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AGENDA SUPPLEMENT

This agenda supplement contains the appendices for agenda items 5, 6, 7 and 12

5  Budget Spending Plans 2018-2019 (pages 1 to 55)

 Appendix 1 Draft Budget Spending Plan 2018-2019 incorporating 
appendices 1a to 1d:

o Appendix 1a Draft Summarised Income and Expenditure Account.
o Appendix 1b Analysis of major budget variations
o Appendix 1c Capital and Projects Programme 2018-19 to 2022-23                                      
o Appendix 1d   Asset Replacement Forecast 2018-19 to 2022-23

 Appendix 2  Capital Programme Resource Statement

 Appendix 3  Reserves Statement 

 Appendix 4  Capital Prudential Indicators and MRP Policy

6  Consideration of Consultation Responses and Modifications to Chichester 
District Council's Infrastructure Business Plan 2018-2023 (pages 56 to 78)

  Appendix 1: Summary of Representations and Proposed Modifications to 
the IBP

  Appendix 2: Chichester District Council’s Infrastructure Business Plan 
2017- 2022 as modified. [Note Due to its length the entire document is not 
part of this supplement (but may be viewed on Chichester District Council’s 
website on the committee papers page for this meeting) and only an extract 
of the document, the CIL spending plan, is circulated herewith - however a 
monochrome hard copy will be placed in the Members Room at East 
Pallant House]

Public Document Pack



7  Draft Treasury Management Strategy 2018-2019 (pages 79 to 114)

 Appendix 1 – Summary of amendments between 2017-2018 and 2018-2019

 Appendix 2 - Treasury Management Policy Statement, Treasury 
Management Strategy Statement, Treasury Prudential Indicators and 
Annual Investment Strategy for 2018-2019. 

 Appendix 3 – Treasury Management Practices (TMPs) Extract of TMP 1 
Risk Management.

 Appendix 4 – Treasury Management Glossary

12  Local Strategic Statement 3 and Statement of Common Ground (pages 115 to 
123)

 Report to West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board – 
Future direction and role of the Strategic Planning Board
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Appendix 2 

Capital Programme Resource Statement 2017-18 to 2022-23  
 

Position as at January 2018 
 

 
 

Resource description Jan 2018 
(2017-18 

to 
2022-23) 

Memo: New 
Homes 
Bonus 

included in 
Col (B) 

(A) (B) (C) 

 £m £m 

Reserves at April 2017 43.653 9.466 

Contribution to Asset Replacement Fund 7.702  

Repayment of SLM advance 1.323  

Less Commitments:   

 - Insurance Fund -0.266  

 - Provision for one-off costs of future service reductions -0.966  

 - Cultural Grants -0.239  

 - Housing Reserve -0.765  

 - Minimum level of reserves -6.300  

 - Other Earmarked Funding -8.086  

   

Non committed reserves 36.056 9.466 

   

New Resources   

- Right to Buy (RTB) receipts  0.300  

- Asset Sales 7.199  

- Interest on Investments 1.448  

- New Homes Bonus Scheme 2017-18 & 2018-19 5.389 5.389 

  - Other Reserves (grants, s106, revenue contributions etc) 17.145  

   

Available Resources 67.537 14.855 

   

Current Capital & Projects Programme -37.455 -2.628 

   

Current Asset Replacement Programme -10.318  

   

Uncommitted Resource (*) 19.764 12.227 

   

(*) Uncommitted Resource does not include any New Homes Bonus Grant received after 2018-19 
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  Appendix 3 
CHICHESTER DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 
Statement of Reserves 

 

Reserves 

Balance at 
31st March 

2017 
£000 

Purpose of the Reserve 
How and when can 
reserve be spent 

Authorisation 
required for use of 

reserve 

Frequency of 
review for 

reserve 
adequacy 

REVENUE RESERVES         
 
General Fund Reserve 
 
 

 
12,247 

 
This general reserve is used 
to fund non-recurring 
expenditure such as the 
capital programme, Policy 
Initiatives and emergencies.  
The reserve is used to 
finance any general fund 
deficits and is conversely 
credited with any surplus.  

 
Use of this general 
reserve is reviewed by 
the Director of 
Corporate Services 
and Senior Leadership 
Team as part of the 
annual budget setting 
process and a 5 year 
Financial Strategy.  
Approval for non-
recurring expenditure 
to be funded from this 
reserve must be 
sought from the 
Cabinet, and Council if 
greater than £100,000.  
 

 
The Cabinet and 
delegated powers 
granted to the 
Director of Corporate 
Services. 

 
Annually as part 
of the 5 year 
Financial 
Strategy and as 
part of the 
budget process 
i.e. funding the 
capital 
programme.  
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Reserves 

Balance at 
31st March 

2017 
£000 

Purpose of the Reserve 
How and when can 
reserve be spent 

Authorisation 
required for use of 

reserve 

Frequency of 
review for 

reserve 
adequacy 

 
Revenue Budget 
Support Reserve 
 
(As approved by Council 
in January 2018, the 
balance in this reserve 
has now been  
transferred to Council’s 
General Fund Reserve) 
 

 
1,300 

 
The Council’s  5 year 
Financial Strategy and plan 
includes the earmarking of 
£1.3m as available to 
support the revenue budget 
over the next five years 
should conditions dictate.  

 
Approval to spend 
subject to reports to 
the Cabinet.   

 
The Council 

 
Annually as part 
of the 5 year 
Financial 
Strategy. 

 
Housing Reserve 
 

 
1,000 

 
A reserve set aside to fund 
housing investment 
projects.  
 

 
Approval to spend 
subject to reports to 
the Cabinet.   

 
The Council 

 
Annually as part 
of the 5 year 
Financial 
Strategy. 

 
Theatre & Gallery 
Reserve 

 
238 

 
A reserve to provide 
ongoing financial support to 
the Chichester Festival 
Theatre and Pallant House 
Gallery.  

 
Subject to funding 
agreements that are 
approved by the 
Cabinet.  

 
The Council 

 
Annually 

 
Restructuring Reserve 

 
966 

 
A reserve earmarked to 
cover the potential one-off 
costs of future service 
reductions.  

 
Approval to spend 
subject to approval by 
Cabinet and the Chief 
Executive. 

 
Delegated powers to 
the Chief Executive.  

 
Annually 
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Reserves 

Balance at 
31st March 

2017 
£000 

Purpose of the Reserve 
How and when can 
reserve be spent 

Authorisation 
required for use of 

reserve 

Frequency of 
review for 

reserve 
adequacy 

 
Capital Projects Fund 

 
5,227 

 
This reserve is earmarked 
to support the funding of the 
Council’s approved capital 
programme. 
 

 
As determined by the 
Director of Corporate 
Services when 
formulating the 
financing of the capital 
programme as part of 
the 5 year Financial 
Strategy.  
 

 
The Council 

 
Annually 

 
Asset Reserve 

 
6,563 

 
To provide for the future 
replacement of plant and 
equipment, vehicles and 
information technology.  
The fund is replenished by 
repayments from revenue 
and interest generated from 
the Council’s treasury 
management activities. 
   

 
Approval to spend 
subject to reports to 
the Cabinet and 
Council. 

 
The Council 

 
Annually 

 
Carry Forwards Reserve 

  
121 

 
A reserve containing the 
funds to finance approved 
carry forwards from the 
previous financial year. 

 
Funds approved by the 
Cabinet to finance 
carry forwards from the 
previous financial year. 

 
Corporate 
Governance & Audit 
Committee 

 
The Council 

 
Annually 
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Reserves 

Balance at 
31st March 

2017 
£000 

Purpose of the Reserve 
How and when can 
reserve be spent 

Authorisation 
required for use of 

reserve 

Frequency of 
review for 

reserve 
adequacy 

 
New Homes Bonus 
Reserve 

 
9,466 

 
A reserve containing the 
funds received under the 
New Homes Bonus 
Scheme. 

 
Approval to spend 
subject to reports to 
the Cabinet.   

 
The Council 

 
Annually 

 
Grants and 
Contributions Reserve 

 
704 

 
A reserve to hold external 
funds the Council has 
received where the 
condition(s) of the grant or 
contribution has been met 
but not all the expenditure 
has been incurred.   

 
Funds held in this 
reserve are released 
once the qualifying 
expenditure relating to 
the grant or 
contribution is incurred.    

 
Director of Corporate 
Services 

 
Annually 

 
Rent Deposits Reserve 

 
216 

 
A reserve to hold external 
funds the Council has 
received and revenue 
contributions the Council 
has made to fund the award 
of rent deposits to housing 
applicants  
 

 
Applications received 
under the Rent Deposit 
Scheme are 
considered by 
Councils’ Housing 
Team. 

 
Director of Housing & 
Communities 

 
Annually 
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Reserves 

Balance at 
31st March 

2017 
£000 

Purpose of the Reserve 
How and when can 
reserve be spent 

Authorisation 
required for use of 

reserve 

Frequency of 
review for 

reserve 
adequacy 

 
Pump Prime Initiative 

 
168 

 
A one-off reserve created 
as part of the approved 
2013-14 budget, to help 
fund pump prime initiatives 
where the primary objective 
is to help reduce the base 
budget in future years  

 
Approval to spend 
subject to reports to 
the Cabinet as per 
approved delegation 
authority. 

 
For individual 
initiatives <£20,000 
– delegated to the 
Chief Executive and 
Cabinet Member for 
Finance.  
 
For individual 
initiatives >£20,000 
– Cabinet  
   

 
Annually 

 
Investment 
Opportunities Reserve 

 
2,119 

 
A reserve created to 
principally fund investments 
that aim to generate 
increased income.  Its aim 
is to generate higher returns 
than currently available for 
alternative cash 
investments.   

 
Approval to spend 
subject to reports to 
the Cabinet. 

 
The Council  
   

 
Annually 

 
Building Repairs 
Reserve 

 
204 

 
A reserve set up to provide 
for slippage in the annual 
building repairs and 
maintenance programme.  

 
As determined by the 
Director of Corporate 
Services. 

 
Director of Corporate 
Services provided 
the funds are used 
for the purpose that 
the reserve was 
created. 

 
Annually 
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Reserves 

Balance at 
31st March 

2017 
£000 

Purpose of the Reserve 
How and when can 
reserve be spent 

Authorisation 
required for use of 

reserve 

Frequency of 
review for 

reserve 
adequacy 

 
Insurance Fund 

 
266 

 
A reserve to provide for a 
mechanism of self-
insurance to meet potential 
liabilities arising from 
uninsured losses i.e. policy 
excesses and where 
external insurance cover is 
not available or 
uneconomic.  The reserve is 
replenished by premium 
contributions from the 
Council’s revenue budget. 

 
As determined by the 
Director of Corporate 
Services 

 
Director of Corporate 
Services provided 
the funds are used 
for the purpose that 
the reserve was 
created. 
 

 
Annually 

 
New Homes Bonus 
Grants Reserve 

 
162 

 
Grant funding of projects to 
reward those communities 
taking new housing growth. 
Represents grants awarded 
but not yet drawn down. 

 
Applications made by 
Parish Councils for 
funding are considered 
by the Grants and 
Concessions Panel. 

 
Grants and 
Concessions Panel 

 
Annually 

 
Elections Reserve 

 
119 

 
To provide for the funding of 
future District Council 
Elections. The reserve is 
replenished by annual 
contributions from the 
Council’s revenue budget. 

 
As determined by the 
Director of Corporate 
Services. 

 
Director of Corporate 
Services provided 
the funds are used 
for the purpose that 
the reserve was 
created. 
 

 
Annually 
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Reserves 

Balance at 
31st March 

2017 
£000 

Purpose of the Reserve 
How and when can 
reserve be spent 

Authorisation 
required for use of 

reserve 

Frequency of 
review for 

reserve 
adequacy 

 
Retained Business 
Rates Equalisation 
Reserve 
 

 
1,478 A reserve set up to account 

for timing differences 
relating to the accounting 
transactions required under 
the Business Rates 
Retention Scheme. 

Funds held in this 
reserve are released 
annually when the 
Business Rates 
Collection Fund is 
closed at the end of 
the financial year.  

 
Director of Corporate 
Services 

 
Annually 

 
Grants and Concessions 
Reserve 

 
233 

 
To provide for the future 
funding of the Grants and 
Concessions Panel.  This 
reserve receives an annual 
contribution from the 
Council’s revenue budget. 

 
As determined by the 
Director of Corporate 
Services when 
formulating the 
financing of the capital 
programme as part of 
the 5 year Financial 
Strategy.  
 

 
The Council 

 
Annually 

 
Chichester Warm 
Homes Initiative 
Reserve 

 
122 

A reserve that received the 
repurposing of the balance 
remaining in the former 
Carbon Reduction Fund. 
The purpose of the reserve 
is to provide funding to the 
most vulnerable residents 
living in the poorest housing 
in the district with an 
adequate and efficient 
heating system.    

 
Applications for 
funding are assessed 
by the Council’s 
existing Energy Visiting 
officers to ensure they 
meet the qualifying 
criteria of the scheme.  
 

 
Director of Housing  
& Communities 

 
Annually 
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Reserves 

Balance at 
31st March 

2017 
£000 

Purpose of the Reserve 
How and when can 
reserve be spent 

Authorisation 
required for use of 

reserve 

Frequency of 
review for 

reserve 
adequacy 

 
Other Reserves 

 
734 

 
Minor reserves and funds 
earmarked to be used for 
specific items of future 
expenditure. 

 
These reserves and 
funds are earmarked 
for specific items of 
future expenditure. 

 
Director of Corporate 
Services provided 
the funds are used 
for the purpose that 
the reserve was 
created. 
  

 
Annually 

Total Revenue 
Reserves 

43,653 
    

 
 

CAPITAL RESERVES 

 
Usable Capital 
Receipts Reserve 
 

 
0 Receipts that arise from the 

sale of Council assets.  
These resources can only 
be used to finance the 
Council’s capital 
programme.  
 

All scheme proposals 
are considered as part 
of the Capital Strategy 
and funding allocated 
to schemes based 
upon the Council’s 
capital prioritisation 
process.        

The Council Annually 

Total Capital Reserves 0 
    

      

Total Reserves 43,653 
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Appendix 4  

1

Prudential Indicators and MRP Statement 2018/19

The Local Government Act 2003 requires the Authority to have regard to the 
Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy’s Prudential Code for Capital 
Finance in Local Authorities (the Prudential Code) when determining how much 
money it can afford to borrow. The objectives of the Prudential Code are to ensure, 
within a clear framework, that the capital investment plans of local authorities are 
affordable, prudent and sustainable, and that treasury management decisions are 
taken in accordance with good professional practice. To demonstrate that the 
Authority has fulfilled these objectives the Prudential Code sets out a number of 
indicators, some of which are set out below. The remaining indicators are set out in 
the Treasury Management Strategy 2018-19.

Estimates of Capital Expenditure: The Authority’s planned capital expenditure and 
financing may be summarised as follows.  Further detail is provided in Appendix 1c 
(Capital and Projects Programme 2018-19 to 2022-23) and Appendix 1d (Asset 
Replacement Forecast 2018-19 to 2022-23) to this Budget Report.

Capital Expenditure and 
Financing

2017/18 
Rev
£m

2018/19 
Est
£m

2019/20 
Est
£m

2020/21 
Est
£m

2021/22 
Est
£m

2022/23 
Est
£m

Total Expenditure 18.553 7.468 6.069 5.853 5.329 4.503

Capital Receipts 0.634 0.082 1.487 0.954 0.736 0.188

Government Grants 2.613 1.474 1.383 1.373 0.900 0.950

Other Contributions 0.252 1.274 2.045 1.486 1.675 1.249

Reserves 10.779 4.388 0.904 1.790 1.768 1.816

Revenue 4.275 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.300

Total Financing 18.553 7.468 6.069 5.853 5.329 4.503

Ratio of Financing Costs to Net Revenue Stream: This is an indicator of 
affordability and highlights the revenue implications of existing and proposed capital 
expenditure by identifying the proportion of the revenue budget required to meet 
financing costs, net of investment income.

Ratio of Financing Costs 
to Net Revenue Stream

2017/18 
Rev

2018/19 
Est

2019/20 
Est

2020/21 
Est

2021/22 
Est

2022/23 
Est

General Fund -5.88% -5.48% -6.39% -6.58% -6.26% -6.08%

The estimates of financing costs reflect the Budget Spending Plans for 2018-19 to be 
reported to Cabinet on 6 February 2018 and considered by Council on 6 March 
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Appendix 4  

2

2018. These indicators have been updated to reflect the current phasing of the 
capital programme and the effect on the cash flow forecasts for investments. The 
fact that the percentages remain negative shows that the investment interest 
remains an income source to the Council.

Annual Minimum Revenue Provision Statement 2018-19 

Where the Council finances capital expenditure by debt, it must put aside resources 
to repay that debt in later years.  The amount charged to the revenue budget for the 
repayment of debt is known as Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP), although there 
has been no statutory minimum since 2008. The Local Government Act 2003 
requires the Council to have regard to the Department for Communities and Local 
Government’s Guidance on Minimum Revenue Provision (the CLG Guidance) most 
recently issued in 2012.

The broad aim of the CLG Guidance is to ensure that debt is repaid over a period 
that is either reasonably commensurate with that over which the capital expenditure 
provides benefits, or, in the case of borrowing supported by Government Revenue 
Support Grant, reasonably commensurate with the period implicit in the 
determination of that grant.

The CLG Guidance requires the Council to approve an Annual MRP Statement each 
year, and recommends a number of options for calculating a prudent amount of 
MRP.  The following statement only incorporates options recommended in the 
Guidance:

Whilst the Council’s General Fund Capital Financing Requirement is expected 
to remain negative as at 31st March 2018, if the CLG Guidance is adhered to 
there should be no MRP charge in 2018-19. However, as identified whilst 
preparing the 2014-15 statutory accounts a finance lease for the Multi-
functional devices was identified which adjusted the negative CFR position, 
and as such an MRP charge of £29,000 will be required in 2018-19 in 
accordance with the Council’s MRP policy.

The Council’s MRP policy for all borrowing after 31st March 2008 is based on the 
asset life method.

For new borrowing whether supported by the Government or not, MRP 
provision will be made over the estimated life of the asset for which the 
borrowing is undertaken.  This will be done on a straight line basis in-line with 
the asset life determined for depreciation purposes and the MRP provision will 
commence in the financial year following the one in which the asset becomes 
operational.

MRP is payable in the financial year following that in which the capital expenditure 
was incurred.  The guidance allows for an important exception to this rule.  In the 
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Appendix 4  

3

case of expenditure on a new asset, MRP would not have to be charged until the 
financial year following the year in which the asset became operational.  In respect of 
major schemes, this would enable an “MRP Holiday” delaying the on-set of the 
revenue charge for possibly up to 2 or 3 years.

Based on the Council’s estimate of its Capital Financing Requirement on 31st March 
2018, the budget for MRP has been set is set at £29,000 for 2018-19 due to the 
MRP required for the MFD finance lease.
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Summary of representation and proposed Modifications to the IBP 2018 – 2023 APPENDIX 1

Authority/
organisati
on

Name of 
Contact

Email 
address

Representations Recommended changes 
following consultation

WSCC Nathan 
Elvery, 
Chief 
Executive 
Officer

Nathan.elver
y@westsuss
ex.gov.uk

Darryl 
Hemmings, 

Caroline 
West

Waste
There are currently no waste infrastructure projects in the ‘list of all projects from all funding 
sources’. The existing waste infrastructure, its current and future capacities, usage, 
operation and configuration, is an integral part of the Waste Infrastructure Review being 
carried out by West Sussex County Council. An initial outcome from this work, for 
Chichester District, is the need for the reconfiguration of Westhampnett transfer 
station/Household waste recycling site in order to increase capacity to meet future demands 
from planned housing delivery across the area.

Considering the type and source of waste that enters and is sorted at the site, as well as the 
planned housing delivery in the wider area, Chichester District Council is requested to 
identify 50% of the overall project cost estimate of £5m in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
for future CIL funding and subsequent consideration for prioritisation. The works are 
expected to take place in the medium to long term (2024-2029).

Flooding and Drainage
The flood risk management schemes are consistent and in line with what is expected, 
however costs and details may require further refinement in future. The list reflects, at this 
current time and detail of knowledge, what would be potentially suitable to attract CIL 
funding, with one further project suggested to be included in the short term. As Lead Local 
Flood Authority the County Council would encourage early collaboration and engagement 
on any future scheme development brought forward from the IBP.  

The further project to be included in the Infrastructure Business Plan, is the Parklands 
Chichester daylighting of culvert with landscaping to create the primary benefit of natural 
flood attenuation / reduced downstream flood risk, additional benefits include improved 
amenity and biodiversity.  An outline scheme is recommended in the Surface Water 
Management Plan (SWMP) for the Whitehouse Farm development at a provisional cost of 
£500k.  There is a drainage connection (300mm culvert) between the proposed Whitehouse 
Farm development and the Parklands Estate.  Insufficient is known about the exact nature 
of the drainage network to fully assess the degree of connectivity between Whitehouse 
Farm and Parklands.  However, the proposal has the scope to reduce surface water 
flooding as occurred in 2013 as well as providing significant improvements in public amenity 
and biodiversity in the area.

This new infrastructure 
project will be added to the 
IBP/710. 

The scheme is primarily 
driven by the need for flood 
risk alleviation of the lower 
Parklands Estate, a key 
driver is habitat 
compensation for loss of 
open watercourse resulting 
from culverting for crossover 
accesses throughout the 
Whitehouse Farm SDL. On 
this basis S106 rather than 
CIL may be the appropriate 
funding Mechanism.  
This project will therefore be 
included within the IBP/711 
but the funding source is not 
yet clear.
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Summary of representation and proposed Modifications to the IBP 2018 – 2023 APPENDIX 1

Highways
IBP 353 - The National Productivity Investment Fund (NPIF) bid the County Council put 
forward for IBP 353 was unsuccessful. The County Council are considering the scope and 
timescales, as well as alternative sources for funding in order to progress this project. At 
this time we request that the funding profile remains as in the IBP 2018/2023 document. We 
will update the District Council as further feasibility work is progressed.

IBP 339 - Further work undertaken by Arun District Council indicates the following cost 
estimates for the following junctions:-

 Junction 7 A27/A29 Fontwell Eastern Roundabout – remains £380,000 - £595,000
 Junction 17 A29/A259 Rowan Way junction improvement -  £416,000 – 620,000; 

and
 Junction 18 A29/A259 Felpham Relief Road Roundabout improvement) - £428,000 

- £638,000

The Enterprise Bognor Regis Transport Review (September 2017) builds on the Arun 
Transport Study 2016 and covers many if not all of the same junctions. The Enterprise 
Bognor Regis Transport Review (September 2017) has also resulted in updated 
recommendations and costs for two junctions in Chichester District; these are:

 A27/A259 Bognor Road Roundabout £595,000-£915,000
 B2166/B2145  roundabout at Hunston £76,000-£113,000

It also references an updated design at A27/B2145 Whyke junction from Pagham 
developers without quoting costs.

IBP/353 Comments noted, 
no changes required to IBP

IBP/339 The IBP will be 
amended following advice 
from WSCC as follows:

Two further mitigation 
requirements that affect the 
A27 junctions listed in IBP 
339 are:-
•     A27/A259 Bognor Road 
Roundabout £595,000-
£915,000
•    updated design at 
A27/B2145 Whyke junction 
from Pagham developers 
without quoting costs. These 
will be added to the IBP

Two further mitigation 
schemes within the 
Chichester District required 
from development in Arun 
District are:
 A27/B2233 Nyton Road 
junction improvement 
£202,000-£300,000 – 
IBP/724 and
 B2166/B2145 roundabout 

at Hunston £76,000-
£113,000 – IBP/339 this 
project would not have 
Highways England as the 
delivery lead. These will 
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Summary of representation and proposed Modifications to the IBP 2018 – 2023 APPENDIX 1

Education
IBP 536 and linked project IBP 661 can be removed from the IBP as this part expansion 
project has been brought forward and is currently under construction. CIL funding is not 
being sought for this project.

Public Rights of Way
IBP 666 is underway with a current budget of £300k, this project currently states £190,000 
in the IBP

be added as new projects 
to the IBP.

IBP/536 and IBP/661 will be 
removed from the list of CIL 
projects and the CIL 
spending plan. They will be 
recorded in the IBP as 
having being delivered from 
S106 within the educational 
locality in Horsham District.

IBP/666 will be removed as 
a CIL project, and be listed 
as a project to be funded 
from S106 and capital 
funding. 

Arun DC Nigel Lynn 
CEO

Nigel.lynn@
arun.gov.uk

Tel: 01903 
737600

Roger 
Spencer

Karl Roberts

Donna 
Moles

IBP/334 In the justification this refers to also being dependent upon development in Arun. 
ADC wants to know why it is dependent upon development in Arun. 

IBP/339 Ensure that CDC’s development trajectory ties in with this
level of funding and that this is read with ADC’s Transport study and IDP particularly for 
Bognor Road.

IBP/354 This could have a positive impact on ADC but timing is essential. The project 
should be changed to short term (2016-2021)

IBP/629 This project would be of benefit to both areas. Has network rail confirmed barrier 

IBP/334 WSCC has 
confirmed that based on the 
current housing allocations, 
updated education position 
and requirements in the 
wider area, this project can 
be removed. 

See changes relating to 
IBP/339 to WSCC 
comments above. 

Comments noted, no 
changes required to IBP/354 
as it unlikely that the project 
would be achievable in the 
short term following advice 
from WSCC.

IBP/629 Network Rail has 

P
age 58

mailto:Nigel.lynn@arun.gov.uk
mailto:Nigel.lynn@arun.gov.uk


Summary of representation and proposed Modifications to the IBP 2018 – 2023 APPENDIX 1

times for this? been asked about their 
intentions for this project.

Chichest
er DC

Dominic 
Henly

dhenly@chic
hester.gov.u
k

IBP/293. 
The total cost is estimated to be between £100k-£150k (not £250k) with £100k requested, 
and I believed approved from CIL. I suggest the table is updated as below

3.Polic
y High
IBP/29
3

Manho
od 
Penins
ula

Flood 
and 
coastal
erosion 
risk
manag
ement

Local 
land 
Draina
ge - 
East 
Beach 
Sea 
Outfall
Policy 
10 of 
Draft 
Local 
Plan 
“Mitigat
ing and
adaptin
g to 
climate 
change
” West 
Sussex 
Local
Flood 
Risk 
Manag
ement 
Strateg
y 2015

Select 
for CIL 
funding 
if the
majorit
y of 
money 
is 
match
funded. 
This 
project 
can
demon
strate it 
can 
assist 
the
growth 
of the 
area.

£250k 
FDGIA 
/ LA
contrib
utions 
£100k-
£150k

£100,0
00.00

£100,0
00 in 
year
2020-
2021
2018-
2019

The table will be updated as 
suggested, and the project 
will be brought forward in the 
CIL Spending Plan to 
2018/2019.

Chichest
er DC

Stephanie 
Evans

sevans@chic
hester.gov.uk

IBP/197 – FLOW Project –funding was secured for the project under the Heritage Lottery 
Fund and the final amount was £545,300.

IBP/197 will be amended to 
reflect this change.

Parish 
Councils
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Boxgrove Imogen 
Whitaker

Boxgrovepc1
@gmail.com

Boxgrove Parish Council would like the following items removed from the CDC IBP.  

 IDP 419 - transport and verge hardening St Blaises and St Mary's road
 IDP 214 - Street scene and built environment in Halnaker
 IDP 259 - Halnaker General Public realm improvements

The council would like the following to figure for Boxgrove Parish Council:

 IDP 324 - renovation to Boxgrove Sports Pavilion
 IDP 213 - Halnaker improvements to pedestrian safety and reducing traffic speeds 

in Halnaker particularly along the A285
 IDP 199 - Boxgrove improvements to pedestrian safety and reducing traffic speeds 

in Boxgrove, whilst protecting the special character of the conservation area
 IDP 649 - Traffic calming at Halnaker crossroads

IBP/419, IBP/214 & IBP/259 
will be removed from the IBP 
as these are no longer 
required.

IBP/324, IBP/213, IBP/199 & 
IBP/649 will be retained in 
the IBP

Chichest
er City 
Council

Mr R 
Duggua, 
Clerk

clerk@chich
estercity.gov.
uk

01243 
788502

We would also like to add ‘improvements to City signage’ for 2017/18 for £20,000 to our list 
of projects please.

.

The IBP/712 will be 
amended to include this 
additional project according 
to the details provided in the 
project proforma. 

Informal comments were 
submitted by an individual 
Chichester City Councillor. 
The City Council confirmed 
that these were not their  
official views, as such they 
have not been recorded in 
this document

Chidham 
and 
Hambroo
k

Caroline 
Davison

clerk@chidh
amand 
hambrook.co
m

New projects –see text at end of table The new projects IBP/709 & 
IBP/713 will be added to the 
IBP as requested.

Fishbour
ne

Lucy Clerk fishbournepa
rishcouncil@
gmail.com
01243 

The chart on page 116 showing the 4 categories for prioritisation (Critical/ Essential/ High/ 
Desirable) is supported but we would like to see greater recognition of the need for road 
improvements to be made concurrently with major development work rather than as a later 
addition.  This is highlighted by Highways England who predict total gridlock in and around 

Comments noted, no 
changes required to IBP
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888506

01243 
788563

Chichester by 2025 unless road improvements are completed by then.
.
Please find attached update on Fishbourne’s CIL projects in yellow highlighting

Infrastr
ucture 
Strategy

Scheme 
(descrip
tion) 

Justific
ation/ 
rational
e

Phasing 
(when)

Total 
estimat
ed 
infrastr
ucture 
cost

Sources 
of 
funding, 
showin
g 
amount
s from 
each 
source 
& any 
shortfall
s

Delivery 
lead 
(who/ho
w) 

Transpor
t 
IBP/58

SIDs in 
5 sites

Installed 
09/17

NHB 
2014
(see 
below)

Parish 
Clerk

Transpor
t
IBP/56

Road 
colouring 
and 
roundels 
dropped 
with 
money 
spent on 
new 
village 
signs

Road 
colouring 
and 
roundels 
dropped 
with 
money 
spent on 
new 
village 
signs

NHB 
2014
£12,239 
(split 
between 
SIDs and 
signs

Parish 
Clerk

Transpor
t
IBP/69

Lighting 
in 
Blackboy 
Lane 
south of 
level 
crossing

Sept 
2019

tba

Transpor
t
IBP/57

Bus 
shelters

Sept 
2019

tba

Social 
Infrastru
cture
IBP/66

Seating 
around 
village & 
Playing 

Installed 
in 
Playing 
Field 
06/17; 

£3,000 tba

IBP/56, IBP/58 and IBP/66 
will be removed from the list 
of CIL projects and recorded 
as having been delivered by 
NHB, and for IBP/66 the final 
cost will be recorded.

The updated information to 
IBP/69, IBP/57 will be 
included in the IBP
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Field In village: 
Sept 
2018

Loxwood Jane 
Bromley, 
Clerk

clerk@loxwo
odpc.co.uk

With regard to projects put forward by Loxwood Parish Council the following amendments 
are required:

Extension to storage facility at North Hall increase to £50,000
Take out PA & AV system allocation as this had already been achieved.

Reduce cost of resurfacing playground at North Hall to £20,000

These amendments will be 
made to  IBP projects 
IBP/573 and IBP/698

IBP/664 will be removed 
from the list and recorded as 
having been delivered in the 
IBP

North 
Mundha
m

Louise 
Chater

clerk@north
mundham.or
g

IBP/92  I would like to confirm that North Mundham Parish Council have completed the 
project and made payment in full to B&M Plant Hire (Sussex) Ltd for the above project.  

This project was included in the infrastructure business plan IBP/92 and I would be very 
grateful if you could advise the relevant officer of the completion of this project. 

IBP/92 will be removed from 
the list of projects and 
recorded as having been 
delivered in the IBP

Southbou
rne

Robin 
Davison

clerk@south
bourneparish
council.com

Southbourne has prioritised its projects as follows:
IBP/307
IBP/691
IBP/662
IBP/663
IBP/693
IBP/692
IBP/306
IBP/700
IBP/521
IBP/305
IBP/694
IBP/192
 And want a new transport project added to be funded from the CIL & Council Tax

The new project IBP/714 will 
be added to the IBP as 
requested.

Tangmer
e

Natalie 
Atherton

clerk@tangm
ere-
online.co.uk

IBP/145 (Parking-One Stop Shop – justification – delete last sentence relating to 
Perrymead.
IBP/148 (Cycle Routes) – justification – delete second sentence (see new projects below). 
Planning Ref – add TNPP 8 & 9, WSCC Walking and Cycling Strategy App 1 Scheme IDs 
192, 145, 291, 194 & 292.
IBP/154 (Pedestrian Crossing) – delete as undeliverable due to non-compliance with 
highway design regulations.
IBP/155 (Bus shelters) – Project Status – NHB funding for Hawker Close stop shelter 

These amendments will be 
made to IBP projects 
IBP/145, IBP/148, IBP 192, 
IBP 145, IBP291, IBP/194, 
IBP/292, IBP/149, IBP/147, 
IBP/159, IBP/592, IBP/244.

IBP/154 & IBP/162 will be 
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approved Oct 2017.
IBP/162 (Scout Hut/Church Hall..) –delete references to Scouts as no longer operating in 
Tangmere.
IBP/149 (Museum) – Planning ref – add LPP18 & TNPP2&6.
IBP/147 (Allotments) – justification – delete ref to fencing as being funded by S106.
IBP/159 (Outdoor Recreation areas (add s )) – justification – replace with “Overall provision 
of outdoor recreation areas below that required for existing and permitted village size – see 
TPC response to latest CDC LPR related Open Space Study consultation”.
IBP/592 (Tangmere SDL) – justification – add TNPP9.
IBP/635 (Churchwood Drive fencing) – delete, project completed. Note ref in justification to 
IBP/244 – dropped kerbs intended for installation by WSCC this FY.

Planning references need updating for Tangmere Neighbourhood Plan (TNP).

TNP Policy 9 add to IBP/638, IBP/637 & IBP/153.

TNP Policy 2 (& Local Plan Policy 18) add to IBP/153

TNP Section 5.9 add to IBP/141, IBP/140, IBP/160, IBP/144, IBP/143, IBP/162 & IBP/142.

New Projects:

Green Infrastructure – New & replacement trees throughout Parish. Justification – Amenity, 
biodiversity & drainage management improvements. Note requirement to include this in IBP 
to support future NHB grant applications. Funding  - “NHB/CIL/S106”.

Transport. Cycle/pedestrian infrastructure. Scheme – “Tangmere Airfield orbital 
cycle/bridleway/pedestrian PROW with links to Chichester & Barnham. Justification – 
“improve sustainable & green transport network utilising existing PROW, desire lines, 
Church Lane (S of airfield) & perimeter track.” Phasing – “enable through HDA/SDL 
development”. Funding – HDA development Conditions/S106”. Delivery lead – 
“developer/WSCC.” Planning ref – “LPP18, TNPP8&9, WSCC Walking & Cycling Strategy 
App 1 Scheme IDs 192, 145, 291 & 292.” Project status – “Permissive path secured around 
WSCC Solar Farm. New permissive section being sought as part of HDA application 
17/01699/FUL.”

Transport. Pedestrian infrastructure. Scheme – “Extend footway on N side of Church Lane 
o/s Tangmere House.”

deleted from the IBP.

IBP/155 & IBP/635 will be 
recorded as having been 
delivered in the IBP.

These amendments will be 
made to IBP/638, IBP/637, 
IBP/153, IBP/140, IBP/160, 
IBP/144, IBP/143, IBP/162 & 
IBP/142.

These new projects will be 
added to the IBP.
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Justification – “required as part of (refused) 50 dwelling proposal on Church Lane 
(12/02378/OUT), therefore carry over to SDL. Funding – SDL S106. Delivery lead – SDL 
developer/WSCC.

Drainage infrastructure. As a result of the 2016/17 Operation Watershed funded OPUS 
drainage study (which highlighted a number of drainage infrastructure issues within village, 
including the inadequate capacity of the existing pipework on Tangmere Rd to serve its 
drainage catchment (ref OPUS Final report para 4.10), the following projects arise:

1. Malcolm Road. Diversion of surplus flows from recreation field ditch to existing 
soakaways within rec. field. Justification – dues to loss of drainage line to & along 
Chestnut Walk, surcharging of gullies on Malcolm Rd leads to carriageway & 
domestic curtilage inundation on Malcolm Road & in extremis surface flows onto 
Tangmere Rd. Ref OPUS para 4.6 (though note the OPUS recommendation was 
for a new channel to discharge West of Cheshire Crescent estate).

2. Church Lane. Diversion of Church lane/Bayley Road flows. These currently 
discharge via a virtually no gradient link, to the Tangmere Rd/Church Lane junction 
which results in inundation of Church Lane due to slow flow rates. New drainage 
line proposed via fields to S of Church Lane to link with existing ditch crossing the 
Tangmere Straight W of the Museum bend (see OPUS para 5.3).

3. Garland Square. New soakaways (within Hyde owned land to SW of No.25) to 
replace lost discharge to South through Middleton Gardens. Current slow discharge 
to ground via pipe ends/breaks leads to inundation of SW part of Garland Square. 
See OPUS paras 4.4/5.4.

4. Cheshire Crescent. New soakaway at SW corner (within land owned by No. 100
Mannock Rd ). Due to degradation/loss of original soakaways on Cheshire
Crescent/Mannock Road, increased flows to estate low point result in inundation of
carriageway, footways and domestic curtilages and in extremis flooding of dwellings 
and sewage pumping station. See OPUS para 3.1.1.

5. Tangmere Road (Jerrard Rd to Chestnut Walk). Numerous defects and blockages
within pipework on both sides of Tangmere Rd resulting in surface flows 
along/across carriageways and junctions. Requires relaying of defective pipework. 
See OPUS paras 3.7.11/4.7/5.6.

6. Nettleton Avenue. New soakaway within recreation field to serve existing and new
road gullies, utilising redundant foul sewer lines and access pits for conveyance and 
storage. This would provide a diversion of flows from existing system arrangements 
which discharge onto Tangmere Rd. See OPUS Sections 4 and 5. 

Funding for the above drainage projects could be from WSCC (Highways/Op Watershed),
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NHB, Parish CIL and (for Nos. 1&2) as part of the SDLs drainage infrastructure.

Overall comments on IBP:
TPC has concerns over the degree to which CIL (particularly Parish controlled CIL) maybe
required to cover funding shortfalls for projects which are the responsibility of specific
delivery authorities which have their own funding sources. For example have the CIL
contributions to ambulance, medical, education and transport infrastructure projects been
fully justified and alternative funding sources identified/secured? There is potential for the
limited CIL fund to be consumed by projects listed as essential, leaving little for those given
a lower priority (e.g. green and community infrastructure) in the IBP but which Parishes 
may consider essential in the context of their community’s needs.

It is felt that the comprehensive nature of App A is appropriate as it lists all identified 
projects by all sources, regardless of current deliverability. The visibility it provides enables 
the potential for delivery via either existing funding sources (e.g. S106 TAD) and/or windfall
development and funding and demonstrates infrastructure needs that maybe cited during
consideration of planning applications (e.g. in order to justify site specific S106 transport
contributions and measures). This comprehensive visibility also allows proposers of new
projects to see, in one document, whether their proposal would complement or duplicate an
existing project. It should be left to the relevant promoter to assess whether a project has
sufficient credibility to warrant inclusion on this list, noting only projects submitted by 
elected local authorities or statutory undertakers should be included.

TPC has a clear preference for hard sustainable transport infrastructure projects over soft
“behaviour change” measures as well as RTPI screens at bus stops. “Soft” measures 
require continuous revenue funding to maintain currency within changing populations and 
RTPI screens require considerable revenue funding to operate, repair and maintain as well 
as regular capital investment to replace due to relatively short life. TPC does not therefore
support use of CIL funds for “soft” measures nor RTPI screens.

The District Council has not 
asked the City, Town and 
Parish Councils to cover 
funding shortfalls for projects 
which are the responsibility 
of specific delivery 
authorities which have their 
own funding sources. 

It is inevitable that some 
projects will not be funded, 
which is why the IBP sets 
out a methodology for 
prioritisation. The parishes 
can spend their CIL money 
as they see fit, provided it 
meets the CIL Regulations. 

Comments noted, no 
changes required to IBP.

Comments noted, no 
changes required to IBP.

Infrastructure Commissioners
Environm Hannah Hannah.hyla Thank you for the opportunity to review the Infrastructure Business Plan. Comments noted, no 
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ent 
Agency

Hyland nd@environ
ment-
agency.gov.u
k

At this stage we have no further updates to provide in relation to the projects highlighted for 
the Environment Agency’s input. We will continue to input to future consultations where 
necessary.

changes required to IBP

Highways 
England

Elizabeth 
Cleaver
Paul 
Harwood

Elizabeth.cle
aver@highw
aysengland.c
o.uk

Paul.harwoo
d@highways
england.co.u
k

Highways England is concerned with proposals and policy documents that have the 
potential to impact on the safe and efficient operation of the SRN, in this case the A27.

General Comments
Following the public Consultation on the Road Investment Strategy (RIS) options for the 
Chichester Bypass improvements and subsequent cancellation of the scheme from RIS 
(Period 1 - 2015/20) by the Secretary of State early this year the listing of the A27 
Chichester Bypass Local Plan mitigation schemes given under identification IBP/339 in the 
draft document is no longer correct. For the purposes of the IBP we must assume that the 
only schemes to be delivered on the A27 Chichester Bypass are those 6 mitigation 
schemes that we have jointly agreed as part of your Local Plan proposals.

Since the Local Plan was drawn up other development either in Chichester or Arun districts 
has received planning permission or has been identified for allocation in Arun’s draft Local 
Plan. As a result amendments, to be funded by developers, have been agreed to the 
Chichester Bypass Local Plan mitigation schemes originally identified. These are set out 
further down this email. We will need to agree with you the methodology for making project 
costs consistent across the IBP.

Detail 
On page 3 the text ‘Planning obligations – S106/S278 (infrastructure that provides site 
specific mitigation).’ In referring to site specific mitigation does not accurately describe the 
use of S278 agreements with Highways England to fund the improvements to the 
Chichester Bypass agreed as part of the Local Plan. It is suggested that these are set down 
as a separate bullet referencing the Planning Obligations & Affordable Housing SPD.

Para 2.4 refers to project costs being based on 2017 figures. However the cost of IBP/339 
at least does not appear to have been adjusted, the £12.8m quoted appears to be the 
original (2012 prices) works cost.

On page 95 IBP/339 states “2015 – 2020 Dependent on preparation of major scheme, 

The text on page 3 will be 
amended as follows: The 
reference to S278 will be 
removed.

IBP/339 will be amended to 
reflect the most up to date 
information provided by HE 
& WSCC and revised 
phasing

The text accompanying 
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which may replace these improvements; currently undertaking work to establish 
contributions methodology.” This should be updated, we suggest “2020 – 2023 Dependent 
on status of major scheme, which may replace these improvements.” As stated above, 
costs should be updated.

On pages 125 – 127 the section Transport needs updating, we suggest

Other sources of funding 
Transport 

“There are currently five roundabouts and one traffic controlled junction along the A27 near 
Chichester. Congestion regularly occurs at these locations and will worsen unless traffic is 
managed more effectively. On this part of the A27 local commuter traffic competes with the 
through traffic and because of these conflicts, congestion occurs regularly. The congestion 
is particularly disruptive as it affects the flow of public transport into the city.

In July 1998, the Transport White Paper 'A New Deal for Trunk Roads in England' initiated 
several comprehensive studies to improve transportation in various regions of England. The 
study carried out for the South East region of England was called the South Coast Multi 
Modal Study (SoCoMMS). In September 2002, the Study recommended a range of 
transport improvements. For the Chichester Bypass section, the Study recommended the 
provision of two - level junctions and/or junction closures, in association with a range of 
complementary measures including improvements to public transport. In 2003, the 
Secretary of State for Transport rejected all the proposed improvements identified for the 
bypass at that time by the study. As a result, he asked Highways England to work with the 
Local Authorities and Statutory Environmental Bodies to develop less environmentally 
damaging options that addressed local issues and included public transport solutions where 
considered appropriate. 

The Government Spending Review announcement in October 2013 listed the A27 
Chichester Improvement Scheme for potential construction. In 2015 a scheme to upgrade to 
four junctions on the Chichester bypass was included in the Road Investment Strategy for 
the 2015/16 – 2019/20 Road Period but in 2017 the scheme was cancelled due to there 
being no clear consensus on a preferred option solution.

Government is currently in the research phase for the Road Investment Strategy for the 
2020/21 – 2024/25 Road Period (RIS2). It is not known whether a scheme to improve the 
Chichester Bypass will be included in RIS2.

IBP/339 will be amended as 
suggested. Cost updates 
were not provided and have 
been requested.

The text on pages 125 to 
127 of the IBP will be 
amended as suggested.
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Highways England also has plans to make the section of the A27 through Chichester into 
an Expressway by 2040. Expressways are A-roads that can be relied upon to be as well-
designed as motorways and which are able to offer the same standard of journey to users. 
At a minimum, this means: 

 Largely or entirely dual carriageway roads that are safe, well-built and resilient to 
delay; 

 Junctions which are largely or entirely grade separated, so traffic on the main road 
can pass over or under roundabouts without stopping; 

 Modern safety measures and construction standards; 
 Technology to manage traffic and provide better information to drivers. 

This means an Expressway will be able to provide a high-quality journey to its users. Most 
Expressways should be able to offer a mile a minute journeys throughout the day, 
particularly outside of urban areas. Safety levels should match the highest standards of the 
network and, for many parts of the country, an Expressway will be able to provide a 
motorway-quality journey for drivers. 

While this standard is already met at many points on the network, certain routes that may 
justify Expressway status are inconsistent, repeatedly switching from dual to single 
carriageway and back again, or suffering serious congestion at a particular roundabout. 
Highways England will prioritise fixing these problems to provide better journeys. 

Highways England recognises that serving the needs of the motorist does not come at the 
expense of others. Instead, the network should account for the needs of walkers and 
cyclists, and not act as a deterrent to active travel options. The network must be easier to 
get over, under or around to ensure that roads do not divide communities, and that the 
associated health and wellbeing benefits of walking and cycling are felt as widely as 
possible. 

Highways England will also embrace new technology and aim to communicate through 
smart phones and in-car technology. This will increase the quality, and speed up the flow of 
information. Control will be returned to drivers, with personalised, predictive travel 
information helping plan alternative routes to avoid roadworks or unexpected disruption, 
leading to improved journeys at a more reliable speed. 

Highways England has created a series of ring-fenced funds, worth £900 m up to 2020/21 
to address a range of specific issues over and above the traditional focus of road 
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investment. These five funds allow for actions beyond business as usual and will help the 
Company invest in retrofitting measures to improve the existing road network as well as 
maximising the opportunities offered by new road schemes to deliver additional 
improvements at the same time. The funds are: 

 Environment (£300m to mitigate noise, low carbon road transport, improve water 
quality &resilience to flooding, landscaping & work to halt the loss of biodiversity) 

 Cycling, safety and Integration (£250m segregated cycleways alongside trunk roads 
& safer junctions & crossings). 

 Innovation (£150m for the development of new technologies) 
 Air Quality (£100m to target improvements in air quality) 
 Growth and Housing (£100m to provide leverage and flexibility for the Company to 

engage in progressing schemes on the SRN required to unlock strategic growth. It 
is a supplement – not substitute for developer contributions and other existing 
sources of funding. The fund will normally only be applicable to investment on the 
SRN that: Unlocks major housing development (for example, in the order of 5,000 
new homes or more); or key economic growth; and Involves multiple developers; 
and Is funded – at least in part by developer contributions.”

Additional mitigation works agreed to the A27 Chichester Bypass
IBP Id Locatio

n
Catego
ry

CIL 
S106
Other

Plannin
g app

Schem
e

Fundin
g 
source
s

Deliver
y Lead

Cost 
Range

Total 
Max 
Cost £

IBP/339 A27 
Whyke 
Junction

Transpo
rt

S278 HN/15/0
3489/F
UL

Chiches
ter free 
School

S278 
Sussex 
Educati
on Trust

Highwa
ys 
England

Tbc Tbc

IBP/339 Whyke 
Junction

Transpo
rt

S278 Arun 
apps
P/140/1
6/OUT
P/6/17/
OUT
P/6/17/
OUT

Arun 
Strategi
c 
Housing 
sites at 
Pagham

S278 
Private 
Develop
ers

Highwa
ys 
England

Tbc Tbc

IBP/339 A27 
Bognor 
Road 
Rounda
bout

Transpo
rt

S278 14.0428
4/OUT

Bognor 
Rd 
Former 
Fuel 
Depot

S278 
Private 
Develop
ers

Highwa
ys 
England

Tbc Tbc

Minor points

IBP/339 will be amended to 
reflect these changes.
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IBP/345, and IBP/538 (see also page 89) – funding is through S278 with Highways 
England. The delivery lead is Highways England.

IBP/345 & IBP/538 will be 
amended as suggested.

Network 
Rail

Paul Best Paul.Best@ne
tworkrail.co.uk

The costs for the Arundel Chord are detailed in the South East Route: Sussex Area Route 
Study, and we are not convinced of the benefits of the Chord, as detailed in the Route 
Study.

Comments Noted, no 
changes required to IBP

South 
Downs 
National 
Park 
Authority

Vicki 
Colwell

Vicki.Colwell
@southdow
ns.gov.uk

In general, there seems to be an opportunity to be clearer where there is potential for joint 
funding to be provided for projects, either with the SDNPA or Parish Councils, for example. 
 
There is also the potential to help fulfil the strategic need for pollinating services to be 
addressed in areas of high demand around urban edges of the Coastal Plain, as identified 
in the Green Infrastructure framework. This could be through the creation and management 
of habitats for pollinating insects, either associated with forthcoming CIL projects or relevant 
planning applications. The SDNPA would be happy to provide further advice on how this 
could be achieved. 
 
In terms of specific projects identified on the list:
IBP/194 – it is noted that funding for this project has been identified as being provided over 
the next 2 years, which is welcomed. 
IBP/670 – the provision cycle route between Whitehouse Farm development and Salthill 
Road, I understand was felt to be desirable for the SDNPA when the planning application 
was being considered. Given the evolution of that particular proposal, and the inclusion of 
the perimeter walking/cycle route on the site and links to Centurion Way, I don’t believe the 
SDNPA would be insisting it should be delivered and would not class this as an ‘ambition’ of 
the SDNPA. It is unlikely that we would be in a position to provide any direct funding for this 
and therefore the reference to this in the IBP should be omitted. 
IBP/671 – it is noted that the provision of this cycle way is a requirement of Policy 17 of the 
Chichester District Local Plan 2014-2029. I understand there has been earlier 
correspondence with the SDNPA on the matter of provision, where it has been explained 
that we would be unlikely to provide financial support as this route is outside of the SDNP, 
and the demand for use will directly arise from a strategic development (along with 
associated links) that the District Council promoted through its’ own Local Plan. 
Notwithstanding the fact that we could not contribute financially to this scheme, officers from 
the SDNPA would be very willing to provide support in terms of further advice on the three 
route options and experience of the cost of similar projects that we have delivered 
elsewhere. It is very possible that a route could be delivered at a significantly lower price 
than the £150,000 quoted, but if additional financial support were still needed, we are also 

Organisations and Parishes 
are encouraged to do this 
and advise CDC where this 
is the intention.

IBP/194 Comments Noted, 
no changes required to IBP

IBP/670 the reference to the 
ambitions of the SDNPA will 
be removed from the IBP.

IBP/671 the reference to the 
ambitions of the SDNPA will 
be removed from the IBP.
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happy to share our experience of seeking external funding sources for such schemes.
 
I trust you find the above comments useful. If you have any queries, or require clarification, 
please let me know.

Sussex 
and 
Surrey 
Police

Andy 
Taylor

Andrew.b.ta
ylor@sussex.
pnn.police.u
k

Chichester Infrastructure Business Plan: Sussex Police response
Our representation dated 19th May 2017 provided an overview of our existing level of 
infrastructure and the predicted expansion required to mitigate against the projected 
housing growth in Chichester. Notwithstanding the sites identified for additional ANPR 
coverage the remaining items of infrastructure (vehicles, premises, start-up costs, control 
room capacity) will require expansion proportionate to the increased population in 
Chichester and increased demand on our services. 

The existing capital programme is entirely devoted to maintaining the current level of 
infrastructure. Staff levels are under constant review to ensure that only minimum levels are 
maintained; the same applies to personal equipment, police vehicles, and radio cover, all of 
which correspond to staff levels.

Admittedly there appears to some misunderstanding over this issue following your 
comments that the increase in fleet and ANPR capacity is only tied to the development of 
the strategic sites in Chichester. Chichester District Council have a projected housing 
requirement of 605 homes from 2017-2022 and each household will place an additional 
demand upon the services of the police force. The future demands upon the police force are 
not only directly tied to the strategic sites in Chichester but each new housing unit and 
resident in the District. The next five years will see the development of over 3000 homes in 
the District which will require
mitigation which in this case concerns investment in police infrastructure.

Sussex Police have allocated substantial funding in our capital and investment program to 
complete the necessary improvements to Chichester Police station to ensure additional 
capacity can be provided in the short term. However, moving forward we will need to 
significantly reduce our capital expenditure in our efforts to deliver savings and maximise 
our revenue budget for front line policing. For this reason we would ask if Chichester District 
Council would reconsider the allocation of funds within the draft IBP and prioritise the 
following projects:

ANPR (Automatic Number Plate Recognition)
Notwithstanding the six recommended sites for new ANPR, our intelligence department has 
highlighted two additional sites to serve the major development of 750 homes at 

Comments Noted, no 
changes required to IBP 

Every new home will pay 
council tax towards police 
services. 

Each Band D property will 
yield the police £153.91 per 
year. So the 3000 new 
homes referred to would 
generate an additional 
£462k per year, ignoring any 
future council tax rises.

750 homes at Graylingwell 
would generate £115k per 
year.
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Graylingwell Hospital, College Lane, Chichester. These sites have been identified by our 
intelligence department to mitigate against the rise in police incidents in the locality and 
absence of coverage in the wider surrounding area. These sites would need to be delivered 
prior to completion of this development or ideally within the next 12 months. The two 
identified sites are as follows:
 A285 east of Sainsbury’s near junction to Kingsmead Avenue (Fixed ANPR camera with
existing identified infrastructure) - £9,000
 A286 between Lavant and Binderton - (Fixed ANPR camera with existing identified
infrastructure) - £9,000

Police vehicles
Our office have sought £63,360 to fund two additional police vehicles to increase 
Chichester’s fleet capacity. Vehicle costs have been capitalised on a 3 year pro rata lifetime 
cost for a low/medium size equipped vehicle (excluding fuel). Sussex Police are looking at a 
variety of options for our fleet replacement and expansion program to meet the increased 
demands upon our service. Our lowest specification vehicle is a Vauxhall Astra which has a 
capital cost of £17,000 per vehicle. To meet our increasing fleet capacity over the 
development plan period we have estimated that £265,456 would need to be invested to 
ensure our fleet capacity is proportionately increased in line with the rising population in 
Chichester. This amounts to a minimum of £22,121 per year over the next 12 years and 
over the next 5 years this would be £110,605. This does not take into account the 
substantial funding
required to support our specialist fleet departments combatting major crime, 
counterterrorism, etc.

Sussex Police have a statutory duty to provide the same level of service to new residents of 
Chichester that is currently delivered to the existing residents. The alternative is diverting 
vehicles from duties elsewhere, which simply moves the lack of capacity to a different 
location in the District and would clearly be an unacceptable impact. To support the 
increasing population in the Chichester District we consider that a minimum of two 
additional vehicles would be required at a minimum cost of £17,000 per vehicle or a total of 
£34,000 to be funded between 2017-2020. The whole life costs (5 year) per vehicle are 
estimated to be £52,800 per vehicle and therefore Sussex Police would be funding the 
majority of these projects with the upfront capital cost being supported by CIL.
 Two additional vehicles at £17,000 per vehicle = £34,000

Overview
Whilst our office appreciate the recognition of policing as an infrastructure provider on the 
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current CIL Regulation 123 list it is unlikely that CIL will be able to provide significant 
funding towards policing in the District. The Police service nationally have only received 
negligible amounts of capital funding from the Community Infrastructure Levy and which is 
concerning considering the number of CIL charging authorities across Sussex and Surrey at 
this time. In the absence of securing developer contributions via S106 or CIL the force will 
need to continually draw funding away from our revenue budget and the ability to increase 
front line
policing in line with our fast growing population. In terms of the prioritisation of infrastructure 
types we consider each item of policing
infrastructure to be critical to delivering effective policing in the District and creating safe 
and cohesive communities. We will need to complete more background work to support our 
engagement with each Council however the legal principle of contributions towards policing 
is clearly sound.

Police forces nationally, are not in a position to support major development of the scale now 
being proposed for many of the nation’s town and cities without the support from the 
planning system. If we are obliged to do so using our own resources only, then it is 
reasonable to conclude that there will be a serious risk of service degradation as existing 
coverage is stretched to encompass the new development and associated population 
growth.

Our force must ensure that development growth is supported by the infrastructure 
necessary to guarantee the safety and security of the new communities. For this reason we 
are requesting the Council reconsider the request of our office to fund two new ANPR 
cameras and vehicles to serve the District of Chichester via the Chichester CIL.

Thank you for the continued support of Sussex Police and if additional information is 
required to support this request I would be happy to provide this.

Royal 
Society 
for 
Protectio
n of Birds

Chloe Rose Chloe.Rose@
rspb.org.uk

IBP/376 Change cost to £300,00 and phasing to 2018/19 These amendments will be 
made to IBP/376

Scottish 
and 
Southern 
Electricity

Terry 
Davies

Terry.davies@
sse.com

I can provide general guidance on the provision of electricity infrastructure and the 
treatment of any existing infrastructure in relation to future development.

Connections for new development from existing infrastructure can be provided subject to 
cost and timescale.

Comments Noted, no 
changes required to IBP
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Where existing infrastructure is inadequate to support the increased demands from the new 
development, the costs of any necessary upstream reinforcement required would normally 
be apportioned between developer and DNO (Distribution Network Operator) in accordance 
with the current Statement of Charging Methodology agreed with the industry regulator 
(OFGEM). Maximum timescales in these instances would not normally exceed around 2 
years and should not therefore impede delivery of any proposed housing development.

Where overhead lines cross development sites, these will, with the exception of 400kV 
tower lines, normally be owned and operated by Scottish and Southern Electricity Networks.
In order to minimise costs, wherever possible, existing overhead lines can remain in place 
with uses such as open space, parking, garages or public highways generally being 
permitted in proximity to the overhead lines. Where this is not practicable, or where 
developers choose to lay out their proposals otherwise, then agreement will be needed as 
to how these will be dealt with, including agreeing costs and identifying suitable alternative 
routing for the circuits.  The existing customer base should not be burdened by any costs 
arising from new development proposals.

To ensure certainty of delivery of a development site, any anticipated relocation of existing 
overhead lines should be formally agreed with Scottish and Southern Electricity Networks 
prior to submission of a planning application.

Thames 
Water

David 
Wilson

drwilson@sa
vills.com

General Comments on Water/Wastewater Infrastructure
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working relationship with local 
planning authorities in its area and to provide the support they need with regards to the 
provision of sewerage/wastewater treatment [and water supply] infrastructure.

Wastewater [and water supply] infrastructure is essential to any development. Failure to 
ensure that any required upgrades to the infrastructure network are delivered alongside 
development could result in adverse impacts in the form of internal and external sewer 
flooding and pollution of land and water courses and/or low water pressure.

Thames Water therefore support the section on how utility companies are funded and the 
use of conditions to infrastructure is delivered ahead of development coming forward on 
pages 128-129.

Thames Water is funded in 5 year periods called Asset Management Plans (AMPs). We are 
currently in AMP6 (6th since privatisation) which runs from 1st April 2015 to 31st March 
2020. Details of Thames Water’s 5 year plan for AMP6 can be viewed on their website at: 
http://ourplan.thameswater.co.uk/water-sewerage/

Comments Noted, no 
changes required to IBP
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Thames Water’s growth plans are based on planning information in the public domain and 
as such, Local Plans play an extremely important role in their growth assumption planning.

As part of Thames Water’s five year business plan they advise OFWAT on the funding 
required to accommodate growth at their treatment works. As a result Thames Water base 
their investment programmes on development plan allocations which form the clearest 
picture of the shape of the community as set out in
the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 162) and the National Planning 
Practice Guidance.

The time to deliver solutions should not be underestimated. For example, local network 
upgrades take around 18 months and Treatment Works upgrades can take 3-5 years.

Thames Water are currently working on the draft Business Plan for the next Price Review in 
2019 (PR19) which will cover AMP7 (1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025).

It may be necessary for new or upgraded water and waste water infrastructure to be 
provided in respect of individual developments, depending on the type, scale and location of 
development. It is crucial that any such additional infrastructure is provided in time to 
service development to avoid unacceptable impacts on the
environment and this is the reason that Thames Water seeks adequate policy coverage and 
support for Water/Wastewater Infrastructure within Local Plans and related planning policy 
documents.

Thames Water understands that it cannot require that Section 106 Agreements be used to 
secure wastewater infrastructure upgrades. However, it is essential to ensure that such 
infrastructure is in place to avoid unacceptable impacts on the environment such as internal 
and external sewer flooding of residential and commercial property, pollution of land and 
watercourses. Thames Water therefore support the section on utilities at pages 157-158 
and the following paragraph in particular: “Where there is a capacity constraint and
no improvements are programmed by the utility company, the Local Planning Authority 
should require the developer to provide for appropriate improvements which must be 
completed prior to occupation of the development. Such improvements should be secured 
through phasing or by the use of Grampian style
conditions attached to planning permission.”
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Chidham and Hambrook – updated projects

IBPId Category ProjectType Scheme Justificatio
n

Deliver
y Lead

Priority
Category

Pha
sing

Term
Time

Funding 
Sources

Total Max 
Cos t £

Funding 
Shortfall

Requested 
CIL

CIL/S10
6/Other

Comments

IBP/70
9

Public and 
Community 
Services

Cemetery St Mary's Church 
Graveyard, Cot 
Lane, Chidham. 
Looking to extend 
graveyard.  Local 
farmer willing to 
donate land 
adjacent to main 
churchyard.

Existing 
extension 
graveyard 
will be full 
in 18-24 
months 
time.

Chidha
m and 
Hambr
ook 
PC

4 Desirable    £9,240.00 CIL PC to be 
responsible 
for any costs.   
Could 
accommodat
e up to 130 
graves. 
(Costs 
supplied 
without VAT)

IBP/71
3

Social 
Infrastructur
e

Community 
facilities

Improvements to 
St. Wilfrid’s 
Church Hall

To enable 
them to 
support 
the 
community

St. 
Wilfrid’
s PCC

Desirable 201
6-
202
3

Short 
term 
2016-
2023

S106 £57,368 S106
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 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23
1st April b/fwd                                   -                        598,294.27                   1,718,485.65                    1,694,909.65                   1,567,209.65                   1,591,341.65                    1,198,713.65 
INCOME        
Gross Income                  775,847.84                   1,529,460.79                      166,320.00                    2,439,000.00                   2,048,760.00                   1,831,960.00                    2,053,800.00 
Parish Share                  120,392.28                      312,796.37                         41,580.00                        609,750.00                      512,190.00                      457,990.00                        513,450.00 
Admin                    38,792.39                         76,473.04                           8,316.00                        121,950.00                      102,438.00                         91,598.00                        102,690.00 
CDC Net Income                  616,663.17                   1,140,191.38                      116,424.00                    1,707,300.00                   1,434,132.00                   1,282,372.00                    1,437,660.00 
        
Funds Available                  616,663.17                   1,738,485.65                   1,834,909.65                    3,402,209.65                   3,001,341.65                   2,873,713.65                    2,636,373.65 
EXPENDITURE  £  £  £  £  £  £  £ 
Ambulance response Post 
Chichester South Project 533

                   18,368.90       

Enhancements to the Lavant 
Biodiversity Opportunity 
Area -the stretch of the 
Lavant north of the 
Westhampnett SDL. Project 
194 

                         10,000.00                         40,000.00     

Brandy Hole Copse           
Project 196

                         10,000.00      

Local land drainage East 
Beach Sea Outfall. Project 
293 

                       100,000.00     

Primary School places E-W 
project 330 Chichester 
(subject to further detail and 
evaluation)

                      1,200,000.00    

School access improvements 
at expanded primary 
school(s) Chichester. Project 
657 

                            50,000.00    

Sust trans corridor – City 
Centre to Portfield – Oving 
Rd part of project 656 

                            25,000.00                         50,000.00                      425,000.00  

RTPI screens at Chichester 
City Project 355 

                            60,000.00                         60,000.00   

Westhampnett Rd/St 
Pancras/Spitalfields Ln/St 
James Rd dbl mini 
rondabouts junction 
improvements. Project 353 

                          500,000.00    

Medical Centre W of 
Chichester.  Project 398 

                      1,300,000.00   
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(Subject to further detail and 
evaluation)
Primary School places 
Bournes. Project 331 
(subject to further detail & 
evaluation)

                       1,200,000.00  

School access improvements 
at expanded primary 
school(s)    Bournes. Project 
660 

                             50,000.00  

Primary School places 
Manhood Peninsula. Project 
332 (subject to further detail 
& evaluation

                         1,200,000.00 

School access improvements 
at expanded primary 
school(s) Manhood. Project 
659 

                               50,000.00 

Total expenditure                    18,368.90                         20,000.00                      140,000.00                    1,835,000.00                   1,410,000.00                   1,675,000.00                    1,250,000.00 
        
31st March c/fwd                  598,294.27                   1,718,485.65                   1,694,909.65                    1,567,209.65                   1,591,341.65                   1,198,713.65                    1,386,373.65 
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Appendix 1: Key amendments made to 2018-19 strategy and Treasury Management Practices

Item Amendment Reason

TMP1  - appendix 3 Inserted a section “Fair value risk management” describing the 
potential risks associated with IFRS9 and how these will be 
mitigated

This addition brings to members’ attention new risks 
created by changes in accounting standards for 2018-19.

Treasury 
Management 
Strategy Statement

The last paragraph now recognises the probable need to update 
the Council’s 2018-19 strategy mid-way through 2018 once 
CIPFA and DCLG guidance is issued.

The revised Code of Practice and DCLG guidance will not 
be issued until early 2018, too late to reflect in the strategy 
due for consideration in the January/ February Committee 
cycle.

Borrowing Sources Added new text

“The Council will, where possible, take advantage of the 20 basis 
points (0.20%) reduction in borrowing costs available from the 
PWLB to those authorities who provide information on their plans 
for long-term borrowing and associated capital spending. The 
earliest this opportunity can be taken is now Autumn 2018.”

This has been included to ensure that, if we do undertake 
borrowing in the figure, officers are authorised to apply for 
the HMT ‘certainty’ rate – which has a discount over the 
normal PWLB rate.

Investment 
objective

Text amended,

Replaced “minimising the risk of incurring losses from defaults 
and the risk receiving unsuitably low investment income.” 

With “in line with the Council’s risk appetite statement” at the end 
of the final paragraph

To ensure consistency

2018-19 Strategy Removed ‘Council’s own bank’ from Table 5 and added a 
separate paragraph ‘Operational bank accounts’ under the table

Operational bank accounts have been excluded from the 
definition of investments. There is now a simplified 
requirement to maintain no more than £2.5m across all 
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operational bank accounts. 

Specified 
Investments

Foreign country sovereign rating reduced from AAA to AA+ On advice from Arlingclose. Table 6 updated to match this 
restriction (Government column)

Corporates Added the requirement for a credit assessment to be undertaken 
prior to any loans being made to unrated companies

Codifies existing practices 

Tables 5 and 6. 
Investment limits

Removed BBB+ as an available credit rating category.

Clarified that the investment limits excludes investments with the 
UK Government and other Local Authorities

Increased each limit by £5m to account for the proposed 
increased in medium term pooled funds described in table 5

Clarified treatment of UK Local Government investments.  
Imposed 10 year maximum duration on this sector – Government 
generally is 25 years. 

UK Government maximum investment duration increased to 25 
years

Pooled Funds. Increased the limit that the Council can invest in 
pooled funds to £15m (excluding the Local Authority Property 

Arlingclose used to have an A- rating limit, but 
reduced this to BBB- in 2013 following the removal of 
government support from UK and EU bank ratings as a 
pragmatic step. As banks have strengthened their 
balance sheets and credit ratings have improved, the 
recommendation is to increase this back to A-.

The A category is broadly defined as “strong” credit 
quality, whereas BBB is “adequate”. 

To ensure the definition is clear

Consistency

To ensure limits on Local Government investments are 
clear

On advice from Arlingclose

The is to allow for potential investment of excess cash 
funds in shorter duration (12-18 month) ‘Cash Plus’ pooled 
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Fund) funds during 2018-19.

Table 7: Investment 
limits

Increased maximum pooled funds total to £15m Consistency

Liquidity 
Management

Added “To ensure adequate liquidity is maintained, ‘worst case’ 
estimates of cash flows are used when considering the Council’s 
medium term investment position”

Codifying existing practice

New section; Non-
Treasury 
investments

Added new section On advice from Arlingclose

Liquidity Tidied text, removing explanation for changes implemented in 
2017-18

Drafting

Table 10: Interest 
rate exposure 
management 
indicators

Simplified indicators by removing percentages. No changes to 
absolute limits

Simplification

Table 11: Limits on 
investment periods

Increased amounts by £5m to accommodate earlier proposals Consistency

Financial 
Implications

Deleted section Not part of the policy and covered elsewhere.
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Appendix 2 - Treasury Management Strategy

Treasury Management Policy Statement, Treasury Management Strategy Statement 
and Annual Investment Strategy for 2018-19

Treasury Management Policy Statement

Treasury management within the Council is undertaken in accordance with the CIPFA 
Code of Practice for Treasury Management in the Public Services (“the TM Code”).

The Council defines treasury management activities as: 

“the management of the organisation’s financial investments and cash flows, its banking, 
money market and capital market transactions; the effective control of the risks associated 
with those activities; and the pursuit of optimum performance consistent with those risks.”

The Council regards the successful identification, monitoring and control of risk to be the 
prime criteria by which the effectiveness of its treasury management activities will be 
measured. The analysis and reporting of treasury management activities will focus on their 
risk implications for the organisation, and any financial instruments entered into to manage 
these risks.

The Council acknowledges that effective treasury management will provide support 
towards the achievement of its business and service objectives. It is therefore committed 
to the principles of achieving value for money in treasury management, and to employing 
suitable comprehensive performance measurement techniques, within the context of 
effective risk management.

The investment policy objective for this Council is the prudent investment of its treasury 
balances. The Council’s investment priorities are security of capital and liquidity of its 
investments so that funds are available for expenditure when needed. Both the CIPFA 
Code and the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) 
guidance require the Council to invest its funds prudently, and to have regard to the 
security and liquidity of its investments before seeking the highest rate of return, or yield.

The Council’s borrowing objective, being debt free and with resources still available for its 
capital investment spending plans, means that it does not intend to borrow any monies, 
except for short term cash flow purposes for revenue and capital commitments.

The generation of investment income to support the Council’s spending plans is an 
important, but secondary objective. Other than income from the Council’s investment in the 
Local Authority Property Fund or other long term pooled funds, returns are generally used 
to fund one-off expenditure or capital investment. 
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Treasury Management Strategy Statement

In February 2012 the Council adopted the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and 
Accountancy’s Treasury Management in the Public Services: Code of Practice 2011 
Edition (the CIPFA Code) which requires the Council to approve a treasury management 
strategy before the start of each financial year.

The Department for Communities and Local Government issued Guidance on Local 
Authority Investments in March 2010 that requires the Council to approve an investment 
strategy before the start of each financial year.

This report fulfils the Council’s legal obligation under the Local Government Act 2003 to 
have regard to both the CIPFA Code and the MHCLG Guidance.

The Treasury Management Strategy Statement including the Annual Investment Strategy 
are underpinned by the CIPFA Code of Practice and Treasury Management Practices 
(TMPs) which provide prescriptive information as to how the treasury management 
function should be carried out.

In accordance with current MHCLG guidance, the Council will be asked to approve a 
revised Treasury Management Strategy should the assumptions on which this report is 
based change significantly. Such circumstances would include, for example, a large 
unexpected change in interest rates, or in the Council’s capital programme or in the level 
of its investment balances.  For 2018-19 a revised strategy may be necessary as a result 
of updated MHCLG guidance or the CIPFA Code which are both due to be issued early in 
2018. 

Risk Appetite Statement

As a debt free authority the Council’s highest priority in its treasury management function 
is the security of those investments in accordance with the priorities set out in the CIPFA 
Code.  However, whilst fundamentally risk adverse, the Council will accept some modest 
degree of risk.

The use of different investment instruments and diversified high credit quality 
counterparties along with country, sector and group limits, as set out in this Strategy, 
enables the Council to mitigate the nature and extent of any risks. 

Relevant risks are described in Treasury Management Practices (TMP) 1. 

When investing surplus cash, the Council will not necessarily limit itself to making deposits 
with the UK Government and local authorities, but may invest in other bodies including 
certain unrated building societies, money market funds. The Council may also invest 
surplus funds through tradable instruments such as gilts, treasury bills, certificates of 
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deposit, corporate bonds and pooled funds. The duration of such investments will be 
carefully considered to limit that risk of them having to be sold (although they may be) prior 
to maturity, mitigating the risk of the capital sum being diminished through price 
movements.  

Local Context

As at December 2017, the Council held £60.7m of investments, which comprised a 
diversified range of investments as set out in table 1 below

Table 1: Investment Portfolio Position – 31 December 2017.

Investments £000 Annualised
Return %

Short term Investments (cash, call accounts, 
deposits)

29,500 0.41 

Money Market Funds

Corporate Bonds

6,100 

3,057 

0.36 

0.73 

Total Liquid Investments 38,657 0.43 

Medium and Long term Investments 5,000 1.63

Pooled funds – Local Authority Property Fund 
(LAPF)

Pooled Funds – Other

10,0007
,950

4.88 

2.95

TOTAL TREASURY  INVESTMENTS 61,607 1.67

The Council monitors the return on its treasury investments against that achieved by 
other English non-met District Councils. This information is included within the 
Council’s performance management suite of key performance indicators (KPI) 
maintained on Covalent.

The figure of £60.6m is expected to fall over the next few months due to the Council’s 
ongoing capital programme and reduced local taxation receipts in February and March 
2018.
The Council’s latest finalised resource projection, indicates the following movements in 
resources, including funds available for investment, over the medium term. 
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Table 2: Resource projection to 31 March 2022

31.3.17
Actual

£m

31.3.18
Estimate

£m

31.3.19
Estimate

£m

31.3.20
Estimate

£m

31.3.21
Estimate

£m

31.3.22
Estimate

£m
Reserves:
Earmarked 
and specific 15.1 9.8 10.0 10.2 10.4 10.7

New Homes 
Bonus 9.4 11.2 10.9 10.6 10.3 9.9

Asset 
Replacement 6.6 4.8 5.3 5.6 5.7 5.8

General Fund 12.3 9.4 12.1 11.3 11.6 11.1
Section 106 
balances 5.3 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.9

Working 
capital 6.5 5.2 5.6 5.5 5.6 5.5

Total 
Resources 55.2 44.6 47.9 47.1 47.5 46.9

Represented by:
Internal 
investments 37.2 26.6 27.9 27.1 27.5 26.9

External 
Investments 18.0 18.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Total 
Investments 55.2 44.6 47.9 47.1 47.5 46.9

31.3.17 31.3.18 31.3.19 31.3.20 31.3.21 31.3.22
Capital 
financing 
requirement 
(CFR)

(1.38) (1.40) (1.43) (1.43) (1.43) (1.43)

Debt (0.1) (0.1) (0.05) 0 0 0
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Apart from a small lease liability for the Council’s multi-function printer/copiers, the 
Council is currently debt free and its capital expenditure plans do not currently imply 
any need to borrow over the forecast period.  

CIPFA’s Prudential Code for Capital Finance in Local Authorities recommends that the 
Council’s total debt should be lower than its highest forecast CFR over the next three 
years. As the Council does not expect to incur any debt (other than for temporary cash 
management purposes) over the next three years, table 2 demonstrates that the 
Council expects to comply with this recommendation. 

Borrowing Strategy

The Council is currently debt-free and has no borrowing other than that which might 
occur as part of routine working capital management. Under the Council’s current 
resource projections, there are no plans to borrow to finance new capital expenditure 
over the medium term but this remains an option if deemed to be prudent.

This section describes the Council’s policy should the need arise for any borrowing to 
be undertaken.

Short term internal borrowing (for schemes that pay back within the 5 year time frame 
of the capital programme) can be accommodated without incurring external interest 
charges, provided the resulting savings are recycled into reserves. 

Longer term pay back periods will have to accommodate both the external interest and 
a minimum revenue provision (MRP) in accordance with the Council’s MRP policy, 
which links repayment of the debt to the life of the asset. 

Borrowing would add pressure on the revenue budget as MRP and interest would 
become payable. The capacity to make these payments would need to be identified in 
advance, namely the further efficiency savings generated by the investment in the 
assets.

Borrowing Objective 

If it considers it necessary to borrowing money, the Council’s chief objective is to strike 
an appropriately low risk balance between securing low interest costs and achieving 
certainty of those costs over the period for which funds are required.  The flexibility to 
renegotiate loans should the Council’s long-term plans change is a secondary 
objective.

Borrowing Sources

The Council may need to borrow money in the short term to cover unexpected cash 
flow shortages, (normally up to one month) within the limits shown in tables 3 and 4.
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The Council will, where possible, take advantage of the 20 basis points (0.20%) 
reduction in borrowing costs available from the Public Works Loan Board (PWLB) to 
those authorities who provide information on their plans for long-term borrowing and 
associated capital spending. The earliest this opportunity can be taken is Autumn 2018.

Operational Boundary for External Debt

The operational boundary is based on the Authority’s estimate of most likely (i.e. 
prudent but not worst case) scenario for external debt. It links directly to the Authority’s 
estimates of capital expenditure, the capital financing requirement and cash flow 
requirements, and is a key management tool for in-year monitoring.  

Table 3: Operational boundary for external debt

Operational 
Boundary

2017/18 
Revised

£m

2018/19 
Estimate

£m

2019/20 
Estimate

£m

2020/21 
Estimate

£m

2021/22 
Estimate

£m

2022/23
Estimate

£m
Borrowing 5 5 5 5 5 5
Other long-term 
liabilities 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Debt 5 5 5 5 5 5

Authorised Limit for External Debt

The authorised limit is the affordable borrowing limit determined in compliance with the 
Local Government Act 2003. It is the maximum amount of debt that the Authority can 
legally owe.  

The authorised limit provides headroom over and above the operational boundary for 
unusual cash movements.

Table 4: Authorised limit for external debt

Authorised Limit
2017/18 

Limit
£m

2018/19 
Limit
£m

2019/20 
Limit
£m

2020/21 
Limit
£m

2021/22 
Limit
£m

2022/23 
Limit
£m

Borrowing 10 10 10 10 10 10
Other long-term 
liabilities 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Debt 10 10 10 10 10 10

The approved sources of long-term and short-term borrowing are:

 PWLB and any successor body
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 Any institution approved for investments (see below, Table 5)
 Any other bank or building society authorised to operate in the UK
 UK public and private sector pension funds (except the West Sussex Pension 

Fund)

In addition, capital finance may be raised by the following methods that are not 
borrowing, but may be classed as other debt liabilities:

 Operating and finance leases
 Hire purchase
 Private Finance Initiatives
 Sale and leaseback

Investment Strategy

The Council holds significant invested funds, representing income received in advance 
of expenditure plus balances and reserves held.  In the 12 months to 30 November 
2017, the Council’s financial investment balance has ranged between £49.6m and 
£68.2m, but this is expected to reduce to lower levels in the forthcoming year due to 
the anticipated capital spending programme including any property investment 
commitments.

Investment Objective 

The Council has a duty to safeguard the public funds and assets it holds on behalf of 
its community. The CIPFA Code and MHCLG Guidance require the Council to invest its 
funds prudently, and to have regard to the security and liquidity of its investments 
before seeking the highest rate of return, or yield.  

The Council’s objective when investing money is to comply with the principles stated in 
this strategy document, striking an appropriate balance between risk and return in line 
with the Council’s risk appetite statement.

2018-19 Strategy

Given the increasing risk and remaining low returns from short-term unsecured bank 
investments, the Council will continue to diversify using secure and/or higher yielding 
asset classes. 

The Council may invest its surplus funds with any of the counterparties in table 5 
below, subject to the cash limits (per counterparty) and time limits shown.
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Table 5: Approved Investment Counterparties

Sector 
Limits/  
Credit 
Rating

Banks 
Unsecured1

£20m

Banks
Secured1

Unlimited

Government
Unlimited

Corporates
£10m

UK Govt. n/a n/a £ Unlimited
25 years n/a

AAA £2.5m
 5 years

£5m
10  years n/a £2.5m

 10  years

AA+ £2.5m
5 years

£5m
7  years

£5m
 7  years

£2.5m
 7  years

AA £2.5m
4 years

£5m
5 years

£5m
5  years

£2.5m
 5  years

AA- £2.5m
3 years

£5m
4  years

£5m
4  years

£2.5m
 4  years

A+ £2.5m
2 years

£5m
3  years

£2.5m
3  years

£2.5m
 3  years

A £2.5m
13 months

£5m
2 years 

£2.5m
2 years 

£2.5m
2 years 

A- £2.5m
 6 months

£5m
13 months

£2.5m
 13 months

£2.5m
 13 months

UK Local 
Authorities

£5m 
10 Years

None
(excludes 

pooled 
funds)

£1m
6 months n/a n/a n/a 

 Pooled 
Funds

£5m per money market fund (MMF), subject to a maximum of 2% of MMF 
fund value and a total limit of £20m across all MMF
£5m per pooled investment fund, to a maximum of £15m (excludes the 
Local Authority Property Fund).
£10m in the Local Authority Property Fund

This table must be read in conjunction with the details notes below and the limits stated 
in tables 6 and 7

Credit Rating: Investment limits are set by reference to the lowest published long-term 
credit rating from Fitch, Moody’s or Standard & Poor’s. 

Where available, the credit rating relevant to the specific investment or class of 
investment is used, otherwise the counterparty credit rating is used. 
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Investment decisions are never made solely based on credit ratings, and all other 
relevant factors including external advice will be taken into account.

Banks Unsecured: Accounts, deposits, certificates of deposit and senior unsecured 
bonds with banks and building societies, other than multilateral development banks. 
These investments are subject to the risk of credit loss via a bail-in should the regulator 
determine that the bank is failing or likely to fail. See below for arrangements relating to 
operational bank accounts.

Operational bank accounts: The Authority may incur operational exposures, for 
example though current accounts, collection accounts and merchant acquiring 
services, to any UK bank with credit ratings no lower than BBB- and with assets greater 
than £25 billion. These are not classed as investments, but are still subject to the risk of 
a bank bail-in, and balances will therefore be kept below £2.5m in total across all 
operational accounts. The Bank of England has stated that in the event of failure, 
banks with assets greater than £25 billion are more likely to be bailed-in than made 
insolvent, increasing the chance of the Authority maintaining operational continuity. 

Banks Secured: Covered bonds and other collateralised arrangements with banks and 
building societies. These investments are secured on the bank’s assets, which limits 
the potential losses in the unlikely event of insolvency, and means that they are exempt 
from bail-in. Where there is no investment specific credit rating, but the collateral upon 
which the investment is secured has a credit rating, the higher of the collateral credit 
rating and the counterparty credit rating will be used to determine cash and time limits. 
The combined secured and unsecured investments in any one bank will not exceed the 
cash limit for secured investments.

Government: Loans, bonds and bills issued or guaranteed by national governments, 
regional and local authorities and multilateral development banks. These investments 
are not subject to bail-in, and there is an insignificant risk of insolvency. 

Corporates: Loans, bonds and commercial paper issued by companies other than 
banks and registered providers. These investments are not subject to bail-in, but are 
exposed to the risk of the company going insolvent.  Loans to unrated companies will 
only be made following a credit assessment as part of a diversified pool in order to 
spread the risk widely.

For corporate bonds, the limits referred to in table 5 will apply to the sum of bond 
principal (par value) and any premium or discount paid to acquire the bond in the 
secondary market. The limit will exclude the accrued interest element paid to secure a 
secondary bond as this is recoverable on maturity of the Bond.

Pooled Funds: Shares in diversified investment vehicles consisting of the any of the 
above investment types, plus equity shares and property. These funds have the 
advantage of providing wide diversification of investment risks, coupled with the 
services of a professional fund manager in return for a fee.  Short-term Money Market 
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Funds that offer same-day liquidity and very low volatility will be used as an alternative 
to instant access bank accounts, while pooled funds whose value changes with market 
prices and/or have a notice period will be used for longer investment periods. 

Bond, equity and property funds offer enhanced returns over the longer term, but are 
more volatile in the short term.  These allow the Council to diversify into asset classes 
other than cash without the need to own and manage the underlying investments. 
Because these funds have no defined maturity date, but are available for withdrawal 
after a notice period, their performance and continued suitability in meeting the 
Council’s investment objectives will be monitored regularly.

Where investments in pooled funds or other financial assets have prices or values that 
can vary according to fund performance and other factors, the investment limits in table 
7 will operate to regulate the initial purchase cost (total initial investment) only.

Risk Assessment and Credit Ratings: Credit ratings are obtained and monitored by 
the Council’s treasury advisors, who will notify changes in the ratings as they occur.  
Where an entity has its credit rating downgraded so that it fails to meet the approved 
investment criteria then:

• no new investments will be made,
• any existing investments that can be recalled or sold at no cost will be, and
• full consideration will be given to the recall or sale of all other existing investments 

with the affected counterparty.

If in the case of a decision to recall or sell an investment at a cost which is over the 
approved virement limits, the Council’s urgent action procedure in its Constitution 
would be invoked by officers.

Where a credit rating agency announces that a credit rating is on review for possible 
downgrade (also known as “rating watch negative” or “credit watch negative”) so that it 
may fall below the approved rating criteria, then only investments that can be 
withdrawn in a timely manner will be made with that organisation until the outcome of 
the review is announced.  This policy will not apply to negative outlooks, which indicate 
a long-term direction of travel rather than an imminent change of rating.

Other Information on the Security of Investments: The Council understands that 
credit ratings are good, but not perfect, predictors of investment default.  Full regard will 
therefore be given to other available information on the credit quality of the 
organisations in which it invests, including credit default swap prices, financial 
statements, information on potential government support and reports in the quality 
financial press.  No investments will be made with an organisation if there are 
substantive doubts about its credit quality, even though it may meet the credit rating 
criteria.

When deteriorating financial market conditions affect the creditworthiness of all 
organisations, as happened in 2008 and 2011, this is not generally reflected in credit 
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ratings, but can be seen in other market measures.  In these circumstances, the 
Council will restrict its investments to those organisations of higher credit quality and 
reduce the maximum duration of its investments to maintain the required level of 
security.  The extent of these restrictions will be in line with prevailing financial market 
conditions. If these restrictions mean that insufficient commercial organisations of high 
credit quality are available to invest the Council’s cash balances, then the surplus will 
be deposited with the UK Government, via the Debt Management Office or invested in 
government treasury bills for example, or with other local authorities.  This will cause a 
reduction in the level of investment income earned, but will protect the principal sum 
invested.

Specified Investments: The MHCLG Guidance defines specified investments as 
those:

• denominated in pound sterling,
• due to be repaid within 12 months of arrangement,
• not defined as capital expenditure by legislation, and
• invested with one of:

o the UK Government,
o a UK local authority, parish council or community council, or
o a body or investment scheme of “high credit quality”.

The Council defines “high credit quality” organisations and securities as those having a 
credit rating of A- or higher that are domiciled in the UK or a foreign country with a 
sovereign rating of AA+. 

For clarity, under this Strategy, no sovereign rating criteria for investments made with 
institutions domiciled in the UK is required. For money market funds and other pooled 
funds “high credit quality” is defined as those having a credit rating of A- or higher.

Non-specified Investments: 

Any investment not meeting the definition of a specified investment is classed as non-
specified.  Limits on non-specified investments are shown in table 6 below.

The Council does not intend to make any investments denominated in foreign 
currencies, nor any that are defined as capital expenditure by legislation, such as 
company shares.  Non-specified investments will therefore be limited to medium and 
long-term investments, i.e. those that are due to mature 12 months or longer from the 
date of arrangement, and investments with bodies and schemes not meeting the 
definition on high credit quality.  

Table 6: Non-Specified Investment Limits

Cash limit
Total medium and long-term investments £40m 
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Cash limit
Total investments without credit ratings or rated 
below A- (except UK Government and local 
authorities)

£40m 

Total non-specified investments £55m

Investment Limits

Investment limits are set out in Table 7

The Council’s uncommitted revenue reserves available to cover investment losses are 
forecast to be £30.8m on 31st March 2018.  These uncommitted reserves include the 
following items; General Fund Balance (£9.4m), earmarked revenue reserves (£9.8m) 
and New Homes Bonus (£11.1m); as stated in the current estimated Resources 
Statement. In order that no more than 25% of available reserves will be put at risk in 
the case of a single default, the maximum that will be lent to any one organisation 
(other than the UK Government and LAPF) will be £5 million.  A group of banks under 
the same ownership or a group of funds under the same management will be treated 
as a single organisation for limit purposes.  .  Investments in pooled funds and 
multilateral development banks do not count against the limit for any single foreign 
country, since the risk is diversified over many countries.

Table 7: Investment Limits

Cash limit
Any single organisation, except the UK Central 
Government and the LAPF £5m each

UK Central Government unlimited
Any group of organisations under the same 
ownership £5m per group

Pooled funds (excluding MMF and LAPF) under 
the same management

£5m per manager 
(other than the LAPF), 
to a maximum of £15m 
in total

Negotiable instruments held in a broker’s nominee 
account £10m per broker

Foreign countries £5m per country
Unsecured investments with Building Societies £5m in total
Loans to unrated corporates £2m in total

Page 93



13

Cash limit

Money Market Funds

£5m per money market 
fund (MMF), subject to 
a maximum of 2% of 
individual MMF fund 
value and £20m in 
total

Property Funds (1) £10m in total
(1) The limit on Property Funds in table 7 does not apply to any element of a multi-asset 

pooled fund which is subject to the separate limit under ‘Pooled funds’

Liquidity Management: The Council uses purpose-built cash flow forecasting software 
to determine the maximum period for which funds may prudently be committed.  The 
forecast is compiled on a prudent basis to minimise the risk of the Council being forced 
to borrow on unfavourable terms to meet its financial commitments. Limits on long-term 
investments are set by reference to the Council’s medium term financial plan and cash 
flow forecast.  To ensure adequate liquidity is maintained, ‘worst case’ estimates of 
cash flows are used when considering the Council’s medium term investment position.

Non-Treasury Investments

Although not classed as treasury management activities and therefore not covered by 
the CIPFA Code or the MHCLG Guidance, the Authority may also purchase property 
for investment purposes and may also make loans and investments for service 
purposes.

Such loans and investments will be subject to the Authority’s normal approval 
processes for revenue and capital expenditure and need not comply with this treasury 
management strategy.

Treasury Management Indicators

The Council measures and manages its exposures to treasury management risks using 
the following indicators. All comparative data is taken from benchmarking exercises 
conducted by the Council’s Treasury Management advisors.

Security

The Council will use the voluntary measures set out in Table 8 to control its exposure 
to credit risk and to monitor and assess overall security

Table 8: Security management indicators

Measure Target
Average Credit 
Score (time-
weighted)

Less than the average of other District Councils 
(AAA=1, D=24)*
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Measure Target

Average Credit 
Rating (time 
weighted)

Maintain below the time weighted average of 
other District Councils

Proportion Exposed 
to Bail-in (%) Less than the average of other District Councils

Liquidity

The Council will use the voluntary measures set out in Table 9 to control its exposure 
to liquidity risk.

Officers will continue to manage the Council’s treasury management investments 
ensuring that sufficient cash is available to accommodate known payments.  In the 
unlikely circumstance that a large unexpected cash payment is required and the 
Council does not have sufficient liquidity immediately available, the Council will use its 
facility to borrow temporarily for cash management purposes.

Table 9: Liquidity management indicators

Measure Target
Proportion of 
investments 
available within 7 
days (%)

Compare and explain against District Council 
average

Proportion available 
within 100 days (%) Compare and explain against District Council 

average

Average days to 
maturity

Compare and explain against District Council 
average 

Interest Rate Exposures

The Council will use the indicators set out in Table 10 to control its exposure to liquidity 
risk.

This indicator is set to control the Council’s exposure to interest rate risk.  Under the 
TM Code the upper limits on fixed and variable rate interest rate exposures, should be 
expressed as the amount or proportion of net principal borrowed or interest payable, 
with investments counting as negative borrowing. As the Council is debt free and to 
provide a meaningful indicator the limits on fixed and variable rate interest rate 
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exposures are expressed as an amount in £  of net principal invested. Any borrowing 
would count as negative investment. Strictly this is contrary to the TM Code definition. 

Table 10: Interest rate exposure management indicators

2018/19 2019/20 2020/21
Upper limit on fixed interest rate 
exposure £28m £24m £22m 

Upper limit on variable interest rate 
exposure £70m £60m £55m 

Fixed rate investments and borrowings are those where the rate of interest is fixed for 
at least 12 months, measured from the start of the financial year or the transaction date 
if later.  All other instruments are classed as variable rate.

Maturity Structure of Borrowing 

As the Council is debt free it currently holds no fixed long term borrowing for which a 
maturity profile exists.  

Principal Sums Invested for Periods Longer than 364 days 

Limits on the long-term principal sum invested to final maturities beyond the period end 
are established in Table 11

The purpose of this indicator is to control the Council’s exposure to the risk of incurring 
losses by seeking early repayment of its investments in response to adverse economic 
or market conditions or credit rating downgrades.  

Table 11: Limits on investment periods

2018/19 2019/20 2020/21
Limit on principal invested beyond year 
end £40m £35m £30m

Other Items

There are a number of additional items that the Council is obliged by CIPFA or MHCLG 
to include in its Treasury Management Strategy.

Policy on Use of Financial Derivatives

The Council will only use standalone financial derivatives (such as swaps, forwards, 
futures and options) where they can be clearly demonstrated to reduce the overall level 
of the financial risks that the Council is exposed to. 
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Local authorities have previously made use of financial derivatives embedded into 
loans and investments both to reduce interest rate risk (e.g. interest rate collars and 
forward deals) and to reduce costs or increase income at the expense of greater risk 
(e.g. LOBO loans and callable deposits).  The general power of competence in Section 
1 of the Localism Act 2011 removes much of the uncertainty over local authorities’ use 
of standalone financial derivatives (i.e. those that are not embedded into a loan or 
investment). 

Additional risks presented, such as credit exposure to derivative counterparties, will be 
taken into account when determining the overall level of risk. Embedded derivatives, 
including those present in pooled funds and forward starting transactions, will not be 
subject to this policy, although the risks they present will be managed in line with the 
overall treasury risk management strategy.

Financial derivative transactions may be arranged with any organisation that meets the 
approved investment criteria. The current value of any amount due from a derivative 
counterparty will count against the counterparty credit limit and the relevant foreign 
country limit.

Investment Training 

To address the training need of members, training will be provided to members of both 
Cabinet and the Corporate Governance and Audit Committee in advance of them 
considering the forthcoming year’s strategies. 

Member and officer training is an essential requirement in terms of understanding 
roles, responsibilities and keeping up to date with changes and in order to comply with 
the CIPFA Treasury Management Code of Practice.

The training needs of the officers involved on treasury management are identified 
through the annual performance and development appraisal process, and additionally 
when the responsibilities of individual members of staff change. Staff attend relevant 
training courses, seminars and conferences.

Staff regularly attend training courses, seminars and conferences provided by 
Arlingclose and CIPFA. Relevant staff are also encouraged to study professional 
qualifications from CIPFA, the Association of Corporate Treasurers and other 
appropriate organisations.

Investment Advisers

The Council currently contracts with Arlingclose Limited as its treasury management 
adviser and receives specific advice on investment, debt and capital finance issues. 
However, responsibility for final decision making remains with the Council and its 
officers.
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The quality of this service is controlled and monitored against the contract by the 
Accountancy Services Manager, which is in place until the 30th June 2018. 

Investment of Money Borrowed in Advance of Need 

Although not envisaged at this stage, the Council may, from time to time, borrow in 
advance of need, where this is expected to provide the best long term value for money.  

Since amounts borrowed will be invested until spent, the Council is aware that it will be 
exposed to the risk of loss of the borrowed sums, and the risk that investment and 
borrowing interest rates may change in the intervening period.  These risks will be 
managed as part of the Council’s overall management of its treasury risks.

The total amount borrowed will not exceed the authorised borrowing limit of £10 million.  
The maximum period between borrowing and expenditure is expected to be two years, 
although the Council is not required to link particular loans with particular items of 
expenditure.

Reporting

The Council/Cabinet will receive as a minimum:

 An annual report on the strategy and plan to be pursued in the coming year and on 
the need to review the requirements for changes to be made to the Treasury 
Management Strategy Statement.

 A mid-year review
 An annual report on the performance of the treasury management function, on the 

effects of decisions taken and the transactions executed in the past year, by 30th 
September in the next financial year, including any circumstances of non-
compliance with the organisation’s treasury management policy statement and 
Treasury Management Practices.

The body responsible for scrutiny of treasury management policies and practices is the 
Corporate Governance and Audit Committee. Monitoring reports on Treasury 
performance and compliance with this strategy will be prepared and presented to this 
Committee as a minimum for the half year to September and the full year to March.

The Leader of the Council, the Cabinet Member for Corporate Services and the 
members of the Corporate Governance & Audit Committee receive weekly monitoring 
reports of the investments held. Corporate Governance & Audit Committee will receive 
half yearly monitoring reports.
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Appendix 1 – Arlingclose Economic & Interest Rate Forecast November 2017 

Economic background
The major external influence on the Authority’s treasury management strategy for 2018/19 
will be the UK’s progress in negotiating its exit from the European Union and agreeing 
future trading arrangements. The domestic economy has remained relatively robust since 
the surprise outcome of the 2016 referendum, but there are indications that uncertainty 
over the future is now weighing on growth. Transitional arrangements may prevent a cliff-
edge, but will also extend the period of uncertainty for several years. Economic growth is 
therefore forecast to remain sluggish throughout 2018/19.

Consumer price inflation reached 3.0% in September 2017 as the post-referendum 
devaluation of sterling continued to feed through to imports. Unemployment continued to 
fall and the Bank of England’s Monetary Policy Committee judged that the extent of spare 
capacity in the economy seemed limited and the pace at which the economy can grow 
without generating inflationary pressure had fallen over recent years. With its inflation-
control mandate in mind, the Bank of England’s Monetary Policy Committee raised official 
interest rates to 0.5% in November 2017. 

In contrast, the US economy is performing well and the Federal Reserve is raising interest 
rates in regular steps to remove some of the emergency monetary stimulus it has provided 
for the past decade. The European Central Bank is yet to raise rates, but has started to 
taper its quantitative easing programme, signalling some confidence in the Eurozone 
economy.

Credit outlook 
High profile bank failures in Italy and Portugal have reinforced concerns over the health of 
the European banking sector. Sluggish economies and fines for pre-crisis behaviour 
continue to weigh on bank profits, and any future economic slowdown will exacerbate 
concerns in this regard.

Bail-in legislation, which ensures that large investors including local authorities will rescue 
failing banks instead of taxpayers in the future, has now been fully implemented in the 
European Union, Switzerland and USA, while Australia and Canada are progressing with 
their own plans. In addition, the largest UK banks will ringfence their retail banking 
functions into separate legal entities during 2018. There remains some uncertainty over 
how these changes will impact upon the credit strength of the residual legal entities.
The credit risk associated with making unsecured bank deposits has therefore increased 
relative to the risk of other investment options available to the Authority; returns from cash 
deposits however remain very low.
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Interest rate forecast 

The Authority’s treasury adviser Arlingclose’s central case is for UK Bank Rate to remain 
at 0.50% during 2018/19, following the rise from the historic low of 0.25%. The Monetary 
Policy Committee re-emphasised that any prospective increases in Bank Rate would be 
expected to be at a gradual pace and to a limited extent.

Future expectations for higher short term interest rates are subdued and on-going 
decisions remain data dependant and negotiations on exiting the EU cast a shadow over 
monetary policy decisions. The risks to Arlingclose’s forecast are broadly balanced on both 
sides. The Arlingclose central case is for gilt yields to remain broadly stable across the 
medium term. Upward movement will be limited, although the UK government’s seemingly 
deteriorating fiscal stance is an upside risk.

Underlying assumptions: 

 In a 7-2 vote, the MPC increased Bank Rate in line with market expectations to 
0.5%. Dovish accompanying rhetoric prompted investors to lower the expected 
future path for interest rates. The minutes re-emphasised that any prospective 
increases in Bank Rate would be expected to be at a gradual pace and to a limited 
extent.

 Further potential movement in Bank Rate is reliant on economic data and the likely 
outcome of the EU negotiations. Policymakers have downwardly assessed the 
supply capacity of the UK economy, suggesting inflationary growth is more likely. 
However, the MPC will be wary of raising rates much further amid low business and 
household confidence.

 The UK economy faces a challenging outlook as the minority government continues 
to negotiate the country's exit from the European Union. While recent economic 
data has improved, it has done so from a low base: UK Q3 2017 GDP growth was 
0.4%, after a 0.3% expansion in Q2.

 Household consumption growth, the driver of recent UK GDP growth, has softened 
following a contraction in real wages, despite both saving rates and consumer credit 
volumes indicating that some households continue to spend in the absence of wage 
growth. Policymakers have expressed concern about the continued expansion of 
consumer credit; any action taken will further dampen household spending.

 Some data has held up better than expected, with unemployment continuing to 
decline and house prices remaining relatively resilient. However, both of these 
factors can also be seen in a negative light, displaying the structural lack of 
investment in the UK economy post financial crisis. Weaker long term growth may 
prompt deterioration in the UK’s fiscal position.
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 The depreciation in sterling may assist the economy to rebalance away from 
spending. Export volumes will increase, helped by a stronger Eurozone economic 
expansion.

 Near-term global growth prospects have continued to improve and broaden, and 
expectations of inflation are subdued. Central banks are moving to reduce the level 
of monetary stimulus.

 Geo-political risks remains elevated and helps to anchor safe-haven flows into the 
UK government bond (gilt) market. 
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Appendix 2 – Benchmarking Definitions

The benchmarking compares various measures of risk and return, which are 
calculated as follows:

Investment Value
For internal investments, the value is the sum initially invested. For external funds, 
the value is the fund’s bid price on the quarter end date multiplied by the number of 
units held.

Rate of Return 
For internal investments, the return is the effective interest rate, which is also the 
yield to maturity for bonds. For external funds (LAPF) this is measured on an offer-
bid basis less transaction fees. For external funds the income only return excludes 
capital gains and losses.

Average returns are calculated by weighting the return of each investment by its 
value. All interest rates are quoted per annum.

Duration
Average duration is calculated by weighting the duration of each investment by its 
value. Higher numbers indicate higher risk.

Credit Risk
Each investment is assigned a credit score, based where possible on its average 
long-term credit rating from Fitch, Moody’s and Standard & Poor’s. This is 
converted to a number, so that AAA=1, AA+=2, etc. Higher numbers therefore 
indicate higher risk. Unrated local authorities are assigned a score equal to the 
average score of all rated local authorities. 

Average credit risk is measured in two ways. The value-weighted average is 
calculated by weighting the credit score of each investment by its value. The time-
weighted average is calculated by weighting the credit score of each investment by 
both its value and its time to final maturity. Higher numbers indicate higher risk.
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Appendix 3

TREASURY MANAGEMENT PRACTICE NOTES

TMP 1 – RISK MANAGEMENT

General Statement

The Section 151 Officer will oversee the design, implementation and monitoring of 
all arrangements for the identification, management and control of treasury 
management risk. The Section 151 Officer will ensure that reports are presented at 
least annually, on the adequacy/suitability thereof and will report, as a matter of 
urgency, the circumstances of any actual or likely difficulty in achieving the 
Council’s objectives. 

In respect of each of the following risks, the arrangements that seek to ensure 
compliance with these objectives are set out in this document and take into account 
the risk appetite statement in the Council’s Treasury Management Strategy 
Statement, available via the following link:

http://www.chichester.gov.uk/article/24169/Treasury-Management-Strategy

This document is integral to the Council’s treasury management practices and all 
staff involved in treasury management activities should familiarise themselves with 
its contents.

Credit and Counter party risk management

This risk is the risk of a third party failing to meet its contractual obligations (for 
example, to pay any investment money or interest back in full, on time). 

Statutory guidance restricts the types of investments that local authorities can use 
and forms the structure of the Council’s policy, which is contained in the Council’s 
treasury management strategy. 

The Council’s key objective is to invest prudently, giving priority to security, then 
liquidity before yield. 

The Council also has regard to the CIPFA publications Treasury Management in 
Public Services: Code of Practice and Cross-Sectoral Guidance Notes and the 
sector specific guidance; Guidance Notes for Local Authorities including Police 
Authorities and Fire Authorities.  

The Council adopted the revised 2011 TM Code in February 2012 and ensures that 
its counter party lists and limits;

 reflect a prudent attitude towards organisations with whom funds may be 
deposited, and

 restrict investment activities to the instruments, methods and techniques 
referred to in the Council’s Treasury Management Strategy, published at the 
link above.
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The Council also maintains a formal counter party policy in respect of those 
organisations from which it may borrow, or with whom it may enter into other 
financing or derivative arrangements. This is contained within the Council’s 
Treasury management policy statement and approved each year by the Council.

Monitoring Investment Counterparties

The assessment of credit worthiness or credit rating of investment counterparties 
will be monitored regularly. 

The Council obtains credit rating information from its treasury advisers who monitor 
all 3 credit ratings (FITCH, Moody’s and Standard and Poor’s), and notify the 
Council of any changes in ratings as they occur. This includes and takes account of 
changes, ratings watches and rating outlooks as necessary. 

The Council has established counterparty limits by sector and credit rating and 
compliance with these limits is reviewed before any investment decision is made. 
Voluntary indicators. As set out in the annual Treasury Management Strategy, are 
employed as a further means to control Counterparty risk.

In considering credit rating, the lowest rating issued by three main agencies (above) 
is used, unless an investment-specific rating is available when this will be used.

The Council considers other possible sources of information available to assess the 
credit worthiness of counterparties. This includes information direct from brokers, 
the Financial Times, news agencies and its treasury advisers monitoring the Credit 
Default Swaps (CDS) market.

On occasions ratings may be downgraded after an investment has been made, 
however, the criteria used are such that a minor downgrading should not affect the 
full receipt of the principal and interest. 

Any counterparty failing to meet the criteria or due to adverse information in the 
public domain, will be removed from the approved list immediately by the Section 
151 Officer, and if required new counterparties which meet the criteria will be added 
to the list.

Liquidity Risk Management

This risk is the risk that cash will not be available when needed

The Council ensures it has adequate though not excessive cash resources, 
borrowing arrangements, overdraft facilities to enable it at all times to have a level 
of funds available to it which are necessary for the achievement of its 
business/service objectives.

The Council uses purpose-built cash flow forecasting software to determine the 
maximum period for which funds may prudently be committed.  The forecast is 
compiled on a prudent basis to minimise the risk of the Council being forced to 
borrow on unfavourable terms to meet its financial commitments. Limits on long-
term investments are set by reference to the Council’s medium term financial plan 
and cash flow forecast.  
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To ensure adequate liquidity is maintained, ‘worst case’ estimates of cash flows are 
used when considering the Council’s medium term investment position

Voluntary indicators. As set out in the annual Treasury Management Strategy, are 
employed as a further means to control Counterparty risk.

The Council will only borrow in advance of need where there is a clear business 
case for doing so and will only do so for the current capital programme.

To maintain flexibility and liquidity the Council determines a maximum amount of 
principal that can be invested for periods longer than 364 days and closely monitors 
known future cash demands.  The Council has also set an operational boundary for 
external debt that can be used on a short term basis for daily cash management 
purposes.

Interest rate risk management

This risk is the risk of fluctuations in interest rates creating unexpected and 
unbudgeted burdens on Council finances

The Council will manage its exposure to fluctuations in interest rates with a view to 
containing its interest costs, or securing its interest revenues, in accordance with 
the amounts provided in its budgetary arrangements as amended in accordance 
with TMP6 (Reporting requirements and managing information arrangements).

The Council determines annually the upper limits on fixed and variable rate interest 
rate exposures that it can incur.

The effects of varying levels of inflation, so far as they can be identified, will be 
controlled by the Council as an integral part of its strategy for managing its 
exposure to inflation.

It will achieve this by the prudent use of its approved financing and investment 
instruments, methods and techniques, to create stability and certainty of costs and 
revenues, whilst retaining a sufficient degree of flexibility to take advantage of 
unexpected, potentially advantageous changes in the level or structure of interest 
rates. 

To achieve this objective the following specific policies are followed:

 maintaining the Council’s debt free position and undertake no new 
borrowing unless the business case is proven for ‘invest to save’ projects

 retaining an appropriate minimum level of reserves in order to maintain 
flexibility in the use of interest earned from deposits

 lending surplus funds only to approved counterparties as specified by  the 
Council’s Treasury Management Strategy

 minimising short term borrowing by efficient cash flow management
 ensuring that the use of any hedging tools such as derivatives are only 

used for the management of risk and prudent management of the 
financial affairs of the council, as set out in the Council’s Treasury 
Management Strategy
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Exchange rate Risk Management

The Council does not invest in foreign denominations but does occasionally make 
payments to foreign suppliers. In so doing we will manage our exposure to 
fluctuations in exchange rates to minimise any detrimental impact on budgeted 
income expenditure levels. 

Any large contracts let by the Council must be denominated in £Sterling and the 
Section 151 Officer consulted on any proposed departure from this policy.

Refinancing risk management

The Council will ensure that any borrowing and partnership arrangements are 
negotiated, structured and documented, and the maturity profile of the monies are 
managed, with a view to obtaining offer terms for renewal or refinancing, which are 
competitive and as favourable to the Council as can reasonably be achieved in the 
light of market conditions prevailing at the time.

The Council will actively manage its relationship with counter parties in these 
transactions in such a manner as to secure this objective, and will avoid over 
reliance on any one source of funding if this might jeopardise achievement of the 
above.

Fair value risk management [New Section for 2018-19]

The Council is able to invest in variable Net Asset Value Instruments, or 
instruments that are revalued to Fair Value each accounting period, subject to the 
risk management provisions below

For the main classes of such instrument, the risk to security of the principal sum 
involved are managed as follows

Investment Risk Mitigating actions and risk management

Money Market Funds These funds are 
likely to be Low 
Volatility Net 
Asset value 
funds

Exposure is limited to 10% of total 
investments for any single Money Market 
fund and 50% across all funds.

External Pooled 
funds, including the 
Local Authority 
Property Fund

We may incur a 
loss to the 
Council’s 
General fund 
balances if the 
Fair Value of 
these 
investments 
falls

The Council’s investment in external 
pooled funds (including the Local 
Authority Property Fund) is limited to 
£25m.

The Council carefully selects mixed asset 
and diversified funds to reduce the 
potential for volatility of capital values.

The potential exposure to movements in 
fair values is considered in determining 
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the adequacy of the Council’s revenue 
reserves.
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Appendix 4 – Treasury Management Glossary

Amortised Cost Accounting Values the asset at its purchase price, and then subtracts the premium/adds back the discount linearly over the life of the asset. The 
asset will be valued at par at its maturity.

Authorised Limit (Also known as the 
Affordable Limit)

A statutory limit that sets the maximum level of external borrowing on a gross basis (i.e. not net of investments) for the Council. It is 
measured on a daily basis against all external borrowing items on the Balance Sheet (i.e. long and short term borrowing, overdrawn 
bank balances and long term liabilities).

Balances and Reserves Accumulated sums that are maintained either earmarked for specific future costs or commitments or generally held to meet 
unforeseen or emergency expenditure.

Bail - in Risk Following the financial crisis of 2008 when governments in various jurisdictions injected billions of dollars into banks as part of bail-
out packages, it was recognised that bondholders, who largely remained untouched through this period, should share the burden
in future by making them forfeit part of their investment to "bail in" a bank before taxpayers are called upon.

A bail-in takes place before a bankruptcy and under the current regime, regulators have the power to impose losses on 
bondholders while leaving untouched other creditors of similar stature, such as derivatives counterparties. A corollary to this is that 
bondholders will require more interest if they are to risk losing money to a bail-in.

Bank Rate The official interest rate set by the Bank of England’s Monetary Policy Committee and what is generally termed at the “base rate”.

Basis Point A unit of measure used in finance to describe the percentage change in the value or rate of a financial instrument. One basis point is 
equivalent to 0.01% (1/100th of a percent). In most cases, it refers to changes in interest rates and bond yields. For example, if 
interest rates rise by 25 basis points, it means that rates have risen by 0.25% percentage points. If rates were at 2.50%, and rose by 
0.25%, or 25 basis points, the new interest rate would be 2.75%. In the bond market, a basis point is used to refer to the yield that a 
bond pays to the investor. For example, if a bond yield moves from 5.45% to 5.65%, it is said to have risen by 20 basis points. The 
usage of the basis point measure is primarily used in respect to yields and interest rates, but it may also be used to refer to the 
percentage change in the value of an asset such as a stock.

Bond A certificate of debt issued by a company, government, or other institution. The bond holder receives interest at a rate stated at the 
time of issue of the bond. The repayment date is also set at the onset but can be traded during its life, but this will affect the price 
of a bond which may vary during its life.

Capital Expenditure Expenditure on the acquisition, creation or enhancement of capital assets.
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Capital Financing Requirement 
(CFR)

The CFR is simply the total historic outstanding capital expenditure which has not yet been paid for from either revenue or capital 
resources. It is essentially a measure of the Council’s underlying borrowing need.

Certainty Rate The government has reduced by 20 basis points (0.20%) the interest rates on loans via the Public Works Loan Board (PWLB) to 
principal local authorities who provide information as specified on their plans for long-term borrowing and associated capital 
spending.

CD’s Certificates of Deposits with banks and building societies

Capital Receipts Money obtained on the sale of a capital asset.

Constant Net Asset Value (CNAV) These are Money Market Funds which maintain a stable price of £1 per share when investors redeem or purchase shares which 
mean that that any investment will not fluctuate in value

Corporate Bonds Corporate bonds are bonds issued by companies. The term is often used to cover all bonds other than those issued by governments 
in their own currencies and includes issues by companies, supranational organisations and government agencies.

Counterparty List List of approved financial institutions with which the Council can place investments with.

Covered Bond Covered bonds are debt securities backed by cash flows from mortgages or public sector loans. They are similar in many ways to 
asset-backed securities created in securitisation, but covered bond assets remain on the issuer’s consolidated balance sheet 
(usually with an appropriate capital charge). The covered bonds continue as obligations of the issuer (often a bank); in essence, the 
investor has recourse against the issuer and the collateral, sometimes known as "dual recourse."

CPI Consumer Price Index – the UK’s main measure of inflation

Credit Rating: Formal opinion by a registered rating agency of a counterparty’s future ability to meet its financial liabilities; these are opinions only 
and not guarantees

Department for Communities and 
Local Government (DCLG)

The DCLG is the UK Government department for Communities and Local Government in England. It was established in May 2006 
and is the successor to the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, established in 2001. From 2018, it has been renamed the Ministry 
for Housing, Communities and Local Government.

Debt Management Office (DMO) The DMO is an Executive Agency of Her Majesty's Treasury and provides direct access for local authorities into a government 
deposit facility known as the DMADF. All deposits are guaranteed by HM Government and therefore have the equivalent of a 
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sovereign triple-A credit rating.

Diversification /diversified 
exposure

The spreading of investments among different types of assets or between markets in order to reduce risk.

European Investment Bank (EIB) The European Investment Bank is the European Union's non-profit long-term lending institution established in 1958 under the 
Treaty of Rome. It is a "policy driven bank" whose shareholders are the member states of the EU. The EIB uses its financing 
operations to support projects that bring about European integration and social cohesion

Fair Value Fair value is defined as a sale price agreed to by a willing buyer and seller, assuming both parties enter the transaction freely. Many 
investments have a fair value determined by a market where the security is traded. 

Federal Reserve The US central bank. (Often referred to as “the Fed”).

Floating rate notes (FRNs) Floating rate notes (FRNs) are debt securities with payments that are reset periodically against a benchmark rate, such as the three-
month Treasury bill or the three-month London inter-bank offer rate (LIBOR). FRNs can be used to balance risks incurred through 
other interest rate instruments in an investment portfolio.

FTSE 100 Index: The FTSE 100 Index is a share index of the 100 companies listed on the London Stock Exchange with the highest market 
capitalisation. It is one of the most widely used stock indices and is seen as a gauge of business prosperity for business regulated by 
UK company law. 

General Fund This includes most of the day-to-day spending and income of the Council

Gilts Gilts are bonds issued by the UK Government. They take their name from ‘gilt-edged’: being issued by the UK government, they are 
deemed to be very secure as the investor expects to receive the full face value of the bond to be repaid on maturity.

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) Gross Domestic Product measures the value of goods and services produced with in a country. GDP is the most comprehensive 
overall measure of economic output and provides key insight as to the driving forces of the economy

IFRS International Financial Reporting Standards.

LIBID The London Interbank Bid Rate (LIBID) is the rate bid by banks on Eurocurrency deposits (i.e. the rate at which a bank is willing to 
borrow from other banks). It is "the opposite" of the LIBOR (an offered, hence "ask" rate, the rate at which a bank will lend). Whilst 
the British Bankers' Association set LIBOR rates, there is no correspondent official LIBID fixing.
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LIBOR The London Interbank Offered Rate (LIBOR) is the rate of interest that banks charge to lend money to each other. The British 
Bankers' Association (BBA) work with a small group of large banks to set the LIBOR rate each day. The wholesale markets allow 
banks who need money to be more fluid in the marketplace to borrow from those with surplus amounts. The banks with surplus 
amounts of money are keen to lend so that they can generate interest which it would not otherwise receive.

LOBO LOBO stands for Lender Option Borrower Option. 

A LOBO loan is typically a very long-term loan – for example 40 to 70 years.  The interest rate is initially fixed, but the lender has the 
option to propose or impose, on pre-determined future dates, such as every 5 years, a new fixed rate. The borrower has the option 
to either accept the new rate or repay the entire loan.

Maturity The date when an investment or borrowing is repaid.

Maturity Structure / Profile A table or graph showing the amount (or percentage) of debt or investments maturing over a time period. The amount or percent 
maturing could be shown on a year-by-year or quarter-by quarter or month-by-month basis.

Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) An annual provision that the Council is statutorily required to set aside and charge to the Revenue Account for the repayment of 
debt associated with expenditure incurred on capital assets.

Money Market Funds (MMF) An open-end mutual fund which invests only in money markets. These funds invest in short term debt obligations such as short-
dated government debt, certificates of deposit and commercial paper. The main goal is the preservation of principal, accompanied 
by modest dividends. 

 Constant net asset value (CNAV) refers to funds which use amortised cost accounting to value all of their assets. They aim 
to maintain a net asset value (NAV), or value of a share of the fund, at €1/£1/$1 and calculate their price to two decimal 
places known as "penny rounding". 

 Variable net asset value (VNAV) refers to funds which use mark-to-market accounting to value some of their assets. The 
NAV of these funds will vary by a slight amount, due to the changing value of the assets and, in the case of an
accumulating fund, by the amount of income received. 

A new class of Money Market Fund will be introduce by the EU MMF reform process. Most CNAV funds will become Low Volatility 
NAV (LVNAV) funds. LVNAV MMFs are permitted to maintain a constant dealing NAV provided that certain criteria are met, 
including that the market NAV of the fund does not deviate from the dealing NAV by more than 20 basis points.

Multilateral Development Banks See Supranational Bonds below.
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Municipal Bonds Agency An independent body owned by the local government sector that seeks to raise money on the capital markets at regular intervals to 
on-lend to participating local authorities.

Non Specified Investment Investments which fall outside the CLG Guidance for Specified investments (below).

Operational Boundary This linked directly to the Council’s estimates of the CFR and estimates of other day to day cash flow requirements. This indicator is 
based on the same estimates as the Authorised Limit reflecting the most likely prudent but not worst case scenario but without the 
additional headroom included within the Authorised Limit.

Par Value Par value is the face value of a bond. Par value is important for a bond or fixed-income instrument because it determines its 
maturity value as well as the value of coupon payments.

Pooled Funds A pooled investment is an investment in a large, professionally managed portfolio of assets with many other investors. As a result of 
this, the risk is reduced due to the wider spread of investments in the portfolio. They are also sometimes called ‘collective 
investments’.

Property Investment property is property (land or a building or part of a building or both) held (by the owner or by the lessee under a finance 
lease) to earn rentals or for capital appreciation or both.

Prudential Code Developed by CIPFA and introduced on 01/4/2004 as a professional code of practice to support local authority capital investment 
planning within a clear, affordable, prudent and sustainable framework and in accordance with good professional practice.

Prudential Indicators Indicators determined by the local authority to define its capital expenditure and asset management framework. They are designed 
to support and record local decision making in a manner that is publicly accountable; they are not intended to be comparative 
performance indicators

Public Works Loans Board (PWLB) This is a statutory body operating within the United Kingdom Debt Management Office, an Executive Agency of HM Treasury. The 
PWLB's function is to lend money from the National Loans Fund to local authorities and other prescribed bodies, and to collect the
repayments.

Quantitative Easing (QE) In relation to the UK, it is the process used by the Bank of England to directly increase the quantity of money in the economy. It 
“does not involve printing more banknotes. Instead, the Bank buys assets from private sector institutions – that could be insurance 
companies, pension funds, banks or non-financial firms – and credits the seller’s bank account. So the seller has more money in their 
bank account, while their bank holds a corresponding claim against the Bank of England (known as reserves). The end result is more 
money out in the wider economy”. Source: Bank of England.
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Revenue Expenditure Expenditure to meet the continuing cost of delivery of services including salaries and wages, the purchase of materials and capital 
financing charges.

RPI Retail Prices Index is a monthly index demonstrating the movement in the cost of living as it tracks the prices of goods and services 
including mortgage interest and rent. Pensions and index-linked gilts are uprated using the RPI index.

(Short) Term Deposits Deposits of cash with terms attached relating to maturity and rate of return (Interest) with maturity durations of less than 365 days

Specified Investments Term used in the CLG Guidance and Welsh Assembly Guidance for Local Authority Investments. Investments that offer high security 
and high liquidity, in sterling and for no more than one year. UK government, local authorities and bodies that have a high credit
rating

Supranational Bonds Instruments issued by supranational organisations created by governments through international treaties (often called multilateral 
development banks). The bonds carry a AAA rating in their own right. Examples of supranational organisations are the European
Investment Bank, the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development.

Treasury (T) -Bills Treasury Bills are short term Government debt instruments and, just like temporary loans used by local authorities, are a means to 
manage cash flow. Treasury Bills (T-Bills) are issued by the Debt Management Office and are an eligible sovereign instrument, 
meaning that they have a AAA-rating.

Temporary Borrowing Borrowing to cover peaks and troughs of cash flow, not to fund capital spending.

Treasury Management Code CIPFA’s Code of Practice for Treasury Management in the Public Services, initially published in 2003, subsequently updated in 2009 
and 2011. CIPFA intend to update the Code again in 2018.

Treasury Management Practices 
(TMP)

Treasury Management Practices set out the manner in which the Council will seek to achieve its policies and objectives and 
prescribe how it will manage and control these activities.

Unsupported Borrowing Borrowing which is self-financed by the local authority. This is also sometimes referred to as Prudential Borrowing.

Variable Net Asset Value (VNAV) Redemptions and investments in Money Market Funds (MMF's) are on the basis of the fund's Net Asset Value (NAV) per share. The 
NAV of any money market fund is the market value of the fund's assets minus its liabilities and is stated on a per share basis. The 
net value of the assets held by an MMF can fluctuate, and the market value of a share may not always be exactly the amount that 
has been invested.

Yield The measure of the return on an investment instrument.
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Appendix 1
WEST SUSSEX & GREATER BRIGHTON STRATEGIC PLANNING BOARD

Title:  Future direction and role of the Strategic Planning Board

Paper prepared on behalf of the officer group supporting the Strategic Planning 
Board

Purpose:  The intention of this paper is to clarify the role and function of the 
Board in the delivery of strategic planning for the board area.

1. At the last meeting of the Board, members considered a report produced by 
GL Hearn that reviewed the geographic extent of both the Housing Market 
Area and the Functional Economic Market Area.  This report highlighted that 
there were three identifiable functional areas operating within the current 
Strategic Planning Board area, with some overlap between functional areas 
within the Board area but also stretching beyond it (see box below).  

2. Therefore in  high level planning terms it made sense that all the authorities 
covered by the ‘Western’ And ‘Coastal’ functional areas together with those 
authorities in the West Sussex part of the ‘Inland’ functional area come 
together to discuss the ‘larger than local’ issues with the objective of finding 
common solutions.  However, it is also important to recognise that the ‘Inland’ 
functional area also includes authorities in Surrey and therefore the ‘Gatwick 
Diamond Strategic Planning Board’ will take the lead on work for this area. 
However, it is important that representatives of this Board engage extensively 
and proactively with representative of the Gatwick Diamond Strategic 
Planning Board to co-ordinate work programmes.

West Sussex & Greater Brighton Strategic Planning 
Board

Gatwick Diamond 
Strategic Planning Board

Western Coastal Inland
Chichester Arun Horsham
Part of Arun Worthing Mid Sussex
Part of SDNPA Adur Crawley
Part of WSCC Brighton & Hove Part of WSCC

Lewes Part of SDNPA
Part of Mid Sussex
Part of Horsham
Part of SDNPA Various Surrey Councils
Part of WSCC & ESCC

3. To this end, Crawley Borough Council (CBC) has initially agreed to join the 
Board with the status of an as an observer similar to ESCC.  It is hoped that in 
due course they become a full Board member.

4. Thus, having established that from a strategic planning perspective all of the 
relevant authorities are involved it is important that the Board (and the 
constituent authorities) determine firstly what the future role and function of 
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the Board should be going forward and secondly how might this be 
successfully implemented.

5. Members may recall that last year the Board considered a discussion paper 
prepared by an external consultant on the future of strategic planning in the 
Board area.  The decision at that time was to postpone consideration of the 
paper until the question of the geographical coverage of the Board had been 
addressed and the Housing White Paper had been released.  With the first 
issue having now been resolved, and the White Paper having now been 
released, it is now considered time to reconsider the discussion paper.

6. The Housing White Paper expresses the Government’s view that Local Plans 
will need to be kept up to date and to that end should be reviewed every 5 
years. The paper also advises that the Government would like to see more 
and better joint working where planning issues go beyond individual 
authorities, building on the existing duty to co-operate.  This comment would 
on face value seem to support the concept of strategic planning.  However, 
instead the paper suggests that in future each local planning authority will be 
required to maintain a set of key strategic policies, with flexibility over whether 
these are in a plan produced by an individual authority, in a joint local plan 
produced by a group of authorities, or in a spatial development strategy 
produced by a combined authority. 

7. It is noted that areas not subject to combined authority status will not have the 
ability to produce spatial development strategies.  However, that might 
change once the responses to the paper are considered.  What has been 
suggested is that in a strengthening of the Duty to Cooperate, authorities are 
required to produce a Statement of Common Ground setting out how 
authorities intend to work together to meet housing requirements that cut 
across authority boundaries.  Producing such a document will be an 
opportunity for the constituent authorities of the Board to demonstrate their 
willingness to work collaboratively on strategic planning matters.

8. For the Board area, a combined authority approaches remain in development, 
for the Greater Brighton area1.  The outcome for this initiative plus the 
supporting activity developing economic strategies, investment prospectuses, 
and infrastructure delivery programmes across the whole area will also inform 
the strategic planning of the Board area.

9. All of the above, plus the acquired learning from individual Local Plan 
examinations is providing a context for the Board to inform its consideration of 
how it wishes to develop in order to effectively meet the challenges ahead.

10.The purpose of the paper is therefore to consider how the authorities that 
make up the Board can positively tackle the need for improved cross 
boundary working to address the many ‘larger than local issues’ that we 
collectively face.  It is important to stress that this is not just a question of 

1 Work on a different combined authority approach for a large part of the Board area is currently 
suspended.
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housing supply and delivery, but also about delivering an improved economy 
and the required infrastructure to support all forms of growth, whilst at the 
same time protecting the environment. 

11. The Board has championed the creation of a Local Strategic Statement (LSS) 
to set out our collective high level objectives and spatial priorities.  The 
original award winning document has recently been updated to reflect not only 
the passage of time and changing priorities but also the growth in the Board 
membership (and thus area).  However, LSS2 remains very much a document 
which brings together the respective work of individual areas.  For example it 
does not set out any mechanisms for addressing the under provision of 
housing in certain areas when measured against the Objectively Assessed 
Needs of individual authorities.  This is a significant risk for all the authorities 
in the Board area for either the soundness of the plans they are working on or 
any reviews which are undertaken.

12. The challenge for the future is to create an approach which allows all the 
authorities in the Board to work collectively on developing a new  high level 
plan which will seek to address the ‘larger than local’ issues that are currently 
holding back the potential of the sub region.  From this new strategic plan 
(referred to as LSS3) each individual authority would be able to prepare their 
own plans to not only address their own local issues but also set out how they 
intend to address the cross boundary issues set out in the LSS3.   

13. It is recognised that some authorities may find the concept of working across 
the three Housing Market Areas a very challenging principle to accept 
because of a concern that they might be faced with taking on additional 
growth beyond their own needs.  However, it is important that the authorities 
have a forum to enable them to work together collaboratively to address the 
high level pressures that we all face and to ensure that we can work together 
in a consensual manner.  The LSS3 will facilitate this discussion to reassure 
authorities that every authority has done everything it can to meet their own 
housing needs within their own administrative area in the first instance.  It will 
then enable discussions to take place, around joint evidence, to consider how 
the unmet need remaining within an authority can be met elsewhere.    

14.Being part of the Board allows all the authorities to help shape the key 
decisions of the Board.  The alternative is to withdraw or fragment into the 
separate HMA areas. However, such approaches also has risks, notably that 
the very notion of taking such an approach could be misinterpreted in respect 
of the authorities’ willingness to work together and the danger of losing 
influence over the future.  Current Local Plan Examinations have highlighted 
the need for a mechanism to be in place to review and seek to deliver unmet 
housing need within the identified housing market areas across the area. 

15. One of the many challenges in successfully achieving a collective approach to 
strategic planning this is that not all authorities are working to a common 
timeline with some having had their plans adopted, whilst others are due to be 
examined in 2017 and 2018, whilst others have yet to reach that stage.  For 
any collective approach to work it is vital that all accept that the Board needs 
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to work with a dual focus.  Firstly, all need to commit towards working on the 
joint commissioning of evidence to deliver the required outputs and more 
importantly joint solutions in the form of a new strategic plan (LSS3) and 
secondly, all need to assist, and recognise that individual authorities will need 
to progress the completion of their current plans or any reviews that have 
commenced.  The alignment of plans to a common time horizon is an 
outcome which will take time to achieve and therefore the creation of LSS3 
will inevitably be an evolutionary process.  

16.The Government view is that all Local Plans should be reviewed every 5 
years and therefore it is suggested that the conclusions drawn to support the 
preparation of a LSS3 also be also expressed in 5 year time horizons.  

17. The diagram attached as Appendix A shows the intended lifetime of each of 
the current adopted or emerging plans.  Some authorities have already 
commenced their reviews.  Therefore, whilst it is recommended that the Board 
should focus the core of its work on the 20 year period beyond 2030 covering 
the period up to 2050 it must be recognised that there may be implications 
arising from the work which impacts upon the period up to 2030.  This may be 
of assistance for any authorities with a shortfall in their OAN who are 
undertaking a review of their plan.  

18. To illustrate how a LSS3 might help address larger than local issues between 
2030 and 2050, consideration could be given for example to, in consultation 
with the NHS, the location of any expanded or new acute health provision, 
informed by decisions around the likely distribution of any housing growth for 
the period.  Whilst, planning for health provision does happen at a local scale 
within individual areas there is currently no systematic approach to addressing 
the ‘larger than local’ issues such as acute hospital provision.

19. To inform the creation of a LSS3, work will need to be commissioned to 
understand and answer the following:

i. A baseline of current growth proposals and an understanding of any 
shortfall in housing, employment and infrastructure provision;

ii. The capacity of the Board area to absorb further growth in this period 
iii. Undertake a rigorous assessment of every potential site within each 

authority to meet existing and future needs;
iv. The likely required level of growth between 2030 and 2050 having regard 

to any under provision of need up to 2030;
v. The strategic options available to deliver additional growth;
vi. The investment necessary (in infrastructure) to ensure the successful 

delivery of appropriate growth.

20. In undertaking the work to resolve points i – iv above this work could be 
undertaken separately within each of the identified Housing Market Areas.  
However, if this were to be done it would only be a robust analysis if the work 
was undertaken using an agreed methodology and a consistent approach so 
that the overall conclusions could be used to inform a future LSS3 across the 
wider Board area.  Inevitably there will be a tension where different authorities 
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have reached different points in the Local Plan preparation cycle.  
Compromise will be needed from all parties for joint working to be effective.  
Those who are at an early stage will need to be prepared to take the initiative 
in developing and seeking agreement on the use of common methodologies 
for other to use.

21. If the principle of such an approach is agreed then the Board needs to 
determine what governance arrangements would best suit the intended 
approach and how the work of the Board will be funded.

22. With the continuing uncertainty regarding the Government’s approach to 
strategic planning it is considered that the most appropriate way forward for 
the present is to maintain the ‘status quo’, with the Board making 
recommendations to the constituent authorities to consider.  To assist the 
Leaders and Chairman of the SDNPA together with the Chief Executives of 
each authority to understand how these important strategic issues are being 
addressed by the Board it is also recommended that they receive a quarterly 
report from the Board.

23. At present the work of the Board is supported by officers from the constituent 
authorities and some funding has been provided by the same authorities to 
support individual commissions of work.  However, officers are unable to 
sustain that level of support in the long term and dedicated support is needed 
to deliver the required outcomes.  Furthermore, the current budget reserves 
are limited (approximately £55k) and could not fund any future work of 
significance.  Therefore, the Board ideally needs to consider both the funding 
of an ‘Advisor’ and the resourcing of a fund to commission technical work as 
and when required.

24. If each constituent member was to commit to the sum of £15k per annum for 
an initial 3-year period, this would be sufficient to fund both the advisor 
(including on-costs) and commission an initial programme of technical work.  
This approach would also allow the administrative burden of running the 
Board to transfer from the Coastal West Sussex Partnership to the role of the 
Board’s advisor.

25. It is recognised that Council budgets are under significant financial pressure 
at present.  However, such costs could be funded from the recent approval 
given to each authority to increase their planning fees by 20% or in the case 
of the West Sussex Councils from the Business Rates Pool.  In any event, the 
cost of committing to this approach cumulatively is likely to be less than that 
each authority would incur undertaking the same work individually.

26. It is important that the Board makes a firm recommendation on this matter at 
the meeting in order to inform the budget setting process for 2018/19.  Any 
expenditure would not be incurred until April 2018.
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Recommendations

A) That the Board agrees to robustly and creatively explore options for meeting 
the unmet needs across the Board area, starting by leaving ‘no stone 
unturned’ within the respective administrative boundary for the period up to 
2030 and for these options to inform Local Plan reviews

B) That the Board agrees to prepare a Local Strategic Statement 3 covering the 
period 2030 to 2050 with an appropriate level of stakeholder  participation to 
ensure that all those with an interest in LSS3 have an opportunity to engage 
in the development of the strategy

C) That the Board agrees to commission work to provide an evidence base for 
the preparation of a Local Strategic Statement 3 which covers the following,

• A baseline of current growth proposals and an understanding of any 
shortfall in housing, employment and infrastructure provision;

• A common methodology for determining the ‘no stone unturned’ 
approach to identifying possible locations to meet any unmet need.

• The capacity of the Board area to absorb further growth in this period;
• The likely required level of growth between 2030 and 2050;
• The strategic options available to deliver additional growth;
• The investment necessary (in infrastructure) to ensure the successful 

delivery of appropriate growth.

D) That the Board agrees to continue with the current governance arrangements 
and provide Leaders/Chairman and Chief Executives with a quarterly report.

E) The Board supports the appointment of an ‘Advisor’ to the Board from April 
2018 for a three-year period subject to funding being agreed and for a 
constituent member to be the employing body.

F) That the Board agrees to request each full member of the Board to contribute 
the sum of £15,000 per annum for three years support the cost of employing 
the Board’s Advisor and to fund the commissioning of technical work.

G) The Board reviews the Terms of Reference to ensure that they remain fit for 
purpose having regard to the proposed changes.

H) Representative of the Board engage with representative of the Gatwick 
Diamond Strategic Planning Board to co-ordinate work programmes.

I) That the Board agrees the responses to the recommendations to the report 
prepared by Catriona Riddell Associates as set out in Appendix B below.

Page 120



Appendix A

Chichester Arun Worthing Adur Crawley Horsham Mid 
Sussex

Lewes SDNP

WSCC

Brighton 
& Hove

WSCC ESCC WSCC, 
B&H, 
ESCC

2050

2045

2040

2035

2030

2025

2020

TODAY

Note: Shading relates to current Local Plan timescales.  Dark grey signifies the plan has been 
adopted, light grey signifies the anticipated end date.

LSS2 Spatial Priorities

LSS2 Strategic Objectives

LSS3 Strategic Plan
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Appendix B
Catriona Riddell Associates Report Recommendations

Recommendation 1
It is recommended that the status of LSS3 continues to be non-statutory but that 
mechanisms are put in place to ensure that there is a high level of confidence that 
the strategic priorities will be collectively developed, supported and delivered. The 
recommended mechanisms include: 
 

• Strong governance and working arrangements to ensure that LSS3 has the 
highest level of commitment and ownership from local authorities, and that 
key partners have a much more integral role in it development and 
implementation.

• A robust strategic evidence base to develop the spatial options and ensure 
that LSS3 provides a framework capable of supporting local plans through 
their examination testing process.

• An appropriate level of stakeholder and public participation to ensure that all 
those with an interest in LSS3 have an opportunity to engage in the 
development of the strategy.

The underlying sentiments behind this recommendation are noted.  However, 
it is recommended that the work required and steps undertaken to produce a 
LSS3 should be based on the future possibility that the document might be a 
statutory document.

 
Recommendation 2
There are two, potentially significant, factors in the form and content of LSS3 that 
remain unknown; the outcome of the Expert Panel’s recommendations and of the 
devolution negotiations.  It is therefore further recommended that a risk management 
assessment is embedded into the work of LSS3 to ensure that it can adapt to 
changing circumstances as it evolves. 

Agreed.

Recommendation 3
A new governance structure is put in place to support work on LSS3 ensuring that 
there is clear corporate commitment and ownership to help build consensus around 
the long term spatial strategy and strategic priorities.  This should be supported by 
strong officer working arrangements, including a project board comprising members 
of the Strategic Leadership from each authority and a project sponsor. A suggested 
structure is set out in the diagram below.

The covering report recommends retaining the current governance 
arrangements pending clarity on the Governments position on Strategic 
Planning.  However, to ensure that Leaders and Chief Executives are suitably 
informed about the work of the Board and its progress on addressing strategic 
planning issues it is recommended that they receive a quarterly report.  The 
board would welcome an opportunity for a representative of the Board to be 
able to make an annual presentation to both the West Sussex Leaders Group 
and the Greater Brighton Economic Board.

Page 122



Recommendation 4
A project manager and project assistant should be appointed as soon as possible 
either through an internal secondment(s) or through a competitive tender / external 
appointment process.  

At this time, it is proposed to only recommend the creation of a Board Advisor 
post from April 2018 for a 3-year period.  In due course the Board can consider 
the need for possible secondments to support the work of the Board.

Recommendation 5
A workshop for Leaders, Chief Executives and the SPB should be arranged as soon 
as practically possible (after the April 18th meeting) to outline the SPB’s 
recommendations for taking forward work on LSS3 and agree the governance 
arrangements.

At the time the report was initially considered in 2016 there didn’t appear to be 
a significant desire to hold such a workshop.  It is considered that this 
position hasn’t changed. 

Recommendation 6
Local authority membership should be reviewed as part of the new governance and 
working arrangements to ensure all the relevant authorities are involved.  
Specifically, East Sussex County Council should be invited to participate in the LSS3 
process.

Agreed.  Both East Sussex CC and Crawley BC currently have observer status.

Recommendation 7
A budget is agreed to cover the full LSS3 expenses including evidence base and 
external support.  This should be procured at the start of the process and reviewed 
every 6 months to ensure that adequate resources are available to cover the costs 
on a shared basis.

Agreed

Recommendation 8
A full review of evidence should be undertaken at the start of the process to identify 
what is already available, where the gaps are and potential opportunities to work in 
partnership to develop new evidence.

Agreed

Recommendation 9
A project plan and timetable should be prepared as soon as possible following a 
decision on LSS3. This should reflect the urgent need to move forward with LSS3 
but also recognises the need to get all the right arrangements in place to ensure the 
process is owned and effective, and the need to have a robust evidence base in 
place.

Agreed
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