Kent LGR Business Case: Option 4D
Accessibility Version

Kent Reimagined: Bold new local government for the next
generation to improve lives



Contents

# Section Page

Foreword 3
Executive Summary 4

1 Purpose and approach 12

2 The Kent context 21

3 Challenges and opportunities 32

4 Vision and Principles for Local Government Reorganisation 38

5 The Case for Option 4D 46
- Thbase case 47
e Theummarayse f oA DOpti on 54
e Criteria 1: Establishing a sing6?2
e Criteria 2: Achieving efficienc®9l
e Criteria 3: -ghuedliivteyr ianngd hsiugsht ai nal 0 4
e Criteria 4: Working together tol47
e« Criteria 5: Supporting strategi 169
e Criteria 6: Enabling stronger ¢175

nei ghbourhood empower ment

6 Implementation plan 183

i Appendices Page

A1 Options appraisal 191

A2 Financial modelling 197

A3 Key data sources 213

Please note:

Il n the business case for options 3A, 4B, 4D an

shared narrative, this is identical wording tha



Foreword

Kent and Medway are places of extraordinary, his

rur al pamd nwmaid iati me heritage of Medway, through
coast al communities of East Kent, the growing t
West Kent, this is a region defined by strong |
Across Kent’s 14 councils, we recognise that |o
chall enges of today and the opportunities of to
need for decisions to be made cl| cegerantdo srte soinden
|l ocal government.

The option created by Medway Council, with its
does exactly that. 't brings trogpdtelderUnfiduws yb alud
North Kent, East Kent, Mid KeatndndeWkstoKmohi e
corridors agqaogrcomhimiss and takes account of pre
delivery of statutory services in social <care,
This structure will simplify | ocal government,
and ensuring every pound of publ i c nkcanceny nweom kcso |
wi || have the scale to delli@eeremaideirmg théidi €n
make Kent wunique.

For North Kent, the proposal buil ds on our-amhar
area of fast paced innovation, heritage and reg
Dover and Thanet around a singhe @odsbabovishohm
with Mid with its potential for growth, with gr
Engl and, tbeskeofmua coherent, balanced structur
and the unity.of our coun

OQur proposed option also importantly | ays the f
coll aborative framework needed to secure a Kent
powers and investment for transport, housing, s
This is not just a technical structural change,
boundaries for the 1r®rmopenopludliimc cwr viegisgn put
ensure decisions about our region are made in o
and the promise of our future.weTogen herreatwor&i s
smarter and stronger model of | ocal government
the Thames toromeoChaocoas$st fo our countryside.



Executive summary

Introducing Option 4D
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businesscases et s
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mor e
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growth corridor,
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dynamic mix of
urban
regeneration,
industrial

knowledge-driven
region with a
highly skilled
workforce, strong
commuter links to
London, and a

coastal and rural
economy, acting
as the UK
gateway to Europe
through its major
ports and

of the county,
combining the
county town of
Maidstone, the
growth hub of
Ashford, and rural

c


https://medwaymaps.medway.gov.uk/SISWebMap9.0.2533.0/Map.aspx?x=581905&y=148158&resolution=111.999999982362&epsg=277002020&mapname=mms&baseLayer=Light&datalayers=Medway%27s%20proposed%20LGR%20boundaries%2CselectFeaturesControl_container

innovation, and
world-class
connectivity along
the Thames
Estuary. Anchored
by Medway,
Gravesham,
Dartford, and
Swale, it will drive
economic
opportunity, while
celebrating a rich
heritage and
diverse, youthful
communities.

landscape of
historic market
towns and rural
villages. The area
will leverage its
high quality of life,
green
infrastructure, and
cultural assets to
attract investment
and serve as a
centre for
innovation,
education, and
environmental
stewardship.

international
transport links. The
area will focus on
regeneration,
tourism, green
energy, and
creative industries,
underpinned by
strong educational
institutions, a
vibrant cultural
scene, and a
commitment to
delivering quality
services across its
diverse
communities.

and coastal
communities. With
excellent transport
connectivity and a
balanced
economic base, it
will drive
infrastructure-led
growth, innovation
and sustainable
development,
while retaining its
strong identity and
civic traditions.

Purpose and approach (see section 1)

The reorganisation of local government presents a valuable opportunity to redesign a system that

better

Sserves t

he di

verse

needs of

Kent and

The 14 councils of Kent have collaborated to develop a model reflecting established population
and economic centres as well as community and workplace patterns.

Through this joint effort, the councils have developed five business cases addressing the

gover nment

S Si

X reform

efficient and resilient unitary authorities.

crit er i-téersysemwithmee ng

These authorities aim to support devolution, enhance service delivery and strengthen community
engagement.

Each proposal is underpinned by a shared evidence base, robust governance, transparent
appraisal and extensive stakeholder and public consultation to form a united and evidence-led
vision for the future of local government in Kent and Medway.
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The Kent context (see section 2)

Kent, located in the south east of England, is a geographically diverse and economically important
area.

Knownast he Garden of Engl and and,ittcdvers 3I7B9' s knGnathh ae wa y
population of about 1.93 million.

The county combines densely populated urban centres with extensive rural areas.

Its landscape includes the North Downs, The Weald, and a long coastline featuring the White Cliffs
of Dover. Rivers like the Thames, Medway and Stour support trade and settlement.

Economically, Kent has evolved from its agricultural roots into a modern, mixed economy
encompassing manufacturing, logistics, life sciences, tourism and digital industries.

Major assets include the Port of Dover, the Discovery Park science and technology hub and
excellent transport links.

Kent’' s strategic |l ocation, skilled workforce an
its case for devolution and local government reform.

Kent currently has a two-tier local
government system. -
At the upper tier is Kent County

Council, while the lower tier s

consists of 12 district and borough ) s
councils.

Maidstone

Medway Council functions

separately as a unitary authority. o e —

In addition, there are more than 300

town and parish councils handling

local-level services. W unicary autnori

Distric(paGdurmdill
County Codncil &

The current mixed model of service
delivery creates complexity and all 14 councils recognise the potential benefits of moving towards
a single-tier system with fewer organisations and a more unified governance structure.

Challenges and opportunities (see section 3)

Councils across the county face financial pressures and rising demand.
In Kent, key pressures include:

» uneven funding and tax bases

e escalating social care and border-related costs

» workforce shortages and morale issues
» fragmented governance across the two-tier system



Local Government Reorganisation (LGR) offers a unique opportunity to create a more efficient,
resilient and sustainable model.

By simplifying structures and pursuing devolution, Kent can streamline service delivery, strengthen
financial stability, enhance collaboration across sectors, attract investment and build a greater
sense of place to ensure more cohesive, accountable and community focused local government
services.

Vision and principles for Local Government Reorganisation (see section 4)

Our vision for local government in Kent is:

Better outcomes for Kent residents through financially-sustainable and accountable local
public services delivered in partnership with communities.

LGR is the catalyst for transformation and reform, creating resilient, digitally-enabled councils
rooted in local identity and strong partnerships.

It is crucial that devolution and LGR are linked: structural reform unlocks the powers, funding and
flexibility needed to make decisions locally and drive growth.

Kent’ s ambition is to deliver better outcomes
community-focused public services.

All councils in Kent are united in their support for devolving powers to a single strategic authority.
This will ensure decisions about Kent are made in Kent, by those who know its communities best.
LGR and devolution are intrinsically linked. To fully realise our vision, we need the powers, funding
and countywide collaboration that only a devolution deal and a new strategic Kent authority can
provide.

We are committed to securing a devolution deal for Kent at the earliest possible opportunity.

Option 4D: Kent Reimagined: Bold new local government for the next generation to
improve lives

Option 4D

f

s a modern, locallywhtebhmeds ma dfedrkw a

[
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capacity for sustainable growth.

The case for Option 4D (see section 5)



Option 4D samheundadraefi elsl yKkemmawhut al rgfodbech an,d t
such as theames AGai2dvwadbhldeogr aphi c,elnasnudmanrgk st h a't

councsi lboth functional andemsuc@ivse s&blvitecltaov agreys i (
preserves historic civic centres and cultural a
education, and voluntary sectors, and creates a
Combined Aut horiptrye.mroed oOeréfbRPEcbbOE@maty arises frc
simplifiamadiancountable | ocal government.

Together, these features make @ptaidyn mbh etlhd omo K
Medwadyel i vering scale wi Kbhpustsaogt hscingl udent

1T Bal anced popul ati on camnudicdiilefc ad ptsicral-tee s lEzaec hf or

sustainability, with robust tax bases and ecol
mini msing disruption and suppantci hg fiscal r
f Functional economic and transport corridors:
travel patterns, supporting coherent policy i/
T Preservation of | ocal i dentity and heritage:
centres, and cultural assets, retaining a str.
T Continuity of partnerships and institutions:
heal th, policing, educati on, -stercanmos p opratr,t neemesrhg
effective partnership working.
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Summarised below are the key arguments for why option 4D is the best model for Kent and
Medway.

Key theme Arguments

Balanced Fowroun,cidach 335%000~625000 residents, meet the
populationand [si ze f orcoanvcilTdhblse ensur es:
fiscal scale T A strong resident voice

T Financi al resilience

T Sustainabl e budget s

Each area is designed to be economi
supporting financi al resilience and
bal anced.
Criteria 1, 2, 5, 6
Functional Boundaries follow Kent’'s natural tr
housing, infrastructure sites, supporting ec
economicand |[The coherent geographies will enabl
transport take place ati escaflcel.l dBw umataur al and
geographies rivers, transport and economic corridors:

1 North Kent — Thames Gateway growth and port economy
1 East Kent — coastal regeneration and health equality
1 Mid Kent — M20/HS1 corridor and balanced rural-urban growth




1 West Kent — rural, commuter and environmental heartland

Option 4D will
the region.

enable a more cohere

Criteria 1, 2, 3

Financial
Sustainability

Local government reorganisation will require investment in the short term,
however if implemented well, the net annual savings could result in a payback
period of around 7.9 years, resetting local government for the next fifty years,
delivering public service reform and leading to longer term financial
sustainability.

Criteria 2

Preservationof Boundaries respect historic communi
local identity strong sense of place and pride.
and heritage The model is explicitly designed to
andasenseof |[i dentities, fostering stronger rela
community sect(oMSsE&nd enabling more effective

regeneration initiatives.

Criteria 1, 4, 6
Efficient and Option 4D achieves enhanced account
representative (democracy and f ai r rceosuswdaltll i HOa&lv ec cumn.c
democratic with a ratio of rough,l 0@ rcewincedtl ©
arrangements

Criteria 1, 2, 5, 6
Targeted, high- [ Cr eatbnongwiltk a closer proximity to
quality public |t ar get ed, -lceadmmdueniitvyery of statutory
services & managed more effectively and servic
Public Service (ai ms t o create -madvad aagerdg a l atccke b e |

Reform

e mb e thhesprinciples of community-first, prevention, collaboration, and
digital innovation, enabling services designed around residents, not
organisations.

Criteria 3

Alignment with | The moudielldsb on Kent and Medway’  s,wsittr

healthandcare (al i gnment to the | CB heaFuhthaerdmoae

systems regi onal cdlol albrorvet igormswt h, skil l.$hg
iI's demonstrabhedKeht o&gMedway Econom
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Devolution Four badawnrcpidbgei de a strong foundat:i

readiness regional coll aboration. A balance i
parity of influence and shared gove
The ¢t oumwidlel i's sufficiently | arge
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Criteria 5

Implementation plan (see section 6)

Kent’ s LGR i mplementation plan aims to foll ow a
councils, leveraging a well-established shared programme with strong governance and joint
planning.

The process is structured into preparation, foundational, shadow authority, officer leadership and
go-live phases, each with clear priorities to ensure a smooth transition while driving ambitious
public service reform alongside devolution.

The programme builds on Kent’'s history of joint
supported by targeted governance, workstreams and stakeholder engagement to mitigate risks

related to service disaggregation, aggregation, ICT and working together, aiming for a seamless,
efficient transition that benefits residents and public services over the long-term.

Options appraisal (see Appendix 1)

A rigorous and collaborative process undertaken by the 14 Kent local authorities to appraise
potential council governance options. The aim was to provide a robust, consistent, and evidence-
based foundation to support local decision-making on which options should advance to full
business case development.

The appraisal followed national guidance and wa
local government reorganisation, as set out in correspondence from the Secretary of State in

February and June 2025. Importantly, the process did not rank or recommend any preferred option

but provided a shared evidence base to inform council decisions.

Key stages of the appraisal process:
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Council Leaders reviewed the appraisal findings, supported by resident and stakeholder views.
While the appraisal did not determine a preferred option, it served as an objective and structured
basis for informed political judgement and democratic decision-making on which options should
proceed to business case development.

Financial modelling (see Appendix 2)

Finance officers across all 14 Kent councils ha
order to provide a single financi al assessment

The key driver of difference between options ar
10



Due to the assumptions applied within the model
di saggregation increase as the number of counci
The headline nué#baerres sfeotr oQuptt iboenl o w:
LGR Implementation Reorganisation Disaggregation Recurring Estimated
option costs (one-off) savings costs (Em)* annual payback
(gross) (Em) revenue period

savings

(£m)**
Option 7.914.
4D (135 67. (32-(998 18 -84. yea
*A range has been applied specifically for disa
around different scenarios for the impact of LG
social <care.
** Recurring revenue savings = gross reorganisat

Data sources (see Appendix 3)
A common data set was used for all analyses presented in this case.

Details of the data set including its source, structure and variables, are provided in
Appendix 3.
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Section 1: Purpose and approach

This section includes:
Purpose of the business case

A collaborative approach across all Kent councils

12



Purpose of the business case
Responding to the Government’s request

On 5 February, the Minister for Local Government and English Devolution, wrote to all leaders
within Kent inviting them to submit options for Local Government Reorganisation (LGR).

The |l etter reiterated the gover-tienmsystemreplacediwithi t i on
larger unitary authorities that are better able to deliver services, support economic growth and

operate effectively within a Mayoral Strategic Authority (MSA).

The government’s | etter set out six criteria fo
content of business cases submitted by Kent councils.

Establishing a single tier of local government

Efficiency, capacity and resilience to shocks

High-quality, sustainable public services

Collaboration to meet local needs

Enabling devolution

Strengthening community engagement and neighbourhood empowerment

ounkhwnhE

Five business cases across Kent

This document is one of five business cases developed across Kent as part of a coordinated
programme involving the 14 local councils.

Each business case draws on a shared evidence base, ensuring consistency and a common
understanding of the context, challenges and opportunities for public sector reform.

Fi guriehe five business cases

Shared structure and significant shared
Three unitaries (3A) Four unitaries (4B)

Separate structure

shared evidence
Single unitary (1A)

oty

A three unitary,eoapstti oamn dviwtens ta mmiﬁ'tt%\PV' unitary optionwesden turn
and east

N
52837

N
68816

56,062 67906 56062 42859 41126

g

Kent Single unitary with

------------------------------------------ | f{&‘*’!;

Key:
Whi t ei Diisnter i ct
DottedBéundary Ch

Four unitaries (4D)* Five unitaries (5A)*

r

Key:
Whi teiQiisteri ct B

I

1

1

I

I

I

I

I

1

I

I

I

I

I

1

1

I

I

I

I

I

1

1

I

I

I

o u' T H
Dott edBoundary Change H
I

ange

. . . . . . !
A four wunitary optionwesdehnturne t aar ife s ei W ntiihrRcriMPddtpllgi doundary cih
and gastl udi ng boundary changes '

N
61831

N
33563

37269 52842 41842 548143423

*Opt i4®dnabAd propose boundary changes
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Option 1A has been developed by Kent County Council with a structure which varies from the
other four cases.

The narrative for the 1A case has not been shared here but the supporting evidence base used is
the same.

The other four business cases follow a standard structure aligned with government criteria.

Each document contains a significant amount of shared content as well as option-specific
elements. That shared content is clearly marked throughout the documents.

Content that is all or primarily shared across the four cases includes:

Section 1: Purpose and approach

Section 2: The Kent context

Section 3: Challenges and opportunities

Section 4: Vision and principles for Local Government Reorganisation

Section 5: Case for change
o Criteria 5: Supporting strategic devolution and regional priorities
o Criteria 6: Enabling stronger community engagement

Section 6: Implementation plan

Appendix 1: Options appraisal

Appendix 2: Financial modelling

Appendix 3: Key data sources

=4 =2 =24 N

= =4 =4 4

The case for change (section 5) makes up a significant proportion of the proposal.
Within this section the majority of content is option specific, with some shared elements.

The case for change provides a clear and evidence-based narrative for why the proposed model is
the most effective option for LGR in Kent.

Business case for Option 4D
This proposal presents a recommended four-council model (Option 4D) for the future of local

government in Kent. Il n response to the Gover nme
a clear case for why this model is best aligned

14



Fi g®r ePopul ation across Option 4D

Medway
‘Gravesham (North)
(North)

Swale
(North)

Key:

Whi t ei Oiisnter i ct B
DottedBobumeéary ¢

Unitary Area Population

Medway (98%), Gravesham (87 %),

smal | parts of Tonbridge and Mal 615,
Sevenoaks, Tunbridge Wells, Tonk 374
(22%), Gravesham (13%), Medway ’
Canterbury, Dover, Thanet, Fol ke 503
(Faversham area 17 %) ’
Ashford, Mai dstone (98%), Fol ke 417
and Malling (36%), Swale (3%) ’

This option is supported by Me d way Co uQacnitle rabnudr v .&eyfagtorsGar puttiryi |
forward this specific geography are outlined in Table 1 and summarised below:

» The model creates four smaller councils with balanced populations, whilst recognising this will
be constrained by the distribution of population centres.

» The four councils are more aligned with the natural way the areas already work.
» Physical and geographic features act as clear and identifiable boundaries between areas.

* The bespoke four council model reflects the importance of transport corridors in respect of both
their economic function for travel to work and the natural border that they create.

» The model has the lowest range of elector ratios between future councils and a reasonable
average elector ratio.

15



Tabl:Rati onal

Priority Theme

e for boundary changes

4D Rationale

Balanced population
and fiscal scale

Fowrounai | 37%526Q®M®00 residents ea

f or wioamlcadmsuring equality of v
sustainabl e budgets (as per MHCL
Each area is designed to be eco,n
suppoftnagci al resilience and gr

are balanced.

Functional housing,
economic and
transport geographies

Boundaries f ol Itorwa nksepnotr’' ts annatt Mi2rfad
Thames Gateway, M20/HS1, A21 and

key infrastructure sites such as
Ketnsupporting economic devel opme
coherent geographies will enabl ¢

management to take place at scal
Boundari es faonld odwe fnianteudr afl eners,ur e s
transport and economic corridors:

1 North Kent — Thames Gateway growth and port economy

1 East Kent — coastal regeneration and health equality

1 Mid Kent — M20/HS1 corridor and balanced rural-urban growth
1 West Kent — rural, commuter and environmental heartland

Optiddmi | I enabl e a more coherent
across the region.

Financial
Sustainability

Local government reorganisation will require investment in the short
term, however if implemented well, the net annual savings could
result in a payback period of around 7.9 years, resetting local
government for the next fifty years, delivering public service reform
and leading to longer term financial sustainability.

Preservation of local

Boundaries respect amidstcad it a(read gnnr

identity and heritage Canterbury, Rochester, Truentbaiadigre
and a sense of strong sense of place and pride.
community The model is explicitly designed

community identities, fostering

community, andVBgBjlamds entadrl s ng 1

public engagement and regenerat.
Efficient and Opt i4dd®dmchi eves enhanced accountahb
representative with democracy and f aiorumasasilsll ahSalv
democratic councillors, with a ratio5p006ou
arrangements residents

Targeted, high-quality
public services &
Public Service Reform

Creatingwcbhnai tsoser proximity
t htear get ed, -lceadmndueniitvyer y f statu
resources managed more effective
needs. 44@pimento create -madvad aapge
to servi caemnsd demthepongipfes of community-first,

0]
(0]
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prevention, collaboration, and digital innovation, enabling services
designed around residents, not organisations. Transition costs are
minimised by usinge xi sting district bound
reducing complexity and safeguar
transition

Alignment with health
and care systems

Each area matches one of the fo
and Care Partnerships, supporti
public heal t h,Geaongdr aspohcyi aall icganrse .w
economic, education, trans-pector
partnerships, minimising disrupt
This i s demongdgthratkedatt &r dMegllway F
Partnershiapd( KMEB W g stploe t f or t
(Tf SEy angement .

u
n

Devolution readiness

Four badawnrceidbgi de a strong foun

devolution and regional <coll abor
fiscal strength wild.l provide par
within a devolution deal.

The -£ oumroidle | is sufficiently 1| a

efficiently yet remain connected

Note: For the purposes of proposals to Government, future council names are referred to
geographically (e.g. as 'East Kent'). These are holding names which are subject to change
following confirmation of the option to be implemented.
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A collaborative approach across all Kent councils

All Kent councils have prioritised working together, sharing information and full
transparency throughout the LGR process. While five business cases are being submitted,
we have minimised duplication and continually emphasised what we agree on over our
differing views on specific council geographies.

Building on strong relationships

The Kent LGR governance framework is firmly rooted in established joint working among the 14
councils across Kent.

This longstanding tradition of partnership underpins every stage of the LGR process, ensuring
inclusive and coordinated decision-making.

Our governance structure includes several key components:

1 Programme Board: comprising the 14 Chief Executives, this board meets weekly to oversee
progress, maintain strategic alignment and address emerging challenges across all councils.

1 Steering Group: a smaller group of Chief Executives, Directors and Finance officers convene
weekly to provide focused guidance on the development of the business cases, ensuring
thorough evaluation and robust planning for reorganisation.

1 Leaders’ meetings: Held monthly, these sessions bring together Council Leaders to discuss
and reach consensus on decisions, represent the voices of their communities and ensure
residents’ interests remain central throughou

1 Kent Finance Officer Group (KFOG): All 14 Kent Finance Officers (S151s) across Kent have
held regular meetings and worked together on all LGR related matters, including meeting on a
weekly basis to review and challenge financial modelling.

We take pride in the collaborative spirit that has been sustained throughout the options appraisal
and the development of multiple business cases.

This collective approach not only strengthens governance but also builds confidence among all
stakeholders that decisions are made with shared commitment and mutual respect.

Importantly, this strong foundation will continue to serve us well beyond the decision point and the
making of the Structural Changes Order, preparation for the shadow authorities and into the
establishment of the successor authorities.

Options appraisal process

The options appraisal was designed to provide a structured, evidence-based assessment of
potential unitary options for Kent, helping to identify the options that should proceed to full
business case development.

The approach included the following key steps:

1. Option selection: an initial longlist of 10 options was developed based on previous analysis
submitted to government and local discussions regarding potential options. Through political

18



engagement across Council Leaders, this was refined to a shortlist of seven options for full

appraisal.

2. Data collection and modelling: data was gathered from publicly-available sources and direct
council submissions which was used to model the potential structure and characteristics of
each option, including assumptions where boundary changes were involved.

3. Evaluation framework: 14 eval
LGR criteri a. For

agreed to enable consistent assessment.

uat i

on <cr i
each ¢

were devel
specific me:

teri a

riterion,

4. Scoring methodology: each metric was assessed using a three-point scale (high, medium,
low), based primarily on balance or distribution across proposed new councils. Additional
guidance was applied where balance was not a relevant factor.

5. Assessment process: all options were scored against all metrics with results presented in
dashboards and supported by narrative commentary. The output was comparative, assessing
how each option performs relative to other options assessed rather than determining if an
option is objectively good or bad. No weighting was applied and the appraisal did not rank or

recommend a preferred option.

Following the completion of the appraisal, Council Leaders met to consider the results alongside
the views of their own councils and communities.

At this meeting, they agreed on a set of preferred options to proceed to the next stage, recognising
both the evidence from the appraisal and the broader political and public context.

This consistent and transparent methodology ensured a shared evidence base to inform this

proposal.

Appendix 1 of this document outlines the step-by-step process, evaluation criteria and scoring
methodology in detail for the options appraisal exercise.
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Section 2: The Kent context

This section includes:
Overview of Kent: geography, population, economy
Existing local government structures

Partnership landscape
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Overview of Kent: geography, population, economy context

Kent is a diverse and strategically-located county in the south east of England and serves
as the UK’s gateway to continental Europe. ‘Kent’ is used to describe the geographical area
covered by Kent County Council, Medway Unitary Council and all 12 district councils. The
county features a mix of urban and rural settlements such as the Weald and Romney Marsh
spread across a large geographic expanse. Kent has a population of approximately 1.9
million with a varied demographic profile. The economy includes key sectors such as
construction, life sciences, agriculture, manufacturing, logistics and tourism, supported by
major transport links including ports, motorways and railways with high-speed routes into
London. The county’s geography encompasses coastline, countryside, including national
landscapes, and historic towns and villages, contributing to its unique regional identity.

Fi gwrwap of Kent

London
K

Wells

Kent geography

Kent is a geographically diverse and economically significant county in the south east corner of
Engl and, often referred to as the UK’'s gateway

It borders Greater London to the north west, Surrey and East Sussex to the west and south west,
and is flanked by the Thames Estuary, the North Sea, the Strait of Dover and the English Channel.

This strategic location, coupled with major transport infrastructure, positions Kent as a vital hub for
national and international trade and connectivity.

Covering approximately 3,739 sq. km, the county is home to around 1.93 million people,
distributed across a varied landscape of urban and rural settlements.
21



High-density urban centres such as Medway, Dartford and Thanet (with more than 1,300 people
per sg. km) contrast with more sparsely populated, rural districts like Sevenoaks and Ashford,
reflecting a population profile in which 73.9% live in urban areas and 26.1% in rural communities.

The county’s physical geography is marked by se
The North Downs, a prominent chalk ridge, runs west to east through the county.

To the south, The Weald offers rolling, wooded terrain shaped by clay and sandstone.

Kent's extensive and evolving coastline, from the iconic white cliffs of Dover and Thanet to the low-

lying landscapes of Romney Marsh and the shingle headland of Dungeness, continues to be

shaped by erosion, sedimentation and land reclamation.

Situated innorthKent , Medway forms one of the county’s
its estuarine setting and close proximity to London.

Principal rivers such as the Medway and the Sto

The Medway, in particular, has long served as a vital route for trade and transport, linking inland
settlements with the Thames and the North Sea.

Economically, Kent balances its rural heritage with increasing urbanisation and diversification.

Historically celebrated as the Garden of England for its orchards, hop gardens and fertile farmland,
agriculture remains a cultural hallmark even as its economic influence has declined.

The region’s rich heritage is a significant ass
l andmar ks -raenndo woerd dsi tes such as Canterbury Cat
Dockyard Chatham and the Archbishop’s Palace 1in

These heritage features not only reinforce the
attractiveness as a destination for visitors an

Il n recent decades, the county’s economy has shi
toursmand | i feascheme@sby major hubs such as Di sc:¢
and the North Kent Enterprise Zone.

This expandi ng supponed lyistonglranspert links including the ports of Dover
and Sheerness, the M2 and M20 motorways and international high-speed rail connections.

This combination of rich natural assets, historic identity and modern infrastructure underpins

Kent’' s evolving role and capacity to deliver su
economy.
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TabP2ePopul ati on and geography data for Kent

0 .. .‘ 0 d .., grap op on d

edwa 292, 193 1,51
Ashford 140, 580 242
Canterbury 162, 308 525
Dartford 125, 7 2. 1,71
Dover 119, 315 379
Folkestone and Hythe 112, 356 315
Gravesham 110, 99. 1,11
Maidstone 187, 393 477
Sevenoaks 122, 370 331
Swale 158, 373 424
Thanet 142, 103 1, 37
Tonbridge and Malling 136, 240 569
Tunbridge Wells 119, 331 361
Total 1,931,684 3,739.2 516.6

Kent population

Kent has a population of approximately 1.9 million, making it one of the largest counties in
England by population.

The demographic profile of the county is varied and reflects significant differences in age structure,
ethnicity and population growth trends across its 13 council areas.

Kent’' s population includes a balanced mix of ag
county.*

Thttps://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopu
lationforenglandandwales

2https://geoportal.statistics.qov.uk/datasets/da8590c5f55f4664b32ad4339f43419c/about

Shttps://www. ons.gov. uk/peopl epopul ati onandcommunity/ popul ati on
ationforenglandandwal es

“‘https://www. ons.gov. uk/peopl epopul ati onandcommunity/ popul ati on
ationforenglandandwal es
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://geoportal.statistics.gov.uk/datasets/da8590c5f55f4664b32ad4339f43419c/about
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales

9 Children and young people (0—19 years) make up around 22% of the population. The largest
numbers are found in Medway (75,236), Swale (38,217), and Maidstone (44,943).

1 Working-age adults (20—64 years) represent the majority of the population at around 59%.
Medway (169,350), Maidstone (107,212), and Canterbury (88,840) have the largest working-
age populations, reflecting their roles as employment and commuter hubs.

1T Ol der people (65+ years) comprise approxi mat e
districts such as Canterbury (36,194), Dover (29,736), and Folkestone & Hythe (28,903) have
proportionately larger older populations, highlighting the appeal of these areas for retirement
and the resulting demand for health and social care services.

Compared to the national average, Kent has a slightly higher proportion of older residents,
particularly in its coastal communities, while areas closer to London, such as Dartford and
Gravesham, are experiencing population growth among younger and working-age adults due to
ongoing housing development and improved transport links.

Kent continues to see strong population growth, driven by both internal migration from other parts
of the UK and international migration.

The availability of more affordable housing, good transport connectivity and lifestyle factors attract
young families, professionals and retirees alike.

Inland districts such as Ashford and Maidstone have experienced significant growth through
planned housing developments, while urban centres such as Gravesham and Dartford are seeing
demographic change shaped by proximity to London and regeneration schemes.

Kent remains a predominantly White British county with 83.2% of residents identifying as such.

However, the population is becoming increasingly diverse.

Minority ethnic groups now represent 16.8% of the total population with Asian communities being
the largest minority group making up 4.4% of the population.

Ethnic diversity is most pronounced in urban areas and towns close to London.®

Gravesham has nearly one in three residents identifying as non-White British and is home to one
of Europe’s |l argest Sikh Gurdwaras.

In Dartford, 52% of school-age children are now classified as non-White British, highlighting
generational change.

Elsewhere, local factors shape distinct community profiles: Maidstone and Folkestone and Hythe
have significant Nepalese communities linked to the nearby barracks and the Gurkha regiment,
alongside a growing Eastern European population.

Together, these patterns reveal a complex and locally-varied picture of diversity across Kent.

Shttps: / / www. k etniteeoquanwve.i u K/ /i-anbf-oba tmea/tdiredhit cstarbeoski ¢ nt / s vodkmens tg eat nsd
figures/ peopl e
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Kent economy
Kent is a dynamic and strategically-i mport ant region, often referre

Europe.

Located in the south east and bordering London, it plays a vital role in national trade, economic
growth and innovation.

It is home to thriving sectors including agriculture, logistics, advanced manufacturing, food and
drink, life sciences, tourism and the creative and digital industries.

Annual trade through the Port of Dover exceeds £122 billion’, under scoring Kent'’
a national and international logistics hub.

Kent i1 s also a centre for innovation. Di scovery
parks, contributes an estimated £324 million® annually to the UK economy through its cluster of life

sciences and technology businesses.

Other major business clusters include Kent Science Park in Sittingbourne, Kings Hill in West
Malling and Innovation Park Medway, each providing high-value jobs and fostering collaboration
with universities and research institutions.

The county’s growing network of business parks,
strengthens its innovation ecosystem.

Shttps://www.ons.gov. uk/peoplepopul ationandcommunity/populati on
ationforenglandandwal es

"https:// www. | oc &teeit ndkesonito my/m/ why

Shttps://www.insider-emadt Atic 8 tmépnoemksd \sDd@id-ar al-tu@ke c onomy

25


https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://www.locateinkent.com/why-kent/kent-economy/
https://www.insidermedia.com/news/south-east/kents-discovery-park-provides-324m-of-value-to-uk-economy

Kent's economic vibrancy is matched by strong civic leadership. The Kent and Medway Economic
Partnership (KMEP) dterimygrewsh strategy, focesediomimrassructure, n g
innovation, skills, productivity and the ambition for inclusive prosperity.®

Housing and construction are fundamental to Kent's economic vitality, not only by generating
significant employment within the sector but also by directly contributing to the government's
national target of 1.5 million new homes this parliament™.

This ambition is intrinsically linked to broader economic growth, as new housing and infrastructure
projects stimulate productivity and prosperity, aligning with initiatives like the Kent and Medway
Growth Deal.

While the industry faces challenges such as skill shortages and past insolvencies, Kent's specific
demographic and economic projections underscore the critical need to strategically plan for and
support continued growth in housing and infrastructure to meet future demands.

With excellent transport links to London and mainland Europe, a high quality of life and a strong
track record in regeneration and investment, Kent continues to attract residents, businesses and
investors.

As the UK’s primary trade ¢ atpesitiengdtadoveforivaad cont i n
regional and national economic priorities.

These strengths also make Kent a compelling candidate for a future devolution deal, enabling
greater local control to unlock further growth, tailor investment and deliver on long-term ambitions
for the region.

https://www. kmep.org. uk/
"https: [ [-sgtusetsd meomiss . par |-3 taanteerrme nutk 9 ADA7@ @& / hednw 2 9 8 4
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https://www.kmep.org.uk/
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2024-07-30/hcws48

Current local government structures

All 14 councils across Kent and Medway recognise the opportunities that arise from
moving towards a standardised single tier of local government with significantly fewer
separate organisations, each with their own elected members, leadership and governance.

Kent currently operates under a two-tier local government system comprising Kent County Council
as the upper-tier authority, 12 district and borough councils and one separate unitary authority,
Medway Council, which operates independently of the county structure.

Additionally, more than 300 town and parish councils take responsibility for delivery at a more local
level.

F i g wbrQurrent boundary lines in Kent

Dartford

Gravesham

Thanet

Swale

Canterbury
Tonbridge and

Sevenoaks Walling

Maidstone

Dover

Ashford
Folkestone and Hythe
Tunbridge Wells

. Unitary authority

District Council (part of Kent
County Council area)

TabB8€haracteristics of areas in current boundar
Council Population | Geography Councillors Net Revenue

(mid- (sg.km)'2 Budget (Em)’3

2024)™
Medway
Ashford 140, 580. 47 26, 7
Canterbury 162, 308. 39 23,5
Dartford 125, 7 2. 42 29,0

Uhttps://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepop
ulationforenglandandwales

12 https://geoportal.statistics.qov.uk/datasets/dag8590c5f55f4664b32ad4339f43419c/about

13 FY2025/26 data received from KFOG
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://geoportal.statistics.gov.uk/datasets/da8590c5f55f4664b32ad4339f43419c/about

Dover 119, 315. 32 28, 2
Folkestone and 112, 356 . 30 22 8
Hythe
Gravesham 110, 98. 39 17,9
Maidstone 187, 393. 49 28, 3
Sevenoaks 122, 370. 54 21, 9
Swale 158, 373. 47 30, 3
Thanet 142, 103. 56 21, 9
Uourlelliels (o el 136, 240. 44 22,5
Malling
Tunbridge Wells 119, 331. 39 17,9
: - 1,639,029 3, 5 D" 81 1,698
Total 1,931,684 3,739.22 658 2,337,031

The current mixed model of service delivery presents ongoing challenges for strategic

coordination, financial sustainability and service reform.

In two-tier areas, district councils are responsible for services such as planning, housing, waste
collection and leisure while Kent County Council oversees county-wide functions including adult

soci al

car e

c hi

| dr en

s s eighways, waste disposdbdnd librariese a | t h

By contrast, Medway Council, as a unitary authority, delivers the full range of local government

services directly.

The complexity of this system can result in lack of alignment, duplication, inefficiencies and
inconsistencies in service provision, making it harder to respond effectively to cross-cutting
challenges and to plan strategically at scale.

All 14 councils across Kent recognise the opportunities that arise from moving towards a
standardised single tier of local government with significantly fewer separate organisations, each
with their own elected members, leadership and governance.

Further details on challenges and opportunities can be found in Section 3.
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Partnership landscape

Local Government Reorganisation presents an opportunity to further strengthen joint
working across the public sector and support partners in addressing long-standing
challenges more effectively.

Across Kent, there is an established culture of joint working between Councils and a wide range of
public sector organisations including Kent Police, the Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC), Kent
Fire and Rescue Service, the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP), the NHS and colleges
and universities.

These partnerships provide a strong foundation for taking forward a more integrated and system-
wide approach to service delivery.

There is a complete, coterminous boundary for all public sector bodies within the Kent and
Medway area, the importance of which iIs set out

Tabd. ey partners across Kent

Key partners ‘ Description

NHS Kentand Medway |Pr ovi des heal thcare services ac
hospital s, GP practices, commun
wel | as and public health progr
residents, ensuringualicteysdc dibet
ur ban and rur al communities. Su
through distinct Health and Car
which is broadly reflective of

Kent Fire and Rescue Operates across Kent and Medway

Service fire prevention, and safety edu
property and the environment by
collisions, rescues and onohemgc
through community outreach.

Kent Police and PCC Responsible for | aw enforcement
Medway. Kent Police handle crim
emergency response while the PC
budgets and ensures the forcleiga
Service delivery comprises both
activities with operational pol
commands coll aborate with partn
partnerships to address cri me a
| ocal needs and priorities.

Through early engagement with partners during the interim submission phase, a number of
consistent themes emerged.

Stakeholders expressed a clear desire to be involved meaningfully in shaping the future of local
government and recognised the potential of reorganisation to enable improvements in service
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guality and outcomes for the public including through greater alignment of public services, driving
efficiency and enhancing preventative approaches.

Partners emphasised the importance of maintaining stability in frontline services, particularly in
health and social care, through any period of transition.

Our Kent partners have also consistently supported devolution for Kent and recognise the
importance of securing a devolution deal alongside and at the same time as delivering LGR.

Feedback gathered through a range of existing forums, including strategic partnerships, parish
networks, business improvement districts (BIDs) and sector-specific meetings, highlighted the
need to ensure any future model supports delivery at the right geographic level.

The importance of sustaining local identity, improving responsiveness to community needs and
maximising public sector investment were also key messages.

Engagement with staff and elected members across Kent councils has highlighted several
practical considerations including concerns about uncertainty, capacity and skills shortages,
challenges that LGR could help to address through more streamlined structures and clearer career
pathways.

Nonetheless, careful change management will be essential to support staff through any transition.

The feedback from the interim engagement phase has directly informed the development of LGR
proposals.

All models seek to build on existing partnerships, promote more joined-up decision-making and
integrated service delivery, reduce silo working and ensure future structures are fit for purpose,
both in meeting local needs and supporting strategic collaboration across the public sector.

They also provide a strong foundation for potential devolution arrangements, including the

opportunity to pursue a Mayoral Strategic Authority where appropriate, aligning local governance
with long-term ambitions for greater powers and funding.
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Section 3: Challenges and opportunities

This section includes:
Key challenges to be addressed by Kent Councils

Opportunities through local government reorganisation
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Key challenges to be addressed by councils across Kent

The government’s White Paper highlights the challenges facing local government —
challenges that are strongly felt in Kent. Maintaining the status quo is not a viable option
and has been discounted due to the urgency and scale of the pressures on the current
system and the need for structural reform to enable long-term sustainability.

Local government in Kent is under growing pressure from financial constraints and rising demand
for services. There is also a need for structural reform: the current two-tier system, comprising
Kent County Council, Medway Council and 12 district councils has inbuilt duplication and
inefficiency impacting service delivery, governance, workforce stability and community
representation.

These issues are compounded by the county’s

Kent’' s financi al | andscape mirrors national
diverse councils.

Wide variation in council debt levels, taxbase strength and income capacity creates uneven
financial baselines and sustainability risks.

Higher border-related costs present operational challenges to the county further straining the
system.

Protecting existing government investment and identifying a more resilient model is essential.
Below is a summary of the key challenges for Kent, relevant to any future model.

Tabb3kChall enges for Kent

Funding & financial | Per si stent financi al constrai
especially when all council s
T Rising soci al care costs, whi
the expense of other vital se
T Managing the distribution of
di saggregation.
1T Equalising tax bases and seryv
(“levelling up, not down”)
T Ensuring financi al resilience
change
T Significant wvariation in fina
T Ri sk of councils being unabl e
social care, children’s servi
and contract inflation.
T High and unpredictable costs
border anrdelastyddinr esponsi bil i
T Unequal Council Tax rates, ta
generating capacity across <co
T Ri sk of | osing central govern
regeneration, public hearldglhat
services during transition.
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Workforce T Recruitment and retention dif
roles and in areas c¢close to L
T An ageing workforce with the
T Uncertainty and anxiety among
transition.
T Cultural differences between
opportunities and harmoni se w
T Staff morale and concerns abo

Structure & T Fragmentation and disaggregat

governance Il nefficiencies and duplicatio
T Siloed approaches between upp
government .
1 Strategic misalignment and | a
responsibilities, both 1 ntern
T Loss of identity for town and
| ocal democracy due to fewer
T Branding and i1 mage chall enges
1T Systemic complexity, overl app
i nconsi stent service delivery

Community & f Maintaining | ocal c har ascctaelre a

identity restructuring and in future g
authorities
T Ensuring continuity and qual.
geographically dispersed comm
T Meeting the needs of communi't
expectations.
T Addressing the risk that smal
sector organisations may not
f Variation in identity, demogr
making consistent representat
di fficult.

Service delivery T Protecting and enhancing key
homel essness) while managing
T Ensuring continuity of servic
change.
1T Establishing the culture of t
T Overcoming skil/l shortages an
pl ace.
1T Managing the complexity of 1in
holistic support.
T Challenges arising from Kent’
Il ncluding managing tr anrseploartte,(
services across multiple tier
T Lack of coordinated response
boat arrivals and wusneaeckcionngp acnhii
T I'nconsi stent stages of Local
di sjointed housing delivery a
pl anning chall enges.




T Fragmentation of Housing Reve
rai sing concerns about tenant
Change & f Managing the pace and uncerta
devolution i n achieving devolution agree
T Achieving timely and effectiyv
mo ment um.
T Navigating different cultures
councils and creating new cul
T Ensuring that future devol uti
just a structur al change




Opportunities through local government reorganisation

Regardless of the model selected by government, all future Kent councils will work
together to maximise the opportunities arising from the simplification of local government
structures and the devolution of powers and funding to a new strategic authority.

Kent faces a pivotal moment to reshape its future through structural reorganisation.

Local Government Reorganisation (LGR) presents a strategic opportunity to streamline
governance, tackle long-standing inefficiencies and build a more resilient, effective and financially
sustainable system.

By moving toward a more unified model, Kent can unlock greater accountability, improve service
delivery and position itself to fully capitalise on future opportunities for sustainable growth,
investment and devolution.

Below is a summary of the key opportunities for Kent. These are discussed in relation to the
proposed model.

Tab6:®pportunities for Kent

Public servicereform |1 | mpl ementisygtwhmolaggproaches to |
(e. better integration with parup
approach to ceumanitlegsatvingesadul
housi ng, children’s services wi
wel |l being and housing, pl acemak
i ncluding highways maintenance
pl anning witdhtnataengyp.or

1T Streamlining and digitising prd
services, i ncluding Al, and cr e
i mprove efficiency and support
1 Aggregating services to build r
strategies across education, h @
T Creating a single front door fg
Il mproving accessibility and uss¢g
1T Delivering structural reform tNh
through economies of scale, str
har moni sed tax and income strat

Growth and 1 Securing devolution deals to un

devolution enabling councils to drive gr oV

1T Devel oping a compelling sustain
to attract i1 nvestment.

T Planning for growth in key arefg
the Thames Estuary and | everagi
1T Leveraging structur al reorgani g
ambitious devoluti adideaald. uAkistt
woul d support the establishment
control over inward invesémphan
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providing successor arrangement
whi ch are now in administration
Workforce and 1T Attracting and retaining top tg
culture near London and Essex.
f Succession planning and support
an ageing workforce.
T Empowering staff and fostering
T Supporting staff through changse
building resilience in the f acseg
f Taking the opportunity for a st
prevention and the transformat.
partner alignment and systems
Community and T Focusing ocmentersdadeanppr oaches in
place i ntervention and i mpactful pr ey
T Enhanci nghagpiartge by planning pl a
services more holistically.
1 Redesigning the sense of pl ace
people with their council s.
f Il mproving accessibility to coun
Il ncluding those in | arger or mg
1T Designing governance arrangemen
di verse communities, strengthen
enhancing trust between residen
Collaboration and f Building wider partnerships acr
integration education and the voluntary/ con
T Sharing knowledge and best pragdg
T I'ntegrating services to deliver
T Creatingeamoael ture around pl ac
enabling more -upcivoskvaeg.joinedq
1T Enabling more cohesive sustaing
through unified Local Pl anning
maj or projects such as Otterpodgd
Heat hl ands near Mai dst omeuy n dvahri
manage menmtr edf comstraints | ike
i nfrastructure viability.
Trust and T Reestablishing trust and confid
engagement T I mproving engagement with polit
council s.
T Adopting fair funding model s arn
and i mpl emented.
1 Enhancing local accountability and trust by designing governance
arrangements that are more repr

communities.
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Section 4: Vision and principles for Local
Government Reorganisation

This section includes:
A shared vision for future local government in Kent
Design principles for reorganisation

How the vision and principles were co-developed
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A shared vision for future local government in Kent

Our shared vision for Kent is:

Better outcomes for Kent residents through financially-sustainable and accountable public
services delivered in partnership with communities.

All Leaders recognise that LGR in itself will not deliver the change required. It must be the catalyst

for fundamental reform in how we deliver our services, how we work with our partners and how we
deliver for all communities across Kent.

OQur ambition for Kent ' docdsedtWemwid deliver lotalogbvdrnnzemt thatr e s i
is financially resilient, community-rooted and digitally enabled, delivering services that are simpler,
smarter and more joined up.

Over the next five years, our shared aspiration for Kent is to:

1 Strengthen identity and maintain a deep sense of place and belonging.

2 Build trusted, transparent relationships with residents through open communication and
active engagement.

3 Provide seamless, resident-first experience with easy, secure access to services.

4 Deliver place-based, people-centred services, focused on early intervention, prevention and
improving life chances.

5 Use data and technology smartly to personalise support, anticipate needs and improve
outcomes.

6 Work in strong partnership with statutory partners including health, education and the police
as well as community organisations to meet re:

7 Build community resilience to social, economic and environmental challenges through
inclusive, forward-thinking services.

At the heart of this vision is a commitment to residents, staff and place, balancing ambition with
stability, innovation with identity and change with care.

LGR and devolution

All of the councils in Kent are supportive of d
deci sions about the county are made in the coun
We do not underestimate the vital difference th
housing delivery, education and skills and tran
public service reform.

This is an opportunesyf oo amprove | ife chan
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Al igning the timeline of the strategic authorit
we establish unitary authorities in April 2028
reaggregate services to gbolynabtarstrategic aut

This approach would require additional cost and
weaken public clarity on the nature and role of
Al | councgudpmpadamt Kesattabl i shing a Mayor al Strateg
al ongsifdig urree counci l s.

This wil/l enable a seamless transition, enable
| eadership capacity and provide clarity to resi
in Kent wild/l wor k.

Clarity for partners is critical given our ambi
This requires consistency, devel oped rel ationsh
ongoing structur al change that is not focused o
Our ambitions for devolution and the | ink to LC

Why Option 4D is best placed to deliver on our vision

Option 4D proposes a four-unitary authority model across Kent. This model is best placed to

deliver on the vision of the future of Kent due to its alignment with key principles of localism,

community identity, and effective governance. By establishing four distinct unitary authorities, the

model balances strategic capability and alignment with a strong sense of community identity and
belonging. The 4D mo d e | provides the strongest and most
shared vision for the future. It does this, by creating a system of local government that is financially
resilient, community-rooted, and digitally enabled, offering services that are simpler, smarter, and

more joined-up. The model maintains a strong sense of community by preserving local identities

and encouraging active civic participation, which is vital for social cohesion and stimulating

economic growth.

The 4D model creates four geographically balanced councils for North, East, Mid and West Kent,
each serving approximately 375,000-615,000 residents, thus enabling effective scale for strategic
services while maintaining strong local identity. The four proposed areas reflect natural travel-to-
work patterns, housing market areas, and established service corridors, ensuring coherent local
leadership and planning, for example:

1 North Kent (including Medway and Thames Gateway): Anchored in manufacturing, ports, and
logistics, with strong higher education and innovation capacity.

1 Mid Kent: Centred around Maidstone and Tonbridge, combining a growing rural economy with
major transport interchanges and housing growth.

1 East Kent: Defined by coastal regeneration, tourism, and life-sciences growth linked to
Discovery Park and the Port of Dover.

1 West Kent: Encompassing prosperous commuter towns and rural landscapes, supporting high-
value professional and service industries

Governance under this model remains accessible and closely connected to local communities.
Furthermore, democratic accountability is significantly enhanced through the creation of four
equal-sized councils. The4dD modelc r e at e s ¢ goromateifdir sepréséntation, shared
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leadership, and balanced regional influence, helping to build trust and strengthen engagement
with local communities. Additionally, the model enables more targeted prevention and early
intervention strategies. Smaller, locally aligned councils are better equipped to co-design and
deliver neighbourhood-based services, allowing for greater flexibility and agility.

Finally, the model supports stronger people centred, place-based delivery and more effective
partnership working. It enables a deeper understanding of community needs, which is difficult to
achieve at a larger scale, and ensures that services are tailored and responsive to the unique
characteristics of each area.

As Kent Leaders have emphasised, Local Gover nme
intrinsical l4Dalil okvedboOptitonprogress in paralle
i nvest mendDesOpmatbilosmhes the optimal foundation fc

Medway Strategic Authority, enazbbluinwhikecalktdehi
strategic capavéidtey | ®@tved .cdlbhmret ywodel supports dey
| ocal boundaries wid hafaastamdatthechMhi® m ntha ggr anmi
enahloi-opdi nvest ment in skilpsovitdiamg pardlee am,d uK
capabl e of negotiating anQptdi€dmovse sitiihnegn rae glieovro | tua
the greatest i mpact from partnerships and servi
from matagenmyl parsturceht ki ps

1 Kent and Medway Health and Care Partnerships (HCPs)

Wor king with Medway and Di sjtoiincetd Quopumico jl ki ssh ¢t voi
social care and public health coll eagues, but
health and | eisure services.

1 Kent and Medway Safeguarding Boards (Adults and Children)

Mu latgiency partnerships bringing together counc
safeguarding strategy and oversight.

1 Kent and Medway Economic Partnership (KMEP)

The primary business and ,toicdarli vgeosv eercnonmeonni cp asrt

infrastructure investment, and productivity a
1 Higher Education Partnership

Universities of Kent, Greenwich, Canterbury C|
Arts coll aborate with councils and industry t

devel opment.

1 Kent Voluntary Sector Leaders Group (VSLG) a n Medway Voluntary Action (MVA)
Umbrella bodies supporting voluntary, communi i
coll aborate with councils on social impact, h

1 Kent Resilience Forum
Apartnership of organisations and agencies whoe
Kent and Medway, and to ensure a coordinated I
significant i mpact on communities.

Option 4D builds on these foundations rather than fragmentingthem. 1 t c rce a hsg hlat e
the right size f or .lemMllenalde centinaed collabodation acsoss kay sentarse
including health and social care integration through aligned footprints; strategic infrastructure
planning through shared transport and environmental partnerships; and economic and skills
growth via established pan-Kent mechanisms. Devolution will be key to delivering strategic growth
and support regional tourism across Kent. This ensures service reform and improvement can be
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achieved through continuity, not disruption, as well as providing much needed stability during
transition.

Il n terms of democr at # DPp raocvcioduenst atbhiel ibteys, t Copatli aomc e

capability and | ocal accounttasbeisliideynt W) &1ihi @eOno fa v
mai ntains strong democratic representatdiDmondehnd
will allow demakiahgdiNdeghdbdednkbkaoCommi ttees a d
empower ment of Town and Parish Council s and me
strengthen trust and transparency as well as in
aprpoach protects | ocal identity while enhancing

maki @Qgmparavigence from t he Hanupnsihtiarrey amodd eS o | sehno
4 UA configuration provides the most stable and

savings with | ower i mplementation ri sk.

Li ke Hapnmphgkbnoeel wi:ll deliver

f manageable transition costs and a realistic i
T a balanced population and financi al profiles
T clear accountabilitpated setavutesy and pl ace
T and the ability to adapt tdricvheam gd enrgv idceemaddals it g
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Design principles for future Kent Councils

To achieve our shared vision for Kent, a set of guiding principles have been agreed by its
Leaders. While decisions on the detailed design and delivery models of future councils will
be a matter for the respective leadership teams, these principles provide a blueprint for

future council design.

TabV:Eutur e

counci |

design principles

Design principles ‘ Description

Service and resident-
centric

T

1
1

Design services around resident needs with a resident-first
mindset.

Maintain strong community identity and accountability.
Ensure equity in service access and outcomes across Kent.

Integrated and joined up

Enable seamless, joined-up service delivery across public
services.

Build on existing partnerships and promote shared
responsibility, and budgets and co-locate where appropriate.
Embed co-production and community-based service design.

Data-driven and digitally
enabled

Invest in modern digital infrastructure which allows our
service delivery and enabling activity to be joined up, and
automated where appropriate.

Leverage data and Al to support early intervention, improve
decision-making, and target resources effectively.

Ensure transparency and open data to build trust and inform
priorities.

Financially resilient and
efficient

Adopt place-based financial planning and maximise asset
efficiency.

Create efficient systems with flexible resource allocation
based on demand.

Secure long-term funding and manage transition costs
carefully.

Empowered and future-
focused workforce

Retain and support skilled staff through predictable roles and
strong leadership.

Break down silos with collaborative problem-solving
structures.

Modernise terms and conditions for a more agile and
attractive public service offer.

Clear, consistent and bold
leadership

Be brave, honest and aspirational in setting direction and
expectations.

Deliver clear, shared vision and values, internally and
externally.

Ensure messages on devolution, change and local ambition
are well understood.
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These principles will be fundamental to navigating the transition, enabling Kent to go beyond safe
and legal to deliver world-class public services and a better everyday experience for residents.

How the vision and principles were developed

The vision for Kent was developed through extensive work with local government leaders,
reflecting a shared commitment to addressing key challenges and seizing future opportunities.

On 17 September 2025, Leaders and Chief Executives from across the 14 councils of Kent and
Medway came together to co-create a shared vision for the future of local government.

This moment marked a significant step in the LGR journey, recognising LGR and devolution as
unique shared opportunities to fundamentally reshape the way local public services are delivered.

The full-day event was carefully designed to help everyone work
together, learn from each other and foster strategic thinking among
senior leaders.

=2

2N

and devolution journeys, and to begin developing a long-term, unifying
vision for the future of Kent.

Participants were supported throughout by a facilitation team which
guided discussions, captured key insights and ensured all voices were
heard.

The vision for Kent emerged through genuine collaboration and a
shared desire to improve outcomes for residents regardless of the final council configuration that is
chosen for LGR.

The conversations acknowledge ongoing challenges such as financial constraints, workforce
uncertainty and service fragmentation, with a shared commitment to tackling these as we progress
through LGR.
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How the vision and design principles will be used
The outputs from the event serve as the foundat

They will inform more detailed design work, engagement with stakeholders and the development
of a compelling case for change.

Most I mportantly, they represent a shared c¢commi
interests of residents, staff, and communities.

This forward-looking framework sets a foundation for a more resilient, responsive and cohesive
Kent by 2028.

This vision provides a clear strategic direction for the future of local government in Kent.

It wi || guide future design discussions, inforn
approach to devolution.

It will be used to align decision-making, support engagement with residents and partners and
ensure implementation remains focused on outcomes for people and communities.
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Section 5: The case for Option 4D

This section includes:

The base case

The summary case for Option 4D

0]

0]

Criteria 1: Establishing a single tier of local Government
Criteria 2: Achieving efficiency, capacity, and financial resilience
Criteria 3: Delivering high-quality and sustainable public services

Criteria 4: Reflecting local identity and supporting a shared vision
(Working together to understand and meet local needs)

Criteria 5: Supporting strategic devolution and regional priorities

Criteria 6: Enabling stronger community engagement and
neighbourhood empowerment
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The base case

This is a Type B modification entailing modifications to existing Kent council boundaries under Part
1 of the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007. This section details the
base case from which the modification has been developed.

Our modification, based on unmodified council boundaries, is for four new councils using the
existing boundaries of:

North council: Dartford, Gravesham, Medway (Population 528,337)

West council: Sevenoaks, Tonbridge & Malling, Tunbridge Wells, Maidstone (Population
567,062)

1 East council: Canterbury, Dover, Thanet (Population 424,559)

1 Mid council: Swale, Ashford, Folkestone & Hythe (Population 411,726)

T
l

Fi gwrd8-unmodi fied council boundaries and key me

lff}};

Population Size (mid-2024) 528, 567, 424, 411, 7
Geographic Area (sq km) (2024) 36 1,3 72 1,3
GVA per capita (£) (2023) 26, 8 35, 5 24,0 25,1
We submit the above in |Iine with the Local Gove

2000@ptdBnsummari sed bal bwsagaiGosyternment criteri
Criteria1:Est abl i shing a single tier of | ocal Govern

T Thbase kRaseoommubdiatsegdunwi bl ammedd a leicgonneodmi ¢
strength and tax bases, supporting sustainabl

T Each wunitary has a rich and unique industry, |
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Criteria2:Achi eving efficiency, capacity, and financ

T Thbaseseftaci | i thaatleasn cweedl Ipopul ati on sizes, suppo
and building resilience.
T Financi al metrics (fund balances, debt ratios

integration.

T Achieves bal amded| sc aleev emiuteh bases and realist
Criteria3:Del i ver-gug!l ht ghand sustainable public serv
T Thbase sapprports |l ocalised service delivery by

partner orgmdhismarednsinfrastructure

1T Population sizes support |l ocalised reform whi
Criteria4:Ref |l ecting | ocal identity and supporting a
understand and meet | ocal needs)

1T The base case is aligned with acwruncthdmedt\eirsi

the diverse nature of Kent communities.

T Strengthens | ocal plopoct aoynatker oegphhasendt ati on
governance.

Criteriab5:Supporting strategic devolution and region

1 baser esbsael anced popul atcioam,crvitsi o a@amalilsess

I partnership in regional gomakinmgceagadi t
re strategic authority.

The
equa
futu
T Establ i shesstar wotherenftor a future Kent and Med
Criteria6:Enabl i ng stronger community engagement and
T The base case creates smaller councils better
community engagement and n ebiug hlbdoiunrgh ooond ae ntpuol w eu
partner shiqdsaicdanaoncopr

Request for modification

However, and in |Iine with government ,waiied atelsat a
the Secretary of StatedbBmmmdsstehyamotdhépbaceémbd
proposal contained in this document which is th

Option 4D

The proposal uses the existing District boundaries of Sevenoaks, Tunbridge Wells, Canterbury,
Thanet, Dove and Ashford
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1 North council: The parts of Dartford, Gravesham, Medway and Swale north of the M2 and
small parts of Tonbridge & Malling and Maidstone (Population 615,931)

1 West council: Sevenoaks, Tunbridge Wells, parts of Tonbridge and Malling, and the
remaining parts of Dartford, Gravesham and Medway (Population 374,269)

1 East council: Canterbury, Thanet, Dover, parts of Folkestone and Hythe and parts of Swale
(Faversham) (Population 523,642)

1 Mid council: Maidstone, Ashford, parts of Tonbridge and Malling (Kings Hill, East and West
Malling, Ditton, New Hythe and Aylesford), parts of Swale and parts of Folkestone and Hythe
(Population 417,842)

In comparison to 4B, this modified option 4D includes the following changes which impact more
than 50% of the population of a current district as follows:

1 Inoption 4B, Maidstone i s  West’ @nitary. In option 4D, 98% of the current Maidstone
population will be ina* M’iuditary

1 Inoption 4B, Swaleisina‘® Mi d’ uni t ar, §.% ofithe cuoenttSwaderpopdlddion will
be in a ‘North’ unitary

n 4B, Fol B'editdneumk tHyn@d%olfi st @t coamr €Dt
ne & Hyt he apbgpwuthayt aon wi | | be in
In addition, the 4D proposal requests the following boundary modifications:

1) Dartford, Gravesham, Medway and Swale split following the M2 / A2, with the northern parts
creating the North unitary;

2) A further split to Swale to align Faversham with the East unitary;
3) The remaining parts of Swale to be included in the Mid unitary;

4) Darenth, Longfield, Joyd e n ’ s , Méw ®&atn, South Darenth and areas to the south of the A2
currently part of Dartford, included within the West unitary

5) Isted Rise, Meopham, Cobham, Sole Street, Vigo and areas to the south of the A2 / M2
currently part of Gravesham to be included in the West unitary

6) Blue Bell Hill Village and parts of Walderslade, currently part of Tonbridge and Malling,
included with the North unitary;

7) Lords Wood and parts of Walderslade, currently part of Maidstone, to be included in the North
unitary;

8) Kings Hill, East and West Malling, Ditton, New Hythe, Eccles and Aylesford areas currently
Part of Tonbridge and Malling bordering Maidstone currently part of Tonbridge and Malling to
be part of the Mid unitary rather than West

9) Folkestone and areas to the east to remain part of the East unitary
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10)Hythe, Dymchurch, St Mary’ s

Bay, N e yddRumd munakayeas currently part of

Folkestone and Hythe to be part of Mid unitary rather than East

Definitions ‘

Faversham and
surrounding
area

Encompasses the wards of Priory, St Anns, and Abbey, parts of the wards of
Boughton and Courtenay, East Downs, and Watling north of the M2/ A2, and
part of the ward of Teynham and Lynsted east of Tenyham.

Wards south of
Swale

Encompasses parts of the wards of Boughton and Courtenay, East Downs,
Hartlip, Newington and Upchurch, Teynham and Lynsted, and West Downs
south of the M2 / A2

Ward south of
Medway

Part of the ward of Rainham South East south of the M2.

Ward west of
Medway

Encompasses parts of the wards of Cuxton, Halling & Riverside and
Rochester West & Borstal south of the M2.

Wards south of
Gravesham

Parts of the wards of Cuxton, Halling & Riverside and Rochester West &
Borstal south of the M2.

Wards south of

Encompasses the wards of Joyden's Wood, Longfield, New Barn & Southfleet

north-east of
Tonbridge and
Malling

Dartford and Maypole & Leyton Cross, and parts of the wards of Bean & Village Park,
Darenth and Wilmington, Sutton-at-Hone & Hawley south of the A2.
Wards to the Encompasses the wards of Aylesford South & Ditton and Kings Hill, and parts

of the wards of Aylesford North & North Downs, Birling, East Malling, West
Malling & Offham, East and West Peckham, Mereworth & Wateringbury and
Leybourne & Ryarsh, Larkfield.

Folkestone and
surrounding
areas

Encompasses the wards of Broadmead, Cheriton, East Folkestone,
Folkestone Central, Folkestone Harbour, parts of the wards of Hythe east of
Seabrook and Horn Street, and parts of the wards of Hythe, North Downs
East and North Downs West north of the mainline / HS1 rail line and M20.

Hythe and
surrounding
areas

Encompasses the wards of Hythe Rural, New Romney, Romney Marsh, and
Walland & Denge Marsh, parts of the wards of Hythe west of Seabrook and
Horn Street, and parts of the wards of Hythe, North Downs East and North
Downs West south of the mainline / HS1 rail line and M20.
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Fi gwBr eProposed

‘Gravesham
(North)

Key:
Whi t ei Diisnter i ct
DottedBobumeéary

counci

Me:
(N

dway
orth)

B

(

| s
counci

(Option
names

Folkestone and Hythe
(Mid)

4D)

and

key

Population Size (mid-2024) 615, 374, 523, 417,
Geographic Area (sq km) (2024) 6 4 8 8 1,0 1,1
GVA per capita (£) (2023) 25,9 37, 2 24,1 29, 6

Description of modifications and rationale

The proposed boundary arrangements under the 4D model have been developed to create four
coherent, balanced and community aligned councils that meetthe Gov er nment ’ docat r i t ¢
identity, viability and efficiency, in accordance with the following guiding principles:

1. Community Identity: Boundaries have been redrawn to establish areas that reflect and
strengthen a sense of shared community identity and cohesion.

2. Physical and Geographic Boundaries and Features: To utilise clear, recognisable physical and
geographic features 1 such as major roads, rivers, and landscape changes i as defining

boundaries between areas. The model follows travel to work, housing market, and service use

patterns. Boundaries also reflect existing partnerships across health, education and policing
footprints minimising disruption to joint arrangements.

3. Population Balance: To achieve, as far as practicable, a balanced distribution of population
across councils, recognising that this is constrained by the existing pattern and concentration
of population centres as well as sufficient economic capacity to deliver sustainable services
and fiscal balance across all four councils.
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4. Existing Boundaries: To maintain existing principal boundaries wherever possible for continuity
and to minimise disruption.

Area-Specific Changes
Dartford, Gravesham, Medway and Swale

A division is proposed along the M2 motorway, which serves as a clear and consistent physical
boundary between these areas. This alignment provides a logical and clear separation that reflects
established travel patterns and community links.

Blue Bell Hill Village

Blue Bell Hill Village is proposed to be included within the North area due to its position and
primary access via the roundabouts at the top of Blue Bell Hill. Although most of the village lies
south of the M2, its proximity to the North area and relative isolation from surrounding settlements
support this inclusion. While some parts of the village fall naturally with the West area, the
boundary has been extended to ensure the entire village sits cohesively within North. This
approach reflects both functional and geographic considerations, ensuring consistent access and
connectivity.

Swale

A revised boundary is proposed around Teynham and Faversham, with Faversham moving to the
East council and Teynham remaining in the North, and the remainder of Swale (south of the M2)
aligning to the Mid council.

This approach is consistent with existing health service boundaries and recognises the distinct
social and geographic characteristics of Faversham, in contrast to Sittingbourne and Sheppey.
Faversham aligns naturally with the East area, while Sittingbourne and the wider Swale area are
more closely associated with Medway and the Medway Foundation Trust (MFT).

Faversham residents associate much more strongly east towards Canterbury than in the current

Swale district. In response to a Boundary Commission review in 2015, Faversham Town Council
comment ed rasidents doindt leok to the villages of the proposed Mid Swale but look

eastward to the rest of Faversham, which has the shopping streets, the swimming pool, the library

etc. In so far as they need to look beyond their own town for things, Faversham people tend to go

not to Sittingbourne but to Canterburyf or shopping, education, ®nter

Kings Hill, East and West Malling, Ditton, New Hythe, Eccles and Aylesford

It is proposed that the Mid council boundary where Maidstone borders Tonbridge and Malling
extends further west to encompass urban fringe areas adjacent to Maidstone. These areas are
more closely aligned in character and function with the Mid region than with the predominantly
rural remainder of Tonbridge and Malling.

Folkestone and Hythe

14 https://favershamtowncouncil.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/Town-Council-response-to-Local-Government-
Boundary-Commission-England-draft-proposals.pdf
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Folkestone and Hythe split based on the Folkestone area and Hythe areas, then following the
mainline and HS1 rail lines and M20 up to the existing council boundaries. This reflects both the
differing characteristics of Folkestone and Hythe and the relative deprivation patterns observed in
western areas. Consideration has also been given to the proximity of Ashford and its connections
to western settlements. The proposed split location has links to some of the existing ward
boundaries amended using the town within addresses to determine the split.

This médelrs the best opportunity to align | ocal
vision for i nt ebgarsaetde dc,arceo.mnmutnsi tfyocus on natur al
and strategic boundaries will supeafFtht heet €CB¢ s

and effective partnership working.

FigwWwred4dD boundaries against NHS sites and acut e

NHS Sites
B General acute hospital
@® Other hospital site
A Minor Injury Unit (MIU)

NHS Acute Catchment Areas
Dartford and Gravesham
Medway
Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells

East Kent Hospitals University

Contains OS data @ Crown copyright and database right 2025
Data Sources: SHAPE Place, NHS Digital, Medway Council
Produced by: Medway Public Health Intelligence Team
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The summary case for Option 4D

Option 4D offers a once-in-50-year opportunity to realign local government in Kent around
boundaries that beter reflect local idenitity, sense of place, travel-to-wok patterns, and
health geographies. The proposed four council model provides a balanced and locally
grounded structure — sufficently large to deliver efficient, high-quality services at scale, yet
local enough to preserve historic and cultural identies and strengthen community
connection. It aligns with Kent’s economy, supports long-term financial sustainablility and
resilience, and enables strategic collaboration to enhance service provision and deliver
lasting beneifts for residents.

Fi guror oposed

Key:

Whi t ei Oiisnter i ct
DottedBobumeéeéary

councils (Option

B e
LD

Bou

Ch a

4D)

Population Size (mid-2024) 615, 374, 523, 417,

Geographic Area (sq km) (2024) 6 4 8 8 1,0 1,1
GVA per capita (£) (2023) 25,9 37, 2 24,1 29, 6
The summary cadshe drogamipsdednby Government’'s si
bel ow:

Tab#:&drguments for the

proposed model

Criteria 1:
Establishing a
single tier of
local
government

Four strong councils, large enough for delivery at scale, small enough
to preserve local identity and allow manageable service delivery

f Foucounthas are | arge emawmdh ttyo scq
efficiently, yet smal.l enough to
connesgswiitom resadeng sto more respor
and closer alignment with | ocal p
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T Largely ttheewdrodver end of the Go
gui detlhienes i zceo uonfp itbheges des headr o
enabl i ng maornad efsponsdadre service

1T 4Ddemonstrates consistent alignmert

strong internal i ndustry | inks

T Balanced couacpboptulaat hbeasgdegsapihi

transport connectivity despite
grekaelt designation.

Boundaries Aligned with Identity, Movement, and Geography

T The proposed boundaries are de
sense of pt@aoek &rasmse|] and hea

counchéas correspond to how reside

also reflects historic and cul

areasr anngpeat sral transport corrid
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YeadealPl or Engl and

T Opt iddmf fers the best internabumnei
I deal f osrereviifciecideenlti very and cohert
T Smaldregas such as Dartf or d,in Grhaev eN

uni tiaardy vi dually have | oovemnrnédata
i nfrastruwitlulrteb.edlolries manageabl e
efficient, responsive service
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Criteria 2:
Efficiency,
capacity and
withstanding
shocks

Efficient Delivery at Scale

1T Four appropcoanhenhyssezeperati onal

efficiency.

f Goolwal ance i n council tax and deb
acr oscsouankcli | s

T The inclusion of more economicall
counmaysoffer opportunities to di
and design budgets around | ocalis

Financial Sustainability

1 Eacchourhcisl a robust tax base and e
capita ranging from £24,127 (East
T Council tax rat esmiariemocsl sonsgepl tyi ocanl i¢

administrative complexity duri

ng

54



Resilience to Financial Shocks

T

Popul ati on and earodniosniirci bcuatpeadc iitny a

with the | ocal identities, econo,m
suppot hefnfgecti ve deliveryhefabbl et
wi t hsftiansnadn c i a l shocks.

Criteria 3: High
quality and
sustainable
public services

Targeted Services

T

Integration with Health and Education for Resilient Service Models

T

1

Smal |l er ,cdwreaisélll ethaer get ed, -l ceadmnduen
of statut esguy hAdeusbac cCas €hi | d BeernV isc e 9
PubIlHeal t h.

Eacchoumrcainl focus more preciselyson

smal | er, def jdneesdi gpnoi pnugt hsketrovailciegsn t
chall engEmmElast Kemtprioritise co
touri snyeslté@nt ecan focus on rur®BHi
can | ead-tthol beedesocial care serv
statutory service delivery.

Resources can be managed more eff
and staffing for soci al care and

Better | oca-bektrddewlgendmeptngal t h geogr
creates oppdrraw dixtaamgpsl etso of commi g
partnership working over a Medway

The model strengthens coll aborati
suppomnttieggHetadIy st ems aSydstleemmadaér s hi
Pl atk®@sed health and well being str
tackling health inequalities thro
The NHYaPlOan published earlier th
pri marynroewesnti on and early inte

of ambition cont atime dNBE X hri ens & ehck
needf aromguec h c| oserswiiatrht nleorcsahli pgov e
| ocal public services.

Option 4D will enable the implementation of place-based health and
wellbeing strategies, tackling health inequalities through prevention and
early intervention. The smaller scale facilitates faster decision-making,
local innovation, and targeted deployment of resources.

Integrated teams spanning local authorities, NHS Trusts, and community
providers can operate more effectively within manageable geographies.

Criteria 4:
Working
together to
understand and
meet local
needs

Preserving ldentity and Sense of Place

T

Optiomesl2rowes the cultural, hista
Kent’s communities, creating boun
connectiTdhins i s best evi td amesxidd e mt

Faver dreeerh a cl ose€Cacbemmdésy obtolr alro

55



Sittingbobwreaet amfd Swal e which | oo

and relies
T Opti on o440l

patter ns orfatbleera vtolmaina ,|manpeisgen it reg

communi ty

T The s maolulnecrizheest @ bui |l d a sense of
that could be difficult to achiev
Il nherently feel a sense of pride
I mmedi ate geographical area, cham
difficult to @olhiné@dvéesw tils flaawaosiin g
would be remote from the communit
residents, businesses and-sgpawvt cer

T Foll ows | ogi cal boundaries al ong
corridors, such as the M2, Thames
Il mportantly also recognises disti
Kent socially, culturally and eco

T Keeps governance closer to reside

and maintain a stronger -makaeestan

communi ti e

Alignment with Local Preferences

T Aligns with the preferences of pu

organi sat.i
relationsh

on tsedewWiwdgegu ndwlacd h.oans Tr u
iaxn dbt fho mw aletdyi ven by al | e

t iierg amd i plr d viadnewor k . f o

S .

ons, emphasising proxim
i ps.

Criteria 5:
Supporting
devolution
arrangements

Foundation for Devolution

T The modetlt’  bataomopdbei de a strong
devolution, ensuring equitable re
Mayoral Combined Authority.

T Eacchoumceifll ects a coherent economi
transport, housing, arhd se nopleocayt neesn
capabl e of participatwindge mermani &gif
pl anning and investment.

Efficient and Democratic Governance

T Popul ati 088%,50060500A0 all ow for man
sizes (6&8P®Pmeomxb.er s), supporting ef/f

Larger uni

councils of over 115 member s, und
T Smaldeunwillk fundamentally offer &
governance. It will ensure counci
connected to their | ocal communi t

to the cosmruvgdidviieng r esi ddartash ed an fl

aut hority
Vi ews, bui

t a¢f7ibd)s ODf0 G =G, @EOts wou

under satnddrhdes rt hresiprr emseeend
|l ding trust and confide
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T

A foaumoidleldlll ow for a majority v
unanimity is not possible in a vo
Mayor al Strategic Authority. A th
provide four new entities overakl
deci-makhnng which would cause undu
Our experience in Medway iminihmadl
bureaucratic | ayering and an abil
responding to challenge and oppor
popul ation of >292,000.

Four cavan dielbeer able to address t
residents, being more closely att
tailored, benefitting from a cl os
The Devolution assessment-déafigmédg
councils provide stronger buildin
option woul d-semsdr paegguonaels, promo
shared | eadershipenaperdababasceéedtei

Fowrounwildea i ncentivised to collab
as transport, housing, anavigthwvemg@
regi onal i nvest ment strategies, p

Thames Gateway (North Kent) and t

Criteria 6:
Stronger
community
engagement
and
neighbourhood
empowerment

Deep Community Connections

T

1

Enhanced public engagement

1

T

The model is explicitly designed to reflect and reinforce local community
identities, helping people feel more connected to their local services.

Smaldeunwifldst er rsdlrathigemshi ps wit
community, anf@dVHESgi th sectors

Existing partnerships such as Med
Gillinghamd®Banwkhskorade the benefit

trust, and responsiveness.
The modealabwielhlodsettrori ces account abl
responsive to | ocal needs . VCFENSOo wi n

organi sations advocat @ inreemdes eafnfde o
| oaganlt erests in discussionstwiattte gp
stakehol der s.

There woné edfefencti ve coll aboratio
I ni t idautei teos stronger, more persona

with |l ocal vol untThliys oadagmmu rsiattiyil den
enhance trust and cooperation bet
Thiwsilmprove the quality of care a

Locadunagi | manageathtl eea s ccad rerewnrt ir teyd

regener adesoing nicnog sol utions with 1
organisations.

Proximity wiodllrleosw dsematlsl er counci | g
effectively with the community, e
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i nformed by | ocal i nsights and re

example of this is perhaps our wo
Street Heritage Action Zone awhd cth
delivered significant I mpact, -lredyv

regeneration, c-beastveaegi hoashier we ©
economy.

Supporting Growth & Regeneration

T Small er councils are more attuned
supporting-ceommuii dye v e l-corperaetni{lohng n d
will Beabbei mpl ement pr oj eghdesd odX :
of this is the work o,a tfthohe u@i Iwlhii rc
the | ocal MP, Cabinet Members and
| oadelsi dehst sdi fficul wthioscamgreoaeh
repl iaccarteesds t he number of toWwn&k | i
aut hority.

Strengthened community bonds

T Small er aut hoecroutnmeidleli ncanf mairnt ai
of community by preserving | ocal
participation, which , iimcslvaomal cdlolr
growth. Our best evidence of this
where businesses and key stakehol
to proviidteo itnlsaigrhtbusi ness or sto
Pl ace Brand and opportunities acr

Tailored Services for Growth

T As a recipient of UKSPF, Medway h
| ocal businesses that aligns prec
and suppoetsebeahdedi stinct charaat
much Jlcaorugrecriilt awewl d be very diffi
and run a process which sdrnvdke dtwg
delivery approach for UKSPF faci
resources to projects and communi
t hef eecfti veness and tangible i mpact
within our communities.

How the case for change is structured against government criteria

What follows is the case for change detail, set
government’'s six criteria.

| t i's a combination of shared content across fo
to the individual options.

Sections-santdi enb are set ou

t bel ow, including h
stated in thkebrddry 2&G@2=®2d 5
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Tabb:&tructur e

Section headings

Criteria 1:
Establishing a single
tier of local
government

Criteria 2: Achieving
efficiency, capacity,
and financial
resilience

Criteria 3: Delivering
high-quality and
sustainable public
services

Criteria 4: Working
together to
understand and meet
local needs

Criteria 5: Supporting
strategic devolution
and regional priorities

Criteria 6: Enabling
stronger community
engagement and
neighbourhood
empowerment

of case for change and |link to
Sub-section headings Govt
criteria
Al i gnment with functional ec
14
tax base
Strategic geographic boundar
. 1 b
infrastructure delivery
Simplified and accountabl ¢ig@ 1d
structure
Delivering scale to support 5
S a,
efficiency
Maxi mi sing value for money t 2cC
Managing transition etoesrtns wh 2d
transformati on
Strengthening the financi al 2 €
| mproving delivery of key se| 3a,
Public service reform
3b
l ncorporating public nd st a
design 4 a,
Preserving | ocal identity, <c 4 b
Unl ocking the devolution vis| 5a,
Popul ation sizes that suppor 5 ¢
Communi ty ngagement nd nei 6
a,
across Kent
Nei ghbour hood Area Committee 6 a
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Criteria 1: Establishing a single tier of local
government

This section includes:

Alignment with functional economic areas and a Criteria 1a
sustainable tax base

Strategic geographic boundaries to support housing and Criteria 1b
infrastructure delivery

Simplified and accountable governance through a single-  Criteria 1d
tier structure
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Alignment with functional economic areas and a sustainable tax base

Criteria 1a. Proposals should be for sensible economic areas, with an appropriate tax base which
does not create an undue advantage or disadvantage for one part of the area.

Each of the four proposed councils under Option 4D is designed to be economically
robust, with GVA and council tax bases that underpin long-term financial sustainability. 4D
strategically groups areas with complementary economic profiles and infrastructure
assets, such as major ports, international gateways, and economic centres, so that every
unitary benefits from both scale and local strengths. This enables each council to
participate fully in regional growth and provides a resilient, equitable foundation for Kent’s
long-term prosperity.

Aligning councils with growth opportunities

Optidddmr i ngs &aongashwvehse mplte ment argyt recragntdhms ¢
infrastrauaceatrieng a mo&Kehdibat nalti ge® nwwitiktl ggeogr
fostering coflultaubroer. agtrioowt hf or

Tab6:6&rowth opportunities across the four counci

North Kent: North Kent is the South East’s powerhouse for growth and
* Medway (98%) | connectivity
« Swale (81%) Nort hwheghans Medway, Gravesham, D

* Gravesham the M2) and small areas of Toamnsbrai d
(87%) power ful economic corridor at the
* Dartford (78%) [combi nes some of thgr%auinly Badtans c
e Smallsections [nationally significant transport a
of Tonbridge North Kent’'s strategic position be
and Malling gives it wunrivalled potential to a
(3%) and across Kent latnadi gvoewdewafyul mi x of wat
Maidstone industri al i nnoVassoopnaedt worlg,
(2%) most strategically positioned grow

of Medway’s wuniversity ciftyl hwintels tQ
ports and Freeport devel opment zon
High-growth sectors include advanced manufacturing, engineering, creative
and digital industries, and professional services. Ongoing public and private
sector investment is enabling accelerated growth across key sites.

Strategic Infrastructure Assets

1 Thames Estuary Gateway:| nhcor porates the Por
London Thamesport, and the emergi
| i nki Abgasreidvdrogi stics with rail a
M20, HS1).

1 Medway City Estate and Innovation Park Medway: Pr i or i t y
regenerati on zermddedreimpil mg meing h i
manufacturing, engineering, and ¢

1 Ebbsfleet Garden City and Thames Gateway Parklands: Nat i o n
recognised housing and infrastrucg

Il ntegration to HS1 and Crossrail
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1 Lower Thames Crossing: The UK’ s I|l-Bugkdt ngoapit
expected to reshape connectivity
enhance freight and commuter move

1 HS1 and North KentLine:Enabl esphdegch connecti g
Ashford ansupgEpoopieng commuter res
Il nvest ment .

1 Bluewater Shopping Centre:Nor t h Kent’'s strate
high-profile businesses and sustained consumer traffic from across the
South-East—i t i s home to Bluewater, on
leisure destinations.

1 M2 Junction 5: £100 million improvement scheme recently completed
at M2 Junction 5, enhancing safety and capacity at a critical freight and
commuter junction.

Growth and Regeneration Corridors

1 Medway Regeneration Arc:cAnchored in Chat ham,
Gillingham, integrating brownfi el
|l nnovation Park. Focus areas incl
Riverside, and the Dockside Uni ve

1 Swale NorthernArc:Ext ending from Sittinghb
connecting new industrial and | og

empl oyment catchment.

1 Gravesend and Dartford Growth Zones: Key r egener at.
| everaging Ebbsfl eet’s gr owt husneon
devel opments along the Thames cor

1 Blue Bell Hill and A229 corridor: St r at egi ¢ upgrade
l inking Medway Towns to Maidstone
commuter efficiency.

Strategic Opportunities for the Future

North Kent will be the South East’
sustainabl e grmowgbhewayr wther e i nnov
and inclusive communities drive th
1 Freeport and Estuary Enterprise Zone: Dr i vi ng i nwar d
custdmee manufacturing, and tr adse
1 Lower Thames Crossing Growth Corridor: Un | ocki ng i n
residenti al expansion along the A

Kent Growth Arc”.
1 Al-enabled public services and digital infrastructure: Op por t u
become the testiled ifnarovsamad-dotni vt ehnr

transport management, digitalrvhed
design.

1 Decarbonisation and resilience:Maj or opportuni ti
efficiency, retrofitting, and ren
Thames Estuary Growth Board’'s Net

1 Devolution and spatial leadership: The proposed uni

North Kent would have the scal e,
pl anning, transport integration ¢
Kent Mayor al Strategic Authority.
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West Kent is characterised by a highly skilled workforce and strong

knowledge-based sectors

West Kent is a dynamic area defined by its highly skilled workforce, quality

of life, and strength in knowledge-based industries. Its strategic location

near London and strong sector diversity makes it a key driver of innovation

and professional services in Kent.

1 Among the most qualified populations in the South East, supporting
high-value sectors and knowledge based industries.

1 Talent pool attractive to employers in finance, legal, life sciences, and
the creative economy.

1 Well-positioned for commuter-led growth and remote-working
professionals.

1 High green infrastructure, high quality of life and heritage towns
enhance appeal to investors.

1 Regional centre for retail, culture, and business with a thriving property
market.

Economic Growth Opportunities

1 Knowledge and innovation corridor: The We st Kent a
the “Golden Triangle” between Lon
Estuary, offering scope for innoy
green tech.

1 Creative and digital industries: Tunbr i dge Wel |l s an
faagtowing creative, design and meg
infrastructure and flexible workstg

1 Life sciences and health technology:Bui | di ng on t he
Tunbridge Wells NHS Trust footpri
Medi cal School, thleoeatisompoafent é g
di agnosti ctsecahndf imends al ong the A2

1 Advanced manufacturing and logistics: | ndustri al gr ¢
North Farm (Tunbridge Wells), Quadg
benefitting from strategic conned
empl oyme.nt | and

1 Rural diversification and green growth: Oppor t uni ti es
agritech, wviticulture and touri s
Downs, Ilinking with Visit Kent an

1 Housing and mixed-use developments: St r at egi ¢ si t ¢
Hill, Tonbridge, and Paddock Wood
gual i tcyoonnweecltled communities align
i nvest ment

9 Strategic growthdrivers:London commuter-vat ae(
business clusters, innovation cor
upgrades

Major Infrastructure Projects

1 A21 Tonbridge to Pembury and A228 corridor upgrades: Bu i |
compl eted sections, current 1inv
i mprovements, junction safety s
connecting the A21 and A228 cor
empl oyment areas.
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1 South Eastern Main Line and High Speed 1 extensions: En han c

rail capacity and service frequen
and Tonbridge to London Bridge an
station upgrades are central to n
West Kent commuter economy.

1 Digital infrastructure investment: Ro|l | out of gi gabi
5G coverage in Tunbridge Wells an
wor king hubs and digital 1 nclusi g

1 Tunbridge Wells and Tonbridge town-centre regeneration: Pu b | i
real m anuseni xeldemes designed to i
resilience and | ocal cultural off
cul tur al hub and redevel opment of

East Kent is a gateway for innovation, tourism, and green energy

East Kent combines coastal infrastructure, green energy capacity and
cultural tourism, forming a unique, future-focused economic landscape.
With direct access to continental Europe and strong institutional assets, the
area is well-placed for strategic investment and innovation.

Strategic Infrastructure:
1T East Kent’'s economic geography i g
energy infrastructure. The Port g
UKEU trade annually, -ar/-dgthfel pJKr ts
l'inchpin of nationadestimgntstiimscug

technol ogy, freight processing an
term resilience.

T The Channel Tunnel at Fol kestone
international gateway role, whil g
M2 corridors, the M20 and the A25
strategic connections bendveleaan gom

T The High Speed 1 (HS1) rail Il i ne
Canterbury, and Thanet directly t
ti mes and underpinning major hous
such as Ebbsfleet, Canterbikry CRIny
upgrades to the A2/ M2 and M20 cor
Lower Thames Crossing, —weisltl ffrueritgh
commuter movement.

T Compl ementary digital and energy
expansion, the Cleve Hill Sol ar H
solar farm), and the coast al rene
position East Kent at the feoerredgy ¢

economy

Ashford International Station.

High-performing universities including University of Kent and
Canterbury Christ Church University drive economic development and
innovation.

= =4

Growth and Infrastructure Projects:
East Kent’'s growth strategy i susac
and holusd ngegeneration schemes t ha
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T
)l

Employment and Skills

East Kent is «atcert eenpfi @y meingh gr ow
|l ogistics, creative industries and
1 Discovery Park Enterprise Zone (Sandwich):a nat i onal

|l

ommunities, attract investment an
ncl ude:

Otterpool Park Garden Town (Folkestone & Hythe): up t o 10
homes with integrated empl oyment
sustainable transport | inks.
Canterbury Riverside and City Centre Regeneration: a
comprehensive renewal programme €
cultural quarter, -pudVvelc c¢ce@mnenc tain
Thanet Coastal Regeneration Programme:f ocused on M
Ramsgate and Cliftonville, combin

i ndustry iMajo esetvanle enérgy assets including the
Thanet Offshore Wind Farm and emerging developments at Green Port

Ramsgate.
Dover Waterfront and Western Docks Revitalisation:d e | i ver i
port infrastructure, housing and

Faversham Expansion Area:st r at egi ¢ growth zo
hi storic centre with the A2 corri
Major housing and commercial developments like South East
Faversham and Mountfield Park will deliver thousands of new homes,
jobs, and community assets.

Coastal position supports logistics, maritime activity, and offshore
innovation.

Public investment in Margate Digital Campus and cultural assets
underpin a vibrant visitor economy.

ctively, these schemes will d
n workspaces and sustainable
popul ation growth and economi

-~ @

sciences and technology hosts mor
contributes over £300 mi lslciioenn c&V A
technol ogy innovati on.

Manston Business Park and Airport Redevelopment: Manst on
Business Park andl eguesgi og pivamas i
opportunities i n advanfcreai gnatn ud earg
London and South East University Group: Co |l | abor ati o
University of Kent, Canterbury CH
Coll ege Group is supporting a pig
partnerships through a proposed BH
basis of amsem&Kreqpitn@kE|l | s Compaci
training and industry demand. | mg
Creative and Cultural Economy: Gr owt h i n creatiyv
the Turner Contemporary, Fol kesto
Theatre I s generating new empl oyn
cul tur al production, and enhancin
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Mid Kent is a regional hub for infrastructure-led growth and

innovation

Mi d Kent is the r egi onléedgrovemagd higletech o

innovation. With Maidstone at its heart and strong transport links, the

region offers scalable opportunities for business investment.

1 Excellent transport connectivity via the M2, M20, and A249 corridors.

1 A £100 million upgrade to Junction 5 of the M2 enhances safety and

unlocks new logistics capacity between Maidstone, Sheppey, and the

Dover-London corridor.

Key sitesinclude Si t t i n g KeotiSciema Pak.

Home to high-value industries in biotech, advanced engineering,

manufacturing, and digital, including Nobel Prize-winning research.

1 Tonbridge & Malling's market towns support small-scale industry,

logistics, and growing professional services.

Balanced economic mix provides resilience and adaptability.

Strong university and college networks provide a continuous talent

pipeline across technical, creative, and professional sectors.

1 Business-education partnerships foster innovation and workforce
readiness.

T The area i8eVudesobhen!| anpd aBarnde r

= =

E

role in ensuring connection with
Ashford I nternational for passeng
with i1it"s history ofannductlheea rp opt cewe

si t e nfao rl moeadubas re

T Lydd A+4wiptohr tpl ans to become a fut
South East Engl and.

1 Maidstone, the county town of Kent, is a key centre for public service
delivery and regional coordination in the future council structure.

1 Forms a central link between North and East Kent and the rest of the
South East.

1 Location and infrastructure position Mid Kent as a logistics and
business hub with growth-ready capacity.

Major Growth and Regeneration Projects

Mi d Kent’'s growth i ssccah ar, a cntaesrtiesr epd
communities and strategic empl oy me
delivery with innovation and susta
1 Ashford Commercial Quarter and Waterbrook Park:f | ags hi p
business destinations anchored- by
value engineering, |l everaging HSI]
1 Otterpool Park Garden Town:a 10-h®@O0n@, sustaina
settl ement in Fol kest ongeuaalnidt yH yhtol
empl oyment, schools, and green inr
l ongrm -mhkceag.

1 Heathlands Garden Community (Lenham):a 5 ,-l0ddMe MU X &

devel opment | ed by Maidstone Bor d
designed to deliver sustainabl e r
and | ocal services.

1 Kent Medical Campus (Maidstone):a nati onally sigd

sciences cluster adjoining Junct.i
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https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/attending-an-inland-border-facility/sevington-inland-border-facility
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/c3vdx7p1l4po

Enterprise Zone, speci-taddts,i ngnd nr
coll aboration with Kent’s univer g
Ashford Designer Outlet and Repton Park Expansion: e x pand i
tourism, retail, and | eisure infr
empl oyment and attracting regi ongiég
Eureka Park, Waterbrook Park Phase 2 and M20 Corridor Logistics
Sites:] ogi stics and distribution i n\
freightommer ee gr owt h.

Balanced economy and tax base

The four-council model is designed to ensure economic viability and long-term financial
sustainability across Kent. Each geography is structured around complementary strengths, with a
recognised economic centre and international port (or equivalent infrastructure), enabling gateway
access to trade and growth. Whilst West Kent leads in productivity and tax base, the other three
councils are sufficiently robust and balanced to avoid creating undue disparities.

TabV:Economy and tax base metrics for Option
15

Gross Value Added (GVA) 16, G 13, d 12, 4 12, 3

(Em)

- - = 16

(C;\)IA per capita (productivity) 25, d 37, 2 24, 1 29. 6

Counc_:ll tax base (no_. ofgand 197, 150, 180, 151,

D equivalent properties)

Council tax average band D

rate (exc. Fire, Police and 1,9 1, 8 1,9 1,9

Parishes)' (£)

Gross business rates'? (£) £1 28 £8 In £8 M £7 &

Unemployment Rate (%) Apr )

24-March 2520 3. 5( 2. 4%¢ 4. 2] 3. 53

Deprivation score (2019)! 0. 4 0. 2 0. § 0. 2

Alignment to GVA economic measurements

"’Regi onal gross domesticOpfodaectfor | NatlioamathB8rtatissics

""Regi onal gross domesticOpfodacfor| Natl oamaalt hB8ratiesics
“YFinancial data return submitted by councils

Financial data return submitted by councils
YNationdbmesnhic rates collected by coun&ONsUKn Engl and:

2011 01 Regional | abour mar ket : | ocal i ndi-Ofaftiocs ffor Natunamals ,

4 D

foreca:

2lMappi ng

i ncome

deprivati-Oohfarteafloocdllataonkadr Statiseveéels
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/datasets/regionalgrossdomesticproductlocalauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/datasets/regionalgrossdomesticproductlocalauthorities
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/national-non-domestic-rates-collected-by-councils-in-england-forecast-2024-to-2025
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/datasets/li01regionallabourmarketlocalindicatorsforcountieslocalandunitaryauthorities?utm
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/incomeandwealth/datasets/mappingincomedeprivationatalocalauthoritylevel

Option 4D strongly aligns to the geographies for economic measurement of GVA contained in the
International Territorial Level (ITL). The map clearly demonstrates that the 4D model aligns very
closely to the level 3 geographies across Kent.

Figurle ' TL 3 in UK at January 2025 overlaid wit!l

International Territorial Level 3

Proposed 4d and existing International Territorial Level 3 boundaries vadway

Serving You

Crown copyright and databasa rights 2025 Ordnance Survey icsnce mumber 100024225

Scale:1:275000 27110025
Moy Couned 2025

Business rates

Business rates tax bases are strong, with each unitary generating between £81 million and £123
million in retained business rates. All four councils have the economic capacity to operate
independently and sustainably.

Imbalances between proposed councils are countered by strong growth potential, which will
support longer-term economic growth and prosperity across the whole of Kent. Each council will
be able to tailor economic and employment strategies to local needs, while aligning with the wider
strategic ambitions of Kent.

Council tax

Each council has a sufficient council tax base to support service delivery, rangingfrom1 51, tb6 1
1 9 7, BaBdbD equivalent properties. Option 4D has some of the lowest differences in average
band D rates between council of each of the multi-unitary options, ranging from £1,874 to £1,907.
This minimises disruption for residents and reduces administrative complexity during transition.

Council tax harmonisation
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Council tax harmonisation is an important and sensitive area. Council tax rates must be consistent
by the eighth year of a unitary authority and there are currently significant disparities in council tax
rates across Kent.

T a b 1 2Current council taxbase, rates and yield

Current council 2024-25 final Current combined Current Tax Yield
taxbase?? Band D rate®?

Ashford 49, 8 £1, 7 £89, 63
Canterbury 53, 3 £1, 8 £98, 73
Dartford 41,0 £1,7 £73, 67
Dover 40, 8 £1, 8 £74,60
Folkestone & Hythe 40, 4 £1, 9 £E77, 15
Gravesham 35,9 £1, 8 £66, 29
Maidstone 68, 2 £1, 9 £129, 95
Medway 90, 9 £1, 7 £159, 52
Sevenoaks 52, 3 £1, 8 £97,16
Swale 50, 3 £1, 8 £91, 24
Thanet 46, 4 £1, 8 £87, 05
Tonbridge & Malling 53, 4 £1, 8 £98, 87
Tunbridge Wells 48, 3 £1, 8 £87, 82
Total 671, £1, 231, 1

The baseline council tax point to which the rates will be harmonised will be set through key
decision by the shadow authorities.

This is a sensitive political decision as it is likely to result in an increase in council tax rates for
residents in areas which currently charge lower rates.

Council tax harmonisation is governed by the referendum limits so the increase will be in line with
what is legal and acceptable under the current system.

This also means the total council tax bill across Kent will be lower than if all current councils
increased rates at the maximum allowed as would be typical in local government.

2Financial data return submitted by councils
2Financial data return submitted by councils
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This is because residents who currently pay rates at, or higher than, the baseline rate set by the
shadows will have their council tax rate frozen or potentially reduced to align with the baseline
rate.

While there are many different scenarios including the baseline rate and the rate of increase,
council tax harmonisation can be achieved within seven years and we have not assumed any
increase in council tax rates into the financial modelling.
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Strategic geographic boundaries to support housing and infrastructure
delivery

Criteria 1b. Proposals should be for a sensible geography which will help to increase housing
supply and meet local needs.

Option 4D establishes four balanced and coherent Unitary Authorities that aligns Kent’s
geography with its functional realities- transport corridors, environmental zones, and
economic clusters — to support local needs across North, West, East and Mid Kent. It offers
a pragmatic balance between localism and region-wide strategic coordination, making it
well-suited for managing land, planning, infrastructure, and environmental priorities across
Kent.

Geographies and population

The model provides the most effective framework for coordinated spatial planning, infrastructure
investment, and locally responsive service delivery that achieves a strong balance of population,
population density, and geographic area across the four proposed councils. This balance enables
effective governance, manageable service delivery footprints, and equitable representation.

Tab8&eographies and population in 2023 and 2032

Population (mid-
2024)*

615, 374, 523, 417,

Geographic area

(sq.km)? 64 88 1,0 1,1

Population
density (people
per sgq.km) (mid-
2024)%

94 42 51 35

Forecast
population 2032 634, 386, 543, 446,
ONS?

Forecast growth 3.%4 3.9 3 .98 6 .99

Sensible geographies

The model reflects the diversity of Kent’'s geog
districts. Population densities vary from 352 people per sq km in Mid Kent to 949 people per sq

kmin NorthKent, refl ecting the region’”s natural sett]
proposed councils range from 649 square km in North Kent to 1,188 square km in Mid Kent.

“Estimates of the popul atOfdn cfeorf ofEn dNladgrn d naadd SWaltéd st i cs
»Standard Area Measurements for Administrative Areas (December
%Estimates of the popul atOfdn cfeorf oEn dNlagn d naadd SWaltd st i cs
7Subnational popul ati onOfpfriocjee cftaro nNsa tfioorn aEln g3 taantdi st i ¢ s
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://geoportal.statistics.gov.uk/datasets/da8590c5f55f4664b32ad4339f43419c/about
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationprojections/bulletins/subnationalpopulationprojectionsforengland/2022based#projected-change-by-local-authority

This avoids the creation of overly large rural councils that would be difficult to manage
operationally, or very small urban councils that lack spatial flexibility. The size of these councils
allows for strategic land allocation, supporting development in the most suitable locations and
avoiding piecemeal or reactive planning.

This spread in population density, from 352 people per sg km in Mid Kent to 949 people per sq km
in North Kent, reflects the natural variation in settlement patterns across Kent and allows each
unitary to tailor its service delivery to local requirements. For example, councils with higher
densities, such as North Kent, can focus on urban regeneration and transport, while lower-density
areas, such as Mid Kent, can prioritise land use planning, green infrastructure, and climate
resilience.

The coherent geographies of option 4D will allow environmental management to take place at
scale, with Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) and Green Belt areas preserved and
effectively managed. Climate resilience and energy generation can be embedded within each
region, tailored to the specifics of each area, such as rural and coastal considerations.

These geographies support infrastructure-led planning by aligning with major transport corridors
and key growth areas. Strategic transport links such as HS1, M2, A2, Dartford Crossing, and the
Channel Tunnel are distributed across the four areas, ensuring each unitary has access to
national and international connectivity. This distribution simplifies infrastructure delivery by aligning
planning authorities with existing economic corridors and transport hubs, reducing duplication and
enabling more effective capital investment.

Alignment with Housing and Economic Geographies

The model enables a more coherent and strategic approach to housing planning across Kent, with
each geography retaining sufficient scale and diversity to support tailored housing strategies-
urban regeneration in East Kent, garden communities in Mid Kent, and commuter housing in North
and West Kent. Cross-boundary coordination will aid planning and housing delivery in managing
shared constraints such as environmentally sensitive areas. It aligns closely with travel-to-work
areas, housing market boundaries, and economic corridors, allowing each authority to plan and
deliver housing growth in a way that reflects local demand and infrastructure capacity, for
example:

1 NorthKent-i nt egrates the Thames Gateway, one of t
l inking Ebbsfl eet, Rochester Riverside and Sw:
authority.

1 Mid Kent — connects Maidstone, Tonbridge and Ashford growth corridors, enabling
coordinated planning across key transport hubs (M20, A229, HS1) and major housing
developments such as Heathlands and Chilmington.

1 East Kent — brings together the coastal towns of Canterbury, Dover and Thanet, aligning
regeneration, heritage, and tourism with strategic housing delivery, especially along the
A2/HS1 corridor.

1 West Kent — maintains the distinct rural and commuter settlement pattern of Sevenoaks, and
Tunbridge Wells, safeguarding environmental assets while supporting smaller-scale, high-
quality developments.

By mirroring functional housing markets, the 4D model enables more consistent, evidence-based
housing need assessments and more effective cross-boundary infrastructure planning as well as
being the most capable of maintaining housing momentum while addressing barriers such as land
viability, nutrient neutrality, and cross-district coordination.

72



Fi guur2e Map of

pl anning

constraints

aindon Negoril |

."cL)’aTn’g('lon.g_Oj' L0 Vange

l \Eﬂillgs_// S

N Eastwo_odé IS0

| -«
wer.Sta”

e

Fort

ington /AF5 753 = %

e/ WY eylb)qgtn{ne_ = % 5
~% - ~ l On‘ AU L =

(R ¢ o . Ml

) S~ Royal Brijeh ga\ A

cjcf;\, Q L'e'gionvliﬁge,? N (Sandling

R/ West /r=¢ 3 —

Environmental Constraints Map

© Crown copyright and database rights 2012 Ordnance Survey kcence number 100024225

S Mary's

™= -
S -t

Marshies

EIEEEE-

n S
Tain : <

M

UNC y

Serving You
Scale:1:135000 08/10/14
© Madway Council, 2012

73



Coordinated Infrastructure and Transport Planning

Under the 4D model, each council is large enough to plan and deliver major infrastructure projects
but small enough to ensure place-based accountability:

1 Boundaries follow key infrastructure routes such as the M2, M20, HS1 and River Medway,
ensuring each authority has a coherent transport network to plan around.

1 The model supports integrated local transport planning, with the ability to align housing growth
with public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure.

1 It strengthens engagement with regional partners such as Homes England, National Highways
and Network Rail, improving the alignment of investment and reducing duplication.

1 Through pan-Kent collaboration mechanisms, large strategic infrastructure—such as the Lower
Thames Crossing, East Kent coastal transport improvements, and Otterpool Park Garden
Town—can be coordinated across the four councils and the future Kent & Medway Combined
Authority.

Travel infrastructure

Kent benefits from a comprehensive strategic tr

Maj or motorways including the M2, M2 0, M2 5, and
wi der south east and key por.ts such as Dover an

These roads primarily connect Kent from the east to west through the districts and eventually into
London.

While the east to west connection is strong, the north to south connection through Kent is less
direct, particularly for those not commuting into London.

The county-siesr vaelds dywelali |, with services operat
Line, Chatham Main Line andpthd UKIi E emrlyi deme s
which connects Kent to centralalLamdamdwira 49t nRa

ThedDmodel enables transport and infrastructure
movement corridors the major road, rail and port routes that shape commuting, logistics and
economic growth. Each new council will encompass coherent transport geographies that connect

| ocal networks to the county’s and nation’s wid
The proposed 4D mo d e | aligns governance boundaries with
corridors.
Tab9®&ol e and Strategic | mportance of transport

Corridor \ Role and Strategic Importance

M2 / A2 and HS1 (North Gateway between London, Medway, the Thames Gateway and

Kent Corridor) Dover; carries international freight and commuter flows.

M20 / A20 and HS1 (Mid- Core international route linking London, Ashford, Folkestone

Kent Corridor) and the Channel Tunnel; major growth and logistics spine.

A21 |/ Tonbridge—Hastings Connects commuter and rural West Kent to the London and

(West Kent Corridor) South Coast economies.
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Thames Gateway & River Port and industrial logistics routes including the Port of
Corridors Sheerness, Thames Estuary Freeport and Medway ports.

East Kent Coastal Corridor | Connects Ramsgate, Sandwich, Dover and Canterbury to the
(A256 / A299) wider M2/HS1 network; key to coastal regeneration.

Under the 4D model, each council will share an integrated housing, transport and economic
corridor, enabling Local Plans, Local Transport Plans and infrastructure investment to be co-
designed. Transport responsibilities are consolidated within a single tier of government, eliminating
duplication between county and district layers. In the advent of Devolution, Cross-boundary
strategic projects (e.g. Lower Thames Crossing, Ashford International rail interchange, Thanet
Parkway, and Canterbury—Dover coastal improvements) are managed collaboratively through a
pan-Kent transport board under the future Combined County Authority (CCA). Boundaries that
follow the M2 and M20 corridors ensure that planning for growth and congestion management can
be undertaken holistically rather than fragmented between councils.

The 4D model will allow integration with wider systems, complimenting existing partnerships and
transport strategies by:

T Aligning with National Hi ghways strategic roa
East route.
1 Supporting consistent engagement with Transport for the South East (TfSE) and Homes
England for infrastructure funding.
1 Enabling data-driven transport modelling and joint investment across corridors—particularly for
decarbonisation, EV infrastructure, and modal shift programmes.
1 Residents experience better-connected local transport systems, with integrated ticketing, bus
reform and active-travel networks designed at the right local scale.
1 Businesses benefit from improved freight and commuter reliability through coordinated
investment in corridors critical to Kent’'s £4
1 Councils can collectively plan for sustainable transport integration, supporting decarbonisation,
growth and productivity across the Thames Gateway, Ashford International, and coastal
regeneration zones.

Strategic transport corridors across the four unitaries

The River Medway and the M2 as a natural dividing line.

Many patterns of daily life - travel, work, schooling, and markets - are already shaped by the
barrier created by the M2 and the River Medway. Education commissioning, housing markets and

service delivery are often split naturally by the river. Recognising this in administrative boundaries
helps reduce disruption and aligns council functions with lived geographies.
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Tabl@eTransport

North Kent

High-Speed Rail: 37 mi nutes to London via HSE
and Europe.

Road Network: M2, A2 and future Lower Than
i nvestment corridors.

River Infrastructure:Ex panding river-eheegghpr a
along the Thames and Medway

Active & Public Transport: | nt egr ated transport h
and Ebbsfl eet futemabdepomiobnnil i it s
Dartford: The M25 runs north to south through the district, with the northern
boundary along the River Thames and the southern area extending towards
Sevenoaks. The North Kent rail line provides direct connections to London
and Medway.

Gravesham: Watling Street serves as the main west—east route through the
district, linking eventually to the M2. The Southeastern rail network connects
Gravesham with Dartford and onward to London.

Medway: A key north—south route passes through the area and joins the M2,
while the Southeastern rail line provides direct links to London.

West Kent’'s accessibility is underpi.|
corridors:

1

Road: The M25 and M26 connect the dist
mot or way networ ks the MDWUNanyd nmodle

bet ween the coast, Maidstone and th
Rai: The South Eastern Main Line-sgredctdl
access to London, while the Medway
and Strood. Stations such as Seveno
West Malling handl e s ogneer ovfoltuhnee shiig
Air and International: The area has direct road
Airport, underpinning employment an
provides routes to Channel ports an

Sevenoaks: Well connected, with the M25 running in multiple directions
through the area. The Southeastern main line provides direct rail links to
London.

Tunbridge Wells: The district has no major highways running through it,
though it benefits from good rail connections to London via the Southeastern
line. A high proportion of residents work from home.

Tonbridge & Malling: Strong transport links via the M20 and M26, which run
east to west through the district. The Southeastern rail network connects
Tonbridge and West Malling to London and surrounding areas.

East Kent benemodal ftomnapouttnet wor |
mobility and international connectiwv
1 Road Network: The A2/ M2 corridor, A256 Eas

M20/ A20 corridor are the main arter
the Midlands. These routes provide
Channel Tunnel, faC|I|tartdnvgortIhearsmo
subegion. Planned upgrades at Brenl
i mprovements near Fol kestone will e

congestion.
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Rail: The High Speed 1 (HS1) networ k c¢
Thanet directly to London St Pancr a
Ashf-Bathsgate Li neCananedrlbbuorgdyen r out es
stronegeinttrra nks. Continuadciesse di ing
service frequency is key to support
Ports and International Access: The Port of Dover ar
handle the vasEUmhjerghty afhdUXignif

vol umes. These assets also gened ate
activity that radiates throughout E
Active and Sustainable Transport: The region i s devel
comprehensive wal king and cycling n

Canterbury Green LeHypiDeanaedr FOY klees t D
compl emented by expamrded i enlfgatse musd
bus corridors.

Canterbury: The Thanet Way runs east to west through the district, linking to
the M2. Rural areas have good road access into Canterbury, and the
Southeastern rail line provides direct connections to London.

Dover: Most routes converge into Dover, though wider regional connectivity

is more limited. The Southeastern and Chatham main lines offer direct rail
services to London.

Thanet: Canterbury Road provides the main route into Ramsgate and other
key towns. The area is served by the Southeastern rail network, which offers
direct links to London and operates a major train depot connecting central,
southern, and northern routes.

Mi d Kent benefits from some of Kent '

[
1

nfrastructur e:
M20/A20 corridor—t he backbone of Kent’'s mot

London to the Channel Tunnel and th
and business investment.

High Speed1 (HS1)-wi t h st ations at Ashford
West (via domestic |links), connectd.i
under 40 minutes and to continental
Ashford International Station—-a r egi onal gateway

and tourism, providing multimodal

potenti al in surrounding zones. W
should European travel open from

i mprove access to key empl oyment
Eclipse Park, and Ashford’s Comme
South Eastern Mainline and Medway Valley Line—enhanci ng i
Kent connectivity between Maidstone
Future infrastructure priorities-i ncl ude dualling of
easwest connectivity between the A2]
infrastructure investment to enabl e
Maidstone: The M20 runs east to west through the district, but some

regional areas remain less well connected. Three railway stations provide
direct services to London

Ashford: The district is served by the M20 motorway and benefits from high-
speed rail connections linking Kent with London and beyond.

f
i
it
t h
Junction 8 (Maidstone) and Junction 10a (Ashford)-r ecent upgd
Si
rc
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Travel to work patterns across Kent

The figure below shows the distribution of workers across Kent, along with commuting flows into
and out of these areas.

Travel to Work Areas (TTWAS) are defined as geographic zones where at least 75% of residents
work within the same area and at least 75% of workers also live there.

These areas represent self-contained local labour markets with boundaries statistically designed
to reflect real-world commuting patterns.

The eastern Kent area has a greater local catchment of employees, with the majority of people
working within 5km of their home.

In contrast, western Kent residents tend to travel, reflecting those who work locally in addition to
those who travel slightly further to work in London.

Fi gur3de Map of travel to work areas against curr
unitary boundari es

Kent Travel to Work Areas 2011 Kent Travel to Work Areas 2011

Functional geographies and travel to work areas

North: Residents in North Kent generally commute into London. Swanley, currently part of
Sevenoaks, has stronger commuting and health-care ties with Dartford and Gravesham in North
Kent.

Mid: The river Medway acts as a natural border, shaping how people travel. Movements around
Faversham show a pattern that is eastward-towards Canterbury-rather than being oriented toward
the North or Mid Kent districts.

West: While there is some commuting northwards into Medway, most work and services usage is
more locally contained, especially centred on Tunbridge Wells and neighbouring districts.

East: This area reflects travel-to-work and service usage patterns that include Faversham being
part of East Kent. Also, community and economic flows tie areas such as the
Dover-Folkestone-Thanet corridor together tightly.

The observed travel patterns show alignment with Option 4D. A summary of how each proposed
unitary council corresponds with existing TTWAs is provided in the table below.
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Tabl®Overvi

Proposed
Council

North Kent

ew

Current
council
areas

Medway
(98%),
Gr avesh
(87%),
(81%),
Dartfor

travel t o®wor k across

Key travel patterns and alignment to travel to work data

North Kent, particularly Dartford and Gravesham, exhibits
strong outward commuting flows to London and surrounding
counties like Essex.

Dartford stands out as a key London commuter hub, with a
significantly higher proportion of residents travelling to work by
train compared to the wider Kent area. Gravesham also has a
strong level of train use among its workforce, reflecting its
close connection to London.

In contrast, Medway is more self-contained, with over half
driving to work and only a marginal proportion commuting by
train. Despite being well-connected, many Medway residents
both live and work locally.

The future Lower Thames Cr o0s§g
opportunities for inward and
North Kent and Essex

Sevenoa

Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells show characteristics of a

Tunbrid wealthier commuter belt, where over 42% of residents work
Wel, | s mainly from home, significantly higher than the Kent average
Tonbrid (31.1%) (note — this was from 2021 census data so COVID will
and Mal impact figures).

(61%), Train usage is also relatively high: Sevenoaks has 5.4% train
Dartfor commuters and Tunbridge Wells around 3%.

(22%),

Gr avesh

(13%),

Medway

( D)

Canterhb East Kent shows lower reliance on rail and higher proportions
Dover, of people walking or driving to work, indicating more localised
Thanet, employment or limited public transport options.

Fol kest In Canterbury, 10.8% of people walk to work, the highest in
and Hyt Kent, reflecting its compact city layout and university economy.
(64%), Rail usage remains modest (2.3%) compared to other areas.
(Fave fl ? Dover and Thanet have high car dependency (both around
area

50%) and relatively low train usage (~2.0-2.4%), suggesting
fewer commuting options or jobs located closer to home.
Thanet, with 3.5% using buses, has the highest bus usage in
Kent, possibly reflecting socio-economic factors or transport
access challenges and good connectivity between the main
urban centres and out of town shopping centre in the district.

2htt ps:

[ I www. k etniteoqunwe.i ul k/ /i-anif-obar tmaa /tdi reefint starbeodki ¢ nt / e caomdo my

empl oydnetha /-wenk&or ce
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https://www.kent.gov.uk/about-the-council/information-and-data/facts-and-figures-about-kent/economy-and-employment-data/kents-workforce
https://www.kent.gov.uk/about-the-council/information-and-data/facts-and-figures-about-kent/economy-and-employment-data/kents-workforce

Mid Kent

Mid Kent is marked by high car dependency, especially in
Ashford (around half of residents). This reflects limited public
transport access or jobs distributed across rural and suburban
areas.

1 Ashford, however, benefits from HS1 rail links, which likely
contribute to ~2.5% train usage. Folkestone & Hythe shows
similar patterns, although with more walking commuters,
possibly linked to a denser urban core.

Ashford’ s connectivity by maj
important growth centre, linking the opportunities of the north
Kent coast to the south Kent coast

9 Car use is substantial in Maidstone (around half of residents
use cars to travel to work).
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Why the four-council model delivers on housing and homelessness

Local Government Reorganisation presents an opportunity to think differently and take a more
strategic, joined-up approach that looks beyond the constraints of existing district boundaries. It
provides the chance to learn from areas with the strongest track records in delivery and to embed
best practice across the new councils.

The four new councils will:

1 Be ideally positioned to coordinate spatial planning across wider geographies, ensuring
that growth is both deliverable and underpinned by the infrastructure residents expect.

1 Offer a stronger platform for integrated place-shaping and regional collaboration,
enabling a balanced distribution of housing and infrastructure investment across the area.

1 Reflect local housing markets while maintaining sufficient scale to plan strategically and
negotiate effectively with government, developers, and key partners to respond to distinct
community needs.

1 Maintain focus and responsiveness, avoiding the dilution that can occur within overly large
geographies.

1 Prevent fragmentation risks associated with a greater number of smaller councils that may
lack the capacity to manage housing pipelines or respond effectively to homelessness.

1 Collaborate on shared delivery challenges, such as nutrient neutrality, rather than
consolidating all risks within a single larger authority.

1 Ensure that spatial planning constraints are distributed effectively across the four areas,
allowing current and future housing growth needs to be met sustainably
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Complementary housing profiles and challenges in the four-unitary model

Tabl2Housing and homel essness metrics for 4 uni

Homelessness Rate (per

1,000 Households) (Apr-Jun

2024)2° 6 2 6 4
Housing Delivery Test 2023

Measurement (%)3° 8 % 6 8 7 % 12%

The 4D model provides a balanced and locally responsive framework for future housing and
homelessness strategy. By aligning new councils with functional housing markets and

infrastructure corridors, it enables better planning, delivery, and prevention, supported by stronger

local accountability and economies of scale.

The four proposed councilsmi rr or Kent’'s distinct housing -mar |
based planning and delivery that reflects real patterns of need and demand:

1 North Kent — urban regeneration and affordable housing linked to the Thames Gateway and
Medway Towns, integrating brownfield reuse with major growth corridors.

1 Mid Kent — balanced rural and urban markets (Maidstone, Ashford, Tonbridge) focused on
sustainable extensions, new settlements, and unlocking land viability.

1 East Kent — coastal regeneration and heritage towns (Canterbury, Dover, Thanet) prioritising
quality, affordability, and renewal of ageing housing stock.

1 West Kent — rural and commuter areas (Sevenoaks, Tunbridge Wells) addressing affordability
and small-scale, high-quality developments.

These coherent housing market areas allow each authority to prepare a single Local Plan covering
both strategic and local policies, while the four councils will coordinate county-wide supply and
infrastructure through a pan-Kent framework.

Under the current two-tier system, housing policy and delivery are split between districts (planning
and homelessness) and the county (infrastructure and social care). Option 4D integrates these
responsibilities within a single authority, providing:

1 Joined-up planning, housing, and social care functions, improving pathways for vulnerable
residents and preventing homelessness.

1 Stronger local delivery capacity, through unified housing, regeneration, and environmental
services teams.

1 Consistent application of policy tools (affordable housing quotas, Section 106, infrastructure
funding) across coherent economic areas.

This integration removes duplication, accelerates decision-making, and ensures that housing and
homelessness strategies are fully aligned with health, education, and transport planning. Each

%Tables on ho®mOVeWKness
¥Housing Delivery TesGOV.20UR3 measur ement
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https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-homelessness
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2023-measurement

council will have the scale and resources to address both prevention and relief effectively,
supported by partnerships with voluntary and faith organisations. The 4D model will allow:

1 Early-i nt erventi on approaches that connect hom
social care, public health, and debt advice.

1 Co-ordinatedrough-s | eepi ng strategies across Kent ' s
outreach and accommodation are not fragmented by district boundaries.

1 Specialist housing pathways for care leavers, people fleeing domestic abuse, and those with
complex health needs—Ilinked to Integrated Care Board structures.

1 Shared temporary and supported housing provision, allowing efficiencies through regional
procurement and management across the four councils.

By bringing together housing supply, support, and prevention functions, the 4D model promotes a
genuinely person-centred system that reduces crisis demand and supports independence.

Each council will have a balanced portfolio of development sites, enabling delivery of both market
and affordable housing at scale. Unified councils can better secure infrastructure funding (e.g.
Housing Infrastructure Fund, Brownfield Land Release Fund) and coordinate investment with
Homes England.)

el e

t o

The Supported Housing Improvement Programme (SHIP)

The SHIP project seeks to increase the stand
money in supportedhbscbamsmodaéenoachieved so f
inspections, reviews of support pnewi dad byi

Housing Benefits claims and joint working wi

The SHIP teamsics pd imulrtyi team set up to drive
Accommodation and to find examples of best p
providers of supported accommodati omg teghé¢ a
supported housing schemes.

Medway SHIP currently covers the following a

T Medway

T Swal e

T Mai dst one

T Tunbridge Well s

The team focus on sever al core activities, i

T Inspections of properties

T Reviews of the support provided to resident
T Enhanced audit of Housing Benefit <c¢cl ai ms

f Triaging new provisions in the area

The team work closely with Welfare benefit t
commi ssioning teams and housing options acro
from this project has been pr esenitnpl enndn toantai
new Supported Housing Act This provides an e
County through the 4D Unitary model and thro
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Case Study: Sunrise Foyer — Medway Council, MHS Homes and the Department for
Levelling Up, Housing & Communities

MHS Homes owned and managed a former shelter
that was identified as nbTbkongsesul bedngnfieki t
decanted to alternative soci al housing i n Me

The Dbufidildlitrog di srepair and becamei at b eotfFs poowa upfrgo r

strategic review of young person’s accommodati o
MHS Homes remodell ed the scheme t o cyraadatpa ead FQ 1
fl arnlsOct ober 2023 Medway Council applied to the
and CommubWHC) esoX Single Homel essness Accommoda
funding to deliver a programme to -Zu)ppatrtr ivauk ne
experiencing homel essness or rough sl eeping n
Medway Council were successful i n their bid gand
expenditure of the pr ej0ec8t) .o viehre froewre nyueea rfsu n(dg On2
MHS HoWes a commi ss)toonirnugn prhoec eSsusnr i se Foyer |to
people and support from six Support Officers
Since January 2025, MHS have receganvde dalov ebre d8 0s pr
been accepted iSwotnoe tpheeo psiceh eetmet.er ed t he scheme a
MedwaWi'rst er shelter, others as a result of jogin
and Medway's Transitions Team who support child
care to adult's social <care.

The enhanced number of support officers mean|th
who are often considered "too high needs"™ fof o
Medway' s Transitions t&eamrhtsgegepwbokdel adeil yi owmn &
shared residents who are now |iving at the fopye
Local Gover nme nta nRle osrpgeacni i fBiagidilioloyn tphhrewv4d des an |op
greater integrated and partnership working ip t
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Simplified and accountable governance through a single-tier structure

Criteria 1d. Proposals should describe clearly the single tier local government structures it is
putting forward for the whole of the area, and explain how, if implemented, these are expected to
achieve the outcomes described.

Option 4d’s strategically aligned councils will streamline decision-making, clarify
responsibilities, and strengthen democratic accountability. Consistent with the
principle of placing residents the centre of local government, it prioritises
democracy, equity and fairness through strong and even councillor-electorate
ratios.

Current electoral arrangements

As set out in the table below there are currently a total of 658 councillors across Kent, including 81
county councillors, 518 district councillors and 59 unitary councillors in Medway.

Kent County Council is divided into 72 electoral divisions with 63 single-member divisions and nine
two-member divisions.

Councillor to electorate ratios vary across Kent, but the combined ratio is 1:2,102.

Council District/ County Total Electorat Electorat Division Ward
unitary councillor  councillor e e per s s
councillor s s councillo
s

Medway 59 N/ | 59 206, 3, 5(¢( N/ 2 4

Ashford 47 7 54 100, 1, 8 7 39

Sa"terb”r 39 8 47 111, 2. 3 8| 21

Dartford 4 2 6 48 86, 5 1, 8 6 20

Dover 32 7 39 88, 8 2, 2 5 17

Folkeston

e and 30 6 36 84, 9 2, 3 6 13

Hythe

f;ra"eSha 39 5 44 77,2 1,7 3 17

Maidstone 49 9 58 133, 2, 3 8 2 2

ge"emak 5 4 6 60 90,2 1,5 6 26

Swale 47 7 54 111, 2,0 6 2 4

Thanet 56 7 63 104, 1,6 5 2 3
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Tonbridge

and 4 4 7 51 100, 1,9 6 19
Malling

Tunbridge 39 6 45 87. 3 1,9 6 1 4
Wells

Total 577 81 658 | 1,383,647 2,103 72 279

*As a unitary authority, Medway has a different governance structure, explaining its higher ratio
than other areas across Kent

What we know about elections to new councils

Elections to shadow authorities will take place in May 2027.

The Boundary Commission (LGBCE) recommends using existing boundaries, e.g. divisions or
wards, as building blocks for these first elections but the guidance is to focus on the number of
councillors rather than drawing proposed electoral maps at this stage.

*As a unitary authority, Medway has a different governance structure, explaining its higher ratio
than other areas across Kent

What we know about elections to new councils

Elections to shadow authorities will take place in May 2027.

The Boundary Commission (LGBCE) recommends using existing boundaries, e.g. divisions or
wards, as building blocks for these first elections but the guidance is to focus on the number of
councillors rather than drawing proposed electoral maps at this stage.

Between May 2027 and next elections in May 2032, there will be a review of electoral boundaries
and new arrangements put in place.

We

onwards.

under st and

Reference points for councillor ratios

LGBCE’

s preference
arrangements for 2027 should align closely to expectations of councillor numbers from 2032

[

avoid

Set out below are some examples of councillor-to-electorate ratios for newly-formed unitary
authorities in recent years, with a focus on larger authorities which are more relevant for

comparison.
Council Established | Councillors | Electorate Electorate per
councillor
Dorset 2019 82 297,726 3,631
Buckinghamshire 2020 97 420,610 4,336
North
Northamptonshire 2021 68 263,915 3,881
West 2021 76 307,611 4,048

Northamptonshire
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Somerset 2023 110 446,698 40061
North Yorkshire 2023 90 478,539 5,317

Proposed councillor numbers for Option 4D

I n calcul ati mgmblre prHrogomsueadidcdwnmscwlié ochcanesa cdhe rneedw

1.An appropriate electorate to councillor ratio
2. Potenti al means of wusing current el ectoral b o
May 2027

Using the Local Government Boguwiddahecdvagmappr onc
has f ocusedoroen arheaeaese:

1 . Strategic leadership—cr eat i ng str,atmgnagidng etchha omusi nes:
making decisions effectively

2 .Accountability—-ensur i ngssppmtgheayregul atory functions
representation on outside bodies and partners
3 . Community leadership—ensuring representation and engag
communities

Strategic Leadership

A basuep @Po members has been allocated to form th
|l eadershipeamddioprgti on for the authority. Thes
the council, oad&i sge dadi ®EiNnemwre governanxeeudfi vs
structure supports clear accountability and al.

Accountability

A further 40 members have been assigned to prov

commi ttees, these may also cover regulatory fun
engagement but t hseaepevidfl documciwilderrs who. cDbhil o
ensures robust oversight and compliance with st

Community leadership

Addi ti onal caonres irdeeqai@ ttrieadmst e a sustainable | evel
represehRhtami bhe base ,bhe5S5ndewmbdual characteris
aremneeds have been considered. Using the over al
rur al mi x. These measures are being used as pro

wor kl oads are manageabl e.

El ectorate

The el ectoratecfoamwtabsugredpotoedet er mine the spr
across the whole of Kent and Medway. Providing

the region.

Adjustments for Deprivation
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Additional weighting was applied to areas with
increased casework and community engagement den
deprivation, Mid moderate, and West the | owest.

Ur biRur all Mi x
Consideration was given to the geographic char a

hi gher urban concentrations, while Mid and West
wor kl oads and support requirements.

Tabl®&8Cal cul ating proposed councillor numbers pe
- West Kent | East Kent | Mid Kent
Electorate* 42,5 272, 377, 300, 1,383,647
A IO 91 65 85 71 312
of councillors
SIS LICIOLS 4,753 4,190 4,447 4,236 | 4,434 (average)

councillor ratio

* El ectorate es source: d

figur ata provided by K
verification number (February 2025)

and Medway

The proposed councillor numbers reflect a bal an
requirements, committee represeonhami onf aelt-ecsor
rural dynamics. This ensures ehflecommenpgbyeenga

acr oss caoluln.cfiol usr

Caveats on proposed councillor numbers

Once the geographies are agreed, the constituent councils of each area will prepare and agree
what is required for first elections to each council.

Efficient and locally focused democratic arrangements

Opt ddnst abli shes a new democraticl 6 azlheownrntdanidd ¢ 3
i mprove efficiency. By aligningotoaibtkeedals wimhl
governance structur easvoircedalceersg d mmbdh eeentssuarress  d e «
making powers are exercised at the most appropr

| eadeasthi prevent *‘organi sational remoteness’

Under this approach, each council wil!l hold dir
This clear | ine of accountability wil!/ enabl e r
deci sions are made, reinforcing trust and democ
ThéDoptpopomotes efficient, digitally enabled go
accessibility, and value for money. Uni fied dig
information, participate in consul tCotnisoonlsi,d aatnedd
and audit functions will strengt helho asctcroeunngttahbeinl
nei ghbourhood and community engagement, | ocal d
councils, neighbaurelresgd oar eoa heeamrhiocal f orums ¢c:
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This ensures | ocal communities continue to-have
makiMgdway already has a citizenespddemtmsyuhawe
t heDopt wohl present greater opportunities to coc
and communities.

This model places democracy and fairness at its
remain #fesiudent whil e delivering greater effici e
deci-makinng and cl ari fyi ndgDxreocswiodnessi ba |cilte aers,, aCpct
sustainable foundation f oEachotak ade ma tbheattw eteynl eba

and cOluncillors, maintaining strong representat.
efficiency an average ratOoé4 0F5meuight md cln sdssu remit
with national guidance from the Local Go vdeD n men
model will retain and enhandte fodadloowteamt esent at

arrangement s:

T NeighboArkao&€ommi ttees or Local Boards within
nei ghbour hoedu@ph i@ag igliaesni ng, public real m, ar
retaining | ocal identity and responsiveness.

T Town and Parish Councils wild.l have expanded r
delivery, and | ocal engagement .

T Community engagement frameworks will ensure t
groups have direct input into |l ocal strategie:

This combination of strategic unitary governanc
that dmaksngnis both | ocally anchored and strat
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Criteria 2: Achieving efficiency, capacity, and

financial resilience

Delivering scale to support operational resilience and
efficiency

Maximising value for money through financial efficiencies
Managing transition costs while enabling long-term
transformation

Strengthening the financial sustainability of local
government

Criteria 2a
and 2b

Criteria 2c

Criteria 2d

Criteria 2e
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Delivering scale to support operational resilience and efficiency
Criteria 2a. As a guiding principle, new councils should aim for a population of 500,000 or more.

Criteria 2b. There may be certain scenarios in which this 500,000 figure does not make sense for
an area, including on devolution, and this rationale should be set out in a proposal.

Option 4D establishes four well-aligned unitaries, bringing together areas with similar
economic strategies, service delivery needs, and local priorities to support long-term
sustainability and efficiency gains. The unitary sizes support optimal operational efficiency,
providing sufficient scale to realise economies of scale, establish robust tax bases, and
ensure manageable administrative areas. This strategy adopts a forward-thinking
approach, establishing a strong foundation for future growth and enabling integrated,
effective service provision tailored to local needs. Population sizes provide room for
growth, ensuring the stability, operational resilience, and efficient delivery of services for
the people of Kent in the years ahead.

Government guidance on population size
Population size can be used as a proxy for the size and scale of councils.

Government has outlined a population size of 500,000 or more as a guiding principle, not a hard
target.

There is recognition there should be flexibility and all proposals, regardless of the population size
being proposed, should set out the rationale clearly.

All councils across Kent agree that, given the implementation complexity of any LGR, new | o ¢ a |
gover nment slotldbaioplace fer generations to come.

As a rpmjscted futyre populations as well as current populationsizesar e con®r der e ¢
each proposed council.

Populations and forward projections

Set out below are population numbers and growth projections for the four proposed councils under
Option 4D.
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Fi gurde Popul ation size forecasts

Population size forecasts (ONS)

800,000
700,000 677,794
615,9 i4’721
600,000 572,431
523,6% 3313
491,022
500,000
446,622
1A(f)127,009 417,84 m Population 2024
4 374,2%%6' ;
00,000 m Population 2032
Population 2047
300,000
200,000
100,000
0
4D-North 4D-West 4D-East 4D-Mid

The argument for 4D: Balanced populations with room for growth

Under Option 4D, all four councils will have between 374k - 616k starting population.

Opt 4ddt ands out for its balanced popul ation den
settl ement patterns. It creates regions that <co
strong | ormialn g roomMmimseydy framewonakésTaege enoug

services efwiitdisdimtnddy b @aally et frierrmaiogn sed on A c@adr
t h2025 National AuditGoOvéiomenprpbalt giFortaicedmirim
support suysttadiemabimuistty be c | e asre rlvoiccael aancdc ofui nntaanbci
performiAnelacchal aByhdepthyding from 4 boef fdethhast us q

optimal solutiipa, fmeebahgntcooglassedimge menmtms efd
and manfagtimrge service demands and chall enges.
This approach needs to ensure effective | ocal a
performance of each |l ocal authority
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https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/local-government-financial-sustainability.pdf
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/local-government-financial-sustainability.pdf

Maximising value for money through financial efficiencies

Criteria2c.Ef f i ci enci es should be identified to help
council taxpayers are getting the best possible value for their money.

Option 4D takes a radical approach to achieve long term financial sustainability. Each
authority has a robust tax base and economic capacity. Population and economic capacity
are distributed in a manner that aligns with the local identities, economic strategies and
existing partnerships, supporting effective and efficient delivery of core services and
withstanding financial shocks.

Collaborative working on finance across Kent councils
All14S151o0f f i cer s ar tael noesgban égentdohance Officer Group (KFOG).
Il n rel ati on t oresho@Gsible foithe followisg kdy activities:

1 developing working relationships and shared understanding of finances, which will be a key

enabler of successful LGR,;

informing a shared financial baseline; and

reviewing and collectively updating assumptions behind a base case mo d e | for inclu
proposals to government .

T
T

Approach to modelling the financial impact of LGR

Refer to Appendix 2: Financial modelling  for more detailed description of assumptions,
approach and results of the financial modelling.

Finance officers across the 14 Kent councils ha
to provide a single financi al assessment of mod
The financi al mo d e | aims to:

T quantify the financi al I mpact of the evaluat e

T compare opti-foers ken basliiske considering savings,
The financial model estimates savings, disaggregation costs and implementation costs calculated

with reference to a series of benchmarked LGR business cases, the characteristics of the options

being put forward and the characteristics of local government in Kent.

Assumptions in financial modelling

While being fully supportive of the long-term benefits of LGR, all KFOG agrees LGR does not
provide the solution combating the scale of the financial challenge being faced.

The model does not consider the i mpact of | ocal
Business Rate reset.

The KFOG has agreed the following position:

1 LGR, while generally expected to be positive for local government finances in the long term,
will not solve the cost, demand and associated funding challenges currently being faced. The
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scope of the financial modelling considers purely the impact of reorganisation, all other things
being equal.

1 The work carried out at this stage is not a full bottom-up exercise of the financial impact of
LGR. Assumptions are based on the past LGR business cases produced to support other
areas which have been through the LGR submission process in recent years.

91 Due to the size and number of councils in Kent, there is not a fully comparable example of a
recent programme to confidently benchmark against. Due to the level of complexity, payback
periods in Kent may therefore be longer than some other reorganisations.

1 The speed of delivery and level of savings post vesting day of the new councils will largely be
determined by decisions already made by the predecessor authorities and those taken by the
new authorities. These include decisions in relation to contractual obligations, borrowing,
transformation and wider public service reform.

1 A range has been applied specifically for disaggregation costs following collaborative

discussions around different scenarios for the impact of LGR on commissioned spend across

adultandc hi |l dren’ s soci al <care.

The financi al model |l ing does nowllbem&ied aft@emount

The assumptions in the model have not been tested against actual outturn data for any of the

previous local government reorganisation programmes.

1 Given the context above, the modelling should not be seen as a set of targets that new
councils may be held to account for, as setting the post-vesting day budget will be the
responsibility of the new councils.

= =

Financial modelling results
The results of the financial modelling are shown below.

Option 4D will have one off implementation costs of £135.9m, recurring disaggregation costs of
between £32.9m and £48.6m and recurring reorganisation savings of £67.5m. This suggests a
phased payback period of between 7.9 and 14.5 years. However, there is no compelling evidence
to supportthemo d e | ' s a shatdisaggtegatng the upper tier county service into a number
of councils has a material impact on the cost of care packages for adults and children in receipt of
social care. Indeed, as the only existing unitary council in the Kent and Medway area, our
experience demonstrates that commissioning care packages across a smaller geographical area
anda popul ation more aligned to the Government
unitary authority allows it to better work with the local care market and achieves greater
efficiencies. If we were to take a prudent approach and assume neither an increase nor decrease
in the cost of commissioned care packages, the payback period for Option 4D reduces to 7.9
years.

'S

Tabl4Financi al model |l ing summary results
LGR Implementation Reorganisation Disaggregation Recurring Estimated
option costs (one-off) savings costs (Em)* annual payback
(gross) (Em) revenue period
savings
(£m)**
Option 7.914.
4D (135 67. (32-(0998 34 .-68. yea
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*A range has been applied specifically for disa

around different scenarios for the impact of LG
social care.
** Recurring revenue savings = gross reorganisat

Payback period

Fi gur5e Payback period

Cumul ative I mpact of LRt @@)d Breakeven Poi

©

e 50 3% 3% 3% 3%
2 0 m -

< 4D Breake:
. Poi:ha
[ 33 Year s
_ 50 50 4

o

c-100

©

o

£

—-150

200

Shadow Yeyarmalr Ye ar Ye ar Ye ar Ye &br Y e &br Ye arr Y e a8r
mmTot al An(Coa)t S/Neitngs=—Tot al Cu mu(Ca $)i S/@Vv iNred s

*Chart elhogwack period with disaggregation costs at the | o

As shown in the chart above, if implemented well, Option 4D is estimated to pay back the early
investment over 7.9 years. The profile of costs and benefits have been developed collaboratively
across all LGR options.

Savings and financial efficiency: the argument for Option 4D

Transitioning from 14 to just four local ¢ o u n, avill ihevitably deliver ongoing savings in terms of
leaner management structures and other economies of scale. It is acknowledged that where there
are currently only two upper tier authorities, under these proposals there would be an increase in
the cost of managing social care and other upper tier functions, however national benchmarking
has demonstrated that unitary authorities typically have lower per capita spend and lower average
unitcostsforb ot h c hi | dr eammissiosed sbciahodra $etvices. Medway Council is an
example of this.
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Managing transition costs while enabling long-term transformation

Criteria 2d. Proposals should set out how an area will seek to manage transition costs, including
planning for future service transformation opportunities from existing budgets and from the flexible
use of capital receipts to support authorities in taking forward transformation and invest-to-save
projects.

Although transition costs resulting from local government reorganisation may increase
expenditure in the short term, the opportunity for radical public service reform in a four
unitary model which meets the Government’s optimum characteristics, means greater
scope to achieve long term financial sustainability.

A complex transition regardless of the option selected

LGR is inherently complex, and the size and number of councils in Kent means the Kent LGR
programme will be one of the most complex implementations nationally, regardless of the option
selected.

This has the potential to impact public service delivery in the short term if transition is not
managed effectively.

The 14 councils have made progress on transition planning, including considerations of quick wins
and capturing of key joint actions. Refer to

Transition: the argument for option 4D

Medway Council and other unitary councils have demonstrated that commissioning and delivering
services at a more local level, allows commissioners to better understand and work with the
provider market to reduce unit costs and provide better services.

In most cases, the transition from 14 authorities to just four will deliver greater efficiencies in terms
of strategic support services and in the management of lower tier services. Rationalisation of
property and ICT systems should also deliver savings.

Opportunities for transformation

All councils across Kent have taken steps to modernise, including more effective use of data and
introducing digital approaches to service delivery.

This transformation activity has already improved outcomes and enabled cost savings.

However, all councils recognise LGR presents an opportunity to transform services and ways of
working more fundamentally.

On 17 September 2025, Kent councils met to discuss the future vision for Kent.
As part of these discussions, the below key ambitions for service transformation were captured:
1. Clear focus for transformation on the needs of residents.

2. Establish a consistent, whole-council approach and culture across services, breaking down
silos and joining up the experience for residents accessing multiple services.
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3. Digitise and automate resident journeys for more transactional services, while maintaining
alternative routes for those who need them.

4. Increase focus on prevention and a more holistic person-centred approach, especially for those
with more complex needs (see Criteria 3: Public service reform).

To enable this transformation the below enablers were discussed:

9 continual focus on cultural change and effective communications;

1 joining up key data sources across services to support seamless working across services,
better understand resident needs and achieve better, more proactive decision-making;

1 meaningful transformation strategies and wider approach to public service reform in advance of
Day 1, informing meaningful corporate plans with clear ambitions and actions; and

1 linking transformation to a shared Kent-wide approach to public service reform (see Criteria 3).

Specific transformation plans, including funding arrangements for investment will need to be
agreed as part of the budget-setting process and Medium Term Financial Strategy for each new
council.

Across Kent, capital receipts are expected to support this to some extent.

However, investment in transformation will be on the basis it delivers cost savings and is therefore
self-funding over the medium to long term.

Transformation: the argument for 4D

The well thought out geographies proposed in the 4D model align with existing communities and
follow Kent’s natur al .ThaywihmopidersignifiGamt scope to alamsokm r o u t
service delivery and increased opportunities for service efficiencies. For example, they will allow

for a more coherent approach to housing strategy across the region.
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Strengthening the financial sustainability of local government

Criteria 2e. For areas covering councils that are in Best Value intervention and/or in receipt of
Exceptional Financial Support, proposals must additionally demonstrate how reorganisation may
contribute to putting local government in the area as a whole on a firmer footing and what area-
specific arrangements may be necessary to make new structures viable.

The Kent financial context

None of the 14 councils in Kent are in Best Value intervention or in receipt of Exceptional Financial
Support.

However, Medway Council has been grantedgaveampimeal @
Exceptional Financial Support.

There is collective concern regarding the financial sustainability of the current system, particularly
given rising demand in adult social care and ch
of debt.

The current two-tier system contributes to inefficiencies through duplication in democratic
arrangements and overlaps in service delivery across county and districts.

Existing budget challenges

The forecast total gross budget gap, including
2028/ 29 is £138.2m, which includes £54.6m withi
Counci |l

These figures exclude consideration of the i mpa

Figuré8udget Gap (FY28/29) (A" 000)

Budget Gap (FY28/29) (£'000)

60,000 54,640
50,000
50,000
40,000
30,000
20,000
8,969
10,000 6,391 4200 4177 )
0 J— J— [ | - - — | R
) > $ @ 3 N G NS PN e § N &
I I P N N P AR VL e
¥ & Q Y K\ A A K K K
4 @ @ N & & &
o < ©) ) @ & @
o® RS S
W& L A
> e
All existing councils will continue to focus on

budget gaps regardless of LGR.
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However, the starting point for al/|l new counci l
savings to be identified.
Tabl®Projected budget position for new council s

Local Authority Budget Gap (FY28/29) (£m)

North Kent 79.

2 3.

2 3.

12.

138.2
Al l cowempmabhsageabl e budgetdegapstr BlieésKwintstggaapg oft r
£12. WmiBast and Waesth Kawtkeapgparposx ionfat eNpr ERB3 Kent f
| arger gap primarily due to Medway, which compr
i's mithiygaviesys ubst asabak r£I1sle8nveguaG. hgtitmesr abge
reserve | evel hAmowag stohhet focmati{(édn of a new, | ar
woul d enhance financi al resilience and provide
North ®Kaemacisty to absorb financial shocks at sc
Current reserves levels
Acr osscokerct | s, Tot al Usabl e Reserves are foreca
This includes the full value of tHEé3&ebhmm. County

Fi gur7dot al Usable Reserves

Total Usable Reserves (FY28/29) (£'000)

700,000 630,063
600,000
500,000
400,000
300,000
200,000 117,981
100,000 38,334 22,407 38614 15313 10461 9483 22,227 I 20,930 4112 2,000 20356 10,397
[ ] p— [ ] —_ J —_ p— — o ' — .
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e ,b(\ Q > > @ >\ Lo () X
Q QQ’ A @ (%) <\ \l‘e’
0 O P
(%] \Qk\ &\)
& &
< A
Notid or al l districts, this amount rel ated to Ge
Recei pts Reserve and Capit al Grants Unapplied.
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Further di scussions wi |l be needed to decide th

new councils post reorganisation.
It wi || be the decision of each new counci l t o
of reorganisation, which is Ilikely to be throug

TabléProjected reserves | evels under Option 4D

Local Authority Total Usable Reserves (FY27/28) (£m)

Alclounkave healthy reserves | ewmelde® r dabtaa Vagn cfeld7, 8 m ne
range of E£178met NofBmMdMnlist ar wruebssetladvnetE i3&19 | emr el g1
due to Medway’'s disproportionately high |l evel o

Existing council debt

The external debt position reported across al/l
with a total financing cost of £123. 6m. 67% of
the financing cost is within Kent County Counci
The combined financing ratio across all Kent <co

Tab22Borrowing and financing®costs across Kent

Local Authority General Fund Financing Net Revenue Financing ratio
(£°000) (26/27) Borrowing cost
(External)

Ashford 95, 3 40 9,0 4.5
Canterbury 120, 5, 4 31, 8 17 .
Dartford - 37 21, § 1.7
Dover 102, 1, 4 20,0 7.1
Folkestone & Hythe 53,0 2,6 35, 5 7. 4
Gravesham 101, 2,7 25, § 10. §
Maidstone 65,0 4,1 27,9 15. (
Medway 4 42, 21, 7 481, 4.5
"Financial data return submitted by councils
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Sevenoaks 13,9 1,0 21, 8 4. 8
Swale 13,0 2,8 31, 4 8.9
Thanet 6, 6 37 26, 7 1. 4
Tonbridge & Malling - - 27, 3 0.0
Tunbridge Wells - 52 21,5 2.5
giﬂ;g‘l’”"ty 716, 79, 8 1,531 5. 2
Total 1,730,351 123,573 2,313,379 | 5.3% (Average)

The projected debt position for new councils under Option 4D

Theounbobfrsowing costs, net financing cosang ame

County costs have been apportioned based on pop

Tabl@eProjected debt position for new council s

Local General Fund Financing cost Net Revenue Financing ratio
Authority Borrowing (External) (26/27)

761 51. 1,02 5.1
175 18. 376 4. 8
460 31. 521 5.9
Mid Kent 333 22. 390 5. 8
Total 1,730.4 123.6 2,313.4 5.3%

Commentary on Balance

North Kemdtthel dsghest borr(®wé hg3 )ymiglhldir@@mghest n
E1,024. ) mielslaitow el y rladw of ot d fbeend Réegf die tsteenvti ci ng
capa.ciWesthakerret small est borrowing (£175.9 milli
alongsi def avheeufnootedERrCci Ng rati o at 4. 8 %, i ndi cati
burden. East Kent and Mid Kent present higher f
suggesting relatively ocowmnsti a@aissedoptewahuéei pasnict
ratios exceed those of North andl &Nesttdamtl. * he
demonstrating consistent debt servicing capacit

Four councils driving long term financial sustainability
The establ i schomemetn tlosfr fQoputri on 4 D rfoabcaislt teaftfeisc iae nm
operational framework, enabling eaaltha efwinmmagnh c it @

resilTkeremcei.zes of thetoolerversgenabbeoimbes of s
and pr oc wheadfefndtrhfel @ xi bliocsalyvioe delivery.
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Key financi al i ndicators reflect a balanced di s
e Total GVAspans from £12.4 billion to £16 billion
per capita (£37,204), inHasative of its stro
* Counciltaxbasesar e broadly similalf000aagdngdgo9fGeD@Oe
equivalents, with average Band D rates cl ose
* Retained business rates a n deneral fund balancesv arNpt abl y, Mi d Kent
the | argest general fund balance (£73.9 mil|l
financi al volatility.
* Netrevenue expenditurer anges 4B83thomml £on to £748 million,
upper end, iIin keeping with its scale and eco
Collectively, these metrics i-npdiaatedtappr ©actho
sustainability, integrating |l ocal adaptability
Tabl@&Key financial metrics for the 4D option

Total GVA (£ million) (2023)32 16, C 13, 9 12, 6 12, 3
GVA per capita (£) (2023)33 25,9 37, 2 24,1 29, 6
Council tax base (number of band

D equivalent properties) (2025- 197, 150, 180, 151,

26)34

Council Tax band D average (exc.

Fire, Police and Parishes) (£) 1,9 1, 8 1,9 1,9
(2024-25)3

Retained Business Rates (£m) .

(2024-25)7 12 81 8 2 78
General fund balance (Em) 35. 26. 35. 73.

Net revenue expenditure (£m) 748. 43 2. 609. 48 3.
2Regional gross domesticOpfbdacfor| Nataiomnat hS8tatiesics
BRegional gross domesticOpfbpdacfor| Nataiomnat h8S8tatiesics
“Respective district council and unitary authority council tax
®Respective district council and unitary authority council tax
®Nationdbmesnhic rates collected by coun&ONsUKn Engl and: foreca:c
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/datasets/regionalgrossdomesticproductlocalauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/datasets/regionalgrossdomesticproductlocalauthorities
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/national-non-domestic-rates-collected-by-councils-in-england-forecast-2024-to-2025

Criteria 3: Delivering high-quality and
sustainable public services

This section includes:

Improving delivery of key services Criteria 3a
and 3c

Public service reform Criteria 3b

102



Improving delivery of key services

Criteria 3a. Proposals should show how new structures will improve local government and service

delivery and should avoid unnecessary fragmentation of services.

Criteria 3c. Consideration should be given to the impacts for crucial services such as social care,

children’s services, SEND and homel essness,

safety.

Ensuring the delivery of high-quality, sustainable services — particularly in areas such as
adult social care, children’s services, SEND, homelessness, and wider public safety —
stands at the heart of the future vision for local government in Kent.

Working together on the future of services

As part of the Kent LGR programme, the 14 councils have collectively agreed key service areas
explore in more detail through workshops, supplemented by additional discussions and data
gathering.

to

Workshops were held in five key service areas, bringing together representation from across the

councils of Kent and Medway to ensure multiple perspectives were shared.
These services were:

1 Adult Social Care;

1

Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children (UASC);
1 Housing and Homelessness;

1 Highways Services; and

1 Waste Services.

During these sessions, attendees considered the following:
current service challenges;

existing good practice and collaboration;
future improvement opportunities shared across all LGR options; and

= =2 =4 =4

to government.

Children’s Services including Speci al Educat.i

opportunities and challenges specific to individual options where a proposal is being submitted

In addition to the sessions held, colleagues from a wide range of services across Kent have had

the opportunity to input to collective thinking on service-specific impacts through online forms wi
in excess of 125 responses.

There were a number of emerging themes and these were aligned with workshop discussions
where the same themes were consistently identified.

We are continuing to engage with colleagues across the councils.

th
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Challenges of two tier working

How single tier working can improve
performance and customer outcomes

1 Service fragmentation: Services split
between county and district councils
cause confusion over responsibilities,
leading to resident frustration and
delays.

1 Coordination and communication
issues: Lack of shared systems and
contacts between tiers results in slow
responses and missed opportunities.

1 Duplication of effort: Overlapping
services between councils waste
resources and confuse residents with
inconsistent messaging.

i1 Strategic misalignment: Differing
priorities and leadership across tiers
hinder cohesive planning and policy
alignment.

1 Limited access to expertise and
resources: Smaller district teams often
lack specialists and face challenges in
recruitment and timely support.

1 Inconsistent service standards:
Variations in budgets and policies
across districts lead to unequal service
quality for residents.

1 Funding and commissioning
challenges: Fragmented funding and
commissioning processes reduce
flexibility and limit district influence over
county decisions.

Consistent and integrated services: Uniform
standards and joined-up support for complex
needs reduce disparities and improve
outcomes for all residents.

Faster decision-making: Simplified
governance structures allow quicker, more
coordinated responses and clearer
responsibilities.

Efficiency gains: Streamlined processes and
reduced bureaucracy lead to cost savings and
faster service delivery.

Strategic alignment: Unified leadership and
planning enable coherent strategies and better
prioritisation across services.

Optimised resources: Shared staffing and
expertise increase flexibility, resilience, and
effective demand management.

Enhanced data sharing: Integrated systems
improve planning, monitoring, and decision-
making through better access to information.
Improved performance management: Clear
accountability and consistent use of key
performance indicators (KPIs) enhance service
monitoring and impact tracking.

Simplified customer access: A single point
of contact eliminates confusion, ensuring
easier navigation and fewer misdirected
queries.

Our shared view across Kent is that LGR must be the catalyst for fundamental reform in how we
deliver our services, how we work with our partners and how we deliver for all communities.

From the engagement with services to dat e, It
delivery by building on areas of good and innov
di ffereb®Ry post

Il nitial discussions are the first steps in desi
building on the momentum of our service specifi

Pan-Kent working

There are functions and services which wild/ be
di sruption from di saggregation but is driven by
operating model for delivery of those services
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A strategic authority across Kent and Medway pr
whole and to focus the role of wunitary authorit
take a strategic role across Kent including:

f transport and infrastructure, including the L
nati onal i nfrastructure including the port at
1T economic devel opment and regeneration, includ
T housing and strategic planning, including the
T adult education, skills and job support

T the environment and net zZero

T health including the I CB, well being and publ i
T the Police and Crime Commissioner and fire an:i
There are also services and organisations that
would not disrupt including Adoption Partner shi
of commi Asitemidmgnce Al l i ance for Kent and Medway
Resources partnership.

While not tying future councils into service de
partnership arrangements and other approaches t
operations to be delivered acroossofKartsiwlearte it tc

Adult Social Care and Children’s Services spend data

During the Options Appraisal, analysis was carried out of the actual cost incurred by different
councils for key county-wide services.

This was led by KCC and tested with finance officers across Kent.
It found:

9 for all of the multi-council options being put forward there is significant misalignment between
the costs of delivery and the funding provide
with some areas at more of a disadvantage than others.

1 the impact of the Fair Funding Review has been considered and is expected to have some
impact on funding allocation, but based on analysis to date, misalignment between costs and
funding is expected to continue for any multi-council model.

1 this disparity is important for all councils across Kent to be aware of and to take appropriate
mitigating steps in LGR planning. The potential to share funding appropriately based on actual
demand and costs is an opportunity for discussion.

Funding and expenditure

Tabl@eTotal expenditure on Soci al Car e

Total Expenditure North Kent

(based on 23/24 spending)3”

Children’s Social Care (Em) 140 31 82 44

87 Local authority revenue expenditure and financing England: 2023 to 2024 individual local authority data - outturn - GOV.UK
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Adult Social Care (£m) 185 . 1009 . 214 . 124

Adult Social Care (ASC)

Overview of current ASC delivery

Kent County Council and Medway Council deliver
responsibiliti ésaswidt lpasamermplhapes i n place acr o:s
i ntegrated teams together to um,deagrteaen dpltares nteoe
needs and I mplement solutions.

Kent and Medway I ntegrated Care Board oversees
health and care services.

Delivery is prdnnatdedndncohe footprint of four
bring together health providers, social <care, p
Communi ty, Faith and Soci al BEn tBeertptreirs eHe(aM @S E)
Kent County Counci l and Medway Council have a h
examples including:

T The Kent and Medway Safegu-agdnnyg pdultnerBbapd:
statutory and voluntary partner organisations
or neglect safe.

T The Kent and Medway Violence Reduction Unit (°

council s, health service providers and other |
county.

Evidence of shared posts demonstrates how wor Ki
provide flexibility, offer value for money and
Case sitJuoudynt Commi ssilbemammi PesBDi sability and |Aut
The Kent and Medway Learning Disability and |Aut
2022.

It was established after a review of previou|s ¢
the need f orsyas tneemw awhporloea c h .

This approach aims to i mprove health outcomels a
human rights for citizens with | earning disalbil
Il n September 2023, NHS Kent and Medway and Klent
to jointly plan and commi ssion services for |neu
This Partnership for Neurodiversity Agreemenjt a
the NHS Act (2006) i f deemed necessary.

This agreement i s fmermoh ermodgnng @ 0s theadtdwbayeggna Kent C
Councepresenting ,ahd Medwagr €bupcil, which aji ms
agreement and facilitate discussions on resojurc
Medway.
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The System Programme Lead is a pivotal rol e |est
system | eadership and comprehensive programme n

This position
to design and

i nstrument al i n fostering clol |
[
individual s wit

s i
mpl ement projects aimed at enlhan
h | earning as sakKenti tared Medwal.t i

Effective and sustainable delivery of Kent and
programme is ensured througdten| |l abderashiom, amad
securing commitment from essential st akhe hrodl dgeercs

LGR provides the opportunity to consider strategically how shared services and posts
across the future councils can enhance delivery.

Key ASC delivery challenges

CQC inspections in 23/24 across Kent and Medway

The strengths and areas for i mprovement include
T foKrent County Council-pstodecgt s amdl bdecddc @ x p e
hospital discharge, high demand management an:
communications and information, transitions,
T Medway Council strengths includednposdtsuppast:
transitions and partner shi paowoekdarflgi.il nAtrogarsa t a fo
ti mes, service gaps and staffing chall enges.
Given the differences highlighted there is an o
share | earning and areas of good practice iIin pr

Additional <challenges include:

1 Demographic and geographical challenges: mor e t hfainf tomeof Kent ' s r e
65 and above (20.5%), a higher proportion tha
expected to grow considerably by 2040.

1 Areas of deprivation exist across Kent: Coa st al regions faparspeual §
in eastaeammrclKKlelnthg economic precarity, geograph
of service provision.

1 Funding shortfalls and financial straintbudget s are insufficient toc
and complexity of care needs, | eading to diff]

system.
1 Workforcecrisis:di f fi cult to recruit and retain enoug
Kent due to geography (coastal) and competiti

shortages in specialist roles |ike Approved M
1 Rising and complexdemand:an i ncreasing number of ol der a
conditions, plus more younger adults with com
by growing and more intricate care needs.

1 Fragile care market:t he | ocal mar ket of care homes and |
i nconsi stent .

1 Fragmented health and socialcare:despi te efforts, i ntegrating
council soci al care remains difficult, causi n
di scharges, and gaps I n support.
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1 Poor data and system integration:i nf or mati on sharing across di

is complex and fragmented, hindering effectiv
to gain insights from dat a.

1 Policies:di f fering | ocal policies, procedures and
di fferent cultures across |l ocalities resultin:i

services.

Future ASC delivery and opportunities through LGR

Regardless of the geographies of future councils, we are committed to transforming adult social
care by:

1 Improved, innovative service delivery:devel oping and i mpl ementing
based on best practice.

1 Fostering collaborative partnerships:st r engt heni ng meani ngful col
to achieve I mproved outcomes for al/l resident

1 Strategic housing integration.adopti ng a wuni fied, strategdic a

ordination with housing services across the wi
services for the benefit of adults needing su,
need.

1 Streamlining data and systems:enhancing data sharing and ana

systems to drive insights and i mprove service
1 Building workforce resilience:e x pl ori ng shared service model s
strengthen the social care workforce and ensu
1 Optimising commissioning:i mpl ementi ng awisde a¢ @mmics s iKemitn g
where appropriate to better shape and infl uen:
and i mproved value for money.

1 Localising care provision:ensuring services are delivered c

under s tacommunitges and individual needs.

Medway Intensive Support Team MIST

The Medway I ntensive Support Team (MI ST) commen
was established to provide prwagsded veypseretcitap iis
Medway who are considered “hard tiovircuwalhs ofrf &rs
experience multiple and complex needs-ageattcyrijequ
approach to achieve sustainabl e outcomes.

Background and Rationale

The creation of MIST was driven by a clear ajnd

a cohort of adults i n Medway who are not efflect
These individuals often Iive with:

. Lontger mnegll fect

. Enduring ment al heal th conditions

. Hoarding behaviours

. Learning disabilities and/or autism

. Experiences of coercion and control, incljudi
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These challenges frequently result in poor |
heal th, soci al i solation, and repeated safeg
social care system is signifyicaneyveint holmisgh
and costly placement s.

MI ST was developed to prov+amre at maotr ei £ fif etce n
rooted in building trust over time. The team
housing, and community servicersi gt esnwsppcr ti ng
Team members bring a diverse range of experti
safeguarding, housing, substance misuse, and
Wor ker and operates an allocatedomsesdAbdulte&eol
Two of the Soci al Care Officer roles are fun
Treat ment Recovery and | mprovement Grant, orl
Di sadvantage Network (MMDN). Thi s -uptuelugiriadtiisogn
approach to supporting individuals with mul t]i
Di scussions are ongoing with Kent and Medway
to embed ment al heal th expertise within the

compl ex needs.

Impact and Early Outcomes

Since its |l aunch, MI ST has begun working wit
services or at risk of serious harm. Early c

approach:

e Individual s expeniegheichg haeeebeenelsupported i

appropriate treat ment
e Rough sl eepers have been engaged and suppor
|l ongrm placements

* Hi eclost care packages have been reviewed angd,

sustainabl e, independent | iving arrangement|s
These outcomes not only i mprove the |lives of| in
Soci al Care budget and other public services|.
Strategic Alignment and System Benefits

MI ST contributes directly to several strateglic
including:

e Reducing homel essness (Housing)

e I mproving health outcomes (Public Health)

e Supporting families and preventing breakdown |
e Delivering the Prevention Agenda (Adult Soci al
The team also supports broader system goals |by:
e Reducing safeguarding referrals and seriouyg c:
e I ncreasing capacity within ASC by reducing |r ej
e Avoi di e shi gghmer g e ntceyr ma nidn tleornvge nt i ons

e Enhancing Medway Council’s reputation as a |r e:

aut hority
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Adult Social Care delivery under Option 4D

All Kent LGR proposals are based on a common dataset which supports understanding of current

delivery, cost and demand pressures across key services.

The table below shows key data, modelled for the four proposed councils making up Option 4D.

Tab?2eAdul t Soci al

Total Population Size (mid 2024)

Car e

North Kent - East Kent

615,

Metrics

374,

Mid Kent

523,

417,

People aged 18 and over with
Learning Disabilities accessing
short term support during the year,
rate per 100,000 population (2024-
25)

1 6

14

47

28

People aged 18 and over with
Learning Disabilities accessing
long term support during the year,
rate per 100,000 population (2024-
25)

26

19

36

26

People accessing short term
support during the year, rate per
10,000 population (18-64) (2024-25)

19

61

3 8

People accessing short term
support during the year (65+), rate
per 100,000 (2024-25)

33

32

4 0

35

People accessing long term
support during the year (18-64),
rate per 100,000 population
(2024/25)

S 7

4 1

73

5 9

People accessing long term
support during the year (65+), rate
per 100,000 population (2024/25)

4 3

33

39

35

Safeguarding Concerns Received,
rate per 100,000 population
(2024/25)

Safeguarding Concerns
Commenced, rate per 100,000
population (2024/25)

4 5

49

75

50
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Key points in relation to the data:

The data seeks to identify at a high level the indicative demand on the system. This will enable
further service delivery planning in the future to manage more effectively the peaks across the
system.

1 People with learning disabilities for both short-term and long-term support is significantly higher
in East Kent.

1 Demand for all services is consistently higher in East Kent. This is a known area of higher
deprivation. In addition, there are a greater number of residential homes in the coastal areas
and therefore a greater proportion of provision. This impact for East Kent is mitigated by the
boundary change of Folkstone and Hythe, splitting the district between East and Mid.

1 Safeguarding concerns received were the second highest in Mid Kent in terms of received and
commenced.

1 North Kent received more safeguarding concerns than West Kent however more safeguarding
concerns commenced in West Kent.

Opportunities for Adult Social Care delivery under Option 4D

The 4D model for Kent and Medway creates a stronger, more balanced platform for adult social
care by aligning services with community needs, health boundaries, and local capacity. It
combines strategic resilience with local accountability, allowing care to be delivered closer to
residents while maintaining the specialist scale needed for quality and sustainability.

There are currently one in four residents in Kent that report a disability or long-term health
condition. Kent has an aging population with significant increases in the elderly by 2036.
According to the CQC there are projected to be over 30,000 people aged 85+ in Kent, nearly
double the number in 2018, increasing the demand for care and support38.

The 4D model allows for Place-Based Care and Early Intervention. Smaller councils are better
able to design place-based care systems, tailoring services to the demographic and geographic
characteristics of their populations, for example:

East Kent could focus on coastal health inequalities and hospital discharge pressures.

Mid Kent could build integrated rural and market-town models around community nursing and
reablement.

1 North Kent could strengthen urban and industrial workforce wellbeing services.

1 West Kent could expand community prevention and ageing-well initiatives.

)l
)l

Furthermore, integration of public health (already in place in Medway), social care and housing

functions within each authority will allow earlier identification of risk and intervention before crisis.

This, along with an increased focus in place and neighbourhoods will further extend the use of
community-based assets such as local organisations, carers, and volunteers, which will support
independence and reduce long-term care costs. A study by People Too entitled Local Government
Reform—-An Adult and Chi | d(R025), identifiSdahatali avezage uhitecosts
across ASC and Chi |l dr ecounsils&red vmetersogmbchncltdenivee”™h at n
there is no evidence that county councils are achieving lower unit costs because of greater buying
power in the market?”

38 hitps://www.cgc.org.uk/press-release/cqc-rates-kent-county-council-adult-social-care-provision-requires-improvement
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The four proposed ¢ o u n are dlighed with the Kent and Medway Integrated Care System (ICS)
footprint, supporting full integration of health, care and prevention. Each authority will operate
within a Health and Care Partnership (HCP) area—North & Medway, East, Mid and West —
mirroring NHS and public health boundaries. The 4D model will allow greater integration with
health and community partners thus enabling:

Joint commissioning and shared outcomes frameworks with the NHS and voluntary sector.
Streamlined discharge pathways, reducing delayed transfers of care.

Co-located community hubs combining social care, primary care and wellbeing services.
Strengthened local leadership within the ICS, ensuring that social care is an equal partner in
system decisions.

= =4 =4 -4

The 4D model allows each council to build a stable, locally focused care workforce, reducing
reliance on high-cost agency staffing. Shared workforce planning across four balancedc ounci | s
will allow:

Joint recruitment campaigns and local training pipelines with FE colleges and NHS partners.
Common standards, pay frameworks and career development routes across the county.
Targeted retention programmes in hard-to-recruit areas such as coastal Kent.

Stronger provider markets will help stabilise home-care and residential-care availability.

The proposal also creates specific (hyperlocal) opportunities such as carefully managing the
coastal deprivation and impact on service demand by splitting Folkestone & Hythe, and
enhancing the alignment of urban and coastal communities support more strategic decision
making to meet population needs.

1 Integrating county and district-level functions into one organisation per area eliminates
duplication in commissioning, contracts, and back-office functions, creating greater financial
sustainability. An enhanced focus on early intervention and prevention can be applied in
those areas of greater and escalating need.

E R I

Each council will manage its own end-to-end care pathways, allowing local control of budgets and
better alignment between prevention, care delivery and outcomes. Four councils which are small
enough to understand all the local challenges and opportunities, harnessing a strengths based
approach to develop service provision whilst also mitigating risk.

The proposed scale of 400,000—-600,000 residents per council will ensure sufficient critical mass
for efficiency while allowing responsive local oversight. Future devolution powers could also
create greater integrated funding and workforce arrangements, funding and innovation
opportunities.

Children’s Social Care

Overview of Children’'s Soci al Care current del i

Kent County Council and Medway Council currently deliver children's social care services with
positive Ofsted recognition.

The current delivery of services is an excellent foundation for LGR and provides the opportunity to
learn from each other.

Kent County Council, covering a large and diverse region, achieved an Outstanding rating from
Ofsted in November 2021.

112



This reflects consistently high-quality social work, strong leadership and significant positive
impacts on children and families, particularly in early help, child protection and support for looked-
after children.

Medway Council, serving a more concentrated urban area, was rated Good by Ofsted in July
2023.

This rating acknowledges effective leadership, sound social work practice and positive outcomes
for children.

Medway's success is attributed to robust multi-agency partnerships and a commitment to early
intervention, demonstrating a stable and responsive service model.

The rating demonstrates the transformation journey that Medway has been on.

Delivering effective an dannogedand i isolatiorcamd parthership ™ s s

working are critical.

Whatever tools, enablers or metrics you use, there is an undeniable and fundamental need for
excellent leadership, clarity of vision and values, a culture of high support and high challenge,
adequate resourcing and a resilient workforce to deliver day-in, day-out.

There are multiple examples which demonstrate how services are already being delivered
innovatively across organisations.

T KCC has operatedO@der Of célsufer Medway since

2

contractual arrangements bEehegsarmyvipdeaceEDpsm ms ek

andanmMonday to Friday and weekend and bank
and value for monewor Wdlils, awirtam geanedtl evel s
bet ween managecsi on feedback regarding OOH

hol

of
W 0

identified effective service del i venroy ramnd ogo oM
this approach could not be replicated across

1 The Attendance Alliance for Kent and Medway is a regional initiative, working in partnership
with the Department for Education (DfE), to share good practice and develop new strategies for
improving school attendance.

Case s-tAdadyti on Agency South East
Adoption Partnership South East (APSE) is a

services for thrtkrel l ocmrdomuBhroough escf Bexl ey,

Medway Council. 1t was | aunched ormril Nemamhs
| ocal ut hority.

a
RAA's 202¥afthrPdean focuses on building a supp

|l t s mi ss

ion prioritises securing permanent h
support to I

al affected by adoption.
Since its inception, RAA has encouraged inno

These include innovative projects funded by
adoption community, training and practice en
services.

PR A ©

ort

D me

y at

[ he
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RAA has also focused on adopter recruitment to
i mpl emented mechanisms for feedback and cont| nu

The RAA has all owed a | ocalised service to oper
advantage of providing permanence to children.

The principles of this approach with a host authority can be explored further across the
future unitary authorities.

Key Children’s Services delivery challenges
1 Workforce instability:a nat i onal shortage of qualified so
and retention difficulties, reliance on agenc:
and quality of <care.
1 Rising and complexdemand:s er vi ces are under pressure fro
referrals, often involving highly complex i ss:
1 Placementshortages:securing enough suitabl e amd tsetrabl e
children is a critical <challenge, particularl:
compl ex needs, ofdfemeaepluddcemgnt N @dmud | ncr ease
1 Limited specialistsupport:access to timely and appropriate
Child and Adol escent Ment al Heal th Services (|
manage complex emotional and behaviour al need:
1 Socio-economic impact:ar eas of deprivation in both Kent
wel fare concerns, with poverty, poor housing :
social care intervention.
1 Inconsistent thresholds:d i f fehi eghol ds f or i ntervention ac

organi sations can create confusion and make n.
ali ke.

1 Special Educational Needs and Disabilities: The SEND system includin
the high needs block continues to face signif]

ri sing demand, increasing complexity, suffici
rel ation tioalSENDSu@atdi onal grsd chodlogiasnd compl
partnership | andscape.

1 Unaccompanied Asylum-Seeking Children (UASC) pressure: t he presence of
particularly in Dover and the wider area, pl a
housing, with varying policies for their supp

1 Out-of-Area Placements (OOAP): bot h councils, especially Me
rate, face a major challenge from children pl.
children's homes and foster care capacity.

1 Improving prevention:whi | e good soci al care practice exi
enhance preventative services to intervene ea

statutory services.

Case s-tUmaxcompanied Asylum Seeking Children

Kent faces a unique and profound chall enge -as a
seeking (UAS) chil dren, a direct consequence| of

The county's UAS Children’s Service holds compr
accommodation afrikWhedecheWwdyen, providing suppo
another |l ocal authority wunder ther &Ntagd oinmtl o TKam

114



mai nstream Child in Care Services, where suppor
advised to return to their country of birth.

Since Januerrye 2Mla00 UAS children have arrivied
Ssubstantial expansion of services.

This now includes 10 reception centres and 1ipecr
and placement .

Crucially, the timely transfer of these chil dre
capacity within Kent.

This ongoing demand on the system and associated services is significant and will
continue beyond LGR, representing a unique and disproportionate pressure not
experienced by other areas across the UK.

Future Children’s Soci al Care delivery and oppo

We are committed to continuing to transform children's services through LGR. Taking learning
from across the area and delivering across the new councils.

1 Evolving best practice: developing and putting into practice new ways of delivering care
rooted in the best approaches for children and families.

1 Streamlined service delivery: reducing complexity in delivery, for example, by consolidating
current community service partnerships from 14 to enhance efficiency.

1 Leveraging convening power: utilising our unique position to foster stronger partnerships and
collaborations across the system.

1 Holistic place-based prevention: adopting a comprehensive approach to prevention through
multi-agency teams and neighbourhood working.

1 Community-centric approach: ensuring local needs and cultures are deeply understood to
influence and tailor delivery approaches.

1 Child and young person-led system: placing the voice of our children and young people at
the heart of our whole system approach, with stronger ownership and engagement from
families and schools.

1 Strategic financial redesign: designing new service budgets to optimise resource allocation,
rather than relying on existing financial structures.

1 Building workforce resilience: exploring shared service models and innovative approaches
to strengthen the social care workforce and ensure its sustainability.

1 Unified housing provision: implementing a simplified and unified approach to housing and
planning to build market capacity at a local level.

1 Integrated early help pathways: reducing duplication and improving visibility of risk across
agencies.

Case study - Special Educational Needs and Disabilities SEND

I n recent years, Medway Council has transforjmed
Disabilities (SEND) services, driven by a commi
commi ssioning.

By engaging with partners across the system,| fo
hol ding providers to account, Medway has movied
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This strategic financi al Al ar asgtgelima ht engeu mbh e d
providers, has enabled the devel opment of mo
ensuring resources are effectiveddg. directed
Core to this success |ies in an embedded cul
bringing schools around the t-ableetbogdtthess
has fostered a power ful sensiengficodl eygsti em
actively challenge each other, develop new I
proportion of EHCPs managed within mainstrea
This cultural shift is further reinforced by
high standards and is responsive to children
The size of Medway has proven to be a distin
oversight of the entire SEND system.

This agil ity -parlddowmcst ifoorr otfh et ecaoms , personal i se
deep understanding of families and social wo
With strong parent/ cdroeru siedv alnv @ maeanti ,v elso aaldi
accessibility policies, Medway has not only
cultivated a happier, more inptie¢grataedotumamba
SEND service that truly knows and supports i

The proposed options are in relation to smaller scale, multiple councils where this

approach and learning could be applied.

Chil dr en’ s ddivwerny uinder Optica 4D

All Kent LGR proposals are based on a common dataset which supports understanding of current

delivery, cost and demand pressures across key serv
The table below shows key data, modelled for the fou

Tab2&Chil drendés Soci al

ices.

r proposed councils making up Option 4D.

Car e

Active Education Health and Care
Plans (EHCPs) by School District,
rate per 10,000) (Oct 2025)

l ’

2

90 99

Not in Education, Employment or
Training (NEET) Y12&13, rate per
10,000 (2024)

38

2 3| 40 33

Child in Need (CiN) Plans, rate per

10,000 (Mar 2025) 9

3 6 2 10 8 5

Child Protection Plans (CPP) Rate

per 10,000 (Mar 2025) 3

7 22 4 2 3 1
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Looked After Children (LAC) by
placement address, rate per 10,000
population (Mar 2025)

3 8

14

Other Local Authority (OLA)

Looked After Children placed in
Kent & Medway, rate per 10,000
population (Mar 2025)

49

19

49

25

Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking
Children (UASC) Looked After, rate
per 10,000 population (Mar 2025)

14

Key points in relation to the data:

The data seeks to identify at a high level the indicative demand on the system. This will enable
further service delivery planning in the future to manage more effectively the peaks across the

system.

1 High needs (SEND): Data highlights that East and North Kent is managing a larger proportion
of the provision. This is likely a combination of factors including higher demand and more
suitable provision available to meet need.

1 NEET: The rate is highest in East Kent, which is likely influenced by the region's geographical
location, its impact on job availability, and wider economic factors. North Kent has the second

highest levels.

1 Children’s services: The data shows that while CiN and CPP numbers follow a similar trend —
higher in East and lowest in the West. The rate of LAC is much higher in North Kent and this is
driven by the available provision. Similarly the rate of OLA is high in North Kent, however this is
balanced across East Kent. This is as a result of both sufficiency and the cost of provision with
children often needing to be placed in East Kent.

Opportunitiesfor Chi | dr en

' s ddéhiveny undelr Op@ioa 40e

The 4D optiono f f er s
Medway by creating four balanced, place-based ¢ o u n alignedswith community identity, health
partnerships, and education systems. It combines the benefits of local knowledge and relationship-
based practice with the scale and stability needed to sustain quality, workforce, and innovation.

Underthe4Dmo d e |
bringing together education, early help, safeguarding, and family support under one democratically
accountable organisation. This creates a single line of accountability for outcomes, resources and

leadership within each geography,

a major

each

Each of the four proposed councils reflect a
challenges that is equitable and can be effectively resourced and managed aligned to local
geographies and needs, for example:

1 North Kent:

Hi gh

deprivation

demand
and

opportunity

new Unitary

cohe

for

popul ati on

rent

t o

transform

Aut hority

children’

safeguarding,

wi ||

t

S popul a

chil d
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residenti al pl acements, and expand youth ment

and Gravesend.

1 EastKent: Signi ficant coastal deprivation and 0
poverty, housing instability, and poor ment al
family support and early years seawdcesmprovea:
educational attainment.

1 Mid Kent: Rapid housing growth, family mobility and mixed rural-urban communities create
opportunities to design locally responsive early help and youth services, integrating family hubs
with schools and health visitors.

1 West Kent: Lower deprivation but rising complex needs and children with disabilities
populations; opportunities to strengthen inclusion and short-break provision through closer
integration with health and SEN services.

This alignment ensures that children’s soci al

and real patterns of need rather thDnmodadmiwnil $t re

earlier iL.ntWedweation and soccalncedkeei wi bhsnabaa

provision, attendance and safeguarding can be n

youth services and public health in one organis

adol escent s anWhiedogalised deligeay\emables responsiveness, the four new

councils will collaborate throughthe Kent & Medway Chi |l dr en

ensuring shared quality standards and joint innovation on matters such as:

)l
)l

= =4

= =4

County-wide frameworks for safeguarding, corporate parenting and quality assurance maintain
consistency and resilience.

Joint commissioning for residential and specialist placements allows scale purchasing,
reducing costs and reliance on out-of-county provision.

Shared digital, legal and commissioning functions free local teams to focus on direct practice.
Collective oversight supports cross-boundary issues such as child exploitation, missing
children, and youth offending.

Embracing the opportunity to do things differently e.g. family hubs, with closer alignment to
health, education and housing.

Nuanced planning to manage demand across the area with an enhanced early intervention and
prevention model to reduce long term demand.

A holistic, system wide approach delivering
Stronger sense of ownership and engagement from families and schools where boundaries
match local identities, enabling a greater community-led approach.

In short, the 4D model creates the conditions for earlier help, stronger families, and better life
outcomes, ensuring that every child and young person in Kent and Medway can be safe, thrive
and achieve their potential.

Housing and homelessness

Overview of current housing and homelessness delivery

Operating within the structures of the Homelessness Reduction Act 2017 and national housing
targets, councils are pivotal in delivering housing and homelessness services.

The provision and key responsibilities vary across the type of local authority.
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1 Medway Unitary Council: f u | | housing authority covering s
homel essness services, soci al housing all ocat
affordable housing delivery.

1 Kent County Council:i ndi rect housing impact including s
from social care, public health, education an
housing needs and support for vulnerable peop!

1 12 district councils:| o c a | oo diomgty covering homel essnes
soci al housing allocation, private sector hou:
strategic spatial pl anning to enable supply o
smal | siatredsenancdongmuni ti es and det er minadditionon o f
some districts are housing providers which includes building and managing housing stock and
in some cases managing a Housing Revenue Account.

Delivering successful outcomes is a complex challenge, whether it's managing vast infrastructure

projects or tackling homelessness in our communities.

While large-scale programmes demand intricate planning, addressing homelessness requires

understanding a deeply personal and varied set of needs.

Homelessness itself stems from a difficult mix of financial struggles like poverty, unaffordable

housing and low wages; societal problems such as domestic violence, discrimination and a lack of

support; and individual battles with mental health, addiction, physical disabilities, or past trauma.

This intricate web of challenges extends beyond homelessness, frequently impacting other vital

services like adult and children's social care.

Initiatives are already in place and there is the opportunity to build on these through LGR.

Case sitHodnyel essness Empl oyGmweanvte sPhaatnh wBaryough Cojlunc

Gravesham Borough Counci | (GBC), wusing its ol e

tackled a critical barrier to employment for| ho

Recognising traditional employment services |of't

an opportunity to use its influence to suppojr

stabilise its own frontliekeuservokckesectsonoh wBbi @
staff turnover and agency spend.

This | ed to the introduction of a dedicated [Emp

targeting former rough sl eepers residing in |[GBC

The Empl oyment Pathway is designed for holisjtic

Once clients are ready for employment, they |rec

assessment s.

The programme includes an induction day, two| we

contracts, providing a crucial first step bajck

The initiative integrates ongoing mentorship| n

sessions and flexibility during hardship, alj]l a

confidence and devel ofp eessicshtitat |l askiilmhdepomdeg ma
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This innovative approach has proven highly sjucc
empl oyment history and a route to unsupporteld a
councile'as iamency spend.

Due to its positive Iimpact, GBC is now expanldin
to maxi mise job opportunities for more vulnefrab

Innovation on a local scale which can be applied across an area of multiple unitary
authorities.

The need for working together and sharing of information to deliver outcomes cannot be
underestimated.

The Kent Housing Group (KHG) is a forum for housing organisations in Kent and Medway.

KHG has representation from all 12 district councils across Kent, Medway Council, 13 housing
associations, four support providers, Kent County Council and Kent Public Health.

KHG also has affiliated membership with a number of organisations who have a vested interest in
the housing sector across Kent and Medway.

This strong strategic approach will provide stability through LGR and beyond.

Case study i Kent Forum Housing Strategy

The Kent Forum Housing Strategy provides cl ajrit

facing Kent and Medway, acknowledges that pajst
identifies where a Kent and Medwawaygy peamspaciiowne s
contribute to the delivery of |l ocal ai ms.

The strategy is unique in that 1t | ooks acrolss
unitary and county council a+mlpi taipgpm o atcdiget hejr t
This is not -iamhpadged etnarmrg@dtlsy. This is about | pwe
identifying their own | ocal housing needs anjd r

can be gained by adopting a commaen agppprogpad hh titea

An adaptable model which can be shaped for future delivery while minimising the risks
associated with change to the current model.

Key housing and homelessness delivery chall enge

Overarching challenges:

1 Complex delivery landscape:t he i nv ollvie meorutncafl s del i vering
i nitiati ves raecsruwlstss tihne sairgenai fi cant compl exity
formul ation through to actual delivery.

1 Datafragmentation:Kent and Medway use the same softwar
operation of housing registers. There are mul:

meaning dihfati ¢wl t st o gat her ¢ o mpmmpeehdeinnsg veef fdeactt:
deci-mahlbig.
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Staffing and capacity gaps: a notable shortage of skills and capacity including challenges in
recruiting and retaining experienced staff, impacts the effective delivery of both large
infrastructure projects and critical public services.

Funding constraints:i nvesi memhbusing deliver yNotawi tetsb,tagm
the |l evel of investment, grant and subsidy ne
available. Limitedmahdaedtfhigbesmiopibhgnning and i
housing and homel essness services, making pro.

Housing supply and delivery challenges

l

Housing delivery shortfalls:e ach di strict has its own challe
requirements both in terms of the overall amo
can afford including soci al rented homes and
earning ayfoatabsl|l di ffer across Kent and Medw:
requirements. Mar ket conditions which signifi
deliver housing also vary martkuerdel.y .Colnhs esq uer notdl
performance varies markedly both spatially an

Reflecting themaattiimgmalhowpsicnarecel i very plans i
scarcity of housing endousi pgroptciudmas. affor dal

Risingdemand:r i si ng demand for housing is further e
coast al position results in a situation where
housing system, |l eading to increased demaaed f
private rent al mar ket , significant wunrei mbur s
Proximity to London:. wher e housing costs and demand prc
chall enges also i mpacts oofademampd acemiéants ,tigr
for housing being generally hi gheor-farlmatmlea(,weeme
wit heiétnt Kand the spati al pattern of this is con

currently hodesrtesa 2R2l12a weument s by other Kent auth
Unitary authorities coverings |oafrfgeerr tgheeo gorpappohri t
of these pressures to be managed within their

Private rental sectorissues:concerns exi squaligiay dofhghomes i n
rentalasecftobkgeakhdowns in relationships betwee
contributing to housing instability. The di st
Social housing stock:t heevai | abi l ity of | ocal authority s
wi vAhrying quality andfhoirghex asitn tnegn gmr coep ecra si tess .
aut horities are stock holding. This needs to |
aumtorities e.g. arising from the need to appro

for successor authorities to design a structu
geographies where socirae diowesn g Ilwands hapye ian
Temporary accommodation (TA) shortage: al ack of suitable and aff
accommo gttiiooms further strains services and r

Kent with variation in investment in TA or caf
Not withstandimigl ¢ hu sse ad X ppeavadnveec cnangrhad ayt i on t o
bet ween their own accommodation | evels and ne

Homelessness services

l

Homelessness visibility and policy fragmentation:t he propensity for ro
homel essness varies across Kent and Medway r e
homel essness. This i mpacts on the consequent
solutions that havientbaiemi g vwil vipkeidl.i tvwa of i ndi
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homel essnessasi shdyf bfteht move acr oss ddiisftfreircitn

strategiesbandvepol couasi |l s, hindering a uni

1 Disconnected services and complex needs: homelessness is often linked to a wider range
of complex individual needs, yet services are not always joined up effectively for proactive
prevention and holistic support.

Future housing and homelessness delivery and opportunities through LGR

We are committed to:

1 Building on successful initiatives: identify, scale and celebrate proven best practices and
successful initiatives across Kent, fostering shared learning and replicating positive outcomes.

1 Communities: listen to and collaborate with our diverse communities, ensuring their voices
shape housing and homelessness strategies and solutions.

1 Partner collaboration: continue to foster robust and effective partnerships with all
stakeholders including statutory bodies, third-sector organisations and private providers to
deliver comprehensive and coordinated support.

1 Simplified Strategic Planning: simplified strategic plan for housing and homelessness,
maximising available opportunities and resources through coordinated effort across smaller
unitary and place focus.

1 Holistic service integration and prevention: adopt a truly holistic approach to service
delivery, ensuring seamless integration across all relevant services and the wider system to
proactively support, prevent and reduce homelessness through early intervention.

1 Data insights: simplified and streamlined systems will enable data and insights to be more
readily available to inform strategies, measure impact and drive continuous improvement in
service design and delivery.

1 Policy alignment for impact: drive greater alignment of policies and ways of working, where
practical, to achieve more consistent and effective outcomes and address systemic drivers of
housing instability.

1 Sustainable: focus on developing and implementing sustainable, long-term solutions that
address the root causes of homelessness and ensure lasting housing stability for individuals
and families.

fi

Case study i innovative use of Housing Revenue Account

Ashford Borough Counci lofitss md&ku snignd nRewean u e eA acs
ambitious pmogeahm@®®f new wneuwn diolmes wisti xi i ot |5e&
year s.

Theounrcisl an identified pipeline of 33 sites |whi
rent homes, i ncluding independent | iving homes
with disabilities, as wel/l as properties for| sh
A diverse range of delivery models are being| us
These include:

f buil di ng -oowmn ecdo ulnacn d

T regeneration schemes

T l argescale acquisitionsbufirloom hdoenveesi oper s of |al
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Regi stered Providers are unable or unwil/

f purchasing affordable homes that have been
i
purchased and the properties paid for dur.i

n
n

The HRA i sbapsopestides on the open mauikwemnlearsditp

and use.

A majority of these properties are former counc
The strategic focus is on | arger homes that ¢ggan
help them |Iive independentl! y.

This ambitious programme aims to significant]y
|l ife for residents across the borough.

A scalable best practice approach which can replicate positive outcomes.

Case study: Cant eribruersye tQilteymeQwotu nscuiplpor t
Canterbury City Council took the decision to| de
using the KCC provision, supporting those arriyv
The work expanded rapidly in 2021 when the cpun
accommodate Afghan nationals within the distric
The wraparound support work includes successful
servicegsosneomend group support, money management,
empl oyment/skill stéermi mowmgi mepds dlomtgiead ns .

The experienced team consistently deliver excgel
A key strength of the Canterbury approach i s|pa
sector partners to deliver joined up anmrd |jobpgya
English | anguaagadandedrsep vice.

This initiative was praised by the Ministry of Defence as a model of good practice and work
is already underway to replicate this approach in other areas of Kent.

Housing and Homelessness under Option 4D

All Kent LGR proposals are based on a common dataset which supports understanding of current
delivery, cost and demand pressures across key services.

The table below shows key data, modelled for the four proposed councils making up Option 4D.
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Tab22 Housing and homel essness metrics for four

Homelessness Rate (per
1,000 Households) (Apr-Jun 6 2 6 4
2024)3°

Housing Delivery Test 2023
Measurement (%)*° 839 6 8 7% 12%

As shown West Kent has the lowest rate of homelessness and Mid Kent is delivering beyond
targets for Housing Delivery.

Case study: Cant eribruersye tQilteymeQnotu nscuiplp or t
Canterbury City Counci l took the decision to| de
using the KCC provision, supporting those arriwv

The work expanded rapidly in 2021 whemottthts cpun
accommodate Af gvhdrthdniad i ominat s

The wraparound support work includes successful
servicessneomend group support, money management,
empl oyment/skillsttermaimouwgi mgpds ¢ lomtgiean s .

The experienced team consistently deliver excgel
A key strength of the Canterbury approach is| pa
sector partners to deliver joined up anmrd |jobpgya
English | angdaagadancedrsep vi ce.

This initiative was praised by the Ministry of Defence as a model of good practice and work
is already underway to replicate this approach in other areas of Kent.

Opportunities for Housing and homelessness under Option 4D

Devolution will be a key enabler to help accelerate delivery of the future ambition through strategic
joined up planning and delivery across the area.

This model will have four strong unitary voices that are able to representthe areaandpr ovi de a
"l ocawhifleee I K @rl Kiarbgpr ati vely tbrdebghv&enstfatagbc

areaThe good al i gnnceonunanetaswse |tl hsapth ateheel eaoni ng a
i nnovwahiloea delivering for | ocal peopl e.
ThédDoption creates foucobawiathkefdy! i ntegpanidbi | i

pl anning, homel essness, and social care within
ends the current fragmentation betweenupohbhotygia
delivery, tarogmet eachdprmeventresponsive support for

¥Tables on ho®mOVeWKness
“YHousing Delivery TesGOV.20UKR 3 measur ement
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Under the tueresystem, housing and homel essness

adult and children’s social services sit at cou
and joint cd&muilasgionmgi ntdhe strong wor k dfed heodwdy
wo ul d sgueaterintegration and jointworking, centring it -aBebpogdahd

i ndependence through:

T Unified | ocal housing strategy connecting pl a
T Integrated housing and social care teams enab
|l eavers, and adults with complex needs.

1T Coordinat eéed wsdetstclhearpgreogr ammes | inking hospital
accommodati on.

T Alignment of Local Pl ans, homel essness strate
housing mar ket areas.

Each aeuww illl have the scal estranger, pfoactive,pievehtion-lgd t o
homelessness services, reducing reliance on costly tempor
mor e coher eretn,t rpeedr ssoyrst em, reducing duplication
vul nerable residents. Key opportunities include
T I ntegr atheed peasrylst ems where social workers, hou
data and triage households before crisis.

T Coordinated financi al inclusion and debt supp
tenanci es.

f Housing pathways for care | eavers, survivors
patients, avoiding repeat homel essness.

T Joint commi ssioning of supported and transiti
partners.

1T Pl alo@s ed -anguelntciy hubs, embedding homel essness p
community support centres.

ThdDoptabhgns perfectly with Kent’'s key housing

devel opment is strategically planned and | ocall
housing delivery along its major transport and
9 NorthKent: br ownfield regeneration and waterfront
T MidKent: gacdemunity developments and rural expa
and Tonbridge

1 EastKent: coastal renewal and affordable housing
Canterbury

1 West Kent: smal l er, sustainable schemes reflecti ng
Each authority wild!@ produce a single Local Pl an
infrastructure delivery, develop stronger partn
through | arger, f¢oamwitiad |tyh e usitm i-ntarbsheecof ragt t
funding (e.g. Housing Infrastructure Fund, Leve
housing delivery.

Case Study: Medway Council and the Peel Group Ltd Chatham Waters Development

The Chatham Waters scheme is a partnership betw
provides a strong exdmpela owhtetrfatoendi ¢ elgrewenm jat i
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private sectors ali grmseaer,oymdsg Vhiosnesn aaofd nmiuxbd d

provided the enabling policy, infrastructure]| an
necessary investment, devel opment expertise nd
include jobs, homes, activaplkraseedit erdmgat yr @anppo
sustained i mpact. Key success factors includ c
integrated planning, and devel oper commit men

The partnership exempdriifvatse tdceel lka nar atfi gmu btl h e
across Kent. It demonstrates how a single, | ca
infrastructure and regener at iden ip/celri dyaswiitnhg roi

Ther e ar e phkcedasedoppordunities for housing provision and tackling

homelessness. T4hDmo del cr ecactuenstc hfaosural i gn wi th Kent’ s |
mar kets, economic corridors, and social geograp
ranging from urban regeneration and coastal dep

target edtleogd aels smirt hi n -vai de hferreemeawaroku nitrycl udi ng:

North Kent

The housing market is dominated by brownfield r
deprivation. Homelessness rates and temporary a
county. Opportunities include:

T Integrated regeneration and housing strategy
waterfront developments with growth in Ebbsfl
T Expansion of af ftoerdarmd eh@awmgi nmg xwidt hi n maj or br
embeddi ng suppecratreed haonuds ienxgt rmei t hin new communi
1T Coordinated homel essness prevention network |
sector partners

T Rapid rehousing pathways for rough sl eepers a
supported by joint commi sshiecanitrhg swirtvh cheesal t h
T Active partnership with Homes England and pri"
sustainable homes |Iinked to the Lower Thames
T I'nnovation i n nmoonduhloaws ianngd, moevpeur posi ng vacant
emergency or transitional accommodati on.

East Kent

The area fHta@&cens hloasgng quality issues and a higt
rented and temporary accommodation. Opportuniti
1T Coastal housing renewal and r egemqwealaittiy np rpirwat
housing and converting empty homes.

T Affordabl e coast al housing initiative, partne]
efficient homes that reduce fuel poverty.

T I'ntegrated homelessness and health model, I i n
support for rough sl eepers and vulnerable fam
f Targeted prevention approach to address evicti

t hrougdwaeainy systems.
T Speciali st supported acconroniofdeantdieorns ,f ocarn dc apreeo pll
needs, | ocated close to employment and transp:
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1T Pl ak@sed partnerships with universities and FI
reduce hidden homel essness.

Mid Kent

he aomlai tes expanding mar ket towns and rural v
M2 0, HS1) and significant new housing growth a

T I'ntegrated planning and housing growth strate
gar e&ceonmmunity devel opments (e.g. Heat hl ands, C
1T Hous-wnglare schemes to meet the needs of ol der
through joint commissioning with adult soci al

T Early intervention and homel essness preventi o
hubs.

T Expansion of affordable housing supply throug!
l and trusts in rural areas.

1T Creation of *“ SmadiitgiGralwthhd'ushiunbgs and energy eff
suppor taergo negadal ed awd ngostsilience.

1T Temporary accommodation and resettlement part:H
manage demand and maintain quality standards.

West Kent

The arsamekea®f the highest housing costs in the

Hi dden homel esuwsrnfeisrsg asmd ar ur al i solation are co

T Affordabl e rur al housing programme delivered
enabl i ngcalmal [ sustainable devel opment s.

T Sharoewdner shi pwarnikderk etyousing initiatives suppor
education, health and emergency services.

T Rur al homel essness prevention service, focusi

commuibiatsyed medi ati on.
1T Supported housing for vul ner albdcea tyeodu nvgi tphe otprl aei
empl oyment support.

T Use of public I and and smal ll eldr @awri foir@lad | £i thesn
protecting the rural environment.

1T Lowarbon retrofit and housing decarbonisation
i mproving energy efficiency in older housing
E acchoumailll direetdemocratic accountabilityf or housing, planning
homel essness, replacing the fragmented responsi
transparency and public engagement by enabling
consul tation, neighbour hoiogdn,hp | eanmbne dndgi, n ga nnde i hgohubsoi
representation through area committees and par.i
influence planning, housing design apdodegénena
peopl e who have olfi \heodned xpernieesrsc eor care needs.

Case Study: Rochester Riverside

Rochester Riverside is Medway Council’'™s -héagahe
brownfield site between Rochester St at rFuosne an t
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communi ty. Devel oped in partnership with Homes
and Hyde Housing, the scheme reconnects the his
Partnership working between the Council, Networ

moved to the cenfThesobomplesgk dhavklditoypagter tr ai ns| s
HSBAhnd alld6Gweidnut e jour neylshei rstcch eSrite Rd msr & 0. pjr oV
including 25% affordable housing, 2.5km of r|ve
i mprovements and the provision of an extra care
Hougesee belRowhester Riverside -detidevsesl apmenuit

provides 108, 000sq ft of commercial space ingclu
Bell erophon House is in Doust Way, Rochester | an
The house is designed for residents to -towkeai me
with a full wet room, fRetsedekischéernoahdvkangee

t hat are on sitpr@vdi teucara (@day part of a pl ann
temergenci es.

LGR and the proposed 4d model will provide a| me
housing projects to be realised across Kent mp
intrinsically Iinking health, social care, hpus

Transport and highways system function

Overview of current transport and highways delivery

The transport and highways system function encompasses a broad range of activities from
strategic transport planning and policy development to the delivery of highways programmes,
planned and reactive maintenance and network management including coordination with utility
works.

Hi ghways services in Kent and Medway are manage
Hi ghways, Kent County Council, and Medway Counc

responsibilities for differ

Each holds distinct
the region.

coverage across
Whil e th

supporting r
securing dev

(0
D
o Q

g as key intredmecidamaed ea

e the descgunatedshabstwapg!l awu
i n
i nanci al contributions.

;
act
rf
1 Department for Transport:def i nes nati onal policy for trans
including public transport and highways. This
strategic road network and a Roads I nvestment
1 National Highways:manages and i mproves the strategic r
and marjoad®A (trunk roads) within Kent and Medyv
1 Kent County Council (KCC):i s t he transport planning author

authority for the majority of Kent, overseein
strategy and the management, maintenance and |
cyclewaysoainadtad i nfrastructure.

1 Medway Council:as a wunitary authority, it is the tra
al | | ocal roads and highways within its speci:
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91 District councils:pr ovi de cruci al | ocal i nput and advi c
transport and highways. While Kent County Cou

planning applications, providing advice, i den:
ageement scodnsitkscal so act as public | iaisons
| ocal amenities.

Examples of colldalsamateitomr oiumilitihd eéKnCgCa gaennde n\tat i o n
bring forward | ocal I mprovements on the strateg

Case s-tEbdbyfl eet Garden City

The Ebbsfl eet Deve EdEmemats @ompaoamnmatidomn 2015 |t
up to 15,000 homeseandrgr &atreea Zldty i n EbbDbs|f

The Ebbsfl eet Devel opment Corporation is the| pl
However, Dartford Brough Council (Dartford B|C)

Dartford has wotrtkee dE It ofsled gt wDeavel opment Comwr por
the successful preparation of the Dartford bloro
schemes and the associated infrastructure r i

(¢
o]
c

This is facilitated through regul ar meetings
bet ween the EDC, Dartford BC, Gravesham Borojugh

This builds on a
establi shment of

I gstanding history of <co
t u
significant growth

on
he EDC, in relation to |
in the area.

3_
o —
—~ o
- o

Case study: Bringing back international rail services to Kent

Strong and sustained collaboration has take
councils to bring back international rail s

D S
=
< T

Thi
t ec
ben

invol ved a concerted effort to b
i cal challenge with operators a
e
d

® S W0
=)
(0]

fits of serving the Kent passeng

The ai m was

t e key stakehol ers botlh E
stations shou

O convin
I er vipaeand ema <t sriddi,atgiomi (li aar

d have

i ve was ac

cti ieved through coll aborija
borough coun

ils, particularly Ashfjo

o > uw o

This obje
di strict/

—
= ~+
o -

Whi | l ed on the ransport aspects and clo
boroughs, the individual councils were cruciila
hi gh ing | ocal economic growth opportunilit
(o]

- — 0
—

Thi s combined effort all owed f or a ¢
reopening of both stations.

mpr ehenifsi v

Key transport and highways delivery chall enges
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Active Travel and pedestrian infrastructure: both authorities face challenges in maintaining
and improving pedestrian environments. Ageing footways, limited accessibility in some urban
centres and gaps in safe walking routes, particularly around schools and town centres, hinder
efforts to promote walking. Funding constraints have slowed progress on upgrading crossings,
improving public realm quality and ensuring compliance with accessibility standards, especially
for vulnerable users.

Sustainable and public transport connectivity: bus services continue to face declining
patronage and reliability issues due to congestion, rising operating costs and driver shortages.
Limited funding for service subsidies restricts route coverage and frequency, particularly in
rural areas. Opportunities to enhance integration between bus, rail and active travel modes are
often constrained by infrastructure limitations and inconsistent investment across the region.
The ambition to grow sustainable travel is also challenged by public perceptions of reliability
and affordability.

Private vehicles and freight movement: high volumes of commuter, tourist and freight traffic,
driven by Kent ' s s {Chaanelgaeways dndproaimity  hondor, plate s
sustained pressure on the road network. This contributes to congestion, accelerated asset
deterioration and difficulties in meeting air quality and carbon reduction targets. The
maintenance backlog, exacerbated by rising material costs and climate impacts, continues to
challenge network resilience.

Operational, workforce and coordination challenges: persistent workforce shortages and
skills gaps across engineering, planning and operational roles affect both authorities.
Coordination with utility companies and developers for roadworks and infrastructure upgrades
remains complex and disruptive, often prolonging project delivery times and reducing public
satisfaction.

Governance, geography and strategic balance: Medway Council, as a unitary authority, has
direct responsibility for all local transport functions within a dense urban area, requiring a fine
balance between supporting growth and improving sustainable transport options. Kent County
Council, overseeing a much larger and more rural network, faces distinct challenges in
ensuring equitable access and consistent service standards across varied geographies.

Future transport and highways delivery and opportunities through LGR

Future delivery of transport and highways services relies on ongoing collaboration and a strategic
approach to deliver for the people of Kent.

In the future we are committed to:

1

Integrated strategic planning: significantly streamlining the current 12 Local Plans, this
approach fosters a more cohesive and joined-up strategic planning framework across the area,
particularly for transport and highways infrastructure, with improved integration of land planning
and transport planning.

Equitable influence: the creation of evenly-sized unitary authorities ensures each entity
possesses a balanced voice, enabling effective influence over strategic decision-making for the
entire transport network.

Service harmonisation: standardising service provision and associated fees and charges
across the entire area will simplify processes and enhance consistency for residents across all
transport-related services.

Balanced local governance: this model establishes unitary authorities that are sufficiently
large for strategic decision-making yet remain agile enough to deeply understand and respond
to local impacts and needs across the transport system.

130



1 Enabling devolution: this option directly supports the ambition for establishing a Mayoral
Strategic Authority, facilitating greater local control and accountability over transport and
highways.

1 Innovative service delivery: exploring and implementing shared service models and
pioneering approaches to enhance organisational resilience and service effectiveness which
can support future devolution plans.

1 Optimised commissioning: implementing a strategic, integrated commissioning approach
where appropriate, to effectively shape and influence the market, driving better outcomes and
value.

1 Resilience: if there is poor delivery in one unitary authority, the delivery in the remaining
unitary authorities is unaffected.

Opportunities for Highways delivery under Option 4D

As outlined, devolution will be a key enabler for accelerating our ambition in relation to strategic
and joined up highways delivery.

The 4D model offers a clear opportunity to create a modern, integrated and locally responsive

highways service, by unifying strategic transport, local highways maintenance and planning

functions within four balanced councils. This removes the split between county and district
responsibilities, improving efficiency, account
strategic corridors

Across the majority of Kent, Kent County Council manages highways and transport strategy while
district councils handle parking, planning, and environmental management. Like in Medway, under
the 4D model, these functions will be consolidated within each council, creating a single, end-to-
end highways and transport service. This presents several opportunities including integrated
planning and delivery such as aligning highway maintenance, street works, and transport planning
with housing and economic development, and unified and improved planning and coordination of
works.

Each new council will have the necessary scale to manage a modern highway network while
remaining close to community needs. Local priorities such as rural access in West Kent or coastal
resilience in East Kent can be embedded in annual maintenance and investment programmes.

The4daDmodel aligns directly with Kent’s major tra
and coastal routes), supporting more joined-up infrastructure planning. Each authority can lead on
corridor-based investment while coordinating through the future Combined County Authority

(CCA), ensuring that investment decisions reflect both local priorities and regional economic

impact for example:

1 North Kent- can focus on Thames Gateway connectivity, the Lower Thames Crossing, and
A2/M2 resilience.

1 Mid Kent — lead on M20/HS1 corridor planning, freight management, and rural junction

improvements.

East Kent — prioritise A256/A299 upgrades and coastal route resilience for port access.

West Kent — focus on A21 corridor safety, rural access, and integration with commuter rail

services.

T
T

The 4D model strengthens engagement with National Highways, Network Rail, Transport for the
South East (TfSE) and Homes England through a clear four-authority structure. Each council can
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secure direct devolved transport funding under a future CCA, reducing dependence on central
bidding cycles this will also lead to greater opportunities to align infrastructure and housing
delivery, making a stronger case for government and developer contributions, and provides scope
to develop regional design standards and share specialist engineering expertise across Kent and
Medway.

This partnership approach positions Kent for greater influence in regional transport and investment
programmes.

The 4D model allows each council to manage its own highways and transport network within a
coherent county-wide system, strengthening local responsiveness while ensuring strategic
coordination across Kent’'s major economic and t

North Kent - contains key international gateways, including the Port of Sheerness, and is directly
impacted by the Lower Thames Crossing and M2/A2 corridors with opportunities to coordinate and
lead on local access, traffic management, and mitigation schemes, active travel schemes and
freight management.

East Kent - the coastal areas have high visitor traffic, strategic ports (Dover and Ramsgate), and
constrained transport access. There are opportunities to have unified leadership for the East Kent
coastal route, coordinated coastal resilience and flood-adaptation schemes as well as targeted
visitor and tourism infrastructure.

MidKent-thi s ar ea f or-weasttrdnsport spise, hosirgg the M20, A20 and HS1
corridors and key freight and logistics hubs. There are opportunities linked to improved rural road
maintenance, the expansion of rural bus routes to support model shift, and leading the
management of the M20 and HS1 transport corridor.

West Kent - this area has significant cross-boundary travel to London and strong environmental
constraints. There are opportunities around rural accessibility and demand responsive transport,
sustainable commuting, and strategic management and investment in the A21 and A26 corridor.

Waste services

Overview of current waste delivery

As a unitary authority, Medway Council is the Waste Collection Authority (WCA) and Waste
Disposal Authority (WDA). Contracts are in place with Medway Norse, Countrystyle and Veolia
with lengthy terms up to 2040.

Waste arises in Medway of 117kt per annum of which 38% is recycled, reused or composted

Kent County Council acts as the Waste Disposal Authority (WDA), contracting with third parties
like FCC and CSKL until 2030 to manage waste disposal infrastructure.

This includes Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs), Waste Transfer Stations (WTS),
Material Recovery Facilities (MRFs) and Energy from Waste (EfW) facilities at Allington.

The 12 district councils serve as Waste Collection Authorities (WCAS), collecting household waste
and delivering it to KCC-managed disposal outlets.

Waste arises in Kent of 650kt per annum of which 42.1% recycled, reused or composted
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Kent and the districts work closely through partnerships including Mid Kent Partnership, South
West Kent partnerships and the Kent Waste Partnership.

Case study i Kent Waste Partnership

The Kent Resource Partnership brings togethe
council s.

Together, they manage waste collection and di
across the region.

A dedicated strategic |l ead guides all partnert
communi cate, and what projects they work on.
The | ead also builds relationships with othe
The Kent Joint Municipal ,dMawsdleo fMach atghermewng h Stt It
provides the framework for coll aborative del
services to be efficiewmhinaefifgedti inge samgdi du sta
policy.

Al | partners contribute monfgr ceméhdyaar,anal ¢

pay for agreed projects.

Arecent campaign to recycle food waste incre:
across sevemnm.areas by 20

This collaborative approach and shared strategy have been crucial in driving alignment,
maintaining a shared focus and ultimately achieving positive outcomes.

mnit n

®Y e

1S €

Key waste delivery challenges

1 Aging infrastructure: maintaining and upgrading existing waste management infrastructure to
ensure continued operational efficiency and reliability.

1 Infrastructure capacity: strategic planning and investment are required to meet future
infrastructure demands, particularly in response to significant housing growth.

1 Divergent delivery approaches and policies: inconsistencies in collection methodologies
and varying resident expectations across different areas hinder the establishment of a unified
and efficient waste management system.

1 Waste and collection strategy misalignment: the two-tier delivery structure often leads to a
disconnect between waste strategies and budgetary allocations, potentially resulting in isolated
decision-making and collection approaches that do not adequately consider disposal costs.

1 Limited funding transparency: a lack of clear information regarding the flow of funding from
central government to local waste services.

1 Complex contractual landscape: the presence of multiple long-term contracts across Kent,
including one currently under dispute, complicates operational management and strategic
planning.

1 Public engagement and behaviour change: challenges in encouraging effective resident
participation in recycling schemes, waste reduction and sustainable waste practices including
addressing contamination issues.

1 Regulatory compliance and evolving legislation: the ongoing demand to adapt to and
comply with changes in national and international waste management regulations,
environmental standards and targets.
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1 Workforce recruitment and retention: difficulties in attracting and retaining skilled personnel
across all levels of waste management operations.

1 Technological adoption and innovation: the complexities and costs associated with
integrating new technologies for waste sorting, treatment, energy recovery and data
management.

1 Illlegal dumping and fly tipping: addressing the persistent issue of illegal waste disposal and
its associated costs and environmental consequences.

Future waste delivery and opportunities through LGR

In the future we are committed to:

1 Learning from success: we will take what has worked well across Kent, like our Waste
Liaison Officers, and build on those successes to make things even better.

1 Working together: we will strengthen our relationships across Kent, adapting our partnerships
as needed to deliver on our regional waste plans.

1 Smarter way to deliver: we will look into creating a single, strategic waste body for the whole
region, potentially linking it with how we plan for new developments.

1 Connecting the dots: we will bring together collection and disposal budgets so we can make
smarter decisions that consider the whole picture, not just parts of it.

1 Better use of information: we will get our data and systems talking to each other so we can
gain clearer insights and make better plans.

1 Planning ahead: planning for the infrastructure we need, making sure it fits with local areas
and future building projects.

1 Making decisions easier: working together across future councils will enable us to reach
consensus and move forward more quickly.

Case study i Waste Liaison Officers

Kent County Council (KCC) has established tw
operational relationship between the Waste D
borough councils, which act as Waste Coll ect
These officers serve as a cruci al Il ink, fost
and supporting performance i mprovement acros
Their responsibilities include facilitating

data for transparency and resolving operatio
aut horities.

By acting as a bridge, they ensure service ¢
ulti mately i mproving outcomes for residents.
The Waste Liaison Offi cefrtsomopang e ,orr gcydloirmph og
statutory reporting and i mprovement, coll abo
|l nsight to iIinterpret trends.

They ensway daommuni cation on policy and oper g
compl ex data into actionable insights for di

Il n addition to strengthening relationships,
operational efficiency by resolving service
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They have also been crucial during disruptiops
coordinating responses and maintaining servi e
prob$seimvi ng.

This has minimised impact on residents and upheld service standards.

Case study 1 creation of a waste Local Authority Trading Company

Canterbury Counci l established a Local Authoij it
Environment Company (Canenco) to take over hjous
commer ci al contractor.

This decision was made after an options apprijai s

Canenco' s board coaumsdfiifdit se raih ndarigd aa wd it rhe eetxdre n sii Vv e
management experience was recruited.

Staff from the former contractocowrcaiel tttbeawmghtier r
necessary vehicl es.

Theoumraiilnt ains oversight of the client functlior
This change has resulted in a more responsi vie ¢
The counci l and Canenco teams work closely, | ea
recycling bins.

Following the successful transfer of waste collection and street cleansing in February 2021,
grounds maintenance services were transferred in December 2021 and public toilet
cleansing and maintenance in June 2024.

Opportunities for Waste delivery under Option 4D

ThdDproposal <cr etaiteers sat rsuicntguiree i n which each of
North Kent, East Kent ,wiMild Keké¢ Bod Wessp&eaibi
di sposal, recycling, and environmental services
fragmentation between district waste coldu@cti on
pl annomgi sttcent service standards, and better en
Medway.

1 Integrated working-int egr ated budget-shge amadbtta&kis snigo ma!l & e
fleets, treatment contracts and recycling inf
the proven efficiency -bfeMesawayi seegxi Bit s ngodel
geemr ate savings on contract and operational coc
use, and harmoni sed service standards.

1 Environmental standards -ea c tto u nnva il 11 be responsi bl ez efroor aancdf
was-teduction targets awiidger edl| itma tke ndt' rsatceogiyn.t yhk
across toaenwiolus support consistent recycling
and waede treatment, making serviceefsempiee
contractors. Shared datauswbslbBmenablessrahspht
waste performance and carbon reduction.
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T Customer experience-resi dent s wi | | have a single point

cleansing and recycling queries, i mproving cu:
are also opportunities to run hyper | ocal «c¢cam
i ncreasyeclring phot¢ali pant oml. all ows each unita
their nuanced geographies, for exampl e:
o North uKémtn: waste optimisation and riverside
o East Kent: <coast al i tred amedagase et samattegu
o Mid Kent: rural route rationalisation and co
o0 West Keniwasgeeand recycling services tailore

1 Partnerships and investment-t h2Dpr oposal will enhance partne

Resource Partnership

gover nancae.u ngdldlh be ablenvestead

as materials recovery facxchrbioes
procurement across the four auth
and stimulate innovation in wast
(e. g. Medway’'’s I nstitute of Sust
support research into waste redu
1 Socialvalue-int egrated contracts wil/l

replicatiwgl Medwapt
partner with | ocal

initiatives,
aut hority can
repair and
policy with
economy cl

climate, housing
usters alomgasnat loe

i ncl

( KsReRe)t,o rD BEMFaRsAt, e aonpde rpartiovrast

oegconal wast
fleeandeent st .
orities will
e technaoleosgy.
ainable Futur.
ction, recycl]
ude | ocal
pashcceaeassifghw
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Public service reform

Criteria 3b. Opportunities to deliver public service reform should be identified, including where
they will lead to better value for money

At the core of any successful public service organisation is the desire to do the best for
those who need those services most. Kent, as an area, starts from a high base but there is
an obvious desire to push further and faster for the citizens of Kent. LGR provides the
platform to meet the moment and drive for fundamental change. There is a clear desire to
be ambitious and to change public services. There is an underpinning set of shared
principles focused around shifting the system to a preventative model. Public services
cannot just keep meeting demand. They must move from being responsive to being
proactive. LGR can be a catalyst to this change. Kent will drive the reform of public
services, ensuring they are rooted in their communities with outcomes at the centre of
decision making.

What is public service reform (PSR) and why is it needed?

Public service reform will be the core to the t
government in Kent.

LGR offers an op
fragmented, reac
and strengths of

rtunity to rethink how peopl e
ve system to one that is proa
Kent’'s residents.

po
ti

There wild/ be the opportunity to root this in r
of Kent.

Public service reform will seek to change the w
ensure residents feel the positive benefits of
are configured and delivered

Too often services are organised around institu
peopl e.

I n the | atest Spending Review, the government o
fT to integrate services so they are organised a

1 toimprove long-term outcomes for people through a focus on prevention, relying less on
expensive crisis management; and

1 to devolve power to local areas that understand the needs of their communities best, with
services that are designed with and for people, in partnership with civil society and the impact
economy.

Thi s i si4sl iofnectei me opportunity to bring together
A move from e@ad dmondaenld t o a preventative model wi
and using precious resources in a more effectiwv

Demand and prevention

Nationally and across Kent, public services fac
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The system is struggling to meet the demand for
wel |l being of the community.

Services, such as adult social care and childre
point. The system is broken for those who need
Cuts to non-statutory services

Failure to see the connection between preventio
silos between service providers, means -ath-Gdtutor
branch transformati on.

This |l eads sbtatwute®riynseonwi ces which are often p
Cutting preventative services only increases de
system, resulting in increased costs and increa
The ‘front door’ and thresholds

At the ‘“front door’ of these statutory services
deployed to triage and assess.

This means that these specialist staff are usin
Furthermore, given the cuts to services, and th
thresholds for support are rising further, | ead
at the point of <crisis.

As a remabst , ptbsesi-hgodemaoadoti Bues to grow, <cre
services intervene too | ate and at greater cost
Assessments and siloes

Given this increase in pressure, services often
iservice demand and residents are frequently re
agencies, undergoing assessment after assessmen
Services havenalsispmpesdieintt ani ndset’ where practit
siloed into their respective organisations.
This not only causes frustration but also erode
Outcomes

These mounting pressures are | eading to poorer
The danger is thigdopuhevwied edse mea nde kaeteipvwse gr owi ng
services cannot be prioritised as resources are

Fiscal control
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At the same time as outcomes are declining and
|l eaders, trying to counteract growing financi al
i ncrement al cuts to service budgets.

These cuts a
to address u

D
jab)

way to demonstrate better fina
derl ying demand and associated cos

=}

The urgency of now

The continued cutting of services wild.| not reso
As crisis response consumes a | arger share of r
intensi fy.

he system b

)

comes reactive rather than proactd.i

than preventing them

This approach is unsustainable, both financi al
A focus on prevention and early intervention ne
point. Now is the time to act.

Public services in Kent need to be fit for purp
Public service sustainability cannot be address
Wit hout reform, councils wild/l be forced to make
accessibility of services and undermining the s
LGR offers an opportunity to embrace change and
communities in a way that works for them.

PSR: a new approach
Kent | eaders are fully aware of the need to act

On 13eéempmt embeled@a@nbdshi ef e xecount icweusn,tayn,d wWnisttan yt

came together to outline and agree t hePS3FPpwast uan
central themwetdhf sttlakedaoy ders discussing and agr
To achieve these ambitions for Kent and to brea
outcomes, the focus must shift to public serviec
This means focussing on outcomes, managing dema
before their needs escal at e.

Through the discussions between Leaders and Chi
defined.

Community first
Out comesussed
Prevention and early

i n rventi on
Coll aborative partnersh

e
p working

A WNPE

t
[
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5 Digital Mi ndset

Community first | Service delivery must be |l ed by
communities, with openness and t|
the delivery of public services.

T By working closely with resident:
understand what matters most and

1T Residents should feel that their
Ssubsequent service design refl ecit

T Services should be reshaped to r g
flexible,fcommeadni pyovisi on.

1T By designing support around the |
can deliver more effective, effi(

T Leadership at al/l |l evel s shoul d 1
communities, ensuring that a br oj
shape d-maksngn

Outcomes T An outcomes focussed approach sh
focussed services.

T Leaders must focusumns ppmpwrntditniga i
and tailored to the presenting n¢{
meeting that need.

T A relational approach should be 3
person, rather than just dispensi

Prevention and T Prevention and early interventio
early intervention underpinning effective PSR that
outcomes for residents, achieve |
services that are fit fotr. the nej¢

T By intervening before issues esc:;
mai ntain control over their 1ivej;g
avoid the distress and disruptio

T Evidence demonsctrriastiess itnhtaetr vpernet i o
benefits through a more effecti v{
services. Early help camnstr edruicei g
and enabl e resources toebé httaggel
I mpact . For example, investment I
and neighbasetdosdrvices has been
need for statutory intervention I

Collaborative T LGR presents a unique opportunit

partnership relationships across the public ¢

working f The benefits have been seen from
across the geography, tsnvadluvtionrgy
the voluntary, community and soci
of public bodies.

T While there are excellent exampl g
Il sol ated and not yet embedded as

T Key partners that coll aborate to
services, the Department for Wor|
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housing providers, waste manage mg
asylum support, among others.
Digital mindset T To set up services for success, |
adopting a digital first mindset
LGR to transform services with a
T I'ntegrated digital systems and i
wi || enable a single, holistic vi
joined up service. This will sup|
duplication, and esnssiuanrealt hianv celvved
the right information at the rig
strengt herm aeswiddadremma&k s ngnand cont.ii
i mprovement .
1T Al can be used to better under st {
need or risk earlier. This can bg¢
better understand the residents |
on treating need rather than i dei

Case study i development of Integrated Neighbourhood Teams

In eastern Kent, the health and care partnership is working with four Primary Care Networks
(PCNs) and the voluntary and community sector (VCS) as Integrated Neighbourhood Teams
(INTs) early adopter sites.

They are looking at tools to identify those most at risk of needing social care or who are likely to
experience worsening health outcomes.

This is known as risk stratification and will help identify those people who will benefit from remote
monitoring and early identification of deterioration to provide additional support.

This is a formal programme working alongside John Hopkins University and will be invaluable in
informing how INTs develop across the county of Kent.

This integrated approach is emerging across western Kent too as they prepare for INTs. This
includes examples such as, but is not limited to:

- the core frailty team with shared case management and shared system use working well in
Tonbridge PCN area.

- a mental health multi-disciplinary team dealing with complex mental health needs working well in
Weald.

- Maidstone PCNs have worked together on a joint service provided by the VCS for people with
complex mental health-related needs across all their PCNSs.

- the Sevenoaks area has established a health and wellbeing huddle approach to link in with the
core primary care networks/Integrated Neighbourhood Teams.

The development in INTs with health, social care, the VCS and other key organisations working
together are a foundation of good practice to build off when adopting the PSR principle of
partnership working.
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Enablers of PSR

To realise the full potenti al of PSR, partners
This means moving beyond organisational boundar
the person.

It requires a cultural shift. One where engagen
ambition for Kent as a whol e.

Several enablers are critical to making this <co
1 More permeable boundaries between partners and services:s er vi ces must bec
open and flexible, allowing for the free flow
partner’s actions benefit another’'s budget or

benefit shared.

2 Shared benefits and budgets:a move towards shared benefits
possibility of shared budgets. By popl approac!l
tackling key issues, ensuring investment is t

3 Co-location of services:Br i ngi ng services and or g-avihied dateiro n
community hubs, shared oftfinces| ver au mobwagy ade d

working, break down silos and make it easier |
4 Inclusive partnership:No partner should be |l eft out of th
whet her statutory, -bastedifamysoprfeemmanseéngse of
in helping the people of Kent. Organisations
recoggi shat they hayv something to | earn from

Achieving this vision wiarlH tradgdtiteeerent ggni sati on

It means moving away from transactional relatio
engaged as equals, united by a common purpose.
It means recognising the challenges facing comn
al one.

The next steps for PSR:

There is broad agreement among Kent Leaders the
1 Refresh working arrangements between organisations: updati ng gover nan
and shared forums between Chief Executives to
result in better alignment and a collective a)]
1 Establish shared learning culture: counci |l s and partners acti ve
best practice is actively sought and embedded

1 Purposeful and reassuring staff communication: ambition for reformr
communicated clearly and confidently to staff
sense of shared purpose.

1 Prepare for a seamless transition: LGR should a seamless hando\
support that feels joined up and easy to navi
the changes from LGR, what to expect and the
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1 More voices are required and welcomed. There i s also an ambiti o
community and soci al enterprise (VCSE) organi

drives resident outcomes <cur rceennttlrye d ,h Tfoo mtcea
service
wi || be pivot al

Case Study i Dover SmART project

Dover SmMART Project is a charity founded in 2013 to support disadvantaged children, especially
young carers, through creative activities to improve their wellbeing and boost their confidence.

It runs creative groups to boost children’s

responsibilities.

The charity has evolved to support other age groups now, such as supporting older people who
may be isolated in the community or have conditions like dementia.

Dover SmART project is funded by a variety of fundraising efforts including the private sector and
the district council.

In 2025, the Dover SmMART Project was named a winner at the Kent Mental Health Wellbeing
Awards.

The SmART project demonstrates the impact the VCS can have on the community.
There is an opportunity for voluntary and community sector projects to use their expertise

and knowledge to support statutory services in supporting vulnerable people, acting as
partners where there are opportunities for a holistic approach.

PSR under Option 4D

Option 4D creates the optimum framework to deliver that ambition by unifying governance,
integrating services, and embedding the five PSR principles agreed by Leaders on 17 September
2025. Under Option 4D, each council will be large enough to deliver efficiently yet close enough to
communities to understand local priorities, through:

1 Neighbourhood-based service design: local hubs combining housing, health, social care,
employment and advice services.

1 Stronger community engagement: residents directly shaping priorities through area committees
and digital participation platforms.

1 Cultural alignment: leadership structures reflecting the diversity and identity of local
communities.

These three activities will help deliver value-for-money through early engagement and co-
production reducing duplication, targeting resources more accurately, and improving overall
resident satisfaction, for example, in health and social care evidence nationally shows that early-
intervention programmes yield savings of £2—£4 for every £1 invested through reduced acute
demand and better targeted support.4!

41 Investing in preventative support can save more than £3 for every pound spent
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https://www.local.gov.uk/about/news/investing-preventative-support-can-save-more-ps3-every-pound-spent#:~:text=Investing%20in%20earlier%20preventative%20support%20in%20social%20care,leaders%20across%20the%20social%20care%20field%2C%20reveals%20today.

Criteria 4: Reflecting local identity and
supporting a shared vision (Working together
to understand and meet local needs)

This section includes:
Incorporating public and stakeholder engagement  Criteria 4a

in model design and 4c

Preserving local identity, culture and historical Criteria 4b
significance

144



Incorporating public and stakeholder engagement in model design

Criteria 4a. It is for councils to decide how best to engage locally in a meaningful and constructive
way and this engagement activity should be evidenced in your proposal.

Criteria 4c. Proposals should include evidence of local engagement, an explanation of the views
that have been put forward and how concerns will be addressed.

Overview of the approach taken to engage the community and stakeholders:

Kent’' s approach to LGR has been firmly rooted i
shared ownership.

Kent’'s 14 councils have worked togethe
coordinatwddecpuongyamme of public and stakeh

,
—
o
—_

o O
—
=

We ran a resident s
engaged with commun
people and organi sa

rvey in September and Octob
ties through our wusual enga
ions are central to busine

Reflecting | ocal i dent i

ity and fostering a share
engagement with residents

, businesses and key s

This engagement activity aligns with t
communities in shaping their future go
gui dance.
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D @D
—

> O
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Whil e MHCLG has not prescribed the extent of en
proactive and inclusive approach.

The process has been informed by best practice
Kent communications group and feedback from cou

We gathered the views of more than 2,000 stakeh

Kent residents

busi nesses

community groups

councillors and officers

Member s of Parl i ament

strategic partners across housing, health, em
education and skills, economic development, g

=4 =4 4 8 -8 A

Overview of engagement activities:

A)St andardi sed resident survey
B)St akehol der engagement programme

The feedback from the public survey and stakeho
Canterbury City Council Policy and Communicatio
engagement workstream. The findings eroesarlefl ect

A)St andardised resident survey
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A standardised resident survey, agreed across a
engagement period.
This consistency ensures data comparability acr
Kemti de ane pleccadlilcy i nsi ght s
The survey aimed to capture residents' Vviews on
priorities for the future shape of | ocal govern
These insights have infor med t hrea kb unsgi npersosc ecsasseess
each council .
The survey received 2,107 responses, which incl
B)St akehol der engagement progr amme
I n addition, a joint stakeholder engagement pro
|l etter sent on behalf -oangl hgKenlsetvceol &i nsctbaukset hiyool da
Each unci | has also engaged with its own netw
voluntary and community orgawsipeatifomrs pabd niemeshs
Councils were encouraged to host meetings and d
the implications of different governance model s
and service delivery can be best preserved and
Across al l Kent councils, priority strategic pa
understand key reflections, including:
T challenges that can be addressed through reor
T opportunities to be realised through reorgani.
T issues that may arise through reorganisation
Tab2e*riority key strategic partners
Health f NHS Kent and Medway I ntegrated
T Kent I ntegrated Care Alliance
T NHS Provider Trusts
o East Kent Hospitals Universi
o Mai dstone and Tunbridge Well
o0 Medway NHS Foundation Trust
o Kent Community Heal th NHS Fqg
o Kent and Medway NHS and Soci
Emergency services | Ken't Pol i ce
1T Ken Police and Crime Commi ssi (g
f South East Coast Ambul ance Ser V
Social care and T Chairs o Saf egAduldt srgamBb aCkdisl d
safeguarding 1 Chairs of any Partnership Boar g
T Chair of Kent and Medway Resili
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Educationandskills [ Uni versity of Kent
T Canterbury Christ Church Univer
T University of Greenwich
T University for the Creative Art
T FE coll eges
Economic T Kent l nvicta Chamber of Commer @
development T Federation of Smal/l Busi nesses
Government and 9T Department for Work and Pensi on
Public Sector 1 National Highways
Partners 9 Port health authorities
f Housing associations
Volunteering T VCSE sector representation

The perspective of Kent residents
Fi gur88hat Kent residents value most about their

Overall Summary: Average Response by Question

Q09: Service quality

Q10: Efficiency/value 4

Q08: Problem resolution time
QO04: Influence decisions 4
Q11: Council Tax amount A
QO06: Contact councillor -

Q03: Sense of belonging
Q02: Area size -

Q14: Residents per councillor 4
QO5: Visit office -

Q13: Population size -

Q15: Ward size

QO07: Attend meetings -

Q12: Number of councillors 4 mm Not Important (4-5)

= Important (1-2)

20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
Average Response (%)

Overall, -theetti gbpestts were service quality, effici
deci-makhng influence and council tax amount
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Fi gur9®pportunities identified by Kent residents

Service standardisation & accessibility | S 581
Economies of scale I 446
Resident-focused governance [ /02
Enhanced governance and services [ 014
Keeping council tax fair and stable NN 175
Optimism for Transformation [N 173
Skepticism about benefits I 154
Environmental & sustainability focus NN 147
Accessibility, accountability and efficiency concerns | RS &1
Inequitable distribution concerns I 79
Conditional support views I 79
Survey design criticism I 48
Personal experience [ 47
Trust & politicalinfluence | 40
Transparency and workforce concerns [l 31
Uncertain & no opinion [l 30
Innovation and youth engagement [l 28
Inclusion and diversity Il 24
Addressing current inefficencies [l 22
Status quo preference Wl 17
Geographic & cultural coherence [l 15

Theme

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700
Number of respondents

Respondents saw service standardisation and acc
reorgani sations, viewing it as a chance to simp
make j-wop nea@rvices more accessible and responsib

Participants identified economies of scale as a
as a means to streamline operations, reduce bur
bal ance of power across areas.

enerational opportunity, use it wi
ke a counci l work in new and i nnovV
1980KénResi dent

AThis 1 s a ¢
chance to ma

Fi gwRr0O&ent residentsd concerns about | ocal gover

Impersonal, remote & lack of localised support | S 595
Implementation and disruption costs I 004
Less accountable & undemocratic I 07
Service quality deterioration N 175
Financial &debt concerns G 131
Long-term efficiency concerns | 117
Unnecessary change I 102

Theme

Specific configuration concerns | N °5
Loss of localidentity IS ©0
Uncertainty and lack of clarity within the process I 77
Uncertain impact on parish councils & councillors N 50
Scale and fragmentation concerns [N 45
Mayoral system opposition I 35
Political continuity concerns I 26

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700
Number of respondents
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Resident s strongest concern was the risk of go
with fears that | arger councils could become di
and coastal areas.

guestioned whether the promised ef

Participants
uring and expressed concern about poten

restruct

There was some concern that reorganisation wil/|
| arger councils could weaken | ocal accountabil:@
residents’ ability to influencees.decisions that
A[l am concerned by] Il oss of |l ocal connection,
due to number of residents, vulnerable residen
opportunities for employment d oicradrleaswiindg Ira:
unempl oyment . Potenti al increase in |evels of v
and families ment al heal th, sKdmMgsiaddnhnng an

Overview of key themes that emerged from the resident research:

l1.Service quality is a top priority for residen-
deteriorate throughout the reorganisation pr o

Service quality ranked as residents’ top priori
7.5% as i mportant, wunderlining the need to main

Respondents saw service standardisation and acc
reorgani sations, viewing it as a chance to simp
make j-wop nea@rvices more accessible and responsib

Overall, there is an expectation for high qual.

Resi dents want services to be responsible to co

here was a strong desire to see improvements i
that i mpact daily | ife such as waste collection

i g enough bins th
mportant to me and my family du the amount

AMy main priority is to have bi
[
i || nieksesn.to r esi dent

Some residents expressed concern LGR wil!l resul
driven primarily by cost cutting measures rathe
There is some anxiety essential services includ
collection and community facilities will suffer
popul ations and competing priorities.

Many respondent st emronefdi marycisdnlordavings from reo
transition costs and the |l oss of established re
residents paying more throughiingcdeamosadtcatmredi lo
worse services.
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Al work in education in Medway, we also have p
current services for education (especially SEN
meet n-&Kedhd Resident

2.Service quality amdkinpguisionftopdeti sudbar i mpo
disabilities

Residents with disabi-tlartm else alntdh tchoomnsdi twidrs | prnig
gual ity and having meaningf ul influence over de
services and concerns abouwntd pocesnsgi @ill di w,r ulpd s <

support.

While service quality remains priority for peop
| ongegrm health condition, they also put a stroncg
This may suggest disabled residents value both
decisions affecting them, possibly reflecting e
without adequate input from people with disabil
When asked to outline their concerns about | oca

respondents who considered them$elrwehetndthace na

AAbi Il ity to be heard and to influence decision
|l ocal Counci l making decisions for | ocal peopl e
somewhere that | can't gienlti Itiot y( lofd olno sti ndgr isveer)y,i

Kent Resi dent

Residents with disabilities want to ensure thei
ensure their perspectives can shape smearkviincges an

AAs a disabled resident who i s passionate abo
reorgani sation presents a vital opportunity to
hope any new council structureppreat i-akiersg 0 nag!
proactive outreach to underrepresented voices.
councillors easily, attend meetings remotely,
Efficiency and valoud afndr, rmaneyoane iempuring th
deci-makears to design councils thatdmetf|ljewcdgt tihre
but in how they engage and empower us. This r

acoot ab-Kleintty . Rbesi dent

See Section 4: Criteria 3spfeocri ffiucr tshueprp odrett ahiilg ho n
sustainabl e service delivery.

3.Residents want to protect | ocal identity, coni
representation

Kent residents feel connected to their respecti
reflected in new council arrangements.

67% of residents said a sense of belonging to t
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However, participants had concerns LGR will ero
individual areas, towns and communities across

Resi dent s strongest concern was the risk of go
Residents were worried councillors representing
knowl edge and undepsetahdcngsefieareamaking it har
representatives and have their voices heard.

Some comments highlight fears that some areas,
be forgotten and abandoned in favour of | arger
ALiving in a rural area | consider that at | ar

bY

our needs and wakKesataResigeoted. 0O

There is a desire for strong | ocal representat.

Residents want to feel connected to their counc
heard and can shape their neighbourhoods.

68% of residents rated the ability to influence
Clear accesgnakerdea@aingi amcountability in council

residents.

Residents emphasised the i mportance of maintain
expressed concerns that | arger councils may bec
communities they serve.

Al f authorities are too | arge then councillors

are representing and not be s eekKents Reasritd eonft

Many expressed anxiety about the ability of r
with some noting that they already struggle to
and fear this problem will worsen.

There was concern amongst some residents that ¢

i naccessible and that servigaenakaguagl ibtexxomay dealir
people unfamiliar with | ocal needs and contexts
AResi dents wil| have | ess representation and

sufficiently reprekKent eBResrdaeaddressed
Notably, the ability to visit a council of fice,
meetings and number of councillors were consi de
to other factors |ike service quality.
See Section 4: Criteria 1 for further detail on
geographies and Section 4: Criteria 4 for furth
4 Residents view |l ocal government reorganisati ol

of scale value for money, but many are concer |
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Efficiency and value for money was the second h

it very important and 12.3% as i mportant and re
that promised savings materialise in practice.
AThe chance to simplify structures, reduce dup

Kent and Medway. Clearer accountability for r

services rather than multipl einhigaKiesnét [Raess iwdeelnl

o<

art.
|

cipants viewed the reorganisation p
ined | oc I

p
stream al government services that u
There was an expectation that reorganisation sh

bureaucracy and ensure fairer balance of power

AA single, unified authority could make it ea
ensure that concerns are addressed withoutkemdai n
Resi dent

Whil e many residents are hopeful about the pote
concerned about the financial and operational c
whet her the promised savings will ever materi al
Participants were sceptical about transition co
out weighing any efficiency gains, ultimately re
service i mprovements.

Comments highlight substantial anticipated expe
redundancy packages, I T system migrations, rebr

consul tant fees.
AMy concerns relate to time and cost and how
reorgani sat-i emmtithiesls hiostal ways upheaval, del ays
as unuKwealt. Resi dent

See Section 4: Criteria 2 for further det ai l on
finances.

The perspective of Kent partners and organisations

There were shared perspectives across partner o

4 . There is genuine recognition among many stake
fficiencies.

Pooling resources, efficiency savings, reduced

Voice, I mpr oved cuopl |paobloircayt inoank,i njgoiannedd cl ear er a

referenced by stakehol ders atsi ot enti al benefit

Il n particul ar, participants saw potenti al for i

throughodaoaction, forums or strengthened parish/
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Economi es of scal e were al so h
enabl e efficbhbéhctcessenvbaek, C
retention of specialist staff.

eferenced.
S

.
ct and proc

AWhat problems could be fixed by reorganisati ol

about which tier of | ocal government i S respon:

councils may be abl e t o p-wiodlsesrueesso usruccens atso ntag cokr
or environment-Kenth®hlréenges. 0

5.Many stakeholders were concerned that reorgan

Many stakehol ders warned of risks relating to r
identity, widening inequality, unresolved finan
management during transition.

Canterbury Foodbank raised concerns that o]

reorga

separating poorer coastal areas from wealthier

They highlight new unitarfyumdiadcd orregii ®rsalnesup Bdrr
i ties

i nequal
AThere is a strong risk that wunitary reorganis
potentiasubei dr®9ssbet ween areas of high soci al
Thanet, Dovel, Fol kestone anrdi Hlyd rh ea raemmas S(wad v
Tonbridge, Tunbridge Wells) is lost. At-addthedsa
empl oyment in the poorer areas, wWwhode secounacmise
hospitality, soci atlorc aarger)i caunldt upriKee mvairljla rsrieatte r e
A concern of equality was also raised by a coun
East Kent council, which concentrates the poore
| owest tax i ncome.
There are concerns about resource allocation pr
and emphasis that | ocal acceexcpaudrdsrase desisan

6. There were concer-msusdohdr iltosgse odxpearti se and

Mul t i

i ple stakehol ders worried that community as
be sold off or transferred without adequate fun
Many also highlighted that geography should not

Cul tur al Il denti ty, hi story, and existing commun
e.g. coastal towns sharing challenges.

One stakeholder noted Canterbury’s historic sig
preserved:

AThat resources that people hold dear, such as

Recul ver to Seasalter, are not cherished in th
counekKdntdo Partner
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TabB@Nuanced feedback from stakehol der s

Grouping Key reflections from LGR Verbatims

Health 1 Stakeholders from (... we would vi
emphasi sed opportuigeographical a |
integration if | oc{NHS boundaries
boundaries align wipossible and r ¢
partnership areas. |Given that pool
potential for more|strongly infl ug¢
working in social factors, align
preventi on. coordination ol

Parish Councils | Pari sh councils hi¢(iParish Council
identity and |l ocal [unique and i nvg;
essential to resid¢within their c
concerns that extelelected repres:¢
heritage expertise|live and worKk
community assets althey serve, Pa
oversight over plalthave a direct
dei si ons. | ocal resident

f Some stakeholders {understandnagd:
emphasised parishegjand concerns. o
highly | ocal, resp
services and argue
i's vital to reside

1T Some acknowl edged
could bring effici {
benefits, but stre
community identity
sacrificed in purs

1T They al so emphasi s¢
proper recognition
funding.

Councillors f Councillors were c(nl am very con
reduced councillorjusing strategi
increased responsiltransport | i nk:
candidates and redito connect peo|
representation and|places of wval ug¢
knowl edge among colsustainabl e ho
Resi dent s infrastructure

T Some respondents ojgrowth. It is
district councils me that we mai
service disruption|representation
weaker democracy. cohesion. o

T A concern around e(
by a councillor wh
financial sustaina
counci l concentrat
aut horities with hi
and | owest tax inc
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Housing 1 Stakehol ders from (AiPotenti al pr ol
were concerned abojcould be creat ¢
di sruption during {(housebuil dinegai
housebuilding, confunitary author.|
housing prioritiesjabandon adopte
di saggregatiwomeofso(l ocal pl ans in
care services. devel oping thei
T An estate manager ¢(Confusion amon
management requireyon the housing
and RICS regulatiofhow | ogaver nme:r
to practice in knoyreorganisation
whet her someone wunitheir priority
area can manage valhousingéo
mai ntain estatesf d
through statutory

Education and T Further education AEnsuring cons|

skills possibilities fwirdetand adequate p
skills strategies require any ne
coordination that authorities to
smadilzed medi um entlcapacity and e
Kent . propewlrydianat e
T However, among ot hgqgoversee High Ng¢
highlighted that tlresponsibiliti:¢
have i mplications |
needs.

Support from residents and partner organisations for a 4-unitary model
Residents

Ther e sveveroammmon tthlreatesemer ged throughstdhle aess ar
standardisation and accessibility (581 mentions
resi-lilecttsed governancwhi(cdhaPRalrneentr eobb& phedd etchhatanc
support the proposed 4D model

1 Service Quality
Residents wanted consistent, reliable frontline services such as waste, highways, and social
care delivered inajoined-up way. The 4d model addresses th
between county and district responsibilities, and integrating responsibility for key services (e.g.
waste, highways, housing and social care) within sensible boundaries and geographies,
enabling services to be designed and delivered aligned to local demand and needs.

1 Efficiency and Value for Money
There is public expectation for simplification and tangible savings. Respondents supported
reducing duplication and delivering “one coun
single-tier model. As a small unitary, Medway has consistently demonstrated value for money
for Iits residents charging the | owest counci |l
Children’s Services, being the only council I
receiving a C2 rating for our Housing Landlord Service.
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Local Identity and Belonging

Residents emphasised that new structures must
four balanced unitaries built around real communities (North, East, Mid, and West Kent)

preserving local identity while creating viable population sizes of 375k—625k, directly reflecting

the feedback. Likewise, just under 60% feel that the size of the area covered by their council

was important or very important.

Influence and Accountability

Residentstoldustheyval ued c¢cl ear | ines of accountabilit
contact .’ The 4d model provides one | ocally -
strengthened ward representation and community engagement mechanisms, and simplified
governance structures.

As part of the engagement process, residents also provided feedback on specific council
services:

T

=

Waste and Recycling
Featured prominently in both quantitative rankings and open-text responses as one of the top
three services most valued by residents. Over 78% of respondents described waste and

recycling as “essential to | ocal ergcethdyinterpct of |
with most frequently. Comments reflected frust
bet ween districts” and confusion about *“who i
collection.” Many respondentrespomporhnhi ed floav it m

to simplify accountability and ensure consistency. Option 4d meets this expectation by tailoring

local waste management plans to local need alongside an integrated waste management

function.

Council Tax and Financial Efficiency

Council tax levels and perceived fairness were repeatedly cited as a key concern. 72% of
respondents stated that ®“keeping council tax |
important priority with comments frequently referenced duplication of management and

administration across tiers as a driver of inefficiency and higher council tax bills. Respondents
expressed support for “streamlined council s t|
t hrough council tax st abi Imanagement afdlpack-offide casts,t i o0 n
creating scope to stabilise or slow growth in council tax without reducing frontline services.

Highways and Street Maintenance

In questions about improvement priorities, road maintenance, pothole repair and street

cleanliness were among the most frequently mentioned issues. Many residents expressed
confusion about responsibility for hiorghedisdrigts (
I need t o— aconsidteatcheme)supporting the simplification goal of LGR more

widely. Respondents favoured local control of highways and street scene services, stating

these are “the most visi bl ed4dtmedeltgives éachdJaitarp c i | p
Authority full control of highways, transport and public realm services, reducing confusion and
enabling quicker, more accountable responses to local maintenance issues.

Housing, Planning and Social Care

Around 62% of r esponde n tupplgnming between hosisingand bet t er
infrastructure” and 58% highlighted “i mprovin
Qualitative feedback linked housing, social care and health integration as areas where the
currenttwo-t i er split “creates gaps and del ays.” Re
delivery across housing, planning, and care — functions currently divided between county and
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district councils. The 4d model unifies these within each new authority, addressing those
service-level concerns directly and at more cohesive, neighbourhood level.

Partners

Stakeholder workshops and written submissions from over 40 organisations - including the NHS
Kent & Medway Integrated Care Board, Kent Police, Kent Fire and Rescue, universities, chambers
of commerce, and VCSE networks — has similar reflections:

9 Health and Social Care
They emphasised the importance of coterminous boundaries with the four Health and Care
Partnerships, and a focus more on prevention and population health. The 4d geographies
mirror the 4 HCP’' s, enabling joint commi SSi on|
focused services.

1 Emergency Services
They called for clearer accountability, simpler coordination and better real-time data-sharing
during incidents. Option 4D provides four coterminous ¢ o u n alignkdswith police and
resilience-forum geographies, strengthening emergency planning and resilience.

1 Education and Skills Providers
They favoured devolved, place-based partnerships aligned with labour-market areas - precisely
how the 4d model distributes functions across North, East, Mid and West Kent.

1 Education and Skills partners
They desired closer collaboration between councils, schools, FE and HE providers. They
favoured devolved, place-based partnerships aligned with labour market areas — precisely how
the proposed 4d option would distribute functions across North, East, Mid and West Kent.

1 Business and Economic Stakeholders
They sought a single, predictable planning and licensing regime. The 4d model provides that
consistency within each area while retaining a Kent-wide strategic framework through the
proposed Combined County Authority, giving investors and employers a single local point of
contact/access.

1 Voluntary and Community Sector (VCSE) organisations
They favoured locally led commissioning, engagement and co-production. The 4d model
maintains place-based partnerships while simplifying funding routes and opening opportunities
for co-design.

Both residents and partners clearly showedad e si r e f or ' oneandmouaramote per
authority for the whole county. This reflects areportbytheDi st r i ct Co unBiggelis s Ne
not better (2020) which stated that residents value accessibility, identity and local responsiveness,

with large units risking losing these and weakening trust in local government.
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https://www.districtcouncils.info/wp-content/uploads/DCN-Bigger-is-not-better-Report.pdf
https://www.districtcouncils.info/wp-content/uploads/DCN-Bigger-is-not-better-Report.pdf

Preserving local identity, culture and historical significance
Criteria 4b. Proposals should consider issues of local identity and cultural and historic importance

Maintaining local identity across Kent

Kent is a large and diverse region with a rich history, strong civic traditions and distinct local
identities.

From coastal towns and rural villages to historic market centres and modern urban hubs, the
geography and culture of Kent have shaped how communities live, work and relate to their local
institutions.

We know from engagement with our residents they associate their identify with their local town
and not their local council.

They do not live their lives according to administrative boundaries.

Their daily experience is shaped by functional geographies — commuting patterns, access to
hospitals, schools, and community services — that often extend beyond council borders.

The lived reality is that every road, bus route, and service network crosses boundaries.

New councils must recognise this and work together to create coherent, strategic plans that reflect
how people move and access services.

This includes transport, health and preventative care, which are most effective when delivered
through local, community-based interventions.

New councils must support both strategic coordination and planning across council boundaries
and local responsiveness.

Four councils with clear identities

TabB8B&l dentity and culture for each council area
North Kent: A place shaped by rivers, industry and resilience: North Kent’s identity
 Medway has always been forged by its geography and its people. Stretching

(98 %), from Dartford and Gravesham through Medway and into the northern

* Gr av e s h|reaches of Swale, it sits where the Thames meets the Medway — a
( 87 %) landscape of estuary light, dockyard cranes and centuries of trade,

« Swal e ( |craftsmanship and civic pride. It is both gateway and frontier: the place

» Dartford where England looks out to Europe and where London’s energy begins
(78%) to meet Kent’s coast and countryside.

e Smal | p/The shipwrights, engineers, dockwor
Tonbrid Sheerness built vessels that carri g
Mal I i ng{rivers and railways that once movVvec(

e Mai dstolideas, data and peopale.wdher reat si
( 2 %) rei magined as creative campuses, ut

i nnovation, but they stild]l carry tf
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Local pride in towns | i ke Rochester
urban i dentity that i s separate fr¢
heartl ands.

Historic foundations: The towns and villages o
hi storical roots. Rochester’s cast|
reminders of its role as one of ENnf(¢
power since Norman times. Gmav&®eén
and maritime gateways. Sheerness af
synonymous with naval power and shi
l' iterary inspiration from these st
endur ance and cehsaonngaet etsh.at st i | | r

A culture of creativity and craftsmanship: To d a y , North Ke
expressed through reinvention. The

Hi storic Dockyard are vibrant anchg

artisimaketisl,l mdesi gneruspsanwhaodihgavealf
inspiirmtito® i ndustri al heritage. TAh
Heritage contender, has -peesemeveden
sites and a symbol of how heritage
The areas cultural <calendar is equaé
and Dickens Festival cel ebrate foll
Paint the Town bring contemporary g
spaces and Sheemames S, tGi agdboamane

standing music and community arts

traditions. From jazz on the river

culture that valwues participation
Communities and place:Nor t h Kent’' s popul atio

th 35 oy —h tn

and most diverse in the couaesyablt
families with dockyard and militar.\
drawn by proximity to Londonagt iamg fg
affordable | iving and studio space.
area its edge: -tcaolnkfiindge,nte n tsrterpari egnhetu
|l ooking. It is also a place of |anmdt
new housing and medieval high strecdé
mar shl and. Yet these differences cgd

bel onging. Whether through | ocal f(
volunteer net woriklss,orcipvairci sphr icdoeu nrcu
Modern identity and emerging story: The @r eaenti ty i g

reshaped around innovation, creat.i
business parks and cul tural i nstity
the waterfront devel opments at Chat
symbol idseer ar esniewal . This i s a piaas
heritage while imagining new futur ¢

change for centuries and continues
Frometestuary mud-tpetd taithkihkgh
one of transformation and innovati (

West Kent’s identity is rooted in its position as both a rural heartland
and a prosperous commuter region bridging London and the wider
South East. The landscape — marked by the wooded ridges of the High
Weald and the chalk escarpments of the North Downs has long shaped
settlement, trade and character. Historic market towns and villages
grew from medieval manors and coaching routes, many still defined by
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Georgian and Victorian architecture and their proximity to country
estates.

History: We st Kent'’'s history has been or
fertile soils and ancient woodl and
production, whatlaebliyt st ra vadpwpaowea red

mills and trade from medaegal sti mes:s
coaching inns made 1t a key route [
still wvisible in settlements such e
century brought prosperity through
crenagtinew suburbs and villas for Lo
designated a Royal spa town in 190¢
refinement and civic pride. These i
affluence, <civic engtalgeetmeandn tainmu e |

area today.
Cultural Life and Community Identity: We st Kent ' s cul t |
reflects a balance between traditi(
strong arts an-df rhoemiThaey eAnsecleinage Scot
and the Sevenoaks Kaleidoscope Gall
Tondbge Music Weekend and Weal den Li
and gardens | i ke Knol e, Penshur st H
anchor a sense of continuity and at
villages sustain pmiccktnesworchoiofs, |
The area’s communities value civiec
environmental stewardship. Green si
remain central to | ocal pride and i
Senseof Place:Landscape remains central t
The Hig Weal d Area of Outstanding
t region’s identity, shapinrn
e l i ke Chiddingst onief,y Grhoeo nk
friameer houses, oast roofs ang{

p gardens. Today, West Kent h
attai ment and well being indicator g
volaimyty and cultural sector. Th4ooé&gqg
connected to gl obal London and prot

=0n 5
D

East Kent has one of the richest and most distinctive identities in
England — a place shaped by its coastline, its proximity to Europe, and
centuries of exchange, migration, and resilience. The area’s character
is a product of both its geography and its people: an enduring
maritime landscape that has long served as the nation’s frontier, and a
network of communities that blend historic pride with creative
reinvention.

A Historic Gateway and Cultural Crossroads: For over a t

r
years, East Kent has been Engl and’ g
The ports of Dover and Sandwich, ar
have connected B+ag att madiondg hpo swvtog ,| ¢
and frofnt defeeaseo From the arrival
Augustine’s mission at Canterbury i
at Fol kestone, this eastern corner
bet ween nations.
This international orientation cont
cultural confidence of Canterbury [
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Worl d Heritage Site coexists with
such as Margate and Fol kestone, whg
tourism and reinvention. The coast
influences and entenrtpra speer sgonva lnigt yi
| ooking yet deeply rooted.

Senseof Place:East Kent’'s geography defin
chal k cliffs of Dover, and the fert
that has inspired artists, writers
Turner's seascapes t oantdh eCowrriatdi,n ¢ sh
openness of the coastline have | ong
Each community has its own distinct
|l earning, pilgrimage and continuit.
service Fol kestone by reinvention
independence and seasi dieduvsittrayl,i tcy a
and civic pride. Together thesédi Vvde
setdbd6nfident and bound by a shared ¢
Culture, Creativity and Enterprise: Cul t ur al r egener at
to East Kent’s modern identity. Tur
Creative Quarter in Folkestone, anf¢
Precincts in Canterbury are corner g
Fetsi vals such as Fol kestone Book Fe
Ramsgate Festival of Sound cel ebrat
community heritage proje€cftrsomkemapr il
museumRoman and medieval archaeol og
These assets are not only economic
social fabric: open, inventive, and
for i ncl wmaikve gplaamade for an identity

embracing change.
Continuity, Resilience and Renewal: Acr oss centuries

i ndustri al decline and renewal |, E a s
extraordinary capacity to adapt. N ¢
tourism have each risen and transf (

decommi ssioni nghdofRitcthdo oDowegrh power
redevel opment of the port estates,
creative industries all mark a regi
sense of purpose.

Mi d Kent occupies the historic heart
towns, rur al | aasttandpprg Bnadel asgt hg¢
is an area where the county’s agri(
and civic tramdadaderomsdymeaemi srheof tr a

i nnovation but where the *“ Garden of
Historic Development: The area’s settl ements t
Saxon and medieval origins, when :
as mar ket towns and river crossings;g
Mai dstone, with i1its Archbi shoep’vse dP ¢
key ecclesiastical and trading cent
agriculture and | ater through the &
rail way works town and now a strat ¢
ad Malling’ s history is anchored i1

whil e the surrounding Weald commun
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®
S
a
3

ng industries the

di mension shaped by militar
y Canal to the defences of
west r et adaomasat ali sitd enxrcttiitvye |Irig
hinterland and the Kent Downs
Mi d Kent a strong sense of continui
architecture woven into its modern
Senseof Place:Mi d Kent'’' s identity is both
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Why Option 4D will retain and grow cultural identity

ThdDopt poovides the best balance between | ocal
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Criteria 5: Supporting strategic devolution
and regional priorities

This section includes:

Unlocking the devolution vision in Kent Criteria 5a

Equal representation from all four corners of Kent  Criteria Sc
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Unlocking the devolution vision in Kent
Criteria5a.Pr oposal s wi | | need to consider and set o

Combined Authority (CA) or a Combined County Au
been taken by Government to work with &ahd Batesa
governance arrangements wil|l need to change to
clearly (where applicable) whether this proposa

Criteria5b.Wher e no CA or CCA is already established
out how it will help unlock devolution.

All of Kent’s councils recognise the critical need to devolve powers to a strategic authority
to unlock public sector reform and empower decisions about Kent to be made in Kent. The
vital difference that devolution would make to economic growth, housing delivery,
education and skills and transport, and the benefits it would bring across Kent in terms of
accelerating public service reform, cannot be underestimated. This is a once-in-a-
generation opportunity to improve life chances for the residents and businesses of Kent
and Medway.

A devolution deal for Kent

We were disappointed to not be accepted onto the Devolution Priority Programme (DPP) and have
been pressing the case with ministers and MHCLG to understand the path towards devolution in
Kent.

This is particularly important in light of the critical role Kent plays in national infrastructure and
border management, and the opportunities that arise from a strategic county-wide approach being
taken on economic growth, education and skills.

Partner support

Key local public sector partners - the Chief Executives and Chairs of the ICB, health and care
partnerships and acute trusts, the Chancellors/Vice Chancellors of the University of Kent,
Canterbury Christ Church University and Greenwich University which has a campus within Kent,
the Chairs of the Kent and Medway Economic Partnership, Business Advisory Board and Kent
Invicta Chamber, the Chief Executives of Eurotunnel and the Port of Dover and the Chairs of the
Kent Housing Group and Kent Developers Group - all share our concerns that reorganisation in
Kent without devolution would result in a piecemeal approach and sub-optimal transformation.

Timelines that work for both priorities

Aligning the timeline for the creation of a strategic authority is key to avoiding a double
reorganisation by which we establish unitary authorities in April 2028 and either have to operate
hosted services through localised arrangements only to reaggregate services into a strategic
authority shortly after.

This two-stage piecemeal approach would generate additional cost, complexity and create further

disruption to staff and services as well as weaken public clarity on the nature and role of local
government in delivering national objectives and policies.
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Kent’' s district and borough councils and Medway
Authority at the first available opportunity in April 2028 to operate alongside the new unitary
authorities.

Government support and agreement for devolution to be aligned with local government
reorganisation in Kent will enable effective transition planning of key services resulting in a
seamless transition, enabling synergies in programme management and leadership capacity while
providing clarity to residents and partners regarding how local government and devolution
opportunities will be embraced in Kent.

Clarity for partners is critical given our deep ambitions regarding public service reform at the
earliest opportunity.

This requires consistency, developed relationships and focus on service delivery rather than
ongoing structural change that is not focused on achieving outcomes.

Kent is a natural fit for devolution as critical partners already work coterminously with the footprint
of the strategic authority including Kent Police and the Police and Crime Commissioner, Kent Fire
and Rescue Service, the integrated care board and many voluntary and community service
organisations.

A failure to bring forward devolution simultaneously alongside reorganisation in Kent represents a
significant additional cost pressure through missed opportunities, delay, disruption and duplication
of effort.

The proposals for LGR in Kent and Medway directly address the rationale given by MHCLG for
excluding Kent and Medway from the DPP, namely addressing population disparity imbalance
between the area of Kent and the unitary authority of Medway.

We urge ministers to accelerate devolution in Kent to meet the timescale we have proposed as
this will deliver the greatest opportunity for successful public sector reform.

All of Kent’s councils recognise the critical need to devolve powers to a strategic authority
to unlock public sector reform and empower decisions about Kent to be made in Kent. The
vital difference that devolution would make to economic growth, housing delivery,
education and skills and transport, and the benefits it would bring across Kent in terms of
accelerating public service reform, cannot be underestimated. This is a once-in-a-
generation opportunity to improve life chances for the residents and businesses of Kent
and Medway. All of Kent’s councils recognise the critical need to devolve powers to a
strategic authority to unlock public sector reform and empower decisions about Kent to be
made in Kent. The vital difference that devolution would make to economic growth,
housing delivery, education and skills and transport, and the benefits it would bring across
Kent in terms of accelerating public service reform, cannot be underestimated. This is a
once-in-a-generation opportunity to improve life chances for the residents and businesses
of Kent and Medway. Timelines that work for both priorities Enabling strategic leadership
through a regional governance model.

A strategic authority across Kent and Medway provides a real opportunity to strengthen Kent as a
whole and to focus the role of unitary authorities on their delivery role.

The strategic authority will take a strategic role across Kent including:
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f transport and infrastructure, including th
nati onal i nfrastructure including the port
1 economic devel opment and regeneration, 1incl
f housing and strategic planning, including t
T adult education, skills and job support

T the environment and net zero
1

health including the 1 CB, wellbeing and publ i
£

T the Police and Crime Commi ssioner and

A Mayor for Kent will provide a clear single voice for the region, support inward investment and
ensure the county punches its weight on the national and international stages.

Kent requires a voice on the Council of the Nations and Regions, not only for its size but also for
the critical role it plays in national infrastructure, travel and borders.

This high-profile leadership role with government will support growth in Kent and, through the
national role, address a gap that would otherwise be apparent in addressing national priorities.

The future councils will be balanced and powerful constituent authorities on the strategic authority,
alongside the mayor, and will provide the voice for their distinct economic areas.

We know from existing combined authorities that a single strategic approach does not mean that
one size fits all.

A Kent strategic authority will also enable the councils to focus on effective local delivery and deep
public service reform on an appropriate footprint.

The councils will have different strengths and needs, local partnerships and communities they
represent.

A strategic authority will provide clear overall direction and coherence, enabling councils to focus
delivery in their local area which will mean they can become more agile through a place-based
approach within a larger strategic framework.

Progress towards devolution

Despite not being on the DPP, we have continued to develop our approach to devolution in Kent to
enable us to rapidly take advantage of the opportunity when provided.

We have started work to agree our vision and strategic intent regarding devolution and the role
and purpose of the strategic authority in delivering it, and the most effective relationship required
with the constituent councils.

We are refreshing our shared priorities by identifying critical strategic challenges and opportunities
requiring a strategic and Kent-wide approach.

Following MHCLG support for our devolution approach, we will finalise the preferred structure and

identify the processes and resources required to integrate into the combined LGR and devolution
implementation programme.
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This will enable us to prepare the ground for the Mayoral Strategic Authority, develop the early
investment programme and begin development of the statutory policy framework.

This will set robust foundations for the mayoral election and strategic authority to vest in April
2028.

Option 4D presents a compelling governance model for Kent, structured around four councils
designed to advance strategic devolution and regional priorities. This configuration ensures
balanced representation by aligning population sizes across the councils and fostering equitable
participation in county-wide decision-making. This is essential for cultivating strong, collaborative
relationships within any future strategic authority. The 4D configuration ensures all four councils
are balanced in population and fiscal strength (approx. 375,000—-625,000 residents), giving parity
of influence and shared governance within a CCA model.

The Government’'s English Devolution Framewor k (
strategically coherent local governance is a prerequisite for devolved powers. Option 4D directly
meets this test by:

Creating four resilient councils with clear accountability for place-based delivery;

Enabling a Kent & Medway Combined County Authority (CCA) or Mayoral Combined Authority

(MCA) to act at regional scale;

1 Providing strategic coherence across transport, skills, housing and net-zero while maintaining
local flexibility;

1 Embedding community identity and democratic legitimacy through direct representation and

local accountability.

)l
il

Importantly, this structure mirrors successful devolved regions such as Greater Manchester and
West Yorkshire, combining local responsiveness with regional capability.

The four unitary model will have streamlined governance which will enhance leadership clarity and
simplify administrative processes, positioning Kent to engage more effectively with central
government and regional stakeholders. Thus, Kent will be able to strengthen its strategic voice
and influence over the region, through presenting a unified stance on critical issues such as
infrastructure, housing, and economic growth.

The proposal aligns unitary boundaries with natural geographic landmarks, functional economic

areas and transport corridors, thereby improving coordination and reducing inefficiencies. This

alignment supports the effective delivery of devolved functions and ensures that governance
structures reflect the county’s operational rea

These councils are designed to be sufficiently large to deliver services efficiently, yet remain
closely connected to their communities. This balance enables responsive, locally tailored services
whilst also balancing with the delivery of broader strategic ambitions.

Option 4D offers a governance framework capable of delivering strategic devolution through fair
representation, simplified leadership, collaborative engagement, and locally attuned decision-

maki ng. It aligns Kent’'s geogr ap hyitesyequippingthes ec o
county to manage planning, infrastructure, and sustainability priorities with confidence and

cohesion.

168



Population sizes that support devolution

Criteria 5c. Proposals should ensure there are sensib
authorities and any strategic authority, with t
The four-unitary model for Kent meets government criteria by creating balanced and

sufficiently large authorities. Each council is large enough to manage complex, devolved
responsibilities yet each remains small enough to sustain strong local identity and

meaningful democratic representation. It supports effective devolution by enabling strong
collaboration with a Mayoral Strategic Authority and promotes equitable, efficient local
governance

Devolution governance: the argument for Option 4D

The 4D model proposes the creation of four balanced Unitary Authorities, each with a population
between approximately 375,000 and 625,000 residents. Thes e popul ation range
within the opbumeétsesmmérdédrby MCHLG typically
residents which balances strategic capacity, fi
Eacchouncsi Il arge enough to manage complex, devolyv
growth, transport infrastructure, skills planni
to sustain strong local identity andr en2taes nagf st
t hat mirrors successful devolved regions such a

West Midlands, where individual constituent aut
700, 000 rBalanced populason sizes ensure parity between partners, preventing

dominance by a single large authority and allowing equal voice within a future Kent & Medway
Combined County Authority (CCA).
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Criteria 6: Enabling stronger community
engagement and neighbourhood
empowerment

This section includes:

Community engagement and neighbourhood Criteria 6a,
empowerment across Kent 6b
Neighbourhood Area Committees (NACs) Criteria 6a,

6b
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Community engagement and neighbourhood empowerment across Kent
Criteria6a: Pr oposal s wi l | need to explain plans to m

Criteria6b: Wher e t here are already arrangements in p
enabl e strong community engagement .

Community engagement and neighbourhood empowerment are central to achieving our
LGR objectives in Kent. Neighbourhood Area Committees (NACs) represent a powerful
opportunity to transform how communities take part in local decision-making.

Through LGR in Kent, communities will have a stronger voice within their new councils and
with partners. We will ensure local insights shape discussions between unitary authorities
and service providers, while building on and strengthening existing approaches that are
already working well.

Effective local government is a function of the relationships between elected members, service
provision, residents and communities.

Empowered, engaged communities know who they are and what they need.

They know what services are available in their area and they expect to co-design and shape those
services.

They see and know their councillors and local service providers.

And they are not afraid to share their perspectives and they are confident they will be heard.

Councils at all | evels across Kent and Medway h
engagement -wiide cioruinttiyati ves such as Crowdfund K
t h Thanet Youth Council and di rpearti sghr asnnds tfoown
[

e
ke Faver sham.

At the heart o
by tempering t
and the granul
community.

f this commitment | ies a requiren
he tension between the economies
ar responsi veonne scsl oasned woerlkeivnagn cwei tt

Having fewerer <iorugilca | s offers greater opportuni
i nvest ment of resour ces -oapnedr aptoitoenn twiatlhl ys tsantouottohre

Conversely, a |l arger number of smal kersiogonunowiclad
specific services that adapt to communities’ di
Regardless of the model selected by government,

engagement and enable genuine neighbourhood emp
communities and ensuring -sprancadeesf fairei eretl.evant ,

To do this, Kent recognises it requires a new Vv
|l ocally rooted and strategically impactful
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This is the Neighbourhood Area Committee (NAC),
and-poaoduction that wunites communptresh ebeoaced]l

service partners NACs, working alongside servi
parish councillors, will enable LGR to realise
engagement and neighbourhood empower ment .

Al ongsi de the major changes to our council stru
closer, more informed and more empowered in the

on of services wi ensure NACs
e representation m town and p
I

particip [
fro
ocal governance and priorities.

ati
|l uence, whi |

Th t
i n [
alignment with

— =

Therefore, we have assessed our plans to enable stronger community engagement and deliver
genuine opportunity for neighbourhood empowerment using three key criteria:

T wi || the reforms enable communities to make t
partners delivering services?

T will they enable unitary authorities to work
insights from community engagement?

T wittHey all ow unitary authorities to build effe

that are already working?
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Neighbourhood Area Committees (NACs)
Criteria6a: Pr oposal s wi l | need to explain plans to m

Criteria6b: Wher e t here are already arrangements in p
enabl e strong community engagement .

Neighbourhood Area Committees (NACs) are Kent’s preferred model for strengthening
local engagement through LGR. Led by ward councillors, NACs connect communities with
services and decision-making, adapting to local needs and ambitions. They integrate town
and parish councils, statutory services, and community groups. Their success will depend
on inclusive engagement, strong local partnerships and responsiveness to community
priorities.

Role of NACs

Central government has made clear that Neighbourhood Area Committees (NACSs) are the
preferred way for Local Authorities to "hardwir
through LGR.

Led by ward councillors, NACs are seen as maximising the structural efficiencies brought about by
LGR and strengthening localism and community participation across all areas.

Our approach takes advantage of this opportunity to realise these benefits in ways that meet our
distinctive Kent context.

This approach has been the prevailing view amongst Kent Leaders and officers during recent
engagement with stakeholders

Kent’ s NACs wil |l be a central hub for | ocal par
communities with services and their council.

Each NAC will identify its initial priorities, which may be specific local issues with significant
opportunity to flex new powers and responsibilities around new solutions.

Over time, we anticipate NACs will gravitate towards more strategic arrangements between
partners across their areas of responsibility.

NACs will be able to take on different levels of responsibility and decision-making in response to
the size and ambition of their area.

Some may begin as largely advisory and consultative, acting as an effective platform to
communicate local perspectives to strategic forums in the new unitary authority and other statutory
partners.

Others may request and receive devolved responsibility and budget from their unitary authority.

2MHCLG, ‘Local government reorganisation: summary of feedback
https://www. gov. uk/ gova@nivme mingeqn d & rirscumrd i dordive £ Id Goens Ikt eprl iam s-/ | oc al
gover nmmeortg and wsmrhdorfiyve e d boadic ikt erl iam s
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We want to see NACs tending towards taking on more devolved responsibilities as they develop
more mature local ways of working.

Membership of NACs
Elected unitary authority councillors will be the anchors of their NAC, ensuring that democratic
accountability is central to local collaboration and delivery, and while making listening,

understanding, and advocacy integral to their role.

As well as unitary councillors, NACs will include representation from town and parish councils
where applicable and statutory services such as

Residents’ associations and business groups wil
Community and Social Enterprise (VCSE) organisations, to ensure local perspectives and needs
are well represented.

Precise membership of each NAC will vary depending on the needs and context of that community
but all should enable participation by individual members of the public.

Scale and local adaptations

Kent’ s NACs need to be effective neighbourhood
As such, they need to cover a small enough population for a clear local identity to apply.

NACs in cities are likely to cover a larger population than those in villages, for example.

We will work with stakeholders to identify NAC boundaries and these will be informed by other
neighbourhood-level footprints such as primary care networks which cover 30,000 to 50,000

residents.

These areas will cover substantially smaller geographies than those of statutory services and the
unitary authorities and NACs will need to work with statutory partners to develop and iterate

effective models of engagement.

On the other hand, NACs will cover a substantially larger population than most town and parish
councils.

It is recommended these work in clusters to engage with this model.
Across Kent, different community engagement models are in use.

These need to shape NAC formation so that the n
and trust.

Integrating NACs and town and parish councils
Town and parish councillors will be core members of well-functioning NACs.

The pivot al and established role that Kent’'s 31
engagement in Kent will remain critical for any new council model.

174



These hyper-local councils, covering an average population of just over 5,000, are the closest tier

of government to residents.

They provide an irreplaceable platform for direct interaction and feedback, and they will allow this
representation to be sustained through the disruption and change of LGR.

Town and parish councils in Kent convene and facilitate face-to-face and online discussions and
allow residents to ask questions, make suggestions and raise concerns in a setting that ensures
their local context is respected and understood.

These forums empower communities and clearly position their unique needs and priorities within
broader governmental decisions.

No other level of civic engagement can match their capacity to help smaller towns and villages
retain their distinct identity.

Kent's | ocal

councils have widel
population size and historical context.

y varying

numbe

Approximately six to 10 town or parish councils might expect to cluster into each NAC, though this
will vary in accordance with local need and context.

Council area ‘ Town and parish councils*

Ashford 42
Canterbury 26
Dartford 8
Dover 35
Folkestone and Hythe 29
Gravesham 5
Maidstone 40
Medway 11
Sevenoaks 31
Swale 37
Thanet 10
Tonbridge and Malling 27
Tunbridge Wells 16
Total 317

“Borough, District,

and

Unitary Authority

websites
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Creating the conditions for community empowerment

NACs can be a powerful structure to drive community and neighbourhood empowerment in Kent,
but success depends on three key conditions for success:

1) inclusive community engagement
2) being rooted in communities and existing structures
3) the ability to drive strategic impact

Conditions for How this can be achieved in Kent

success
1. Inclusive 1 Embed openness, inclusion, and co-productionas f oundat i
community operational principles. Where com
engagement their feet, causing meaningful i n
member ship structures and role pr
and-paoduct i oai.r NALn & hcouncill ors
consistently model these values o
participation risks quickly rever/
all owing NACs to form on differenti

and capg.
1 Resource communities to shape their NAC’s scope and priorities:
Having the authority and resource

| ocalism. Clear, permissive frame
knowl edge to define and tackl e t hjy
wi || be encour agedt haen dp cstueprptoir & le df, o
of ficer support where-papgrucgr ioant a&a
participatory models in the desig

1 Poor transport links and digital isolation may hamper participation
in rural or deprived communities. And some pl aces
experience of collective action a
to work through these questions.
1 Confusion or cynicism borne of past restructures may demotivate
communitiesand prevent engagement. NAC
transparent about the rationale a
with actions that NACs represent

2. Drive T Unitary aut ho rsustainedconmiitindnt to gather arad
strategic listen to NAC feedback when devel oping strate
impact wi || need structures and practice
NACs which should become advisory
T NACs wi || need to be supported an
acknowledge historic inequalities
o Given Kent’'s diversity, some N/
resourcing mechanisms that t ak:¢
capacity and soci al i nfrastr-uc/|
building support.
o Unitary authorities will need |

voices fr orne sloeusrsc emde lclommuni ti es

3. Rooted in T Accessibl e, skill ed, and i nformed
communities
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ways. To support this, future (
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Councillors will need access to local intelligence and data,
ensuring they can respond with
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Councillor remuneration and practical supportwi | | nee
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current commitments.

ustainable ecosystem of Vol unt g

Strong and resilient VCSE partners are essentialf or tr a
| ocal priorities into tangible
size VCSEs, which wil!/ be vita
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collectively expernicamdi nsg rsaiigin
closing than oypeeafftisng i n recent
Uni t ary a u buildaoniexistiregavork fo strengthen
local VCSEs, and NACs wil | have an i
amplifying VCSE insights and s
small er organisations.

ndaries that promote | ocal eng
Unitary aut hordeveloploundarieslthanbalande |{
competing requirementsi n or der to unite |
communities with shared concer
statutory and other partner ge
primary care networks) to supp
di alogue. Community GavV ernnarcae

region should also be consider

“KCC, Headline analysis of the voluntary and communi't
https://www. kent . gov. uk/ dat-awd las stedciryopdipdfi l e/ 0005/ 6
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y sector
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https://www.kent.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/61718/Kent-voluntary-sector.pdf

Section 6: Implementation plan

This section includes:

Phased approach to implementation (preparation, transition,
transformation)

Programme governance and workstreams

Summary risks and mitigations
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Phased approach to implementation (preparation, transition, transformation)
Joint implementation planning across Kent

We are operating a shared programme across all Kent authorities including a Steering Group,
Programme Board and have a mature programme team with shared funding operating across all
councils.

We have a long history of working across councils which is a very strong foundation to start our
LGR journey from.

We bring significant momentum, shared understanding and common purpose that we will maintain
into the future phases of the work.

We have worked extensively with colleagues from previous LGR programmes to discuss their
approach and lessons that we can take into our implementation approach for Kent.

Our approach is guided by prudence regarding the scale and complexity of Kent but also ambition
regarding public service reform and the role that an effective and efficient reorganisation can play
in it.

Our approach is designed to implement reorganisation alongside devolution and the establishment
of a Strategic Authority across Kent (see Criteria 5 for more detail).

There are significant synergies from operating a combined devolution and LGR programme where
they can be done in parallel.

Implementation principles for LGR in Kent

We have established principles to guide our approach to implementation and to ensure it is
aligned with our wider public service reform ambitions. We will:

1) maintain and enhance our collaborative approach

2) ensure LGR decisions enable the bigger picture of devolution and public service reform
3) plan ahead and communicate

4) engage and co-create with partners and residents

5) support staff and partners on the journey

6) minimise disruption to staff and residents

7) establish governance to ensure delivery

8) transparent decision-making

9) be ambitious in what we can achieve beyond safe and legal

10) Keep provision of services to residents at the forefront of decision-making

The phases of LGR

We understand the distinct phases that an LGR programme requires, the relative governance,
priorities and resourcing required to make them a success.

Through working with colleagues who have delivered LGR and MHCLG officials we have

developed a timeline for reorganisation which maps our phases onto the stages outlined by
MHCLG.
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We have transitioned our programme approach from development of this proposal into
establishing the programme management that we will require through the preparation phase.

The plan and our advance preparation will enable us to deliver efficiently and continue
engagement and consistent communication with partners and staff.

This will maintain the resilience of local government and maximise the benefits of reorganisation in

Kent throughout the process.
HEH H AHEE

May 25
Jun 25
Jul 25
Aug 25
Sep25

n
# t e & ¢ e

Preparation

M

Feb 26

Jul 26
Aug 26
Sep26

Feb 27

Jul2r
Aug 27
Sep 27

~
b

Feb28

Foundational
Shadow authorities
Officer
leadership
Golive
Stage 5
Stage 6

| Stage 7
Submissionto Consultation LGR legislation Transitional
Government end laid legislation
(28t Nov 2025) (Mar 2026) (July-Aug 2026) (May-Dec 2027)

(Sept/ ocxzozs) new unitaries (Apr 2028)
(May 2026) (6t May 2027)

1. Preparation Before a decision on the shape of the new councils. We have started work on
implementation early to set it up for success. We have a plan for Day One and are ambitious to
deliver strong, cohesive councils to deliver transformation and public service reform beyond
safe and legal transition. We will appreciate a timely ministerial decision to enable us to move
beyond this phase.

2. Foundational When a decision on the shape of the new councils has been made, initially
before the election of shadow members or appointment of officer leadership.

3. Shadow authorities With members elected but only with programme or unofficial groupings of
officers for capacity.

4. Officer leadership When statutory and senior officers have been appointed and can prepare
the new councils working with the appointed councillors.

5. Go-live After vesting day when the councils deliver services.
There are fundamentals that will remain in place throughout the reorganisation process:

staff support and communication
communication with partners and residents
access to the right skills and capacity

clarity on Day 1 requirements and target state

= = =4 9
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1 management of programme creep and over-optimism
1 change management
1 collaboration and ownership

In addition, these are the summary priorities by phase:

Phase Summary priorities

Preparation 1 Collaborative service working — identifying opportunities, risks and shared
understanding
1 Set up the programme (governance, workstreams and finance)
1 Recruit Strategic Partner(s)
1 Agree target position for Day One and scenario planning
1 Set up the plan, timeline and critical path including provisional Day One
requirements and milestones
1 Set up a data hub - gather and maintain consistent programme data
1 Define and agree scope of LGR-related decisions with sovereign councils
Foundational 1 Adapting programme to specific milestones
1 Commencing Day One programme plan (what is in appropriate scope of
the programme e.g. ICT infrastructure, treatment of systems and
contracts)
1 Service alignment and transformation including reconfiguring existing area
based working arrangements to match boundaries of new councils
1 Options appraisals and preparing for key decisions
1 Elections
1 Compliance with Structural Changes Order and legal checks and
assurance
1 Project plan for safely winding down sovereign authorities
Shadow 1 Continuing delivery of Day One programme plan
authorities f  Appointing Chief Executives and statutory and leadership roles
1 Member inductions and service briefings
1 Key decision timetable
1 TUPE transfer arrangements
Officer 1 Tier 2 and Tier 3 Leadership Recruitment
leadership 1 Service planning
1 Development of council plan, budget MTFP
1 Key policies and strategies (strategic priorities and corporate plans, unitary
strategic risk register, constitution)
1 Operating model and staffing allocations
1 Preparing for Day One and alignment with Day One vision and change
(particularly for vulnerable people and those reliant on services for health
and wellbeing).
Go-live 1 Stability and seamless experience
1 Improvement and post-LGR transformation planning
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Programme governance and workstreams

We will operate an LGR Programme Board across Kent and Medway which will report to the
existing Leaders group, though acknowledging it does not have decision-making powers, and in
due course into Joint Committees.

This Board will include the Chief Executives and Programme Director and will oversee the
programme and address strategic issues and risks.

We will establish a Day One Board to focus on managing delivery of the programme plan following
the ministerial decision.

This will include tracking progress against milestones and completion of Day One requirements.

We have set up workstreams with Chief Executive sponsors and agreed engagement principles
regarding representation from authorities as service leads and on workstreams.

We will set up unitary delivery groups to focus on issues specific to each new council including
elections, council plan, member induction, policies and culture.

These groups will increase in importance when working to shadow authorities and when interim
heads of paid service are appointed but by starting early, we are setting the councils up for
success.

Our workstreams

We know the importance of operating a single programme across Kent to drive consistency,
efficiency and to address challenges where possible.

Our workstreams will cover services and the following key themes:

People Technology Finance Contracts and Property and Data Hub Comms and
legal estates engagement

it ¥ P = 2 )

We will establish Unitary Delivery Groups to focus on preparations for the new councils.

These are collaborative by definition and will be agile to take advantage of opportunities that may
arise but relate to one of the new councils individually.

These workstreams will evolve and governance structures will develop to support the Shadow
Authorities and establish the new authorities when permanent officers are appointed.

Stakeholder engagement

We know we need to work closely with partners, staff and residents to avoid LGR having negative
impacts on the quality or resilience of services in Kent.

We know we need to communicate early, clearly and transparently with partners and provide
opportunities for co-creation and innovation to improve how we work and set the right foundations

for public service reform.
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We are liaising with stakeholders and are developing an engagement plan to ensure proactive,
timely and constructive conversation with stakeholders.

Our ambition for Day One

To deliver a seamless transition from the perspective of our residents where those who rely on
public services for their health or wellbeing continue to be protected.

We will lay the foundations for improved collaboration across the public sector and harnessing the
benefits of transformation.

Our progress on implementation
From our experience of reorganisation, we know the value of starting early.

We have a head start as we already work closely together and have a number of shared services,
roles and contracts aligned with the new unitary structures.

To build upon this we are working collaboratively to:

map our ICT infrastructure and enterprise architecture

set up unitary delivery groups to identify and take advantage of naturally occurring
opportunities such as shared roles or where contracts or licenses are expiring

map our contracts to inform integration opportunities

bring our service leads together to compare policies and processes and to identify
opportunities

clean up and standardise data across Kent

establish a Project Management Office

identify skills and capacity requirements to deliver the programme

consider further shared roles and skills sharing across councils

develop a datahub to drive forward the LGR process

agree how sovereign councils in Kent will operate prior to vesting day

maintain and transition our LGR programme Board and tools to power the programme
stakeholder and resident engagement and a significant communications programme

T
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Summary risks and mitigations

We understand the risks LGR presents and are already working to mitigate them through our
programme structure and approach:

1 Disaggregation — we understand the challenge and risk of disaggregating key services and
that this will take up significant programme capacity. We are planning early regarding Day One
requirements and supporting services with significant capacity from workstreams to enable
them to focus on their specific requirements.

1 Aggregation — aggregating services requires alignment of policies, processes and systems in
addition to fundamentals like organisational culture and ICT infrastructure. These can take time
but are critical to achieving the benefits of local government reorganisation.

1 ICT capacity — ICT is a key service, workstream and enabler of all services and elements of
the programme and is a risk to the safe and legal function of the new councils.

1 Collaboration — LGR requires collaboration across councils, tiers of local government, across
political parties and with partners. We are mitigating this through:

o Building on existing close working arrangements;

o Developing ' no -raesefofactions aadcdecisions that veescan deliver
across Kent that will benefit the programme regardless of future decision;

o Discussing protocols for how we will approach LGR.

We know the value of *‘good endings and safe beg
to maintain focus on service delivery in sovereign councils while setting up the future councils for
success.
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Appendix 1: Options appraisal

This section includes:
1a. Options appraisal approach

1b. Options appraisal results
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Options appraisal process

This appendix outlines the approach taken to appraise potential unitary options for Kent by
the 14 local authorities. The appraisal was designed to ensure a robust, consistent and
evidence-based assessment to support local decision-making on which options should
progress to full business case development.

The options appraisal approach was rooted in government guidance, with alignment to the
six local government reorganisation (LGR) criteria set out in the Secretary of State’s letter
dated 6th February 2025 and further clarified in June 2025.

The appraisal did not produce a ranked list of options or identify a preferred option.

Councils drew on the shared evidence base, alongside resident and stakeholder views, to
inform their conclusions.

Overview of the approach
The appraisal process followed five key stages:

Step 1: Selection of options for appraisal

The process began with the development of a longlist of 10 potential unitary options.

This longlist was informed by previous work carried out by local authorities, submissions to central
government and extensive input from stakeholders, including council officers and Leaders.

These options encompassed all permutations raised in prior discussions, including suggestions
made during initial interviews and strategic workshops.

Following this initial development, a series of engagement sessions were held with Leaders from
all 14 authorities.

Through these discussions, three options were jointly agreed to be out of scope for full appraisal,
resulting in a refined shortlist of seven options to be taken forward for comprehensive evaluation.

This agreement marked a critical stage in the process, reinforcing the joint ownership of the
appraisal exercise.
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To assess each option, a comprehensive dataset was compiled using both publicly-available data
sources and specific submissions from individual councils.

This ensured that the appraisal drew from a consistent and authoritative evidence base. Data was
initially collected for each existing local authority and then aggregated or modelled to create a
coherent picture of each potential new unitary configuration.

For options that involved redrawing boundaries, most notably options 4D and 5A, additional

modelling was required.

This included the use of Lower Super Output Area (LSOA)-level population estimates to produce
reliable approximations of how existing data would translate to proposed future geographies.

Where appropriate, other datasets not available at LSOA level, were looked at on a pro-rata basis
and were based on population estimates to align with the proposed unitary boundaries.

The methodology applied population-weighted approaches and, where possible, consistent

assumptions across datasets.

This modelling ensured the integrity and comparability of data across all options.
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Step 3: Development of evaluation criteria and definition of 'what good looks like'

The appraisal was structured around fourteen evaluation criteria, developed directly in reference to

the government’' s si
subsequent guidance issued in June 2025.
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sustainable services and readiness for devolution.
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Step 4: Assessment parameters and scoring methodology

Each metric was assessed using a standard three-point scale: high, medium or low.

For most metrics, this scoring was determined through statistical balance analysis i.e. evaluating
the degree of variation in outcomes across the proposed unitary authorities under each option.

The underlying principle was that a more balanced distribution of characteristics-, e.g. population
size, financial resilience, service demand- across new authorities would indicate greater equity
and resilience.

The scoring process followed a clear sequence:
1. Identify the range of values between councils under each option for each metric.
2. Determine percentile thresholds for categorising those ranges:
o High = below 33rd percentile (most balanced)
o Medium = 33rd to 66th percentile
o Low = above 66th percentile (least balanced)
3. Assign scores for each option accordingly.

In cases where balance was not a relevant concept, i.e. for county-wide service considerations or
unique single-unitary configurations such as Option 1A, bespoke scoring definitions were applied.

Additionally, to allow for further nuance in interpretation, intermediate scores such as Medium/High
or Medium/Low were used where appropriate.

No weighting was applied to either the criteria or the metrics. Each was treated as equally
important for the purposes of the appraisal.

The model is explicitly comparative: the scores for each option reflect how they perform relative to
others in the shortlist, rather than against an absolute benchmark.

Step 5: Assessment and presentation of results

Each option was scored against every metric, producing an average score for each of the 14
evaluation criteria.

The results were presented via a visual dashboards, supplemented with detailed narrative and
commentary to contextualise the findings and highlight key trade-offs or assumptions.

In some cases, particularly for Option 1A, which envisages a single county-wide unitary authority,
additional analysis was undertaken to ensure comparability, given that balance metrics were not
applicable in the same way as for multi-unitary options.
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Options appraisal results

All 14 councils worked together to complete an options appraisal prior to business case
development. Following joint analysis, review and discussion, the options being put
forward are those that Leaders believe are both workable and offer the best value for Kent.

Following the completion of the appraisal, Council Leaders convened to review the evidence
presented.

During this meeting, they collectively identified preferred options to proceed to business case
development.

This decision was informed both by the technical appraisal and by the views of their individual
councils and local residents.

While the options appraisal itself did not rank or recommend a preferred outcome, it provided the
objective foundation upon which political judgements and democratic input could be made.

Figure24: Summary assessment by evaluation criteri

Summary assessment byoption
Headline GovernmentCriteria Evaluation criteriabased on Governmentguidance
| 1A [ 3a [ 4a ] 48 | 4c | 4D | sA

1.1 Sensible economic areas with an appropriate tax base “--“-“-
1. Establishing a single tier oflocal
GEVET 1.2 Sensible geographyto increase housing supply and meet localneeds “-““-““

1.3 Single tier local governmentstructures

2.1 Appropriate population size

2.2 Efficiencies to improve council finances andtaxpayervalue for money ----
2. Efficiency, capacity and
withstanding shocks

2.3 Transition costs and transformationopportunities

2.4 Putting local government finances on afirmer financial footing -“--“

3.1 Improving service deliveryand avoiding unnecessary service
fragmentation

& H'.gh (ualityandistetanakispublic 3.2 Public service reformand better value for money ““““--“
services
3.3 Impact on crucial servicessuch as socialcare, children& services, “n-“ “
4.1 Issues of local identity andcultural and historicimportance -n“n““n
4. Working together to understand and
meet local needs 4.2 Views expressed throughlocal engagement, and ability to
address any concerns
5. Supporting devolution 5.1 Sensible population ratios between local authorities and any strategic L
ENELTEERIE authority
Sauonoscommuniivienaanement 6.1 Enabling strongcommunity engagement L L L
and neighbourhood empowerment .

*Option la appraised separately due to it proposing a single unitary and an innovative model of local government
which is not suited to the appraisal methodology.

Notes:

1 Each evaluation criterion was scored as High, Medium, or Low, based on an average score
derived from multiple metrics.

1 For most metrics assessed, the process evaluated how well each option achieves balance
across all proposed unitary authorities.

1 The model is comparative, assessing how each option performs relative to other options
assessed, rather than determining if an option is objectively good or bad.

1 Minor differences between options still resulted in at least one option scoring High and one
Low, due to the comparative nature of the model.
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Appendix 2: Financial modelling

This section includes:

Financial context

Purpose and scope of LGR financial modelling
Methodology and structure of the LGR financial model
Financial modelling summary outputs

Implementation costs

Reorganisation savings

Disaggregation costs

Phasing and payback period
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Financial context

Councils across Kent are under pressure from rising costs and demand. LGR can help to
address these challenges, but in itself will not address the scale of the financial challenge.

National financial context

The local government sector faces a major financial challenge with an estimated £4 billion funding
gap over the next two years.

Demand for critical services is increasing because of population growth and ageing populations.

Councils are also facing rising costs, with adult social care costs estimated to have increased by

9% and children’s social care costs by 18% in r
There continues to be uncertainty over |l ong ter
councils in increasingly fragile financi al posi
recent years highlights thewsybBtpmesssagateai hnabo
Housing and Temporary Accommodation, and Dedi ca
common drivers of instability.

At the same time, the absence of <clarity on the
business rates reform and regear sedtltaéamehi smi hea
council’™s ability to plan sRsbafeabl an Agagiomdtun
financi al resilience through streamlined struct
sustainable use of resources over the |l ong tern

The Kent financial context

Combined net revenue expenditure across the 14 Kent councils is £2,337m, with 73% in Kent
County Council and 15% within Medway - the authorities delivering statutory adult social care and
children’s services.

Across Kent, councils are facing sustained financial pressures.

Ri sing demand in adult social care, children’s
pressures and debt, are placing significant strain on budgets.

The current two-tier system contributes to inefficiencies through duplication in democratic

arrangements and overlaps in service delivery.

Reserves and funding the reorganisation

Across all Kent councils combined t 8989meédy are f or
2028/29.

Further discussions wil/ be needed to decide th
future councils post reorganisation.

It wi || be the decision of each new council to
reorganisation, which is |ikely to be through a

Debt across Kent councils

Total external debt across Kent stands at £1,730m. Due to the provision of upper tier services,
26% of borrowing stands in Medway and 41% in the County Council. Three districts, (Dartford,
Tonbridge and Malling and Tunbridge Wells) report no general fund borrowing.
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Gross budget gap of existing councils

The forecast total gross budget£138.3np fhars dlhlerl4

been included within the breakeven analysis.
However, there is recognition that i f there wer
savings projected from our proposal could contr
across the new authorities.

The f ancial modelling does not take direct ac

I n
need to be managed regardless of LGR.
Impact of Fair Funding 2.0 on Gross Budget Gap

The Fair Funding Review is ongoing nationally. While considered by all councils across Kent, the
complexity and uncertainty of the review mean it has not been modelled in detail.

There is recognition that Fair Funding 2.0 is |
positions.

There are distinct additional needs in the coun
benefit with the Fair Funding formula but no as
gap assumptions above as it tageot possible to

Dedicated Schools Grants

The financial analysis assumes that all existin
Grants (DSG) positions regardless of LGR, there
been included within the breakeven analysis.

t wi || be the decision of each new authority t
f reor gagainstaayi 6onding pressures observed from

he combined DSG defMarthp@aéiti wmsa£180. Bth ( Me
16.4m deficit and Kent County Counci l had a de
e
0

nt County Counci l entered the Department for
22, which involves the | ocal authority reforn
return for additional fuhdinhg to contribute

Deficits on the DSG is a national problem affec

At the present time these are being managed thr
adjust ment in the statutory statement of accou
i mpact against Gener al Fund resources.

A consultation is expected by the government ir
deficits and to invite proposals for a resoluti

Me mber s of t he Shadow Authoriti

es for the pr o)
consider proposed reforms in |Iight of

their | oc
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Purpose and scope of LGR financial modelling

Financial modelling is a key component of the LGR proposal. Its purpose is to evaluate the
financial implications of local government reorganisation across Kent in a consistent way
across all LGR options.

The LGR options in scope for financial modelling

A single approach to estimating financial | mpac

Three unitaries (3A) Four unitaries (4B) Four unitaries (4D)* Five unitaries (5A)*

Purpose of financial model
The financi al model |l ing aims to:

T estimate the financi al i mpact of the evaluat e
T compare opti-foars ken basliiske considerinlg savings

Limitations of scope to date

Whilst being fully supportive of the long-term benefits of LGR, all Kent finance officers agree that
LGR does not in itself provide the solution to the scale of the financial challenge faced.

The model does not consider the i mpact of | ocal
Business Rate reset.

The Kent Finance Officer Group (KFOG) have coll
analysis carried out:

1 LGR, while generally expected to be positive for local government finances in the long term,
will not solve the cost, demand and associated funding challenges currently being faced. The
scope of the financial modelling considers purely the impact of reorganisation, all other things
being equal.

1 The work carried out at this stage is not a full bottom-up exercise of the financial impact of
LGR. Assumptions are based on the past LGR business cases produced to support other
areas which have been through the LGR submission process in recent years.

1 Due to the size and number of councils in Kent, there is not a fully comparable example of a
recent programme to confidently benchmark against. Due to the level of complexity, payback
periods in Kent may therefore be longer than some other reorganisations.

1 The speed of delivery and level of savings post vesting day of the new councils will largely be
determined by decisions already made by the predecessor authorities and those taken by the
new authorities. These include decisions in relation to contractual obligations, borrowing,
transformation and wider public service reform.

1 Arange has been applied specifically for disaggregation costs following collaborative
discussions around different scenarios for the impact of LGR on commissioned spend across
adult and children’s soci al car e.
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The financial modelling does not take account of how transition costs will be funded.

The assumptions in the model have not been tested against actual outturn data for any of the
previous local government reorganisation programmes.

Given the context above, the modelling should not be seen as a set of targets that new
authorities may be held to account for, as setting the post-vesting day budget will be the
responsibility of the new authorities.
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Methodology and structure of the LGR financial model

All finance officers across the 14 Kent councils have reviewed and adjusted financial
modelling in order to provide a single financial assessment of models for inclusion in
proposals to Government.

Baselining

1 . Standardised datarequests wer e compl eted by all 14 council
reserves, capital pl ans, balance sheets and k.
contextual narrative was gathered to support
transfornsation pl an

2 . A consolidated financial baselinewas cr eat ed, using data retur
and county budgets into unified figures based
3.Baseline informati on firasciakview of alupsopabedicouncils e at e
under each of the five options being submitte

Three elements of the financial modelling

The financi al mo d e |l I's made up of three calcul a

1. Implementation costs 2. Reorganisation savings 3. Disaggregation costs

Estimates the annual high-level

Estimates the additional recurring

Estimates the one-off transition costs savings potential from efficiencies that expenditure that results from dividin
associated with moving to a new can be unlocked through " per tier (i.e. county level) servicesg
unitary model. reorganisation (e.g. workforce, pp o y

into multiple new upper tier authorities.
governance, systems).

—_—

Assumptions within the model have been collectively reviewed and adjustments made to factor in Kent-specific context or any
specific characteristics of proposed models.

—_—

Payback period

The savings and costs calculated for each option have been
phased to show payback period for each option.

Financi al calculations are underpinned by bench
estimated costs and benefits modelled in those
current | ocal government structures within Kent

Adjustments have been made

to reflect experienc
i mpl ementation and through di I 1

scussion with a
Further detail of methodology

The calcul ation of each el ement of the model ap
the report
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Financial modelling summary outputs

The key driver of difference between options are the number of councils being proposed.
Due to the assumptions applied within the modelling, implementation costs and recurring
costs of disaggregation increase as the number of councils proposed increases.

OQur financi al model |l ing shows:

1 Option 4D, a four-unitary model with boundary changes, has been built on
assumptions at Option 4B, butplwimemtaddiotni croalt
changes, resulting in an eddi mayearpgayback pe:

Tab82eSummary of financi al model | i ng

Implementation Reorganisation Disaggregation Recurring Estimated
costs (one-off) savings costs (Em)* annual payback

(gross) (Em) revenue period
CEW S

g (135 67, (32-(8| 34-as| (-4

y ea
*A range has been applied specifically for disa
around different scenarios for the I mpact of LG
social care.
**Recurring revenue savings = gross reorganisat

Further analysis
The cal cul ation of each el ement of the financi a
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Implementation costs

Implementation costs definition: The est i maftfedt roannesi ti on costs| ac
to a new unitary model

Method of calculation:

T Reviewed past LGR cases to estimate and bench
i mpl ementation costs per capita.

T Multiplied the benchmarked costs per capita f
an estimated tot al i mpl ementation cost per uni
T Applied an wuplift of costs per additional uni
through establishing governance structures, |
T Applied specific adjustments based on the cha
model s being proposed. A specific uplift of £
and i mplementation effort to deliver boundary

Implementation costs

TabB3l mpl ementati on cost summary

Option Implementation | Commentary

costs (Em)
4D (135Additional £t hml adhded at oon cost
4B due to additional complexi't

Categories of implementation cost

As part of i mpl ementation cost benchmar ki ng, |

identified to provide an indication of the expe

TabB84el mpl ement ati on cost categories

Implementation Description

cost category

Workforce Costs associated with delivering T

restructuringand |[pr ocesses. Compensation paid to em

integration redundancies and pension strain.
Note: no decisions have been made
wor kforce and the potenti al need f
proportion of staff reductions cou
naturally | eaving the organisation

Workforce Additional costs to upskill and re

development responsibilities.

Transition team Transition and i mplementation prog
management , |l egal , finance, contr a
specialist support.
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Culture and Costs to develop communications, b

Communications (i nf or mati on in relation to new aut

Processes Har moni sing processes and facilita
including specific constitutional
transition and new policies and pr

Systems Al ignment of systems and digital i

consolidation data migration and cyber security.

Estates and Reconfiguration of buildings, cost

Facilities | eases.

consolidation

Contingency Additional 20% contingency to allo

Figure 25: Implementation cost distribution

Estates and
Facilities
consolidation

5%

Workforce
—development
4%

Culture and
Communications
3%

Processes
7%

Phasing of implementation costs

Oneff 1 mplementation costs hawep bfereaom atshseu neelda d o
build up by Year 4. The majority of costs are i
exit costs are expected to beenaoguretdeciTbd pha
phasing of costs.
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TabB85l mpl ement ati on

cost summary

Implementation cost Shadow Year Year1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
category (FY27/28) (FY28/29)  (FY29/30) (FY30/31) (FY31/32)
Workforce

restructuring and 5 % 15%9 2009 6 09 -
integration

Workforce 1009 500 400 i i
development

Transition team 2509 309 30¢9 159 -
CuIturea_nd _ 200 500 300 i i
Communications

Processes 5 % 15%9 309 30°9 2009
Systems consolidation 5 % 1509 30¢ 30¢ 2009
Estates_ anfi Facilities i 5 o4 550 300 400
consolidation

Contingency 109 2559 30¢ 2509 1009
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Reorganisation savings

Reorganisation savings (gross) definition:The esti mated annual sav|i ng
achieved through reorganisati on, moving from|ltw
removing duplication, consolidating services| an
Method of calculation:
* Reviewed past LGR cases to estimate and benchi
capita achievable through LGR.
e Multiplied the benchmarked savings per capita
an estimated total saving for per unitary mod«
» Applied specific adjustments based on the chal
model s being proposed. This included a reduct.
contingency being added to the model
e Applied a dilution of savings for the number
ability to operate at scal e.
Reorganisation savings
Tabl6eRe3or gani sation savings summary
Option Gross Commentary

reorganisation

savings (£m)
4D 67 Gross savings marginally | ower

'to economies of scale.
Categories of reorganisation saving
As part of benchmarking LGR revenue savings, Cc a
provide an indication of the expected breakdown
Tab8/eSavings categories
Savings category Description
Optimising Reducing the number of manageri al
Leadership merging similar responsibilities i
Right Sizing the Reducing overal/l wor kforce througlh
Organisation
Consolidating Consol i daafifnigc e afckncti ons, such as
Corporate Finance and I nformation Technol ogy
Services
Service Contract | mpl ementing new sourcing arrange:r
Consolidation currently outsourced or could be (
financial and operational efficier

Procurement & Centralising procurement, |l eadi ng
3rd Party Spend power and renegotiating terms witH
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Democratic Reducing the number of councill or g
Services commi ttees, elections).
Improved Digital & || mpl ementing unified digital pl atf
IT Systems streamlining workfl ows, and el i minr
Asset & Property |Reducing asset and property portfd
Optimisation
Customer Enhancing customer contact facili it
Engagement approach to managing customer cont
i ncludingsdrygital self
Consolidating Reducing fleet size and i mproving
Fleets &
Optimising Routes
Contingency 10% contingency applied to refl ect
The exact proportion of savings may vary by opt
next phase of LGR.
. L . N Consolidating Fleets &
Figure 26: Reorganisation Savings distribution E%gy Optimising Routes
2% 2%
Asset & Property / Onptimising Leadershi
Optimisation /_ plmlsmlgoo/sa ership
12% |
Improved
Digital & IT
Systems N
5%
Proportionate
Democratic Services ; Right Sizing the
4% Organisation
Service Contract 2504
Consolidation
15%
Consolidating Corporate
Procurement & 3rd ——= Services
Party Spend 10%
15%
Note: a 10% contingency is also applied but has
Phasing of reorganisation savings
Savings are realised to their entirety by Year
in year 3. A 10% negative contingency has been
l ine with when other savings are achieved.

202



Tab8eSavings summary

Reorganisation savings

category

Year 1
(FY28/29)

Year 2
(FY29/30)

Year 3
(FY30/31)

Year 4
(FY31/32)

Year 5
(FY32/33)

Optimising Leadership 1009 2009 409 2009 1009
Right Sizing the Organisation 109 2009 4009 200 1069
Consolidating Corporate 100 200 400 200 1009
Services

Procurement & 3rd Party 100 200 300 200 2009
Spend

Service Contract 1009 2009 3009 2009 2009
Consolidation

Democratic Services 8009 209 - - -
Improved Digital & IT Systems 5 % 1509 30¢9 2559 2559
eSS ROt 1009 1509 250 250 2509
Optimisation

Customer Engagement 209 409 409 - -
Con.so_lu_iatlng Fleets & i 200 450 350 i
Optimising Routes

Contingency 1509 2069 30¢9 209 1509
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Disaggregation costs

Disaggregation costs definition: The esti mated additional recurr
dividing uppemnttyi ¢éevel )eservices into multip]e

Method of calculation:

T I'dentified core service categories where disa

soci al car e, children'"s services, housi ng, pl
T All ocated Kent County Council net revenue spe.
T Applied percentages of additional spend to ea
benchmarking from previous LGR cases, to esti:

category.
T Applied an additional uplift to the | evel of
proposed.

Disaggregation costs

Di saggregation costs are the most significant d
each option. For each additional counci | propos
including those associated with manmageenrewnitcecon

Whil st the costs are significant, It is 1T mporta
delivering these services. The Kent County Coun
belf, 699 mncl7Rifmog #&HHdAdul t so02c8i0dMorc ame | @m@®&nf s ser vi

Tab8@Di saggregation costs

Option Disaggregation costs  Commentary
(Em)
4D Two additional sets of
(32-(948 hi gher disaggregatiuontaao
mo d e |

Categories of disaggregation costs

As part of calculating disaggregation costs, <co
calcul at ed, as summari sed bel ow.

A range has been applied specifically for disag
around different scenarios for the i mpac of LC
children’”s soci al car e.

%2025/ 26 RA return and Financial returns submitted by Kent Coul
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Tab#4@eDi saggregation cost categories and uplift

Disaggregation Description Disaggregation
cost category cost uplift (one

additional upper
tier authority) %

Adult social Duplication of some curre

care management and staffing c 0. 7-%. 8
additional cost of commi s

Children’s Duplication of some curre

services management and staffing c 2. 5-% %
additional cost of commi s

Place services ([Dupl i cation of some curre
management and staffing c 3.5
of commi ssioned spend.

Corporateand |Dupl i cation of corporate

support management, staffing nd 3.8

services

Phasing of disaggregation costs

Al | di saggregation costs are assumed to be incu
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Payback period

Payback period definition:t he peri od taken to reach a net| po

all -odde and recurring savings have been consijder

Cumulative financial benefit and payback period

Set out bel owy @ ar thtree aylechaoawn of the financial- |
of f costs and recurring benefits / costs.
The payback period is driven by the outputs of
di saggregation costs and i mplementation costs)
this Appendi x.
Tab4ePayback period summary
Option Implementation Recurring Estimated Commentary
costs (one-off) annual revenue | payback
savings (£m)
4D | mpl ementati on
(135 34 -G8 7.914 . |costs I ncrease
yealcost due to bo
revisions.
Payback period
Set out in the figure below is the etpitmatne d Dc

Fi gwlrrPayback period

Cumul ative I mpact of LRt #@@)d Breakeven Poi

«©
e 50 346 3% 3% 346
PR ]
@ -_ 4D Breake:
- i Poi:Nha
[ 33 Years
_ 50 R (R
o
--100
©
o
IS
--150
200
Shadow Yerarmalr Ye ar Ye &r Ye ar Ye &r Ye &r Ye arr Ye a8r

mmTot al An(Coa)t S/Neitngs=—Tot al Cu mu(Ca $)i S/l@v iNred s

*Chart e@lhgwack period with disaggregation costs at the |
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Appendix 3: Key data sources

Tabl eKé g

dat

a

set f

o

r

gov &rcrmomemyD eanmddt reap hai casnal ysi s:

. 1A
Metric
Al |

Popul at
Size-(m{1,931|686, 1567, (677,94528, 1567, (424,49411, 1615, 4374,4523,¢417,4330,5544,4342,9340, 1373, !
20 2%9)
Geograp
area (s| 3,739 738.|1,33|1,66] 365.1,33} 727.|1,31] 648.| 881.|1,02(1,18{ 286.[1,26{ 502.( 429.|1, 25
(20%24)
Popul at
density
(peopl e 516 . 929.| 424.| 407.| 1445| 424.| 583.| 314.| 949.| 424.| 513.| 351.| 1152| 429.| 682.| 792.| 297.
sq km)
65+
Popul at 384,0113,949113,4156,¢83,5|113,499,9|87,1|102,4 74,6123, 1783,2|52,3|108,477,5|59,2| 86, 4
( mi2d 2*8)
Total G

48 54,9¢ 17,8 20,1 16,9|14,2|20,1| 10,2 10,3| 16,0 13,9|12,6|12,3| 9,37 19,2| 7,81 8,51/ 10,0
( £m) (“e2
GVA per
capita 28,449 25, 9| 35,525,026, 8| 35,5|24,0|25,1|25,9(37,2| 24,1 29,6|28,3|35,3|22,7|25,0| 26, 8
(20%3)
Unempl o
nt Rat e

3.7% 4.09 3.09 4.09 3.89 3.09 4.39% 4.009 .59 2.59 4.29 3.59 3.99 3.19% 4.79% 4.09 3.59
Apr -Ma4g c
2 %
Tabl eKdg data set for government criteria analysis: Financial s
Metric | 1A | 3A 4B 4D 5A

““https://www.ons.gov. uk/ peoplepopul ationandcommunity/popul atiiomfamrdem glrearndamdwaolpaud ati onest
““Standard Area Measurements for Administrative Areas (December 2023) in the UK
“https://www.ons.gov.uk/ economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/ datasets/ regionalgrossdomesticpro
491101 Regional | abour mar ket : | ocal indi-Ofaftiocces ffor Natundemals, St @atciadt aod uni tary authori
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/estimatesofthepopulationforenglandandwales
https://geoportal.statistics.gov.uk/datasets/da8590c5f55f4664b32ad4339f43419c/about
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/datasets/regionalgrossdomesticproductlocalauthorities
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/datasets/li01regionallabourmarketlocalindicatorsforcountieslocalandunitaryauthorities?utm

Al |

Nor

703, 1%

225, 1231, {

245, ¢

Nor

173,

1231, ¢

151, ¢

146, 1

Nor

202,

1156, |

187,

156,

1111, ¢

Nor

222, %

120, |

110, ¢

138, 1

(exc.
Pol i ce
Pari ghe

90

8 4 90

90

84

90

87

90

90

90

90

81

90

Gener al
Borrowi
(FYy2e/l 2
(£)

~ S

73

812.( 289.

629.

740.

289.

387.

31

4.

761.

175.

460.

333.

336.

278.

257.

468.

389.

Financi
Costs (
FYy2e/ 27
(£)

n
Q
)

123.

56.1 29. 2

38.

)

29. 7

24. 8

22.

51. §

18. ¢

31.(

22. 8

22. 4

28. 1

20. ¢

32. 5

19. 9

Net

(Q2
( £)

Rev
FY?2

o D

31

104 548.

660.

947.

548.

415.

40

2.

02

376.

521.

390.

432.

526.

338.

655.

360.

Rati o o
fin i

. 7Y

138.

27.

n

76. 6

17.

79. 4

23.

(48]

23. 1

12. 9§

30. ¢

25. ¢

53. 1

16. 4

959.

394.| 258.

306.

338.

258.

175.

18

7.

359.

178.

215.

207.

189.

247.

137.

202.

182.

Gener al

bal ance

186.

68. 7 59.§&

58. (

58. 3

59. §

33. §

34.

63. 1

31. 7

43.(

48. 46

30. ¢

58. (

26. ¢

37. 4

33. ¢

%Financi al

dat a

return

s ubmi

tted

by

counci

S
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(FY28/ 29
( £mM)
Ret ained
Busi ness
(Em) {20/ 364.| 137.| 113.| 113.| 108.| 113.| 70.1 73.3 121.| 79.4 85.4 78.5 74.3 109.| 51.7 60.(
2 59
Net reve
?zgﬁ)endlt 2,27| 833.| 651.| 789.| 645.| 651.| 494.| 4a82.| 748.| 432.| 609.| 483.| 397.| 625.| 405.| 416.| 429.
Tabl eKdy data set for government criteria analysis: Housing and Homel
. 1A 3A 4B 4D 5A
Metric
Al |

| ' ncome delor'\’0101000101‘0001 0.14 0.0] 0.0/ 0.1| 0.0 0.0] 0.0| 0.1 0. 1| 0. 13
(20%29)
Homel essness
1,000 HouseMeor| 1.5 6.6/ 4.1 8.4 5.3| 4.1 5.5 4.2| 5.8/ 2.4 6.5 4.3| 4.0 4.0/ 4.3 2.4 4.4
202%)
Housing Deliwv

Measur e rffent 0/87.284.491.986.273.891.976.2109. 83.367.679.3120.(72.993.972.689.5103.
0

Number of Hou

39 2 %. 92 18. | 1. 92 119. | 108 29.( 2. | 18. | 17 1@ 92 1m. | 96 1717.
TA per 1;Mad052
Area of | and
prof[ected, MY 47.da1.067.035.746.367.027.d40.5/40.882.732.938.968.065.529.132.338. 3
designated as
(969
Tabl eCABbl dren’ s Spepewiiaxlesedwmadati onal ( 9ENMBD)S and disabilities
Metric | 1A | 3A 4B | 4D 5A
¥ Nationdbmeshic rates collected by coun&iOVsUKn England: forecast 2024 to 2025

2Mapping income deprivati-©Ofifateaflbocadllataonaor i Statisvels
Tables on homOVeWkKness

Housing Delivery TesGOV.20UR3 measur ement

Tables on homOVeWkKness
%Local authority green bel't

sG®OViI BKi cs for Engl and: 2023 to 20214
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https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/national-non-domestic-rates-collected-by-councils-in-england-forecast-2024-to-2025
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouseholdfinances/incomeandwealth/datasets/mappingincomedeprivationatalocalauthoritylevel
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-homelessness
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2023-measurement
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-homelessness
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-belt-statistics-for-england-2023-to-2024

Al IINor Nor Nor Nor
Number of chil
children's SOC 4 40 0.500.190.470.490.180.50d0.480.440.1d0.590.2d0.370.180.520.610. 44
tot al popu-l ati
20 25%)
Chlldggen S S€Tl 598|152l 43.|101.124] 43. | 64.| 65.| 140 31.|82.| 44.| 55.] 42.|56.|091.| 51.
spend?®®(£m)
Number of regi
with SEND as 9% 5.095.094.3¢(5.79 4.394.396.09¢6.2¢04.994.296.0¢4.8¢4.494.396.1¢(5.30 5,509
popul ati-am254 R0
Proportion of
relatiwmeolmew f {17.818.713.221.1 18.413.222.319.418.712.622.216.417.313.321.719.520.5
(under 16s) 5(H
Proportion of
absoluitecomew f|15.115.811.317.915.711.318.916.415.910.818.714.014.811.318.316.417.4
(undérs) (FY®E2/4
Safeguarding (
Received (202424,77,616,34910,75,8¢§6,357,2715,236,833,8398,915,1¢3,68§6,105,3%13,775, 82
Safeguarding (
Received Pesr 1 261| 1,491,441, 041,441,442, 141, 641,4591,342,111,541,471,441,991,441,095
Popul ation % 20
Safeguarding (
Commenced (202 8,472,502,253,711,842,282,511,882,211,423,141,641,302,1¢1,7¢§1,13 2,08
Safeguarding (
Commenced 8Per 562| 478| 512| 683| 461| 512| 736| 570| 470| 493| 757| 504| 521| 511| 650 434| 699
Populationr® (20
Act Edacati on,
Care (EHQBBVS Hol 20,6/ 5,956,008,792,946,005,716,014,993,847,094,843,195,784,872,27 4,58
Di strict (A% o
Active EHCPs b
D'Sstr'Ct rate 360| 277| 361| 451| 176| 361| 464| 511| 257| 347| 470| 399| 303| 360| 474| 219| 448
202°%)
SKCC analysis (districithst)t p& :ON SwdpaddaradhiMetdiway ) s eg tvd tcies tgickve ok dileehndelnamd | wadliomd i ons/ 2024
Data from individual councils
®WKCC analysis (districts)ht&t g /i /nlifwirm adram.al d Meldwayy). uk/ dat aAndReports/search/ 267972text =N
Ohttps:/ / www. gov. uk/ gov+hmoiwe e bifeerhiadltdiesatlésa st @DitLi4@E 8 8 A
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https://explore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk/find-statistics/children-looked-after-in-england-including-adoptions/2024
https://lginform.local.gov.uk/dataAndReports/search/26797?text=Number+of+total+EHCP
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/children-in-low-income-families-local-area-statistics-2014-to-2024

Active EHCPs Db
District (a% o

22,2

)

[{o]

Acti ve EHCPs D
District rate
Oct 2%025)

387

381

339

436

368

339

488

376

385

306

465

369

312

341

508

441

362

NoofNot in Educ
Empl oyment, or
(NEE)Y12&Y13 ¥ 2

1, 668

658

420

611

476

420

447

346

590

245

521

333

279

405

357

350

298

NEET Rate per

348

385

283

370

360

283

425

351

385

237

404

335

329

285

415

422

337

Child in
20 255 )

Need

820

[{o}

820

865

826

534

773

659

793

675

784

794

Child in
10, 00

Need

65

104

94

65

104

95

62

103

85

82

65

100

100

105

Chil d
20 255 )

Protecti

582

324

522

465

324

333

306

531

190

427

280

247

317

259

314

291

Child Protecti
per 1%, 000

36

25

39

37

25

40

35

37

22

42

31

31

26

38

40

38

Looked Aft &rALCC
by placement &
202%)

838

228

901

658

228

631

450

768

155

755

289

294

219

533

509

411

LAC by pl aceme
Rate per® 10,00

46

65

22

82

65

22

94

6 4

66

22

91

39

46

22

97

81

67

Unaccompani-ed
Seeking @HMRIS)Cdr
l ooked aft ek (

328

114

30

184

92

30

119

87

100

25

141

61

6 2

30

103

47

86

UASC | ook-®Rat &f
10, 00

14

14

10

14

15

11

Kent LAC St a%¥t

745

353

93

299

271

93

205

176

320

77

245

103

131

90

156

205

163

Kent LAC Start
10, 00

22

27

27

27

30

25

28

11

29

14

21

28

33

27
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Ot her Local Au
After QOLAdYAQ
placed in Ketht

OLA LAC placed
Rate perf® 10, 00 38 62 21 54 60 21 63 52 62 23 60 32 49 21 65 72 46

1,61 799| 219 593 603| 219 424 365 717 162 501 231 315 206| 358| 449 282

Tabl eAd61 t Services

Metric 1A 3A 4B 4D 5A
i
Al | Nor [WEB] EAS Nor e Nor] |
Number of ol
adult social 0.900.680.731.170.640.731.141.060.730.651.210.9210.630.741.120.701.18
tot al popu-l at
202%)

Number of ad
soci al car e 2.6002.412.272.982.36/2.273.062.732.142.283.031.492.682.292.932.122.99
popul at i-db2°% Y

Adult soci al
spend®(£m)

No. of peopl ¢
and over wit
Di sabilities
short term s
the yea202%)Y/
Peopl e aged
with Learnin
accessing sh
support dur-i 27 18 18 43 12 18 46 37 16 14 47 28 19 19 40 13 45

0

u
rate per 100
popul at i-2®2% )
No. of peopl ¢
and over wit

634 202./162.,268.] 159./]162./162.149./185./109./ 214,124, 83. (155, 117./ 115, 162

405 92 81 232 47 81 157 120 77 41 197 91 47 81 109 34 134

4,21 1,3¢ 922|1,941,08 922|1,1841,08 1,28 565|1,54 856| 529 896| 870| 790 1, 12

Disabilities

6lKCC analysis (districts)ht&t oG /i/nifwirm adram.al d Meldwaya)t uké *r2pb8R&a&MEGAGCDOBNEE&MAE dod
group=AllUnitarylaln€CgpeptnemEd@Cbampd&mednGr oup

®2pData from individual council s
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https://lginform.local.gov.uk/reports/lgastandard?mod-metric=23182&mod-area=E06000035&mod-group=AllUnitaryLaInCountry_England&mod-type=namedComparisonGroup
https://lginform.local.gov.uk/reports/lgastandard?mod-metric=23182&mod-area=E06000035&mod-group=AllUnitaryLaInCountry_England&mod-type=namedComparisonGroup

l ong term suj
the yea202%)Y/

People ag
with Lear
accessing
support du
rate per 1
popul at i-2M

279 261 210| 354 262 210 346 324 266 196| 366 262 211 212 316| 301 379

Number of p
accessing s
support duri
(184) (-2002%)

4,36 1,114 993 2,2 674 993| 1,49 1,20 947| 663| 1,84 926 605 958| 1,11 436| 1, 25

Peopl e acces:
term support
yearate per 1
popul at8d)n ({2
202%)

46 27 30 58 21 30 6 2 51 19 6 61 38 31 31 56 21 59

Nu mb e
accessi
support
(65+) (

= n =
S5 O
oo

1 13,8 3,8§3,7946,2¢2,7

W
w
\‘
NY
N
o
(n
w
w
n
w
N
N
N
N
mn
a1
o
(n
N
©
1)
-

97 3,563,144 1,78 3, 41

ol@aa —

OIN C
Dol - 0VODT

2
Peopl e a
term suppor
yearate per 1
popul ation (¢
(2024/2025)

[
/
S §
t

413 341| 328| 400 328| 328 406| 385| 334| 329| 409 353| 378| 329| 403| 302 396

Number of pe;q
accessing | ol
support durii
(1®84) (202%4] 2

Peopl e acces:
term support
yearate per 1

92 56 44 71 57 44 70 65 57 41 73 55 48 45 68 62 72
popul at6d)n ({2
202%)
Number of pe;q
accessing |l ofl4,8 4,993,696,143,873,693,923,344,482,4¢4,882,942,28§3,543,042,5¢ 3,37

213



support duri

(65+) (28247 |

People acces

term support

yearate per ]442 438| 326| 392| 464| 326| 393| 383| 438| 331| 395| 359| 436| 327| 392 437| 390
popul ati on-(¢{

20 2%)
Tabl eDédmocratic

. 1A 3A
Metric
Al || Nor

Size o

el ectbp|1,348|477,4407, 464, 1367,4407, 1298, ¢275,3428,4269,¢362,(287,4228, 390, 4238, 3238,44252, 1
Counci

number

f):gflrlu 658 205 214 239 151 214 149 144 180 154 181 143 118 203 123 85 129
Coun y

Counci

to

el ecto| 2,04 2,32/ 1,90/ 1,94 2,43/ 1,90 2,00 1,91 2,38 1,75 2,00 2,00 1,94 1,92 1,93 2,79 1,95
rati o

(cur®e

Level

civiec

partic| 40.69 35.6| 43.9| 42.1| 20.4| 25.1| 24.0| 26.4| 21.2| 27.5|25.2 22.6(24.0|25.0{22.1] 19.0| 28.1
(2023

2024)%
BPublicly available data
4https:// www. gov. uk/ gov e rlnisieen 82s2t3a@mn spruibcd si /ccactmnonn i t vy
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https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/community-life-survey-202324-annual-publication

