
 
Meeting: Infrastructure & Joint Assets Board 

Date/Time: 22 October 2020 at 2.00 pm 

Venue: Virtual Meeting On-line (Zoom) 

 
Agenda 

 

No. Title of Item Lead Time 

1.  Apologies for Absence 

Chair 2.00 
2.  

Minutes of the Last Meeting – 24 September 
2020 

3.  Matters Arising - Action Plan (paper) 

4.  Declarations of Interest 

5.  

Getting Building Funding Progress Report 
(verbal)  

A19 Chapel Haddlesey  

Head of Delivery - 

A19 Project Lead 
2.15 

5(a) 
Whitby Business Park – update report 
(paper) 

Project Lead   

5(b) 
North Yorkshire Digital Infrastructure – 
update report (paper) 

Project Lead   

5(c) York Guildhall – report (paper) 

Project Lead 

Appraiser  

Project Applicant   

 

6.  LGF Programme – update report (paper)  Head of Delivery  3.00 

7.  
“Planning for the Future” YNY LEP 
Response to the White Paper – report 
(paper)   

Head of Strategy – 
Housing Growth 

Project Lead  
3.15  

8.  
Getting Building Funding – Harrogate West 
Business Park (paper) 

Project Lead 

Appraiser  

Project 
Applicant   

3.30 

9.  Date & Time of Next Meeting 
 3.50 

10.  Any Other Business  

Finish Time 4.00 

 

Date of Publication: 14 October 2020 



   

 

 

Membership: 
No Name Representing 

1.  David Dickson (Chair) Private Sector 

2.  Stephen Arnold (Cllr) Ryedale District Council 

3.  Mark Crane (Cllr) Selby District Council 

4.  Angie Dale (Cllr) 
Richmondshire District 
Council 

5.  Richard Foster (Cllr) Craven District Council 

6.  Phil Ireland (Cllr) Harrogate Borough Council 

7.  Andrew Lee (Cllr) 
North Yorkshire County 
Council  

8.  Stuart Parsons  
Yorkshire Dales National 
Park Authority 

9.  Stephen Siddons (Cllr) 
Scarborough Borough 
Council 

10.  Andrew Waller (Cllr) City of York Council 

11.  Peter Wilkinson (Cllr) Hambleton District Council 

Quorum: 7 

 



 

1 
 

Minutes 
 

Meeting: York & North Yorkshire Infrastructure Board meeting 

Date/Time: 24 September 2020 at 09.30 

Venue: Zoom  

 
Members Present:  

Private Sector: David Dickson (Chair) Public Sector: Cllr Liz Colling (as substitute for CLlr Steve 

Siddons) (Scarborough Borough Council), Cllr Andrew Waller (City of York Council), Cllr 

Stephen Arnold (Ryedale District Council), Cllr Richard Foster (Craven District Council), Cllr 

Mark Crane (Selby District Council) and Cllr Phil Ireland (Harrogate Borough Council). 

 

Secretariat: Liz Philpot (Growth Programmes & Policy Manager), Samantha Raine (Enterprise 

Partnership Officer), Adrian Green (Head of Assurance), Paul Clark (Governance and Assurance 

Manager), Ian Collins (Enterprise Partnership Officer), Mark Haynes (Seconded Enterprise 

Partnership Officer) and David Williams (Communications Officer) 

 

Apologies: Public Sector Cllr Peter Wilkinson (Hambleton District Council), Cllr Steve Siddons 

(Scarborough Borough Council), Stuart Parsons (North Yorkshire Dales National Park). 

Secretariat: James Farrar (Chief Operating Officer) and Andrew Leeming (Head of Strategy). 

 

IB20-26 Welcome from the Chair, who informed the Board that as notified by email in 
advance of the meeting, the report on Getting Building Funding for 
Northallerton eCampus was to be deferred to the next meeting on 22 October 
2020.  

IB20-27 Apologies for Absence – Apologies were noted from Cllr Peter Wilkinson 
(Hambleton District Council), Stuart Parsons (North Yorkshire Dales National 
Park), James Farrar (Chief Operating Officer), and Andrew Leeming (Head of 
Strategy). 

IB20-28 Minutes of the Last Meeting 
 
Decision: That the minutes of the meeting held on 3 September 2020 be 
approved. 

IB20-29 Matters Arising  
IB20- 7 Junction 47 Improvements project is on the main agenda 
IB20 – 188 and 189 projects for Getting Building Funding are due to be 
considered by Skills & Employment Board on 24th September 
ACTION : future update to be provided to this Board 
IB20 - 190 A19 Chapel Haddlesley on main agenda 
IB20 - 191 Tadcaster Flood Alleviation – Funding Agreement variation in 
process  
ACTION : update Chair when completed  
IB20 – 193 Dales Flood project - Enterprise Officer confirmed this had been 
followed up and will confirm the details to the Chair  
ACTION : update to Chair   
 

IB20-30 Declarations of Interest- to be reported for each item.  
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IB20-31 Getting Building Funding  
Further development work was ongoing with governance and assurance for 
the projects which have been included in the Getting Building Funding 
programme.  
 
York College and Scarborough TEC EV Skills – both Skills Capital projects 
will be considered for strategic fit at the Skills & Employability Programme 
Board (SEB) later today (24th Sept), and subject to approval will proceed to 
Funding Agreement stage.  
 
Northallerton e-Campus - it was noted, as previous email to Board Members 
and circulation of updated meeting papers, this project is to be deferred to the 
next meeting on 22 October 2020 due to the change of applicant from the 
Central Northallerton Development Company to Hambleton District Council. 
This prompts the need for a new Full Business Case, and revisions to a 
number of associated issues, which will need a further appraisal to be 
undertaken. However, the project is still due to be considered for strategic fit at 
the SEB meeting later today (24th Sept). 
 
ACTION: Further work to be undertaken by the applicant to prepare new 
Full Business Case, and a new project appraisal to be undertaken; 
further consideration to given to any issues raised by the SEB. Both to 
inform subsequent report to this Board. 
 
A19 Chapel Haddlesley – further work has been on-going on development of 
the project and the issues raised by the appraisal. As previously agreed 
(minute IB20–20 refers), the project has been delegated to the Chairman for 
sign off, and a detailed report will be prepared for the approval to finalised. 
 
ACTION: report to be prepared for Chairman to enable delegated 
approval to be finalised.  
 
York Guildhall – the applicant had opted to allow further time to address 
issues raised by the Project Appraisal, therefore the project will be considered 
at the next meeting of this Board.  
 
ACTION: project report to next meeting of this Board.  
 

IB20-32 Whitby Business Park 
 
Councillor Liz Colling declared a non-pecuniary interest as an elected member 
for Scarborough Borough Council. 
 
This item was attended by :  

 Alex Richards – Regeneration Manager, Scarborough BC (applicant) 

 Ian Stevens – Focus Consultants (external project appraiser) 
  
With reference to the report, Scarborough Borough Council has applied for 
Getting Building Funding (GBF) in the sum of £1.4m, for the development of a 
7 unit, 1,300sqm small industrial business space complex at Whitby Business 
Park. The project has been subject to independent appraisal by Focus 
Consultants. 
 
The project appraisal had confirmed that the project meets the requirements 
for GBF, but had raised a number of matters requiring further clarification, and 
therefore a number of conditions should be attached to approval.  
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These were summarised by the appraiser, and responses provided by the 
applicant as to how these would be satisfied. Questions were asked by the 
Board, and the applicant provided responses.  
 
Decision:  
a) That conditional approval be given for £1.4m of Getting Building 

Funding for Scarborough Borough Council to deliver 1,300sqm of small 
industrial units at Whitby Business Park; and    

b) prior to the project proceeding to Funding Agreement stage, further 
development is undertaken by the Scarborough Borough Council 
Project Team on the issues set out in the appraisal and summarised at 
Section 3.7 of this report.   

 

IB20-33 North Yorkshire Digital Infrastructure Programme  
 
This item was attended by:  

 Robert Ling – Technology & Change Managing Assistant Director NYCC 
(applicant)  

 Ian Stevens - Focus Consultants (external project appraiser) 
 
With reference to the report, North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) has 
applied for £3 million of funding support from the Getting Building Fund (GBF), 
to deliver digital infrastructure activity across 3 interrelated components that 
will build on existing investment in the North Yorkshire Local Full Fibre 
Network (LFFN) programme.   
 
The initial request received from NYCC for GBF support was in the sum of 
£5million, but due to the indicative allocation for this LEP area, and as the 
project is scalable, it was agreed to reduce the initial project proposals to be 
accommodated within the lower amount of £3million. This would still enable 
significant delivery across the area to be achieved.   
 
The project appraisal had raised issues with the Commercial and Financial 
Dimensions of the Full Business Case, which had been rated “Red” by the 
project appraisal. However, the applicant had since provided further 
information that had been set out in the report as to how these matters were 
being addressed.  
 
The matters raised by the Project Appraisal were summarised by the 
appraiser, and on several of these the project applicant was able to provide 
detailed responses at the meeting as to how these would be satisfied. 
Additional questions were asked by the Board, and the applicant provided 
responses during the meeting. 
 
Key points covered at the meeting were:  

 Confirmation that VAT will be reclaimed; 

 Funding requested is 100%, but that match funding will be provided in the 
future ie to support recurring revenue costs from partners (local authorities) 
across the project area;  

 The outputs are non-government standard outputs, but there will be 
significant indirect outputs from the project in the longer term;  

 Any cost over-runs will be underwritten by NYCC who will also coordinate 
future funding contributions;  

 The project links to the devolution “Asks” and a North Yorkshire Digital 
Strategy working group has already been set up to enable responses to be 
developed/delivered quickly;   
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 Further work is being carried out to prioritise 16 towns, with two additional 
locations now identified;  

 Specific locations of business parks to benefit from the improvements are 
named in full business case;  

 The Institute of Technology needs to cover whole of North Yorkshire and 
will be enabled by the project;  

 The digital agenda to encourage more use, will lead to demands for 
greater coverage, and there are expected to be a range of follow on 
contracts with public services to utilise the new infrastructure eg highways;   

 Digital Inclusion will be a priority and will include DWP access;  

 Data security will be paramount;  

 Digital inclusion Skills programme - free access for communities will be 
offered to include gov.uk sites;   

 Noted that digital access is often via smart phones but with limited data, 
therefore free access to public services will be essential;  

 Further clarification will be provided on use of the term “free”.  

 Future partners will include those involved in the digital strategy - district 
LAs, NHS, Health and Well Being partners, North Yorkshire CCG, etc. ; 

 There is potential to prioritise town centres, but expand to areas of 
deprivation. 

  
The Board also noted that a decision was required on the £3 million to enable 
the project to proceed as presented, but also to consider agreement in 
principle to increasing the amount of GBF allocated to the project up to a 
maximum of £5 million. This would require approval from BEIS/MHCLG 
overseeing the GBF programme, and would be reported to the Board, with 
value for money assessments undertaken to inform recommendations.   
 
Decision:  
The Board agreed:  
i) Support in principle for the £3 million of funding support from the 

Getting Building Fund (GBF), to deliver digital infrastructure activity 
across 3 interrelated components that will build on existing investment 
in the North Yorkshire Local Full Fibre Network (LFFN) programme; but 

ii) That further clarification was required from the applicant to demonstrate 
how the “Red” rated areas of the project appraisal had been satisfied, 
to be the subject of a further report to the next meeting of this Board 
(22nd October 2020).    

 

IB20-34 Local Growth Fund Programme – Project Updates  
Updates were provided on two projects that had recently been at a critical 
level of risk within the final year of the Local Growth Fund (LGF) programme 
delivery.  
 
Skipton Housing & Employment – the works contract for Component 1 New 
Link Road and highway improvements has now been signed and construction 
will start by the end of September. The YNY LEP Performance Sub-group 
continues to work closely with the project team (Craven DC) to provide support 
for delivery of the project within the remaining LGF programme (ie by 31st 
March 2021). Key milestones being prepared by project team to show how this 
will be achieved. 
  
Harrogate York Rail Improvements – the Chairman updated that the NYCC 
project team and Network Rail had attended the Performance Sub-group 
meeting on 10th September 2020, and were able to report at that time that the 
outstanding matters of the LNER objection had been removed.  
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While this would enable the LGF supported project works to proceed as 
planned for completion by Christmas 2020, there would be a delay to the 
provision of the additional services between Harrogate and York. This was due 
to additional driver training being set back by the need for “Covid Compliant” 
working practices, which had now been established and new services are 
expected to be delivered later in 2021, rather than May 2021, as originally 
planned.  
 
The Board welcomed this news and expressed thanks for all involved in 
bringing about the resolution to enable the delivery to proceed as planned.  
 

IB20-35 Any Other Business  
 
No other business was raised.  
 

IB20-36 Date of the next meeting - 22 October 2020 
2pm - start time 
Zoom link provided with calendar invitation    

 



Minute Meeting Date Item Action By Details Update 

IB20-7 18-Jun-20 Junct 47 Improvements JG Delegated approval to Chair for 

final decision on £500k, subject 

to VFM report and availability of 

LGF 

Report drafted for review by 

Chairman; no LGF currently 

available 

IB20-188   03-Sep-20 GBF- York College LP Approve GBF £150,000; requires 

endorsement by the SEB on 24th 

Sept 

Endorsed by SEB on 24th Sept - 

subject to further clarification on 

outputs for FA 

IB20-189   03-Sep-20 GBF- Scarborough TEC EV Skills LP Approve £92,620 GBF; requires 

endorsement by SEB on 24th 

Sept 

Endorsed by SEB on 24th Sept - 

subject to further clarification on 

outputs for FA 

IB20-190  03-Sep-20 A19 Chapel Haddlesey SR Delegated approval to Chair for 

£6m, subject to further 

development of the issues raised 

by the Project Apprasial 

IB20-31 24/09/20 - ACTION : 

report to be prepared for 

Chairman to enable delegated 

approval to be finalised; meeting 

with Chair set for 21st Oct to 

review and final decision. Awaiting 

for final details from NYCC to 

send to systra for approval.

IB20-191 03-Sep-20 Tadcaster Flood Alleviation Feasibility SR Approve a variation to the key 

milestones in LGF Funding 

Agreement as per report 

IB20-29 24/09/20 - Deed of 

variation drafted and issued to EA 

(8/10/20) for review/agreement

IB20-193 03-Sep-20 Upper Dales Flood Feasibility  IC Refer to project team re: work led 

by YDNP for flood mitigation 

activity in the Tees and Swale 

Valley.

Project lead has referred back to 

NYCC project lead - IB20-29 

24/09/20 ACTION : to confirm 

detail to Chair

IB20 - 31 24-Sep-20 Northallerton eCampus LP Deferred to 22nd Oct meeting to 

allow time to address issues 

raised by Project Apprasial; 

requires endorsement by the 

SEB on 24th Sept 

Deferred by SEB on 24th Sept for 

further development of issues; will 

require additional time beyond 

cycle for IJAB Board on 22nd 

October  



IB20 - 31 24-Sep-20 York Guildhall MH Deferred to 22nd Oct meeting to 

allow time to address issues 

raised by Project Apprasial

Included in papers for IJAB 22nd 

October

IB20 - 32 24-Sep-20 Whitby Business Park MH Conditional approval for £1.4m 

GBF; further development 

required by SBC prior to FA and 

progress report to future meeting.

Included in papers for IJAB 22nd 

October

IB20 - 33 2409/2020 North Yorkshire Digital Infrastructure 

Programme 

IC Support in principle for £3m GBF 

requested;  further development 

required by NYCC to address 

issues raised by Project 

Appraisal for report back to next 

IJAB meeting 

Included in papers for IJAB 22nd 

October



 

Item 5a 
    

 

York & North Yorkshire Local Enterprise Partnership 

Infrastructure & Joint Assets Board 

22 October 2022  

Getting Building Fund – Whitby Business Park: Update 

Report of the Head of Delivery 

1.0 Purpose of the Report  

1.1 To update the board on progress made by Scarborough Borough Council 

(SBC) in dealing with the points raised in the external appraisal of the SBC 

application for Getting Building Funding in the sum of £1.4m, for the 

development of a 7 unit, 1,300sqm small industrial business space complex at 

Whitby Business Park.  

 

2.0  Background 

2.1 The project was presented to the Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board 

meeting on 24th September 2020. The Board decision was:  

a) That conditional approval be given for £1.4m of Getting Building Funding 

for Scarborough Borough Council to deliver 1,300sqm of small industrial units 

at Whitby Business Park; and    

b) prior to the project proceeding to Funding Agreement stage, further 

development is undertaken by the Scarborough Borough Council Project 

Team on the issues set out in the appraisal (summarised at Section 3.7 of 

Item 5a of the Board papers).    

 

2.2 This report sets out the progress made to date following further work between 

the LEP project lead and the project applicant, SBC.  

 

3.0  Progress to Date  

3.1 SBC officers are finalising the following documents which will be forwarded to 

the LEP ahead of the board meeting on 22 October:  

 Itemised granular budget of all costs with ineligible items removed 

 Reconciled costs and programme  

 

3.2 To support demand evidence SBC have been asked to provide extracts from 

the Local Plan stating the need for employment space and the list of enquiries 

received for the proposed units. This will show there have been more 

enquiries than units available, and the strong local demand for the units.   

 

3.3 Solicitors DWF have been commissioned to provide a State Aid statement 

which will be forwarded to the LEP ahead of the board meeting on 22 October, 

and will address the following issues:   



 

 eligibility of the fit out of accommodation for end user, eligibility of the retail 

element, and the proposed use of the Council’s Estates Team to manage 

the facility  and potential disposals;  

 Clarity over whether retail businesses are eligible for the proposed support;  

 Clarity over whether Government Agencies are eligible for the proposed 

support given that the project aim is to support high value business sectors. 

 

3.4 SBC officers have confirmed they can address the following issues without the 

need for Cabinet approval and will provide a letter from their Section 151 

officer confirming the following points:   

 Confirmation the Council will keep the project in use as a business 

accommodation facility for its economic lifetime - 15 years is the usual 

standard for this;   

 Confirmation SBC will contribute to the capital development costs to an 

extent agreed with the LEP; 

 Confirmation SBC will underwrite any and all cost overruns; 

 Confirmation SBC will cashflow the project, providing working capital for the 

periods any grant claims are being made; 

 Confirmation SBC will underwrite the operational costs of the project for its 

economic lifetime.  

 

3.5 In addition to the points at 3.4 the Section 151 officer statement will confirm 

that SBC is able to finance 12.5% of the project costs. This is in addition to the 

£48k project development costs SBC have already incurred prior to the GBF 

application date, which are ineligible for match funding purposes, but do 

demonstrate the Councils commitment to the project.  

 

3.6 The outputs have been reviewed and can be revised. The jobs created figures 

in the application are those that are initially created by the development, 

however, none were included to reflect business growth over time. Therefore, 

a further 10 jobs have been added for future years to reflect this, which 

improves the project value for money figures. 

 

4.0  Corporate and Strategic Implications 

Legal A funding agreement will be required 
subject to approval and satisfaction of 
conditions outlined in the appraisal 
report. 

Financial Allocation from GBF confirmed by 
MHCLG 

Governance and Assurance Process compliant with Assurance 
Framework 

Equalities Not Applicable 

Data Protection and Privacy Not Applicable 

Communications and 
Engagement 

All projects will be publicised in 
accordance with the LEP, project 
sponsor and MHCLG communications 
strategies. 



 

Business & Innovation Will assist in broadening the economic 
base of the town and providing higher 
value, non-seasonal employment 

Low Carbon & Environment Not Applicable 

Places The project will help provide 
employment in a key coastal town 
identified as being especially vulnerable 
to the impacts of the Covid-19 
lockdown. 

Skills & Employability Not Applicable 

 

5.0 Recommendations  

5.1 Subject to having received the documentation outlined in Section 3, which will 

be updated at the Board meeting on 22 October, the Board is requested to 

consider the approval of the project for Scarborough Borough Council to 

deliver 1,300sqm of small industrial units at Whitby Business Park.  

 

6.0  Additional Information  

6.1 Report to Infrastructure & Joint Assets Board meeting of 24 September 2020 

at Item 5a of the Board papers, and Minute Reference: IB20 – 32.  

 

6.2 Contact –  

Name/Title: Mark Haynes, Enterprise Partnership Officer 

Contact: Mark.haynes@hambleton.gov.uk / 07964 533941 

 

 

mailto:Mark.haynes@hambleton.gov.uk


 

Item 5b 
    

 

York & North Yorkshire Local Enterprise Partnership 

Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board 

22 October 2020  

Getting Building Fund (North Yorkshire Digital Infrastructure Programme)  

Report of the Head of Delivery  

1.0  Purpose of the Report 
 To update the Infrastructure & Joint Assets Board on progress made by North Yorkshire 
County Council (NYCC) in dealing with the issues raised in the independent appraisal of 
the North Yorkshire Digital Infrastructure Programme application for funding support from 
the Getting Building Fund (GBF). 
 

1.1 The North Yorkshire Digital Infrastructure Programme is seeking GBF support of £3 
million to deliver digital infrastructure activity across 3 interrelated components that will 
build on existing investment of the North Yorkshire Local Full Fibre Network (LFFN) 
programme.  
 

1.2 However, the initial request received from NYCC for GBF support was in the sum of 
£5million, but due to the indicative allocation for this LEP area, and as this project is 
scaleable, it was agreed to reduce the initial project proposals to be accommodated 
within the lower amount of £3million. This would still enable significant delivery across 
the area to be achieved.  
 

1.3 Therefore, as well as the decision on the £3 million to enable the project to proceed as 
presented, the Board is requested to consider agreement in principle to increasing the 
amount of GBF allocated to the project up to a maximum of £5 million. This would enable 
the GBF programme to be managed effectively, should any there be any capacity in the 
programme as projects progress through delivery.  
 

2.0  Background 
2.1 The project has been subject to independent appraisal. This appraisal identified some 

significant issues and concern, and recommended provisional approval of the project 
subject to resolution of a number of issues highlighted in the appraisal report.  

 
2.2 A meeting was subsequently held between the independent appraisers and NYCC 

project team. This meeting helped to clarify some of the issues raised by the appraisers. 
 

2.3  The project was presented by NYCC project team to the Infrastructure & Joint Assets 
Board on 24 September 2020. The Board decision was:  
i)  Support in principle for the £3 million of funding support from the Getting Building Fund 
(GBF), to deliver digital infrastructure activity across 3 interrelated components that will 
build on existing investment in the North Yorkshire Local Full Fibre Network (LFFN) 
programme; 



 

    
 

ii)  that further clarification was required from the applicant to demonstrate how the “Red” 
rated areas of the project appraisal had been satisfied, to be the subject of a further 
report to the next meeting of this Board (22nd October 2020).    
 

3.0 Current Position 
3.1 A formal response to the issues identified in the project appraisal undertaken by the 

independent appraisers has been provided by the NYCC project team (attached at 
Annex A). There are two specific matters that will require conditions:  

 The issue raised in respect of State Aid compliance will require review by YNY LEP 
legal specialist to ensure advice provided by NYCC is acceptable;  

 The underwriting of project capital cost over-runs and future operational costs will be 
a condition in any formal funding agreement and upon approval of the GBF grant, 
NYCC will undertaking internal governance procedures to secure approval to this 
arrangement.  

 
3.2 The project appraisal report also highlighted the need to consider additional outcomes of 

the project investment, to complement those already offered by the project application. 
To ensure that these are considered in detail and captured through future monitoring and 
reporting, it is proposed that the project is required (as a project specific condition in the 
Funding Agreement) to undertake an impact assessment report to consider additional 
benefits and outcomes of the investment. 

 
3.3 Subject to these conditions, the response and provision of additional information from the 

project applicant NYCC, has satisfactorily addressed the issues identified by the 
independent appraisers 

 
3.4 It is therefore concluded that an approval can be recommended to the Board for the 

requested amount of £3m of Getting Building Funding. 
 
3.5 As well as the decision on the £3 million to enable the project to proceed as presented, 

the Board is requested to consider agreement in principle to increasing the amount of 
GBF allocated to the project up to a maximum of £5 million, should there be any capacity 
in the programme at a later stage. Any proposed increases to the GBF allocation to the 
North Yorkshire Digital Infrastructure Programme will be subject to:  

 value for money assessments for additional GBF requested;  

 Board reports to allow further consideration of performance of the project; and  

 Subsequent approval of MHCLG/BEIS as Managing Authority for the GBF 
programme.  

 
4.0 Corporate and Strategic Implications 

 

Legal Funding Agreement will be required subject to 
approval 

Financial Allocation from GBF confirmed by MHCLG 

Governance and Assurance Process compliant with Assurance 
Framework   

Equalities Not Applicable 

Data Protection and Privacy Not Applicable 

Communications and 
Engagement 

All projects will be publicised in accordance 
with Communication Strategies of this LEP, 
the project sponsors, and MHCLG 

Business & Innovation Will enable business to innovate with new 
technology to drive internal benefits but also 
to create new markets and products. 



   
  

Supports the economic changes in our region 
under a “new normal” post-COVID, such as 
shifting attitudes toward increased demand 
for digitised services from the private and 
public sector. 

Low Carbon & Environment Will reduce impact in the environment. 
Increase of Town Centre Wi-Fi will encourage 
more flexible working and enable people to 
work from rural locations when the office base 
may be in other cities. 

Places Targets town centres, which are forecast to 
be hardest hit by Covid 19 and fits with 
reshaping the future of towns. Access to WIFI 
within Town Centre will support business in 
light of COVID and also to enable new retail 
innovation to emerge. 

Skills & Employability The project will also enable access to those 
who have been digital excluded enabling 
citizens to connect to Council, Government 
and Health services which are rapidly 
transiting online. 

  
5.0 Recommendations 
 5.1 The Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board is requested to approve support of £3 million 

GBF for the North Yorkshire Digital Infrastructure Programme. 
 
5.2 That as part of any Funding Agreement negotiations, action is undertaken to:  

 Review the State Aid position response from NYCC to ensure that compliance can be 
demonstrated 

 Ensure that any formal funding agreement includes a clause in respect of 
confirmation for NYCC to underwrite any capital cost overruns and the operational 
position of the project (if NYCC have been unable to secure approval for this 
arrangement before funding agreement stage)  

 
5.3 In addition to the measurable outputs identified in the project proposal, that the Project is 

required to undertake an impact assessment report to consider additional benefits and 
outcomes of the investment.  

 
5.4 The Board is also requested to consider agreement in principle to increasing the amount 

of GBF allocated to the project up to a maximum of £5 million, should there be any 
capacity in the GBF programme, subject to the process set out at Section 3.5.  

 
 6.0 Additional Information  
 
6.1  Annex A – NYCC response to Project Appraisal Report  
 
6.2 Contact:  
 

Name/Title: Ian Collins 

Contact: ian.collins@businessinspiredgrowth.com 
07773 637935 

 
 

 

mailto:ian.collins@businessinspiredgrowth.com


   
  

Annex A  
 
Appraisers Questions and NYCC Project Team Response   
 

Project Appraisal Report Conclusion:  we accept the strategic aim of the North Yorkshire 
County Council Digital Infrastructure project to address “the coverage of our region’s fibre 
broadband that significantly lags behind the rest of the country……. with a significant risk that our 
economy is ‘left behind’”.  We also accept supporting such an aim is appropriate for the LEP and 
that a project such as the Digital Infrastructure is a good fit with the Getting Building Fund, and 
that something could, and should be done.  To do this the LEP needs a clearly defined project 
that takes forward this strategic aim and sets out definitively what can be achieved by March 
2022. 

 
Therefore, the following detailed issues (headings) were raised in the project appraisal 
report, and now show the response and additional information under each heading which 
has been provided by the project applicant, NYCC.  
 

1. Clear project description and definition – what, where and when 

We have the Local Full Fibre Network (LFFN) programme which will have deployed Fibre to 16 

urban areas across the region. A programme-based approach is required to achieve economies 

of scale and support a cost-effective and comprehensive network for the NY region which 

supports a step-change in the delivery of smart solutions by both NY authorities and industry.  

The 16 areas would be the initial base areas for the roll out of the IoT network and Town Centre 

WIFI. The originally proposed IoT fund would be significantly reduced and only operate should 

funding be available after the agreed infrastructure build.   

Delivery of an urban and region-wide Low-Powered Wide-Area Network (B&C) (LPWAN) 

covering up to 95% of the geographical region. The LPWAN will enable rapid, cost-effective 

deployment of IoT devices by both public and private sector companies and is intended to be 

operationally self-sustaining in the medium-to-long term.   

  

 

 

 



   
  

Town Centre Wi-Fi   

The project would roll out WIFI across the 16 Towns across North Yorkshire. Access to WIFI 

within Town Centre will support business considering COVID and to enable new retail 

innovation to emerge. The project will also enable access to those who have been digital 

excluded enabling citizens to connect to Council, Government and Health services which are 

rapidly transiting online. Network capacity and coverage would be determined by local demand 

and need and would offer the ability to expand as required beyond its original footprint. The 

provisional 16 Town would be Selby, Easingwold, Pickering, Thirsk, Malton, Scarborough, 

Whitby, Harrogate, Tadcaster, Ripon, Stokesley, Richmond, Northallerton, Skipton, Leyburn, 

Settle. Local engagement with the Districts has put forward some additional locations which 

may be covered dependent on funding and coverage discussions.  The green area highlight the 

areas not coverage.  

  

LLFN Business Park Extension   

 The business parks which we would focus on delivery for this cost envelope would 

be:(Business Park, no of businesses, Rurality Code)  

o Colburn Park, Catterick, DL9 4QJ – 55 Businesses    

o Norton Grove Industrial Estate, Malton, YO17 9ND – 35 Businesses    

o Thirsk Industrial Estate, Thirsk, YO7 3BX – 127 Businesses   

o Stainsacre Lane Industrial Estate, Whitby, YO22 4PU – 28 Businesses   

o Thornton Road Business Park, Pickering, YO18 7JB – 58 Businesses   

o Gallowfields Trading Estate, Richmond, DL10 4FD – 190 Businesses  

 
2.  Costs and a comprehensive granular budget of all eligible items 
 

The £3m project has been split into 3 separate budgets associated with the deliverables.  
 
Table 1: Budget Allocations 
 

Project 
Component 

Cost Item Sub-Cost Item Total 
Funding 

 
LFFN Extension 

Construction Deployment of LFFN 
Infrastructure 

£ 300,000 

 Sub-Total £ 300,000 

 
Internet of Things 

Plant and machinery Gateways, Cabling, 
Internet backhaul, Sensor   

£ 1,370,000 



   
  

Fees   Surveys, Project 
Management and 
Engineering 

£ 330,000 

 Sub-Total £ 1,700,000 

 
 

Wi-Fi 

Plant and machinery Hardware, Software, 
Internet back haul 

£800,000 

Fees Project Management and 
Engineering 
 

£200,000 

 Sub-Total £ 1,000,000 

  Total £ 3,000,000 

 
Table 2: Cost Breakdown  
 

Cost Item Sub-Cost Item Total 
Funding 

LFFN Extension 

Construction Deployment of LFFN Infrastructure £ 300,000 

 Sub-Total £ 300,000 

Internet of Things 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Plant and 
machinery 

Gateways 
(Gateways / Access points, these are the devices that 

the allow the sensors to connect to the network, and 

internet. These will be procured using existing NYnet 

contracts) 

£480,000 

Cabling 
(cabling of the gateways back to the network. Any 

groundwork will be carried out by NYnet’s LFFN 

network contractor. Specialist contractors will be 

required for cabling at heights) 

£110,000 

Internet backhaul  
(additional internet/network capability required for the 

backhaul of the IoT data to the end user) 

£120,000 

Sensor  

(initial sensors for use with the IoT network) 

 

£660,000 

 
 
 

Fees 

Surveys 
(surveys to identify the most efficient location of the 
gateways) 

£160,000 

Project Management and Engineering 

(internal salaries & external costs for project 

management and engineers to manage and 

install/configure the gateways to ensure that they 

operate correctly) 

 

£170,000 

 Sub-Total £ 1,700,000 

Wi-Fi 

 

 

Hardware 

(access points and central controller hardware. These 

will be procured using existing NYnet and NYCC 

frameworks) 

£640,000 



   
  

Plant and 

Machinery 

 

 

Software 

(software for controlling the WiFi networks, and 

specialist software for terrain / building mapping to 

optimise the locations of the WiFi access points) 

 

£120,000 

Internet back haul  

(additional internet/network capability required for the 

backhaul of the WiFi data to the end user) 

 

£40,000 

 

Fees 

Fees Project Management and Engineering 
(internal salaries & external costs for project 
management and engineers to manage and 
install/configure the access points to ensure that they 
operate correctly) 

£200,000 

 Sub-Total £ 1,000,000 

 Total £ 3,000,000 

 

3.  Strategy for VAT / contingency / inflation and all necessary eligible fees 

 As this is a joint project between NYCC and NYnet to benefit the residents, 

businesses and public sector in North Yorkshire the following assumptions have 

been applied.  

 All charges between NYnet and NYCC have been excluded, only external costs have 

been included 

 VAT is recovered by either NYCC or NYnet as appropriate 

 Legal Fees – It has been assumed that there will be minimum legal fees, as the 

projects are ready for deployment  

 Wayleaves - 

i. Business Parks – no wayleaves will be required as the funding will be for spine 

work only. The work will be carried out in public maintainable land and will be 

covered by NYnet’s Telecommunications Code Powers 

ii. Wi-Fi - The access points will be mounted on infrastructure assets owned by 

NYCC, and as such no wayleaves will be required. If there are no NYCC assets 

available, the assets will be placed on other public sector assets. It is the 

assumption that if a wayleave is required, no consideration will be paid, as it is 

for the benefit of the public sector. Backhaul links will be provided by NYnet and 

covered under their Code Powers 

iii. IoT - The access points will be mounted on infrastructure assets owned by 

NYCC, and as such no wayleaves will be required. If there are no NYCC assets 

available, the assets will be placed on other public sector assets. It is the 

assumption that if a wayleave is required, no consideration will be paid, as it is 

for the benefit of the public sector. Backhaul links will be provided by NYnet and 

covered under their Code Powers  

 NYnet’s Communication Code Powers mean that there will be no Section 

59 licences required. If they are required, the costs will be internal and as 

such not applicable for grant funding. 

 

 

 



   
  

4.  Confirmation how any legal issues will be dealt with – by the Council legal team or 
others 

 Legal issue arising from the project will be dealt with by the internal legal team at 
NYCC, NYnet also utilise the NYCC legal and both organisations make use of 
external legal firms when specific legal expertise is required.  

 
5.  Match funding from the partners 

 Match funding is not in the capital costs although the project builds on the £15m 
LLFN investment to deliver high speed connectivity across North Yorkshire and into 
the 16 Market Towns referenced.  Further funding will be required in the operational 
running of the network which is detailed below in the exit strategy section. 

 
6.  Core Government / LEP outputs to sit alongside those already offered 

 Happy to enter discussions around appropriate outputs to match this capital 
infrastructure project 

 
7.  Operational income and expenditure profile 

 Operational expenditure will initially be covered by funding for the 3 years of the 
project. Support for the infrastructure will integrated into the existing NYnet support 
function once fully deployed and operational. Post the initial 3 years funding the 
backhaul costs and equipment support costs will be borne by NYnet and 
incorporated into NYnet BAU processes.   

 Income will be generated as follows: 
o LFFN extension by NYnet selling LFFN Connectivity to the private sector within 

the six business parks using the additional network. 
o IoT by cost savings made by NYCC through efficiencies gained from using the 

IoT network, and from selling bandwidth and access to the infrastructure to other 
organisations to utilising IoT sensors, particularly into the private sector.  

o Town Centre Wi-Fi.  Potential advertising revenue form a single platform 
available across all 16 towns.    

 
8.  Confirmation North Yorkshire County Council will underwrite any and all capital 

cost overruns. 

 This is a contractual issue which we will need to take through our executive on 
confirmation that the project is a confirmed. 

 
9.  Confirmation North Yorkshire County Council will underwrite the operational 
 project 

 This is a contractual issue which we will need to take through our executive on 
confirmation that the project is a confirmed. 

 
10.  Exit strategy for the LEP investment / how this investment will be safeguarded / 

how the project will continue after the LEP grant assisted phase 

 The project will continue after the LEP funding in the following ways. The Business 
Park investment will become part of the LLFN investment and offer broadband 
services to the business on the park. The IoT network will be supported by NYCC as 
the anchor tenant allowing the Council to maximise the opportunities to develop new 
business models and the development of smart cities concept for the county. This 
platform will be extended to other partners as the network develops and build on the 
wider work of the Digital North Yorkshire group. The Town Centre WIFI network has 
been developed as a public good project to support the High Street retail and digital 
inclusion, discussions have been held  with the Town Deal team for Scarborough and 
Whitby as well as the Skipton Bid on longer term development. Opportunities are 
being investigated to provide limited mobile offload from NYCC mobile devices to the 
wifi network.  



   
  

11.  Relevant risk registers 
Risk Register has been provided by the applicant.  
 

12.  Measurable milestones 
The measurable milestones are output linked and based on the capability to connect to 
the infrastructure, as described in the bid documentation: 

 LFFN – Number of business parks, where capability has been increased, through 
deployment of fibre infrastructure 

 Public WiFi coverage – number of towns covered 

 IoT – Geographical coverage of the county 

Output Measure Total 

Wi-Fi Coverage of Towns Number of Towns 16 

Businesses capable of 1Gb internet 

access 

Number of Business 

Parks 

6 

Businesses capable of 1Gb internet 

access 

Number of Businesses  493 

Internet of Things Geographical Coverage 95% 

YNY LEP Note: Gantt Charts have been provided by the applicant which will be 

refined for contract to agree milestone delivery.  

13.  Procurement strategy – both in respect of NYCC and NYnet and for NYnet 
suppliers 

 The project will be run under NYCC procurement policies where a supply chain will 
be required. It is expected that a range of suppliers will be commissioned to ensure 
the project delivers the spend and coverage on time. NYnet is 100%-owned by North 
Yorkshire County Council (“NYCC”), which is not an undertaking. In addition, NYnet 
has been organised so as to comply with Regulation 12(1) of the Public Contracts 
Regulations 2015 (the “PCR”) such that it can be viewed as essentially akin to an in-
house department of NYCC hence NYCC does not need to run a competitive tender 
under the PCR when awarding contracts to NYnet. In order to fall within Regulation 
12, as well as being controlled by a public authority, at least 80% of the activities of 
the company must be carried out in the performance of tasks entrusted to it by the 
controlling authority. A company that satisfies these requirements falls outside the 
scope of the PCR. The existing LFFN contract legally procured on an open 
procurement basis has sufficient head room within the contract to deliver the required 
build for the business parks. 

 
14.  Independent State Aid assessment 

 State Aid advice from the LLFN project. The situation mirrors the LEP funding and 
was accepted by DCMS and verified through their own QC advice. We believe that 
this is suitable coverage for this project. 

 NYnet has long held the view that the LFFN network should be leveraged to develop 
the potential providing ultrafast connectivity to the private sector across the county. 
As the funding for the Network was provided as a grant from BDUK to NYCC, 
currently BDUK must approve all sites that NYnet add to the LFFN network as part of 
a No Aid position. This excludes NYnet from developing any private sector business.  
If NYnet moves to Allowable Aid, then BDUK would no longer need to review the 
sites but would need to approve the new state aid position. To achieve this an 
accepted Market Economy Operator Principle (MEOP) business case needs to be 
produced.   



   
  

Several examples of such cases already exist of the Aid position being successfully 
changed through this process.  The timescale to produce the business case is 
around 3 months and this is nearing completion.  

 
YNY LEP Note: Independent State-Aid advice has been provided by the applicant. 
This will require review by YNY LEP legal specialist to ensure advice provided by 
NYCC is acceptable. 

 



 

Item 5c 
    

 

York & North Yorkshire Local Enterprise Partnership 

 Infrastructure & Joint Assets Board 

 22 October 2020 

Getting Building Fund – York Guildhall 

Report of the Head of Delivery 

1.0  Purpose of the Report  
1.1 This report seeks consideration of the project put forward by York City Council 

for Getting Building Funding in the sum of £300,000, for the fit out costs of the 
York Guildhall which is being refurbished to provide 1,300m2 of serviced 
office and collaborative working space. The project has been subject to 
independent appraisal by Focus Consultants. 

 
2.0  Background 
2.1 York City Council are seeking to redress a lack of Grade A town centre office 

space. This has, in part, resulted from permitted development rights that have 
enabled conversion of office space to residential use. Larger more lucrative 
town centre office spaces have been converted leaving smaller, less 
accessible (i.e. above shops or out of town) spaces as the residual offer. A 
further issue is that the current space tends to be offered on traditional lease 
terms whereas the target occupier markets - start-ups and growth industries – 
are increasingly demanding flexibility and office formats that foster 
collaboration and innovation.  
 

2.2 The Guildhall proposition will provide up to 1300m2 of business lounge, 
serviced meeting space, flexible co-working and collaborative office space on 
flexible terms to suit the demand profile of early stage high growth business. 
Also available will be a further 650m2 of flexible events/exhibition and 
conferencing space available for tenants use and independent hire. 
 

2.3 Described by the applicant as a “state of the art” business club and serviced 
office space, the proposal is located in one of the City’s most iconic historic 
buildings which is currently undergoing a £20m refurbishment. This is being 
funded jointly by City of York Council (£17.8m) and an LGF grant from West 
Yorkshire Combined Authority (£2.3m). The extensive refurbishment is 
allowing the integration of modern, sustainable technologies to be 
incorporated, including a river source heat pump, resulting in a BREEAM 
“Very Good” environmental and sustainability rating for a building that dates 
back to the 15th century.  
 

2.4 The application for GBF in the sum of £300,000 is for the fit out of the building. 
 

3.0  Project Appraisal 
3.1 The Project Appraisal by independent appraisers, Focus Consultants, is 

attached at Annex A, which recommends conditional approval of the project    
 



 

3.2 The project has a good strategic fit with national, regional and local policies. 
The principal comment to note here is that it is suggested that the evidence 
base showing direct demand from the target business community, especially 
in light of changing business working practices in response to the Covid-19 
pandemic, could be improved. 
 

3.3 Economic case analysis is very positive, the 164 jobs created for the £300k 
investment requested represents very good value for money. The project 
contributes strongly to good growth and provides good economic and 
environmental outcomes. 
 

3.4 The financial case is good but requires further information.  Costs identified 
are deemed reasonable but lack some required detail. Match funding is 
identified but needs confirming. Confirmation that the operational cashflows 
will be underwritten is also recommended. 
 

3.5 Commercially the project is strong, with points requiring further action being :  

 to show the selection of the delivery partner was compliant with public 
sector procurement procedures;  

 submission of a State Aid assessment; and  

 reinforcement of the evidence of local demand for the space. 
 

3.6 Management case for the project is strong and presents no issues. 
 

3.7 The appraisal raised the following issues with the project that the applicant 
would need to address prior to a Funding Agreement being issued: 

 Evidence from the project partners that the facility has been successfully 
market tested directly with the business community; 

 Confirmation the rents proposed are competitive, and affordable, in the 
marketplace;  

 Confirmation City of York Council will underwrite all and any capital cost 
overruns; 

 Confirmation City of York Council / University of York / appointed operator 
will underwrite the operation of the project and guarantee the investment; 

 Confirmation the necessary Builders Work in Connection has been 
considered and is included in the costs; 

 Confirmation of the project VAT strategy / there is a suitable contingency / 
project inflation allowance has been accounted for; 

 Confirmation City of York Council will provide funding to match the LEP 
grant through the overall ongoing construction works; 

 Provision of a revised programme that matches the capital spend; 

 Confirmation the LEP grant will only support eligible business fit out items, 
and not be used for the leisure elements of the Guildhall 

 Confirmation the eventual operator of the Guildhall will be procured 
appropriately; 

 A State aid statement of compliance is required. 
 

 
 
 



 

4.0 Applicant response 
4.1 York City Council and their delivery partner have provided the letter attached 

as Annex B addressing a number of the points listed under 3.7. 
 
4.2 Within this York City Council and York Science Park Ltd. give all of the 

financial and commercial assurances required although reports and evidence 
of exercises undertaken referenced in their letter could have been provided to 
strengthen the case. 

 
4.3  Elements that remain to be provided are a revised project programme and, 

more fundamentally, a State Aid Assessment. This is a YNYLEP requirement 
and would help to establish that the selection of York Science Park Ltd. as the 
operator of the facility was undertaken in a state aid compliant manner. 
 

4.4  In consideration of the applicant response to date, which has further 
developed the issues raised by the appraisal, it is recommended that the 
project request for £300,000 of Getting Building Funding be approved subject 
to further conditions being met prior to the Funding Agreement.   

  

5.0 Corporate and Strategic Implications 

Legal A funding agreement will be required 
subject to approval and satisfaction of 
conditions outlined in the appraisal 
report. 

Financial Allocation from GBF confirmed by 
MHCLG 

Governance and Assurance Process compliant with Assurance 
Framework 

Equalities Not Applicable 

Data Protection and Privacy Not Applicable 

Communications and 
Engagement 

All projects will be publicised in 
accordance with the LEP, project 
sponsor and MHCLG communications 
strategies. 

Business & Innovation Will assist in broadening the 
availability of business space in the 
city centre attractive to higher value 
business and employment 

Low Carbon & Environment The project is employing sustainable 
energy technologies to minimise the 
impact of the development and to 
demonstrate the benefits to others. 

Places The project will help to facilitate 
growth of a high value sector in the 
centre of the city whilst providing a 
sustainable use of an iconic historic 
building. 

Skills & Employability Not Applicable 

  

 



 

6.0  Recommendations  

6.1 The board is requested to consider the conditional approval of the project for 

York City Council to fit out 1,300m2 of Grade A flexible office and meeting 

space at York Guildhall.  

 

6.2 Conditional approval by the board would be for a maximum of £300,000 of 

Getting Building Funding, and would be subject to further development of the 

issues set out in Project Appraisal Report and summarised in Sections 3 and 

4 of this report, prior to progressing to Funding Agreement stage. 

 

7.0  Additional Information  

7.1 Annex A – Project Appraisal Report 

Annex B – Joint CYC UoY Y&NY LEP funding response letter 

7.2 Contact –  

Name/Title: Mark Haynes, Enterprise Partnership Officer 

Contact: Mark.haynes@hambleton.gov.uk / 07964 533941 

 

mailto:Mark.haynes@hambleton.gov.uk


 

Annex A  
York and North Yorkshire Local Enterprise Partnership

 
 

Detailed Appraisal Report 
 

 

Project name: York Guildhall 

Project Summary  
 

 

Project Summary:  Overall the York Guildhall is a £20 million + project to include “up to 1,300 sqm of business / serviced office / 

flexible co-working / collaborative office / project and meeting space on flexible terms”.  Within this the LEP is requested to contribute 

£300,000 to the final fit out of the complex – “accelerating and making more attractive the final proposition”.  The LEP contribution 

is in respect of office furniture, meeting room seating furniture, business lounges, conferencing, events space, audio visual 

presentation equipment and installation. 

 

This appraisal involved a review of the Business Case and supporting documentation submitted on August 14th 2020, supplemented 

with discussions and queries where appropriate.   All material is taken at face value.      

 
 

Please confirm that you have read the Gateway Review and you agree that….   

The application is complete and includes all the supporting documents you need; and, Yes If you have answered no then please inform Adrian Green 
of any concerns you have before commencing the 
appraisal The application appears to be eligible and has a compliant State Aid approach.  Partial 

 
 
 

https://www.businessinspiredgrowth.com/


 

STRATEGIC DIMENSION: what is the opportunity and/or challenge being addressed?   

Appraisal questions 
Please 
see… Score Justification of score 

How clearly is the challenge and / or opportunity articulated 

and supported by evidence?   
Q1.1 3 

 

The challenge is identified as “York City Centre suffers from a 

lack of centrally located high quality office space” particularly 

since in recent years “significant floor areas of office have been 

lost through conversion to residential use”.   

 

The Guildhall project addresses this through the provision of up 

to 1,300 sqm of floorspace led by the City Council in partnership 

with the University of York.   

 

The challenge is articulated through the submission of studies 

and reports – “York Guildhall and Riverside Digital Media and 

Arts Centre” / “Science City York Specialist Property Strategy” 

with little proof of direct demand from the community it serves.   

 

Section 1.4 references “significant engagement with business 

stakeholders” and the LEP would wish to be satisfied the 

business demand is real – particularly in the changing world of 

Covid 19 which has seem many small businesses change their 

working practices and downscale their accommodation 

requirements.    

 

How well supported is the need to address the challenge 

and/or opportunity by national and/or local policy including the 

SEP? 

Q1.3 5 

 

Section 1.3 relates the project to the LEP Priorities 1 and 2, as 

well as confirming it is a key corporate priority for the local 

authority.  It has received financial support of £2,347,400 from 

the Leeds City Region Enterprise Partnership Local Growth 

Fund Programme.  

How effectively does the proposed project link to other activity 

in the LEP area? 
Q2.6 3  



 

STRATEGIC DIMENSION: what is the opportunity and/or challenge being addressed?   

Section 2.6 references the economic and environmental 

priorities of the Local Industrial Strategy for York and North 

Yorkshire, and the LEP emerging Covid 19 Economic Recovery 

Plan, which prioritises employment space, the creation of new 

business start-ups and support for existing SMEs, all of which 

are features of the Guildhall.  No complementary LEP projects 

are mentioned. 

 

How extensive is the consultation undertaken by the applicant 

with relevant stakeholders and potential beneficiaries? 
Q1.4 3 

 

Section 1.4 references “significant engagement with business 

stakeholders working through Science York City and York 

Science Park Ltd” as well as extensive public and stakeholder 

engagement associated with the planning process.  Accepting 

this we would expect to see actual proof of demand from the 

business community – that the fit out and precise facilities were 

those they wanted to see, and that they had been consulted over 

the costs and accepted these as realistic.  

 

How strong is the logic that addressing the challenge and / or 

opportunity will deliver benefits compared to a do-nothing 

scenario? 

Qs 1.2 & 1.5 3 

We accept the case put forward at Sections 1.2 and 1.5 that the 

overall Guildhall project will include the delivery of high quality 

office accommodation.  Section 1.5 states “without the vital 

investment in final fit out….the potential to offer targeted 

business support will be lost”, and whilst we accept this, it is 

unclear why such a priority was not built into the project costs 

from the start, and essentially left until the eleventh hour when 

LEP funds became available.   

 

Strategic dimension rating 

Score 17 / 25 It is suggested that a percentage score of 50% or less would be Red, and a 
score of 70% or more would be Green but please use your judgement based 
on the strength of the dimension. Obviously, any showstopper issues are 
reflected on accordingly.  

Percentage 68% 

RAG rating Green 
 



 

 

ECONOMIC DIMENSION: how could the opportunity and/or challenge be addressed?   

Appraisal questions 
Please 
see… 

Score 
awarded 

Justification of score 

How relevant are the identified Critical Success Factors that 

the applicant has used to score options? 
Q2.1 5 

 

Critical success factors are given as “deliverability”, “cost”, 

“central accessible location”, “world class connectivity”, and 

“grow on space”.  These are all directly relevant to the project 

and the LEP. 

 

How effective and thorough is the analysis of three options?  

Have costs and output estimates been provided?  
Q2.2 4 

 

The analysis of the four options – “use YNY funding to deliver 

day 1 fit out” / “fund in phased manner from surplus revenue” / 

“self provision by occupiers” / “fund from loans” are functional.  

The cashflow analysis in Tab 2 of the Annex suggests that 

“funding in a phased manner from surplus revenue” is perhaps 

a stronger option than the options assessment presents, but as 

we have reservations on the assumptions associated with these 

cashflows, as will be seen later, we accept the overall outcome.  

Costs and outputs for each option have been provided.  The 

case for the favoured option being the best for the businesses 

occupying the premises is accepted – and is important for the 

business plan, as the quality of fit out will directly impact on 

income generation. 

 

How well supported is the applicant's assertion that the 

preferred option is the most effective approach to addressing 

the challenge and/or opportunity?   

Qs 2.3 & 2.4 3 

 

Sections 2.3 and 2.4 stress the need to create the most attractive 

environment for the business users in the most cost effective 

way – “supporting the local economy in the post Covid 19 

recovery phase”.   

 

 



 

ECONOMIC DIMENSION: how could the opportunity and/or challenge be addressed?   

 

Accepting this we still find the demand analysis in Section 2.4 

theoretical only – there is no evidence that any market testing 

has been performed with the target business community.  As 

highlighted above business attitude to office accommodation has 

changed since the onset of the pandemic, with an increasing 

emphasis on home working in particular, and the LEP will require 

assurances demand for the facility is strong to justify their 

investment.   

 

To what extent does the project deliver Local Growth Fund 

outputs, or other economic outputs?  

Q6.1 & 
Annex Tab 4 

5 

 

The outputs given are 164 “jobs created / safeguarded”, and 

“1,300 sqm of commercial floorspace created”, both directly 

relevant to the local economy and the LEP.   

 

How confident are you that the forecast level of economic 

outputs are realistic? 

Q6.2 & 
Annex Tab 4 

4 

 

The outputs given relate to the Guildhall project as a whole, 

rather than simply to the LEP investment, but given that the LEP 

investment will enhance the overall project, making the offer as 

attractive as it can be, this approach is reasonable.   

 

To what extent does the project contribute to good growth? Q6.3 5 

 

The project delivers to 9 / 10 of the good growth outcomes 

specified by the LEP. 

 

To what extent does the project deliver economic, 

environmental or social outcomes? 
Q6.4 5 

 

Economic, environmental and social outcomes are all given, and 

are consistent with the nature of the project – additional benefits 

given being “potential GVA uplift of £23.4 million per annum” and 

a “BREEAM Very Good rating”.   

 



 

ECONOMIC DIMENSION: how could the opportunity and/or challenge be addressed?   

Considering the range of outputs and outcomes delivered, how 

strong is the overall Value for Money case?   

Qs 6.1 6.3, 
6.4 & 6.6 

5 

 

The £300,000 LEP request will help create 164 jobs, at a cost of 

£1,829 / job which reflects excellent value for money.  Again, this 

reflects the overall project, rather than the LEP investment alone, 

but we accept all of the facets of the project combine to create 

the best offer to the business community.   

 

Economic dimension rating 

Score 36 / 40 It is suggested that a percentage score of 50% or less would be Red, and a 
score of 70% or more would be Green but please use your judgement based 
on the strength of the dimension.  Obviously, any showstopper issues are 
reflected on accordingly. 

Percentage 90% 

RAG rating Green 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

FINANCIAL DIMENSION: how much will the project cost to deliver? 

Appraisal questions 
Please 
see… 

Score Justification of score 

How well developed are the costs and the assumptions that 
underpin them?   

Annex Tab 
1a & 1b 

3 

 

No detailed breakdown of the costs of the fit out has been 

provided.  We note that the Guildhall will accommodate many 

uses, including leisure, and the LEP will require confirmation the 

grant requested will support eligible business fit out items only. 

   

How confident are you that the budget for the costs is 
appropriate? 

Annex Tab 
1b 

4 

The narrative refers to the provision of 160 desk spaces.  Given 

the typical average cost of kitting out such a workspace to be in 

the order of £1,500 – 2,000 inclusive, the budget for the fit out 

appears to be of the right magnitude. We assume the costs of 

the necessary Builders Work in Connection for power and 

brackets and such are built into the overall construction contract, 

but confirmation of this would be desirable.  The LEP will also 

require confirmation that any VAT has been accounted for, 

alongside contingency and inflationary allowances, and that the 

City of York Council commits to underwrite any and all cost 

overruns. 

  

How secure is the match-funding? Q3.2 3 

 

We note from the Leeds City Region Enterprise Partnership offer 

letter that their funding needed to be “drawn down no later than 

March 2018” which clearly predates this application and is 

therefore ineligible.  Although there is a discrepancy between the 

Programme GANNT chart and the capital spend profile we 

assume construction works are ongoing until September 2021 

and therefore the City of York Council will be providing match 

through their own contributions.  This though needs to be 

confirmed.    



 

FINANCIAL DIMENSION: how much will the project cost to deliver? 

If the project has on-going costs and income how thorough 
and appropriate does the cashflow forecast appear? 
  

Annex Tab 
2. 

2 

Section 3.4 provides little meaningful analysis regarding the 

commercial viability of the project.   

 

We have concerns regarding the operational project cashflows.  

In our experience of developing and delivering business 

accommodation of this type we understand the difficulties in 

making projects with less than 16 - 24,000 sqft net lettable area 

sustainable, and note the York Guildhall will offer 13,000 sqft.   

 

Accepting that some of the line items in Tab 2 may have been 

amalgamated for space reasons there are items of expenditure 

missing that we would expect to see allowances for – building 

maintenance and refuse collection for example.  Then there are 

also instances where the income appears high.   

 

Assuming office space of 10,000 sqft we understand the 

accommodation will be offered at an “all in” rent of circa £29 / 

sqft whereas the “York Central Office Submarket Report” states 

on page 6 “at around £15.20 SF York Central remains one of the 

most expensive submarkets to rent office space in York, with the 

average rent in the market of £14.00 SF”. We appreciate these 

two figures are not directly comparable but clarification of what 

is included within the “all in” rent and confirmation of appropriate 

market testing is required. The occupancy levels profile 

projected also feel aggressive.  Finally, the cashflows show 

income from the meeting room to rise to over £250,000 pa from 

Year 3 onwards. 

 

Given these concerns, and the apparent lack of market testing 

done to date, any LEP offer will need to be conditional on the 

City of York Council / University of York / appointed operator 

guaranteeing to underwrite the operational cashflows and 

consequently safeguarding the LEP investment. 



 

FINANCIAL DIMENSION: how much will the project cost to deliver? 

If the project seeks a grant how robust is the argument that a 
loan is not appropriate? 
 

Q3.5 5 

 

Although the cashflows show surpluses that could suggest a 

modest loan was viable, from the analysis above the 

assumptions behind these may be optimistic, and consequently 

a grant would be the most appropriate intervention.  This is 

supported by the findings of the Gateway Assessment. 

 

If the project seeks a loan is it clear what security they can 
offer? 

Q3.5 0 to 5 

 

Not applicable. 

 

To what extent will the LEP's financial support affect the 
project's scale, timing and/or quality? 

Q3.6 4 

 

We recognise the statements made in Section 3.6 that “without 

a grant CYC and the University would have to progress the 

project with minimum fit out” although it remains unclear why this 

priority was not adequately built into the project costs from the 

start.     

 

How effectively has the applicant identified and mitigated 
financial risks? 

Q3.8 3 

 

An acceptable high level risk register has been provided.  To 

mitigate the risks the LEP will require the Council to confirm in 

writing it will underwrite the capital costs and guarantee the 

operational position of the Guildhall. 

 

Financial dimension rating 

Score 24 / 30 It is suggested that a percentage score of 50% or less would be Red, and a 
score of 70% or more would be Green but please use your judgement based 
on the strength of the dimension.  Obviously, any showstopper issues are 
reflected on accordingly. 

Percentage 80% 

RAG rating Amber 
 

 



 

COMMERCIAL DIMENSION: what tasks need to be completed to deliver the project? 

Appraisal questions 
Please 
see… 

Score Justification of score 

How extensive is the identification and timing of milestones?  

Has the applicant provided a timeline for securing any 

outstanding consents and permissions? 

Qs 4.1 & 4.2 4 

 

A GANNT chart has been provided, and the milestones given in 

the application documentation tie into this and make sense.  We 

note completion is due September / October 2021, giving some 

6 months to accommodate any slippage. 

 

How confident are you that the applicant will manage the 

potential for slippage in milestones?   
Q4.3 5 

 

Although we do note the potential for slippage and delays given 

the size and complexity of the Guildhall, we are confident the 

CYC team has the experience and expertise to manage 

slippage. 

 

If the project involves work to a site, is it clear how the applicant 

will secure any necessary permissions?  
Q4.3 5 

 

Yes – confirmation of planning permission and Listed Building 

Consent are appended. 

 

How clear and appropriate is the proposed procurement 

approach?   
Q4.5 3 

 

The procurement processes set out in the application 

documentation are clear and appropriate.  We do though note 

the intention, set out in Section 1.4 for the “University of York, 

who are working with the Council” “to take on the management 

and operation of the venue” possibly through York Science Park 

Ltd, which we understand from Companies House to be a private 

limited company.  It is unclear if such an intention / appointment 

has been through an open procurement process, and the LEP 

would need clarity on this.      

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 



 

COMMERCIAL DIMENSION: what tasks need to be completed to deliver the project? 

If there is more than one delivery partner involved in the 

delivery of this project, is their role clear? 

Q4.6 3 The roles required are spelt out in Section 4.6 and we are 

confident the delivery team are experienced here.  As referenced 

above the process to appoint York Science Park Limited “to 

manage and operate the Guildhall as a serviced office / business 

club” requires clarity in relation to its compliance with public 

sector procurement legislation. 

 

To what extent does the applicant demonstrate that they will 

successfully manage any contractual relationships?   
Q4.6 5 

 

We are confident the management team have the skills and 

experience to manage contractual relationships. 

 

How effectively has the applicant identified and mitigated non-

financial risks? 
Q4.7 3 

 

Section 4.7 sets out an acceptable high level assessment of non-

financial risks, although we note that a dip in demand from the 

local SME community is absent.    

 

How confident are you that the applicant has a State Aid 

compliant approach? 
Q3.7 3 

 

We note a formal consideration of the State Aid position of the 

project has been provided by the City of York Council Legal 

Services Department dated 31st July 2020.  This states “it is the 

opinion of CYC Legal Services Department that the proposed 

grant will not constitute State Aid”. 

 

We do though note on page 2 of this assessment the caveat “ by 

creating an attractive and affordable office space within the City 

Centre, CYC could be potentially taking away prospective 

business tenants from other office space providers located 

outside the centre of York, and therefore the grant could have a 

potential impact on local competition”. Focus Consultants do not 

offer legal expertise, but given the above we do recommend the 

LEP consider the need for an independent legal opinion – which 

also could also address the potential appointment of York 

Science Park Limited as operator of the facility as highlighted 

above. 



 

COMMERCIAL DIMENSION: what tasks need to be completed to deliver the project? 

How strong is the evidence to support the market demand 

justification for this project? 
Qs 2.4 & 3.4 2 

As noted above the market demand evidence forwarded is 

limited, including the “York Guildhall and Riverside Digital Media 

and Arts Centre” / “Science City York Specialist Property 

Strategy”, reports that date back to 2011 / 2014 respectively.  As 

far as we can ascertain there is no evidence of direct market 

testing with the local business / SME community the project will 

target – which is critical in these post pandemic circumstances.  

We do acknowledge the findings of the July 2020 Office 

Submarket Report which anticipates “volumes to be reduced in 

2020 …….and activity is expected to be reduced in the first half 

of the year”.  To give a balanced view though the Report does 

point to strong latent demand for good quality space.   

 

We have also highlighted our concerns on the income 

assumptions that underpin the project cashflows.   

 

For these reasons the LEP will need assurances that this market 

testing has been done, and that the City of York Council / 

University of York / appointed operator guarantees the financial 

position of the project going forward to safeguard the investment.    

 

To what extent do you think that the project is commercially 

feasible?  Can the project continue beyond the grant-funded 

period?   

Qs 2.4 & 3.4 

& Annex Tab 

2 

5 

 

From the applicant’s own analysis, the Guildhall will generate 

operational surpluses, and can be sustained year on year after 

the grant assisted capital build. 

 

Commercial dimension rating 

Score 38 / 50 It is suggested that a percentage score of 50% or less would be Red, and a 

score of 70% or more would be Green but please use your judgement based 

on the strength of the dimension.  Obviously, any showstopper issues are 

reflected on accordingly. 

Percentage 76% 

RAG rating Amber 

 

 

 



 

 

 

MANAGEMENT DIMENSION: How will the project be managed? 

Appraisal questions 
Please 
see… 

Score Justification of score 

What level of relevant skills and experience do the key 
individuals have that will manage the project? 

Q5.1 5 

 

We are confident the key individuals identified have the skills and 

experience to manage the project. 

 

How effective does the overall project management approach 
appear?  Are accountability lines clear? 

Q5.2 5 

 

We are confident the project management approach will be 

effective, and that accountability lines are clear.  

 

How much confidence is built that the team will deliver the 
project to time and budget? 

Q5.3 5 

 

We are confident the team will deliver to time and budget. 

 

Management dimension rating 

Score 15 / 15 It is suggested that a percentage score of 50% or less would be Red, and a 
score of 70% or more would be Green but please use your judgement based 
on the strength of the dimension.  Obviously, any showstopper issues are 
reflected on accordingly. 

Percentage 100% 

RAG rating Green 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Conclusion:  the grant request to the LEP by York City Council is for a relatively small element of the overall Guildhall refurbishment, but one that will 

play an extremely significant part in presenting a high quality offer to the local business community and achieving the project aim of providing a “state of 

the art business club and serviced office venue supporting the growth of York’s businesses”.  Whilst it is remarkable that this high quality fit out was 

apparently not included in the original specification, we are confident it will deliver clear economic benefits, and the case for grant support is accepted 

subject to: 

 Reassurance from the project partners that the facility has been successfully market tested directly with the business community 

 Confirmation the rents proposed are competitive, and affordable, in the marketplace  

 Confirmation City of York Council will underwrite all and any capital cost overruns 

 Confirmation City of York Council / University of York / appointed operator will underwrite the operational project and guarantee the investment 

 Confirmation the necessary Builders Work in Connection has been considered and is included in the costs 

 Confirmation of the project VAT strategy / there is a suitable contingency / project inflation allowance has been accounted for 

 Confirmation City of York Council will provide funding to match the LEP grant through the overall ongoing construction works 

 Provision of a revised programme that matches the capital spend 

 Confirmation the LEP grant will only support eligible business fit out items, and not be used for the leisure elements of the Guildhall 

 Confirmation the eventual operator of the Guildhall will be procured appropriately 

In addition, the LEP needs to review the State Aid part of this appraisal and decide if further independent advice is required. 

Recommendation:  provisional approval subject to resolution of the issues highlighted above. 

 

Tolerances: 
 

If monthly or quarterly reports from the sponsor show that the project is exceeding these tolerances then approval needs to be 
sought that the LEP agree to this change and will issue a variation to the Funding Agreement. 

Cost: 10% increase in predicted capital costs. 

Timescales: Capital delivery financially complete by March 2022. 

Outputs: Achieved by March 2027. 

 
 



 

 
 
 
Appendix 1 – Agreed cost and funding tables:  please note – match funding to be agreed. 

 

Capital costs 
2019/20 2020/21 

Totals 
Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

Other      292,000  292,000 

Fees      8,000  8,000 

Construction      TBD  TBD 

Other         

         

Totals         

 

Funding sources 
2019/20 2020/21 

Totals 
Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

LEP       300,000 300,000 

SBC        TBD 

Other         

Other         

Other         

Totals         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 2 – Agreed output and outcome tables:  
 

LGF Outputs 
2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 

to 
2024/25 

Totals 
Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

Jobs created or safeguarded         164 164 

Apprenticeships          
Housing Units completed          
Number of new homes with new or improved fibre 
optic provision 

         

Commercial floorspace created        1,300 1,300 
Commercial floorspace refurbished          

Commercial floorspace occupied          
Commercial Broadband Access          

Number of enterprises receiving grant support          
Number of enterprises receiving financial support 
other than grants 

         

Number of enterprises receiving non-financial 
support 

         

Area of Land with reduced likelihood of flooding as 
a result of the project 

         

Reduced Flood Risk Homes          
Reduced Flood Risk Commercial          
Area of new or improved learning/training 
floorspace 

         

Prior Estate Grade          
Post Completion Estate Grade          
Floorspace rationalisation          
Number of New Learners Assisted           
Specialist equipment          

Non-specialist equipment          
Length of Road Resurfaced          
Length of Newly Built Road this period          
Length New Cycle Ways This Period          

Totals          

 

 



 

 

Other outputs 
2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 

to 
2024/25 

Totals 
Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

          

          
          

          
          
          
          
          

          
          

Totals          

 
 

Indirect outputs and outcomes 

Please name the outcome that could be used to evaluate the project 

Please name the outcome that could be used to evaluate the project 

Please name the outcome that could be used to evaluate the project 

Please name the outcome that could be used to evaluate the project 

Please name the outcome that could be used to evaluate the project 

 

Appendix 3 – Milestone tables: 
 

What are the keys tasks that the applicant has completed, and needs to complete, before the project can commence? 
Tasks  Target date Status 

 Confirmation of outstanding matters September 2020 Not Commenced 

    

    

   

   



 

 

What are the keys milestones after the project has started that could be used to measure your progress? 
Tasks  Target date Status 

 Completion of overall capital project and business accommodation fit out  
September / 

October 2021 
Not Commenced. 

    

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

   

Joint response - City of York Council / University of York & York Science 

Park Ltd  

Mark Hayes  

Business & Economy Project Manager 

YNYER LEP 

 

7 October 2020 

 

Dear Mark, 

York Guildhall 

Thank you for forwarding the draft Appraisal for the above project. 

We are pleased to see the positive recommendation conclusion as below 
– and offer the following responses to address the comments made. 

 

Conclusion: the grant request to the LEP by York City Council is for a 
relatively small element of the overall Guildhall refurbishment, but one that 
will play an extremely significant part in presenting a high quality offer to 
the local business community and achieving the project aim of providing 
a “state of the art business club and serviced office venue supporting the 
growth of York’s businesses”.  Whilst it is remarkable that this high quality 
fit out was apparently not included in the original specification, we are 
confident it will deliver clear economic benefits, and the case for grant 
support is accepted subject to: 

 

1. Reassurance from the project partners that the facility has been 
successfully market tested directly with the business community. 

City of York Council (CYC) have undertaken several market engagement 
exercises as the project has been developed.  A lease on the property 
was put to the open market in 2016 and at that time established market 
operators CitiBase, Oxford Innovation and Creative Space Management 



made formal offers to run the facility. More recently York Science Park Ltd 
(YSPL) commissioned JLL to report on the current market and the 
following is extracted from that report: 
  
“Offices may become more than a place to work, and the office 
environment may change. Occupational densities may reduce as people 
demand a form of social distancing. Offices will become more creative, 
with a focus on offices being used to collaborate, share ideas and 
innovate, with the more mundane day-today tasks being undertaken in a 
home environment. There will be more emphasis on meeting rooms, 
amenities, services and overall comfort.” 

This property is also not just a standard office and events facility. It will act 
as a physical front door to the University for businesses, encouraging 
collaboration and share thinking, supporting in the development of the 
knowledge economy.  

2. Confirmation the rents proposed are competitive, and affordable, in 
the marketplace. 

York Science Park commissioned JLL in May 2020 to value the property, 
both in terms of the rent payable to CYC by YSPL and also the rent to be 
paid to YSPL by third the parties. The following is a direct extract from the 
report:  

“We have researched the advertised rates of other business centres 
around York. Based upon this, the proposed desk rate for services offices 
at circa £180 per desk per month (£35 per sq ft per annum) would appear 
to be prudent.” 

3. Confirmation City of York Council will underwrite all and any capital 
cost overruns. 

City of York Council is contractually responsible for any cost over-run on 
the delivery of this capital project 

4. Confirmation City of York Council, University of York & York Science 
Park appointed operator will underwrite the operational project and 
guarantee the investment. 

City of York Council / University of York & York Science Park Ltd are 
underwriting the project – CYC for the delivery for the capital project – 
University of York & York Science Park on the operational side. 

5. Confirmation the necessary Builders Work in connection has been 
considered and is included in the costs. 

The construction project specification will deliver a completed fully 
decorated / carpeted office environment with power / data sockets ready 
for the installation of furniture / AV / IT equipment – installation cost is 
factored in the project costs provided. 



6. Confirmation of the project VAT strategy / there is a suitable 
contingency / project inflation allowance has been accounted for. 

The project has been considered for VAT and the council has opted to tax 
– VAT applies and is recoverable.  The project costs include contingency 
and the capital costs for construction are now fixed – the estimates used 
to cost the fit out reflect current framework supplier costs. 

7. Confirmation City of York Council will provide funding to match the 
LEP grant through the overall ongoing construction works 

This is confirmed 

8. Provision of a revised programme that matches the capital spend 

To follow 

9. Confirmation the LEP grant will only support eligible business fit out 
items, and not be used for the leisure elements of the Guildhall 

This is confirmed 

10. Confirmation the eventual operator of the Guildhall will be 
procured appropriately. 

The proposed operator is University of York – York Science Park Ltd.  The 
University are a Strategic City partner.  The lease to YSPL to operate the 
Guildhall is based on YSPL’s track record in the City and a lease where 
the rental level matches the agreed project business case. 

 

I hope this letter provides the necessary re-assurance in support of the 

Grant application 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

    Saul Tendler 

Deputy Vice Chancellor 

 University of York 

 

Director & Chair 

York Science Park Ltd 

 

 

 

Tracey Carter 

Director of Place –  
City of York Council 



 

Item 6 
    

 

York & North Yorkshire Local Enterprise Partnership 

Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board 

22 October 2020  

 Local Growth Fund – Programme Update  

Report of the Head of Delivery 

1.0  Purpose of the Report  

1.1 To update members of the Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board on the 

progress with delivery of the Local Growth Fund Programme, with particular 

reference to remaining programme risks at the end of the current financial year 

Quarter 2, leading into the final six months of programme delivery.  

 

2.0  Background 

2.1 The Local Growth Fund has a total value of £146m, of which £123.9m is 

directly managed by the LEP and a further £22m allocated but dealt with 

directly by the Department for Transport (DfT) and Homes England (HE). This 

report concentrates only on the Funds directly controlled by the LEP 

(£123.9m).  

 

2.2 The £123.9m is provided to the LEP (through its Accountable Body – NYCC) 

annually under what is known as a Section 31 payment. This comes in two 

payments per year, one from the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 

Government (MHCLG) and one from Department for Transport (DfT). The 

Programme started on 1 April 2015 and runs to 31 March 2021. 

 

3.0  Current Position 

3.1 The Local Growth Fund is in its final year of delivery and government have 
confirmed the despite the impact of Covid-19 there is no opportunity to extend 
beyond 31 March 2021.  

 
3.2 Taking account of project claims for the 2020/2021 Q1 period (April to June) 

the overall programme position is shown at Figure 3.2 on the next page. 
Compared to the original YNY LEP Delivery Plan, based on project out-turn to 
date and forecasting for remaining expenditure, the quarterly profiled 
expenditure is now loaded towards the final half of the year.  
 

  



 

Fig. 3.2: Local Growth Fund 2020/2021 Q1 period (April to June)   
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Q1 

(actual)  
£m 

Q2 
£m 

Q3 
£m 

Q4 
£m 

2020/21 
Total 

83.2 56.4 50.1 33.1 

Delivery 
Plan 

10 10 8 5 33 

Sept 
Update 

8.2 7.5 10.9 9.9 36.7 

 
 *NB LGF Programme Budget of £83.2m - excludes DfT maintenance allocation from £123.9m total award 

 
4.0  Project Delivery 

 

4.1 The following projects have been highlighted as high risk, as they continue to 

rely on delivery of construction works by March 2021, and with significant 

expenditure programmed over the next six months. Additional risks will be 

presented by adverse winter weather or ground conditions, along with any 

resurgent Covid-19 impacts on workforce, material supplies or working 

practices.  

 

Fig 4.1: High Risk Projects LGF Programme   

Prog Ref 
 

Project 

LGFYNY07 Housing and Employment at Northallerton 

LGFYNY22 A1 / A59 Junction 47 

LGFYNY34 Harrogate -York Rail Improvements  

LGFYNY36 Skipton Employment and Housing Growth 

LGFYNY53 Central Northallerton Road Improvements, ‘Connections’ 

LGFYNY54 Northallerton Digital Hub 

LGFYNY55 Malton and Norton Flood Protection Scheme 

LGFYNY56 Tadcaster Flood Protection Scheme Feasibility  

LGFYNY59 Bridlington Housing Roundabout A165 

LGFYNY60  Langcliffe Quarry Business Park 

LGFYNY61 York Central Infrastructure 

 

4.2 For all projects still in delivery, YNY LEP project leads are maintaining regular 

contact with project teams, and where necessary, providing assistance to 

ensure out-turn of the LGF programme is achieved.  

 



 

4.3 To manage any project performance issues, the YNY LEP Performance Sub-

Group is holding monthly meetings and enforcing messages to projects, 

providing a level of scrutiny, and also support where necessary. The value of 

this process, and involvement of the Performance Sub-Group members, 

cannot be under-stated at this stage of the programme, and will continue 

actively throughout 2020-21. 

 

4.4 There are a further 13 projects that are still in financial delivery, but are closer 

to completion, with lower remaining expenditure targets, and therefore 

currently classed as medium risk. 

 

4.5 Feasibility Studies – further to previous reports on the commissioning of 24 

feasibility studies for projects at a total value of £808,000 through the LGF 

programme, all work is now underway, and must complete by March 2020. 

The findings of the feasibility studies will inform development of the YNY LEP 

project pipeline which will help to determine future investment priorities, in line 

with the Local Industrial Strategy and Devolution proposals. More detailed 

reports will be brought to future meetings of this Board.    

 

4.6 The following additional programme management activities are also being 

progressed :  

 

Outputs – for projects that are financially complete, but are required to 

continue to report progress and capture outputs, details are being brought up 

to date for the end of Q2 (to 30th September). This is expected to show 

significant improvement in outputs achieved to date through LGF investment, 

and will be reported in detail to the next meeting of this Board on 10th 

December 2020;  

 

Publicity – a programme of communications activity is being developed to 

ensure that the YNY LEP Communications Team liaises with project leads 

and project applicants at key stages in the delivery of projects, to maximise 

publicity opportunities for the LGF investments. These are also routinely 

referred to the Dept of Business Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS) for 

ministerial input as required;  

 

Evaluation – a high level LGF programme evaluation has been undertaken 

as a funding requirement of BEIS. The draft has been considered by the 

Performance Sub-group at their August meeting and feedback has been 

incorporated. A full report will be presented to the next meeting of this Board 

on 10th December 2020.       

  



 

5.0  Corporate and Strategic Implications 

Legal Funding agreements in place for all 
grant funded projects; these may 
need to be reviewed where any 
variations to original agreement 
occur 

Financial Reporting to BEIS continues 
quarterly to demonstrate financial 
performance  

Governance and Assurance Process compliant with Assurance 
Framework 

Equalities Not Applicable 

Data Protection and Privacy Not Applicable 

Communications and Engagement All projects will be publicised in 
accordance with the LEP, project 
sponsor and MHCLG 
communications strategies. 

Business & Innovation Where relevant allocations for 
business investment are referred 
to Business Board  

Low Carbon & Environment Not Applicable 

Places Range of LGF supported projects 
contribute to place agenda  

Skills & Employability Range of LGF supported projects 
contribute to place agenda  

  

6.0  Recommendations  

6.1 It is recommended that the progress update report be noted.   

 

7.0  Additional Information  

7.1 Background Documents – Previous reports to this Board on Local Growth 

Fund Programme.  

 

7.2 Contact –  

Name/Title: Liz Philpot, Head of Delivery  

Contact: Liz.philpot@businessinspiredgrowth.com 
07790 556678 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Liz.philpot@businessinspiredgrowth.com


 

Item 7 
    

 
York & North Yorkshire Local Enterprise Partnership 

Infrastructure and Joint Assets Board 

22 October 2020  

Y&NY LEP Response to the White Paper, ‘Planning for the Future’ 

Report of the Head of Delivery  

 

1.0  Purpose of the Report  
1.1 This report provides a summary of the Planning White Paper, and suggests an 

overall shape to the Y&NY LEP’s proposed response. 
 
2.0  Background 
2.1 The Planning White Paper (PWP)1 seeks views on a range of specific proposals 

within a wider package of reforms for the planning system in England. The stated 
objective of the changes being proposed it to streamline and modernise the 
planning process, improve outcomes on design and sustainability, reform develop 
contributions and ensure more land is available for development where it is 
needed. The reforms cover plan-making, development management, 
development contributions, and other related policy proposals.  

 
2.2 The Y&NY LEP response to the PWP will be submitted via the gov.uk website, 

utilising the web-form provided. This is a rather administrative task requiring 
many individual responses to specific questions. The proposed approach to the 
response in section four of this report below forms the main content of the Y&NY 
LEP response. Once considered and approved, sections of this this will be copied 
and paste across to for the response to individual questions of the coAnsultation. 

 
2.3 The Y&NY LEP is responding only to those questions and proposals, which it 

feels are most relevant and important to its work and to the York & North 
Yorkshire area. 
 

3.0  Summary of the Planning White Paper 

3.1 The main proposals for reform covered by the white paper are: 

 

i. Categorisation of land – the key change under the new system will be 
that permission to build new homes rests on the categorisation given to 
the land on which it is going to be built. Land will be designated for:  
 Growth: these areas will be categorised as suitable for substantial 

development, with permission granted automatically for the “forms 
and types of development” as specified in a local plan. Government 
envisages this category including “new settlements and urban 
extension sites, and areas for redevelopment such as former 
industrial sites or urban regeneration sites” as well as other sites 

                                                           
1 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/907647/
MHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/907647/MHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/907647/MHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf


 

where major development could be possible, such as land around 
universities. 

 Renewal: these areas will be deemed “suitable for development”. 
This categorisation is intended for “existing built areas where 
smaller-scale development is appropriate”, and could include the 
gentle densification and infill of residential areas, as well as 
development in town centres and around villages. 

 Protected: areas which “justify more stringent development 
controls”. This would include areas such as green belt, areas of 
outstanding natural beauty, conservation areas, local wildlife sites, 
areas of significant flood risk and important areas of green space. 

 
ii. Local Plans 

Within this new system outlined above, the local plan will set the 
categorisation for land and become the key democratic control of local 
planning policy. The government said plans will become shorter – 
setting an expectation that they will reduce in length by two-thirds – 
and will involve simply “a core set of standards and requirements for 
development”.  
 
Furthermore, legislation would be introduced which requires production 
of local plans within a 30-month timetable, and demanding that 
councils “radically and profoundly reinvent the ambition, depth and 
breadth with which they engage with communities” as they prepare 
them, allowing people to view and comment digitally. 
 

iii. Design standards 
Local design codes will be established, with the support of a national 
body based on the ideas developed by the Building Better, Beautiful 
Commission and a fast-track system for “beautiful” developments. 
Councils will be tasked with doing so “in ways which reflect local 
character and community preferences and the types of buildings and 
places that have stood the test of time”, but also addressing modern 
lifestyles and facilitating modern methods of construction. 
 
A new National Model Design Code will be published in the autumn to 
supplement this process. In growth areas, compliance with a 
masterplan and site-specific code will be a condition of the automatic 
permission. The government is also promising “ambitious” 
improvements in energy efficiency standards, with new homes required 
to produce 75% to 80% lower CO2 emissions compared with current 
levels from 2025. 
 

iv. Affordable housing and developer contributions 
The white paper introduces proposals to scrap Section 106 and 
Community Infrastructure Levy regimes with a new ‘Infrastructure 
Levy’, which will be charged according to the final development value 
of the project and be paid at the point of occupation. It is intended that 
councils will be able to borrow against future levy payments to bring 
infrastructure in early. A certain value will be set below which no levy 
will be charged. Revenues will be collected locally and the rate will be 
set nationally.  

 
The new levy would be able to be used to fund affordable housing, 
which can continue to be provided on site and sold to an affordable 
housing provider – as per Section 106 agreements in the current 
model. The discount applied to the affordable homes would be charged 
against the sum of the levy. Councils would also be able to shift back 



 

to cash if no affordable housing provider was willing to buy the homes 
due to quality concerns. The levy may also be extended to capture 
development carried out through ‘change of use’ and permitted 
development rights – which currently pay nothing towards affordable 
housing or infrastructure. 
 

4.0  Y&NY LEP response 
4.1 Categorisation of land: 

  
(a) The changes proposed regarding categorisation of land would 

essentially introduce a zonal planning system, allowing automatic 
permission to be granted in certain zone categories subject to a design 
code being in place, which is adhered to within development proposals 
for a site. In practice, this is likely to create a significant amount of 
analysis and legal challenge around the issues of zonal and design 
codes. Detail of the model design code and its scope have yet to be set 
out, and so it is impossible to determine whether the proposals to plan 
using zones will achieve good outcomes. 
 

(b) We have concerns about some of the labelling and definition being 
proposed. ‘Growth areas’ could encompass vast swathes of the country 
which, when considered in the context of extending the Principle of Consent 
regime, might jeopardise a strategic approach to placemaking and beauty. 
The term ‘Renewal’ has quite different, historical connotations from those 
being proposed, and it would seem sensible to consider a new label for 
these areas. ‘Protected areas’ are necessary, but should not create a 
situation where new housing effectively cannot be built in rural areas such 
as National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

 

(c) It is worth noting here the recent experience of how the lack of 
regulation in the area of permitted development has delivered some 
exceptionally poor quality housing units. However, the Government 
continues to push for further expansion of permitted development rights 
– a move which goes against its own advice (MHCLG-commissioned 
report, Quality standard of homes delivered through change of use 
permitted development rights, July 2020). 

 
4.1  Local Plans: 

 
(a) The crucial difference in policy and approach being proposed in terms of 

local plans is that the current system allows politicians the final say on 
applications, as part of a process which builds in democracy, 
accountability, and scrutiny at both the plan and final consent stages. 
Zonal planning would remove the final consent stage of a democratic 
process, and introduce a system not well-suited to adapt to changing 
circumstances or to embrace innovation through flexibility. Whilst the 
attractiveness of certainty in the system to generate outputs can be 
acknowledged, and the issues of uncertainty of the current approach to 
planning policy and discretionary planning are understood, the 
introduction of zonal planning is not the answer to delivering genuine 
community engagement and driving higher quality and innovative 
housing solutions. There are elements of the proposals to streamline the 
current plan-making process – reducing the length of documents, and 
creating a statutory 30-month timeframe for producing plans – we would 
broadly welcome.  
 
 



 

(b) Any move to digitise consultation elements of the planning process must 
take into account those areas/population groups, which are the least 
digitally connected and or the hardest to engage with. It is important that 
new online forms of communication do not replace other modes if they are 
still used by those who are unable to use online methods. Furthermore, for 
large scale developments, complex regeneration schemes, and new 
settlements, it is important that community masterplanning work is still done 
in ways which generate meaningful discussion and support from local 
communities. 

 
4.2 Design standards: 

 
(a) The white paper’s proposed new approach to embedding design 

standards through codes in order to uplift quality are not sufficiently 
detailed to instil confidence in their likely success. It is now almost a 
year since the report of the Building Better, Building Beautiful 
Commission, but very little has been done by way of adopting its 
recommendations or creating a policy framework to address the issues 
raised in the report.  
 

(b) Similarly, the devil will be in the detail when it comes to a model design 
code, and its ability to be translated into meaningful and effective 
guidance at the local level must be backed by investment in the level of 
resources and skills required to make an impact – engagement, 
planning policy, design standards, and so on. 
 

4.3 Affordable housing: 
 
(a) It is widely recognised that proposals to replace section 106 

requirements will be difficult to deliver and are likely to slow down the 
supply of new affordable housing, half of which is currently delivered 
through this mechanism.  
 

(b) The YNY LEP welcomes the additional revenue which should be 
produced through the proposals, however it is felt that in lower-value 
areas (and in the North compared to the South), the revenue raised will 
be much less, and this risks widening the north-south divide, working 
directly against the levelling up agenda. It is already known that the 
South benefits in much greater terms than the North when it comes to 
affordable housing funding. Furthermore, it is important that any funding 
secured against the provision of affordable housing through a national 
levy is protected and effectively ring fenced for this purpose. A failure to 
do so risks levy resources being utilised to support local authority 
budget deficits at the expense of providing new affordable homes.  

 

(c) Furthermore, when considered in the context of the reforms planned 
which would exempt developments of up to 50 homes from affordable 
housing requirements, and the introduction of a First Homes policy, the 
impact on the supply of new genuinely affordable homes will be 
significant. Just very recently, the cross-party Housing, Communities 
and Local Government Select Committee reported that there is 
‘compelling evidence’ of the need for 90,000 new socially rented homes 
per year, and that the provision of these should be high priority post 
covid-19. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

5.0  Corporate and Strategic Implications 

Legal None 

Financial The proposed Infrastructure Levy 
has potential implications, however it 
is not possible to quantify them at 
this point. 

Governance and Assurance None 

Equalities There are proposed reforms in the 
planning white paper, which may 
adversely impact the delivery of 
affordable housing in the North, 
which could create implications in 
terms of equality for lower income 
households and those requiring 
support. 

Data Protection and Privacy None 

Communications and Engagement None 

Business & Innovation Not Applicable 

Low Carbon & Environment Several of the proposed reforms 
impact upon sustainability and 
design quality, but are not 
sufficiently detailed to understand 
the potential implications.  

Places Proposals in the white paper include 
measures which it is claimed will 
improve design quality and the 
overall shape of housing 
development sites. It is important to 
understand that proposed changes 
elsewhere in the white paper, which 
remove certain stages in the 
democratic processes associated 
with planning policy and planning 
applications risk undermining the 
pursuit of higher design standards. 

Skills & Employability Not Applicable 
  

6.0  Recommendations  

6.1 It is recommended that Board members: 

 

 Consider the summary of the planning white paper 

 Discuss the proposed response to be made and approve its submission to 

government on behalf of the Y&NY LEP. 

 

7.0  Additional Information  

7.1 Contact –  

Name/Title: Steph Lacey, Housing Lead 

Contact: stephanie.lacey1@businessinspiredgrowth.com  
07971 085742 

 

mailto:stephanie.lacey1@businessinspiredgrowth.com
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York & North Yorkshire Local Enterprise Partnership 

Infrastructure & Joint Assets Board 

22 October 2020 

Getting Building Fund – Harrogate West Business Park  

Report of the Head of Delivery 

1.0  Purpose of the Report  
1.1 This report is presented to the Infrastructure & Joint Assets Board for 

consideration of the project put forward by Teakwood Developments Ltd for 
Getting Building Funding in the sum of £1.5m. The project will look to facilitate the 
provision of a new road, site access and associated utilities for a new commercial 
business park located on Burley Bank Road, in west of Harrogate. The project 
has been subject to independent appraisal by Focus Consultants. 
 

2.0  Background 
2.1 Teakwood Developments Ltd are looking to develop 11 acres of commercial land 

on Burley Bank Road. It is recognised that there is a lack of employment land in 
the Harrogate area, and the development of this site will help to address the short 
fall in supply. The project is supported in principle by Harrogate Borough Council. 
 

2.2 The proposal aims to secure Getting Building Funding support, to demonstrate 
that the site is ready for immediate development. This will help to stimulate 
market demand by giving confidence to prospective small to medium size 
business who may wish to locate on the site. The developer makes the case for 
the grant funding to enable the works within existing highway, the infrastructure 
site works, and servicing of utilities into the site. Having certainty over these 
essential components of the development will enable the whole site to be 
marketed, with clear programmes for delivery. This will also allow onward 
development to be secured at a much faster rate than would otherwise be 
possible.   
 

2.3 The developer has carried out a market appraisal, which demonstrates that there 
is demand for the scheme, which has the potential to return a reasonable rate of 
developer return. Furthermore, the development has the potential to facilitate 
growth and expansion of local employers looking for new and larger premises, by 
retaining them in the vicinity of their existing operations.  
 

3.0  Project Appraisal 
3.1 The Project Appraisal has been carried out by Focus Consultants. The Project 

Appraisal Report (Annex A) is exempt from publication by virtue of paragraph 3 of 
Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972 as it contains 
information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person. 

 
3.2 While the project meets the requirements of the Getting Building Funding 

programme, and satisfies several areas of the appraisal criteria, the conclusions 
of the appraisal advise that further information is required on a range of issues 
prior to giving full approval to the project. 
 

 



 

3.3 The project has a strong strategic fit, and identifies the challenge of the lack of 
employment land in the west of Harrogate. The project provides evidence of 
strategic fit with national, regional and local policies. The applicant has also 
undertaken a level of consultation, which has demonstrated support for the 
project. 
 

3.4 The appraisers have noted some concerns with the economic case, mainly 
around the need for grant support through the GBF investment. The appraisal 
identifies that if no grant support was provided the developers would be able to 
deliver the project but would take much longer to do so, with a forecast 
development period over 5 years. The appraisal notes that the risk of undertaking 
the upfront works is too much for a small developer, thereby justification for the 
request for GBF grant support. The appraisal highlights the need for the LEP to 
consider its role in absorbing the risk of these “up-front” development costs. 
 

3.5 The appraisal raises some concerns regarding the financial case of the project, 
particularly around the developed costs and match funding. The match funding 
for the project will be provided in the form of loans from the directors of Teakwood 
and a question of whether this is acceptable is raised. 
 

3.6 From a commercial aspect, the appraisal concludes that the project is feasible, 
and is estimated to provide an acceptable level of developer return. With regard 
to procurement of the construction works, further clarification is required to 
ensure that the procurement process for the grant funded works is compliant. 
 

3.7 The appraisers are confident the individuals have the skills and experience to 
manage and deliver the project, but note State Aid and procurement as areas of 
concern. Since the project appraisal was published, the applicant has provided 
current State Aid advice which confirms that the proposed grant of £1.5m from 
Getting Building Fund is State Aid compliant, albeit there will be a requirement to 
ensure that specific conditions are met to ensure compliance can be 
demonstrated. 
 

3.8 Further work will be undertaken with the applicant prior to the Board meeting, to 
enable additional details to be presented to the meeting, allowing further 
consideration of the request for £1.5m of GBF for this employment land 
development project.   

 
4.0  Corporate and Strategic Implications 

Legal A funding agreement will be required 
subject to approval and satisfaction of 
conditions outlined in the appraisal report 

Financial Allocation from GBF confirmed by 
MHCLG 

Governance and Assurance Process compliant with Assurance 
Framework 

Equalities Not Applicable 

Data Protection and Privacy Not Applicable 

Communications and 
Engagement 

All projects will be publicised in 
accordance with the LEP, project 
sponsor and MHCLG communications 
strategies. 

Business & Innovation Will assist in broadening the economic 
base of the town, retaining existing jobs 
in the local area by meeting the need for 
new business space for expansion and 
inward investment  

Low Carbon & Environment Not Applicable 



 

Places The project will help to meet the demand 
for developable and serviced 
employment land in Harrogate. This will 
help to retain the workforce in the local 
area 

Skills & Employability Not Applicable 

 
5.0  Recommendations  
5.1 The board is requested to consider the proposal for £1.5m from Getting Building 

Fund, to Teakwood Developments Ltd to deliver a new road, site access and 
associated utility works for a small commercial business park west of Harrogate. 
If minded the Board may consider a conditional approval, although there are 
substantial issues still to be addressed as highlighted in the appraisal report at 
Annex A (issued to the Board, but exempt from publication by virtue of the 
relevant paragraph of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972). 
The issues   concluded by the Project Appraisal are set out in Section 5.3. 
 

5.2 As the report outlines, the LEP grant will enable Teakwood to deliver the full 
project at much faster pace than if the grant is not forthcoming. While the basis of 
the request for grant has been raised in the appraisal, the project proposal meets 
the criteria for the Getting Building Fund programme, and is recognised as 
meeting the demand for serviced employment land in the local Harrogate area. 
 

5.3 The Project Appraisal recommends the conditions set out below, and further work 
will be undertaken with the applicant in advance of the Board meeting to address 
the following : 

 

 Written support from Harrogate Borough Council confirming the project 
delivery strategic economic development objectives; 

 Formal conformation the investment is compliant with State Aid legislation; 

 Submission of a granular project budget; 

 Confirmation from Teakwood Developments of their ability to cashflow the 
infrastructure capital works, bearing in mind the LEP grant payments are 
retrospective after the expenditure has been defrayed; 

 Confirmation all outstanding planning and statutory consents have been 
secured; 

 Confirmation from the Spanish client that the Envirovent project will proceed 

 Confirmation all parties required to deliver the project will be procured 
following public sector procurement processes 

 Regular updates to the LEP Secretariat on demand levels given the changes 
to office space requirements produced by the Covid – 19 pandemic 

 The Directors prove to the satisfaction of the LEP they have the resources to 
meet any and all cost overruns 

 
5.4 The applicant will attend the Board meeting to enable further details to be 

provided and any questions to be addressed at the meeting.  
 
6.0  Additional Information  
6.1 Annex A – Project Appraisal Report (Exempt by virtue of paragraph 3 of Part 1 of 

Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972). 
 

6.2 Contact –  

Name/Title: Samantha Raine – Project Officer 

Contact: Samantha.raine@businessinspiredgrowth.com 

 


