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AGENDA 
 

SCRUTINY BOARD 
 

 Thursday, 22 April 2010 at 10.00 am Ask for: Paul Wickenden 
Darent Room, Sessions House, County Hall, 
Maidstone 

Telephone (01622) 694486 

   
Tea/Coffee will be available 15 minutes before the meeting  

 

Membership (10) 
 
Conservative (9): Mr E E C Hotson (Chairman), Mr P W A Lake (Vice-Chairman), 

Mrs A D Allen, Mr C J Capon, Mr M C Dance, Mr C Hibberd, 
Mr G A Horne MBE, Mrs E M Tweed and Mr K Smith 
 

Liberal Democrat (1): Mrs T Dean 
 

 
UNRESTRICTED ITEMS 

(During these items the meeting is likely to be open to the public) 
 
 

Item 
No 

 

1 Substitutes  

2 Declaration of Interests by Members in items on the Agenda for this meeting  

3 Minutes - 24 February 2010 (Pages 1 - 8) 

4 Items referred to the Scrutiny Board in accordance with its Terms of Reference 
(Pages 9 - 12) 

5  ‘Bold Steps for Radical Reform: The Big Opportunities for Local Government and 
Big Savings for the Public Purse' report by Mr P Carter (Pages 13 - 58) 

 Mr P Carter, Leader of Kent County Council, will attend the meeting between 
10.15am and 10.30am to answer Members’ questions on this item.  
 

6  Development Contributions & Infrastructure (Pages 59 - 64) 

 Ms Barbara Cooper, Director Economic Development, Mr Nigel Smith, Head of 
Development Investment (KCC) and Mr Brian Morgan, Assistant Director of 
Development and Community Strategy (Maidstone Borough Council) will be 
attending for this item.  
  

7 POSC IMGs on Budget Issues (Pages 65 - 66) 

8 Select Committee on Dementia (Pages 67 - 72) 



9 Sharing of good practise  

 

EXEMPT ITEMS 

(At the time of preparing the agenda there were no exempt items.  During any such items 
which may arise the meeting is likely NOT to be open to the public) 

Peter Sass 
Head of Democratic Services and Local Leadership 
 (01622) 694002 
 
Wednesday, 14 April 2010 
 
Please note that any background documents referred to in the accompanying papers 
maybe inspected by arrangement with the officer responsible for preparing the relevant 
report. 
 
 



KENT COUNTY COUNCIL 
 

 

SCRUTINY BOARD 
 
MINUTES of a meeting of the Scrutiny Board held in the Darent Room, Sessions 
House, County Hall, Maidstone on Wednesday, 24 February 2010. 
 
PRESENT: Mrs A D Allen, Mr C J Capon, Mr M C Dance, Mr C Hibberd, 
Mr G A Horne MBE, Mr E E C Hotson, Mr P W A Lake, Mr K Smith, Mrs E M Tweed 
and Mr M J Vye (Substitute for Mrs T Dean) 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Mr A J King, MBE 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: Ms D Fitch (Assistant Democratic Services Manager (Policy 
Overview)) and Mr P D Wickenden (Overview, Scrutiny and Localism Manager) 
 

UNRESTRICTED ITEMS 
 
1. Election of Chairman  
(Item 2) 
 
Mr C J Capon moved and Mr P W A Lake seconded that Mr E E C Hotson be elected 
Chairman.  

Carried  
 
 
2. Election of Vice-Chairman  
(Item 3) 
 
Mr E E C Hotson moved and Mr C J Capon seconded that Mr P W A Lake be elected 
Vice Chairman.  

Carried  
 
3. Chairmans' introduction  
(Item ) 
 
(1) The Chairman welcomed Mr Christie and Mr Lees, invited Members, to the 
meeting and said that they would continue to be asked to have a full input into this 
and future meetings. 
 
(2) The Chairman set out the background to the establishment of the Scrutiny 
Board and the changes to Overview and Scrutiny following the 2009 County Council 
elections.  He acknowledged that it would take some time for the overview and 
scrutiny changes to be developed but he anticipated that within six months there 
should be clear processes in place and a system that would give clarity and empower 
Members to fully participate in debates on policy.  It was essential to continue to 
develop overview and scrutiny to ensure that it did not get stale.  He hoped that this 
meeting would give Members the opportunity to obtain more clarity and certainty 
around the way forward.   
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(3) The Chairman stated that if there were any future proposals to amend the 
overview and scrutiny Committee structure he would expect a clear direction to be 
sought from this Board,   
 
(4) Members emphasised the importance of avoiding duplication and 
acknowledged that the Board was a means of agreeing workloads to avoid this.   
 
(5) Members referred to a number of different ways that Policy Overview and 
Scrutiny Committees were carrying out their business and sought the flexibility to 
work in the most effective way possible, for example visits or Informal Member 
Groups (IMG’s).   
 
(6) Mr Christie thanked the Board for inviting him to the meeting and for letting 
him speak. He expressed his support for the Scrutiny role being added to Policy 
Overview Committees, which would give non executive Members the opportunity to 
have an input before a decision was taken.  One of the key issues would be how to 
deal with Officer decision’s which used to be a major part of the Cabinet Scrutiny 
Committees role.   
 
(7) The Chairman expressed the view that this Board should initially meet on a 
monthly basis in order to move overview and scrutiny business forward.  This could 
be reviewed if necessary.   
 
(8) RESOLVED that the next meeting of the Board be held on 22 April 2010 with 
meetings being programmed approximately monthly for the remainder of 2010.  
 
4. Items referred to the Scrutiny Board in accordance with its Terms of 
Reference  
(Item 5) 
 
(1) The Board received a report which set out its terms of reference and 
requested Members to decide how they wished to deal the following issues which 
had been referred to them.- 
 
Developer contributions (Section 106 agreements)  
 
(2) This matter had been referred to the Board from the Cabinet Scrutiny 
Committee on 9 December 2009.    
 
(3) Mr Dance informed the Board that the Regeneration and Economic 
Development Policy Overview Committee (POSC) were holding a seminar on this 
issue in the Spring and that there would be a scoping paper to the POSC in July 
2010.  He offered to consider this referral at that time.   
 
(4) During discussion of this item there was general agreement that this matter 
needed to be considered as soon as possible and therefore the Scrutiny Board would 
be the most effective way of doing this.  The Chairman undertook to invite the 
relevant parties, including District Councils representatives, to attend this meeting 
and to ensure that a paper was produced which set out the current process.   
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Kent Design Guide (consultation protocol) 
 
(5) The Cabinet Scrutiny Committee had requested the Scrutiny Board or the 
Corporate Policy Overview Committee to examine the consultation protocol, and 
whether it should be amended in light of the Kent Design Guide consultation. 
 
(6) As the consultation protocol came under the remit if the Corporate Policy 
Overview Committee it was agreed that items would be considered at the April 
meeting of the POSC.     
 
Draft Revised Equalities Strategy 
 
(7) The Board was requested to decide whether to consider this corporate 
document itself or to refer it to a Policy Overview Committee.  
 
(8) Mr Vye, who was a member of the equal opportunities group, stated that this 
was a major piece of work and that in his opinion it should be considered by the 
Scrutiny Board as it was cross cutting and covered all directorates. 
 
(9) Members also suggested that Mosaic may be able to assist the Board in its 
consideration of this document.  
 
(10) RESOLVED that  
 
 
 

(a) the Scrutiny Board at its meeting on 22 April 2010 review the protocols 
in relation to future developments, between the County and Districts and the 
formula used to determine contributions requested under Section 106 
agreements.   

 
(b) the Consultation Protocol and whether it should be revised in light of the 
consultation on the Kent Design Guide be considered at the meeting of the 
Corporate POSC on 8 April 2010.   

 
(Post meeting note:  a draft consultation strategy was currently being 
produced but would not be available to be considered at the 8 April 2010 
meeting of the Corporate POSC, the Chairman has agreed that it will be 
considered at the 7 July 2010 meeting of the POSC.) 

 
(c) the draft revised equalities strategy be considered at the meeting of the 
Board on 22 April 2010. 

 
(During consideration of the referral on Section 106 agreements Mr Kit Smith 
declared an interest as a member of Dover District Councils Section 106 
Board and left the meeting) 
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5. Building capacity for Overview and Scrutiny  
(Item 6) 
 
(1) The Board received a report which looked at ways of building capacity for 
overview and scrutiny based on the decision taken at County Council on 15 October 
2009.   
 
(2) The Chairman invited Mr King to introduce this item.  Mr King stated that KCC 
had embarked on a process of change relating to the way in which the organisation 
worked and how Members could contribute.  Over the next three and a half years if 
Member made the most of the new mechanisms they would change the way in which 
KCC worked.  Part of the strength of KCC had been the trust between officers and 
Members and the way that they worked together, and this should be reflected in the 
new overview and scrutiny processes.  It was important that the Scrutiny Board and 
the POSC’s liaised with the Executive to avoid either party working in isolation.   
 
(3) Mr King referred to the innovative ways in which the POSC’s were working, for 
example the visits by RED POSC to each district to look at key regeneration projects 
and to understand the challenges.   
 
(4) He referred to the comments made at the Budget setting County Council 
meeting about the perception that Members had not had the opportunity to comment 
on the draft Budget.  He stated that there had been more Member involvement in the 
Budget process than ever before and that back benchers views had been taken into 
account in developing the Budget.  
 
(5) Mr King congratulated the Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee on the 
work that they had carried out via a Task and Finish Group in looking at the plans for 
the reconfiguration of women’s and children’s services in Maidstone and Tunbridge 
Wells.   
 
(6) Mr King expressed the view that KCC needed to be more transparent in its 
work and to seek genuine engagement, the press were part of this process.  
 
(7) Mr King agreed that the Forward Plan of Key Decisions was not in the form 
that was most helpful to Members, there was a need to provide more detail for 
Members on issues in order that POSC Members could decide where they could 
make a contribution prior to decisions being taken.   
 
(8) Mr Smith gave details of the work that the CFE Learning and Development 
POSC were carrying out on 14 – 16 year olds learning and skills, which had involved 
a day of visits including hearing from young people themselves and a session at their 
last meeting where they gathered information from key stakeholders.  This would be 
continued at their May meeting.  He stated that he had spent 150 hours working on 
this.   He urged the Board to retain as much flexibility as possible for POSC to work in 
innovative ways.   
 
(9) Mr Dance referred to the series of visit that the Regeneration and Economic 
Development POSC was carrying out to each District to look at regeneration projects.  
Directorate officers attended these visits and produced bullet point notes, which 
Members then add to verbally at the POSC meeting. 
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(10) Mr Vye commended the work of the new Learning and Development POSC 
but highlighted the importance of ensuring that there was enough time at meetings to 
carry out all the POSC roles.   In relation to the Medium Term Financial Plan IMG’s, 
although there had been an excellent input from Officers, the timescale for doing this 
was inevitably short.  He suggested that the IMG should be established sooner to 
give Members the opportunity to make a contribution at an earlier stage. 
 
(11) A number of Members agreed that there was merit in POSC Members 
considering the MTFP at an earlier stage and contributing their ideas.   
 
(12) Regarding rapporteurs Mr Vye suggested that all options should be kept open 
including individual Members being tasked with looking at specific issues and present 
their findings to the POSC.  In relation to the Forward Plan of Key Decisions, he 
emphasised the importance of having more details of the items so that Members 
could decide which to consider at POSC’s. 
 
(13) The suggestion of enabling the public to email in questions during meetings 
was generally supported, although the importance of   moderation and agreed 
guidelines was emphasised. 
 
(14) Mr Christie referred to the meeting of the Northfleet and Gravesend West 
Neighbourhood Forum which had been held the previous evening where there had 
been the facility for the public to email in questions. None were received which he put 
down to the lack of advance publicity for this facility. Also he was surprised the 
number of members of the public who choose to sit where they would not be 
webcast.   
 
(15) Mrs Allen, highlighted the innovative ways that the Children’s Champions 
Board had engaged with Looked after Children and the value that they had got from 
this.  She also referred to the first meeting of the Children in Care Council that she 
had recently attended.  She stated that it was important that senior officers and 
Cabinet Members met with young people on their own terms to hear from them first 
hand what their lives were like and to receive suggestions for possible improvements. 
This may involve a change in the officer culture. 
 
(16) The Chairman informed the Board that he and the Overview, Scrutiny and 
Localism Manager had attended a meeting of the Chief Officers Group to talk though 
the changes to Overview and Scrutiny and their role within this.   
 
(17) Mr Horne referred to the recent HOSC Task and Finish Group which had 
looked at the plans for the reconfiguration of Women’s and Children’s services in 
Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells. This Group had consisted of three County Council 
Members and two District Councillors and had been Chaired by one of the District 
Councillors. He commended the officers that had supported the group by co-
ordinating information and making arrangements for meetings and visits.  He 
explained that the Groups report had been written by the Members of the Group. 
 
(18) RESOLVED that  
 
 (a) the examples of new ways of working be noted  
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 (b) a report be submitted to the next meeting of the Scrutiny Board  on 
 the ways in which POSCs can effectively contribute to the MTP and 
 draft budget in 2011.; 
 
 (c)  the ongoing rapporteur work in its different forms across the   
 overview and scrutiny suite be noted;   
 
 (d) at the next or following meeting of the Board the media team  be 
 invited to the meeting to discuss the way that Overview and Scrutiny  can 
 develop a more effective collaboration with the press and media,  and 
 following that representatives of the local media be invited to meet  with the 
 Board.  
 
 (e) the need for .the statutory Forward Plan of Key Decisions to be  
 improved be noted and that there be further discussions with the  Cabinet 
 and Chief Officer Group. 
 

(f)   the comments made by Members on the proposed new approach of 
receiving live questions from members of the public via email at Committee 
meetings within the Overview and Scrutiny suite be incorporated into a draft 
protocol be to circulated to Cabinet and Chief Officers prior to it  being 
submitted to a future meeting of this Board for endorsement.  

 
 
6. Select Committee work programme update  
(Item 7) 
 
(1) The Board received an update on the current Topic Review Programme and 
the resources available to deliver it.  Mr Wickenden requested the Board to extend 
the timescale for the Select Committee on Extended Schools so that it could submit 
its report to County Council in December 2010.   
 
(2) In relation to the Select Committee review on Dementia which the Policy 
Overview Co-ordinating Committee on 16 October 2009 had agreed would fall under 
the remit of the Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee (HOSC),  Mr Lake stated 
that Adult Social Services POSC would be happy to have this Select Committee 
under its remit if HOSC’s agenda was too full.  Mr Horne stated that HOSC members 
had attended a meeting at Medway on various Mental Health issues including 
Dementia and that there was interest amongst HOSC Members in this piece of work.   
In response to a question on the timescale for this review Mr Wickenden stated that it 
was due to start in the Summer.   
 
RESOLVED that  
 
 (a) the progress of the Select Committee topic review on  Renewable 
 Energy be noted 
 
 (b) the timeframe for the review on Extended School be extended  and 
 its final report be submitted to County Council in December 2010. 
 
 (c)  further information on the timeframe for the Select Committee 
 review on Dementia be submitted to the next meeting of the Board, and  
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 (d) suggestions for future topic reviews be sought and reported  back to a 
 future meeting of the Scrutiny Board. 
 
 
7. Half day Members workshop - approval of framework  
(Item 8) 
 
(1) Mr Wickenden introduced a paper which set out a proposal for a half day 
Overview and Scrutiny workshop for Members and Officers.  
 
(2) RESOLVED that the proposal to hold a half day workshop on Overview and 
Scrutiny for Members and officers, the draft programme for this event and the 
“Frequently Asked Questions” factsheet be endorsed.   
  

 
8. POSC - discussion of good practice  
(Item 9) 
 
(1)  The Board received a report which provided the opportunity for Members to 
share and agree some best practice for POSC’s. 
 
(2) RESOLVED that the report be noted and there be a standing item on future 
agendas of the Board to give Members the opportunity to share examples of good 
practice.  
  
 
9. Kent and Medway Overview and Scrutiny Officers Network - Partnership 
Working  
(Item 10) 
 
(1) Mr Wickenden introduced a report which updated the Board on the work of the 
Kent and Medway Overview and Scrutiny Officers network, particularly in relation to 
avoiding duplication of work by an awareness of topic review programmes.  The 
importance of liaising with Medway Council over issues relevant to both authorities 
was emphasised by Members. 
 
(2) Mr Dance mentioned the importance of ensuring that the new Group 
Managing Director be invited to address a meeting of this Board soon after they were 
in post. 
 
(3) RESOLVED  that the report and comments made by Members be noted. 
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By:  Paul Wickenden, Overview, Scrutiny and Localism Manager  
 
To:  Scrutiny Board – 22 April 2010   
 
Subject:       Items referred to the Scrutiny Board in accordance with its 
  Terms of Reference. 
 

 
Summary:  This report sets out item that has been referred to the Scrutiny 
Board for consideration. 
 

 
Introduction 
 
1.  The terms of reference for this Board were approved by County Council 
on 10 December 2009 and are set out below :- 
 
“This committee has been appointed by the Council under section 21 of the 
Local Government Act 2000, either by itself or by allocation to one or more of 
the Policy Overview and Scrutiny Committees, to:  
 

(a) review or scrutinise: 
 

(i) decisions made or other action taken in connection with the 
discharge of any non-Executive functions  
 
(ii) actions taken in connection with the discharge of any 
Executive functions by the Leader, the Cabinet or Cabinet 
Members (other than formal decisions)  
 
(iii) officer decisions (whether exercising Executive or non-
Executive functions) 

 
(b) request, but not require, that implementation of a decision be 

postponed when considering any decision taken by an officer or by a 
Committee exercising functions delegated by the Council. 
 

(c) co-ordinate the programme of Select Committee reviews during 
the year  
 

(d) allocate Select Committee reviews to Policy Overview and 
Scrutiny Committees and decide the appointment, co-ordination, composition 
and chairing of Select Committees to conduct the reviews  

 
(e) undertake policy development activity where this is of a cross-

cutting nature, or allocate this power to the relevant Policy Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee 

 
(f) consider and keep under review the overall mechanisms and 

functions of the Overview and Scrutiny process and to make recommendations 
to the Council as appropriate 
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(g) deploy Policy Overview and Scrutiny support staff and resources.” 
 

References from the Cabinet Scrutiny Committee – 9 April 2010 
 
(a) Investigation of possible efficiencies from Unitary authorities 
 
2. (1) At the meeting of the Cabinet Scrutiny Committee on 9 April 2010, 
Mr Kite clarified the reference made in the minutes of the pervious meeting.  
The request to look at emerging evidence of possible efficiencies from some of 
the new unitary authorities resulted from a discussion at the budget meeting of 
Cabinet Scrutiny Committee where it was suggested that there might be 
efficiencies from some of the new unitary authorities.    
 
(2) Mr Kite asked that, following a claim made about emerging evidence of 
possible efficiencies from some of the new unitary authorities, Members 
review any evidence of possible efficiencies.   
 
(b) Weather damaged roads – Major Road Repair Blitz 
  
3. (1) The Cabinet Scrutiny Committee have looked at the process, how 
it will be administered, the cost of this administration and the inspection 
arrangements for work undertaken.   
 
(2) They have recommended that the Scrutiny Board be asked to review the 
Weather Damage Repairs to Roads in Kent contract and the work to date after 
£1million has been spent. 
  

(c) Safeguarding Children in Kent: Defending and Developing the Service 
 
4. (1) The Cabinet Scrutiny Committee considered a report which gave an  
overview of the Review Team’s assessment arrangements in both the national 
and local contexts and set out a number of recommendations for consideration 
by the County Council. 
  
(2) They recommended that the Scrutiny Board be asked to receive a report 
addressing how and whom should have the responsibility for elected Members 
as “Corporate Parents” supporting the needs of looked after Children. 
 
(d) Local Member Information  
 

5. (1).      Throughout the Cabinet Scrutiny Committee’s discussion on each 
of the items was a common theme about how local Members are kept informed 
of issues, initiatives and decisions affecting their electoral divisions. 
 
(2).      The Committee are aware of a range of important initiatives being 
undertaken which will improve the quality and flow of information to elected 
Members for example implementation of the Informal Member Group: Member 
Information (approved by the County Council – December 2008), the 
enhancement and refresh of the County Council website and the decision to 
develop Kent Digital Service.  However there is a lack of cohesiveness in pulling 
all these factors together and a lack of clarity over who has the overall vision 
which the Committee recommends must be addressed.  The Deputy Leader 
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and Cabinet Member for Localism and Partnerships be asked to report to the 
Scrutiny Board on how and when he proposed this work to be taken forward, 
and this be reported to Members of Cabinet Scrutiny Committee through their 
follow up items report. 
  
  

 
Recommendations that either the Scrutiny Board or a specified POSC 
consider the following issues:- 
 
(a) Review the evidence to support possible efficiencies from some Unitary 
authorities 
(b) review the “contract” and the work to date after £1m has been spent 
(c) to receive a report addressing how and whom should have the 
responsibility for elected Members as “Corporate Parents” supporting the needs 
of looked after Children. 
(d) The Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Localism and Partnerships be 
asked to report to the Scrutiny Board on how and when he proposed this work 
to be taken forward  
  
  
 

 
Paul Wickenden 
Tel No: 01622 694486   
e-mail: paul.wickenden@kent.gov.uk 
 

Page 11



Page 12

This page is intentionally left blank



By: Peter Sass:  Head of Democratic Services and Local Leadership  
 
To:  Scrutiny Board – 22 April 2010  
 
 
Subject:      ‘Bold Steps for Radical Reform: The Big Opportunities for Local 

Government and Big Savings for the Public Purse' report by Mr P 
Carter (Non formal decision of a Cabinet Member) 

 
 

 
1. Background 
 
This item has been placed on the Scrutiny Board’s agenda at the request of a Member 
of the Board.   
 
Mr Carter’s paper ‘Bold Steps for Radical Reform: The Big Opportunities for Local 
Government and Big Savings for the Public Purse’ was launched at St Martin in the 
Fields, by Trafalgar Square on Tuesday 19 January 2010.  (Copy attached) 
 
The proposals set out within the paper give councils more power to improve services for 
local people and could potentially save up to £21 billion of public money.   
 
Concerns were raised that this paper had been issued as a KCC document, whereas it 
should have been made clear that the paper was issued by Mr Carter and therefore the 
Board has invited Mr Carter along to our meeting to discuss this issue with Members.   
 

 
 2.  Recommendation 
 

Members may refer any issues arising from its debate for consideration by a 
Policy Overview and Scrutiny Committee or the Cabinet. 

 
 
 

 

Agenda Item 5

Page 13



Page 14

This page is intentionally left blank



Page 15



Page 16



Page 17



Page 18



Page 19



Page 20



Page 21



Page 22



Page 23



Page 24



Page 25



Page 26



Page 27



Page 28



Page 29



Page 30



Page 31



Page 32



Page 33



Page 34



Page 35



Page 36



Page 37



Page 38



Page 39



Page 40



Page 41



Page 42



Page 43



Page 44



Page 45



Page 46



Page 47



Page 48



Page 49



Page 50



Page 51



Page 52



Page 53



Page 54



Page 55



Page 56



Page 57



Page 58



 
By:        Barbara Cooper 
 
To:       Scrutiny Board – 22nd April 2010 
 
Subject:            Development Contributions & Infrastructure 
 
Classification:  Unrestricted 
 

1. Introduction 
 
1.1  The provision of adequate infrastructure and facilities alongside housing 

growth is essential if we are to achieve aspirations in respect of 
sustainable communities and ultimately places where people want to live. 
It is the Government’s expectation that development will make an 
appropriate contribution to the required infrastructure to deliver this 
objective and, therefore, make proposals acceptable in planning terms. 
The following paper outlines the County Council’s approach, particularly 
with regard to 1) The process for agreeing S106s, 2) monitoring 
performance, 3) dealing with recession and 4) the way forward.   
 

 
2. Context / Background 
 
2.1  Districts as Local Planning Authorities normally establish the totality of 

development contributions by balancing all competing considerations. The 
Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) which replaced the Kent and Medway 
Structure Plan in May 2009 stipulates that development shall not proceed 
until the relevant planning authorities are satisfied that the necessary 
infrastructure required to serve the development is available or will be 
provided in time. Circular 05/2005 (C5/05) further identifies the tests 
necessary to make a planning obligation acceptable: 
 

• Relevant to planning 

• Necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in 
planning terms 

• Directly related to the proposed development 

• Fair and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed 
development 

• Reasonable in all other respects 
 

3. Our Approach 
   
3.1  The Development Investment Team within the Regeneration & Economy 

Division oversee and secure development contributions on behalf of KCC 
corporately (CFE,CMY & KASS) and, in this context, the following work 
areas have been developed: 
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3.2  • Development Contributions Guide 
 
In 2001 the County Council produced its original Guide and this was later 
revised in 2007. The latest Guide was adopted by Cabinet in March 2007 
after consultation with the development industry and partners including 
Kent Planning Officers Group and its sub groups (Development Control 
Officers, Planning Policy Officers and Housebuilders Liaison Group).  
 

3.3  The aim of the Guide is to promote a consistent and transparent approach 
towards the requirement for, and calculation of, development contributions 
for KCC services, thus aiming to support and assist the planning process. 
In so doing the objective of the Guide is to help quantify the likely level of 
impact upon existing community facilities resulting from development and 
raise awareness at an early stage of the potential requirements in order to 
enable developers to take these matters into account when formulating 
their development proposals and costs.      
 
The Development Contributions Guide, in planning policy terms, is 
affiliated to the ‘Vision for Kent’ a Sustainable Communities Strategy which 
is a Kent Partnership document.    
 

3.4  On this basis, the County Council, via its appointed consultant Mouchel 
Parkman, consider all relevant planning applications and identify, in close 
liaison with KCC service providers, those proposals where development 
contributions are required. The Districts and developers are informed 
accordingly. Thereafter, progress is monitored, negotiations are 
undertaken and further information is provided as and when necessary. 
Quarterly performance reports are produced showing the performance in 
negotiating development contributions form minor sites (up to 500 units – 
see below) and from major sites (over 500 units – see paragraph 3.6) on a 
district by district basis (currently circulated to Chief Officers and Cabinet 
Members). 
 
Outcome of Negotiations for Minor Sites (Summary): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
3.5 

 
 
 

• Planning Policy 
 
The Development Investment Team provide representations to District 

Financial 
Year 

Service Sought £ Agreed £ Percentage 

2007/08 CFE 
KASS 
Communities 

1,350,548.52 
1,942,557.96 
1,281,626.80 

1,362,923.86 
1,324,317.04 
1,061,994.51 

100 
68 
83 

2008/09  
 

CFE 
KASS 
Communities 

1,414,550.80 
3,510,381.84 
1,926,008.93 

1,412,183.47 
3,003,009.72 
1,657.105.43 

99 
86 
86 

2009/10 CFE 
KASS 
Communities 

1,858,395.87 
1,352,048.66 

789,463.75 

1,451,993.67 
1,240,633.00 

744,528.74 

78 
92 
94 
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 colleagues in respect of Local Development Frameworks (KCC is a 
statutory consultee) and other emerging policy (including Tariffs etc.). 
Where necessary, this includes, with KCC legal services, providing 
evidence at planning appeals and inquiries. 
 

3.6  • Major Regeneration Sites 
 
Where appropriate, and where wider regeneration objectives are to be 
met, the County Council deals with each major site individually. In this 
respect, multi-disciplinary teams are formed in order to assist the delivery 
of cross cutting objectives. Major sites are, therefore, monitored separately 
and included in the quarterly performance reports mentioned above; 
examples include Ebbsfleet, Eastern Quarry, The Bridge, and Aylesham. 
The agreements contributing to the following summary can include both 1) 
‘in kind/direct provision’ options or 2) direct monetary contributions. 
Therefore, they are shown separately where distinct.  
 
Outcome of Negotiations to 31 March 2010 (Summary): 
 

Service In kind/direct provision 
secured 

Direct 
contributions 
secured (£) 

CFE • 9 primary school sites 

• 3 pre-school nursery sites 

• 2 secondary schools  

• 1 primary school extension 

• 3 primary schools with 
nursery and multi-agency 
space 

Min 32,506,986 
Max 34,994,713 

 
(dependant on 

final housing mix) 

KASS • 1 day care centre 

• 1 family centre 

• Respite care flats  
 

4,141,860 

CMY • 1 adult education centre 

• 1 library 

• 1 life long learning centre1 
 

Min 1,425,1987 
Max £1,453,320 

 
(dependant on 

final housing mix) 

Pooled (KASS and 
CMY) 

 445,000 

 
 
 
 
Further details of individual major sites are available on request. 
 
 

 
                                            
1 Includes facilities for youth, library and non clinical adult social services 
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4. Economic Climate 
 
4.1  Housing delivery has, of course, been dramatically affected by the 

downturn in the economic climate. Where developments are being 
progressed, the provision of adequate infrastructure through the planning 
process and, in particular, development contributions, is under significant 
pressure, particularly where viability issues need to be balanced against 
housing delivery.  
 

4.2  Where viability is an issue or a developer seeks to renegotiate an existing 
S.106 agreement we will continue to negotiate a balanced and fair level of 
financial contributions and where appropriate apply mitigation measures, 
particularly when in support of the local economy and/or where wider 
regeneration objectives are met. These measures include: 
 

• Through direct provision of facilities, revenue and locally based 
solutions, joint use of space and/or innovation, which support or 
compliment KCC services and help to deliver sustainable 
communities (moving us more towards a ‘Total Place’ model for the 
future). 

• By retaining flexibility, where possible, within the terms of legal 
agreements to enable KCC contributions to be placed in one pot 
and spent on KCC services as and when we determine, rather than 
being pre-apportioned and ring fenced for particular services and 
specific uses. This will enable us to manage and prioritise our 
capital spend amongst services, as appropriate, along with the 
associated revenue implications.  

• By agreeing deferred payment provisions as a means of trying to 
secure the balance of outstanding contributions if the profitability of 
the development improves (increased sales values, reduced build 
costs etc) over the period of development.    

 
4.3  Where appropriate, negotiations for major sites are reported to The 

Informal Members’ Group for Budgetary Issues and Chief Officers’ Group.  
 

4.4  • Issues / Cabinet Sub Group 
 
Although some economic forecasters believe that the housing market has 
begun to recover in the first quarter of 2010 there is no guarantee that this 
can be sustained and it is felt that any recovery will be tentative with 
viability remaining an issue for some time to come.  
 

4.5  In addition, at some recent planning appeals, the Government’s Planning 
Inspectorate (ratified by the Sec of State for Communities) has considered 
the delivery of housing and other mitigating measures as priority over and 
above other factors including infrastructure provision. 
 

4.6  In this respect, and in order to take development contributions fully into 
account when planning the MTP, a new Cabinet Sub Group is to be 
formed to oversee the impact of infrastructure provision/development 
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contributions on the corporate budget and, therefore identify, as 
necessary, any alternative funding provisions in order to mitigate financial 
risk.  
 

4.7  Whilst the current economic climate represents a significant challenge, it 
also provides an opportunity to capitalise upon emerging, more innovative 
approaches (building upon the mitigation measures outlined above). In the 
future this could help to move us towards a more ‘Total Place’ model of 
service delivery. An example of this approach is The Bridge, Dartford 
where close partnership working has delivered a multi agency community 
hub, including Kent’s first Primary School of the Future at the heart of the 
community.   
 

5. The Way Forward / Building Upon Innovative Approaches 
 
5.1  Against the background outlined above, the Government has introduced 

CIL regulations which are intended to be a mechanism that local planning 
authorities (LPAs) may use to obtain a contribution from developers 
towards the provision of infrastructure. It is essentially a tariff system (or 
‘roof tax’) which seeks to standardise any existing tariff systems and 
encourage new ones to be brought forward. The future of CIL, however, 
remains in doubt subject to the outcome of the General Election.  
 

5.2  In addition, and in response to the economic climate and broader need for 
change, the County Council (Regeneration & Economy and Finance) have 
started work on an ‘integrated infrastructure & financial model’. This will be 
used to calculate the infrastructure costs of proposed growth across Kent 
to support the revision of What Price Growth (WPG) and delivery of the 
objectives of the Regeneration Framework. It is envisaged that this will be 
used as a lobbying document to identify the potential funding gaps and the 
consequent need for new funding solutions (as well as put us firmly on the 
front foot regarding the government’s implementation of the Community 
Infrastructure Levy – CIL, or otherwise). 
 

5.3  In response to the increasing need to provide clear evidence as to service 
provider requirements (for LDFs etc) the County Council has also 
produced Service Provider Packs to identify future service delivery 
requirements on a district by district basis. These were approved by 
Cabinet in March 2009 and following public consultation it is proposed that 
a summary of the responses along with any proposed changes is reported 
to Cabinet in July for adoption as supplementary guidance. It will then be 
possible to use the Service Provider Packs to help inform Districts as 
Local Planning Authorities. 
 

5.4  It is envisaged that the completion of the above work will lead to an 
updated revision of the County Council’s current Developers’ Guide which 
will reflect the changes outlined above, influence emerging policy and 
provide a platform for delivery of the objectives of the Regeneration 
Framework as we move forward.   
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Name  Nigel Smith 
Officer Title    Head of Development & Investment 
Directorate Chief Executives 
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Infrastructure 2007 (Development Contributions Guide). 
The Vision for Kent. 
Community Infrastructure Provision Service Strategies in Kent 2009 (Service 
Provider Packs). 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations 2010. 
Circular 05/2005. 
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From: Lynda McMullan, Director of Finance  

To: Scrutiny Board – 22 April 2010 

Subject: POSC IMGs on Budget Issues 

 

Summary: To explore the involvement of POSC IMGs is developing budget 
options 

 
1. Background 
1.1 Policy Overview and Scrutiny Committees receive regular updates 
throughout the year on the budget.  At each meeting the latest budget 
monitoring for the portfolio is reported and in November and January the 
committee receives information and is asked to comment on portfolio budget 
proposals for the forthcoming year and medium term plan. 
 
1.2 In November the POSC is asked to comment on its priorities for the 
forthcoming year and medium term plan and in January the committee is 
asked to comment on the Cabinet proposals which have been published for 
formal consultation.  Despite receiving regular monitoring reports throughout 
the year POSC members often find it difficult to comment on priorities in the 
November round of meetings without detailed knowledge of the overall 
resource framework the County Council are operating within and specific 
issues affecting budgets within the portfolio. 
 
1.3 For the last couple of years we have suggested that POSCs set up an 
Informal Member Group which can to explore budgets in more detail and 
evaluate various options for budget changes within the portfolio.  In 2009/10 
we provided IMGs with a budget simulation tool to help them prioritise 
spending.  
 
1.4 Traditionally these IMGs have met between the November and January 
meetings with the January report including a summary of their 
recommendations and the Cabinet member’s response within the proposed 
budget.  
 
1.5 We also have an authority budget wide IMG which receives similar 
updates on budget monitoring reports for the whole council throughout the 
year and consultation on forthcoming budget and MTP proposals in 
November and January.  
 
 
2. Options for the Future 
2.1 It is difficult to engage with IMGs much earlier in the budget setting 
process and have a meaningful conversation based on knowledge of the 
overall resource framework.  If we end up getting another 3 year settlement 
from Government then we could have an earlier debate but even then we 
would not have any certainty on the level of Council Tax which increasingly 
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has assumed greater importance in the budget as the proportion of resources 
raised locally has increased.   
 
2.2 Currently there is different practice between individual portfolios and 
last year only the Corporate Services POSC received detailed IMG proposals 
on the forthcoming budget and the portfolio member’s response.  Some 
differences in practice are inevitable but there would be merit in the authority 
wide IMG reviewing the information presented to POSCs and recommending 
good practice. 
 
2.3 There is also merit in each POSC considering whether an IMG could 
examine budget monitoring in more depth outside POSC meetings.  This 
would have the benefit of giving individual members greater knowledge of the 
budgets within the portfolio but could have an impact on finance staff 
resources which are already pressed to produce the existing cabinet reports if 
IMGs asked for information in a different format. 
 
2.4 Finally we are also considering changes to the presentation of the 
budget book to provide more information and there could be a role for IMG to 
consider what information should be presented so that we can strike the right 
balance between providing sufficient information and enabling directorates to 
have adequate authority to carry out their functions without having to 
continually seek authority through the decision making process. 
 

 
3. Recommendations 
3.1 Scrutiny Board is asked to comment on the future role of IMGs in the 
budget setting process. 
  
 

 
 
Dave Shipton         
Finance Strategy Manager 
Corporate Finance 
Chief Executive’s Department 
Tel (01622) 694597      
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By:  Paul Wickenden, Overview, Scrutiny and Localism Manager  
  
To:  Scrutiny Board – 22 April 2010   
 
Subject:         Select Committee on Dementia  
  
 

 
Summary: To receive an update on the current Topic Review Programme  
 

 
Introduction  
  
1.   At the last meeting of the Scrutiny Board it was reported that the Policy 
Overview Co-ordinating Committee had agreed on 16 October 2009 that the 
Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee (HOSC) would be invited to be the 
parent Committee for this review and that the research officer to the HOSC 
would support this review.  
 
Remit of the review 
 
2. (1) At the meeting of the Scrutiny Board on 24 February 2010 the 
Chairman of the Adult Social Services Policy Overview Committee (POSC) 
suggested that this review could come under the remit of that POSC rather than 
the HOSC.    
 
(2) It is acknowledged that Kent Adult Social Services has a key role in 
relation to dementia services. At the meeting of the Adult Social Services POSC 
on 1 April 2009 the Committee considered a report on “Living well with 
Dementia: a national strategy” which included a table setting out the 17 key 
objectives  together with resources information where available and some of the 
main actions associated with the objectives, which would be driven by the Kent 
and Medway Dementia Collaborative.  
 
(3) The Scrutiny Board may wish to consider giving a joint remit to both 
Committees keeping them informed of the progress with the review. 
 
(4) I would expect the membership of the Select Committee to reflect the 
knowledge and experience of both Adult Social Services POSC and Health 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee. 
 
(5) Attached a copy of the original proposal form for the review to assist the 
Committee (APPENDIX A). 
 
Resources to deliver this review  
 
3. Currently all the dedicated Select Committee Research Officer support 
has been allocated to the three Select Committee which have started their work 
or which are due to start shortly ( i.e.  Renewable Energy – due to report to  
County Council in October 2010,  Extended Services – due to report to County 
Council in December 2010 and School Attainment due to start its work in June 
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2010).   The earliest one of these research officers will be available is October 
2010.   
   
Timescale for this review  
 
2. (1) It was originally agreed that this Select Committee would start its 
work in the Summer of 2010.  At the meeting of the Scrutiny Board on 24 
February 2010 it was agreed that the next meeting of the Board would consider 
the timeframe for this review.   
 
(2) Following discussions with colleagues in Kent Adult Social Services it is 
suggested that if this committee falls under their remit then it should start its 
work in autumn 2010 and report to County Council in April/May 2011.   
 
 

 
Recommendations that ;- 
 
(a)  The Board considers which of Committee(s) in the Overview and Scrutiny Suite 
should be the parent committee(s) for the Select Committee topic review on 
dementia. 
 
(b) the Board be requested to agree a time scale and allocate a resource to carry 
out the Select Committee topic review on Dementia. 
 
 
  

 
 
 
Paul Wickenden 
Tel No: 01622 694486 
e-mail: paul.wickenden@kent.gov.uk 
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APPENDIX A 
 

ASSESSMENT OF A SELECT COMMITTEE TOPIC REVIEW 
 
(* - sections to be filled in by the proposer of the topic) 
 

*Subject of Proposed Review:- 
Dementia 
 

*Reason for the Review:- 
 

• Increase in prevalence 

• Demography over 80 

• Dementia Strategy (national) 

• Future training 

• Impact on future services 

• Public interest in this issue: increasing numbers of people diagnosed with dementia 
and carers 

*Issues to be covered by the Terms of Reference:-  
 

• Future Demand levels / postcode lottery for drugs 

• Current thinking on measure to delay / ameliorate onset of dementia ie. Memory 
clinic 

*Scope of the review:- 
 

• Include all partners in debate including carers and people diagnosed with dementia 

• Examination of adequacy of support for carers 
 
 
 
 

*Purpose and objectives of the Review:- 
 

• Capacity of service to offer assistance to people diagnosed with dementia to help 
delay development of dementia 

 
 
 
 

 
Proposers of the review  
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To be completed by the Directorate/Cabinet Member(s) 
 

Are there any reasons why this review should not be put forward for inclusion in 
the work programme for 2009/10? 
 
In the light of the recently published National Dementia Strategy (February 2009) health 
and social care organisations are focussing their resources on implementation of the key 
17 objectives. It would be beneficial for the review to focus on the key implementational 
issues. 
 
There is a Kent & Medway Dementia Collaborative in place to monitor implementation of 
the strategy locally. 
 

How will the review contribute to corporate objectives and priorities? 
Support for people with Dementia is a key driver in the Active Lives policy framework for 
later life, and the Kent Adult Social Services strategy.  This is all supported by 
collaborative commissioning and provision with health. 
 

Will the review support the achievement of PSA or LAA targets? If yes, please 
identify targets:- 
N1 125 – Intermediate Care/Independent Living 
 
 

Does the review need to be completed within a specific timeframe?  If yes, please 
give details:- 
This would realise most benefit if conducted 2010/2011, to review post strategy 
implementation and outcomes achieved from the Dementia Demonstrator Project and 
other support services. 
 
 

How will this review have an impact on KCC policy development and/or help to 
influence national policy? 
Commissioning and provision of robust Dementia pathway services, that provides service 
users and carer’s choice and control. 
 

How will this review add value to the County Council and residents of Kent? 
Improved outcomes increased collaborative and integrated service provision, and a better 
use of resources. 
 

Any additional comments from the Portfolio Holder/Strategic Director:- 
 
 
Portfolio Holder’s Signature:- 
 
 
Strategic Director’s Signature:- 
 
 

 
Contact Officer:- Janice Duff 
 

 
Date:- 9/9/09 
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