the
allocation of KCC and LGF resources. The evidence is summarised in Figure 19 which shows how much will be
spent through KCC and LGF capital programme in the different parts of Kent for every £1 spend from these
programmes in West Kent. However, care must be taken in automatically accepting these benchmarks as
suggesting that West Kent is deliberately disadvantaged. The allocation of funding through the LGF process
has been based on project outcomes and deliverability, without any weighting applied to where projects are
based.
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Figure 19: Planned Capital Expenditure Through KCC and LGF in Kent and Medway for Every £1 to Be Spent
in West Kent

WKP needs to recognise that the most obvious possible reasons why West Kent has secured proportionately
less funding through the LGF process than other parts of Kent and Medway were that it submitted
proportionately fewer bids measured by value, and the bids submitted scored less well than competing bids
from elsewhere in Kent and Medway. It is important that the WKP learns lessons from the unsuccessful bids
submitted.
One possible reason for lack of success in bids could be that a key criterion in the appraisal of LGF bids is the
certainty of match funding. To the extent that KCC give different priorities to expenditure in different parts of
Kent, this could be a factor in skewing LGF resources in favour of those areas other than West Kent, because
KCC is the key source of LGF match funding. District Councils have relatively limited capital resources for
economic development.
However, the West Kent authorities also need to consider whether they are also doing everything they can to
provide match funding for projects that they are putting forward for competitive bidding programmes such as
the Local Growth Fund. This match funding may come from their own resources, but private sector match
funding, or resources secured through Section 106 agreements or through the Community Infrastructure Levy,
can act as match funding.
Another possible reason for lack of success in LGF bids may be that the West Kent authorities are devoting
fewer resources in terms of people and money than other authorities. This will constrain the ability to
undertake the preparatory work necessary to develop funding-ready projects, which will impact on the
number and quality of bids. It may also result in bids where the level of local funding levered is less than many
other competing bids.
It has not been part of this study to compare the resources that all the lower tier local authorities in Kent and
Medway devote to economic development. Wessex Economics would note, however, that the level of staffing
resource and available revenue and capital funding devoted to economic development by the three West Kent
authorities appears to be modest. With economic development relying increasingly on external funding, there
is a closer relationship between the resource authorities are willing to invest themselves and success in
attracting external resource.
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While this report has focused on the distribution of capital expenditure for economic development and
transport, it is important to acknowledge that KCC incurs significant revenue expenditure on running Kent and
Medway-wide-projects. It has not been possible to analyse the relative spend under these programmes by
Kent and Medway sub-regions.
However, West Kent is likely to benefit proportionately more than other sub-regions in Kent and Medway
from business support programmes that are delivered throughout Kent and Medway and are demand-led,
because it has a proportionately larger and more dynamic business base that the other sub-regions of Kent
and Medway. The rapid take up of business loans through the Escalate scheme is indicative that West Kent
businesses are likely to be more ready to access business support services than in other parts of Kent.
It is also important to recognise that West Kent has been comparatively successful in securing HCA funding
under the 2015-18 Affordable Housing Programme. This appears to be associated with two particularly large
Extra-Care schemes in Tunbridge and Malling so the allocations may not be indicative of past or future HCA
allocations. However, it serves as a reminder that the analysis does not indicate West Kent has lost out in
every aspect of Government supported funding.
Discussion around what is an equitable distribution of resources between the different sub-regions of Kent
and Medway is also complicated by other major infrastructure investments, not captured by the analysis of
KCC and LGF Round 1 programmes. The planned expenditure of £70 million by the Highways Agency on the
dualling of the Tonbridge–Pembury section of the A21 is not included in the analysis – but neither is the
Highways Agency scheme for improvements to the A2 at the Bean and Ebbsfleet junction in North Kent.
Making the case for West Kent should be a part of the economic strategy for West Kent; but as important is
having well-developed projects that fit the criteria that external funding bodies are looking for, and which can
realistically use the funding available and deliver outputs in the timescale required. Often, funding does not
flow to the projects identified as those that are strategically the most important; rather it flows to those that
are funding-ready in the sense that the funding provided can be spent and deliver the promised outputs in the
required timescale.
Data from Locate in Kent shows that West Kent is less favourably regarded as an inward investment location
than Maidstone and Ashford. Locate in Kent staff have commented that a key factor in West Kent being less
favourably regarded as an inward investment location is the relative lack of choice of good quality sites and
premises for modern business operations compared to Maidstone and Ashford.
Thus, it is of great importance to the economic health of West Kent that the three local authorities in West
Kent have robust and up-to-date local plans in place to identify new employment sites suited to the future
needs of the economy and business, supplemented by policies which promote the retention and re-use of key
existing employment sites, redevelopment of older sites to accommodate new modern accommodation, along
with a focus on promoting the use of redundant rural buildings for employment use.

Recommendations
A number of recommendations flow from the analysis and findings of this study, and particularly West Kent’s
relative lack of success in securing funding support in Round 1 of the LGF process; and the analysis that shows
36

The Case for West Kent 2015
that West Kent secures, on a pro rata basis, very much less of KCC’s capital spending than other parts of Kent
and Medway.
1.

WKP should review the bids submitted in Round 1 of the LGF process, identify where they fell short in
terms of the scoring matrix and see what lessons can be learnt for future bids. KCC should be asked to
provide the scores given to the bids submitted.

2.

This report has set out why securing the on-going prosperity and growth of West Kent is good for Kent
and Medway as a whole. This message needs to be refined into a format that can readily be
communicated to KCC members and to the Kent and Medway Economic Development Board.

3.

WKP should seek to galvanise the business community in West Kent to identify clearly what is good
about being based in West Kent, but also to articulate clearly what needs to be improved, and the risks
associated with failure to take appropriate action.

4.

In helping WKP and the business community communicate how growth in West Kent works to the
benefit of Kent and Medway as a whole, WKP should identify case studies on how West Kent
businesses, including inward investors, deliver benefits to other part of Kent and Medway.

5.

Given the likelihood of continuing central government reliance on competitive funding programmes, the
three West Kent authorities should develop a strategy for securing external funding. Ideally, this would
be undertaken on a collective basis rather than an individual basis.

6.

Wessex Economics’ would regard the core of a successful funding strategy to be an adequately
resourced programme which identifies priority projects to deliver local economic development goals,
and uses a pipeline approach to project and programme development. The steps to developing such a
process are set out below.

7.

The West Kent authorities need to ensure that robust and up-to-date Local Plans are in place to identify
new employment sites suited to the future needs of the economy and business, supplemented by
policies which promote the retention and re-use of key existing employment sites and redevelopment
of older sites to accommodate new modern accommodation.

8.

In a similar fashion, it is of considerable importance that robust and up-to-date Local Plans are in place
that identify the need for housing to ensure the future supply of labour for local employers. This is not
to deny the significant constraints that exist on new development in West Kent.

The Project Prioritisation Process
Wessex Economics set out below an indicative process for identification, development, prioritisation and
promotion of economic development projects requiring external funding – though the same principles could
very well be applied to projects not requiring external funding.

Step 1: Stage 1 Prioritisation of Project Proposals for West Kent
A vital first step is to identify the projects or initiatives that are deemed to be of importance to the economic
future of West Kent; and which of these require external funding.
37

The Case for West Kent 2015
There are broadly two approaches to project identification:


A top down process that focuses first on the key sources of competitive advantage in the local economy
and identifies mechanisms by which strengths can be reinforced or weaknesses addressed. Such a
process would most likely be undertaken by the WKP in partnership with businesses in West Kent.



The second approach is essentially a more bottom up approach with projects being identified at the
local level and being put together with other proposals for appraisal as to which would contribute the
most to local economic development.

These two approaches are likely to be complementary in that projects that are of strategic significance to the
economy – for example, improvements to rail services into London – will often take a long time to secure;
while projects identified at the more local level which deliver real benefits may be more deliverable in the
short term, because they are smaller, involve fewer stakeholders, and may not require assembling a cocktail of
funding.
WKP has already identified a set of priority schemes/locations in the document ‘West Kent Priorities for
Growth’. This document was put together at the time that SE LEP was preparing the Growth Deal and
Strategic Economic Plan. In this document WKP identifies 18 specific projects of importance to economic
growth.
The document has been useful in setting out initial priorities for the area but should be regarded as only the
first step in arriving at a prioritised list of projects requiring future external funding. Assuming that the
projects set out in the ‘West Kent Priorities for Growth’ document are still regarded as priorities by WKP, they
need to be further worked up as project proposals. Some of them have been or are being.
Thus, a review of that document is now required, taking account of the learning gained from the first two
rounds of LGF and to gear up for making future bids to other funding streams, including revenue funding for
business support and skills development. A refreshed West Kent Partnership, with an enhanced business
focus, would also assist in ensuring the area is best placed to achieve future funding bid successes.
It is also important to be clear about the governance process for establishing priorities. Essentially, the choice
is between West Kent as a whole taking responsibility for this, recognising that the West Kent area is a
functional economic area; or individual authorities taking responsibility for prioritisation.

The former

approach could allow partners other than the local authorities to contribute to identifying what it is most
important to do for the economic wellbeing of West Kent; but it might not lead to an even distribution of
projects across the three West Kent authorities.
The alternative approach is essentially that each local authority puts forward its top priorities and these are
ranked but with a view to seeking balance in the funding that might be secured by each authority. The latter
approach is less strategic and likely to result in less funding being secured in West Kent as a whole compared
to the former approach. In Wessex Economics’ view there would be great merit in partners in West Kent
being willing to make strategic decisions on what is best for West Kent as a whole.
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Step 2: Development of Stage 1 Project Plans
The task of prioritising projects that require investment calls for the development of project plans. Project
plans bring together the essential information for assessing the worth of a project, determining what funding
is required, and when realistically that funding will be required. Having a project plan in place should make it
very easy to complete the forms required for a funding bid. Indeed, the headings of the SE LEP Growth Deal
Project Templates provide a good starting point for structuring project plans.
The core elements of the project plan, which are essential in enabling decision makers to make an informed
judgement about priorities, are as follows:


The sponsoring organisation (and named individuals) who take responsibility for the project plan



The rationale for the project, covering the problem or need to be addressed



Different ways that the problem might be addressed and the preferred option



Indicative costs and the scale of any requirement for public funding



Timescales for delivery including consideration of timescale for securing consents, procurement, etc



Anticipated outputs and outcomes



A well-defined action plan that sets out the tasks to be completed to make the project funding-ready



Well defined responsibilities for completing identified tasks



Definition of the resource (time and money) to deliver the action plan.

At the early stages of developing programme and project priorities, it is appropriate to call for outline business
cases/project plans. This reflects the fact that the preparation of a full project plan is time-consuming and
staff resources are limited. Part of the prioritisation process is to determine which projects to devote further
time and money to working up into fully-costed project proposals, and which are deemed low priority.
It is particularly important that project plans make a realistic assessment of implementation timeframes,
identifying the minimum length of time required to get a project to the point where it is funding-ready; a
funding-ready project is one that would be able to commence spending any funding awarded within no more
than a three or six-month period, depending on the scale of the project.

Step 3: Stage 2 Prioritisation of Project Proposals for West Kent
The purpose of the next stage in project prioritisation is to let individual authorities and their partners know
which project proposals should be worked up in more detail, and hence how staff and other resources should
be deployed. This reflects the simple fact that the West Kent authorities have limited resource to devote to
project development and effort needs to be concentrated on those projects that are deemed of highest
priority.
It is a sensible approach when prioritising to identify a broad ranking of projects. It is a fruitless and timeconsuming exercise to seek to put every project in order of priority. It is better to identify the top three or
four projects, the top 10 and the top 20. This communicates a clear sense to all partners of where their
project sits in the ranking and allows them to make sensible decisions about how much resource to allocate to
working up each of the projects they are responsible for.
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It is useful, however, in prioritising projects also to be conscious of the scale and timing of the different
projects. It will often be easier to incorporate smaller scale projects into bids that are being put forward as
part of a Kent and Medway-wide portfolio of projects, or to get them incorporated into a programme made up
of a number of small projects, such as the Pinch Point schemes being funded through Round 1 of the Local
Growth Fund allocations.
Equally, it is important to have a portfolio of projects that can be delivered in different timeframes. Because
of slippage in expenditure on approved projects, there is often scope to secure funding for a project that can
be implemented quickly and spend available funding in a particular window. It is useful always to have
identified projects that could be implemented quickly to use funds released as a result of slippage. The more
that projects can be broken down into different phases that can seek sequential funding, the easier it is to
secure funding.
Thus, in developing a portfolio of projects requiring external funding it is important to have a mix of projects
of differing scale and complexity, that require different amounts of external funding, that can be delivered in
different timescales; to know which projects are capable of being broken down into separate phases if full
funding cannot be secured in one go.
In managing the complexity, it is imperative to keep a clear sense of priorities and to avoid the trap of chasing
funding for projects that are not of strategic importance. In addition, it is important that projects that do not
require external financing are prioritised, since the WKP are likely to have to devote resources in terms of staff
time to progressing those projects. These projects will compete for staff time – and it is important for staff to
know how best to allocate their time between different projects and responsibilities.

Step 4: Development of Detailed Project Plans
The required elements of preparing project plans are to know:


The objectives of the project and how it will achieve the stated objectives



The overall cost of the project



Who the key partners are in the project



The decision making process as to whether the project is progressed



The key milestones to be completed before the project is ‘funding-ready’



The resources and responsibilities to be allocated to achieving the milestone



How the project will be funded
o

a key part being what element of match funding the sponsor can contribute

o

the scale of external funding required and potential sources

o

identified dates when the opportunity to bid for funding may arise



Who will deliver the project, including management plans



Anticipated outputs and outcomes.

Each individual authority will need to consider what staff resource or external resource it can apply to
developing these project plans, and in the light of this decide the number of projects that it can be working
upon at any point in time and the relative priority of those projects.
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Step 5: Identifying Match Funding
Government is rarely in the business now of providing 100% funding for economic development and
regeneration projects that are brought forward by local authorities. Almost always, match funding is required
and generally the larger the amount of match funding, the greater the likelihood of securing funding from an
external source. The willingness of local authorities to commit their own resource to a project is seen as a sign
of serious commitment.
However, local authorities, particularly District Councils, are generally constrained in terms of both revenue
and capital funding. The members of the West Kent Partnership need to consider how they can pull together
the resource to provide an element of match funding for schemes they wish to pursue. There are a number of
options that need to be considered:


In general, the property market in West Kent is more buoyant than in other parts of Kent; there should
in principle therefore be a greater scope to secure an element of private funding for schemes for which
external funding is required. This may come through planning obligations; it may come through being
smart as to how the ‘project’ is defined so that there is an understanding that if public funding for one
element of a scheme is provided, a private partner will deliver another element of the scheme.



The whole process of developing bids and maintaining a pipeline of funding-ready bids requires an
appropriate level of staff resource. Providing local authorities can evidence the staff resource used on a
project, this can be expressed in monetary terms and built into the total estimated cost of projects, and
presented as part of the local authorities match funding. This would require an effective and disciplined
system of recording time spent on different projects. In reality this is not very different to what would
happen if the authority decided to use a consultancy to act as project manager; it would be
conventional that such professional fees are rolled up into the capital costs.



Local authorities should consider what capital resources they can release for strategically important
projects. Of the three West Kent authorities, only Sevenoaks District Council has put in place the means
to collect development contribution from all development in its area by implementing the Community
Infrastructure Levy. Both TWBC and T&MBC might wish to consider whether CIL would in the longer run
start to generate the match funding that they are likely to need when submitting bids for government
money that need matching.



Certain types of project partner may have the ability to raise match funding through new and novel
approaches. Social enterprises and businesses are becoming adept at raising funding through crowdsource funding. Social enterprises may be able to source funding through the Big Lottery Fund or Nesta.

Step 6: Matching the Project to the Funding Opportunity
If the process outlined above is followed, the WKP will have a well-developed portfolio of projects that are
funding-ready and for which it needs an element of match funding. When a particular window opens to
secure external funding, WKP would then:


Identify which of the projects in its portfolio best matched the criteria of the funding opportunity and
would score best on whatever evaluation or scoring matrix is going to be used to appraise the project.
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Projects may need to be tweaked or re-presented in a slightly different way to make them well matched
to the funding opportunity.


Assess the scale of the funding opportunity and the timescale for project spending; in the light of this,
decide which projects best fit into the funding window and scale. As part of this, there may be scope to
bundle small projects together or to bid for funding for Phase 1 of a larger scheme.



Identify which projects will bid for funding. In this process it would be important that WKP check that
its priorities are not being skewed by a particular funding opportunity. It is important not to raid the
source of local match funding for projects of secondary importance.



Refresh and tweak project plans to reflect the particular requirements of the bid process concerned;
complete the necessary business case proformas or applications, and have an eye to the particular
criteria that will be used by the body responsible for evaluating and prioritising bids.
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