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MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD  
HELD ON TUESDAY 7 JULY 2015 

PRESENT:  
Steve Lamb (SL) (Chairman) Private Sector Director 
Anne Murdoch (AM) (Deputy Chairman)  Education Sector Director 
David Gillham (DG) Education Sector Director 
Keith Baker (KB) Local Authority Director  

(Berkshire Leaders’ Group) 
Nick Carter (NC) Local Authority Director  

(Berkshire Chief Executives’ Group)  
Katharine Horler (KH) Community Sector Director 
Emma Gibson (EG) Private Sector Director 
John Weaver (JW) Private Sector Director 
Tim Smith (TS) CEO 
Chris Green SQW 
Christine Doel SQW 
STAFF:  
Abby Lacey (ASL) Office Manager 
Frances Campbell Programmes Manager 
APOLOGIES:  
David Knowles-Leak (DKL) Private Sector Director 
 
1. Standing Items of Business 
 
1.1 The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting and noted apologies. 
 
1.2 The minutes of the previous meeting were agreed as accurate.  
 
1.3 There were no changes to the company's statutory books. 
 
2. LEP Funding – re-setting the scene 
 
2.1 Directors considered a paper setting out an overview of the LEP’s funding streams. They 

acknowledged that although one function of the LEP is to act as a funding body, this is not and 
should not be seen as its primary function. It was therefore agreed that the LEP’s very strict 
criteria for the allocation of funds should be made even more explicit on the website and in 
any related correspondence, which should be standardised where possible. It was reiterated 
that a key tenet of this criteria is alignment with the SEP and that as such, interventions will 
always be targeted in order to add value.  

 
 In noting the need to invest the final £1.5m of Growing Places Funds (GPF), directors agreed 

that this should be considered for any appropriate projects proposed for the Growth Deal 
(GD) 3 pipeline. The Board cautioned against the mooted option of a capital purchase while 
acknowledging the need to strike a balance between risk and innovation, in trying to generate 
income from its various funding streams. In this regard, it endorsed the need to develop a 
strategy to cover the costs of Local Growth Funds (LGF) (and GPF) processes, such as 
independent assessments. 
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 The Executive Board endorsed the conclusions of the paper. 
 
3. Growth Deal (GD) 
 
3.1 FC presented a suggested approach to a RAG-rating update on progress with Growth Deal 

(GD) projects. It was agreed to restrict this to a report tracking capital spend, augmented with 
a high level summary of SEP projects that are not funded through the GD, e.g. the SHMA and 
Business Growth Hub (BGH). It was also agreed that future, monthly updates should provide a 
commentary on any movement since the last report. 

 
 AM & NC left the room for this item of business having declared conflicts of interest: 
 
3.2 TS and FC summarised the latest situation regarding applications for skills capital funding. It 

was agreed to award LGF on a 2:1 cash match ratio to Newbury College (£333,333) and East 
Berkshire College (£906,666), and to accept both the process and the assessments of the Skills 
Funding Agency (SFA) in reaching this decision.  

 
 Directors considered the proposal by BCA to use a GPF loan (paid back over five years) in order 

to achieve a 2:1 cash match for the £83,400 LGF grant sought. It was agreed that this would 
only be approved subject to the normal due diligence for GPF loans and BCA providing security 
on the loan; a guarantee that de-risks the loan. If BCA is not able to provide such assurances, 
and equal prioritisation with its other creditors, then its application for LGF in 2015/16 is to be 
rejected. 

 
 Directors agreed to award LGF on a 2:1 cash match ratio to Reading College (£55,000) subject 

to the successful completion of a full assessment by the SFA. The College’s request for a GPF 
loan of £50,000 is to be contingent on this, i.e. in staging the payments to Reading College, the 
cash match will unlock the GPF loan. 

 
 Directors reviewed the expression of interest from Health Education Thames Valley (for a 

HealthTec Centre) and agreed that it had much merit as a LGF (skills capital) project despite 
not being part of the original Solutions Lab programme. It was therefore agreed to proceed to 
the SFA assessment process noting the directors’ preference for co-locating the Centre with 
an NHS facility, to widen access to schools across Berkshire. 

 
 TS agreed to investigate a previous expression of interest for an ICT/IoT Solutions Lab and to 

approach UTC Reading/Cisco again in this regard [Post meeting note: Joanna Birrell met the 
UTC on 2 July and has confirmed that there is no such bid forthcoming]. The remaining 
£855,334 has already been flagged to those organisations that submitted GD 2 proposals, to 
test if they are able to accelerate their schemes into 2015/16. This approach was endorsed by 
the Board. 

 
3.3 Directors noted the intention to re-engage the SFA over the capital assessment service that it 

provides in order to avoid duplication of effort by LEP staff and/or the commissioning of an 
independent assessor to deal with skills capital applications. 

 
4. Forward Planning & Devolution Deal 
 
4.1 SQW presented a draft paper summarising the outcome of the SEP forward planning 

workshops completed during May and June. After an extensive debate, it was agreed to split 
the paper into two separate reports; the first (and that requiring more time on the agenda) 
will deal with the immediate challenge of GD 3, and the second will initiate a wider debate on 
the more substantive issues that the workshops highlighted, such as SEP 2, the involvement of 
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the private sector and the big questions for Thames Valley Berkshire in the medium to longer 
term.  

 
 The first paper must reflect on the ongoing delivery of GD 1 and 2, and what local partners are 

likely able to resource in GD 3. It should also attempt to separate the long list of emerging 
project proposals into those that meet the criteria of the LGF and are aligned to the SEP, and 
those that are similarly aligned but are not seeking LGF. Finally it should summarise the 
process post-GD 3 in order to provide a bridge between the two papers.  

 
 The second paper should be positioned to stimulate the beginning of the wider debate that is 

ultimately about the longer term strategic priorities for Thames Valley Berkshire rather than 
just about the government’s current focus on devolution, i.e. the cake, not the icing. 

 
4.2 In noting the work on a potential devolution deal by the Berkshire unitary authorities, NC 

stressed that Thames Valley Berkshire will not have first mover advantage and thus the focus 
of the second paper needs to be considered in parallel, rather than be conflated, with the 
devolution work. EG acknowledged this logic but stressed that the private sector would 
neither understand nor want to engage in what appeared to be a discussion about invisible 
boundaries. 

 
5. Airports Commission 
 
5.1 Directors noted the draft plan for responding to the recommendation of the Airports 

Commission and agreed to sign the letter – as a corporate body - tabled by Heathrow Airport 
Ltd. They also agreed that a key focus of the plan should be continued engagement with the 
Berkshire MPs, a co-ordinated position with the Western Wedge partners and potentially a 
letter to the Prime Minister on behalf of the Western Wedge partners. 

 
6. LEP Churn 
 
 DG left the room for this item of business having declared a conflict of interest: 
 
6.1 The Executive Board ratified the Nominations & Governance Committee’s recruitment plan, 

which aims to deal with the churn of directors and sector representatives between July 2015 
and February 2016. In doing so, it noted the intention to achieve a staggered succession plan 
and that representatives on the Forum would have the opportunity to apply as part of the 
open recruitment process. 

 
7. Shadow Area ESIF Committee 
 
7.1  TS updated the Board on the progress of the LEP Shadow Area ESIF Committee, which had 

recently endorsed the very positive assessments by government of two bids for ESIF in 
Thames Valley Berkshire (Thames Valley Science Park and City Deal). If successful, these bids 
would unlock £10.5m of the notional allocation to Berkshire (£25m). There was general 
agreement that the benefits of a bid for technical assistance did not outweigh the longer term 
costs of complying with an EU reporting regime, and that the expected directive to refresh the 
ESIF strategy was timely and necessary. 
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