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ITEM2A
Date: 4 October2016
Subject: DRAFT MINUTES of a meeting of the Kent & Medway Economic Partnership

(KMEP) held in the $piration Suite, Village Hotel, Castle View, ForRiad,
Maidstone o 1 August2016.

Attendees
KMEP Board Members
Geoff Miles(Chair | The Maidstone Studios) Jeremy KiteDartford BoroughCouncil)
Miranda Chapmairillory Barn Design Ltd) Andrew MetcalfiMaxim PR
Andrew BowlegSwaleBorough Coungil David MonkShepway District Coungil
Rodney Chambei®ledwayCounci Jane OlligoD)
Nigel CollotDover District Council alternate) lan PattersoriLloyds Bank PLC)
Peter FlemingSevenoak®istrict Cound)l Prof Rama Thirunamachandrafce-
Nicolas HesloprmBC) Chancellor of CAf}
Douglas Horne(Trenport Investmenté.td & CBI Paul Thomagorbit Homeg
South East Coungil Fran WilsoniMaidstone Borough Coungil

David Juke@unbridge Wells Borough Council) Paul WintenWwire BeltCompany Limited

Observers & Presentelig attendance
Lee Burchillkcc)Nola Cooperkcc)William Cornal(MBc),Ross Gilikcc)Katharine Harvey
(sbc)Richard Hickevic), Tim Ingleton(DDC)David ListorlonegTGKP)Ron MoygKcC)Sarah
Nurden(kmEP) Karla Phillipgkcc)Abigail Raymon¢roc)Mark RaymondTmBC),Joe Ratcliffe
(kcc)David Smith(kcc)Hilary Smith(twBc)Paul Spoone(Ebbsfleet DC)Katie Stewartks),
Jacqui Wargkcc)Emma WiggingsBC).

Apologies

KMEP Board Members

Paul Barrett €4B Business & Barretts Motgr&aul Cartefkent County CoungjiGerry Clarkson
(ABC)Simon Cookccc)John CubittGBC)Philip CunninghanCripps Harries Hall LLSarah
Dance(Sarah Dance AssociateKevin GodfreyiCoOM),Jo Jamegent Invicta Chamber of Commeice
Vince Lucasvf Consultancy LydGraham Razegrincipal of East Kent Collegdon RegagHugh
Lowe Farms Ltd & Weald Granary Lid)ck Sandfor@kent Country Land AssociatipiSteve Sherry
(RBLL)Paul Watkins(Dover District Counc)l

& Chris Well¢TDC)




Iltem 1¢ Welcome, introductions and apologies
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Mr Geoff Miles, KMEP Chairman, welcomed those present to the meeting and
received apologies as set out above.

Item 2 ¢ Minutes of previous meeting and@ion tracker

2.1

The minutes of the previous meeting were agreed as a correct record and signed by
the Chairman accordingly. No comments were made in response to the action
tracker.

Item 3¢ Kent and Medway Growth Hub

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.6

w2ada DAff X Y/ Qa ategy B Rart@eships, Onrof@cyditi® itdmiaNd
presented his report to the Board. In particular he referred to the following:

In 2015, a pilot Kent and Medway Growth Hub service was launched to provide a
OSYGNXt LIR2AYyd 27F | OGikeassuppoyt Rervides AStheeltiz pilatA y 3 ¢
was launched, the Government has confirmed further funding for the next two
years.

An evaluation of the Growth Hub services has been carried out, and a consultation
Is taking place to determine the specificani for the new contract. As part of the
consultation, he views of service providers (including KCC, the districts and the
Invicta Chamber of Commerce) are being sought.

An independent externatonsultant tas been commissioned to draw up a new
specifcation.

The Partnership discussed the information set out in the report and made the
following comments:

Theoptimal scaleof the Growth Hub servicevas debated In the original pilot, the
districts had been awarded £10k each of Local SuppleargnEFunds from the
Growth Hub to deliver business support. In the West Kent Partnership, they had
combined their funding together (equalling £30k) to provide a business support
service in collaboration with the National Centre for Micro Businessgith smdl
businesses being offered a freeh®ur programme of support and advice targeted
specifically on their sector and influenced by localised knowledge. Nicolas Heslop
explained 82% of all businesses were satisfieth whe service received. Peter
Fleming conmented that districts do provide matefunding in terms of money and
resources.

Several KMEPuBinessMembersaround the table spokstrongly in favour of taking
a Kentwide approach to commissioning the serviaggven theeconomies of scale
and theconsistent marketing and brand messaging that can be achieved.



3.7 In light of the devolution discussions that had taken place, the districts explained
that the subcounty partnerships are likely to be imbued with more economic
development responsibilitie, and thought the scale of stdbunty partnerships
would be a good starting point for the consultant to consider in the evaluation.

3.8 Jane Ollis of the Institute of Directors commented that tailored local support in the
first 12 months of a starup bli Ay $S8aaQ SEA&GSyO0S Oly 68
universal support across Kent and Medway is provided that gives a consistent
message on business development.

3.9 The presence oBNR g 1 K Kdzo a4 SNXAOS nOaudcess ind @2 NBE 0
companies that ar@rovidingadvice on grant availabilijysuggests there is a gap in
the market foradviceservices

3.10 References were made to thgeneric nature of some of the information on the
Growth Hub website.

3.11 ThePartnershipNOTEDRhNe report, the need to appropriately balance the arguments of
scale with local specification, and that there is an event for prospective bidders being
held in the week of 8 August.

Item 4 ¢ Operation Stack Lorry Area

4.1 Joe Ratcliffe, Transport Stegy Manager, KCC, introduced the item and presented his
report to the Board. In particular he referred to the following:

4.2 On 6 July 2016he Government announced a major new lorry area will be created near
Stanford in Kent as a lofigrm solution tothe problems caused on the M20 and
ddzNNR dzy RAy3a NRBIFR&a ¢KSYy hLISNIGAz2y {dF 01 Aa

4.3 Highways England will soon conduct a public consultation on the detailed design and
potential environmental impact of the schemk is likely the consultation may happen
in August/September and last 6 weeks.

44 The Partnership discussed the information set out in the report and made the
following comments:

4.5 David Monk explained that Kent County Council and Shepway DistrictcC were
If AdySR 2y (KA& AadadzsSs FyR 020K O2dzyOAtf a
HighwaysEngland The Rt. Hon. John Hayes M.P. is the Minister of State in charge for
overseeing this project at the Department of Transport.

4.6 An important prerequisite for Shepway District Council is the commitment by the
Government and Highways England that the cdmmind slips of the M20 will not be
closed in the event of crosshannel disruption. The consultation response should seek
assurance from thgovernment that they will construct the gantries to enable effective
traffic management.



4.7 Nigel Collor said Dover District Council welcomes the lorry park proposal and wants the
consultation response to include a reference to Dover TAP. Shepway tOistuncil has
no objection to this addition, but wants the point to acknowledge that the tail of the
TAP should be removedvith HGV traffic diverted at junction 11 to the lorry park to
alleviate congestion for Folkestone residents. Joe Ratcliffe isise heith Shepway and
52Q0SN)] 5Aa0NAROG [/ 2dzyOAf & Fo2dzi GKS FAYLIlf
consultation response.

4.8 Rodney Chambers statelfiegal overnight lorry parkings causing significant difficulties
for Medway residents and there is a need &atditional lorry park provisioacross Kent
and Medway. Joe Ratcliffe was asked to speak to his counterpart at Medway Council to
share the stance Kent County Council is takmgTP4 on this issue and to discuss any
regulations that can be used to restrict overnight lorry parking.

4.9 The Partnership NOTED theport and INBESR Ya9t Qa NBalLkRyasS i
consultation should be based on those points described above laosketin paragraph
3.1 of thereport.

Item 5- Thames Estuary 2050 Growth Commission

5.1 Ross Gilly / / Head of Economic Strategy & Partnershgmsl David ListonlJones,
Thames Gateway Kent PartnersQihief Executiveintroduced ther report to the
Board. In particulathey referred to the following

5.2 The Thames Estuary 2050 Growth Commission was formally launched on 14 July.
Chaired by Lord Heseltine, the Commission is tasked with examining the long term
potential of the Estuaryincluding the North Kent coast as far as Thanet) and how
this may be delivered. The Commission is expected to report by autumn 2017 and
KFra fFdzyOKSR |y AYyAGALFfT WOFft F2NJ ARSI aQd

5.3 KMEP Board Members were invited to send Ross @yllsaggested idea® tfeature
in the response by 15August. Separate responses will be sent by KMEP, TGKP, and
SELEP to Lord Heseltine by his deadline of 9 September, but information is being shared
between parties so ideas will aligwhere possible. Gavin Barwell MP is theew
Minister of State with responsibility for the Thames Gateway, taking over from Mark
Francois MP.

5.4 The Partnership discussed the information set out in the report and made the
following comments:

5.5 Dover District Council welcomed the broaderogeaphical focus of the Growth
Il 2YYAaaAzy FTYR &4FAR Yao9tQa NXalLlRyasS &akK?2
resilience on the A2 from its origin at the Port of Dover.

5.6 The pressing priority for Dartford Borough Council is the construction of a new
Lower Thames Crossing that will alleviate the current very high congestion that
hinders business expansion and growth. Before unveiling other initiatives, this
proposal must be fully funded, committed to, and built by central Government.



5.7 The Partnership NOTEthe report and agreed K & I NB&aLl2yasS (2 (K

call for ideas should be prepared on behalf of KMEP, for circulation to KMEP
members by the end of August and approval by the ChairnTdms response must
emphasise the necessity of a Lower Thar@esssing.

Item 6 ¢ EU Referendum

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

Ron MoysY/ / Qa | SI' R 27T Lpfasedtd/Hisirehdtyfd tlie BoafdF InA NB& =
particular he referred to the following:

The government will have a period of two years to negotiate a withdrawal agreement
once Article 50 of the EU Treaty is invoked the UK will remaia member of the EU
during this period.

Y/ Qa LYGSNYyraAazylf ! FFIFANB DNRdAzZLIQ& T2 Odza

1 maintaining our European partnerships

1 working with the French region of Haut®-France work toaccelerate new joint
projects under the current European programmes in areas such as the digital and
low-carbon economies, life sciences, active and healthy ageing,-téath
engineering and apprenticeshipsnd

1 continuing to actively pursue opportunigeto maximise EU funding in support of
Kent and Medway priorities.

Kent was successful in securing a further eight projects worth a total value of some £2.3
YATEAZ2Y AY 9w5C 3ANIYG FaG GK{SSHaQ StaNe Ing S
Monitoring Commit§ S Ay WdzZ & Hnamc ® ¢KS LINR2SOla oA
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and the use of assistive technology for disabled people, develop new models for
childcare and financBood management and water catchment measures in the county.

At the current time, Kent and Medway have secured half of its £100m target for funding
from EU programmes.

Two main concerns have arisen following the EU referendum. Firbidy DCLG has

initiated a postEU referendum pause on the final awartlESIF programmieinding and

the opening of new calls for projects. Of the £74m of ERDF allocated to SELEP, £11.5m
has been contracted to date, but £20m is currently paused. The projects affected are
YSYyd FTYR aSRgleQa LysgrNR Ly@SadySyid tNeesS
Kent related to the Creative Sectorhe second concern is the effect that Brexit may

have on the willingness of our EU partnesscbntinue to work with us

The PartnerBip discussed the information set out in the report and made the
following comments:

A message should be sent KMEP andE_EP to th®Q.G making the following points:



1 The universities greatly value the Horizon 20:20 programme, which unlocks further

investment. This effective programme should continue or be replaced by a similar
programme to replicate the outcomes.

In the repatriation of funding from the EU, the continued successful delivery of
outcomes at a local level must be a priority. To effectidalthis, the funding should

0S FLILRNIA2YSR (2 GKS 20t FNBFasx NIGOK
centralised pot.

The DCLG should be encouragedake aless risk adversapproach in regard to

funding projects that are approved but notyet contracted (e.g. the nward
Investment programme which awaits a grant offer letter for signature).

6.9 The Partnership NOTED the report and asked Ron Moys to draft a stwooglgd letter

7.1

2y O0SKIfTF 2F Ya9t Qa, désdibirgyhd sudcessidellvedyFofEY S Y 6 S N.
funded programmesn Kent and Mdway and the impactany funding withdrawal will

haveon business growth. The letter is tacorporatethe messages in paragraph 6.8 of

these minutes.

Item 7 ¢ Business commentary on economic impact of Brexit
The KMEP Chairman drew the attention of the Partnership to the report on the

economic impact of Brexit on the fruit industry, and invited feedback on the economic
impact that is being felt in Kent and Medway as a result of the EU referendum.

7.2 The followhg comments were received:

9 The construction industry is heavily reliant on labourers from other EU countries,

NELEZ2NGISR 5FOAR Wdzl Sad ! LIINRPEAYFGSt& nm
construction industry come from other Edfates. The only sectors of the
construction tradethat buck this trend are electricians and site supervisors. The
Thames Estuary, as a site of high growth, will require trained builders and associated
tradesmen.

Feedback presented to the CBI regional council shows companies are umikesir
concern that the Brexit result is causing the existing workforce from other EU states
to feel undervalued and uncertain of their futueone company reported losing
15% of its workforce at its HQ since the Brexit result, as employees have di¢zide
return to their country of origin. There is a danger companies will not be able to
recruit to any vacated positions with individuals of the same skills level.

Douglas Horner said in his sector one UK commercial agent with a book valued at
£3.21bn haslost £732m after Brexit. A business park has lost a large potential
investment by a USA company. However, a sanguine perspective has been taken by
the company he works for because people still need to buy and sell houses, and
housing demand continues tagrease. The increase in building materials could be

an issue going forward as the majority are imported.

The messages from the Institute of Directors to businesses are to have confidence
and not to defer commercial decisions. Or"3Beptember, the 10 iholding a post
Brexit focus group at KMIS in Maidstone to provide information, advice and
guidance to businesses.



7.3

8.1

8.2

8.3

T MmyY 2F /I yiSNbdzZNE / KNR&aG [/ KdzZNOK ! y-A @S NEH

UK) EU students. In particular, the Masters and PhD courses on highly dependent on
EU students from outside the UK enrolling. Another potential difficulty could by the
recruitment of academic staff.

1 A KMEP Business Member reported that one of their clients has taken a £200k
reduction in profit because of the exchange rate and has decided to relocate to
continental Europe. Another client has sold property in London at the $astde
ever in their professional career since the Brexit announcement. Other clients report
a steady state.

1 In the banking sector, companies are reporting a mixed result with some winners

YR f2aSNBRD pz 2F [f28RAa . lysta@st 62 NJ] F2 ND

1 Several business members commented that it is too early to define the impact of
Brexit on the economy. The summer is a natural sttown period for some
businesses (like estate agents). Overall, there are some companies that have used
Brexit toexplain poor results but their performance indicates they had issues before
the referendum vote.

1 The exchange rate has been beneficial to exporters in the advanced manufacturing
field. The downside is competitors in other Btates using Brexit as a totd
scaremonger.

1 A focus should be on encouraging evidehesed positive commentary in the
YSRALF G2 | GGNIOG Ay@SadaySyd IyR NBRdAzOS
asked to support this endeavour in their individual networks.

ThePartnership NOTEthe report.
Future Growth in Kent and Medway presentation

Douglas Horner presented to KMEP. A small working group had been formed from
members of the Business Advisory Board to consider the interventions that could
support growth in the regionThis group was formed with a view to provide constructive
support and the stimulation to the work ongoing by the Council, not to compete or
criticise. The information shared in the presentation provides the emerging crude ideas,
not a final product.

Two considerations particularly struck a chord with the working group. Firstly the GVA
per capita figures for Kent and Medway are lower than those to the West of London and
to the UK average. Secondly, there is great capacity for growth in terms of mingsh

and population. It is an accepted view that the region will experience growth but on the
condition that it generates a higher GVA. [The slides providing the figures are
appended].

A series of undeutilised assets can provide solutions to growilhese assets include:
1 The population of 1.8m underperforming in terms of GVA. The population is expected
to grow by a fifth.



8.4

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

= =

Excellent FE and HEThe annual university student admission numbers in Kent and
Medway greatly exceed those in Essex or in Gaigb. Innovative and creative ideas,
such as the LGF3 bid for an EDGE Hub, should be fostered and expanded.

Kent and Medway havesatres of proven excellence in research and innovation.

The transport connectivityvith London, Cambridge anBurope is secahto none in

the UK, however there are constraints upon it. Hgjreed 1 has significant potential

to increase the GVA if the frequency of train services were increased and fares
decreased. Likewise Kent and Medway have numerous radial road links; toskarne
maximum economic growth, the road constraints must be solved (e.g. by building a
new Lower Thames Crossing).

The final asset is the quantum of brownfield space available for regeneration and
development.

The working group has considered methodsatthieve the necessary interventions to
increase the GVA. One intervention is a new narrative to go into policy and to go into
the language of political and business leadership. The positive narrative would match
under-utilised assets to proven centres ofeellence and highlight solutions to remove
the constraints.

One idea of the working group is a Kent Innovation Zone. The Zone is broadly the area
outlined by Lord Heseltine but with links down to Ashford, Maidstone, Dover and
Tonbridge & Malling. Thmtention behind a Kent Innovation Zone is to indicate where
growth could be accommodated and the unddilised assets within it.

The working group suggest special protection is given to West Kent.

The second idea is a Kent to Cambridge Arer&lare already significant business links
0SGsSSy GKS (g2 NBIA2yay YSyidQa | RAIyOSR
Manufacturing based at Cambridge; and recent merger between NIAB (whose HQ is
based in Cambridge) and the East Malling Rese&tation. With the advent of a new

Lower Thames Crossing providing new connectivity, there is a case to link the critical
mass of the universities and colleges in Kent and Medway, through Essex, to Cambridge.
The working group would like to see a piecewmrk done by SELEP to explore the
concept and see what could be achieved.

Other considerations the working group wish to explore are:
1 Planningpolicy
1 IncreasingHigh Speed 1 domestic capacity aeducing fares
1 Thetimetables for rail radiatoutes with a view to increasing service frequency
1 Pacemaking building on the centre of excellence already in Kemhtrger
Contemporary Chatham Dockyardulbenkian and Marlowe Theatrestc).

Douglas Horner explained the working group wishshare these ideas (on behalf of
Business Advisory Board) with Lord Heseltine in response to his call for ideas (see earlier
item 5 for further details on this), and would welcome the views of KMEP on these initial
thoughts.

8.10 The Partnership discusséelde presentationand made the following comments



8.11 Miranda Chapman said the focus on planaking resonates with the feedback she has
heard from business clients, and plac@king is a central tenet of the Ashford PR
OF YLJ A3y &K Sddking & § @ Rt lifestye, skills and people. It was
agreed Miranda Chapman would be invited to the next group discussion.

8.12 Douglasl 2 Ny SNJ SELX I AYySR ¢2yeée tA3IfSeQa yIYS K
making givena recent developmehat Portishead, Bristol had been commenddd.
response, others questioned the degree of highality placemaking delivered by some
Berkeley Hmesdevelopments.

8.13 The differing roles of areas within Kent should be borne in mind according to Jeremy
Kite, with a two-gear approach to growth. Some residents will not want growth in their
area and are satisfied if jobs are within commuting distance.

814Ly NBaLkRyasS (42 | 1jdSNe 2y G(GKS SEGSydG 27F 1
Horner explaied Cambridge has limited space to accommodate businessospsn
Professor Thirunamachandran anticipated the idea could gain traction with Cambridge
as a place, in terms of its businesses and science park; the opportunities to link to the
University of Canbridge may be more limited.

8.15 Peter Fleming suggested planning policy aligns better to the work the councils
dzy RSNIil {SZ FyR &aK2dzZ R Frtf 2dziaARS (KS ao
High Speed 1 fares are subsidised by West Kent commatersntly and ideally any
reduction in fares would be seen across Kent on HS1 and other rail routes.

8.16 Paul Spooner commented that the Kent to Cambridge Arc could be an economic
solution as well as a transport solution with the build out of the Lowsariies Crossing.
Cambridge has limited space for both business and residential growth, whereas Kent has
developer platforms for growth. To prepare these platforms, there is a need to connect
more broadly the economic centres of excellence to developmerus, elkample,
Discovery Park to development sites in Thanet.

8.17 The need for a resilient A2/M2 corridor was stressed. A package of transport
infrastructure investment in the A2 must accompany the Lower Thames Crossing. In
addition, the Lower Thames Crossing should #&n@s in both directions.

8.18 Balancing innovabn with high growth and job creation was raised. In West Kent, the
NIAB East Malling Research is an example of innovative and creative business growth.
Not all areas of the county will be able to have hggbwth figures, but can assist with
innovative gowth creating an environmental and plaogaking impact.

8.19 The Partnership NOTED the presentation. The proposal isatB&Bresponsewill be

adzo YAGGOSR (2 [ 2 NR IltélvésSagréeﬁ ;ﬁél‘ﬂ\ﬁ% do©umertt wilfba NJ A F
shared with KMEP Boarddvhbers before submission for thamformation.

10



9. Local Growth Fund 1 & 2: Delivery Progress Report

9.1 The Partnership received a repostitten by Lee Burchillent County CoungjlSteve
Hewlett and Helen Dyer (Medway Counaitid the following commenta/ere made

1 Sturry Link Road, Canterburg On 24" June 2016, theSELEP Accountability Board
agreed the Sturry Link Road Business Case (worth £5Fmds can be now drawn
downto allow construction to start.

1 Lee Burchill wilshortly be reviewing the 2016/17 Q1 performance anddiag back
the informationto KMERas part of the RAGating.

1 In addition to showing the progress of constructing the infrastructure, the progress
report now shows the target number of jobs and houdgesbe delivered by each
project. The actual delivered numbers will be added as the schemes are built out.
Districts requested clarification in the report on when the actual outcomes will be
known. Once actual figures are known, this can help inform debatkassist in any
future LGF project selection.

10. AOB

10.1 KMEP strongly supports the call (outlined in the LGF3 Growth Deal) for further
Ay@SaityYSyd Ay YSyid FyR aSRgle&Qa Ay TFTNI aidN
economic growth. Refinement ahe process used by SELEP in arriving at the final
prioritisation of projects is required, with clear clarification at the outset of any future
LGF rounds on how SELEP will interact with the federated areas and take on board our
local knowledge and expese. The KMEP Chairman said these issues will be part of a
review. He commented how KMEP is an exemplfubest practicewith its strong
collaborative working.

11



Kent

& Medway
Economic
Partnership

A partnershipbetween the business community arolcal government
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership

ITEM2B
Date: 4 October2016
Subject: Action Trackeand Progress Update

The table below provides a brief update on matters previously discussed by the Board.

Topic Board Progress update
paper ref

Thames 08/2016 1 Response were submittedoy KMEP anby the Business

Estuary 205( Items 5 & Advisory Boardo the TE205@NR g G K / 2 Y YA & §

Growth 7 ideas

Commission 1 Lord Heseltine is coewing the first meeting of his
Commission on Wednesday 2®ctober.

9 SELEP and the London LEP have been invited taadended
number ofrepresentatives to attend the morning sebn of
this first meeting of the Commission.

Skills 04/2016 1 The development of th&inancial and Professional Services

Commission| Item 3 Guild isunderway with meetings teng place with interested
stakeholders to be part of the initial steering group for this
guild. The proposal to have a guild for this sector is being
received and it is anticipatl that an inaugural meetmwill be
held in late Novembe#garly December.

1 Following a presentation to the Business Advisory Board ir
Septemberfurther businessmen haveolunteered toactively
engage withthe Quildsand Skills Commission

1 An update on theskills Commission and feedback from the
Area Review will be presented to KMEP on 12 December |

LGF 3 & 06/2016 1 We await the announcement in the Autumn Statemelneiig

Large Local made on23® November) as to which LGF3 bids will be
Major successfully awarded funding.
Schemes 1 Andrew Percy MP is the Minister at the DCLG overseeing t

selection of bids.

1 Information from the DCLG indicates the LGF3 pot is three
times oversubscribed.

1 In light of this, thevocal support of local MPs for our LGF3 b
Is imperativelf funding is to be awarded

1 Thecontinued engagement of KMEP Board Members in

12



making the case for investment @ur local area is welcomed
and particular thanks goes to those Members that have
already spoken or written to their local MPs and/or Andrew
Percy.

To see details of theGF3 SELERbmission, please go to:
http://www.southeastlep.com/news/article/soutkeastlep-
submitsmajor-bid-to-boostsouthreasteconomy

Local 04/2016 1 Please see information paper B for the update on LTP4,
Transport Minutes Operation Stack and other transport items.

Plan 4&

Operation

Stack

European 09/2015 1 The DCLG has requested details of projectsisgéluropean
Funding Item 3 Social Funding or European Regional Development Fundin

= =

0ST2NB NAGIEAY fSI@Sa GKS
autumn statement on 28 November. These project details
will help inform the postautumn funding landscape.

This information has been circulated to KMEP Members, a
Ron Moys is collating the responses, so that a full project
pipeline can be sent by SELEP of S6ptember.

As requested by KMEP ofi August, a letter was sent by the
KMEP Chairman to tHet. Hon. Sajid Javid M.P., describing
successful delivery of Eunded programmes in Kent and
Medway and the impact any funding withdrawal will have o
business growth.

A response was received Bydrew Percy MP.

Both letters are shown belofor Board Members to sée

13
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* Appendix to Action TrackeEU funding letters

KMEPE:

A partnership between the business community and local government
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership

Rt. Hon. 3ajid Javid M_P.

Secretary of State

Department for Communities and Local Government
2 Marsham 5treet

Londomn

SWI1P 4DF

24 August 2016
Dear Secretary of State
EU FUNDING

This letter is to highlight the concerns of the Kent and Medway Economic Partnership (KMEF)
about the future of our Eurgpean funded programmes and projects following the result of the
EU referendum.

The Treasury's statement of 137 August 2016, setting ocut the steps it would be taking to
guaramtee future funding streams, was welcome and means for example that we can now take
forward some projects which had been subject to DCLG's post-referendum ‘pause’. However,
we remain concerned about the medium and longer term future of these funding streams and
the adverse effect any withdrawal of funding will have on Kent and Medway's future business
growth and delvery of our strategic outcomes.

Kent and Medway have pursued European activity since signing a Cooperation Agreement in
1387 with the French region of Mord-Pas de Calais ahead of the opening of the Channel Tunnel.
Az a direct result of this link we became, for example, the first maritime border region to obtain
funding from the Eurcpean Union's ‘Interreg’ cross-border cooperation programme in 19591,
Some 80 EU-funded projects were secured in Kent and Medway in the previous programming
period 2007-13. The following examples from the curremt 2014-20 programmes are far from
exhaustive, but illustrate how Eurcpean funded projects remain critical for Kent and Medway's
economic development and the delivery of our business growth.

Boosting Kent & Medway's business growth, trade and inward investment

- Qwur export and international trade capacity is currently being boosted by grant funding
of £300,000 from Interreg, enabling our 3MEs to access mew owerseas commercial
opportunities through trade missions and market visits.

- The Sputh East LEF ‘ESIF programme recently granted £1.7 million for Eent and
Medway's Foreign Inward Inwvestment project to create high quality jobs, products and
services by attracting foreign direct investment from high technelegy and leading-edge
UK and foreign investors.

KMER, ZH Floor, Invicta House, Maidstone, MEL4 15X | 03000 416 518 | info@kmep.org.uk | www. kmepoorg.uk
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- ESIF is also supporting a £2.5 million project to commercialise low carbon technologies
and create new businesses and jobs.

Strengthening our innovation, research and development copacity

- The EU's research and development programme Horizon 2020 has granted some £10.8
million in research funding to universities and crganizations in Kent and Medway since
2014, including grants to enable our small businesses to innovate and bring products to
market more quickly.

Developing port infrastructure

- The Port of Dover was successful in 2015 in securing two projects worth some £34
million in funding from the EU's ‘Connecting EBurope Facility' to support port
infrastructure improvements of crucial importance to future UK trade and transport.

Supporting our rurgl econamy

- With the success of the two previous ‘LEADER' projects in Kent and Medway, approval
was secured for three new programmes in 2014-20 worth a total of £5.3 million to
support rural development. Together with EAFRD funding these are providing grants to
our local farmers, growers, rural businesses and communities.

Following the concerns expressed at its last meeting in August 2016, the Kent and Medway
Economic Partnership is therefore asking government in the medium term to:

- support the continuation of the current ESIF programme and/er continued funding for
regional economic development; rural support and skills funding for projects developed
and contracted after the Autumn Statement, preferably to the end of 2020, but as a
minimurm while we remain a member of the EU;

- recognise the particular importance of the ‘Imterreg’ Eurcpean Territorial Cooperation
{ETC) Programmes to Kent and Medway as the UK's ‘Gateway to Eurcpe’, and to clarify
future arrangements for maintaining these types of activities in the context of the
current 2014-20 programmes;

- take account of the high value placed by Kent and Medway's four universities on the
Horizon 2020 programme, and the ETC (Interreg) programmes, in supporting business
research and innovation and their role in unlocking further investment.

And in the longer term to:

- allecate funding repatriated to the UK after we leave EU to local areas in order to deliver
outcomes at local level, rather than being absorbed centrally;

- wtilise a formula for distributing such funding at national level which reflects the
importance of KEent and Medway as a key location for growth and which will contribute
to the growth of the UK as a whole;

EMEP, ?_H Floor, Invicta House, Maidstone, ME14 1XX | 03000 416 518 | info@kmep.org.uk | www. kmep.org.uk
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-  minimise bamiers te collaboration with Ewrcpean partners and continued UK
participation in future European collaborative research programmes after we leave the
EU =so that we remain a world leader in science, research and innowvation;

- support the continued invelvement of Kent and Medway in ETC programmes in order to

help ensure the integrity of the cross-Channel link and to maximise the bensfits to the
UK of international trade.

Thank you for taking these points into consideration. | look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely

Geoff Miles

Chairman of the Kent & Medway Ecomomic Partnership
Vice-Chairman of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership
Chairman of the Kent & Medway Business Advisory Board

CC. Rt. Hon. Philip Hammeond M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer
Christian Brodie, Chairman of South East Local Enterprise Partmership

EMEP. EE Floor, Invicta House, Maidstone, ME14 1XX | 03000 416 518 | info@kmep.org.uk | www. kmep.org.uk
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Qur Ref 2661222

0§ SEP 20

Do M- ML,

Thank you for your letter of 24 August to the Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP about European Union
(EW) funding following the EU Referendum. | am responding as the European Regional
Development Fund falls within my ministerial responsibilities.

I recognise the role that EU Funds, including Ewopean Tenilwial Couperation Programmes
and Horizon 2020, have played in Kent and Medway alongside other domestic spending to
help suppor local business and economic priorities,

The Government has confirmed the continuation of spending commitments under the
European Structural and Investment Fund (ESIF) up to Autumn Stateament to maintain
investment in local growth infrastructure and services.

As the Chancellor set out in his statement, we will work with Local Enterprise Parinerships
and other relevant stakeholders to put in place arrangements for considering ESIF projects
that might be signed after Autumn Statement but whilst we still remain a member of the EU.
Further detail will be set out ahead of Autumn Statement and we will ensure that theze
spending commitments remain consistent with value for maney and our own domestic
priorities.

In the longer term, we will want to consider the future of all programmes that are currently EU
funded once we have left the EU. Leaving means we will want to take our own decisions
about how to deliver policy objectives previously targeted by EU funding. | lock forward to
working with you and partners across the country over the coming months as we review all
EU funding schemes in the round to ensure that any ongoing funding commitments best
serve the UK's national interest, whilst ensuring appropriate investor certainty.

ANDREW PERCY MP
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Kent

& Medway
Economic
Partnership

A partnershipbetween the business community aralcal government
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership

ITEM4

Date: 4 October2016

Subject: South EastdcalEnterprisePartnershipg Updateby Managing Director
Report author Adam Bryan, Managing Director, SELEP

Summary

This papercontains information extracted from reports presented to the SELEP Strategic
Board on 2% September 2016The paper covers the forthcoming Strgte Economic Plan
(SEP) refresh arttie production of a LEP Skills Strategy andinfrastructure andnvestment
Strategy (IIS). It also sets out the proposal relating to the refresh of current working
arrangements and the production of éSELEWide project development and assessment
process, used to respond to futucalls for funding (LGF, GPF, etc).

The Board is recommended to:
) Note theinformation contained within the SELEP Strategic Board Papers

(i) Agreethe process for feeding back the views of KMEP members to SELEP
before 18" November

The following information is extracted from t&&LEP Strateqgic Board papers &f 23
September.

1. Strategic Economic Plan refresh, Skills Strategy & Infrastructure and Investment
Strategy

1.1 Aligning our activities to th® 2 @ S Ny WdugtrinkBategy is one of many significant
reasons why we will be refreshing the Strategic Economic Plan over the period from
now until the end of the financial year. It is clear that we need to move to a more
useable single, succinct, document, urdfiey common themes. Importantly it needs to
be a document which takes account of investments to date and of changes to the
economy in the past two years; and is one which is cognisant of mrE@oomic
changes such as the impact of Brexit. We also needlitm with real ambitions which
are gathering pace, such as the likelihood of a Lower Thames Crossing; decisions around
aviation affecting Gatwick; the proposed extension to HS1; and developments around
the Thames Gateway area pursuant to the TEGC 2050.
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1.2

1.3

1.4

2.5

2.6

2.1

We also need to position our focus clearly enough to inform organisational change,
whether that is providing a strong steer for an economic plan such as that for 3SC
devolution, or informing conversations around S\ational Transport Bodies.

We will beseeking external support to help us develop a refreshed SEP. The level of
resource required is not available in the SELEP team or in our partner organisations. We
would also benefit from an independent and technical analysis of the SELEP economy
and a sepeate look at the impact that an improved SEP could have.

The outline timetable for undertaking the SEP refresh is as follows:
Develop consultants brief September

Appoint consultants; October

Undertake research/engagemegtNovember to February

First cut available January

Final version agreedearly March

Westminster launch event/engagement of M@kte March/early April

O O O 0O O O

Supporting a refreshed SEP will be the refreshemhd long overdueg Skills Strategy,
GKAOK gAft ONBAaGIEtAAS YdzOK 2F DNIKFY wll
years and build on fantastic progress made by the local Employment and Skills Boards.

We will also be developing an Infrastructuredalnvestment Strategy (lIS) to a similar
timescale. This document will have a stronger geographic focus than the SEP, and will
feature a Project Pipeline strongly. This will importantly do four things:

0 Prepare us for a podtU funding world by having all investible projects pipelined in
one place (whether they are notionally seeking LGF, GPF, EU funding or other);

o Prepare us strongly for future funding catlshe hard work around pipelining and
prioritising already having been done;

o While maintaining a federated approach to programme management, it will enable
us to adopt a more flexible approach to managing the overall LGF prograanme
projects in the pipeline would be in a more legitimate positionstgpplant any
existing LGF projects which are looking unlikely to deliver; and

o Provide us with the information we need to reinvest and recycle Growing Places
Fund.

Refreshing working arrangementsBackground

The positive steps that SELEP has made theempast year in respect of its working
arrangements are broadly recognised and it is generally felt that the federal model is
working well. There are, however, a few areas where we need to modify our approach

or think differently around how we could wosmarter, more efficiently, and eliminate

ye YAadzyRSNAGIYRAYy3IaE 2N WINBe | NBFaQop 2 ¢
really quite tidy for a partnership of this size and this exercise is therefore intended to
enhance, not redesign the LEP. It is no¢jgeat of the Irene Lucas work.
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2.2 Now that the Chairman and Managing Director have been in post for five months, it is
F LILINR LINRA F GS GKFG ¢S F2tt26 dzLJ 2y GKS [/ KF A
arrangements, with a view to presenting an updatdte of governance documents to
the Strategic Board in December.

2.3 The areas of focus below have emerged primarily from conversations undertaken by the
Chairman as part of his SELEP induction. We are grateful for the honest and constructive
inputs that we have had from partners across the entire LEP area and we are confident
that with a cooperative and united approach we will continue our steep ascent in terms
of the positive perception of Government and other interested parties. The suggestions
for next steps listed below are not comprehensive; we are very keen to push this
forward in a way which works for everyone.

3. Refreshing working arrangementsScope

Area for review Rationale A suggested way forward
Increase the influence | - A combination of historical 1. Establish aew Chairman of
of universities' on the | factors has diminished the impact| the U9 groupand ensure that
LEP agenda of our universities on the SELEP | they assume position on the
agenda. Strategic Board.
2. Reestablish the group with
- Moving forward, the new senior (VC level where possible)

Chairman of SELEP is committed| representationinitially. SELEP
turning this around and to making| Chairman to be gsent at the
{9 9t Wi K Bity ¥iendlyi | first meeting.

*Please note thatthe |[ 9t Ay G KS O2 dzy| 3. Reassert terms of reference

SELEP Strategic Boar( for the group which articulates
Members emphasised the specific role of the university
the important role group and clarifies the areas
played byschools, FE where we can work together to
colleges and maximum advantage (i.e. arounc
universitiesat its the innovation agenda)

meeting on 2% 4. Nominag two university
SeptemberHence this officers to take part in thé&kills
first element of the Advisory Groupdiscussions.
swpe will be revised 5. Nominate one university
accordingly. officer to sit on the existing

Senior Officer Groupf the LEP.

Establishing a clearer | - It is quite evident that a more 1. Ensure thaeach group is
relationship with the | systematic way of working with th( represented on the Strategic

sector / working current sector groups is required. | Boardby either a shared membe|
groups on each group, or a champion af
Currently - With the likelihood that a Strategic Board level

- Coastal/CORE refreshed SEP will bring additiong 2. Reestablish thesimple one

- Rural group working groups to the fore (Social page Terms of Referender

- Creative Economy | Enterprise? Tourism?), we need t{ each group recognising that in
Network ensure that we operate with some cases this will be a
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- Skills Advisory Group
- Housing
- Growth Hub

consistency across the LEP.

- Work has been undertaken in the
past which has not been siglidy
the Strategic Board, nor reported
on in terms of outcomes. This has
to change.

- We have best practice across all
of the current sector groups in ong
way or another, but at a time
where money has become
available to support projects of
panLEP releance; there is not a
consistent way of managing or
coordinating the work.

simplification of what already
exists.

3. Ensure that each group is
firmly focused onssues of pan
LEP importance

4. Ensure that each groupfidly
representative of all geographic
areas and specialist interest arej
(e.g. developer forum reps on th|
housing group).

5. Ensure gtanding item on
each Strategic Board agenda
where delivery against objective!
during the last quarter needs to
be briefly reporte upon.

6. Seek to provide consistency it
name of each groupi.e. using
0KS & &NIMAE IY DN
wherever possible.

7. Provide visibility to the groups
through the SELEMebsiteas a
minimum

Agree an approach to
responding to future
calls for fundirg

- We made a significant step
forward in the summer when we
provided Government with a singl|
priority list of projects for LGF3.
While the approach was clear anc
transparent, the gulf between the
independent assessment of
projects on technical merit véhe
outcomes of local prioritisation
was problematic.

- A shared approach to project
development and assessment frol
the beginning would lessen this
difficulty. We have not been able
to agree this before now. We havg
to put this right.

- Accepting thathe distribution of
SELEP funding should be balance
over time, we also have to be
clearer on how, on a cadgy-case
basis, we strike a balance betwee
achieving an acceptable split acrg
the area and doing what

Government require around

1. Develop &SELEWide project
development and assessment
process aligned with the
Infrastructure and Investment
Strategy.

2. The existing SELEP business
case template will provide the
guide but the assessments shou
be undertaken by an independel
body.

3. We should aim for a single
prioritisation exercise inclusive o
federated boards and of SELEP
strategic board and informed by
the Infrastructure & Investment
Strategy.
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prioritising piojects on merit.

Review officer
structures to ensure
that they are fit for
purpose and fully
inclugve

- The Senior Officer Group (SOG)
exists as the only paagenda, pan
LEP officer grouping.

- It has endured since the
establishment of SELEP and work
well. At different points in the

[ 9t Q4 KA&G2NEBR A
by university reps and by memtse
of business representative
organisations and, again, this
served a solid purpose.

- We should consider how to more
effectively play district officers intc
these conversations, and
demonstrate a direct and
consistent link to the LEP where
this is sough

- A recent positive has been the
establishment of the Transport

Officer Group which has a clear
remit around strategic transport
and advisory around LGF scheme

1. Taking into account the
difficulties of information

cascade, it would be sensible to
extend the SOG membership

2. In extending the SOG group, i
may be opportune to instigate
the Director group (of federated
board leads) suggested in the

March board paper.

3. Refresh the terms of referenc
for both Senior Officer Group an|

finalise the same for the
Transport Officer Group

Achieve greater
penetration of the
SME community as
SELEP

- We could always do more to
engage directly with SMEs across
the area. Whe this is a function of
local partners and federated
boards, there is always an
expectation from businesses that
they should be able to properly
talk to the LEP. We should consid
ways of making the LEP more
accessible to those interested
businesses.

1. A more considered way of
connecting through Chambers o
Commerce, FSB, laihd other

representative bodies

2. Greater investment in vehicles
such as the website and in socia

media.

Ensuring complete
transparency

- There are a number of gaps ineth
Assurance Framework which we
should address through this
review. Implementing these will
ensure that the new ToR and

Assurance Framework hopefully

1. We must develop eonflicts of
interest policyand a register of
declared interests needs to be

maintained and published
website

on the
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agreed in December will be fully
signed off by Government also.

- Many of these issues are covere
elsewhere in this document.

2. Establish aublished
complaints policy

3. Ersure the application of the
Social Value Act

4. Ensure the publication of
papers on local authority meetin
and agenda sites.

Clarifying
representation on the
Strategic Board and
the two way
responsibilities
between the Strategic
Board and the local
federal boards.

- On reviewing the Assurance
Framework, Government also
requested that we ensure a
business majority on the LEP
board. Given that businesses
account for 48% of members, we
need to explore options to slightly
increase this percentage.

- Secondly, it is correct that we
check that the membership of the
LEP is up to date. Some federal
areas are undertaking reviews of
their own and we should ensure
that there is a clear match
between federal area membershiy
and SELEP board appointees.

- Thirdly, it is also apparent that
SELEP is sometimes absent from
federal board conversations and
we need to ensure that this is not
the case.

1. Recheck the Strategic Board
member lists and make minor
amendments if needed to meet
D2OSNYYSyidQa NI
around a business majority.

2. SELEP team to work with
nominated federal board leads t¢
ensure that SELEP Board
membership is fully populated
(members and alternates), that
the database holds all details an
that federated areas are
sufficiently represented across a
sector groups.

3. TheChairmen of the federated
boards should be represented ol
the SELEP boafgot currently
always the case)

4. Establistsimple (one page)
and consistent MOUbetween
SELEP and the federated board;
to clarify scope, reporting
arrangements, represgation

and decision making
arrangements.

5. Where local conversations
require it, we need to eliminate
any areas of debate around
working arrangements and
representation in respect of
federal boards. The Chairman al
Vice Chairmen will work to drive
consensus view should this be
necessary.
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4.

4.1 Pursuant to the above, we propose three simple routes of engaging board members on

Refreshing working arrangementsEngaging board members

the governance review, in this order of preference:

Meeting type

Scheduling

a) Through any local group meetings where board member
organisations are directly involved and a SELEP officer can
attendance to record and participate in the conversation. Thi
should include federated boards, sector groups, othign-
regional groupings or place specific forums such as Enterpri
Zone boards. Some conversatiohave already been schedule]

October

b) Through face to face meetings with individual board
members where these can be arranged. SELEP will support
thesewith a senior member of staff and/or Chairmand
appropriate Vice Chairman

From October and
up to 18th
November

c) Through telephone calls with either SELEP Chairman or §
Managing Director where either individual or colleetiv

meetings cannot be arranged.

As and when
required up to
18th November

4.2

4.3

4.4

5.1

It is incumbent upon board members to ensure that they engage in these conversations.
The SELEP team is contactable via the generic address lep@essexqtivisiks
monitoreddaily.

Certain topics may require a special meeting of senior board members and the SELEP
Chairman and Vice Chairmen. The SELEP team is on hand to help coordinate this
according to local requirements.

To ensure that all these conversations are coordinated at the local level, two meetings
of the Senior Officer Group will be conveneane in early October and one in early
November.

Timetable

It is proposed that a board paper with appendiceselisas: revised Terms of Reference;
revised Assurance Framework (which would require s151 confirmation that we are
O2YLX ALYyl 6AGK D2@SNYYSydQa YAYAYdzy NBI dzA
all provided to the DecembeSELEP Strategiodd meeting acaaling to normal
timescales.

Ths concludes the extract takdémm the SELEP Strateqic Board papers rSf‘sz-?ptember.

Recommendations to KMEP:
KMEP is recommended to:

(i) Note the information contained within the SELEP Strategic Board Papers.
(i) Agree the process for feeding back the views of KMEP members to SELEP before
18" November.
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& Medway
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A partnershipbetween the business community arolcal government
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership

ITEMS
Date: 4 October2016
Subject: Brexit and KentA presentation byDr Amelia Hadfield and Dr Mark

Hammond of Canterbury Christ Church University

Introduction to the presentation¢ written by the KMEP Strategic Programme Manager

Canterbury Christ Church Universi{@CCU)recognisingthe potential impact of Brexit on
economic growth in Kent and Medwayas convened a working group of different
organisations and representatives &xplore the extent and nature of this impadthrough
collaborative working, the CCdéd working group became aware that KMEP had
contemplated this issue at its meeting off AugLst.

Dr Mark Hammongwho chairs the working group, and Dr Amelia Hadfield have been invited

to KMEP todayo share details of themergingwork emanating from the working grou\s

their presentation will explain, the aspiration of the working groupasptoduce the first

multi-sectorreport in England which:

w provides a holistic and systematic overview of the implications of Brexit on a specific
locality, and

w LISGAGAZ2YE FYR AYyF2Nya (KS 3F20SNYyYSyid 2y GK

CCCU wisksto engage and consult with KMEP as a collectgewell aswith the individual
organisations and businesses representaa the board,on the production of the report

before a potential launch at the House of Commons in mid/late November.

The Board is

0] Recommended to thank Dr Mark Hammond and Dr Amelia Hadfield for
attending KMEP to provide tirgpresentation(attached);

(i) Recommended to note theork underwayand progress made to date

(iii) Invited to provide information to the report authors on the implications of

Brexit experienced by your sectqrither during the presentation, or via email
to amelia.hadfield@canterbury.ac.ly 3T October; and

(iv) Asked to onsider the future engagement of KMEP with the working group,
with particular reference to the potentiateport launch at the House of
Commons.
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Background

During the Referendum campaign, the opportunities, risks and potential impacts
of the decision were widely (though not always deeply) debated nationally.
However, there was far less focus on the local implications of a ‘Brexit', and few
systematic studies of what this would mean for Kent in particular.

CEFEUS: Established at CCCUiIn 2015 onthe basis of “teaching, training and
outreach objectives”, decided to spearhead an inifiave to remedy this gap.

CEFEUS, plus the University of Kent [UniKent), and the support of Kent County
Council (Brussels and Maidstone) convened a high lewvel workshop in May.

12 May workshop: attended by 20+ representatives from key sectors, who
assessed the likely effects of the referendum DECISION on the Kent and Medway
region.
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Version 1.0

EGCH sector divided info ‘risks’, and ‘realities’, covered in 1 or 1.5 pages
each:

Economy, Trade, Tourism, Higher Education, Healthcare, etc.

Y175 general findings were published and circulatedin June 2014,

concluding that no sectorin Kent would be wholly immune from the effects
of thereferendum decision.

At therequest of partners and contributors, CEFEUS commissioned further
info from partners throughout the summer, o build on V1.

Goal: deepen the detaland expand the sectoral coverage.

Acspectrum of ‘risks vs opporfunities’ began to emerge, complemented by

the requirement to identify key ‘asks’ of gov't from each sector, and the
county as a whole, which could be put 1o the government in autumn 201 4.
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Version 2.0: Impacts, Opportunities, Asks

VW2 was circulated and debated at a workshop on september 12 at CCCU,
attended by another good sectoral spread. Further vital info has continued to
come in, which we've endeavored to include.

VW2: considers the risk factors, and identifiable opportunities associated with the
anticipated schedule of UK withdrawal from the EU, from the perspective of each
of these areas of local activity, and the county as a whole, specifically with a view
to constructing the ‘Kent ask’ that will likely be required by national gowvernment.

GOAL: A well-structured, high-profile and practical contribution that provides a
realistic appraisal of the multi-sectoral requirements of Kent.

Provide suggestions as to how local and national actors, public and private sector
alike, as well as the UK Govemment can successfully help Kent mowve forward, in

mitigating risks, and seizing cpporunities..
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‘Live' V2 Sectors

- Economy (macro views of Kent)
« Business, Commerce, Industry, SMEs (micro perspectives)
« Policing and Security, Security and Trans-national cooperation
« Higher Education

- Healthcare

« Tourism

« Heritage, Arts/Culture
« Transport

Agriculture

« Energy & Environment

« Local Government
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Non-populated V2 Sectors

Sectors and/or cross-cutting themes that we don’t yet have info from, but
would welcome...

Employment and Citizenship

Innovation and Enterprise
Procurement

Maritime Security
Migration, asylum, unaccompanied minors
Annexes
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V2 Schedule: Draft to Final

Late Sept-0ct 4: preparation for KIMEP meeting
Oct 4- 317 Oct: third phase of gathering info, input, data, evidence

1 Nowv- 15 Nov: Refine and add relevant datainto the sector-specific parts of

the report, and clarify the overall IMPACTS, OPPORTUNITIES, and ASKS, aswell
as CROSS-CUTTING THEMES and final ANNEXES, eftc.

15 Now-30 Nov: fortnight in which the proposed Westminster launch will Take
place to maximise the chances of V2 being taken up by government 30 Nowv
— 15 December: fortnight inwhich accompanying Kent-based launches will
take place: e.g. commerce/industry, higher education, and media-based.

2017 opportunities for a more in-depth appraisal of each Kent sectorto be
produced, via the strategic committee, and under the leadership of CEFEUS.
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Sector-Wide Impacts

Local government: impact on local governrr EU FUMDING AMND EISES TO
FINAMCE RAISED FROM BUSIMESS RATES should wﬂrhdrmwml produce an economic shock.

Local economy: loss of protected status for local products, a shortage of available skills
and labour, and the shrinking of the export market.

Policing: anticipated diminishing access to sources of cross-border intelligence and

worsening diplomatic relations LEADING TO LESS EFFECTIVE CRIME PREVENTION AMD
DETECTIOM.

Higher education: decline in EU/international students, staff, decreased access fo
European funding, and a decline in cross-border collaborative research.

Healtheare: rnisks extended toskills shortages and the increased costs of healthcare
provision abroad.

Tourism: declining visitor numbers and the knock on effects on jobs in the industry.

Transport: capacity problems at the Channel ports and the knock-on effects on fransport
flows within Kent.
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Opportunities

Set against emerging spectrum of Hard ws Soft Brexit: complete remowal ws partial
integration

Kent-based big business vs Kent SMEs

Remowval of EU Legislation on state aid, competition and labour: remaking a new
paradigm for business, industry, commerce etc.

Cwverhauling current local gov't finance regime: dowvetailing with enhanced
dewvolutionto local governmentsg

Specific Directives e.g. Working Time, procurement, product standards,
environmental protection requirements, intellectual property: changes here could
encourage more flexible employment options, provide a catalyst for industry, and
growths

Less clear: how future tfrade bilaterals will boost Kent markets, businesses and exports
or provide non-UK markets with new consumers.
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