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LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP:
INTERIM BOARD MEETING
24th January 2011: 2:30pm – 5:30pm
Hilton Dartford Bridge Hotel
Masthead Close, Crossways Business Park, Dartford, DA2 6QF

	Time
	Item
	Paper
	Outcome required

	2:30
	1. Introductions
Meeting Chair – George Kieffer
	None
	

	2:45
	2. Insight East presentation
Paper/presentation: an overview of the economic footprint of the LEP area
Insight East officer 
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	1. Presentation on the key economic features across the LEP area;
2. Questions and Discussion; and
3. Future economic analysis requirements

	3:15
	3. LEP Governance
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	1. Discussion on governance options;
2. Discussion on sub-structures in Greater Essex, Kent & Medway and East Sussex; and
3. Agreement to governance model for LEP


	4:15
	4. LEP work Programme
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	1. Consideration of the paper and discussion; and
2. Agreement to draft a full work programme for next board

	5:00
	5. EU Policy response
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	1. Consideration of the paper and discussion; and

2. Agreement to draft response

	5:20
	6. Next steps
	
	1. Recap on decisions;
2. Next steps and date of next meeting
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essex, kent and east sussex local enterprise partnershiP

ECONOMY BRIEFING

Key points from work to date: this is a draft economic briefing, drawing on working in progress to analyse the main aspects of economic performance for the Local Enterprise Partnership for Essex, Kent and East Sussex. 

Large economy employing 1.5 million, and with respectable rates of growth, but with economic output per capita significantly below the national average. The LEP area has a large economy (£62.3 billion economic output in 2008), with impressive growth rates in employment (7.1 per cent per year between 1997 and 2007). However, economic output per capita remains below the UK average – with no unitary or county area exceeding 83 per cent of the UK average GVA per capita.


Levels of enterprise formation are similar to the national average (43 enterprise units per 10,000 residents for the LEP area and nationally), although there are notably lower numbers of enterprises per capita in Medway and Thurrock. There were a total of 167,215 business units (businesses or branches VAT and/or PAYE registered) in the LEP area in 2009, equating to 43 local units per 1,000 residents – the same as the national average. Medway and Thurrock are substantially below the LEP and national average number of units per 1,000 residents. East Sussex and Essex have slightly above average levels of business units per resident.


Facing challenges of increase in dependent population (children and old people), The LEP area, like many other areas in the UK has a projected increase in population to 2031, including an increase in dependents (young or old people not of working age). Like many areas in Southern England, a larger cohort of ageing residents are being offset somewhat by rise in the numbers of young people. Analysis by local authority district or unitary area reveals that ageing is more significant some of the rural and coastal resort districts, particularly along the south coast.


Participation in the economy generally high. Economic activity rates are generally higher in the LEP area than in the UK (76.3 per cent) with only seven out of 32 districts having a lower rate. There is a concentration of low rates across northern Kent, Thanet in SE Kent, N.Essex and coastal East Sussex. Rates tend to be highest in districts with a more rural character.


There are relatively few concentrations of manufacturing. Compared with a UK average of 9.8 per cent only Swale (14.9 per cent), Harlow (14.1 per cent), Chelmsford (12.2 per cent) and Ashford (11.4 per cent) stand out as having the highest proportion of residents employed in manufacturing.


Distribution, retailing, hotels & catering account for almost one in five jobs in the UK (18.5 per cent). The influence of Lakeside and Blue Water shopping centres can be seen in high levels in Thurrock (24.8 per cent) and Dartford (21.5 per cent). High levels in other areas such as Eastbourne (25.8 per cent) and Tendring (22.0 per cent) are perhaps more influenced by tourism related factors.


Transport & communications account for 8.6 per cent of UK employment. There are a number of concentrations within the LEP area. These include: Braintree (16.5 per cent) and Thurrock (13.2 per cent).


Concentrations of financial & business services are almost double the UK average (16.1 per cent) in some districts such as Rochford (30.2 per cent) and Sevenoaks (30.1 per cent). However, only seven districts have over 15,000 employed residents in this sector: Medway (19,800), Chelmsford (17,500), Sevenoaks (17,200), Basildon (16,800), Southend (15,900), Maidstone (15,700) and Colchester (15,500).


Public services employment varies considerably across the LEP area. The highest levels of public sector employment in the LEP area are found in Hastings (28.3%) and Chelmsford (28%) - the average in England is 19.5%. The lowest levels of public sector employment in the LEP area are in Maldon (12.1%) Uttlesford (10.7%).


Relatively few districts have a higher proportion of people employed in managerial, professional and associate professional roles (‘knowledge economy workers’) than the UK average (44.1 per cent). The highest levels are in Colchester (51.0 per cent) and Lewes (50.4 per cent). Five districts are 10 percentage points behind the UK on this indicator – Thurrock (31.2 per cent); Dover (32.9 per cent); Thanet (33.0 per cent); Rochford (33.2 per cent); and Tendring (33.5 per cent).


Low skilled jobs – process, plant & machine operatives and elementary occupations – are a significant feature of many LEP local economies. The highest proportions of jobs in these roles are in Thurrock (28.3 per cent), Gravesham (26.5 per cent) and Braintree (25.5 per cent). These possibly reflect large retail centres in these districts and compare with a UK average of 17.9 per cent.


Earnings (gross weekly pay) are generally much higher in the EKES area on a residence basis than a workplace basis. This implies that out-commuters from the area are generally receiving higher wages than those on offer in local economies. Areas of low wage include coastal East Sussex, and other coastal areas across the LEP.

Qualifications are generally below the UK average in the LEP area. In the UK 29.8 per cent of the population aged 16-64 are qualified to NVQ4+. In the LEP area 10 districts exceed this level whilst 22 districts are below it. The highest levels are in Sevenoaks (44.6 per cent) and Uttlesford (40.1 per cent). The lowest levels are in Tendring (14.5 per cent) and Castle Point (15.6 per cent). Six out of the lowest scoring districts are in Essex. There are relatively low proportions of 16-64 population with NVQ4+ (at or above degree level or equivalent) qualifications in the Thames Gateway area. The highest proportions tend to be in the western parts of the area including parts of East Sussex (non coastal), Kent and Essex.


The LEP area compares a little better when assessing the percentage of the population aged 16-64 with no qualifications against the UK (12.6 per cent). On this basis 14 districts out-perform the UK. The weakest performing areas remain Castle Point (18.1 per cent) and Thurrock (17.3 per cent). Lewes (5.2 per cent), Uttlesford (6.0 per cent) and Tonbridge & Malling (6.1 per cent) all have less than half the proportion of non qualified people than the UK. The highest levels of people aged 16-64 with no qualifications tend to be the in Thames Gateway area and other parts of Essex.


Unemployment is below the UK average (8.0 per cent) in most districts. However, there is significant variation across the EKES area with the highest rates being four times greater than the lowest rates. Of the 11 districts with an unemployment rate above the UK average, six are in Kent. The highest rates are in: Gravesham (13.5 per cent); Harlow (12.9 per cent); and Shepway (12.2 per cent). Care should be taken in interpreting low unemployment rates as these are often based on very small sample sizes.


Districts with high unemployment rates tend to be among those with the highest numbers of Jobseekers’ Allowance claimants. However, there is not a perfect relationship. The highest claimant rate is in Hastings (5.4 per cent) followed by Thanet (5.0 per cent). The UK rate is 3.5 per cent. Hastings has the highest rate for men (8.1 per cent) and women (2.9 per cent). Generally, about seven out of ten claimants are men. About three in ten claimants are aged under 24. This varies from 33.8 per cent in Swale to 21.1 per cent in Tunbridge Wells. 

Significant and large rural area and population. 30.8 per cent of the LEP area population is classified as rural by DEFRA, accounting for 1,136,150 rural residents. Eight out of 32 of the LEP districts are over 50 per cent rural.

1. Economic growth

Overall in terms of GVA performance, there has been stronger growth than the national average over the decade, but economic output per head remains significantly below the UK average in many parts of the LEP area – with no unitary or county area exceeding 83 per cent of the national average.


The LEP area has experienced an average annual economic growth rate of 7.1 per cent between 1997 and 2008, slightly higher than the UK growth rate of 6.8 per cent. Within the LEP area, Essex (7.4 per cent) and Medway (7.5 per cent) have experienced the highest average annual economic growth rates, with Southend on Sea (5.9 per cent) and Thurrock (4.6 per cent) experiencing the lowest rates.

In terms of economic output per head, no area of the LEP met or exceeded the average UK GVA per head of £20,430. GVA per head was highest in Essex CC area (83.5 per cent of the UK average) and lowest in Medway (66.1 per cent of the UK average).


Overall in terms of GVA performance, there has been stronger growth than the national average over the decade, but economic output per head remains significantly below the UK average in many parts of the LEP area – with no unitary or county area exceeding 83 per cent of the national average.

Figure 1: Economic Output (GVA) at current basic prices

		

		Total GVA 2007

		GVA per head 2007

		Annual percentage growth 1997-2007

		2007 GVA per head as a percentage of UK GVA per head



		UNITED KINGDOM

		1245 735

		20 430

		6.8

		100.0



		England

		1045 257

		20 458

		6.9

		100.1



		East of England

		108 029

		19 083

		7.4

		93.4



		Essex

		28 349

		16 790

		7.3

		82.2



		Southend-on-Sea

		2 547

		15 728

		5.9

		77.0



		Thurrock

		2 358

		15 717

		4.6

		76.9



		Essex CC

		23 444

		17 032

		7.8

		83.4



		South East

		176 541

		21 248

		7.4

		104.0



		East Sussex CC

		7 460

		14 678

		6.6

		71.8



		Kent

		26 519

		16 102

		7.0

		78.8



		Medway

		3 405

		13 501

		7.5

		66.1



		Kent CC

		23 114

		16 573

		7.0

		81.1



		LEP Area

		62 328

		-

		7.1

		-





2. Employment

The LEP area has shown healthy levels of employment growth 1998-2008, although employment growth in Medway has been significantly below rates experienced by other areas and compared to the national average.


There are 1,449,600 employed in the Essex, Kent and East Sussex LEP area – representing 5.4 per cent of GB employment. Employment growth in the LEP area of 14.4 per cent between 1998 and 2008 exceeded the GB average of 9.5 per cent. Within the LEP area, employment growth in Medway, at 0.9 per cent over this period, was markedly lower than other LEP county/unitary areas and the national average rate of growth.

Figure 2: employment growth and total employment in the LEP area 1998-2008.

		Date

		Employment Growth 1998-2008

		 total employment 2008



		 

		percentage growth (per cent)

		total growth

		



		Essex

		17.0

		75,300

		517,900



		Southend-on-Sea

		11.8

		6,900

		65,300



		Thurrock

		11.1

		5,800

		58,400



		East Sussex

		14.6

		21,300

		167,900



		Kent

		14.8

		71,900

		556,200



		Medway

		0.9

		800

		84,000



		LEP area

		14.4

		182,000

		1,449,600



		England

		9.1

		1,918,700

		23,073,700



		Great Britain

		9.5

		2,322,200

		26,677,200





Source: ABI, ONS

3. Enterprise formation


Levels of enterprise formation are similar to the national average, although there are notably lower numbers of enterprises per capita in Medway and Thurrock.


There were a total of 167,215 business units (businesses or branches VAT and/or PAYE registered) in the LEP area in 2009, equating to 43 local units per 1,000 residents – the same as the national average. Medway and Thurrock are substantially below the LEP and national average number of units per 1,000 residents. East Sussex and Essex have slightly above average levels of business units per resident.


Figure 3: Numbers of enterprises in the LEP area

		

		Number of local units in Vat and/or PAYE based enterprises

		Number of local units per 1,000 residents



		East Sussex County

		23,780

		46



		Essex County

		62,375

		45



		Kent County

		61,205

		43



		Medway UA

		8,180

		32



		Southend-on-Sea UA

		6,640

		40



		Thurrock UA

		5,035

		32



		Essex, Kent and East Sussex LEP area

		167,215

		43



		ENGLAND

		2,237,555

		43



		UNITED KINGDOM

		2,634,795

		43





Source: calculated from UK Business 2009 (ONS), and ONS mid-year population estimates, 2009.


4. Population: workforce and dependency ratios

Population size

There were estimated to be 3.9 million residents in the LEP area in 2009.

Figure 5: Total population

		Area

		2009



		Essex

		1,399,000



		Southend-on-Sea

		164,200



		Thurrock

		157,200



		East Sussex

		512,100



		Kent

		1,411,100



		Medway

		254,800



		Essex, Kent and East Sussex LEP area

		3,898,400





Source: ONS Mid Year Estimates

Population ageing, dependency and the workforce


Overview of population change


The LEP area, like many other areas in the UK has a projected increase in population to 2031, including an increase in dependents (young or old people not of working age). Like many areas in Southern England, a larger cohort of ageing residents are being offset somewhat by rise in the numbers of young people.


What is of significance is the increase in the dependency ratio – that is, the share of total population accounted for by people aged 0-14 and 65+. This increases in every part of the LEP area.

Figure 6: Projected population change 2006-2031 in the Essex, Kent and East Sussex LEP area – comparing the working age population (15-64) to the dependent (0-14 and 65+) population
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Source: Calculated from ONS 2006-based subnational population projections

Figure 7: Dependency ratios (proportion of dependent population to total population) from official population projections


		Area

		Percentage of 0-15 and 65+ year olds as a share of total population



		

		2006

		2016

		2026

		2031



		East Sussex

		39.2 

		41.7 

		44.5 

		46.5 



		Essex

		35.0 

		37.6 

		39.5 

		40.7 



		Kent

		35.5 

		38.1 

		40.0 

		41.4 



		Medway

		32.7 

		35.4 

		37.6 

		38.8 



		Southend-on-Sea

		36.3 

		38.1 

		40.1 

		41.5 



		Thurrock

		33.0 

		34.9 

		35.9 

		36.8 



		England

		33.7 

		35.8 

		37.7 

		38.8 





Source: calculated using 2006-based Sub-National Population Projections, ONS. Note: calculated as the share of 0-14 year olds and 65+ population of the total population.


Local analysis of dependency ratios


Analysis by local authority district or unitary area reveals that dependency ratios (the population aged 65+ as a percentage of all aged 16+) tend to be highest in some of the rural and coastal resort districts, particularly along the south coast. The highest rate is in Rother (36.8 per cent) which contrasts with a UK rate of 19.6 per cent and the lowest rate in Thurrock (15.6 per cent). Dependency ratios are generally low within the Thames Gateway area.


Relatively few districts have a higher than UK average (14.8 per cent) proportion of 16-24 year olds among their working age population. Higher rates are heavily influenced by university locations – Canterbury (22.6 per cent), Colchester (17.5 per cent).


Figure 8: Map of proportion of population aged 65 and older in 2009/10
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5. Labour market and skills


participation in the economy


Economic activity rates are generally higher in the LEP area than in the UK (76.3 per cent) with only seven out of 32 districts having a lower rate. There is a concentration of low rates across northern Kent. Rates tend to be highest in districts with a more rural character.


· The highest rate is in Ashford (82.9 per cent) with the lowest in Castle Point (72.9 per cent).


· There is no clear inverse relationship between economic activity and unemployment. For example, Harlow has one of the highest activity rates (82.1 per cent) but also one of the highest unemployment rates (12.9 per cent).


The proportion of working age people with a disability varies considerably. The UK average is 19.1 per cent. The highest is Dover (30.8 per cent) and the lowest is Uttlesford (13.6 per cent). Generally, the highest rates are found in Kent.


Employment of residents by sector (residence based)


There are relatively few concentrations of manufacturing. Compared with a UK average of 9.8 per cent only Swale (14.9 per cent), Harlow (14.1 per cent), Chelmsford (12.2 per cent) and Ashford (11.4 per cent) stand out as having the highest proportion of residents employed in manufacturing.


Distribution, retailing, hotels & catering account for almost one in five jobs in the UK (18.5 per cent). The influence of Lakeside and Blue Water shopping centres can be seen in high levels in Thurrock (24.8 per cent) and Gravesham (21.5 per cent). High levels in other areas such as Eastbourne (25.8 per cent) and Tendring (22.0 per cent) are perhaps more influenced by tourism related factors.


Transport & communications account for 8.6 per cent of UK employment. There are a number of concentrations within the EKES area. These include: Braintree (16.5 per cent) and Thurrock (13.2 per cent).


Concentrations of financial & business services are almost double the UK average (16.1 per cent) in some districts such as Rochford (30.2 per cent) and Sevenoaks (30.1 per cent). However, only seven districts have over 15,000 employed residents in this sector: Medway (19,800), Chelmsford (17,500), Sevenoaks (17,200), Basildon (16,800), Southend (15,900), Maidstone (15,700) and Colchester (15,500).


Public services employment varies considerably across the LEP area. The highest levels are found in Thanet (46.7 per cent) and Dover (39.9 per cent). The UK average is 30.2 per cent. The lowest levels in the LEP area are Maldon (19.8 per cent) and Braintree (23.6 per cent).


Employment by occupation (workplace based)


Relatively few districts have a higher proportion of people employed in managerial, professional and associate professional roles (‘knowledge economy workers’) than the UK average (44.1 per cent). The highest levels are in Colchester (51.0 per cent) and Lewes (50.4 per cent).


Five districts are 10 percentage points behind the UK on this indicator – Thurrock (31.2 per cent); Dover (32.9 per cent); Thanet (33.0 per cent); Rochford (33.2 per cent); and Tendring (33.5 per cent).


Low skilled jobs – process, plant & machine operatives and elementary occupations – are a significant feature of many LEP local economies. The highest proportions of jobs in these roles are in Thurrock (28.3 per cent), Gravesham (26.5 per cent) and Braintree (25.5 per cent). These possibly reflect large retail centres in these districts and compare with a UK average of 17.9 per cent.


Figure 9: Map of percentage of residents in high skilled (SOC 1-3) occupations, 2009/10
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Source: Annual Population Survey (Apr 2009 – Mar 2010)


Earnings


Earnings (gross weekly pay) are generally much higher in the EKES area on a residence basis than a workplace basis. This implies that out-commuters from the area are generally receiving higher wages than those on offer in the EKES local economies. The largest discrepancy is Castle Point where residence based gross weekly pay exceeds workplace based pay by £150.20. There are also large discrepancies in Wealden (£130.20) and Brentwood (£129.00). Generally, discrepancies are largest in parts of East Sussex and Kent where commuting into London may be relatively high and therefore generating higher residence based earnings. In contrast, in Harlow, workplace based gross weekly pay exceeds residence based pay by £131.40 which implies that local people are not accessing the best paid jobs in the local economy. Dover (£30.20) and Eastbourne (£25.40) are the only other districts where workplace based pay significantly exceeds residence based pay. 


Figure 10: Map of median earnings in 2009
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Source: Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings 2009, ONS


Qualifications


Qualifications are generally below the UK average in the LEP area. In the UK 29.8 per cent of the population aged 16-64 are qualified to NVQ4+. In the LEP area 10 districts exceed this level whilst 22 districts are below it. The highest levels are in Sevenoaks (44.6 per cent) and Uttlesford (40.1 per cent). The lowest levels are in Tendring (14.5 per cent) and Castle Point (15.6 per cent). Six out of the lowest scoring districts are in Essex. 


There are relatively low proportions of 16-64 population with NVQ4+ (at or above degree level or equivalent) qualifications in the Thames Gateway area. The highest proportions tend to be in the western parts of the region including parts of East Sussex, Kent and Essex.


The LEP area compares a little better when assessing the percentage of the population aged 16-64 with no qualifications against the UK (12.6 per cent). On this basis 14 districts out-perform the UK. 


The weakest performing areas remain Castle Point (18.1 per cent) and Thurrock (17.3 per cent). Lewes (5.2 per cent), Uttlesford (6.0 per cent) and Tonbridge & Malling (6.1 per cent) all have less than half the proportion of non qualified people than the UK.


The highest levels of people aged 16-64 with no qualifications tend to be the in Thames Gateway area and other parts of Essex.


Figure 11: Map of percentage of population aged 16-64 with NVQ4 or equivalent or higher qualifications in 2009

[image: image5.jpg]ESSEX, KENT AND EAST SUSSEX LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP
Per cent of population aged 16 - 64 with NVQ4 or hgher n 2003

insightcost

Legend
(per cent)

UK average = 29.8% LONDON
Mlt4s - 201
E20.2 - 27.0

W27 -31.4
315 - 448

ot st s 2010

@ CromnCopyign. At rseni, S50
G Sy fns s 0035108 0

S Ay Pofilaton S o 200 o 209






Source: Annual Population Survey Jan 2009 to Dec 2009, ONS


6. Unemployment


Unemployment is below the UK average (8.0 per cent) in most districts. However, there is significant variation across the EKES area with the highest rates being four times greater than the lowest rates. Of the 11 districts with an unemployment rate above the UK average, six are in Kent. The highest rates are in: Gravesham (13.5 per cent); Harlow (12.9 per cent); and Shepway (12.2 per cent). Care should be taken in interpreting low unemployment rates as these are often based on very small sample sizes.


Districts with high unemployment rates tend to be among those with the highest numbers of Jobseekers’ Allowance claimants. However, there is not a perfect relationship. The highest claimant rate is in Hastings (5.4 per cent) followed by Thanet (5.0 per cent). The UK rate is 3.5 per cent. Hastings has the highest rate for men (8.1 per cent) and women (2.9 per cent). Generally, about seven out of ten claimants are men.


About three in ten claimants are aged under 24. This varies from 33.8 per cent in Swale to 21.1 per cent in Tunbridge Wells. 

The likelihood of joining the JSA claimant count varies significantly by district. The UK average is for 10.7 economically active per 1,000 to join the count each month. Most districts in the EKES have a lower likelihood than this. The lowest rates are in Wealden (4.9 per mil) and Sevenoaks (5.1 per mil). The highest rates are in Thanet (14.6 per mil) and Hastings (12.9 per mil).


Off-flows are much more consistent. Most districts are within 2.0 percentage points of the UK average (22.1 per cent of JSA claimants leave the count each month). The lowest rate is Hastings (17.1 per cent) and the highest is Tunbridge Wells (27.9 per cent).

Figure 12: Map of claimant unemployment rates in October 2010
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Source: ONS

DWP benefits


When the analysis is broadened to include all recipients (aged 16-64) of DWP out of work related benefits a similar picture emerges to that of unemployed claimants. Only seven districts have a higher proportion of 16-64 year olds claiming DWP out of work benefits than the GB average (4.7 per cent). 


The highest rates are in Hastings (7.2 per cent) and Thanet (6.1 per cent). Three out of five East Sussex districts are in the ‘top eight’ in the EKES are – Eastbourne (5.0 per cent) and Rother (4.5 per cent). The lowest rate is in Uttlesford (1.8 per cent).


Vacancies


Nationally there are about 3 JSA claimants to every Jobcentre Plus vacancy. Just over half of districts in the EKES area have a claimant/ vacancy ratio lower than this. The lowest ratio is in Dartford (0.8). The highest ratios are in Hastings (10.8%), Shepway (7.8 per cent) and Thanet (7.7 per cent). 


The types of Jobcentre Plus vacancies available varies across the EKES area. Nationally, one in six (16.7 per cent) of Jobcentre Plus vacancies are in managerial, professional and associate professional occupations (SOC 1-3). This proportion was one in five or higher in nine districts in the EKES area. Dover is something of an outlier at 50.9 per cent. (This is based on one month’s data and a more thorough analysis is required before further conclusions are drawn) Of the remaining eight districts, which range from 21.7 per cent (Ashford) to 26.7 per cent (Maldon), five are in Essex.


The lowest proportion of higher skilled vacancies is found in Tonbridge & Malling (10.0 per cent). However, the next three lowest areas are all coastal resorts: Tendring (11.5 per cent); Hastings (11.9 per cent); and Eastbourne (12.3 per cent).


There is not a perfect inverse relationship between low proportions of high skilled vacancies and high proportions of low skilled vacancies although Tonbridge & Malling (65.7 per cent) does have the highest proportion of low skilled vacancies. There is also no clear urban typology. The districts with the highest proportions of low skilled vacancies include: Thurrock (54.1 per cent); Canterbury (46.6 per cent); and Eastbourne (46.0 per cent).


7. Rurality

30.8 per cent of the LEP area population is classified as rural by DEFRA, accounting for 1,136,150 rural residents. Eight out of 32 of the LEP districts are over 50 per cent rural.

Out of the 1,136,150 rural residents, DEFRA estimates that:

· 749,312 Live in Rural Towns (including Large Market Town population)


· 330,751 live in Villages


· 140,887 are dispersed


_1356784779.doc
Contribution of the Kent, Greater Essex and East Sussex Local Enterprise Partnership to the consultation on the conclusions of the Fifth Cohesion Report on ‘Economic, social and territorial cohesion: the future of cohesion policy’

Introduction

The Kent, Greater Essex and East Sussex Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) comprising the three counties of Kent, Essex and East Sussex and the three Unitary authorities of Medway, Southend on Sea and Thurrock has a population of 3.9 million – larger than any UK city region outside London – Equal to Berlin, bigger than Madrid or Rome and more than Paris, Lyon and Marseille combined - and is home to over 130,000 businesses. 

Their ports are critical to the UK and their strategic location between London, the markets of mainland Europe and the rest of the world, is of national importance. The LEP has huge potential to harness the opportunities presented by the Thames Gateway, coastal regeneration, and the large rural economy; however economic output per head currently remains significantly below the UK average – with no unitary or county area exceeding 83 per cent of the national average. 


The LEP will use its scale to secure maximum private/public sector leverage, provide capacity for devolution of powers, public funding and programmes and generate real impetus for economic growth.   

· Bring forward key locations for job creation 


· Focus on nationally significant transport links needed to support growth 


· Promote investment in our cities and towns and in our rural communities (including rural broadband)


· Support inward investment and job creation


· Set a new, streamlined framework for business support


· Ensure that businesses have the skilled workforces that they need to compete, building a new relationship between our seven universities, colleges, businesses and local authorities

Many of the joint objectives of the Kent, Greater Essex and East Sussex LEP are already supported by the current EU Structural Funds programmes, such as Interreg, for which all partners are eligible.  These include promoting entrepreneurship, skills development, growth and job creation and improving accessibility.


Together we have a wealth of experience of EU Structural Funds including ESF, ERDF under the European Competitiveness and Employment Programmes, transnational ESF and the co-operational programme in the 2007-2013 programme and in previous programmes.  In 1991 Kent became the first county in mainland Britain to be eligible for Interreg cross-border funding working with its partners in Nord-Pas de Calais.


The European Commission’s current consultation on its Fifth Cohesion Report seeks views on the reform of EU cohesion policy and the Structural Funds after 2013.  The Report emphasises in particular the need to strengthen the role of local organisations in both the policy dialogue and implementation of cohesion policy.  


The Kent, Greater Essex and East Sussex Local Enterprise Partnership welcomes this opportunity to respond to the question of how the EU's cohesion policy should adapt to new challenges and how its delivery can be improved in order to maximise its impact in the future. 


This consultation therefore provides an important opportunity for the LEP both to influence the debate and to give an early demonstration of the stronger role to be played by UK local authorities and the LEPs in shaping, managing and delivering future EU Structural Funds programmes.

Alignment to EU 2020

Cohesion policy should reflect the priorities of Europe 2020 for ‘Smart, Sustainable and Inclusive growth’, but within the context of the needs of local areas. This is especially relevant for territorial co-operation programmes given their particular role in promoting local cross border development.


The LEP welcomes the recognition of the need for a universally ‘placed-based’ approach to the allocation of future structural funds and calls for a greater involvement of local authorities and partners in the forthcoming consultations and negotiation on the future of the cohesion policy and its associated operational programmes. Bearing in mind that the Coalition Government has abolished Regional Government Offices and the Regional Development Agencies, it is even more important that local authorities and the new Local Enterprise Partnerships are included in consultations.

We support the development of a common strategic framework (CSF) covering the Cohesion Fund, the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Fisheries Fund. This is an important starting point to ensure consistency and complementarity between the funds and should go some way to ensuring that the funds work better together on the ground and thereby add value to each other.  


There is a great risk if Cohesion Policy were to form part of a contract only between the Member States and the EU, such that the local, sub regional and regional dimension would be lost.  There can only be contracting around Cohesion Policy if all levels are directly involved and have a role in shaping the terms of the contract and a role in delivery; in line with the Commission’s own wish for the strengthening of the partnership principle and indeed in line with the UK Coalition Government’s own ‘Localism Agenda’, there needs also to be a role for the sub-national and sub-regional levels in this process.  On this basis this LEP is against any ‘nationalisation’ of Cohesion Policy.  


Thematic Concentration and Innovation


Concentration is certainly a sensible approach, especially for Member States with small programmes.  Priority areas, such as carbon reduction, which impact at all levels should be included in an obligatory list of thematic priorities in the cohesion policy.  Not only for the positive impact on the global environment but in order for businesses to avail of the potential energy savings and business opportunities of the market for low carbon products and services. EU added value and value for money should be at the core of prioritization.


Other priority themes should include innovation, skills and social inclusion.  The concentration of the funding should however take place at programme level, thus small programmes should be allowed to choose a limited number of priorities from an EU level ‘menu’ linked to needs and opportunities of its territory.  National thematic programmes will much reduce the territorial dimension to be reflected in the investments.  


Looking forward to the next programme period, Structural Funds should continue to be able to support high growth SMEs with universities, large businesses and the public sector through, for example, innovation hubs.  This will be increasingly important as national funding for enterprise support is cut. In addition the need to support the creation of new business, particularly where there are barriers to enterprise creation including lack of relevant skills and reduced access to finance needs to be a consideration.

Whilst we agree that certain priorities should be obligatory, such thematic concentration should not prohibit regions from funding innovative projects and tackling issues specific to their localities. Consequently, we would support the proposal to re-introduce innovative actions for both domestic programmes as well as in the co-operation strand.  As suggested by Barca in his 2009 report, 1% of the budget should be allocated to innovative territorial actions – where potential failure due to the very innovative nature of these projects is not seen as a reason for ‘claw back’.


In addition Cohesion should not be the only tool for the achievement of EU 2020 and improved co-ordination between Cohesion and other sectoral policies e.g. energy, transport, communication, environment, social affairs, enterprise and innovation, should be used linking them to the Flagship Initiatives of Europe 2020.  Finally there are opportunities to link Cohesion to the ‘Innovation Union’ by capturing developments within the social networking and the digital agendas.


Territorial Approach


The Fifth Cohesion Report emphasises the need to enhance the added value of cohesion policy. Stronger priority should therefore be given to territorial co-operation after 2013, as a clear example of how the EU can add value to national initiatives.

Co-operation across borders and between Member States and regions, enabling different territorial areas of Europe to work together on key common issues is a prime means of promoting and enhancing the priorities of Europe 2020 by encouraging the exchange of knowledge, skills and innovation across the EU.


Thus it can be recognised that the co-operation objective provides robust European added value; this should be reflected in a larger budgetary allocation for the co-operation objective.


The European Social Fund (ESF) and the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)

The ESF is a key part of the Europe 2020 strategy for jobs and smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. It supports the EU's goal of increasing employment by giving unemployed and disadvantaged people the training and support they need to enter jobs. ESF also equips the workforce with the skills needed by business in a competitive global economy.  It is therefore essential that ESF is realigned with these objectives at a national and subregional level. In relation to supporting the unemployed and disadvantaged where ESF is mainly used in support of national programmes this fails to take account of the diverse needs and the actual complementary people support infrastructures that exist at local level; it is therefore essential that ESF is designed to take account of this and has sufficient inbuilt flexibility to allow for fit with locally identified priorities for intervention.  It should also be recognised that skills must have some fit with local business demand (not just global) and that these may not be the same as identified at a national level or EU level.  


As long as ESF remains a nationally determined programme and ERDF sub nationally (as for example in the Competitiveness  Programme) the degree with which they can complement each other is compromised thereby losing added value in both. Within the SE Competitiveness Programme there has often been an obvious need for training as part of the programme which could not be fulfilled as ESF did not cover the type of training required, and was therefore out of sync with the ERDF objectives; greater locally determined flexibility to allow joined up activity is needed.  Similarly in the East of England, the targeting of the funds as set down in the National ESF operational programme did not reflect the needs locally.  For example on skills, the maximum flexibilities were applied in the regional framework to provide level 3 skills and above, as demanded by employers as lower level skills attainment are less problematic as in other parts of the UK.  Instead, the region lags behind the national attainment for Level 3 and Level 4. It would have been helpful therefore to have allocated a greater proportion of ESF expenditure to supporting medium to higher level skill attainment to reflect the local needs.

Finally, engagement of the voluntary sector, organizations closest to the needs at the territorial level, has been made more difficult due to the increase in the size of projects.  However the small Innovation Transnational and Mainstreaming pot of money has provided a route in once again for the Voluntary sector to address those furthest from the labour market and those hardest to reach.  A better balance between small scale operations, global grants as well as larger strategic projects is needed. 


Financial Instruments


Europe 2020 includes a proposal to design new financing instruments (such as combining grants and loans) in cooperation with the European Investment Bank /European Investment Fund as a key means of supporting the objectives and themes of its strategy and increasing the life of EU Funds. In the 2007-2013 programming period this was a welcome innovation.  Using structural funds to create revolving investment funds for example is an effective way to increase the size and reach of a programme.  

Councils in the Kent, Greater Essex and East Sussex area investigated the potential use of existing EU financing instruments such as JESSICA to support regeneration and development in the county. However this has been hampered by the fact that these instruments make use of the Structural Funds allocations only via the Managing Authorities. In this programming period the managing authorities in England generally did not have the capacity, expertise or indeed the scale of operation required to manage such programmes.  On the other hand many large local authorities and other bodies (which could include LEPs) have the necessary scale of operation as well as capacity and experience but would be precluded from becoming involved if not designated Managing Authorities under current guidance.  More flexibility is required in the next programming period to ensure that the most appropriate organisations can avail of such instruments.

A results-orientated approach


We agree that higher quality, better functioning monitoring and evaluation systems are crucial to achieving a more results-oriented approach to cohesion policy. We support the setting of measurable targets and outcome indicators, the use of ex-ante evaluations, impact evaluations and plans for the obligatory on-going evaluation of each programme. However the measurements need to be meaningful; qualitative in addition to the quantitative measurements. 


In addition to core, high level results, local actors should be allowed to design and agree their own local results based upon SMART Outcomes, which fulfil local needs and are also aligned to and help achieve cohesion policy objectives.


As part of this the flexibility to use devolved programme packages to achieve a robust reflection of sub national area needs and opportunities should be part of the considerations.


Strengthening of the partnership principle and increased involvement of local and civil society stakeholders


We agree that partnership working between the EU, national, regional and local levels is essential for the effective implementation of Europe 2020 and, where possible, to add strength.  Local and civil society stakeholders should be involved from the outset in both the identification of programme priorities and involved in both programme development and management. In England, LEPs should also be recognised as key stakeholders.

This bottom-up approach reflects the new localism agenda in the UK.  It ensures that decisions and prioritisation reflects the territorial reality.  In particular, our experience shows that local actors are best placed to comment on the impact of the programmes and to identify aspects of their implementation and direction which could be improved.  To this end, we would support the reinforcement of local development approaches that support active inclusion, foster social innovation, develop innovation strategies and design schemes for the regeneration of deprived areas.


Our experience of the current period is that arrangements made at national level for programme development and committee representation did not make sufficient use of the expertise available at local level or take account of democratic constituencies.  Additionally, decisions on regional programme direction were often very closely aligned to activity supported by core mainstream budget; this reduced a locality’s ability to flex programmes to better fit with local priorities, reduced innovation potential and reduced the added value that EU funds are intended to bring.


The emergence of Local Enterprise Partnerships to take on many of the functions of Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) further reinforces the need for a strong role for local authorities and business in shaping future programmes.


Recognition of the important role of local and civil society partners should not end with representation on PMCs for the regional competitiveness and employment programmes and their successors post 2013, but it is equally important that they are represented on the PMCs of the co-operation programmes.


Reflecting new subnational structures


We welcome the reference in the conclusions of the 5th Cohesion Report to geographical flexibility to allow for functional economic areas to be able to work under a single operational programme rather than divided by an arbitrary NUTS1 spatial map.  A single strategic approach at the most appropriate level will recognise that many issues and challenges do not match administrative boundaries, e.g. transport and land use planning, labour markets, water supply, waste disposal, etc; clusters, for example, are better managed at a larger geographical scale, whereas community regeneration is better organised at a neighbourhood level. Therefore this flexible approach would greatly assist a local authority, which needs to serve all of its local community and business stakeholders.


This is especially helpful in the context of the new Local Enterprise Partnerships in England which replace the regional administrative level which previously mapped onto the NUTS1 geography.  These new partnerships must be engaged from the first instance in the shaping of future programmes and considered as operational partners during the planning and implementation phase for the new programmes post 2013.
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		Item 6



		Report to the Kent and Greater Essex and East Sussex Local Enterprise Partnership



		



		

		  24 January 2011 



		Subject:

		Consultation on the conclusions of the fifth report on economic, social and territorial cohesion: The future of cohesion policy



		Report by:

		Sarah Murray, East of England European Partnership Brussels Office



		

		



		Purpose

To present members of the LEP a draft response to the European Commission’s consultation on the Fifth Cohesion Report for sign off.  

Recommendation

It is recommended that members debate and finalise the draft consultation response for agreement.







1. Introduction 


In November, the Commission published the 5th Report on Economic, Social and Territorial Cohesion (COM(2010)642 final) and with it launched the consultation on the orientations of the EU structural funds programmes for after 2013.  This consultation closes on 31 January 2011.


The draft response, as set out in the annex has been prepared by officers from the East of England Brussels Office, Kent County Council and East Sussex Council. As LEPs may play a significant role in structural fund programmes post 2014, the aim of this consultation response is to ensure that the LEP’s viewpoint is heard in this key debate.  In addition, it is important that the Commission begins to have a dialogue directly with LEPs and gains an understanding of their role.

2. Value of EU Structural Funds


In the East of England, the main EU structural fund programmes, the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the European Social Fund (ESF) is worth over £300 million for the 2007-2013 period. In the South East of England, the two programmes are together worth some £210.5 million.  In addition Kent, Greater Essex and East Sussex have access to 5 European Territorial co-operation programmes, also funded by the ERDF which to date have supported a wide range of key local authority priorities.

3. Summary of the draft response

The Kent, Greater Essex and East Sussex Local Enterprise Partnership: 


· welcomes this opportunity to contribute to the debate on the future of structural funds;

· reminds the European Commission that while alignment of structural funds to the overarching EU2020 strategy is important, any contracting on structural funds must include the local level for both shaping and delivery;

· is against any ‘nationalisation’ of cohesion policy, including the ERDF.


· agrees that concentration of EU funds is a sensible approach and suggests investments should be focussed on carbon reduction, innovation, skills and social inclusion


· supports an allocation for innovative territorial actions of 1% of the budget

· calls for a greater budgetary allocation to the ‘Cooperation’ (Interreg) objective;


· highlights the importance of ESF but underlines the importance of ensuring that local needs can be met through local prioritisation;


· calls for financial instruments to be accessible by local authorities who often have more capacity and experience to manage revolving investment funds than some of the managing authorities have had to date;


· agrees that a higher quality monitoring and evaluation system for structural funds is essential to achieving a more results-oriented approach, however the measurements must be qualitative as well as the quantitative as measures that are currently in place.  Local actors needs to be involved in the design of the measurements;

· reminds the Commission of the importance of the partnership principle and the involvement of local and civil society stakeholders including business voices in the design and implementation of structural fund programmes;


· calls on the Commission to ensure that such local stakeholders, including representatives of new local enterprise partnerships are adequately represented on programme committees both now and for programmes post 2013;


· welcomes the reference in the Cohesion Report to geographical flexibility to allow functional economic areas to be able to work with structural funds rather than divided by arbitrary statistical maps. Especially in England where there are no longer administrations which map against the EU’s regional statistical map (known as NUTS1) and the new local enterprise partnerships which do not map with the EU’s sub-regional statistical maps either

4.
Next steps


The European Commission will draft legislative proposals in the spring having considered the responses to the consultation.  These draft regulations will be discussed and agreed jointly between the European Parliament and the European Council.  


This LEP will continue to receive regular updates.



		Contact: Sarah Murray 




		+32 2 289 1200

		sarah.murray@east-of-england.eu  





Recommendation



It is recommended that members discuss, amend and finalise the draft consultation response.
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Agenda Item 4: Towards a work programme for the LEP 


1. Purpose


This paper provides background for discussion by the Interim Board of the role and potential activity of the new Local Enterprise Partnership over the coming months. It summarises the key themes set out in the earlier LEP proposals for the area, identifies common issues and principles and sets out a series of questions to support discussion.


2. Background


Following the Government’s decision to create Local Enterprise Partnerships, local partners submitted three separate proposals for LEPs covering Kent and Greater Essex, Kent and Medway and East Sussex. Recognising the links between them, an outline proposal for a single LEP combining the three was subsequently submitted and approved in principle by Government in October. 

3. The rationale for a strategic LEP

The rationale for the joint LEP noted in particular the concentration of opportunities for economic growth within the area (especially within the Thames Gateway, Growth Areas and Growth Points); and the national importance of its transport infrastructure; and the common challenges and opportunities faced by our coastal communities and extensive rural economies. In addition, Greater Essex, Kent and Medway and East Sussex combined potentially offers the size and scale to make a case for the devolution of additional powers and resources and to develop a new strategic relationship between business and local government. 


Within the three earlier proposals, there was an emphasis on the LEP as strategic and focused on key priorities where working together adds significant value. This implies a high degree of subsidiarity, with delivery via local partnerships and organisations appropriate to local needs. 


4. Common issues


It will clearly be for the Interim Board (and later the full Board) to determine where the priority areas for joint action lie. But within the Kent and Greater Essex, Kent and Medway and East Sussex proposals, there are some common themes, focused around our ability as partners in the LEP to find new solutions to our key challenges. In particular, the three proposals focused on: 


Infrastructure for business growth


· Developing creative solutions to secure high-speed broadband connectivity 


· Making better use of public assets to unlock delivery

· Making use of innovative financing solutions to bring forward strategic sites 

· Promoting a strategic approach to transport infrastructure, including planning for the delivery of long-term schemes and prioritising targeted medium-term investments to unlock growth


Investment for job creation


· Developing collaboration between our inward investment services 


· Maximising our ability to secure and the effectiveness of European funding

· Promoting opportunities in growth sectors where local government, business and the further and higher education system can make a real contribution


Skills for economic growth


· Supporting a strategic dialogue with employers on the skills they need

· Bringing together our universities across the LEP area, drawing on knowledge of business demand to inform provision 


· Improving the vocational skills offer through a stronger business voice

Innovation and business support


· Developing a more streamlined business support system 

· Supporting a positive approach to business development, reducing regulatory burdens and duplication between public agencies


5. Questions for discussion

While the three original LEP proposals had significant similarities in their objectives, making England’s largest LEP a success is likely to require it to be even more focused and strategic. In thinking about a future work programme, some questions for the Interim Board to consider include: 


· Where can the LEP add greatest value? What should the LEP seek to do at strategic level, and what should be determined locally? 


· Where should we focus our efforts in lobbying for additional resources, freedoms and flexibilities? 


· How can we make the most of the business expertise engaged via the LEP to inform priorities and new solutions for delivery across the LEP area? 


· What needs to change to deliver new job opportunities in Kent & Medway, Greater Essex and East Sussex? What will be the role of the LEP in facilitating that? 


· What capacity support needs to exist to co-ordinate the activities of the LEP and bring forward joint activities? How should this be resourced? 


· How should the LEP Board plan its future discussions so that they address the critical areas in which the LEP can add value? 


6. Recommendations and next steps

The Interim Board is recommended to consider where the LEP can add greatest value and where its initial focus should lie. On the basis of discussions at the Interim Board, it is recommended that the Board consider the preparation of an initial work programme, to be brought in draft to the next meeting of the Interim Board for discussion. 

Ross Gill


Kent County Council


01622 221312; Ross.gill@kent.gov.uk
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LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP: 
DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE


1. Role of the LEP


1.1. The Kent and Medway, Greater Essex and East Sussex Local Enterprise Partnership (the LEP) is a strategic body which brings together the public and private sectors to support the economic growth of its constituent areas. 


It will: 


a) Progress priorities of cross-border economic importance where there is real synergy and added value in working together;


b) Support the conditions through which a more creative, responsive and flexible working relationship can exist between business and local government at all levels; 


c) Seek resources, freedoms and flexibilities to progress strategic priorities.


1.2. In pursuit of this strategic role, the LEP may act as a conduit for economic intelligence, identify priorities and endorse and support projects. 


2. Legal status


2.1. The LEP is an informal partnership. It does not have legal status to enter into contracts (including to act as accountable body in its own right for funding). 

3. Subsidiarity


3.1. The LEP operates on the basis of subsidiarity. This means that decisions should be taken at the practical level closest to the communities and businesses affected by those decisions. 


The LEP therefore: 


a) only considers priorities consistent with 1.2(a); 


b) devolves responsibility for funding and delivery to local partners as appropriate. 


3.2. The LEP does not seek to establish a uniform sub-structure. Rather, it recognises that partners may come together in a variety of forms to address particular issues, and that these may change over time. 


4. LEP Board


4.1. The LEP is governed by a Board.


Interim Board membership


4.2. The Interim Board comprises 44 members, composed of: 


a) Business representatives: 19.  These shall be chosen by each of the three areas as follows: 


· Greater Essex: 



7  (including one per sub-region)

· Kent & Medway:


7


· East Sussex: 



5


Each of the three areas shall determine their own processes for selection of representatives. Business representation shall include the chair. 


b) Local government representatives: 19. These shall be chosen as follows: 


· East Sussex County Council: 

1


· Essex County Council:


1


· Kent County Council:


1


· Medway Council:


1


· Southend-on-Sea Borough Council:
1


· Thurrock Council:


1


· East Sussex Districts:


4


· Essex District/Boroughs:

4

· Kent District/Boroughs:


5


Each of the three county areas shall determine their own processes for the selection of District representatives. 


The Local Authority representatives should be Members and should either be the Leader/Deputy Leader/Portfolio Holder of their authority.  


d) Higher education: 3, to be determined by the higher education institutions 

e) Further education: 3, to be determined by the further education institutions


Chair


4.3. In time the LEP Board will have a private sector Chair elected by a clear majority of the Board.  The Chair will serve no more than two years in any one term and no more than two terms.


Meetings and secretariat


4.4. The Board will meet no more than six times per annum and not less than three times.  The location of the meetings will rotate between the six upper tier areas.


4.5. The agenda for LEP meetings will be agreed by Board members and made available to local partners for further suggestions one week before the meeting.


4.6. Board meetings will be supported by local partners within the area in which the meeting is held (NB: for the first meeting of the Interim Board, Essex County Council has offered secretariat services). 


Decision making


4.7. The Board seeks to make decisions by consensus. Should a vote be required, it will be done on a simple majority basis. 


Sub-groups


4.8. Where required, the Board can initiate Task and Finish Groups to undertake bespoke pieces of work for the furtherance of the economic growth of the LEP area.


NB: This outline “aunt sally” model is deliberately designed to stimulate debate and discussion amongst partners to ensure that an agreed model for future LEP Board meetings can be arrived at. It is recognised that this may or may not be the most appropriate structure going forward. To that end a range of alternative possibilities are outlined below.


For Decision:

Board Structure


There are a number of givens: the board must be 50% business and must include each tier one Council across the LEP geography.  It is also the will of business to ensure a practical and streamlined board structure at the LEP level. It is thought important that the social enterprise sector is included.

The Interim Board structure currently comprises 44 individual partners.  Therefore, the Interim Board is asked to decide between one of the following options:


Option 1 – that the composition of the Board remains as it is currently proposed, namely 19 business representatives, 6 upper tier authorities, 13 boroughs and districts, 9 HE and FE representatives.  The business of the Board will be agreed and decided upon by all of the representatives with the only delegated authority to ‘task and finish’ groups.  The agenda, papers and all matters pertaining to the Board will be agreed by all the members of it.


Option 2 – the creation of an Executive Board that will decide upon agenda items and direct partner resources to issues with the wider Board acting as the final decision-making function on all activity.  The Executive Board will have no delegated power to make decisions on any issues other than the content of the agenda and the accompanying work.  The composition of the Executive Board is to be agreed should this option be progressed.


Option 3 – the voluntary reduction in numbers of the LEP Board.  The constitution of the LEP Board could be, for example, 12 business, 6 upper tier authorities, 3 boroughs and districts, 3 HE/FE representatives – making a board of 24. (NB:  this figure could still reduce but is for the Interim Board to decide.)

Secretariat

Whatever the composition of the LEP Board, there is a requirement for a secretariat function to be fulfilled.  There are, again, three options for discussion:


Option 1 – that the private sector Chair of the LEP Board provides the secretariat function as part of the role.


Option 2 – the secretariat function is provided by one of the partners as agreed by the Board members.


Option 3 – a separate secretariat function is created comprising the recruitment/secondment of a staff member to bring together the dates of the LEP Board meetings, book venues, take minutes and coordinate the agenda and information items as well as, potentially, act as the conduit for the public and private sector members.

These options are put forward to stimulate debate.


East Sussex CC, Essex CC, Kent CC, Medway Council, Southend on Sea Borough Council and Thurrock Council

29th November 2010

PAGE  

4




