Local Enterprise Partnership for

East Sussex, Essex, Kent, Medway, Thurrock and Southend

Interim Board, 

Monday 24 January 2011 

Minutes

NOTE: 
The Interim Board meeting on 14 March 2011 expressed a disagreement regarding the accuracy of the minutes in paras. 3.5-3.8 of this document.

In view of this, the March Board again discussed and resolved the issues under consideration in paras. 3.5-3.8. 

Board Members present: 

George Kieffer (Chair) 


Haven Gateway Partnership

Mike Alder



FEDEC

Tony Ball



Thames Gateway South Essex

Jeremy Birch



Hastings Borough Council

Graham Brown



Denne Construction Ltd

Keith Brown



Essex FSB

Andrew Bowles



Swale Borough Council

Paul Carter



Kent County Council

Rodney Chambers


Medway Council

Di Collins



West Essex District Councils

Nicholas Cook



Birketts LLP/ IoD/ Heart of Essex

Prof Julian Crampton


University of Brighton

Mike Dobson



Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council

Murray Foster



Thames Gateway South Essex

Jon Freeman



Lewes District Council

Stephen M Gobbi


Peel Ports

John Gilbey



Canterbury City Council

Douglas Horner



Trenport Investments Ltd

Melanie Hunt



Sussex Downs College

Jo James



Kent Invicta Chamber of Commerce

Peter Jones



East Sussex County Council

John Kent 



Thurrock Council

Jeremy Kite



Dartford Borough Council

John Lamb



Southend-on-Sea Borough Council

Graham Marley



Hastings Area Chamber of Commerce

Peter Martin



Essex County Council

Ray Mason



Eastbourne Chamber of Commerce

Brett McLean



East Sussex FSB

Geoff Miles



Maidstone Studios Ltd

Jon Regan



Hugh Lowe Farms

Alan Ridgwell



BT 

Denise Rossiter



Essex Chambers of Commerce

Prof Alan Sibbald


Anglia Ruskin University

John Spence



West Essex Alliance

Nigel South



University of Essex

Bob Standley



Wealden District Council

Neil Stock



Tendring District Council

David Tutt



Eastbourne Borough Council

Paul Watkins



Dover District Council

Paul Winter



Wire Belt Co. Ltd

Mark Worrall



Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council

Officers were in attendance from East Sussex County Council, Essex County Council, Kent County Council, Kent Economic Board, Medway Council, Southend-on-Sea Borough Council, Thurrock Council and Wealden District Council. 

1. Introductions

1.1. George Kieffer welcomed members to the first Interim LEP Board. 

2. Insight East presentation

2.1. Mark Deas of Insight East gave a presentation highlighting some of the key economic characteristics of the LEP area. In particular, he noted that: 

· GVA per head remains below the UK average

· There is a dependence on London for high-value employment in some areas

· Levels of enterprise are average across the LEP area

· The LEP area contains a number of ‘spatial typologies’, which Mark characterised as the Thames Gateway, coastal towns, rural areas and the commuter belt

· There are substantial economic divergences at local level.

2.2. Members of the Interim Board made a number of comments on the LEP area economy, including: 

· The food sector, and a number of other growth sectors, are important, but their significance tends to be masked in analysis of the LEP area overall. 

· The role of the LEP area as a key gateway to the UK is critical. 

· While tourism remains important, there are many dimensions to the coastal economy, and coastal towns should not just be considered in the context of tourism. 

· It is important to understand the economic relationship of the LEP area with London

· The relationship of the LEP area with continental Europe, including the role of its ports, is important and unique

2.3. Several members noted that it was important not to focus solely on statistical analysis, and that the LEP had an opportunity to get a real-time understanding from business of commercial perceptions of the state of trade. 

2.4. Building on this, it was also noted that the LEP should be ambitious and focus on the major themes in which it can add value, focusing on the potential for securing freedoms and flexibilities from Government, including assuming more influence over agencies such as the Highways Agency.

2.5. Regarding the need for future economic analysis, the Interim Board were concerned to avoid extensive consultancy commissions. However, it was noted that the universities could offer much in the way of support. 

3. LEP governance

3.1. The Interim Board discussed the draft terms of reference and governance options paper circulated. 

3.2. The content of Sections 1, 2 and 3 of the governance options paper (relating to the role of the LEP, legal status and subsidiarity) was approved, subject to: 

· Para. 1.1: Replacement of ‘economic growth’ with ‘wealth creation’

· Para. 3.1(a): ‘1.2(a)’ should read ‘1.1(a)’. 

Chair

3.3. The Board recognised that there had to be a private sector chair. A range of views were expressed about the most appropriate mechanism for arriving at a suitable candidate, including the potential value of securing an independent chair through a search and selection process. It was noted that the chair would need significant business experience and be able to champion the LEP on a national scale.

3.4. It was agreed that a suitable mechanism for determining the chair would be agreed at the next meeting. 

Board structure

3.5. There was a consensus that a Board of 44 members would be difficult to operate. A range of options were discussed, including a voluntary reduction in the size of the Board, and the creation of a smaller ‘Executive Group’ within the Board. 

3.6. The Board agreed that maintaining the Board at the present size while creating a smaller Executive Group was the preferred option. However, Board members noted that a balance must be struck between inclusiveness and effectiveness, in particular the accountability of any Executive Group to the full Board and the need for the Executive Group to be able to have decision-making powers. 

3.7. It was considered that a membership of 24 would be appropriate for the Executive Group, at least in the first instance. However, to ensure accountability, it was agreed that the full Board should meet at least 3-4 times a year. 

3.8. The possibility of expanding the full Board was raised, as was the opportunity for forming LEP task and finish groups on specific issues utilising members of the full Board and other key stakeholders as appropriate. 

Secretariat

3.9. It was agreed that Option 2 was the most appropriate and that (for the time being at least) the secretariat role should remain with the upper-tier authorities. Kent County Council offered to undertake this role and upper tier authority leaders agreed to discuss how this should be taken forward and funded. 

3.10. It was however noted that several private sector organisations are interested in providing resources to the LEP, and that it would be important to ensure that this was utilised to best effect. 

3.11. ACTION: It was agreed that officers should prepare revised governance proposals based on the Board’s considerations, with a view to a Board and Executive Group structure being put in place following the next Interim Board meeting. 

4. Work programme

4.1. The Board discussed the LEP’s strategic priorities, in particular citing: 

· Coastal regeneration

· Economic growth in the Thames Gateway

· Rural regeneration (and in particular the need to bring forward solutions to rural broadband access)

· Housing and economic growth particularly in Growth Areas and Growth Points

· The development of innovative financing mechanisms and the more creative use of public sector assets to unlock development

· Strategic transport, especially where there are opportunities to bring forward key schemes with private finance

· Developing solutions to regulatory constraints

· Standing up for the joint priorities of the LEP area in relation to the scale and resources of Greater London

· Engaging in the better linkage of skills provision with employer demand

4.2. Board members noted that the LEP should remain strategic, and not become overly engaged in detail, and should concentrate on developing practical solutions to overcome obstacles. It was suggested that the LEP needed to come to a view of what it can most productively do in the short, medium and long terms, focusing on the area’s assets and opportunities. 

4.3. It was agreed that: 

a) Officers would prepare a more detailed initial work programme taking account of the Board’s views for consideration in advance of the next meeting. 

b) Thurrock Council would give consideration to strategic transport priorities

c) BT would consider the potential for solutions to unlock broadband provision

5. EU policy response

5.1. The Board considered the draft response. Board members noted the opportunities presented by EU funding, and that more needs to be done to ensure that we maximise take-up of EU funds and that their use reflects the LEP’s economic priorities. It was considered that by working together, there was the opportunity to reduce duplication of effort. 

5.2. The Board approved the draft response to be submitted on behalf of the LEP. 

6. Next steps

6.1. The Board agreed to meet again in early March, in Dartford. It was agreed that the next meeting should be of the full Interim Board, and that the next meeting should seek to agree new arrangements for the future Board structure.

7. AOB

7.1. It was agreed that partners would circulate summaries of Regional Growth Fund applications submitted to Government. 
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