BOROUGH COUNCIL OF KING’S LYNN & WEST NORFOLK

CIL SPENDING PANEL

Minutes from the Meeting of the CIL Spending Panel held on Tuesday, 5th
March, 2024 at 11.30 am in the Council Chamber, Town Hall, Saturday
Market Place, King's Lynn PE30 5DQ

PRESENT: Councillor J Moriarty (Chair)
Councillors R Blunt, M de Whalley and S Sandell

Under Standing Order 34:
Councillor A Kemp

Officers:

Amanda Driver, CIL Monitoring Officer

Hannah Wood-Handy, Planning Control Manager
Robyn Walkey, CIL Assistant

Wendy Vincent, Democratic Services Officer

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

There were no apologies for absence.

NOTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING

The minutes of the previous meeting held on 30 October 2023 were
agreed as a correct record.

MATTERS ARISING

There were no matters arising.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest.

URGENT BUSINESS

There was none.

MEMBERS PRESENT PURSUANT TO STANDING ORDER 34

Councillor Kemp was present under Standing Order 34.

CHAIR'S CORRESPONDENCE (IF ANY)




The Chair advised that he had receive correspondence but would
relate to item when the agenda item was discussed.

CIL SPENDING PANEL REPORT - APPLICATIONS AND OFFICER
RECOMMENDATIONS

Click here to view the recording of this item on You Tube

The Panel received a presentation from the CIL Officer, a copy is
attached to the minutes.

The Panel’s attention was drawn to the following sections of the
presentation:

CIL Funded Projects — Progress.

Funding allocated to 64 parish areas in the Borough.
Applications received funding over £100,000.

Amount of CIL allocated and spend as at 2 March 2024.
CIL Infrastructure Funding List — Financial Year 2024.
CIL Governance Policy — 2024 Decision Making.
Review and Allocation of the financial year applications
(1 January to 1 February 2024).

Councillor Blunt commented that there was an even share of funding in
the major towns of Hunstanton, King’s Lynn, Downham Market and the
spread of north and south areas of the Borough.

Councillor de Whalley stated that there were clearly notable gaps and
that it would be good to encourage those that had not applied to make
an application.

Councillor Blunt asked if there was a common factor in the areas which
had not made an application. In response, the CIL Officer explained
that there was no commonality. Members were advised that some of
the smaller areas had applied and gave an example of Nordelph. The
CIL officers advised that 64 of the 100 parishes/parished areas in the
had received CIL funding.

The Chair added that applications should follow ‘development’ and
referred to the rules and that this issue needed to be addressed when
making allocations.

In response to questions from Councillor de Whalley on the figures
being presented to the Panel, the CIL Officer explained that the figures
were “live” as at 2 March 2024 setting out the spend and allocation to
date.

Following a comment from the Chair, the CIL Officer highlighted the
changes to the figures being presented to the Panel.


https://youtu.be/MK-XFz4V9jk?t=192

The Chair asked for clarification that there was enough funding
available for all the applications received. In response, the CIL Officer
explained that £940,000 as set out in the presentation was available if
the Panel was minded to approve all the applications.

FY22 2/09: Castle Acre — Visitor Car Park
(Reason for withdrawal - Allocated 19/08/22, 1 vyear
commencement period expired. Planning Application Refused)

The CIL Officer explained that in line with the CIL governance
framework officers require confirmation by the Panel that the project
can be withdrawn because planning permission had been refused.
The Panel was informed that Castle Acre was working with Planning
and the Conservation Team to reach a resolution prior to a new
planning application being submitted.

AGREED: The Panel agreed that the application be withdrawn.

The Panel considered the applications received and determined the
applications as follows:

29: King's Lynn — West Lynn Riverbank Footpath Surfacing

There were four members of the public present for this item.

The CIL Officer outlined the reasons why this item was considered first
under this Agenda item.

The CIL Officer explained that due to the amount of funding requested
there was a concern that public funds may be put at risk as the
application did not provide sufficient evidence relating to costings and
sustainability, the essential requirements of a CIL application. It was
explained that the Council had been identified that this was a risk and
the Panel was required to base their decision on the application
submitted considering due diligence. The Panel was advised that
officers had provided considerable support to the applicant and allowed
further information to be submitted after the deadline date. To date,
officers had received approximately 20 emails from the applicant
relating to the project and highlighted that this was something that had
not been given to any other application and demonstrated the special
provisions made by officers to support the application process.

The CIL Officer further explained that the additional information had not
met the application requirements. To date, only one quote for costings
had been submitted. Officers had liaised with Norfolk County Council
who had provided plans and drawings of the location and
specifications, but no breakdown of costings. The Panel was advised
that the Council’s procurement process required three quotes for works
over £5,000. It was noted that additional quotes could be submitted
from Norfolk County Council approved contractors as the authority



always sub-contracted the work out, this would allow the best of CIL
funds and meet audit requirements.

The Panel was advised that having spoken to the applicant, the
assumption was that the Borough Council would liaise with Norfolk
County Council and manage the project as a stakeholder. It was
explained that no evidence had been submitted to support this
assumption and officers had been unable to gain information relating to
the agreement. Members were informed that the legal terms of
reference did not allow the Borough Council to enter into any
partnership or joint venture with the applicants.

The CIL Officer outlined the options available to the Panel as set out
below:

e The Panel was unable to suspend an application until further
information was provided.

e In accordance with the CIL Governance Policy, the Panel may
either refuse or recommend approval of the application.

e |If the application was refused there was no ground for appeal
and the application would not go forward to Cabinet

e If the Panel refused the application, the applicant may choose to
resubmit the application after obtaining the additional
information which formed part of the application requirements,
for example, quotes and permissions.

e |If the Panel recommended approval, the application would move
forward to be reviewed by Cabinet. However, approval for the
application was outside the CIL policy framework and would
have to go to Full Council. for a decision as only one quote had
been submitted and the requirement to ensure due diligence
and value for money.

The Chair thanked the CIL Officer for the presentation.
The Chair read out an email from Councillor D Sayers as set out below:

“l trust this email finds you well. Can you please make this email
availability for the CIL Spending Panel next week.

| am a resident of West Lynn and | am writing to express my
wholehearted support for the CIL application (ID CIL FY24 1/29)
regarding the "West Lynn Riverbank Footpath Surfacing” project.

The project's goal to surface the West Lynn Riverbank Footpath, from
the Football Field to the Freebridge, is of paramount importance for our
community. This initiative not only aligns with our shared goal of
enhancing local infrastructure but also promotes accessibility for
residents of all ages and abilities. The need to create a durable
standard surface, as advised by the Local Highways Authority, is
evident, especially considering the ongoing development of 38
affordable homes.



The recent temporary closure of Clenchwarton Road has proven to be
a crucial example of the importance of additional active travel routes
into Kings Lynn town. This unexpected disruption highlighted the need
for alternative routes, such as the West Lynn Riverbank Footpath, to
ensure continued accessibility for residents and reduce dependence on
traditional roadways.

The proposed improvements will not only benefit the existing residents
but will also cater to the increased demand resulting from various
factors, including potential future temporary closures. Furthermore, the
alignment of this project with the Green Infrastructure - Active Travel
initiative adds another layer of significance, contributing to the overall
enhancement of our community's well-being.

The West Lynn Community Action Group has demonstrated substantial
local support for this project, as evidenced by a petition with 154
signatures, positive responses from the County Councillor's West Lynn
Transport Survey, and various emails of support from residents.

| also acknowledge and welcome the detailed research conducted by
the Borough Council Officers, which highlights the absence of previous
funding applications in West Lynn. This underscores the unique
opportunity to address the current needs of our community through this
CIL application.

In light of the comprehensive information provided, | strongly urge the
Kings Lynn & West Norfolk Borough Council to approve the CIL
application for the "West Lynn Riverbank Footpath Surfacing" project.
The positive impact on local accessibility, the support from various
stakeholders, and the alignment with broader infrastructure initiatives
make this project a valuable investment for the well-being of our
community.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | trust that you will
consider this letter as a testament to the widespread support for the
West Lynn Riverbank Footpath Surfacing project.”

The Chair invited Councillor Kemp to address the Panel under
Standing Order 34.

Councillor Kemp commented that application was long overdue in the
sense that West Lynn had not been able to put anything forward as it
had not had a group to do so. Now we have the West Lynn Action
Group (in attendance at the meeting), responses had been received
from residents and there was also a local transport survey. Councillor
Kemp added that the application was about protecting the environment
with green infrastructure and supporting growth.

Councillor Kemp explained that resurfacing the footpath would increase
active travel and walking for all year round, which had been a request



from residents. The public footpath was in the ownership of Norfolk
County Council who were the only organisation authorised to
undertake the work. Norfolk County Council had given a quote of
£260,000 and intimated they would be able to undertake the work with
their contractors and therefore there was not a risk to public funds
contrary to what the Panel may have heard because the money would
be held by the Borough Council as a stakeholder. Councillor Kemp
advised that the footpath surface would be asphalt and maintained by
the County Council and had written agreement had been obtained.

Councillor Kemp went on to say that it was part of Council policies to
decrease the number of short car journeys under 5 miles which was
part of the Norfolk KLATS programme, a joint Borough and County
policy and was also an element of the Air Quality Plan and for Public
Health. Councillor Kemp advised she had a document from Public
Health England which showed that the profile of South and West Lynn
had significantly worse figures than the national average for emergency
admissions to hospital for coronary heart disease and COPD which can
be caused by the pollution from road transport and travel.

Councillor Kemp explained that footpath would encourage active travel
and provided a facility for West Norfolk to walk to school and the
shops. The footpath was disability friendly and could be used by both
new and existing residents to improve the environment in West Lynn.

Councillor Kemp outlined the reasons why there was no risk to public
funds as the Borough Council was in partnership with Norfolk County
Council. Councillor Kemp commented that it was possible to have the
request for the full £260,000, or if the Panel so wishes the County
Council had said it was possible to surface the footpath in sections.
Councillor Kemp added that the residents had worked hard to improve
the environment in West Lynn. It was explained that there was no
parish council and the King’s Lynn Area Consultative Committee was
not in a position to serve the community of West Lynn.

In conclusion, Councillor Kemp there was no other forum to discuss the
application in depth and detail. For reasons of supporting the
environment, growth, green infrastructure in the borough, public health,
residential amenity, disability, accessibility, equality and the Council
goals and policies of the Council’s Air Quality Action Plan and the
King’s Lynn Transport Plan, Councillor Kemp asked the Panel to
consider offering all or in sections of the amount requested so that a
start may be made to improve the footpath.

Councillor Kemp stated that she was willing to answer any questions.
The Chair thanked Councillor Kemp for her contribution.

The Chair read out an email from the Monitoring Officer as set out
below:



“Dear all,

Having reviewed this morning with Hannah, Amanda and Robyn the
additional information provided in respect of the above application |
remain concerned that if the CIL spending panel were to approve this
project today, this would be outside the Council’s policy framework and
therefore would need to be sent to Full Council for approval (via
Cabinet).

Executive bodies, including CIL spending panel, are required to make
decisions in accordance and within the Council’s policy framework.
Only Full Council has authority to make a decision outside the policy
framework. There is a de minimis threshold that applies to this process;
not every single technical deviation from a policy will be referred to Full
Council. The decision needs to be significant enough to warrant a
realistic and foreseeable prejudice being caused.

| understand on the West Lynn footpath application, only one “quote”
has been provided by Norfolk County Council. Setting aside officer’s
concerns that the quote provided does not provide the level of detail we
would expect, the most prominent issue is that the CIL policy
framework requires three quotes. We know that Norfolk County Council
has access to more than one contractor for their highways works,
either via their frameworks or a procurement process, and furthermore
| understand that for highways works such as this, Norfolk County
Council have an ‘approved contractors list’ that members of the public
can use instead of County to contract a supplier to carry out the works
direct, and County will accept the works carried out.

Accordingly, | am concerned that the best value statutory duty would
not be achieved by accepting only one quote, in contravention of the
CIL policy framework. If further quotes were obtained, this could result
in a considerable saving of public funds. Therefore, CIL Spending
Panel minded to recommend approval of the application, this would be
a decision outside the policy framework and would need referring to
Full Council for approval (via Cabinet)

Lastly, with regards to a question on whether CIL Spending Panel
items can be deferred, there is nothing within the Constitution or the
policy framework that prohibits this. However, | would be concerned
that deviating from status quo to effectively give special treatment to
one application would be an unfair decision in relation to all the other
applications that have been recommended for refusal and opens the
Council up to challenge of the decision and Ombudsman complaints
from other applicants.”

The Chair explained that a lot of work had gone into the application
from the West Lynn Action Group, Councillors Kemp and Sayers and
officers which was a worthy cause. However, concern was expressed
that the rules of the CIL Panel had to be followed. The Chair added



that this was not meant as a criticism but that the application could be
more ambitious with regard to the policies in place to include cycling.

The Chair invited questions and comments from the Panel, a summary
of which is set out below:

Councillor Sandell commented that it was a good project and agreed
with the community benefits listed she expressed concern that it the
project was approved by the Panel would set a precedent. Councillor
Sandell added that the Panel had rules and guidance had to follow and
explained that it would not be fair to previous applications that had
been refused for not meeting the criteria.

Councillor Blunt stated he was supportive of the project but added that
it was difficult to approve the application as it currently stood.
Councillor Blunt asked if it could be withdrawn or amended in a way in
order that it could be accepted, rather than the Panel having to refuse
it. In response, the CIL Officer explained that the applicant could
decide today to withdraw the application prior to the Panel making any
decision and advised that this would not preclude the applicant from re-
submitting the application with a more fully formed project plan and the
required quotes to officers. It was highlighted that officers had worked
hard with the applicant to gain information prior to the Panel then
officers would be happy to assist the Action Group wherever possible
to get the project in a format to re-submit the application on 1 July 2024
in the next round of applications.

Councillor Blunt asked if it was a Norfolk County Council project. In
response, the CIL Officer explained that the land was owned by the
Environment Agency and the Council currently held the deeds of the
land. Highways were able to maintain the public right of way, but the
land was owned by the Environment Agency so agreement would have
to be sought from the Environment Agency for any upgrades to the
public right of way.

The Chair invited Councillor Kemp to speak to the West Lynn Advisory
Group.

Councillor Kemp liaised with the West Lynn Advisory Group.

Councillor Kemp explained that the footpath was a public right of way
and Norfolk County Council owned it as a right and had the right to
maintain it and any necessary consents would be sought. Councillor
Kemp added that the Environment Agency did not have the right to
stop the County Council maintaining it or otherwise improving the
surface of its right of way. In response, the Chair explained that this
was not an issue which would prevent the Panel making a decision.

In response to questions from Councillor Blunt regarding the required
number of quotes and obtaining approval from the Environment
Agency, the CIL Officer explained that Norfolk County Council as



provider would sub-contract the work out to one of their registered
contractors and had indicated that they would gain approval from the
Environment Agency. The Chair commented that his understanding
was that the issue might be if vehicles were being moved it would be
the question of the actual structure, but the principle did not seem to be
an issue.

Councillor Kemp commented that the rest of the footpath from the ferry
and including the middle Millennium section had already been surfaced
with the approval of the Environment Agency. The remaining sections
of the footpath would be surfaced to a standard that would withstand
the friction of the wheels of the Environment Agency vehicles so having
the work carried out under the framework agreement the Norfolk
County Council had with its contractors it would be up to property
highway standard.

Councillor de Whalley stated that if the application had to go through
Cabinet and Full Council, the Panel had given conditional approvals
previously and if the only showstopper was the quotes, could the Panel
not make a recommendation to Cabinet that the application came back
with the requisite quotes to ensure that the accessibility was there.
Councillor de Whalley asked if it was a public right of way it was a
footpath so cycling was something that was not currently permitted so
would require a TRO in addition to it becoming a cycling route and
could be looked at in the future if felt appropriate. In conclusion,
Councillor de Whalley commented that he would happily put a
recommendation to Cabinet that providing the additional quotes, detail
and be provided and the accessibility could be provided that once it
had worked by the time it went to Cabinet and potentially Full Council
he did not see that as being an issue as was going through the due
process.

In response, the Chair explained that such applications had not been
previously approved. The Chair added that to his understanding where
the figure was greater than £50,000 had to go to Cabinet but the
Monitoring Officer had made it clear that it would be a risk too far, but it
was the Panel’s choice to make further exceptions.

Councillor de Whalley commented that previously conditional approval
had been given to North Wootton sign which was deemed
inappropriate after taking legal advice. In response, the CIL Officer
explained why conditional approval had been given.

Councillor Sandell asked if the South Lynn Action Group had a
constitution. Councillor Kemp stated there was a constitution in place.

Councillor de Whalley asked if a decision on the application could be
deferred until the required number of quotes were available and then
schedule an additional CIL Spending Panel to determine the
application. In response, the Chair referred to the advice given by the
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Monitoring Officer and added that the Council would be in danger if
preferential treatment was given to this application.

Following questions from Councillor Blunt, the Chair commented that
he had spoken to a senior highways officer regarding a cycle way and
provided an overview the potential funding. The Chair added that he
would be disappointed if the proposed works went ahead without
including cycling.

The Panel adjourned at 12.20 pm and reconvened at 12.25 pm.

The Chair summed up the debate and added that the Panel recognised
this was a worthy application, but referred to the issues addressed by
the Monitoring Officer if the Panel approved the application in its
current status. The Chair stated that the application could be more
ambitious to include cycling.

The CIL Officer re-iterated the options available to the Panel as
outlined above.

Councillor Sandell proposed that the application be refused. The
proposal was seconded by Councillor Blunt and on being put to the
vote was carried.

Councillor de Whalley voted against the decision set out below.
AGREED: The application was refused because only one estimate of
costs, relating to expenditure, was received. This did not meet the CIL
Policy requirements to be allocated funding.

20: Sedgeford — Village Hall Refurbishment and Security

Councillor Sandell commented that she supported the application as it
was a good project with match funding.
AGREED: The application was approved for £3,428.

13: North Runcton — Cricket Club, Accessibility and Inclusivity Upgrade

AGREED: The application was approved for the amount of £39,396.

14: King’s Lynn — Renovation of Gaywood Church Rooms

AGREED: The application was approved for £29,560

9: Marshland St James — Inclusive Playground

AGREED: The application was approved for £30,000.

6: Brancaster Staithe and Burnham Deepdale — Village Hall Play
Equipment
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The CIL Officer responded to questions from the Panel in relation to
the match funding and the £20,000 reserve.

AGREED: The application was approved for £20,000.

23: Hunstanton — Henry Le Strange Community Orchard

AGREED: The application was approved for £4,000.

21: Upwell — St Peter’'s Church, New Drainage and Masonry Repairs

AGREED: The application was approved for £30,000.

4: Tilney All Saints — RSPCA Norfolk West — Air Source Heat Pump
Purchase

AGREED: The application was approved for £12,500.

19: Wiqggenhall St Mary Magdalen — Magdalen Academy, Outdoor
Space

AGREED: The application was approved for £17,623.70.

26: Terrington St John — Purchase of former Church as Village Hall of
former Church as Village Hall

The CIL Officer explained that the application was approved by the
Panel it would be necessary to be forwarded to Cabinet for approval for
£150,000. The Panel was advised that there were no quotes in relation
to this application.

Councillor Sandell commented that the Panel did not have all the
necessary information and asked if it should therefore be deferred to
the next meeting. The CIL Officer explained why the application could
not be deferred.

Councillor Sandell abstained against the decision set out below.

AGREED: The application was approved in principle for £150,000
subject to receiving Cabinet approval.

18: Wiggenhall St Germans — Resurface Car Park at Memorial Hall

AGREED: The application was approved for £48,000.

28: King's Lynn — North Lynn Methodist Church, Garden Project

The CIL Officer advised that no quotes had been received.
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In response to questions from the Chair, the CIL Officer confirmed that
the applicants would be informed of the reasons why the Panel refused
the application.

The Chair advised that validation process would be explored with
officers, for example, two weeks before the deadline for submission of
applications.

Councillor de Whalley abstained against the decision set out below
AGREED: The application was refused.

12: West Acre — New Theatre and Props Storage

AGREED: The application was approved for £9,000.

24: Old Hunstanton — Beach Hut Upgrade

AGREED: The application was approved for £7,500.

27: West Winch — Village Hall Car Park Resurfacing

Only one quotation for the work had been received.
AGREED: The application was refused.

25: King’s Lynn — Trues Yard, A Museum for the Community —
Replacement Boiler/Storage

AGREED: The application was approved for £6,348.

8: Welney — Hurn Drove Resurfacing

AGREED: The application was approved for £15,000.

10: Hunstanton — RSPCA Shop LED Lighting

AGREED: The application was approved for £2,000.

7: King's Lynn — Gaywood Play Park 2

The CIL Officer explained that quotes had been received for the total
project. As the Gaywood application was dead on £50,000 and not
over £50,000, it will not have to be signed off by Cabinet.

AGREED: The application was approved £50,000.

22: Watlington — Primary School Library Refurbishment

Only one quotation for the work had been received.



13

Councillor de Whalley abstained against the decision set out below.
AGREED: The application was refused.

11: Crimplesham — Play Area Swing Set

Only one quotation for the work had been received.
Councillor de Whalley abstained against the decision set out below.
AGREED: The application was refused.

17: Castle Rising — Village Gateway

Councillor Moriarty abstained against the decision set out below.
AGREED: The application was approved for £4,875.

16: Castle Rising — Cricket Club, increase seating capacity

Councillor Moriarty abstained against the decision set out below.

AGREED: The application was approved for £2,760.

Next Steps

The CIL Officer outlined the next steps for the applications requiring
Cabinet approval. Projects under £50,000 which had been approved
would receive an officer letter and terms of reference for completion
and return to the Council. A letter setting out the reasons why the
application was refused would be sent to all unsuccessful applicants. It
was highlighted that a timetable was published on the Borough
Council’s website.

Councillor Sandell asked if it was possible to extend the deadline for
applications to six weeks to allow more opportunity for the required
number of quotes to be received. In response, the CIL Officer
explained that it was within the Panel’s discretion to determine the
opening, deadline and rounds of applications.

Councillors Blunt and de Whalley commented on the timetable of CIL
funding rounds.

The Planning Control Manager outlined the issues and the timescale
for applications and requirement to go through the correct democratic
process.

In response to questions on the next round of CIL funding, the Planning
Control Manager explained that a schedule of meetings would be
agreed in principle and shared with Councillors.
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AGREED: 1) Meeting to be scheduled in June 2024 to review the
recommendations to go forward to Cabinet.

2) Meeting be scheduled for September/October 2024 to review the
applications and agree a timetable of meetings.

9 DATE OF NEXT MEETING

To be scheduled as set out above.

The meeting closed at 1.20 pm




Minute Item 8

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
Spending Panel Meeting

Borough Council of

CIL Monitoring & Compliance Officer — Amanda Driver King’s Lynn & & v
CIL@west-Norfolk.gov.uk West Norfolk {5/
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Agenda

Confirmation of withdrawal of Funding Application(s)
Overview of Project Progress & Funding to date
Summary of FY24_1 Applications received
Spending Panel requirements

Review & Allocation of CIL Funding for FY24_1
Administration - Next Steps

Spending Panel — Future Actions

Nogokwh=

Borough Council of g
King's Lynn & % A
West Norfolk i w )

During this session officers will:

provide an overview of CIL Funded Project Progress and spending to date.
Review projects that require formal withdrawal

Review and allocated CIL funding to projects under £50k

Make recommendations to Cabinet for projects over £50k

And agree a programme of future actions
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Withdrawal of CIL Funding Allocation(s)

m App Description & amount allocated | Reason for withdrawal

FY22_2/09 Castle Acre — Visitor Carpark £15k Allocated 19/08/2022
1 year commencement period expired
Planning Application Refused

Panel approved the withdrawal of this
application.

Borough Council of
King's Lynn & % A
West Norfolk i w )

Confirmation by Panel that project can be withdrawn as planning application was refused
Castle Acre are working with planning and the Conservation Team, to reach a resolution,
prior to a new planning application being submitted. The applicant may wish to reapply,
once a suitable site has been identified and planning approval has been given.
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Text Box
Panel approved the withdrawal of this application.


CIL Funded Projects - Progress

Amended Allocated| Completed Open Projects
Total No Apps A ded Allocation & Unspent Projects Active/Part Paid started not paid | Not yet started
Fy21 48 £751,504.19 £254,045.93 44 2 1
FY22_1 |28 £578,855.51 £53,106.00 26 1 i
FY22_2 (39 £719,831.03 £210,990.00 32 1 6
FY23_1 |39 £518,327.45 £88,216.06 29 3 7
FY23_2 (47 £1,202,456.55 £951,916.28 16 6 25

|£3,770,974.73

£1,558,274.27

Borough Council of
King's Lynn & %
West Norfolk i

Siaks
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As a quick introduction — There have already been 5 rounds of CIL Funding
applications - This table shows the progress of CIL funded projects, listed by funding

round.

Over the last 5 rounds of funding, the Panel have allocated funding to 215 projects
in the Borough, with 201 valid projects and 14 withdrawn applications — usually due
to other funding issues
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To date: Funding has been allocated to 64 Parish Areas in the Borough.

g
g
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To date, CIL has been allocated, to the 3 main towns as follows
Kings Lynn - £941k (40 applications)
~«  Downham Market - £189k (9 applications)

*  Hunstanton - £83,757 (11 applications)
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Total Funding Allocated per Zone Other Parishes allocated over £100k
CIL Zones Amount No % Allocated . Brancaster £303k
Kings Lynn £041,047.96 40 23.7% »  North Wootton £147k
North £1,963,925.38 93 49.5%| | g:it:le;‘zm plice]
South £1,065,039.01 68 26.8%, e  Watlington £104k
Totals £3,970,912.35 201 100% = Denver £100k

This bar chart provides a visual on how the funding has been allocated within the
Borough and demonstrates that the unparished area of Kings Lynn, where no CIL
has been paid, but has received the highest amount of funding. Even though Kings
Lynn is unparished, it has not been disadvantaged, in relation to CIL funding
allocations with significantly more applications coming forward and being allocated
funding.
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Revised Allocated
Allocated Spend Not Spent Withdrawn Unallocated
FY21/22 Totals £1,207,813.47 £116,354.13 £1,091,459.34 £0.00
FY22/23 Totals £1,366,350.15 £916,140.10 £1,536,753.52 £4,915.87
FY23/24 Totals £1,249,919.89 £1,200,150.29 £2,926,094.40 £66,281.54
TOTALS £3,824,083.51 £2,232,644.52 £1,520,241.58 £71,197.41

Unallocated |Actual -
Reserved awaiting [®V{{-h1 remaining Unallocated
TORs Income Less Reserved |Remaining
GEOINIGTY  £4,753,642.26 £940,756.16 £1,000,756.16

Match Funds

Funding 21 Minor up to £50R, |£363,080.70 £252,527.20

Applications —
received 3 Major over £50k \ £487,537.25 £45,500.00
£850,617.95 £298,027.20

Latest STATS
The top table screen shows the amount of CIL allocated and spent. There is £940k available

to be allocated.
The bottom table shows the number of applications received, and the amount of funding

requested.
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3/6/2024

CIL Infrastructure Funding List - FY 2024

Green Infrastructure Projects

Projects relating to public open spaces such as new or improved footpaths
and cycleways to support new development

Installation & improvement of public play areas and equipment

Open spaces used for education, to support environmental initiatives.
Improvement of habitats for wildlife and nature, to alleviate the effects of
new development.

Environmental services such as flood defence or absorption of air pollution.

Leisure Time Activities Infrastructure-

Infrastructure projects, to support accessible leisure time activities such as new
facilities, improvement of existing facilities or upgrade of facilities to enable an
increase of usage, to support new development of an area

Borough Council of g
King's Lynn & % A
West Norfolk i w 1

Just as a reminder, this is the current list of project criteria for this round of
funding.

Officers have reviewed each application, and made an Officer recommendation,
based on Statutory requirements and best practice principles, to ensure compliance
with statutory obligations.

To assist the decision making process, the applications have been sorted, based on
their score and amount requested .
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CIL Governance Policy — 2024 Decision Making

Criteria for Funding Selection

3.0.5 The Spending Panel will review each application and base their decision on the
following:

3.0.6 Project Scoring

e filter the projects based on BC Officers' scoring
e take into consideration Management Team recommendations
e prioritise the projects with the highest scoring;

3.0.7 When there are more project applications, than CIL Funding available, the Spending
Panel will take into consideration:

e the amount of development in the relevant area, based on planning application history, to

identify need for infrastructure

e the amount of CIL Neighbourhood Parish money retained and unallocated
« the amount of CIL Funding already received relating to the area and/or project, to allow
funding to be allocated to areas with less funding

Borough Council of
King's Lynn & % i
West Norfolk i w 1

This screen shows how decisions will be made and the Panels responsibilities.
The projects have been reviewed by the Senior Management Team, and their comments
will be identified during the process to review the applications.
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Review & Allocation of FY24_1 Applications — CIL Project Report

Score: 11 .18 Score: 15 2
West Lynn Riverbank Foolpath Surfacing. Refused 18 Village Hall i e APP d 2
North Runcton Cricket Club - Accessibility & Inclusivity Upgrade............Approved..........4

Renovation of Gaywood Church Rooms........../Approved . . e 6

Score: 14 8

Marshland St James - Inclusive Playgr Approved 8

Brancaster Staithe and Burnham Deepdale Play Equipt .. APProved 10

Score: 13 12

Available Funding £940k Sc:\::ls:a:lon-Henw le Strange Community Orchard...... Approved. .. 13

Funding Requested £850.617.95 St Peter's Church Upwell - New Drainage and masonry repais......... ARRroved, . ... . 14

! RSPCA Norfolk West - Air Source Heat Pump Purcha Approved 16

Score: 11 18

Magdalen Academy - Qutdoor Space Approved 20

Terrington St John - Purchase of former Church as Village Hall APProved i 21

Total amount of CIL Panel Recommendations for Wiggenhall S G - Resurface Car Park at Memorial Hal.. APPIOVed. s
funding = £481,990.70. North Lynn Methodist Church - Garden Project...Refused .
Westacre - New theatre costume & props storage Apprn\md 27

0Id Hunstanten - Beach Hut Upgrade ... Appraved. 29

Score: 10 ... — |

West Winch Village Hall Gar Park resurfacing. R€fused |

Trues Yard - A Museum for the Communty .. ARRIoved e 33

Welney - Hurn Drove resurfacing..... Approved 34

Hunstanton RSPCA Shop LED Lighting... APRroved 35

Score:9....... SR

Gaywood Play Park 2. Approved 36

Waltlingten Primary School Library Refused a7

Crimplesham — Play Area Swing set Refused. 39

Score: 8 . e 40

Castle Rising - Village Gateway.......Approved. 40

Score : 7 41

Castle Rising Cricket Club - increase sealing capacity. Approved M

The West Lynn Footpath has been moved to the top of the list, to be reviewed by
the Panel.

Due to the amount of funding requested, there is concern that the public funds may
be put at risk.as the application does not provide sufficient evidence relating to
costings or sustainability — essential requirements of a CIL application. This has
been identified as a risk to the Council.

The Panel are required to base their decision on the submitted application,
considering due diligence.

Officers have provided considerable support to the applicant, and allowed further
information to be submitted after the application close. To date, officers have
received approx. 20 emails from the applicant, relating to this project. This is
something that has never been given to any other application — this demonstrates
the special provisions made by officers to support the application process.

However, the additional information has not met the application requirements:

» only been 1 quote has been submitted, which was an ‘estimate’ of costings.
Officers have liaised with NCC whom have provided plans and drawings of the
location and specifications. BUT, no breakdown of costings.

The Borough Council procurement process requires 3 quotes for works over £5k, to
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ensure value for money. Additional quotes could be submitted from NCC approved
contractors — to allow best use of the CIL funds and meet audit requirements.

Having spoken to the applicant, the assumption is that the Borough Council will liaise
with NCC and manage the project as a Stakeholder. No evidence has been provided
to support this assumption, and officers have been unable to gain information relating
to an agreement. In addition, the ‘legal terms of reference’, do not allow the Council
to enter into any partnership or joint venture with the applicant (clause 42).

The panel are unable to suspend an application until further information is
provided. In accordance with the CIL Governance Policy, the panel may either refuse
or recommend approval.

If the application is refused, there are no grounds for appeal, and the application will
not go forward to Cabinet.

If panel choose to refuse the application, the applicant may wish to resubmit the
application after obtaining the additional information, which forms part of the
application requirements — quotes, permissions etc..

If the panel recommend approval - it will move forward to be reviewed by Cabinet
and then as the decision will be outside the Councils’ Policy Framework it will also go
to full Council.
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Next Steps — FY24 1 Application

» Projects over £50k to R&D 16 Apr - Cabinet Approval 23 Apr
* Projects up to £50k - Formal notice of Spending Panels Decisions

Timetable for FY24_ 2 Applications

CIL funding timetable

There will be 2 rounds of CIL Infrastructure Funding applications a year as follows:

Start Date Closing Date Decisions Made Funds Allocated
01 January 01 February February/Early March Mid/End March
01 July 01 August August/Early September Mid/End September o2

_ & kg
West Norfolk K5/ d

Next steps in the decision making process:
Move the Terrington St Jon Application projects for £150kk to R&D & Cabinet.

Under £50k projects:

+ Formal offer letters will be sent with funding Terms of Reference and an
agreement form, which must be signed and returned before funding is formally
allocated.

» unsuccessful projects will be notified, and provided with feedback, on why the
project was not successful.

All project progress will be made public via the application portal.

Discussed timetable for next round, to allow time for Management & the Panel to

review applications before the R&D/Cabinet Reports/Agenda are published.

25
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Spending Panel — Future Actions
« Set timetable CIL Funding Apps FY24_2

Forward Programme: Agree frequency of meetings

* May to August - (Next meeting agreed for June
— Review and amend CIL Governance Policy 2025 _
. . Panel agreed Chair &
— Forward recommendation to Cabinet for approval i crs to review

« September & October Governance Document
— Review CIL Income & Expenditure FY23/24
— Approve Statutory Annual Infrastructure Funding Statement FY23/24

— Set funding application timetable for 2025
euruugw:cuuumm ', >
e 180

Under the current Governance arrangements, this Panel are required to review the
progress of CIL Funded Applications and the CIL Governance Arrangements for
spending.

To enable a robust format for the CIL calendar, this screen shows the panels future

actions, and proposed period for the works to be undertaken.

+ Officers will produce the Annual Infrastructure Funding Statement (IFS), a
statutory responsibility of this Council.

» This report contains full details of all CIL & S106 income and spending for the
financial year, including parish payments & spend, CIL project progress in the FY,
allocations and payments made. S106 obligations made, payments received and
spend, with sums held in hand at close of account for the FY. .

» The Panel are required to review and update the Infrastructure Funding List
(Criteria for funding), in line with the Corporate Objective and strategic
infrastructure requirements. Officers request a date for the next meetings, to
discuss how the panel wish to administer CIL Funds going forward.
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