
  

Gravesham Borough Council 

Report to: Cabinet 

Date: 5 July 2010 

Reporting officer: Director (Business) 

Subject: Kent Thameside Strategic Transport Programme (STP). 

Purpose and summary of report:  

Following confirmation of a £23 million funding contribution by the Homes & Communities 
Agency (HCA), with the Kent County Council (KCC) acting as the Accountable Body, it is 
necessary for legal agreements to be entered into between the various partners.  The 
purpose of the report is therefore to provide Members with an update in respect of the STP 
and seek authority to enter into the necessary legal agreements. 

Recommendations: 

Members are requested to reconfirm their support for the Kent Thameside Strategic 
Transport Programme and to authorise the Assistant Director (Business and Law), in 
consultation with the Leader of the Executive and Director (Business), to complete and sign 
the documents, described in Section 6 of this report, on behalf of the Council. 
 
 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Members have previously received reports in respect of this Programme, which 
has often been referred to as ‘Homes and Roads’.  Within the Kent Thameside 
area, the South East Plan proposes the development of 26,640 new homes over 
the period 2006 to 2026.  Whilst the new coalition government has indicated that it 
intends to get rid of the South East Plan, or at least the housing targets contained 
within it, the Plan currently remains in force and this Programme is predicated 
upon those numbers.  Until such time as such issues are clarified, and in support 
of the principal of this Programme, it would be appropriate to retain reference to 
those housing numbers.   

1.2 Within Kent Thames Gateway (covering Dartford, Gravesham, Medway and part 
of Swale) the South East Plan also proposes development that would provide an 
additional 58,000 jobs over the same period.  This level of development is 
required to meet the aims of the Thames Gateway Delivery Plan.  The Local 
Development Frameworks being produced by both Dartford and Gravesham 
Borough Councils will determine the details of how this development, or any 
alternative scenarios that may arise, will be achieved. 

1.3 Growth in Kent Thameside will require provision of transport infrastructure and this 
will be required at a variety of level, be it site-specific, local or of sub-regional 
scale.  It will be necessary to identify what is needed, where, when and by what 



means, and this needs to be provided in a transparent manner. ‘By what means’ is 
the substantive issue that officers are grappling with and, whilst the site-specific 
provision might be possible to deliver via Section 106 Agreements, it is the larger 
scale infrastructure projects that cause the problems. 

1.4 Thus, this level of development can only be sustained through an integrated 
approach to land use and transport planning that is designed to minimise the need 
to travel and encourages the most sustainable travel choices.  This approach will 
be incorporated in the policies and proposals of the Local Development 
Framework (LDF) for both Dartford and Gravesham Borough Councils, as they 
apply to Kent Thameside. 

1.5 An analysis of the transport impacts of the planned level of development 
demonstrates that, to maintain a transport network that operates to an acceptable 
level of performance, a wide range of measures need to be implemented.  The 
analysis also identified that there were key locations across the strategic transport 
network where limited capacity would present a major potential threat to achieving 
the planned level of development.  A package of transport schemes focusing on 
these key locations is needed, delivered in sequence with the planned 
development.  This package of schemes (known as the Kent Thameside Strategic 
Transport Programme) needs to be part of a wider transport strategy for Kent 
Thameside to meet the demands of the planned level of development. 

1.6 The Kent County Council has agreed to act as Accountable Body for the Kent 
Thameside Strategic Transport Programme (STP).  Since that decision was taken 
work has focused on the submission of an economic appraisal, to HM Treasury 
Green Book requirements, aimed at securing a £23 million contribution from 
Communities & Local Government (CLG) towards the Programme. 

1.7 An economic appraisal was initially submitted to CLG in November 2008 and this 
was duly considered by the Homes & Communities Agency (HCA), formed 
towards the end of 2008 and taking over CLG’s role.  A request to review the 
economic appraisal was received in June 2009 in the light of changed 
circumstances principally centred around the impacts of the recession and the 
slow down of development that had occurred.  A revised economic appraisal was 
submitted to HCA in September 2009 and the £23 million contribution was 
subsequently approved by HCA, CLG and HM Treasury with an allocation of £7.5 
million for 2009/10 and £5.5 million for 2010/11.  The remaining £10 million has 
been provisionally allocated for the next Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) 
period (2011/12 to 2013/14).  It should be noted that, along with many other areas 
of ‘committed’ government expenditure, this is currently being reviewed. 

 

2. Summary of the Programme 

2.1 The STP currently consists of 11 schemes that provide improvements to both the 
Strategic and Local Road Network.  The location of the schemes is shown in 
Figure 1 of Appendix A and brief details of the proposed improvements and their 
estimated costs are listed in Table 1 of that appendix.  The current estimated cost 
of the STP is £200 million (at 2009 prices) and includes a contingency to allow for 
unforeseen costs that may present themselves as schemes are developed and 
administrative costs associated with the management of the STP. 



2.2 The STP is to be funded through a combination of both public and private sector 
contributions as follows: 

a. developer contributions secured through the planning process by either the 
application of a developer contribution or negotiated on a case-by-case basis; 

b. grant from the Homes & Communities Agency; 

c. grant from the Department for Transport for schemes that meet the 
Department’s appraisal requirements; and 

d. other funding sources that may from time to time be identified. 

As part of its in-year review of approved schemes, HM Treasury has been 
revisiting the funding allocated to the Programme.  The headline announcements 
can be summarised as follows: 

o £13 million of the £23 million HCA contribution has been confirmed, with the 
remainder to be assessed through the forthcoming CSR (although HMT has 
announced this as a ‘suspension’); and 

o DfT contributions (totalling some £72 million) are also to be reviewed through 
the CSR and, in the meantime, progress on developing schemes has been 
halted by the Highways Agency; 

Privately, Government officials remain optimistic about the prospects for the 
remaining funding being confirmed.  However, it will require continued efforts on 
the part of KCC and partners to lobby and work with officials to make the case for 
the funding. 

2.3 The current funding commitments to the STP are shown in Table 2 of Appendix A.  
The funding will be accumulated in a Programme Investment Fund (PIF) that will 
be used solely for the development and delivery of the individual schemes 
contained within the STP and for the administration of the STP as a whole.  
Funding contributions would be linked to the Road Construction Tender Price 
Index to ensure that funding would, to a large extent, match the general changes 
in cost of construction.  The County Council, as Accountable Body, will administer 
this fund. 

2.4 It is intended that separate funding agreements will be entered into by the County 
Council with the Homes & Communities Agency, the Department for Transport 
and Dartford & Gravesham Borough Councils.  In addition, all parties involved will 
be asked to sign an over-arching, non-binding Memorandum of Understanding by 
way of confirming their commitment to the delivery of the STP. 

2.5 Further analysis and monitoring may reveal the need for amendments to the STP 
as development proceeds in Kent Thameside.  Any such amendments would have 
to be consulted upon with those paying into the developer contributions pot 
(assuming the Community Infrastructure Levy, or its successor, requires a link 
between the level of payment and what it is to be used for), would have to be 
agreed between the public sector funding partners and would be directed towards 
achieving the broad objectives and desired impacts of the Transport Strategy for 
Kent Thameside. 

 



3. Delivery of the Programme 

3.1 Delivery of individual schemes within the STP will be the responsibility of either 
the Highways Agency, for those schemes that are part of the Strategic Road 
Network, or Kent County Council (or its agent) for those schemes that are part of 
the Local Road Network.  The County Council will have responsibility for 
producing a Forward Delivery Programme that will be reviewed each year and 
agreed by the public sector funding partners.  It should be noted that delivery of a 
major transport scheme requires design work, etc. to be carried out for a period 
well before formal construction starts. 

3.2 The Forward Delivery Programme will be determined according to the progress of 
development and the availability of funding.  The current estimated profile of 
expenditure compared with projected housing delivery in Kent Thameside is 
shown in Figure 2 of Appendix A.  The current estimated cash flow profile 
(comparing planned expenditure against anticipated funding) is shown in Figure 3 
of that appendix. 

3.3 It is proposed that a Steering Group is formed that would meet on a regular basis 
to discuss matters of concern relating to the STP and the Investment Fund.  Any 
changes that are required would be considered by this group prior to seeking the 
mutual consent of the funding partners. 

3.4 The County Council will have the responsibility of preparing an Annual Report that 
will cover: 

o The expenditure and income over the previous year. 

o A statement on the financial position of the Investment Fund. 

o Progress that has been made on individual schemes and any implications this 
may have on the delivery of the Programme. 

o Explanation for any delays and/or mitigating actions required. 

o Review of the Forward Delivery Programme. 

o Any proposed variations/amendments to the Programme. 

o Forecast expenditure and cash flow for the Programme. 

o Results of any monitoring/analysis carried out to ensure that the Programme 
is meeting the objectives and desired impacts. 

 

4. Policy Framework 

4.1 The STP extends beyond the current timescale of key policy documents such as 
the Sustainable Community Strategies, Kent Agreement 2 and the Corporate 
Plan, and the full benefits would not be realised in the short-to-medium term.  
However, in terms of Kent Agreement 2, the STP would contribute to Outcomes 8 
(Economic prosperity); 9 (Safer place to work, live and travel); 15 (Promote 
independence through employment) and 17 (Access to homes of excellent 
quality).  In addition, the STP would also contribute to current GBC Corporate Plan 
Goals 1 (Environment); 3 (High Quality Homes); and 5 (Business and 
Regeneration).   



4.2 The STP would contribute to the priorities set out in Kent’s Regeneration 
Framework (Unlocking Kent’s Potential) by providing investment in transport 
infrastructure in Kent Thameside that would support business and help to attract 
new businesses to the area.  The STP also provides direct investment by 
Government to the infrastructure required to accompany planned housing 
development.  The STP is in line with the objectives of Kent’s Integrated Transport 
Strategy (Growth Without Gridlock) by improving access to services, goods and 
opportunities; support regeneration and housing growth whilst minimising 
congestion; tackling the potential adverse impacts of transport and improving the 
safety and security of the travelling public. 

4.3 The STP is in line with and contributes to a wide range of key policies and 
guidance at the national, regional and sub-regional level.  Key documents include: 

o The Sustainable Communities Plan, ODPM 2003 

o PPS1 : Delivering Sustainable Development, ODPM 2005 

o PPS4 : Planning for Sustainable Economic Development, DCLG 2009 

o Eddington Transport Study, DfT 2006 

o Towards a Sustainable Transport System, DfT 2007 

o The Future of Transport, DfT 2004 

o Building Sustainable Transport into New Developments, DfT 2008 

o Thames Gateway Delivery Plan, DCLG 2007 

o South East Plan, SEERA 2006 

o Regional Economic Strategy, SEEDA 2006 

4.4 The STP is also in line with the Council’s own emerging Local Development 
Framework.  Through the LDF process, officers have been developing a 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) which addresses the issue of 
developer contributions generally and includes reference to STP contributions.  
However, the introduction of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations has 
implications for this work.  The new Government has stated that CIL will be 
replaced with an alternative and it is not clear at this stage how that will differ, 
although it would appear to be along similar lines.  It will be necessary to review 
the way forward when additional information becomes available but this does not 
hold up progress on the basic evidence collecting, which is ongoing 

4.5 Both the level of developer contributions (for all items, including transport) and 
transport infrastructure projects will have to be justified through the LDF and, if 
relevant, other planning processes.  The proposals above contain review 
mechanisms for the Programme which will allow adjustment to projects and their 
scope as circumstances alter.  In policy terms, it is important to distinguish 
between the schemes which are needed to implement the spatial strategy, and the 
funding mechanism.  Some schemes may come from developers in their site 
development, rail schemes fall to Network Rail, and STP is about the balance. 

 

5. Implications 

5.1 The Kent Thameside Strategic Transport Programme is complex in terms of the 
number and variety of schemes to be delivered, the different sources of funding 



and the partners involved in its delivery.  The timescale of 15 years for delivery will 
also require stringent planning, monitoring and programme management to 
ensure that funding and expenditure balances out at the end of the delivery 
period.  The level of uncertainty inherent in the Programme will require the active 
management of risk, this level of uncertainty being further heightened by current 
government funding reviews and emerging policy changes. 

5.2 A risk assessment was carried out as part of the economic appraisal submitted to 
the Homes & Communities in September 2009, and copy of the two main columns 
of this risk assessment is set out at 7.1 (below).  The full risk assessment can be 
made available on request. 

5.3 As part of the County Council’s role in the management of the Investment Fund 
the cash flow would be closely monitored during the lifetime of the Programme to 
ensure that any projected deficit would be offset by savings (including potentially 
the deletion of schemes).  Should a surplus result then the funding partners will 
reach a decision on how this would be used with one of the options being the 
delivery of additional measures to mitigate the impact of the planned development.  
Under current section 106 ‘rules’, any unused money would have to go back to the 
developer – CIL, or whatever replaces it, may have different rules 

5.4 There are currently no financial implications, in terms of capital investment, to the 
Council in the delivery of the Programme, albeit there is a degree of risk to the 
County Council in the event that funding income does not keep pace with scheme 
delivery requirement that results in the need for borrowing.  Revenue implications 
would be limited to the support required for matters such as further development 
of the Programme & involvement in scheme delivery and legal input into the 
attached agreement.  Such input would be required in any event, either as part of 
dealing with planning applications or from the policy perspective. 

5.5 Schemes implemented on the Local Road Network through the Programme would 
have a future maintenance liability for the County Council.  The maintenance 
liability for schemes implemented on the Strategic Road Network will be the 
responsibility of the Highways Agency. 

 

6. The Kent Thameside Partnership Agreement, Memorandum of Understanding 
and proposed Governance arrangements 

6.1 As stated at 2.4 (above), it is intended that separate funding agreements will be 
entered into by the County Council with the Homes & Communities Agency, the 
Department for Transport and Dartford & Gravesham Borough Councils.  In 
addition, all parties involved will be asked to sign a Memorandum of 
Understanding by way of confirming their commitment to the delivery of the STP. 

6.2 A copy of the current draft of the Kent Thameside Transport Partnership 
Agreement is attached at Appendix B.  This is currently the subject of legal review 
by KCC, DBC and GBC legal advisers and will undoubtedly be adjusted further.  
However, the Council needs to be confident that the Agreement has sufficient 
flexibility to deal with the legality of trying to introduce a tariff or equivalent to fund 
much of the local and sub-regional infrastructure, when the national policy basis 
for doing so is uncertain (unless via the CIL route or via an evidence supported 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan underpinning an adopted Core Strategy). 



6.3 Also, Members will recall that GBC is looking at infrastructure in the round and, to 
date, we have been considering a Developer Contributions and Infrastructure 
SPD, although the changes arising from the introduction of CIL has made the 
value of this route less clear. Therefore, because of viability considerations, our 
case-by-case consideration of developer contributions might mean that sometimes 
transport infrastructure may be a lower priority, despite ‘best endeavours’. This 
would not be an issue with CIL. 

6.4 Another minor issue is housing trajectories. Paragraph 6.4 states that “The 
Borough Council shall provide Kent with their current Housing Trajectories on a 
quarterly basis”. We do not monitor quarterly and if this is required this may 
require additional resources, particularly as KCC support for spatial monitoring is 
being reduced. Housing trajectories are also just ‘best estimates’ unless they are 
approved as part of a formalised and adopted SLAA progress, and embedded in 
an adopted Core Strategy.  Furthermore, the Council has virtually no ability to 
influence delivery and, in the present market, the currently assumed Housing 
Trajectory Profile is unlikely to be achieved. 

6.5 The Memorandum of Understanding is also attached (Appendix C).  This is an 
over-arching, non-binding document which has been reviewed by the Assistant 
Director (Business and Law) who considers it to be perfectly fine as a framework 
document (as it is not legally binding), although the Director (Business) has raised 
concerns about Schedule A of the document (Transport Strategy for Kent 
Thameside), which is set in the context of the North Kent Transport Strategy.  
Neither of these documents have been presented to or formally ‘approved’ by 
Members, neither have they been subject to any degree of public consultation.  It 
is thought that some elements of this Schedule would not be acceptable to GBC 
Members, e.g. reference is made to a Kent Thameside Parking Strategy.  
However, something is needed as a starting point and reference to this Schedule 
is to be adjusted to make it clear that it is only currently a draft strategy. 

6.6 Draft proposed Governance arrangements are attached at Appendix D, although it 
needs to be adjusted to include a Technical Group (which will support the Steering 
Group) to be serviced by the current Implementation Group – attended by the 
Director (Business) and a principal policy planner (Tony Chadwick).  It is intended 
that these arrangements will be an agenda item for consideration at the first 
meeting of the Steering Group, although Members comments are clearly 
welcomed at this stage. 

 

7. Risk 

7.1 As stated at 5.2 (above), a risk assessment was carried out as part of the 
economic appraisal submitted to the Homes & Communities in September 2009, 
and the two relevant columns of this risk assessment are set out below: 



Risk Mitigation / Management 

A reduction in anticipated 
demand leads to a fall in the 
build-out of development which 
in turn fails to generate 
expected additional demand on 
transport capacity 

Development is planned to take place over a 20-year 
period.  Over this time fluctuations in the market will 
occur and these are expected to balance out.  
Continual monitoring of demand/development will 
enable a co-ordinated response to the rate of rising 
demand in Kent Thameside.  A slower build-out would 
be consistent with a slower increase in traffic flows 
allowing later delivery of schemes. 

Development occurs at a rate 
faster than expected. 

Management of the Strategic Transport Programme 
and the Investment Fund provides the flexibility for 
schemes to be brought forward to meet the level of 
demand and funding.  This may result in the early 
completion of development.  The rate of development 
will also be monitored to ensure that the STP and 
development remain in correlation. 

Designs for the construction of 
the transport schemes fail to 
gain planning permission. 

Both Gravesham and Dartford Borough Councils are 
playing a prominent role in the delivery of the Strategic 
Transport Programme.  On-going dialogue and 
involvement in the preparation of the schemes will 
ensure that they are designed and appraised to an 
acceptable level to secure planning permission. 

Purchase of third party land 
required to deliver schemes is 
not obtained. 

Third party land largely belongs to developers who 
themselves require the Strategic Transport Programme 
to progress in order to facilitate their own development.  
Consultations will take place with developers to enter 
into suitable agreements to allow the construction of 
schemes using third party land.  Both Kent County 
Council and the Highways Agency can use 
Compulsory Purchase Order powers to acquire 
necessary land to implement schemes as a final resort. 

The Governance arrangements 
for the separate funding 
agreements with the 
overarching Memorandum of 
Understanding breaks down. 

Regular liaison occurs amongst the parties to the 
funding agreements and Memorandum of 
Understanding to ensure issues are discussed and 
resolved before they escalate.  Procedures will be in 
place within the Governance arrangements to deal with 
conflicts/unresolved issues. 

Need to divert utilities apparatus 
during the construction process 
leads to rising costs and 
growing disapproval from local 
communities. 

Early identification and planning will be included in the 
design and phasing of schemes in order to minimise 
the impact on local residents and upon the scheme 
costs.  The structure of the Investment Fund will allow 
cashflow to be managed and monitored to enable the 
Strategic Transport Programme to respond to increase 
in costs. 

Poor site conditions/engineering 
challenges lead to increased 
costs/delays in construction. 

A thorough assessment of current conditions and 
adequate site studies will be conducted as an early 
part of the design process.  Alternative options will also 
be considered for schemes where a risk has been 
identified as having an impact on its costs which could 
question the viability of the scheme. 



Risk (cont.) Mitigation / Management 

Construction costs increase. The estimated scheme costs have been derived 
through work undertaken by the Highways Agency and 
Jacobs.  Cost comparisons with other schemes have 
also been made to gauge the estimates.  Many of the 
current schemes in the Strategic Transport Programme 
are at conceptual stage and high-level estimates 
based upon the best information currently available 
have been adopted.  Costs will be refined through the 
design stage of each scheme and a suitable 
procurement process will be undertaken to ensure that 
the best cost is achieved. 

The structure of the Investment Fund will allow the 
cashflow to be monitored and managed so that the 
STP will be able to respond to any increase in costs.  
Funding contributions are also linked to the Road 
Construction Tender Price Index. 

The Development Tariff system 
cannot be implemented. 

The interim tariff adopted by both Borough Councils 
has been successfully challenged by a private 
developer.  Both Dartford and Gravesham Borough 
Councils are in the process of introducing formal 
planning policy to support a system that secures 
developer contributions towards the Strategic 
Transport Programme.  Work is on-going to establish a 
robust evidence base to support these policies.  A 
Draft Supplementary Planning Document is expected 
to be published in Autumn 2010.  Funding 
arrangements will need to be revised to incorporate the 
delay in securing developer contributions. 

In the interim the Local Planning Authorities will rely on 
securing funding from developers for the Strategic 
Transport Programme through the existing S.106 
process.  Contributions from S.106 negotiations may 
not be as high as receipts from a tariff system and cost 
savings within the STP may be required to maintain 
viability. 

Developer contributions are not 
agreed with Land Securities. 

Negotiations with Land Securities are on-going to 
agree a re-profiling of the payments that were secured 
through a S.106 Agreement for their planned 
development of Eastern Quarry.  In the event that 
agreement is not reached it is anticipated that 
initiatives such as the Community Infrastructure Levy 
may need to take effect with the STP managed and 
monitored accordingly. 

A slow down in the build-out of 
residential/commercial 
development leads to delays in 
receipt of developer 
contributions. 

Development is planned to take place over a 20-year 
period.  Over this time, fluctuations in the market will 
occur but these are expected to balance out over the 
period.  Continual monitoring of development will 
enable a co-ordinated response to the rate of rising 
demand in Kent Thameside.  A slower build-out of 
development would be consistent with a slower 
increase in traffic flows allowing for a later delivery of 
the full Programme. 



Risk (cont.) Mitigation / Management 

Scheme costs turn out to be 
less than initially estimated. 

This is an opportunity rather than a risk.  Governance 
arrangements for the Strategic Transport Programme 
will set out the procedures and decision making 
process on how any cash surplus will be treated on 
completion of the STP. 

Contributions from DfT/HCA are 
not forthcoming. 

Regular liaison occurs amongst the parties to the 
funding agreements and Memorandum of 
Understanding to ensure that all parties are aware of 
key issues before they escalate.  In the event that the 
public sector parties are unable to make their 
contributions on time there is some flexibility within the 
Strategic Transport Programme to overcome this.  If 
the contributions cannot be made at all the STP will 
need to be reviewed accordingly and may not progress 
to the scale that is currently envisioned. 

7.2 As previously mentioned, current flux arising from emerging government 
proposals introduces potential additional risk to delivery of the Programme.  These 
potential ‘risks’ will be reviewed and addressed as they arise (with reports to 
Members as necessary), although failure to deliver the necessary infrastructure 
would undoubtedly adversely impact upon progress at Ebbsfleet and development 
in Kent Thameside generally. 

 

8. Section 17 Implications 

8.1 There are no Section 17 implications arising as a direct result of supporting this 
Programme. 

 

9. Conclusions and Recommendations 

9.1 Delivery of the Kent Thameside Strategic Transport Programme is essential to 
support the growth of housing and jobs in Kent Thameside and fully accords with 
current policy objectives. 

9.2 The Kent Thameside Strategic Transport Programme is a complex arrangement in 
terms of funding and delivery but, to achieve the desired impacts, it is important 
that a comprehensive package of schemes, such as those currently contained in 
the Programme, are delivered.  The complexity involved has inherent risks but 
adequate checks and balances have been built into the proposals for governance 
to actively manage risk during the lifetime of the Programme. 

9.3 Members are recommended to reconfirm their support for the Programme 

9.4  and to support the principal of entering into the Partnership Agreement (Appendix 
B) and signing the Memorandum of Understanding (Appendix C), subject to any 
legal issues that may arise as the Agreement and MOU are developed further 
being addressed to safeguard the interests of the Borough Council. 

9.5 In order to achieve various milestones attached to the HCA funding agreement, 
particularly in view of the forthcoming summer recess, it is recommended that the 



Assistant Director (Business and Law), in consultation with the Leader of the 
Executive and Director (Business), be authorised to complete and sign the 
documents on behalf of the Council. 

 

 

Background documents : there are no background documents pertaining to 
this report. 


