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GREAT YARMOUTH ECONOMIC FORUM
21 March 2007 – 4.00 pm 
PRESENT:

C Hacon (GY PCT) (in the Chair); T Aydin (GY People), P Barry (Chamber of Commerce), J Best (EEEGR), Councillor B Collins (Norfolk County Council), M Gouldby (Great Yarmouth Port Users Association), Councillor C Reynolds (Greater Yarmouth Tourist Authority) and Councillor B Stone (Great Yarmouth Borough Council).
Mr R Lewin (Great Yarmouth Port Users Association) and Mr R Parkinson (Great Yarmouth College) attended by invitation.

A Carr, R Percy, D Stannard, P Warner, P Wright and S Davis (Great Yarmouth Borough Council Officials) and T Leonard (LSP Officer).


1.
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Apologies for absence were received from H Foale, T Gonzalez, R Hetherington, J Holt, R Jackson, I McCreadie, P Nathan, J Steward and C Williams. 
2.
MINUTES

The minutes of the meetings held on 7 December 2006 and 14 February 2007 were confirmed.

3.
MATTERS ARISING
It was noted that there were no matters arising.










4.
AREA ACTION PLAN - URC
Reference was made to the discussions at the last meeting in relation to the Area Action Plan, and the Head of Planning and Development reported that consultation on the Preferred Options was now closed and several substantial issues of concern had been expressed.  He understood that a summary of comments received would be produced by 1st East shortly.  The Area Action Plan would then be prepared for submission to the Secretary of State, followed by a six week consultation period before an “Examination in Public”.  He clarified that he would be presenting the outcomes of the consultation to the Borough Council before the document was submitted to the Secretary of State.  
It was reported that comments had been received from a developer who had felt threatened by 1st East and was being forced into accepting something that he did not want.  Clarification was sought on how the Area Action Plan could be submitted to the Secretary of State without details of the financial and “business case” of the proposals.  The Head of Planning and Development explained that the proposals had to be deliverable and he expected 1st East to demonstrate that each intervention project was both sound, in terms of robustness and deliverability, and viable in terms of infrastructure provision.  Reference was made to a timeline in which the proposals would be delivered and it was agreed that a copy would be circulated to Economic Forum Members, and a summary of consultation responses would be reported at a future meeting.
A comment was made that, despite widespread consultation, there still appeared to be a lot of negativity which could result in the URC being scrapped if it was perceived to have problems.  Councillor Stone added that no businesses should be disadvantaged and if they needed to be relocated they should be given an alternative which would be appropriate to their need.  He indicated that Compulsory Purchase Orders would be used as a very last resort.  He stressed that the URC was now at a critical stage and should be supported or it was likely to fold.  The Chairman reiterated that this Forum had supported the URC in principle and stressed that Members were entitled to challenge processes and procedures.  It was added that businesses wanted to put their points across and ensure that existing jobs were secured.  It was also stressed that businesses were supportive of regeneration but there were problems with the way in which the consultation process had been conducted.  The Forum noted for example that the Chamber of Commerce had written to 1st East in July regarding the economic justification of the proposals but had not yet received a response.  It was added that no-one affected by the proposals had been told what advantages there were for them.  The Head of Planning and Development reported that there might have to be some compromise in order to attain the aspirations and he requested further information from businesses if he was to help them with the process.  Councillor Stone indicated that English Partnerships might rejoin the partnership with funding and he reminded Members that positive steps had already been made towards the creation of the Breydon Marina.

RESOLVED:

That the Head of Planning and Development circulate a draft timeline for the proposals to Members.
5.
TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE 
The Forum received the Highways Agency’s letter which commented on suggestions made at a Gapton Hall Task Force Meeting on 9 November 2006.  Members also received a copy of an article in the Great Yarmouth Mercury requesting companies to join the Gapton Hall Roundabout Task Force.  The Head of Planning and Development reported that another meeting of the Gapton Hall Task Force would be held shortly and anyone with views were requested to submit them to him before the end of the week.  He clarified that the business community needed to demonstrate their concerns and as many comments as possible were needed to reinforce to the Highways Agency the problems being experienced.  A suggestion was made that copies of all the letters published in the Mercury over the last few months be sent to the Highways Agency as evidence, together with a copy of the petition being organised by Tony Wright MP. 

RESOLVED:


That a letter detailing this Forum’s concerns in relation to the roundabout be submitted to the Head of Planning and Development and each individual Member of the Forum be requested to also write to the Highways Agency as soon as possible.

6.
LOCAL AREA AGREEMENT
The LSP Officer reported that Local Area Agreements had identified four blocks and various targets which needed to be met.  Following the issue of the Local Government White Paper, it appeared that Local Area Agreements would be fundamentally different and could include the pooling of funds from all statutory agencies.  New guidance would be received in the Autumn with a view to the new Local Area Agreements commencing in 2008.
7.
LSP STRUCTURE
The Forum received the draft LSP Structure diagram which showed the various groups that were components of, or affiliated to, the LSP.  The LSP Officer added that the aim had been to try and link the themed fora to the County blocks, and it was proposed, therefore, that the Housing Action Group would be moved to Block 3 and the Financial Well-being Group moved to Block 4.  The Learning Forum had recognised the need for links to the Economic Forum, stressing that they did not just feed into Block 1.  The LSP Officer reported that, whilst there had previously been a recognition that the LSP was siloistic, it was now acknowledged that links needed to be made across the whole LSP.  He added that there was also a proposal that environmental issues be included in Block 4, however, the Environmental Forum did not want to be taken over by the Economic Forum.  It had been agreed that the two Fora could remain separate provided the linkages were apparent and there was more communication between the two.  
The Chairman reminded Members that the Economic Forum pre-dated the LSP and should not be clouded by other issues as it was more important to drive forward bigger initiatives.  He also drew attention to the LEGI Board, pointing out that the diagram showed that it was accountable to the LSP Board and not the Economic Forum.  Members were reminded that since the creation of the Learning Forum, this Forum had not focussed on learning and skills and it was suggested that only the Economic Forum was needed to drive this issue forward.  The LSP Officer also drew Members’ attention to external funding streams such as Cleaner Safer Greener, LEGI, NRF and Neighbourhood Management which all came through from the Local Area Agreement, which was why there was a need to ensure adequate financial governance arrangements were in place.  A suggestion was made that any decisions to change the structure be deferred until further guidance was received in relation to the new Local Area Agreement.

RESOLVED:

That no further action be taken at this time, however, Officers be asked to take on board the comments made, particularly in relation to the Learning and Skills issue.
8.
EMPLOYMENT ACTION PLAN
It was reported that the Employment and Skills Action Plan was being devised to match labour supply and demand.  Research was also being undertaken into the provision of training.

9.
LOCAL ENTERPRISE GROWTH INITIATIVE (LEGI)
The Forum received the latest update in relation to LEGI and it was noted that Richard Percy, Programme Manager, had been appointed on 1 March 2007.  It was reported that there had been five grant recipients since the last meeting, with grants totalling £2.165 million.  The grants covered 33 individual areas of the bid and some projects had already delivered outputs.  It was noted that a series of business awards, under the banner of the Spirit of Enterprise Awards, had been launched and would culminate in a black tie presentation night on 4 May 2007.  The Programme Manager reported that the Board’s main priority was the continued search for a suitable building for the enterprise hub and a number of options were being pursued.
10.
UPDATE ON BETTER FUTURES PROJECT
It was agreed that this item would be deferred to the next meeting.
11.
EEDA PROSPECTUS
The Economic Development Officer reported that EEDA had asked for physical regeneration activities, complementary to the Outer Harbour and 1st East, to be prioritised, eg seafront access, corridors between the Market Place and Runham Vauxhall, Beacon Park etc.  He clarified that this was about the physical appearance of the town and he would report back to a future meeting with further details.  Reference was made to the fact that Inspire East who were involved in the Parkway Project had asked for a copy of the town’s Master Plan, and it was suggested therefore that EEDA should be requested to provide resources to produce a document showing the wider vision for the town as this was clearly needed.
12.
UNEMPLOYMENT STATISTICS
The Unemployment Statistics dated February 2007 were noted and it was pointed out that there had been the first February fall in unemployment in five years.
13.
UPDATES ON MAJOR PROJECTS/SCHEMES
The Forum received details of major projects/schemes.  In relation to GYMI, it was noted that representatives would attend exhibitions in Houston and Milan in May, and that plans were well advanced for a major stand at Offshore Europe Aberdeen in September.  
With regard to the development of a casino in Great Yarmouth, it was noted that a decision on the report identifying the 17 Local Authorities would be taken simultaneously on the 28 March by the House of Lords and the House of Commons.  It was likely that either all 17 would be agreed or none at all.  A suggestion was made that a letter of support should be sent by this Forum to the House of Lords and Tony Wright.


RESOLVED:


That a letter of support from this Forum be sent to the House of Lords and Tony Wright MP in relation to the allocation of a large casino in Great Yarmouth.
14.
MINUTES FROM THE OTHER FORA
The minutes of the Social Forum of 30 November, Learning Forum of 6 December and Environmental Forum of 14 November 2006 and 23 January 2007 were received.
15.
DATE OF NEXT MEETING
It was agreed that the next meeting be held on 14 June 2007 at 4.00 pm.

16.
GREAT YARMOUTH PEOPLE/LSP CONFERENCE
The LSP Officer reported that the above Conference would be held on 24 March 2007 between 11.00 am and 4.00 pm.





































































17.
CLOSURE OF MEETING

The meeting ended at 5.45 pm. 





































































