South East

Local Enterprise Partnership

Full BoardMeeting Agenda

Friday30™ May 2014, 10:00am ¢ 12:00am

High House Production PaRuyrfleet, Essex RM19 1RJ

10:00 Welcome andApologies Peter Jones
10.05 Minutes of Special Board Meeting on 36March 2014 Peter Jones
Matters Arising & Reent Developments
10.10 Growth Deal Update David Godfrey
a. Feedback from Governmeand next steps.
10.5 European SIF Strategy David Morrall
a. Update on progress of the ESIF with presentation from D({ DCLG
on funding delivery
1050 Board Advisory Groups David Godfrey
b. To endorse the proposed structures and ways of working
11.00 SE LEP Core activities and Budget 2014/15 Peter Jones
a. To present the accounts for 2013/14; and David Godfrey
b. CQutline the budget and planed activity for 2014/15 Paul Keegan
11:20 Growing PlacesFund (GPFYpdate Paul Keegan
a. To receive an update on all GPF projects; and
b. To review the Harlow Enterprise Zone business plan for G
revenue drawdown.
11:35 CORE, Centresfor Offshore Renewable Engineering Peter Jones
a. To endorse proposals for amlarged SE LEP CORE area tt
support the offshore renewables industry.
11:40 Cultural and Creative Industries Andrea Stark
a. Presentation fromCreative and Cultural Industries Group.
11:55 Any other business All
12:00 Close & netwoking lunch Peter Jones

SH_EFBoardMeeting30™ May 2014
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Draft minutes of theoecialBoard meetingZGth march 2014Item 2. Page3)
Growth Deal Updat€ltem 3. Page D)

EuropeanSIFStrategy(ltem 4. Page %)

Board Advsory Growps (Item 5 Page 16ltem to follow)
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Growing Places FurgHarlowEZ Update (Item 7b. Page)

QORKItem 8. Page 3}

S@TooooTp

SH_EFBoardMeeting30™ May 2014



South East

Local Enterprise Partnership

Draft SpecialBoard Meeting Minutes

Wedneslay 26" March 2014, 10:00amc, 12:000m
High House Production Park, Purfleet, Essex RM19 1RJ

Full Board members & alternates present

1 | Peter Jones Chair
2 | Jo James Kent Invicta Chamber
3 | Derek Godfrey EllisBuilding Contractors
4 | Graham Brown Bouygues UK
5 | CliIr John Gilbefor ClIr Paul Watkins Canterbury CityCouncil
6 | Clir John Kent Thurrock Council
7 | Clir Rodney Chambers Medway Council
8 | Brett McLean East Sussex FSB
9 | ClirJohn Lamlfor ClirNigd Holdcroft Southend on Sea Borough Council
10 | Julian Drury C2C / South Essex businesses
11 | Clir Keith Glazier East Sussex County Council
12 | Geoff Miles Vice Chair / Maidstone Studios
13 | David Rayner Birkett Long
14 | ClIr Kevin Bentlefor Clir David iRch Essex County Council
15 | ClIrRupert Simmons East Sussex County Council
16 | ClIr David Tutt Eastbourne Borough Council
17 | Clir Tony Ball Basildon District Council
18 | ClirJeremy Birch Hastings Borougfouncil
19 | Graham Razey EastKent College
20 | ClirPeter Fleming Sevenoak8orough Council
21 | George Kieffer Vice Chair / Haven Gateway Businesses
22 | David Burch Essex Chambers
23 | CllrPaul Carter Kent County Council
24 | Julian Crampton Brighton University
25 | lan Davidsorfor Clir Peter Hiliday TendringDistrict Council
26 | Malcolm Diamond Trifast plc & TR Fastenings Ltd
27 | Nick Sandford Country Land and Business Association (CLA)

Other attendees present

1 | David Godfrey South East LEP
2 | Katharine Harvey South East LEP
3 | lain McNab BIS Local
4 | Lee Shostak Shared Intelligence
5 | Stephanie Mitchener Essex County Council
6 | Emmalouise Galinis South East LEP
7 | Ross Gill Kent County Council
8 | John Shaw Seachange Sussex
9 | Robin Cooper Medway Council
10 | Keith Cornwell Thames Gateway South Essex Partnership
11 | David ListorJones Thames Gateway Kent Partnership
12 | Richard Longman Thames Gateway Kent Partnership
13 | Ros Dunn Essex County Council
14 | Adam Bryan Essex County Council
15 | John Houston Epping Forest District Couhc
16 | Clir Andrew Bowles Swale Borough Council
17 | Terry Osborne Essex County Council
18 | Joel John Basildon District Council
19 | Chris Whitbread Epping Forest District Council
20 | Susan Priest Shepway District Council
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21 | Richard Puleston Essex County Qacil

22 | James Harris East Sussex County Council
23 | Steve Cox Thurrock Council

24 | David Bull Thurrock Council

25 | Roger Blake RailFuture

Action Summary

ltem 2: Minutes of last meeting, Matters Arising and Recent Developments

1. There will be an itemdr discussion on the proposed SE LEP Board sub groups at the next Board
meeting in May.

Item 3: Growth Deal and Strategic Economic Plan

2. Two Board members from each of the four areas are to be nominated to approve the final SEP
Subsequently, it was theh@irman, Vice Chairs and local authority leaders from each area that were
nominated to do this

3. Board members interested in taking part in the negotiations with Government are to inform the Chair
or Secretariat.

4. Board members are to actively promote tB&P and to take all opportunities to try to influence
ministers during the negotiation period.

Item 4: Growing Places Fundupdate

5. TheSE LEP secretariat will work with the SE LEP Accountable Body tthenakeessaramendments
to the agreements foexisting GPF projectss well as fonew GPF projeciso longer need to be
underwritten by upper tier authorities

Item 5: SE LEP Budget 2014/15
6. Board members are to consider whether any partner organisations could offer up support for the SE
LEP Secretai in the future

SH_EFBoardMeeting30™ May 2014



1. Welcome and Apologies

11

1.2

1.3

The meetingstartedat 10:00.

The Chaimtroducedthis Special Board meetivghich wasto agree our Growth Deal and Strategic
Economic Plan. He thanked the SE LEP Secretariat team, Shared Intelligehedageé numbers
of officersand Board memberthat have worked hard over the last couple of months to get us to
where we are today.

Apologies were received froRerry Gladding and wasnoted that Cllr Kevin Bentlayas
representing Clir David FinaBllrJohn Lamlwasrepresenting Clir Peter Holdcroft and Cllr John
Gilbeywasrepresenting Clir Paul Watkins.

2. Minutes of last meeting Matters Arising and Recent Developments

2.1

2.2

2.3

The ninutes of the lasBoard meetingl3" December2013were agreed

Re Acion 7, Kevin Bentley indicateBssex County Council is still to formally take the decision to
take on the Accountable Body responsimelit fromthe SE.TB and tat thisis tobe considered as
part of the widerresponsibilitiesaroundany Local Growth Funallocation.

Kevin Bentley requested that the Boastould discustaking the transport subgroup forward@he
Chairexplained that the intention was to discuss the composition of all the subgroups proposed
under the new governance arrangements at the nBgard meetingn May.

Action: There will be an itenfor discussion orthe proposed SE LEP Board sub groups at the next Board
meetingin May.

3. Growth Deal and Strategic Economic Plan

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

TheChair explained that hiead wanted tocirculate afuller draft of the final SEP to the Boarolut

the input from all areabad not been receiveth time. What had beerput forwardwas the

essence of our proposal and the Board was asked to consider it in thihgmnents from the
Accountable Bodizadnot yet been receied and thse would need to be taken into account for the
signoff.

The Chair explained that there thdeen a tension in writing the document in balancing the foaus
the SE LEP and area level atgbin meetingthe governmentequirement for \ shortsharm@Q
document butalso having theroject detail He noted thathere was still work to do oithe
governance structurenamelythe relationship between local area deliygrartnerships and the
coastal advisory group and the TGSG.

Lee Shostak from Stet Intelligencahanked all the officers for all their help in preparing the SEP.
He reported that €éedbackso farfrom Government, through Stephen Bishopr Local Growth
Teamliaisonofficer, had beenpositiveandcomplementary on the progress that thpartnership

has madetheybelieve thatwe arenow working as an effective partnershi@overnment vere also
comfortable with the level of detathat has beemrovided.

Lee tabled a note at the Board meeting which summarisedu3& request to date. Hheade the
following points:
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3.5

3.6

3.7

1 Although ech devolved area may have produced their jobs and homes enabled figures
differently, he did not foresee this as a probleas they have the expertise atite
Government has producedtle guidancefor this.

f Thetra/ L2 NI O06AR Aa F2NJ LINB2SOGa GKFEG 6SNB L
major fundand while2 dzZNJ 6 AR A & & S Sy ,tHerd has Keanyh@sugg€stodzNI 3
that we should cut this back

1 At present we are still considering whether we shopitdsent the median;20% and40%
envelopes of schemes in an annex. This will come up during the negotiation phase and
decision is required as to whether this is offeredaiphisstage.

The Chair invited Graham Razey who haskieeolved in the ska proposils, to summarise the
position on skills in the SEP. Graham mémtefollowing keypoints:
1 The clear message from governmevdsnot to ask for things that have already been taken
away, such aen careers guidance
T ¢KS 32 FSNYYSY (@ & endugiSndoney & thei sistein fofiskills and where
there is a needemployers should pay mo@ndhave a greater influence over how funding
on skills capital and revenue is spent. They are impressed with the Employment and Skills
Boards across the aaeand how these will direct funding
1 Thanks to Helen Russell at Essex CC who has drafted the skills craghteaul Sayers and
David Godfrey who has helped on the capital funding process

The Chaimvited Graham Brown who has been involved in the haygiroposals to speak. Graham
highlighted how the development of the proposals has been an inclusive process that has involved
local authorities, the HCA, Housing Associations and the private sector. The response from
governmentso far wagositive. Ouproposalswill include working with the HCA and gaining

greater influence on where they direct their resources and to lobby government that our needs are
greater than the pro rate allocation we have received to date. Key to this will be the
implementationof the 2015 homes in 2015ilot and to put some resources into taking this

forward.

The Chair then opened the debate up to Board members and the key points made included:

1 The prominence of coastal communities in the SEP was welcomethdiuhere needsto
0S Y2NB SYLKIFIara 2y (KS WdzyNBlIfAaSR S02y2
coastal groupsthe governance structure and clarity on the governance for the SEFUND
housingask 8which isthe housing renovation fund branded under the SEFUaiiner.

1 Clarification fromChairthat we have agreed a devolved model which means that the LGF
resources will be passed to the operational areas to develop and deliver the projects. The
15% top slice will remain at the centre to meet emergencies and &ilhé principle
funding for SEFUND. However, the 15% top sliteot be mentionedn the SEP as this is
unnecessary and would dilutbe cohesive approactve will be presentingThere was
further debate about this issue with lain McNab confirming timalis opinion it would not
help our case to mentiothe top slice in the texbf the SEPHeindicatedthat government
was comfortable with what has come forwasd far.

1 The importance of the A13 was raised and concern was expressed over the tstiegicia
the SEP. The Chair explained ttin#t intention wasto seekfor the Governmento wholly
fund the required road improvements and take over responsibility foHe felt thatany
other stance at this stageould weakenour negotiating positionJohn knt proposed that
SE LEP should prioritise the A13 should the government not agree to fiResgonses
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3.8

from Board members indicated that this would pee-emptive andshould be considered at
a later stage once our LGF allocation was known.

1 There was corern that the economic rationale for transport investmemtasnot well
enough linked to economic growth.

1 The growth corridor approach was felt to have been of real benefit adrhaself
stimulated positive discussion

1 There neeedto be greater emphasion our ability to deliver this programme of investment
and thegovernmentwasexpecting this.

1 Areas should be presented in alphabetical order. This was agreed.

1 Concern was expressed that the Kent chapter has not yet been seen and tloaddtrveed
to be succincto be in line with the rest of the document

There was agreement that the draft final SE&sgoing in the right direction anthe Chair asked

for a couple of Board members from each of the four areas to be nominated to undertake the final
signoff of the document for submission. The Chair also asked for Board member interested in
taking part in the negotiations with Government to let him or the Secretariat know.

Action: Two Board members from each of the four areas are to be nominated to apprthe final SEP
Subsequentlyjt wasthe Chairman, Vice Chairs and local authority leaders from each areaee
nominated to do this.

Action: Board members interested in taking part in the negotiations with Government are to inform the
Chair or Seatariat.

3.9

3.10

The Chair asked lain McNab from BIS to explain the process that the Government is adioftiog

the negotiation phaseain explained that the timetable is ambitious and challenging. It is
anticipated that Ministers will have a good idea aba@F allocations by the end of May with the
announcemenin Jugé @ ¢tKS F¥20dza gAtft 06S 2y HwHnmpkmc | f{
There is to be a ministerial case conference to discuss the SE LEP proposal on 16th April. Every
single LEPlan will be reviewed and they will be looking at individual projects too. It is envisaged
that the government will be in frequent contact with the LEP during April and May to seek greater
clarity.

It was agreed that lobbying local MPs about our prog@sad getting them on side will be very
important and the Chair urgeBoard members take all opportunities to do timsorder to make
our case andnfluence Ministers.

Action: Board members are to actively promote the SEP and to take all opportunitidsytto influence
ministers during the negotiation period.

4. Growing Places Fundupdate

4.1

4.2

The Chair invited Stephanie Mitchener from Essex County Council, the SE LEP Accountable Body,
introduce the item. Stephanie explained that from the review undaken by Paul Keegan £9.2 mill

of headroom had been identified and there were three proposdstified for beingaken forward

- Sovereign Harbour; Discovery Park and the MedTech Caatpierlow Enterprise Zone

The Chair explained thatraeetinghadbeen held todiscuss GPF @' Marchandit had been

agreed that if the £2m for the MedTech campus was no longer neellsdshould be split equally
between Sovereign Harbour and Discovery Park, should they be supported by the business case
assessment.KevinBentley indicated that the MedTech Campmasild no longework as a loanbut

7
SH_EFBoardMeeting30™ May 2014



4.3

4.4

4.5

he requested that the £2m allocation be used to replace a proposed HCA LibritdanEnterprise
Zone, should it fathe due diligence process with the HC&hn Lamhbalso proposed an alternative
whichwas forthe allocationto be used to support other MedTech campuses elsewhere, such as in
Southend. The Chair proposed that the Board should stick with the original decision of the earlier
meeting and split the allocatiobetween Sovereign Harbour and Discovery Pafk said that
ensuring that our GPF allocation was being spent and used to best effect would be paramount to
government in our LGF discussions. This was agreed by the Board.

The Chair explained that one dfe issues that has delayed GPF spierttie currentmodel which
requires upper tier authorities to underwrite any GPF loan in their area. While it had been agreed
at the October Board meeting that this should remain, further discussions with government
suggested that they would not seek ampayment ofGPF should there be defaults on any laans
Indeed otherLEPs have allocated GPF on a grant basis. In view of this the Chair asked for the Boa
to reconsider the decision at the last Board meeting.

During the debate a number of points were made including:
1 Support for speeding up the process and the requirement that local authorities underwrite
these loans causes delay.
1 The Board should also consider removing the requirement for local authorities to
underwrite the GPF loans for existing projects.
Council tax payers should not be underwriting the national tax payer
Removing the need for local authorities to underwrite loans would give the wrong signals
and if the risk is now to lie with SE |&®n Board nembers would need to consider the risk
exposure and would need to consider more information on risk profiles.
7 It would be incumbenbn all Board members to ensure that risk is minimised as much as
possibleil 2 Sy adz2NB GKIF G (K® thegourR. NBEYIF Aya WNBG2
1 The proposal to incorporate GPF into the SEFUND structure, which is to be professionally
managed, will ensure that risk is minimised as far as possible.
1 Making these changes will encourage private sector proposals for GPF loans to come
forward.

= =4

The Chair asked the Board to vote on the proposed chanfjemte was takemvith twenty six
Board members in favour and one Board member agaifberefore the proposed change was
carried ¢ upper tier local authorities no longer need to underwriteRE projectand this will be
applied retrospectively to all existing GPF projecs well ago future projects.

Action: The SE LEP secretariat will work with the SE LEP Accountable Body to make the necessary
amendments to the agreements for existing GPfojects, as well as for new GPF projects, which no
longerneed tobe underwritten by upper tier authorities

5. SE LEP Budget 2014/15

5.1

The Chaimtroduced this item and explained that some funding streams had not yet been
confirmed. Some resource would bgpected to be available to support local partnerships and he
will be considering whether some of the tasks that the Secretariat will need to undertake would be
better outsourced. The Chair requested that Board members consider whether partner
organisatims could offer up support in the future, such as secondments, etc.

Action: Board members are to consider whether any partner organisations could offer up support for the
SE LEP Secretariat in the future.
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5.2

6.2

6.3

Paul Carter made the point that we would need &esvhat the LGF allocation was and to consider
what tasks could be done at the devolved area rather than SE LEP level.

AOB

Paul Carter gave an update on the recent government announcement of an Ebbsfleet Garden City
and the intention to establish an Urbdevelopment Corporation (UDC) to progress this. This
proposalwas welcomed by local partners and it is hoped thatould increase the pace of the
development at Ebbsfleet.

lan Davidson informed the Board that Harwich is bidding to be part of the GQO&tre for
Offshore Renewable Energy) group of areas, of which Kent and Medway is already a member

The meeting closed dtl.54am
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FULL BOARD MEETING
Friday 38 May 2014 South East

Local Enterprise Partnership

Agenda Item: 3
Pages4

SE LEP GROWTH DEBBDATE

Purpose
1. This papeintroduces an update tBoard Members othe SE LEP Growth Deal.

Recommendations
2. The Board is asked to:

a) Note progress on th&rowth Deal

b) Supportongoing communications with Governmerind

c) Support the promotion of SE LEP Growth Deal/Strategic Economic Plan investment proposals and
opportunities.

Growth Deal & Strategic Economic Plan Submission

3. Following the submission of tH&E LEBrowth Deal and Strategic Economic Plan o\\aarch, there
has been a huge effort in Whitehall to assess LEP investment proposals. As a result, SE LEP has hac
meet a number of requests for project information including further funding profgdappoting
information including business plans and projeamkings.

4. The overriding focus at present is on those projects that are scheduled to commence in 2015/16, on
their deliverability and on private sector leverage.

5. While nitial clarifi@ation meetings haveéeen undertaken on housing and transpaaind there is close
and constructive contact with Government DepartmerRease see attached letter from Greg Clarke
MP with official Ministerial feedback oaur proposalsThere is also no forai process for negotiation
at present.

6. Itis understood the Local Growth Fund nationally is stinee times oversubscribed. However,
Ministers arestill expected to make funding allocations in July.

7. As such, itis vital that SE LEP, corporately anditfirdederal areas, continues to promote the Growth
Deal/Strategic Economic investment proposals and opportunities, particularly the SEFUND investmen
model.

Next Steps
8. lItis critical that activity to support our submission continues. This must involvel Boembers,
demonstrate the strength obur federal arrangementand be targeted for maximum impact.

9. In securing the best possible funding allocation for the SE LEP we wish to promote key projects in loc
areas to demonstrate the impact that L@kFestment could have in accelerating development and
levering private sector investment. Action is already underway to achieve this through federal areas,
working closely with MPs and local businesses.

10
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10.Ly &SOdz2NARy 3 1 Seé addifleibildes, it B8 fropas2ddcSotdys bronyajor proposals for
maximum impact. These are:

)l
T

= =

SEFUNCEnNsuring real flexibility in thesfding proces$o enable SEFUND to be established

Major TransportschemesHighlighting the impact that delivery of major national rceatd rail

schemes would have on promoting growth and jobs, including the A13, MI/AMAd A21

Adult Skills Securing private sector influence through the LEP of an increasing amount of the Adult
Skills budget, thereby helping to influence providers

Access to FinanceSupporting business through the provisiom/zero costinvestment andoans
Housing Enabling real local influence ovdCAfunding locally, piloting aew approach to

accelerate housing investment

Coastal Highlighting aange of asks promote an economic resurgence in coastal towns
includingthe proposedCoastal Renovation Fund

11. A simmary paper is attached and further detail will be provided at the Board meeting.

12. Board Members are asked to continue their support for the Growth Depldyoting key
opportunities and investments to Ministers, MPs and businEgsy. messages have been developed to
assist Board members and partners with this. This document will follow next week together with a
timetable of planned activities to support th@going negotiations.

11
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Rt Hon Greg Clark MP 70 Whitehall

|
| Minister for Cities and the Constitution London
. . SW1A 2AS
’ Cabinet Office
Telephone +44 (0)20 7276 2370
Email psgreqclark@cabinet-office gs gov uk Web www cabinetoffice.gov uk
Peter Jones

Chair, South East Local Enterprise Partnership
Essex County Council

PO Box 11

County Hall

Market Road

Chelmsford

Essex

CM1 1LX

southeastlocal enterprisepartnership@essex.qov.uk & peter@warrenders.net

o k-

| thought you might like to have an update on the progress of the consideration of
Growth Deals, given that we are in the time between the submission of your Strategic
Economic Plan at the end of March and the announcement of the Growth Deals in July.

((, May 2014

I'm grateful for all of the hard work that you and your colleagues have put into
developing your plan, and for the help you are now giving to me and my officials to
clarify aspects of the plan and to understand the what is most important to you within it.
Those of you that have successfully negotiated City Deals will be familiar with this
iteration — to strike a deal we need to be able to demonstrate that what is proposed will
clearly benefit your area and the country as a whole.

As | expected there are three times more proposals that fit this description than there
are central funds available in the early years — indeed, it would have been disappointing
if there were a scarcity of fundable plans.

So one of the things my ministerial colleagues and | will need to do is to decide which
plans should get what level of funding - in addition to the new powers and flexibilities
that are being sought.

That means assessing the plans according to the criteria we set out last summer in the
guidance, namely:

 ambition and rationale for intervention - this includes identifying the barriers to
and opportunities for growth in the area, prioritisation of interventions and
evidence to support how proposed solutions will address the issues raised

« value for money - of the proposed interventions including economic benefits and
costs and specific outcomes such as jobs and housing

SH.EFBoardMeeting30" May 2014
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» deliverability and risk - this includes the strength and commitment to partnership
working, both between the public and private sectors and across the functional
economic area, realistic assumptions and timeframes for interventions and a
strong commitment to transparency and evaluation.

It will clearly be impossible for all plans to be given all of the funding they have
requested, which is why it is useful to know what your local assessment is of the
priorities within the plan, and how you would best make use of less than you have bid
for. That way, decisions can be informed by your preference rather than be simply
imposed from Whitehall.

Because in a competitive fund LEPs' plans will be compared with those of other LEPs,
clearly the benefits you predict for the local and national economy are being carefully
scrutinised so that fair judgements can be made.

For both reasons, as with City Deals, there will be questions of clarification which my
team will continue to be in touch about as the assessment continues during the next two
months. And as a deal between your LEP and the Government, there may be some
asks that the Government will be making of you that you will need to consider during the
weeks ahead.

Having read and scrutinised several times already each of the plans it is already clear to
me that the announcements we will make in July are going to be transformational -
there is an abundance of proposals that will not only make a huge difference to local
economies, but, cumulatively, will represent the biggest transfer of initiative for driving
growth from Whitehall to towns, cities and counties than England has seen in living
memory. And that is just the first year of a programme that is guaranteed for five future
years.

| know that you will be eager to hear the outcome of the process as soon as you can,
but | think it is only fair to make the announcements for all LEPs together. So | am
grateful for your patience and assistance the weeks ahead.

Gk il
4,

RT HON GREG CLARK MP

wlx
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FULL BOARD MEETING South East
Friday 361 May 2014 Local Enterprise Partnership
Agenda Item: 4

Pages?2

SE LEP EU STRUCTURAL INVESTMENTURIMIO E

Purpose
1. This papeintroduces an update tBoard Members oprogress with the EU Structural Investment
Fund strategy

2. Reflecting the importance of the EU SIF to Board Members and to the SE LEP area, the Board Meetir
will receive a presentation from David Morralyrrently Head of East and South East of England ERDF
Programme Delivery Teams & 262@20 Policy.

Recommendations
3. The Board is asked to:
d) Note progress on the EU SIF strategy and proposals for further development to ensure approval by
the Government.

Progress Update

4. Following the submission of tf8E LEP EU Structural Investment Fund strategy bdaBliarywe are
pleased to confirm thatonditional approval was received alongside the other 38 otltefPsf 9 § 9t Q
indicative allocation is £168illion from the Structural Investment Fund that must matitinded
pound for pound.

5. Since this time:

1 We have received detailed feedback on the ESIF and have been asked to address each of the
comments over the forthcoming months.

1 In particular we have been asked to draw up tables of information relating to each of the 7
thematic objectives by the end of May PA. These are on track to completion with the help of local
partners.

1 We are holding a number of clarification sessions with stakeholders from across the area ensure
that the ESIF is in accord with local priorities.

1 Reflecting the proposals of local partsewe have agreed to work with 7 Qiot providers (UKTI,
MAS, Growth Accelerator, Skills Funding Agency, DWP and the Big Lottery) who provide some of
the match funding.

1 The Memoranda of Understanding with each of these-@mgencies have not yet beegraed but
will be negotiated in the forthcoming months.

1 Further guidance from the Government is awaited on how to progress Community Led Local
Development (CLLD) groups and also on the requirements of Access to Finance schemes.

1 Administration arrangementaround the Calls for Applications, submission of applications,
approval and rejection decisions are under discussion. SELEP will establish arcBiirSittee
that is one of 39 LEP suwlommittees reporting to the National Growth Board, as well as to our ow
SELEP Board.

1 Local Areas will playaiticalrole in developing the project pipeline and the Local Area Boards will
decide on the strategic fit of each project application.

14
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1 The UK partnership agreement with the European Commission has been delaigedilllimpact
on the final approval of all ESIFs.

6. Itisanticipated that the first calls for applications will take place early in 2015 once the ESIF has
received formal approval

15
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FULL BOARD MEETING
Friday 38 May 2014
Agenda Item5

Pages:

South East

Local Enterprise Partnership

SE LEBOARD ADVISORY GROUPS

This paper will follow early next week
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BoardMeeting
Friday30™ May 2014 LS?EEJEh pEtaShE

Agenda Iltem6
Pages?

SE LERORE ACTIVITIES AND BUDGET

Purpose

1. The purpose of this papésto update the Boardon:
a) the provisional fingposition against revenue budgets for financial year3Q4; and
b) revenue budgets for 20145.

The paper Bo seekapprovalfor the utilisation of the funds within the GeneraBalancegareserve held for
general purposedpllowing the drawdown o# carry forwardto 2014/15

Recommendations
2. The Boardis invited toapprove
a) A revised 2014/15 budget totallirfl.071m aligned to the delivery plan presentedAnnexA;
b) Utilising the usable reserves brought forward from 2013/@drrently identified at £230,0Q®0
support the revise@01415 budgetedexpenditure of £1071m.This issubject to production of
the final audited accounts and confirmatimf the Reserves at that point
c) Thata balance of £800is held within the GeneraBalanceao supportany futureseverance
costs arising from current staffing establishmgwhich will be kept under review asaffing
establishment changeand
d) That the remainder of th&eneraBalancg£3,000)is held for future uforeseen costshould
they arise

Provisional Final Psition ¢ Revenue Budgets 2013/14

3. Financial year 2®14 ended on 3¥ March 20%. The Financial Stements will be submittedor
external audit scrutinyand, subject to satisfactory completion of the audit by that timell be
presented to the Board idulyfor sign off. The information in this report has yet to be audited and
there may beminor change between this position and the final report.

Provisional FinaHnancial Positiont Income2013/14

4. Table 1 shows the provisionabsitionfor Income received and utilised during the yeaterest
receivedon cash balancesas higher than anticipated @uto a slower than expected drawdown of
Growing Places Fun@PF allocations and the planned utilisation of usable reserves from 2082
was not needed due tthe higher balancand the overall favourable outturn on expenditure

Table 1
Income FY Actual FY Budget Over / (Under)
£'000 £'000 £'000

Grant Income (500) (500)

Conributions OLAs (91) (200) 109
Interest Received (262) (175) (87)
Transport Grant utilisation (54) (112) 58
Capacity Fund (41) - (41)
Release 2012-13 Reserve

Total Income (947) (987) 39
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ProvisionalFinalHnancial Positiont Expenditure 2013/14

5.

Table 2shows the provisional position fexpenditure incurredluring the yearExpenditure vas
overallslightlyfavourable to Budget, primarily as a result of atilisation of the Transport Grant

(E58) which will be carried forward to 2014/1%ffset by underspend on staffing and consultancy
with general expense showing an increase, resulting from the increased use of external venues for
meetings and events.

Table 2
Expenditure FY Actual FY Budget Over / (Under)
£'000 £'000 £'000
Staffing Costs 337 417 (80)
Consultantancy 277 331 (55)
Office & General Expenses 85 55 30
AB Support Costs 99 72 27
Capacity Fund Expenditure 41 - 41
Transport Grant Expenditure 54 112 (58)
Total Expenditure 893 987 (94)
Net Income / Expenditure (55) - (55)

Provisional FinaHnancial Posiion - Reserves 2013/14

6.

8.

Table 3 sets out thprovisional position o General or UseabReserves that are available for carry
forward to 2014/15The surplus frm 2013/14 has been addetb the GeneralReservedeing held for
the SELEP arapproval is soughior £230,000 of the balance to hesedto support the planned
budgeted expenditure for 2014/15 as set antsection Delow.

The Boards requested to approve thdrawdown of £230,000from the Generabalancein 2014/15.

Should the drawdown be approvekde General Fund balaneemainingwill be £,000. In keeping with
the approach takemt the end of 2012/13 tiis proposed that part of that balance be earmarked for
any futureSecretariatseverance costs that may be required. The estimated liabilitydasecurrent
employees as at the end of 284 would be around £6,000.

As the value is not sufficient to warrant the establishment of an earmarked reserve it is proposed that
the funds continue to be held within the General Balance but-famged. Thesalue of any severance
liability will continue to be monitored in line with staff establishment and accruals of further benefits
by current employees.

The Boards requested to approve the rinfencing of £6,000 within the General Fund for severance
liabilities.
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Table 3

General Reserves 2013-14

£'000
Reserves b/fw d from previous year (184)
Used 2013-14
Surplus / Deficit 2013-14 (55)
Closing Balance c/fwd (239)

Provisional FinaHnancial Position Cash Balance2013/14

9. Table 4 sets out the provisional position tmtal Cash Balances that are available for cdéoryvard to
2014/15, largely representing the warawn portion of the GP#&riginal allocation of £49nThe Cash
Balances are made up of two distinct elements:

a) Capital Grantg Unspent portion of the Growing Places Fund Balance and Transport Babnte,
which amount to 87.6m and

b) Revenue expenditure and commitments whichaunt to £0.6m

Table 5 sets out theakeup of the Cash Balances as &t Btarch 2014 andhe use of these funds
going forward.

Table 4
Cash Movements 2013-14
£'000
Opening Balance b/fwd 41,839
Advances - GPF (3,887)
Increase A/P 268
Net Inccome / Expenditure 2013-14 55
LTB Grant B/F utilised (54)
Closing Balance c/fwd 38,220
Table 5
Use of Cash Balances / Reserves as at 31.03.14
£'000
Grow ing Places Fund 37,571
Transport Grant 78
Accounts Payable 333
Reserves 239
Closing Balance c/fwd 38,220
2014/15Budgets

10. Following confirmation thathe core funding ha:ow beenreceived, and assuming thate Board
agree to the recommendation to utilise the available reserves as set out above, the rbuisget for
2014/15, aligned to the SELEP core objectives and deliversdd®wn in Tablé below. The Core
Objectives are set out undémnexe A.
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Table6
Income / Funding 2014-15 - £/000

Expenditure 2014-15 - £000

Core Funding (500)

EU Funding Staffing 350
Contributions' OLAs (200) Consultancy & Events 434
Interest Receivable Office & General Exp 105
Capacity Fund (26) AB Support costs 91
LTB Remaining Balance (65) Capacity Fund Exp 26
Reserves b/Fwd (230) Transport Grant Exp 65
GPF Revenue (50)

Total (1,071) Total 1,071

11.1t is currently forecast that it will be necessary to &k of the £37K set aside fronthe GPF grant
(see funding allocations in the GPF Update providetie Board paperw the 30" May 2014 Board
Meeting) tosupport theplanned activitiesor 201415. However, no provision has yet been made for
anyinterest receivable and it is likely that this sum or a large porti@reof will not be required,
dependent upon the drawdown schedule for the current allocation to GPF Projects.

Capacity Fud
12. A further £25,90 is available in Capackyunding for 204/15 and it is expected thate full value will
be claimed by yeaend.

Contributions from Other Local Authaties
13.The Budgeted expenditure as set out above assumes that the £200k of contnbérioon Other Local
Authorities agreed in principal by the participating Councils will be made during the course of the year
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Annexe A ¢ Core Budget Objectives 201¥b

TheHeadline objectivesupported by thandicative budgetbove are as noted hevaderandpresented for approval.

In particular, Board Mmbers are asked to note:

The dear objectives for the LEP working within and goiging the federal model

>\

>

The support of Localréa Boards/Partnerships

>

The agivity in preparation for Growth Ded and Strategic Economic Rlemvestment in 2015/16

The nvestment in accelerating opportunities for investmenithin the SE LEP area

>

The recruitment of an operations managerttee SE LEP Secretariahd

>

The use of reserves to support increased activuitiyed to the Growth Deal/Strategic Economic Plan

>

SH.EFBoardMeeting30" May 2014
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SOUTH EAST LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP

Headline Objectives and Budget 2014/15

Role: SE LEP is one of 39 LEPs established to "provide clear vision and strategic leadership to drive sustaimdblegutiorled growth and job creation

in their areas"

Objective Subobjective Outcomes Budget: £110k
1: To secure the best possible Growth Deal for | 1.1 To lead negotiations, brokering meetings anq § £800m (min)LGF allocateq Including:
SE LEP area co-ordinating information flow I Flexibility in programme | 1 Support for Growth Deal
funding representation including
1.2 Tohighlight panLEP or joint initiatives, ! Agreement to 6 major negotiations, events,
complementing local activities to promote local asks communications
area asks f Support of top 12 projectg 1 Full year provision for

1.3 To communicate and engage with business :
political leaders to support the Growth Deal
working closely with federal areas to deliver this

Figures not for public domair

consultancy support as
required

Objective Subobjective Outcomes Budget: £280k
2: To deliver SE LEP's Strategic Economic Plan| 2.1 To support the establishment of local deliver{y § Release of £165m EU SIf Including:
(including EU SIF) according to our Growth Dea| arrangements through the federanodel and the funding 1 Support of Local Area
devolution of funding through Local Delivery Plar 9 ESIF Annual Delivery Pla Boards/Partnerships
1 5 Board Advisory Groups| 1 Establishment of Local
2.2 To establish Business Advisory Groups to operational Delivery Plan process to
support SEP delivery including the Transport an¢ § |ocal Delivery Ptes in devolve funding
Skills Advisory Groups place for federal areas fol  ESIF Consultancy suppq
immediate 2015/16 start | § Support to Transport,
2.3 To meet national requirements to release ES q SEFUND established Skills, Ruralrad Housing

ERDF and EARDF fumyireflecting local need and
demand in investing for growth and jobs

2.4 To establish the SEFUND concept and repla

the Growing Places Fund

groups, including
Independent Technical
Evaluator for Transport

SH_EMBoard Meeting30™ May 2014
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Objective

Subobjective

Outcomes

Budget: 125k

3: To accelerate opportunities for investment ani
growth within the SE LEP area

3.1 To support business engagement in shaping
growth investment

3.2 To enable and support increased business
involvement in SE LEP activities, working closely
with federal areas

1

1

Priority sectors (where
demand) supported
Businessnvolvement in
LEP doubled

All private sector Board
members enabled to play
wider advocacy role

Including:

9 Activity to accelerate
local growth, including
CORE, priority sectors,
Inward Investment
Communications
PanLEP Groupupport

= =4

3.3 To deliver a cordinated communications § SE LEP profile increased
strategy with federal areas 100%

Objective Subobjective Outcomes Budget: 580k

4: To model SE LEP's business operation on thg 4.1 To investigate incorporation of SE LEP and { § Future LEP model in plac{ Including:

very best practice in the private sector make recommendations to the Board 1 LEP fully compliant with |  Incorporation

Government conditions |  Support from

4.2 To support the Accotable Body function and| §  Future role of SE LEP Accountable body
to manage the LEP budget, delivering in agreed 1 Operations Manager
accordance with best practice across the sector | §  Full LEP team in place recruitment

4.3 To recruit and retain the very best staffing
resource to support SE LEP activities

4.4 To define and refine the LEP's role oSt

and is parameters of operation

1 Staffing

SH_EMBoard Meeting30™ May 2014
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BoardMeeting S

ardMe outh East
F”day30t Ma_y 2014 Local Enterprise Partnership
Agenda ltem7a

Pages3

GROWING PLACES FUND (GPBATE

Purpose
1. The purpose of this report is to gvide an update on the GPF acaish positiorfor all projeds
identified and agreed to a#ive Project§following the Special Board Meeting of 2§arch 2014.

2. At the Special Board Meeting of 261arch 2014, a list of Projects was put forward, which fully utilised
the GPF alloc¢aon of £49m, and included ®ipelin&€projects totalling £9.2m to be allocated as
follows:

MedTech @ Harlow £2.0m
Sovereign HarbouEastbourne £3.6m
Discovery Park, Kent £3.6m
Total £9.2m

3. Following further reviewst was determined that the MedTech Project could not proceed within
timescale and the sum of £2.0m wiaesallocated equally to Soveign Harbour & Discovery Park.

4. Thecurrent list of Projects is set oliiable landshows that at this point the fund is fully allocated.
Table 1

1 Project Authority Round Allocation

1  Parkside Office Village Essex R1 2,400,000
2 Chelmsford NE Urban Expansion Essex R1 1,000,000
3  Harlow EZ / Enterprise West Essex Essex R1 3,500,000
4 Offshore Renew ables @ Harw ich Essex R2 2,280,000
5 Revenue Grant - Harlow EZ Essex EZ 400,000
6 EZ Start-Up Costs Essex Ez 244,389
7  Priory Quarter - Phase 3 Hastings East Sussex R1 7,000,000
8  North Queensw ay, Hastings East Sussex R1 1,500,000
9  Bexhill Business Mall East Sussex R3 6,000,000
10 Live Margate Kent R1 5,000,000
11  Workspace Kent Kent R2 1,500,000
12  Rochester Riverside Access Road Medw ay R1 4,410,000
13 Chatham Waterfront Medw ay R2 2,999,042
14  Grays Magistrates Court Thurrock R3 1,400,000
15 SELEP Revenue Support 376,622
16  Sovereign Harbour, Eastbourne East Sussex P 4,600,000
17  Discovery Park Kent P 4,600,000

Total 49,210,053

Remaing Balance of Fund -
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5. t NPAINBaa 2y GKS tALISEAYS oaté0 tNr2SOdGay

a. Sovereign HarbouEastbourne

f ¢KS .dzaAySaa /FaS | yR adzlJLJ? Nibok BIUssexNR 2 S
County G2 dzy OA £ addth&@s{péen gassed across for independent appraisal in line
with the existing Process for those Projects which will be uwe@ten by the relevant
Authority.

1 In pardlel the Credit Agreemeris being drawn up wih engagement by both legal
representatives @4 SE / 2dzyié& /| £88COAEt 069/ / 0 | yR

1 The full allocation of £4.6m has been requested for immediate drawdown.

b. Discovery Patkent
1 The Business Case has gabt been received by the secretariat and has natlyeen
reviewed. This will be done as a matter of urgency and the findings reported on within
the next week.
1 Following that review, and dependent upon the outcome, the project will proceed to
due diligence and engagement by the respective legal represgsetat

6. Drawdowns to date:
Progress remains slow and since the Special Board Meeting only £0.5m has been paid out. However,
requested drawdowng process Hue to be paid this quarter are as follows:

Bexhill, ESCC £4.0m
Priory Quarter, ESCC £0.7m
Sovereign Harbour £4.6m
Harlow EZ £0.1m
Chatham Waterfront, Medway £1.4m
Rochester Riverside, Medway £2.0m
Parkside Office Village, ECC £0.9m
Total £13.7m

* to be confirmed
7. This would bring the cumulative drawdowns to £28 leavingE23.3m yet to be drawn down

8. Table 2 shows the amounts yet to be drawn down by Project
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Table 2

1 Project Authority Round Allocation Drawdowns * Balance

1  Parkside Office Village Essex R1 2,400,000 2,400,000 -
2 Chelmsford NE Urban Expansion Essex R1 1,000,000 100,000 900,000
3  Harlow EZ / Enterprise West Essex Essex R1 3,500,000 - 3,500,000
4 Offshore Renew ables @ Harw ich Essex R2 2,280,000 - 2,280,000
5 Revenue Grant - Harlow EZ Essex EZz 400,000 147,379 252,621
6 EZ Start-Up Costs Essex Ez 244,389 244,389 -
7  Priory Quarter - Phase 3 Hastings East Sussex R1 7,000,000 6,965,000 35,000
8  North Queensw ay, Hastings East Sussex R1 1,500,000 1,500,000 -
9  Bexhill Business Mall East Sussex R3 6,000,000 5,750,000 250,000
10 Live Margate Kent R1 5,000,000 - 5,000,000
11  Workspace Kent Kent R2 1,500,000 - 1,500,000
12  Rochester Riverside Access Road Medw ay R1 4,410,000 2,476,409 1,933,591
13  Chatham Waterfront Medw ay R2 2,999,042 1,437,500 1,561,542
14  Grays Magistrates Court Thurrock R3 1,400,000 250,000 1,150,000
15 SELEP Revenue Support 376,622 - 376,622
16  Sovereign Harbour, Eastbourne East Sussex P 4,600,000 4,600,000 -
17  Discovery Park Kent P 4,600,000 - 4,600,000

Total 49,210,053 25,870,677 23,339,376

Remaing Balance of Fund - 23,339,376

* Drawdowns are amounts actually drandown to date and/or received for Processing as of 22 May 2015

Other activities

9. Following the Board decision in March that Authorities would no longer be required to underwrite GPF
loans, weare currently reviewing due diligence requirements and will report back more fully at the July
Board Meeting.

Author: Paul Keegan
Date:23rd May 2014
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FULL BOARD MEETING South East
Friday 3¢ May 2014 Local Enterprise Partnership
Agenda Item7b

Paages4

HARLOW ENTERPRISE ZOBPRREVENUE GRANT

Purpose
1. This papersets out what has been delivered with the revenue gramHarlowin 2013/14 and then
puts forward an expenditure profile for 2014/15 to secure approval for this financial year.

Recommendations
2. The Board is asked to:
a) Note progressnade in 13/14; and
b) agreethe release of the approved revenue grant for the Harlow Enterprise Zone for £252,000 in

2014/15

Background

3. In March 2013 the SELEP Board agreed to provide revenue grant support to the Harlow Enterprise
Zone of £200,000 per annum for a period of fivangewith this to be reviewed and agreed on an
annual basis.

4. In December 2013 it was further agreed that, due to the Enterprise Zone Project Director only taking
up post in November 2013, the unspent funds of approximately £50,000 in 2013/14 wouoéd i
forward into 2014/15.

This report sets out what has been delivered with the revenue grant in 2013/14 and then puts forward
an expenditure profile for 2014/15 to secure approval for this financial yier Board is asked to

agree the release of thapproved revenue grant for the Harlow Enterprise Zone for £252,000 in
2014/15.

Expenditure in the previous financial year
5. Inthe last financial year the revenue grant was spent as follows:

Staffing costs (Project Director & Harlow Council regen.) £70,419
Office costs £723
Professional fees (legal and surveying) £26,441
Marketing and Communications £27,350
Research and Development £22,447
Total £147,380

6. This expenditure has dekred the following activity:

Recrutment of a full time Project Director;

Successful application to DCLG for a capital grant of £11.2m to enable land acquisition and
infrastructure delivery at London Road Narth

Design and production of signage in three lagas around the Enterprise Zone

Development of a funding package to bring forward infrastructure delivelyyadon Road South
this summer;

1
1

= =4
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1 Development of a clear proposition and communications plan with the support of the Essex County
Council communications teagm

Design and production of the new Enterprise Zone welisitevw.harlowez.org.uk

Design and production of migeting materials;

Initial marketing activity at the MIPIM property exhibition which has resulted in teotel leads for

a development partner;

1 Three propositions developed for major international investors demonstrating that Harlow is a
location that can compete for sigigant Foreign Direct Investment;

120 new jobs attracted into the Tqptefields area irthe last year;

Research activity into our compgr landscape in the sukegion; and

Research project with the London Stansted Cambridge Consortium into the nature of demand for
space in the Life Sciences sector.

= =4 -9

= =4 -4

7. Therefore, by the end of the 2013/14 finaial year we are in the position whereby significant progress
has been made on each of the three sites in the Harlow Enterprise Zone.

8. London Road Soutliarlow Council has been brokering discussions with the HCA and the developer,
Goldacre Ventures, torpvide a Local Infrastructure Loan of £2.5m. This is being matched with a loan
of £2.5m from Harlow Council to bring forward essential infrastructure and demolition work on the
site. This will then lever in £42m of private investment in the developmeat@ata Centre complex
and new Business Park comprising 200,000 square feet of Grade A office space. Work will commence
later this summer.

9. London Road Northfhe successful Capital Grant application from CLG is enabling the acquisition of
75% of the site iad the provision of road and utilities infrastructure. Work in the last year has focussed
on securing the funding, which is now confirmed, and opening discussions with the existing
landowners. Control of the site is essential if we are to have credibilityattract a joint venture
development partner, both of which should be achieved during 2014/15.

10. TemplefieldsHarlow Council has negotiated with the key landowner for the provision of access for a
new road. This is agreed in principle and it is enviddabat once the legal work and detailed design is
competed construction activity will commence in January 2015. This is being funded through the GPF
round 1 project for Harlow.

Proposed expenditure plan for 2014/15
11. Activity for the new financial year withcus on the following:

12.London Road South
Objective:To support the landowner in delivering a programme of enabling infrastructure and also in
securing tenants for the completed development.

Activities:
U Finalise the loan funding agreements to enadtble infrastructure delivery, demolitions and building
refurbishment works to proceed in this financial year.

U Establish regular professional team meetings tencdinate activity between Harlow Council and
Goldacre Ventures.

0  Work with Anglia Ruskin University and Goldacre Ventures to explore options for the development
of the Med Tech Innovation Centre on the site.
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U Support the landowner in marketing the site and identifying potential tenants, assisting to remove
any potentialblockages where they may exist.

13. London Road North
Objective:To deliver a site that is largely in Harlow Council ownership with a preferred development
partner in place and infrastructure delivery under way to create a Med Tech Campus and Science Park.

Activities:
i Complete the freehold acquisition of two parcels of land from the existing landowners.

U Secure legal advice on the appropriate mechanisms to achieve the development of the remaining
parcel of land.

U Finalise demand analysis to inform the deyeteent, its target market and potential occupancy
requirements.

U Produce an outline masterplan of the site that can be used for marketing and developer
procurement purposes.

U Undertake an OJEU procurement process to appoint a preferred development partner.

U Agree a programme and timetable with ECC for the delivery of enabling infrastructure to the site,
with work commencing on the construction of a new road in quarter three of this year.

U Develop and agree with Anglia Ruskin University Med Tech campus iBaifna marketing
campaign to deliver occupiers for a Med Tech Campus.

U0 Work with ECC to progress the detailed design of Junction 7a on the M11

14. Templefields
Objective:To deliver some long lasting environmental improvements, commence implementation of major

infrastructure upgrades and deliver a masterplan for thelewelopment of the estate.

Activities:
U Facilitate a legal agreement between Essex County Council aod Bigpital to enable the
construction of the link road.

U Ensure the commencement of construction of the new road to connect with the Cambridge Road
within the financial year.

U Work with ECC to identify an alternative location for the Civic Amenity Sitéang forward a
costed plan with designs for the-aevelopment of the existing site.

U Work with Network Rail to develop a plan to improve pedestrian access to the estate from Harlow
Mill station.

U Deliver a programme of environmental improvements an@leament measures to prevent further
incidences of illegal parking by travellers and others.

U Produce an outline masterplan for the long termdevelopment of the estate.
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15. It is proposed that the budget to deliver these activities is allocated as follows:

Staffing costs £125,000
Office costs £2,000
Professional fees £33,000
Marketing and Communications £57,000
Project Activity (environmental improvements & masterplanning) £35,000
Total £252,000

16. By the end of thdinancial year we expect te in the following position:

a) Substantial landholding acquired at London Road North

b) Preferred development partner selection process nearing completion.

c) Construction activity underway at London Road South.

d) Major new tenants anounced at London Road South.

e) Infrastructure delivery on site at Templefields and London Road North.

f) Masterplans completed for London Road North and Templefields.

g) Costed plan agreed with Essex County Council for thecegion of the Civic Amenity Sited a
new development for that site.

h) Delivery programme agreed with Anglia Ruskin University for a Med Tech Innovation Centre.

i) Environmental improvement scheme delivered for Templefields.

J) Marketing campaign launched targeted at prospective occupiers.

The &LEP Board is requested to approve the release of the funds as agreed.

Accountable Body View

17. Essex County Cound@acting as the Accountable BodiB) for the South Eadtocal Enterprise
Partnership SELERhereby confirm that the amounts setibabove are in accord with the
allocation agreed to by the Board, namely £400k (Four Hundred Thousand Pounds) for the two
&SI NE Q °9uwaehA2¢r13, aradfmrther confirm that the allocation of £400k is within the limits
of the available Growing PlacEsnd.

18. There are no new financial implications arising from this decision, other than the planned use of GPF
to support the Harlow Enterprise Zone.
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FULL BOARD MEETING South East
Friday 38' May 2014 Local Enterprise Partnership
Agenda Item: 8

Pages?

CORECENTRES FOR OFFSHORE RENEWABLE ENGINEERING

Purpose

1.

The[ 9 tS@adegic Economic Plan submitted at the end of Maetjuestedthat Harwich be given
CORE status in recognition of its use bywired industry inthe constructionof projectsand its
potentialto supportthe future growth of this sector

The Ministerof State for Business and Energy, the RT Hon Michael FallgmeliRritten to the
Chairman(Annex 1supporting the proposal buguggesting that the LEEhieve it bylooking at the
focus of the existing CORE designation in the South East and reconfiganeslude Harwich rather
than developingseparateCountybased propositions for the markeThis report considers the impact
of this proposal and makes recommendations on how the LEP should respond to the Minister.

Recommendations

3.

The Board is asked:
a) Agreethe LEP advises the Minister that it supports the reconfiguration of the Kent CORE to
include Harwich and Brightlingsea

b) Agreei KS [ 9t ONAYy3I& (2 GKS aAyAaldSNRa GaSyda
initiative nationally to increaseo-ordination and enhancement & y* 3 f intérRaflaial offer,

c) Agreethe LEP makes available suitable funding to support the early rebranding and preparation
of new marketing material for the expanded CQRiid

d) Considerhow the LEP can best support the futuesourcing of theexpandedCORE to continue
its growth and to maintain a competitive sector offer. In particular the need to support activities
focused on attracting inward investment, supply chain development, skills and training, business
support, managment and communication

Background

4.

Centres for Offshore Renewable Engineering (CORE) are partnerships between central and local
government and LEPs. They are areas designated as being the most suitable to meet the needs of th
offshore wind industry. Garnment has identified six locations, including Kent which is the most
southerly of the CORE designations. The characteristics of the CORE areas combine proximity to maj
offshore renewable developments with deep water ports, large amounts of availaidefda

development access to a skilled workforce and an experienced local supply chain. In addition some of
these areas benefit from enterprise zones, Assisted Area status and Regional Growth Fund schemes

The Thames Estuary has been at the forefrorthefdevelopment and expansion of offshore wind
energy in the UK for well over a decade and is a leading area for installed generation capacity. There
are 495 operational turbines with a further 109 due to be added as part of approved extensions to
projectsmaking a total installed capacitypfém D2 ® ¢ KS Saddz NB A& Odz2NNB
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largest offshore wind farm in the London Array. In generation terms the estuary projects are capable
of meeting the annual electricity requirement of 1,723,86&nt and Essekomes.

Kent and Essex ports on both sides of the estuary have helped to facilitate the construction of projects
and to provide bases for their ongoing operation and maintenance. The growth has created new
business opportunities and jobs helpirgdtrengthen local economies with a lasting legacy expected

to extend beyond 25 years.

Offshore wind development is now beginning to move into deeper coastal waters bringing forward
larger projects and new challenges for the industry. This latest phaseesed by the Round 3
development programme and confirms the significant level of UK ambition to grow offshore wind
towards 40GW of installed capacity by 2030.

A key area for development is the eastern seaboard of England where very substantial dearglopm
zones are planned far into the North Sea. Kent and Essex ports are strategically well located to suppc
the building of new projectdn particular the East Anglia Zone which is potentially around 10 times the
size of the London Arrayrurthermore, poximity to Northern Europe means they also have the

potential to support other countries as they bring forward their own offshore wind plans.

The scale of existing and planned development represents a massive long term investment with
offshore wind formimg a key part of our future energy mix. The Government believes the expansion
can sustain a home based supply chain and reduce our hitherto overseas dependency for key
components and skills with the potential to create 30,000 new jobs for the UK. The @8igtations
are an integral part of this ambition.

Kent CORE

10.

11.

12.

The Kent CORE has at its heart the Medway Superhub offering some of the best coastal and deep
water development sites for offshore wind manufacturers including the Port of Sheerness and London
Thamesport on the Isle of Grain. Sheerness is a location that has already attracted the interest of
turbine manufacturers and has the benefit of planning consent for the development of an integrated
turbine manufacturing and assembly plant.

At the easterrend of the Kent CORE is the Port of Ramsgate. This port has played a key role in
supporting project construction and is now an important centre for operations and maintenance and
related services. Three further locations at Whitstable, Sittingbourne aedway contribute to the
CORE offer with industry support in the areas of port services, operations and maintenance, supply
businesses and traininghe broadesectorsupply chain extends across and beyond Kent and
Medway.

The Kent CORE is being suppotiggublic sector partners without, to date, any input from the LEP.
Activities have focused on attracting inward investment, building local supplies chains, business
support, skills development and the communication of opportunities. Currently, the Th&atesvay

Kent Partnership, with additional support from Thanet District Counddadinga project to enhance

the capacity of the CORE and explore the options for its leteger resourcingThe project runs until

the end of September 201&ustainingg R Sy Kl yOAy 3 (GKS / hw9Qa NRf S
beyond this poinwvill depend upon securing appropriate resources.

Including Harwich in the CORE

13.

Public and private sector interests in Essex have been lobbying the Government for Harwich to be
designated a CORE. As previously highlighted Harwich has played an importaintgraject
development to date particuldy in the role of laydown port during construction works. This type of
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14.

facility adjacento deep water and where pre installation assembly work can also be carried out is vital
to the offshore wind industryThe Essepartners have ambitiosd Kl 0 | F NHA OKQ&a NRf
extended toincludemanufacturing fabrication andassembly agvell as utilisng available quayside to
extend current O & M services (currently operated out of Harwich Navyardjhencommercial
intensification ofland in close proximity to theariousport operations to supporsupply chain

activities.

The issue of CORE statwsrg awarded to Harwich has been discussed with the national CORE group
GKAOK AyOftdzZRS&a . L{®d ¢KS aAyArAadSNRa LINRLRAIf VY
discussionsin his letterthe Ministerhasrecognisel the importance of Harwich to theftshore wind

sector and its potential to complement théent COREs part of a reconfigurediffer within the South

East LEP

Implicationsof the proposal

15.

Officers from Kent and Essex have considerecatheantagesand disadvantagesf the proposal which
are listed below

Advantages
1 Harwich (together with Brightlingsea) will bring further complementary activities and infrastructure

i2 GKS /hw9 6KAOK 6Aff adNBYy3IGKSYy GKS {2dziK

UK and Europet KS € F GGSNJ A& | LI NGAOdz NI & AYLERNIIFY
strongest competitors are sited in North European ports
71 FNBAOKQa FdzyOliAz2zy & F YINBKFEftftAY3a FyR f23A

maintenanceand the opportunities for manufacturing and other related activitiesuld support
the potential for manufacturing at key sites in the Medway Superhub, notably Sheerness and
Thamesportlt should be noted that the potential at Sheerness dmesport is not confined to
manufacturing but could include the full range of activities supporting offshore wind.

1 Kent and Essex have been actively supporting the growth of offshoreseaidrfor the pas
decade and the formation of an expanded CORE will bring together the strengths of the key
locations in the Thames Estuary)ii dzZRAy 3 (GKS FoAfAdGe (2 abddt@ Y203 S
effective andcoordinated manner.

1 The Thames Estuary extends fromafgate to Harwich antias been a lead area for project
development. The Thames Estuaiffersa stronggeographical antirand identityrecognisable to
the industry andor international marketing purposes.

1 SELEP supports the growth of offshore renewabhektaas prioritised it as a key sector in theP
Strategic Economic Plan and the European SIF Str&eggnfiguring CORE to include Harvend
Brightlingseand secure this status for théaven Portsepresents an early win for thaglan.

1 Theports of Sheerness, ThamespoRamsgateHarwich Brightlingsedave been includednthe
D2 @S NY NeS ¥sSisdail Area Status mapie to take effect from T July2014.

1 A coordinated approach and single joint bid to funding streams including future EU SiFbeould
more effective than individual bids and unlock a higher level of support for sector growth initiatives
across Kent, Medway and Essex.

1 The local leadership on both sides of the estuary is committed to realising the economic benefits
that the growth in dfshore renewables can bring.

Disadvantages
1 The inclusion of Harwiciind Brightlingseacouldbe seen tdilute the Kent CORE offer atite

change in an established brand could be confusing
1 While the offshore wind industry is fast expanding &lso a very competitive sector. Reconfiguring
the Kent CORE to include competing locations could be seen as detrimental by existing CORE
partners in Kent and Medway.
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1 ¢CKS [9t Q& {dNIGSIAO 902y 2YAO tfly | faznshidP Y?2
maintenance port to support the Rampion Offshore Wind Farm. Extension of the Kent CORE to
include Harwich could prompt simileequestsfor the inclusion of Newhaven and other South East
ports.

1 The dispersed nature of the sites could stretchtheRecfeo At A e 2F GKS y20A2Y
effective partnership working difficult

1 Reconfiguration would have direct shagrm costswhile limited staff and monetary resources to
grow the CORE could be spread even more thinly unless additional res@recmade available.

Conclusions

16.

17.

18.

19.

Theconclusion of officers is thaihe advantages of th@roposed reconfiguratiomutweigh the
disadvantagesndthereforethe change igood newsang A f f a0 NBy3IGKSYy (KS {
offer. An illustrativespatialdiagram of howthe reconfiguredCORE might look is attached at An@ex
Thestrategicbenefits fromthe changeare considered t@utweigh the potential negativeand given

the federated model now applied to SELEP #hise of the few instancgof an area wide initiative

The disadvantages can for the most part be addressemligh appropriate working arrangements and
further support for the initiative from the LEPor example, through local briefings @hlstakeholders
within Kentand Medwayi.e. TGKP and KMEFPincrease understandinigehindl I NJ AnQusiona

0 KS Icapabiitgaadthe role it will play in supporting the CORE.

As mentioned earliertte Kent CORig date has been supported locally without any assistance from
the LEP. This differs from the other COREs whgpport has been forthcoming frotheir respective
LEPs. fere wil beimmediatecosts associated witthe reconfiguration to coverebrandng and the
publication ofnew marketing materialThere is also the question of the how the CORE can be
supported in the longer term and the underlying structure needed to make the most of this
opportunity. This is something for Kent and Essex partners to resoldeut in placeln the

meantime te Board is requested to consider whether LEP funding can be made available to support
theserequiremens.

With regard to the specific issue of including other South East ports, the CORE initiative is very much
foundedon strategic location and geographical proximity to the key development zones. Although
Newhaven lies close to the planned Rampion Offshore Wind Farm in the English Channel and will
benefit economically from this developmerittis considered too remote &m eastern seaboard to be

part of the CORE. The Minister has referred to the inclusion of Brightlingsea, a small port on the Soutt
Essex coast. This port hosts operations and maintenance activities for the Gunfleet Sands developme
as well as an establisld builder of fast catamaran support vessels for the offshore wind industry. In
this case it does make sense to include the port within the CORE.

LF GKS . 2FNR A& YAYRSR (2 NI athRopportubhl® shauld klsh Hé &
takenil 2 O NAY3A (G2 GKS ardeptneadidd gidater siippoit Bnfhe EQRE inifidive
nationally. In particular support tincrease ceordination, joint activitiesandto enhancepromotion of

9 y 3t Int¢rRaflanal offer. This is much needddie are to strengthen our position to attract

industry toBritainagainst increasingly competitive European ports. This is an area where SELEP migh
collaborate with other CORE LEPs.
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Annex 1¢ Letter dated &' April from the RT Hon Michael Fallon, Minister of State for Business and Energy.

Department Department
of Energy & for Business
Climate Change Innovation & Skills
Mr Peter J 1 Victoria Street
Chaiman o

South East LEP T +44 (0) 20 7215 5000

E enquiries@bis gov.uk

www bis.gov.uk
Our ref MCB2014/07347

Your ref
\h L" April 2014

D. Ok

As part of the Strategic Economic Plan for the South East LEP, you have requested Centre for
Offshore Renewable Engineering (CORE) status for Harwich. Over the past months my officials
have been working with Essex County Council and Tendring District Council to understand the
Harwich ‘offer’ to the offshore wind industry as a precursor to the wider CORE partnership
considering Harwich’s request.

The CORE partnership was asked to consider, and provide BIS with views on, whether Harwich
demonstrated the key characteristics of a CORE, namely:

- the right infrastructure for offshore wind manufacturing
- access to a skilled workforce

- an experienced local supply chain

- committed local leadership.

The CORE partners recognised that Harwich does already play an important role in the offshore
wind industry and that the area has ambitions to do significantly more. That said, it was felt that
it had not been fully demonstrated that Harwich meets the CORE characteristics, with questions
in particular about access to a skilled workforce and an experienced local supply chain.

| understand from officials that the area could demonstrate these characteristics to a greater
degree if it widened the geographic area, for example to include Brightlingsea.

CORE is essentially a partnership between Whitehall and those LEPs who see offshore wind as
a key priority for their area. As such, the South East LEP is already included in the CORE
network, although historically the designation has applied solely to Kent.
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I would like to suggest that the South East LEP looks again at the focus of its CORE designation
and reconfigures it to encompass Harwich (alongside the other key sites across the LEP) rather
than focusing on a single county. This approach would give Harwich the CORE designation,
recognise the role it plays in the offshore wind industry, and maintain the strength and integrity
of the current format of the CORE partnership.

If you agree with this approach, my officials will inform the other five LEPs that make up the
CORE partnership that Government supports a South East CORE that brings together the
strengths of a number of locations in the LEP area.

| am copying this letter to David Godfrey, South East LEP Director.

7
M40 FIL

THE RT HON MICHAEL FALLON MP
Minister of State for Business and Energy
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Annex 2¢ Spatial diagram of the proposé€llORRErea.
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