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

 
ITEM 2A 
 
Date: 4 October 2016 
 
Subject:     DRAFT MINUTES of a meeting of the Kent & Medway Economic Partnership 

(KMEP) held in the Inspiration Suite, Village Hotel, Castle View, Forstal Road, 
Maidstone on 1 August 2016.  

 
 

Attendees 
 

KMEP Board Members  
Geoff Miles (Chair | The Maidstone Studios) 
Miranda Chapman (Pillory Barn Design Ltd) 

Andrew Bowles (Swale Borough Council) 
Rodney Chambers (Medway Council) 

Nigel Collor (Dover District Council alternate) 

Peter Fleming (Sevenoaks District Council)  
Nicolas Heslop (TMBC) 

Douglas Horner (Trenport Investments Ltd & CBI 

South East Council) 
David Jukes (Tunbridge Wells Borough Council) 

 

Jeremy Kite (Dartford Borough Council) 
Andrew Metcalf (Maxim PR) 
David Monk (Shepway District Council) 
Jane Ollis (IOD) 
Ian Patterson (Lloyds Bank PLC) 
Prof Rama Thirunamachandran (Vice-

Chancellor of CCCU) 
Paul Thomas (Orbit Homes) 
Fran Wilson (Maidstone Borough Council) 
Paul Winter (Wire Belt Company Limited) 

Observers & Presenters in attendance 
Lee Burchill (KCC), Nola Cooper (KCC), William Cornall (MBC), Ross Gill (KCC), Katharine Harvey 
(SDC), Richard Hicks (MC), Tim Ingleton (DDC), David Liston-Jones (TGKP), Ron Moys (KCC), Sarah 
Nurden (KMEP), Karla Phillips (KCC), Abigail Raymond (TDC), Mark Raymond (TMBC), Joe Ratcliffe 
(KCC), David Smith (KCC), Hilary Smith (TWBC), Paul Spooner (Ebbsfleet DC), Katie Stewart (KS), 

Jacqui Ward (KCC), Emma Wiggins (SBC). 
 

Apologies 
 
KMEP Board Members 
Paul Barrett (C4B Business & Barretts Motors), Paul Carter (Kent County Council), Gerry Clarkson 
(ABC), Simon Cook (CCC), John Cubitt (GBC), Philip Cunningham (Cripps Harries Hall LLP), Sarah 
Dance (Sarah Dance Associates), Kevin Godfrey (iCOM), Jo James (Kent Invicta Chamber of Commerce), 

Vince Lucas (VA Consultancy Ltd), Graham Razey (Principal of East Kent College), Jon Regan (Hugh 

Lowe Farms Ltd & Weald Granary Ltd), Nick Sandford (Kent Country Land Association), Steve Sherry 
(RBLI), Paul Watkins (Dover District Council)  
 & Chris Wells (TDC). 
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Item 1 ς Welcome, introductions and apologies 

1.1 Mr Geoff Miles, KMEP Chairman, welcomed those present to the meeting and 
received apologies as set out above. 

 
Item 2 ς Minutes of previous meeting and action 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 ς Kent and Medway Growth Hub 
 
3.1 wƻǎǎ DƛƭƭΣ Y/Ωǎ IŜŀŘ ƻŦ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ {ǘǊategy & Partnerships, introduced the item and 

presented his report to the Board.  In particular he referred to the following: 
 
3.2 In 2015, a pilot Kent and Medway Growth Hub service was launched to provide a 

ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ΨǎƛƎƴǇƻǎǘƛƴƎΩ ǘƻ ōǳsiness support services. Since the pilot 
was launched, the Government has confirmed further funding for the next two 
years.  

 
3.3 An evaluation of the Growth Hub services has been carried out, and a consultation 

is taking place to determine the specification for the new contract. As part of the 
consultation, the views of service providers (including KCC, the districts and the 
Invicta Chamber of Commerce) are being sought. 

 
3.4 An independent external consultant has been commissioned to draw up a new 

specification.  
 
3.5 The Partnership discussed the information set out in the report and made the 

following comments: 
 
3.6 The optimal scale of the Growth Hub service was debated. In the original pilot, the 

districts had been awarded £10k each of Local Supplementary Funds 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 Business ς with small 
businesses being offered a free 6-hour programme of support and advice targeted 
specifically on their sector and influenced by localised knowledge. Nicolas Heslop 
explained 82% of all businesses were satisfied with the service received. Peter 
Fleming commented that districts do provide match-funding in terms of money and 
resources. 

 
3.6 Several KMEP Business Members around the table spoke strongly in favour of taking 

a Kent-wide approach to commissioning the service, given the economies of scale 
and the consistent marketing and brand messaging that can be achieved. 

 



4 
  

3.7 In light of the devolution discussions that had taken place, the districts explained 
that the sub-county partnerships are likely to be imbued with more economic 
development responsibilities, and thought the scale of sub-county 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 start-up buǎƛƴŜǎǎΩ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΣ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ 
universal support across Kent and Medway is provided that gives a consistent 
message on business development. 

 
3.9 The presence of ƎǊƻǿǘƘ Ƙǳō ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƻǊǎ όƛΦŜΦ ǘƘŜ Ψno success no feeΩ 

companies that are providing advice on grant availability) suggests there is a gap in 
the market for advice services. 

 
3.10 References were made to the generic nature of some of the information on the 

Growth Hub website. 
  
3.11 The Partnership NOTED the 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 8th August. 

 
Item 4 ς Operation Stack Lorry Area 
 
4.1 Joe Ratcliffe, Transport Strategy Manager, KCC, introduced the item and presented his 

report to the Board.  In particular he referred to the following: 
 
4.2 On 6 July 2016, the Government announced a major new lorry area will be created near 

Stanford in Kent as a long-term solution to the problems caused on the M20 and 
ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǊƻŀŘǎ ǿƘŜƴ hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ {ǘŀŎƪ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ Ψ{ǘŀƴŦƻǊŘ ²ŜǎǘΩ. 

 
4.3 Highways England will soon conduct a public consultation on the detailed design and 

potential environmental impact of the scheme. It is likely the consultation may happen 
in August/September and last 6 weeks. 

 
4.4 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 District Council were 

ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ōƻǘƘ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ψ{ǘŀƴŦƻǊŘ ²ŜǎǘΩ ǎƛǘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ 
Highways England. 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 coast-bound slips of the M20 will not be 
closed in the event of cross-channel disruption. The consultation response should seek 
assurance from the government that they will construct the gantries to enable effective 
traffic management. 
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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 District Council has 
no objection to this addition, but wants the point to acknowledge that the tail of the 
TAP should be removed, with HGV traffic diverted at junction 11 to the lorry park to 
alleviate congestion for Folkestone residents. Joe Ratcliffe is to liaise with Shepway and 
5ƻǾŜǊ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ Ψ5ƻǾŜǊ ¢!tΩ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
consultation response. 

 
4.8 Rodney Chambers stated illegal overnight lorry parking is causing significant difficulties 

for Medway residents and there is a need for additional lorry park provision across Kent 
and Medway. Joe Ratcliffe was asked to speak to his counterpart at Medway Council to 
share the stance Kent County Council is taking in LTP4 on this issue and to discuss any 
regulations that can be used to restrict overnight lorry parking. 

 
4.9 The Partnership NOTED the report and ŀƎǊŜŜŘ Ya9tΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊǘƘŎƻƳƛƴƎ 

consultation should be based on those points described above and those in paragraph 
3.1 of the report. 

 
Item 5 - Thames Estuary 2050 Growth Commission 
 
5.1 Ross Gill, Y//Ωǎ Head of Economic Strategy & Partnerships and David Liston-Jones, 

Thames Gateway Kent PartnershipΩǎ Chief Executive, introduced their report to the 
Board.  In particular they 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 Estuary (including the North Kent coast as far as Thanet) and how 
this may be delivered. The Commission is expected to report by autumn 2017 and 
Ƙŀǎ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ΨŎŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ƛŘŜŀǎΩΦ  

 
5.3 KMEP Board Members were invited to send Ross Gill any suggested ideas to feature 

in the response by 15th August. 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 align where possible. Gavin Barwell MP is the new 
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 broader geographical focus of the Growth 

/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘ Ya9tΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ 
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. 
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5.7 The Partnership NOTED the report and agreed ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ 

call for ideas should be prepared on behalf of KMEP, for circulation to KMEP 
members by the end of August and approval by the Chairman. This response must 
emphasise the necessity of a Lower Thames Crossing.  

 
Item 6 ς EU Referendum 
 
6.1 Ron Moys, Y//Ωǎ IŜŀŘ ƻŦ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ !ŦŦŀƛǊǎΣ presented his report to the Board.  In 

particular he referred to the following: 
 
6.2 The government will have a period of two years to negotiate a withdrawal agreement 

once Article 50 of the EU Treaty is invoked and the UK will remain a member of the EU 
during this period. 

 
6.3 Y//Ωǎ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ !ŦŦŀƛǊǎ DǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛǎ ƻƴΥ 

¶ maintaining our European partnerships, 

¶ working with the French region of Hauts-de-France work to accelerate new joint 
projects under the current European programmes in areas such as the digital and 
low-carbon economies, life sciences, active and healthy ageing, high-tech 
engineering and apprenticeships, and  

¶ continuing to actively pursue opportunities to maximise EU funding in support of 
Kent and Medway priorities.  

 
6.4 Kent was successful in securing a further eight projects worth a total value of some £2.3 

Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9w5C ƎǊŀƴǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊǊŜƎ Ψн-{ŜŀǎΩ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ 
Monitoring CommittŜŜ ƛƴ Wǳƭȅ нлмсΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿƛƭƭΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƘŜƭǇ YŜƴǘΩǎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ 
{a9ǎ ǘƻ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘŜΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜƭƭ-being through diabetes control 
and the use of assistive technology for disabled people, develop new models for 
childcare and finance flood management and water catchment measures in the county. 

 
6.5 At the current time, Kent and Medway have secured half of its £100m target for funding 

from EU programmes.  
 

6.6 Two main concerns have arisen following the EU referendum. Firstly, the DCLG has 
initiated a post-EU referendum pause on the final award of ESIF programme funding 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 
YŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ aŜŘǿŀȅΩǎ LƴǿŀǊŘ LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƭŜŘ ōȅ ¢ƘǳǊǊƻŎƪ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ 
Kent related to the Creative Sector. The second concern is the effect that Brexit may 
have on the willingness of our EU partners to continue to work with us. 

 

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

 

6.8 A message should be sent by KMEP and SELEP to the DCLG making the following points: 



7 
  

¶ 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 effectively do this, the funding should 
ōŜ ŀǇǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀōǎƻǊōŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊŜŀǎǳǊȅΩǎ 
centralised pot. 

¶ The DCLG should be encouraged to take a less risk adverse approach in regard to 
funding projects that are approved but not yet contracted (e.g. the Inward 
Investment programme which awaits a grant offer letter for signature). 

 
6.9 The Partnership NOTED the report and asked Ron Moys to draft a strongly-worded letter 

ƻƴ ōŜƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ Ya9tΩǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ōƻŀǊŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ, describing the successful delivery of EU-
funded programmes in Kent and Medway and the impact any funding withdrawal will 
have on business growth. The letter is to incorporate the messages in paragraph 6.8 of 
these minutes.  
 

7. Item 7 ς Business commentary on economic impact of Brexit 
 

7.1 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 following comments were received: 
 

¶ The construction industry is heavily reliant on labourers from other EU countries, 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ 5ŀǾƛŘ WǳƪŜǎΦ !ǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ пл҈ ƻŦ ƭŀōƻǳǊŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘ 9ŀǎǘΩǎ 
construction industry come from other EU-states. The only sectors of the 
construction trade that 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 united in their 
concern that the Brexit result is causing the existing workforce from other EU states 
to feel undervalued and uncertain of their future ς one company reported losing 
15% of its workforce at its HQ since the Brexit result, as employees have decided to 
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 has lost £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 to increase. 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. On 30th September, the IOD is holding a post 
Brexit focus group at KMIS in Maidstone to provide information, advice and 
guidance to businesses. 
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¶ ϻуƳ ƻŦ /ŀƴǘŜǊōǳǊȅ /ƘǊƛǎǘ /ƘǳǊŎƘ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ ϻмолƳ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ōȅ όƴƻƴ-
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.  

 

¶ 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 fastest rate 
ever in their professional career since the Brexit announcement. Other clients report 
a steady state. 

 

¶ In the banking sector, companies are reporting a mixed result with some winners 
ŀƴŘ ƭƻǎŜǊǎΦ р҈ ƻŦ [ƭƻȅŘǎ .ŀƴƪΩǎ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀǘŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ 9U-states. 

 

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

 

¶ The exchange rate has been beneficial to exporters in the advanced manufacturing 
field. The downside is competitors in other EU-states using Brexit as a tool to 
scaremonger. 

 

¶ A focus should be on encouraging evidence-based positive commentary in the 
ƳŜŘƛŀ ǘƻ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ 9¦ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ŦŜŀǊǎΦ .ƻŀǊŘ aŜƳōŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
asked to support this endeavour in their individual networks. 

 
7.3 The Partnership NOTED the report. 
 
8. Future Growth in Kent and Medway presentation 
 
8.1 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 region. This 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. 

 
8.2 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 jobs, homes 
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]. 

 
8.3 A series of under-utilised assets can provide solutions to growth. These assets include: 

¶ The population of 1.8m underperforming in terms of GVA. The population is expected 
to grow by a fifth.  
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¶ Excellent FE and HE ς The annual university student admission numbers in Kent and 
Medway greatly exceed those in Essex or in Cambridge. Innovative and creative ideas, 
such as the LGF3 bid for an EDGE Hub, should be fostered and expanded. 

¶ Kent and Medway have centres of proven excellence in research and innovation. 

¶ The transport connectivity with London, Cambridge and Europe is second to none in 
the UK, however there are constraints upon it. High-Speed 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; to harness 
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. 

 
8.4 The working group has considered methods to achieve 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 of excellence and highlight solutions to remove 
the constraints. 

 
8.5 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. The intention behind a Kent Innovation Zone is to indicate where 
growth could be accommodated and the under-utilised assets within it. 

 
8.6 The working group suggest special protection is given to West Kent. 
 
8.7 The second idea is a Kent to Cambridge Arc. There are already significant business links 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎΥ YŜƴǘΩǎ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ŦƛǊƳǎΩ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
Manufacturing based at Cambridge; and recent merger between NIAB (whose HQ is 
based in Cambridge) and the East Malling Research Station. 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 piece of work done by SELEP to explore the 
concept and see what could be achieved. 

 
8.8 Other considerations the working group wish to explore are: 

¶ Planning policy 

¶ Increasing High Speed 1 domestic capacity and reducing fares 

¶ The timetables for rail radial routes with a view to increasing service frequency 

¶ Place-making, building on the centre of excellence already in Kent (Turner 
Contemporary, Chatham Dockyard, Gulbenkian and Marlowe Theatres, etc).   

 
8.9 Douglas Horner explained the working group wish to share 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 discussed the presentation and made the following comments. 
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8.11 Miranda Chapman said the focus on place-making resonates with the feedback she has 

heard from business clients, and place-making is a central tenet of the Ashford PR 
ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǎƘŜΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎΣ looking at it in relation to lifestyle, skills and people.  It was 
agreed Miranda Chapman would be invited to the next group discussion. 

 
8.12 Douglas IƻǊƴŜǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ¢ƻƴȅ tƛƎƭŜȅΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇƭŀŎŜ-

making given a recent development at Portishead, Bristol had been commended. In 
response, others questioned the degree of high-quality place-making delivered by some 
Berkeley Homes developments.  

 
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.  

 
8.14 Lƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǉǳŜǊȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ŀƳōǊƛŘƎŜΩǎ ŀǇǇŜǘƛǘŜ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ƭƛƴƪΣ 5ƻǳƎƭŀǎ 

Horner explained Cambridge has limited space to accommodate business spin-outs. 
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 Cambridge may be more limited. 

 
8.15 Peter Fleming suggested planning policy aligns better to the work the councils 

ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ Ŧŀƭƭ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿΦ IŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ 
High Speed 1 fares are subsidised by West Kent commuters currently 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 Lower Thames 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 developments, for example, 
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 be 3-lanes in both directions.  

 
8.18 Balancing innovation 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 high-growth figures, but can assist with 
innovative growth creating an environmental and place-making impact.  

 
8.19 The Partnership NOTED the presentation. The proposal is that a BAB response will be 

ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ [ƻǊŘ IŜǎŜƭǘƛƴŜΩǎ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ƛŘŜŀǎΦ It was agreed the BAB document will be 
shared with KMEP Board Members before submission for their information. 
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9. Local Growth Fund 1 & 2: Delivery Progress Report 
 
9.1 The Partnership received a report written by Lee Burchill (Kent County Council), Steve 

Hewlett and Helen Dyer (Medway Council) and the following comments were made: 
 

¶ Sturry Link Road, Canterbury ς On 24th June 2016, the SELEP Accountability Board 

agreed the Sturry Link Road Business Case (worth £5.9m). Funds can be now drawn 

down to allow construction to start. 

 

¶ Lee Burchill will shortly be reviewing the 2016/17 Q1 performance and feeding back 
the information to KMEP as part of the RAG-rating. 

 

¶ In addition to showing the progress of constructing the infrastructure, the progress 
report now shows the target number of jobs and houses to be 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 debate and assist in any 
future LGF project selection. 

 
10. AOB 
  
10.1 KMEP strongly supports the call (outlined in the LGF3 Growth Deal) for further 

ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ YŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ aŜŘǿŀȅΩǎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǘƻ ǳƴƭƻŎƪ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǉǳŀƴǘǳƳ ƻŦ 
economic growth. Refinement of the 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 expertise. The KMEP Chairman said these issues will be part of a 
review. He commented how KMEP is an exemplar of best practice with its strong 
collaborative working.  
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A partnership between the business community and local government 
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership 

 
ITEM 2B 
 
Date: 4 October 2016 
 
Subject:     Action Tracker and Progress Update 
 

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

Topic Board 
paper ref 

Progress update 

Thames 
Estuary 2050  
Growth 
Commission 

08/2016 
Items 5 & 
7 

¶ Responses were submitted by KMEP and by the Business 
Advisory Board to the TE 2050 DǊƻǿǘƘ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ 
ideas.  

¶ Lord Heseltine is convening the first meeting of his 
Commission on Wednesday 26th October.  

¶ SELEP and the London LEP have been invited to send a limited 
number of representatives to attend the morning session of 
this first meeting of the Commission. 
 

Skills 
Commission 

04/2016 
Item 3 
 

¶ The development of the Financial and Professional Services 
Guild is underway with meetings taking 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 well 
received and it is anticipated that an inaugural meeting will be 
held in late November/early December. 

¶ Following a presentation to the Business Advisory Board in 
September, further businessmen have volunteered to actively 
engage with the Guilds and Skills Commission. 

¶ An update on the Skills Commission and feedback from the 
Area Review will be presented to KMEP on 12 December 16.  
 

LGF 3 & 
Large Local 
Major 
Schemes 

06/2016 ¶ We await the announcement in the Autumn Statement (being 
made on 23rd November) as to which LGF3 bids will be 
successfully awarded funding. 

¶ Andrew Percy MP is the Minister at the DCLG overseeing the 
selection of bids. 

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

¶ In light of this, the vocal support of local MPs for our LGF3 bids 
is imperative if funding is to be awarded.  

¶ The continued engagement of KMEP Board Members in 
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making the case for investment in our 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 the LGF3 SELEP submission, please go to: 
http://www.southeastlep.com/news/article/south-east-lep-
submits-major-bid-to-boost-south-east-economy 

 

Local 
Transport 
Plan 4 & 
Operation 
Stack 

04/2016 
Minutes 

¶ Please see information paper B for the update on LTP4, 
Operation Stack and other transport items.  

 

European 
Funding 
 

09/2015 
Item 3 
 

¶ The DCLG has requested details of projects seeking European 
Social Funding or European Regional Development Funding 
ōŜŦƻǊŜ .Ǌƛǘŀƛƴ ƭŜŀǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ōǳǘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ /ƘŀƴŎŜƭƭƻǊΩǎ 
autumn statement on 23rd November. These project details 
will help inform the post-autumn funding landscape.  

¶ This information has been circulated to KMEP Members, and 
Ron Moys is collating the responses, so that a full project 
pipeline can be sent by SELEP on 30th September.  

 

¶ As requested by KMEP on 1st August, a letter was sent by the 
KMEP Chairman to the Rt. Hon. Sajid Javid M.P., describing the 
successful delivery of EU-funded programmes in Kent and 
Medway and the impact any funding withdrawal will have on 
business growth. 

¶ A response was received by Andrew Percy MP. 

¶ Both letters are shown below for Board Members to see* . 
 

 

  

http://www.southeastlep.com/news/article/south-east-lep-submits-major-bid-to-boost-south-east-economy
http://www.southeastlep.com/news/article/south-east-lep-submits-major-bid-to-boost-south-east-economy
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*Appendix to Action Tracker: EU funding letters 
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A partnership between the business community and local government 
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership 

 
ITEM 4 
 
Date:  4 October 2016 
 
Subject:      South East Local Enterprise Partnership ς Update by Managing Director 
 
Report author: Adam Bryan, Managing Director, SELEP 
 

 
Summary 
 
This paper contains information extracted from reports presented to the SELEP Strategic 
Board on 23rd September 2016. The paper covers the forthcoming Strategic Economic Plan 
(SEP) refresh and the production of a LEP Skills Strategy and an Infrastructure and Investment 
Strategy (IIS). It also sets out the proposal relating to the refresh of current working 
arrangements, and the production of a SELEP-wide project development and assessment 
process, used to respond to future calls for funding (LGF, GPF, etc). 
 
The Board is recommended to: 
 
(i) Note the information contained within the SELEP Strategic Board Papers. 
(ii) Agree the process for feeding back the views of KMEP members to SELEP 

before 18th November.  
 
 

The following information is extracted from the SELEP Strategic Board papers of 23rd 
September. 

 

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

 
1.1 Aligning our activities to the DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Industrial Strategy 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, unified by 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 macro-economic 
changes such as the impact of Brexit. We also need to align 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 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 Sub-National Transport Bodies.  

 

1.3 We will be seeking 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 separate look at the impact that an improved SEP could have.  

 

1.4 The outline timetable for undertaking the SEP refresh is as follows:  
 

o  Develop consultants brief ς September  

o  Appoint consultants ς October  

o  Undertake research/engagement ς November to February  

o  First cut available ς January  

o  Final version agreed ς early March  

o  Westminster launch event/engagement of MPs ς late March/early April  
 
2.5 Supporting a refreshed SEP will be the refreshed ς and long overdue ς Skills Strategy, 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ ŎǊȅǎǘŀƭƭƛǎŜ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ DǊŀƘŀƳ wŀȊŜȅΩǎ ƛƴǇǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǘǿƻ 
years and build on fantastic progress made by the local Employment and Skills Boards.  

 

2.6 We will also be developing an Infrastructure and Investment Strategy (IIS) 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:  

 

o Prepare us for a post-EU 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 calls ς the 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 programme ς 
projects in the pipeline would be in a more legitimate position to supplant 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.  

 
2. Refreshing working arrangements ς Background 

 
2.1 The positive steps that SELEP has made over the past 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 work smarter, more efficiently, and eliminate 
ŀƴȅ ƳƛǎǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻǊ ΨƎǊŜȅ ŀǊŜŀǎΩΦ ²Ŝ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ 
really quite tidy for a partnership of this size and this exercise is therefore intended to 
enhance, not redesign the LEP. It is not a repeat of the Irene Lucas work.  
 



20 
  

2.2 Now that the Chairman and Managing Director have been in post for five months, it is 
ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǳǇ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƘŀƛǊƳŀƴΩǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǇǊƻƳƛǎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ 
arrangements, with a view to presenting an updated suite 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 arrangements ς Scope 
 

Area for review  Rationale  A suggested way forward  

Increase the influence 
of universities*  on the 
LEP agenda  
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Please note that the 
SELEP Strategic Board 
Members emphasised 
the important role 
played by schools, FE 
colleges and 
universities at its 
meeting on 23rd 
September. Hence, this 
first element of the 
scope will be revised 
accordingly.  

- A combination of historical 
factors has diminished the impact 
of our universities on the SELEP 
agenda.  
 
- Moving forward, the new 
Chairman of SELEP is committed to 
turning this around and to making 
{9[9t ΨǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǳƴƛǾŜrsity friendly 
[9t ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩΦ  
 

1. Establish a new Chairman of 
the U9 group and ensure that 
they assume position on the 
Strategic Board.  
2. Re-establish the group with 
senior (VC level where possible) 
representation initially. SELEP 
Chairman to be present at the 
first meeting.  
3. Reassert a terms of reference 
for the group which articulates 
the specific role of the university 
group and clarifies the areas 
where we can work together to 
maximum advantage (i.e. around 
the innovation agenda)  
4. Nominate two university 
officers to take part in the Skills 
Advisory Group discussions.  
5. Nominate one university 
officer to sit on the existing 
Senior Officer Group of the LEP.  
 

Establishing a clearer 
relationship with the 
sector / working 
groups  
Currently  
- Coastal/CORE  
- Rural group  
- Creative Economy 
Network  

- It is quite evident that a more 
systematic way of working with the 
current sector groups is required.  
 
- With the likelihood that a 
refreshed SEP will bring additional 
working groups to the fore (Social 
Enterprise? Tourism?), we need to 
ensure that we operate with 

1. Ensure that each group is 
represented on the Strategic 
Board by either a shared member 
on each group, or a champion at 
Strategic Board level  
2. Re-establish the simple one 
page Terms of Reference for 
each group ς recognising that in 
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 sighted by 
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 one 
way or another, but at a time 
where money has become 
available to support projects of 
pan-LEP relevance; 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 on issues of pan-
LEP importance  
4. Ensure that each group is fully 
representative of all geographic 
areas and specialist interest areas 
(e.g. developer forum reps on the 
housing group).  
5. Ensure a standing item on 
each Strategic Board agenda 
where delivery against objectives 
during the last quarter needs to 
be briefly reported upon.  
6. Seek to provide consistency in 
name of each group ς i.e. using 
ǘƘŜ ǎǳŦŦƛȄ Ψ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇΩ 
wherever possible.  
7. Provide visibility to the groups 
through the SELEP website as a 
minimum 

Agree an approach to 
responding to future 
calls for funding  

- We made a significant step 
forward in the summer when we 
provided Government with a single 
priority list of projects for LGF3. 
While the approach was clear and 
transparent, the gulf between the 
independent assessment of 
projects on technical merit vs. the 
outcomes of local prioritisation 
was problematic.  
 
- A shared approach to project 
development and assessment from 
the beginning would lessen this 
difficulty. We have not been able 
to agree this before now. We have 
to put this right.  
 
- Accepting that the distribution of 
SELEP funding should be balanced 
over time, we also have to be 
clearer on how, on a case-by-case 
basis, we strike a balance between 
achieving an acceptable split across 
the area and doing what 
Government require around 

1. Develop a SELEP-wide 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 should 
be undertaken by an independent 
body.  
 
3. We should aim for a single 
prioritisation exercise inclusive of 
federated boards and of SELEP 
strategic board and informed by 
the Infrastructure & Investment 
Strategy.  
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prioritising projects on merit.  
 

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

- The Senior Officer Group (SOG) 
exists as the only pan-agenda, pan-
LEP officer grouping.  
 
- It has endured since the 
establishment of SELEP and works 
well. At different points in the 
[9tΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀǇǇŜƴŘŜŘ 
by university reps and by members 
of business representative 
organisations and, again, this 
served a solid purpose. 
  
- We should consider how to more 
effectively play district officers into 
these conversations, and 
demonstrate a direct and 
consistent link to the LEP where 
this is sought.  
 
- A recent positive has been the 
establishment of the Transport 
Officer Group which has a clear 
remit around strategic transport 
and advisory around LGF schemes.  
 

1. Taking into account the 
difficulties of information 
cascade, it would be sensible to 
extend the SOG membership.  
 
2. In extending the SOG group, it 
may be opportune to instigate 
the Director group (of federated 
board leads) suggested in the 
March board paper.  
 
3. Refresh the terms of reference 
for both Senior Officer Group and 
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. While 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 consider 
ways of making the LEP more 
accessible to those interested 
businesses.  
 
 

1. A more considered way of 
connecting through Chambers of 
Commerce, FSB, IoD and other 
representative bodies  
 
2. Greater investment in vehicles 
such as the website and in social 
media.  
 
 

Ensuring complete 
transparency  

- There are a number of gaps in the 
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 a conflicts of 
interest policy and a register of 
declared interests needs to be 
maintained and published on the 
website  
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agreed in December will be fully 
signed off by Government also.  
 
- Many of these issues are covered 
elsewhere in this document.  
 

2. Establish a published 
complaints policy  
 
3. Ensure the application of the 
Social Value Act  
 
4. Ensure the publication of 
papers on local authority meeting 
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 membership 
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 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ 
around a business majority.  
 
2. SELEP team to work with 
nominated federal board leads to 
ensure that SELEP Board 
membership is fully populated 
(members and alternates), that 
the database holds all details and 
that federated areas are 
sufficiently represented across all 
sector groups.  
 
3. The Chairmen of the federated 
boards should be represented on 
the SELEP board (not currently 
always the case)  
 
4. Establish simple (one page) 
and consistent MOUs between 
SELEP and the federated boards 
to clarify scope, reporting 
arrangements, representation 
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 and 
Vice Chairmen will work to drive a 
consensus view should this be 
necessary.  
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4. Refreshing working arrangements ς Engaging board members 
 

4.1 Pursuant to the above, we propose three simple routes of engaging board members on 
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 be in 
attendance to record and participate in the conversation. This 
should include federated boards, sector groups, other sub-
regional groupings or place specific forums such as Enterprise 
Zone boards. Some conversations have already been scheduled.  

October  

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

From October and 
up to 18th 
November  

c) Through telephone calls with either SELEP Chairman or SELEP 
Managing Director where either individual or collective 
meetings cannot be arranged.  

As and when 
required up to 
18th November  

 
4.2 It is incumbent upon board members to ensure that they engage in these conversations. 

The SELEP team is contactable via the generic address lep@essex.gov.uk ς this is 
monitored daily.  

 
4.3 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.  

 
4.4 To ensure that all these conversations are coordinated at the local level, two meetings 

of the Senior Officer Group will be convened ς one in early October and one in early 
November.  

 
5. Timetable  
 
5.1  It is proposed that a board paper with appendices listed as: revised Terms of Reference; 

revised Assurance Framework (which would require s151 confirmation that we are 
ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎύΤ ŀƴŘ DƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ IŀƴŘōƻƻƪ ŀǊŜ 
all provided to the December SELEP Strategic Board meeting according to normal 
timescales.  

 

This concludes the extract taken from the SELEP Strategic Board papers of 23rd September. 
 
Recommendations to KMEP: 
 

KMEP is recommended to: 
(i) Note the information contained within the SELEP Strategic Board Papers. 
(ii) Agree the process for feeding back the views of KMEP members to SELEP before 

18th November. 
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A partnership between the business community and local government 
& a federated arm of the South East Local Enterprise Partnership 

 
ITEM 5 
 
Date:  4 October 2016 
 
Subject:     Brexit and Kent: A presentation by Dr Amelia Hadfield and Dr Mark 

Hammond of Canterbury Christ Church University  
 

 
Introduction to the presentation ς written by the KMEP Strategic Programme Manager 
 
Canterbury Christ Church University (CCCU), recognising the potential impact of Brexit on 
economic growth in Kent and Medway, has convened a working group of different 
organisations and representatives to explore the extent and nature of this impact. Through 
collaborative working, the CCCU-led working group became aware that KMEP had 
contemplated this issue at its meeting on 1st August.  
 
Dr Mark Hammond, who chairs the working group, and Dr Amelia Hadfield have been invited 
to KMEP today to share details of the emerging work emanating from the working group. As 
their presentation will explain, the aspiration of the working group is to produce the first 
multi-sector report in England which: 
ω provides a holistic and systematic overview of the implications of Brexit on a specific 

locality, and  
ω ǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳǎ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŀǎƪǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊƛǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ   
 
CCCU wishes to engage and consult with KMEP as a collective, as well as with the individual 
organisations and businesses represented on the board, on the production of the report 
before a potential launch at the House of Commons in mid/late November. 
 
The Board is: 
 

(i) Recommended to thank Dr Mark Hammond and Dr Amelia Hadfield for 
attending KMEP to provide their presentation (attached); 

(ii) Recommended to note the work underway and progress made to date; 
(iii) Invited to provide information to the report authors on the implications of 

Brexit experienced by your sector ς either during the presentation, or via email 
to amelia.hadfield@canterbury.ac.uk by 31st October; and 

 (iv) Asked to consider the future engagement of KMEP with the working group, 
with particular reference to the potential report launch at the House of 
Commons.  
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