ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PANEL : NOTES


�
�
Date:


�
Friday 17th July 1998�
�
Time:


�
14.30 - 16.40�
�
Place:


�
Room 128, Shire Hall, Cambridge�
�
Present:





�
Councillors A K Melton (Chairman), J L Gluza, R B Martlew, P W Silby, P R Skoulding and A B Stenner�
�
Apologies:


�
Councillor S V Brinton�
�






1.�
REGIONAL ISSUES�
�



The Panel received a report setting out current developments concerning the Regional Development Agency (RDA) and the Regional Chamber.  The Regional Development Agency Act had now received the Royal Assent and it created RDAs throughout England, including in the Eastern Region covering the six Counties of Essex, Hertfordshire, Cambridgeshire, Bedfordshire, Norfolk and Suffolk.  It was expected that the Chairman of the RDA would be announced by the end of July and that Chief Executives of RDAs would be appointed in September.  Other members of the RDA Board would also be appointed in September and the Agency would come into being in the Autumn.  





The Act also provided for the creation of voluntary Regional Chambers whose role would be to express views to and be consulted by the RDAs.  The Regional Chambers would consist of representatives of local authorities and the private sector.  Examples were given of the organisations from whom the non-local authority members should be drawn and members considered this list should include the Careers Guidance Service.  In order to feed into the Chamber, from the local government side, an Eastern Region Local Government Conference had been established and had set itself a number of initial tasks which were:





to make nominations to the four local authority places on the RDA Board�


to make preparations for the creation of the voluntary Regional Chamber�


to produce a draft Economic Development Strategy for the region (ultimately to be commended by the Chamber to the RDA Board)�


to produce an overarching Regional Planning Statement combining the draft Regional Planning Guidance emerging from SCEALA and SERPLAN�


to develop a European strategy for the region





In relation to the Economic Development Strategy, it was reported that the Conference would be taking a fundamental look at the needs and aspirations of the region and members considered that this was the correct approach.





The Panel noted the report.








2.	EUROPEAN STRUCTURAL FUND REFORMS - CASE PREPARATION AND LOBBYING ACTIVITIES





Members were reminded that new General Regulations for the structural funds of the European Commission were proposed to operate from 2000 to 2006 and that under the new regulations, there would be just three Objectives.  The new Objective 2 would include matters currently covered by Objective 5b but it seemed unlikely that any part of Cambridgeshire would be designated the new Objective 2.  There was, however, transitional assistance available for those areas which were to lose their current designation with each member state losing only one-third of their existing designated areas.  It was, therefore, necessary to lobby, with partners in the Eastern Region, the UK Government for objective 2 Status for the Fens and, failing that, the best possible transitional arrangements.





The Panel noted the outline cases which had been prepared in Cambridgeshire for Fenland District (under the rural strand) and Peterborough (under the urban or industrial strand).





The Panel also noted the lobbying activity which had been undertaken so far including meetings and proposed meetings with MPs and MEPs from the region.








3.	RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME





The Panel received a report on the Rural Development Programme within the Fenland Rural Development Area.  The report set out the administrative arrangements, strategy and key objectives of the Rural Development Area.  The Panel noted the work that had been carried out in 1997/98 supporting over 30 projects, many of which were partially funded by the County Council.  The RDA was currently in the process of updating its operating plan covering the period 2001/2.  The most important strands within this document included:





the development of seven new projects by the Littleport Partnership�


a £3m cycle scheme under the auspices of the Fens Tourism initiative in partnership with the County Council�


projects for the support of small and medium sized enterprises being taken forward by the Fenland Business Enterprise Trust in partnership with other organisations�


contributions from the North West Anglia Health Authority towards the Fenland Welfare Benefits project.





The Panel noted the report and in particular commented on the match funding which was attracted by the contributions made as part of the overall strategy.





�
4.	RURAL FORUM





The Cambridgeshire Rural Strategy had been adopted in 1996 by the County Council and the four rural District Councils within Cambridgeshire.  Fourteen key rural issues had been identified and the aim of the Forum was to come together twice yearly to debate them.  The last meeting of the Forum had been held on 19th June when 70 delegates had discussed the issues of poverty and housing in rural areas.





The report set out some of the achievements which had arisen from the work of the Forum which, it was stressed, depended on organisations and agencies accepting responsibility for carrying forward recommendations.





Members of the Panel acknowledged the role of the Rural Forum in raising awareness of rural issues and bringing partner organisations together but felt that there was a need to achieve more and in particular to provide more feedback to the partner organisations.





The Panel noted the report.








5.	STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIPS WITHIN THE COUNTY





The Panel received a report on the developments within the Greater Cambridge Partnership and the organisational changes which had taken place in the Greater Peterborough Partnership.





A seminar targeting local businesses and Councillors from the five authorities had been held on 15th July.  This was the first event that the Greater Cambridge Partnership had organised and the formal launch of the organisation was planned for the Autumn.  The Panel noted the agreed mission and objectives of the Greater Cambridge Partnership and in doing so members commented on:





the need to ensure that the agreed objectives were translated into real achievements�


whilst recognising the potential for Cambridge to expand further as a “knowledge economy”, stressed the importance of remembering the needs of current residents who may be suited for different types of employment.





The report also set out the organisational changes in the Greater Peterborough Partnership.  The new structure provided a separation between the co-ordination/umbrella function and the inward investment function.  The new structure included a Greater Peterborough Partnership Forum which was addressing not only economic development and regeneration issues but also wider social and environmental considerations, and the Greater Peterborough Investment Agency with its own non-executive board.  The GPP Forum was supported by a Steering Group, on which the County Council was represented by Councillor Melton and the Director of Environment and Transport.





In discussing the developments of the two strategic partnerships, members expressed the view that there should be liaison between the two because their areas of influence overlapped to a certain extent.





The report was noted.





6.	CHANGING EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT FOR ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT





The Panel received a report on the new policy directions of the European Commission and the UK Government, the effect of which was to change the context for economic and community development in Cambridgeshire.  The report set out the consequent challenges for the County Council and its partners and a suggested agenda for action including a forward programme for the Economic and Community Development Panel itself.  This included:





Economic and Community Development Strategy�


Regional Economic Development issues�


European issues�


Grants, Partnership Fund and Lottery Bids�


Regeneration Initiatives�


Rural Development�


Crime and Disorder�


Community Development, including village appraisals�


improved two/three tier working.





Other areas for the Panel to keep a watching brief on were: National Childcare Strategy, Social Exclusion Unit Reports, Healthy Cambridgeshire/Drugs Action Team (and Health Agenda generally), New Start and New Deal.





The Panel agreed the paper as an initial framework for the forward programme as set out above.








7.	ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CAPITAL SPENDING





The Chief Executive reported on a proposed initiative for the development of 15,000 feet of workspace at Wisbech with a total value of £700,000 to be funded equally by the local authorities (Fenland District Council and the County Council), English Partnerships and Objective 5b European Structural Funds.  The release of the County Council’s contribution would automatically trigger a contribution from Fenland District Council.





The Panel noted that there was a shortage of such space in Wisbech.





It was agreed that the County Council’s contribution should be released.





�



8.	SINGLE REGENERATION BUDGET - POTENTIAL BID FOR WISBECH





The Single Regeneration Budget had been introduced by the previous Government, and the current Government, as part of its comprehensive spending review, had been considering how the SRB and wider regeneration policy might develop.  It was expected that a fifth bidding round for the Single Regeneration Budget would be launched later this year and that the recently published index of local deprivation, could be used to focus regeneration funds on areas of greatest need including the allocation of some regeneration resources to the Eastern Region.  The Wisbech North Ward had been identified as the most deprived ward in new Cambridgeshire and one of the most deprived in the Eastern Region.





The Panel received a report setting out a proposed community based regeneration partnership for Wisbech North which might attract SRB funding.





Members discussed the paper and:





noted that the Ward contained a large proportion of low income families with low educational attainment and high levels of crime�


agreed that consultation with the local people was an essential prerequisite to the proposal�


questioned whether there were parallels nationally giving evidence of this type of approach proving successful in other parts of the Country�


suggested that the improvement of educational standards alone may result in outward mobility away from the area and that therefore employment opportunities were needed in addition�


stressed the need to involve other agencies including the Greater Peterborough Chamber of Commerce and Training Enterprise.





The Panel supported the proposal for a partnership for the social and economic regeneration of Wisbech North.





	A profile of deprivation in Wisbech North is attached for information.








9.	CRIME AND DISORDER BILL PROGRESS REPORT





The Panel received a report summarising progress on establishing arrangements for implementing the Crime and Disorder Bill in Cambridgeshire, both in the areas of crime and disorder reduction and youth justice.  It was expected that the Bill would receive the Royal Assent in the current session of Parliament.





In relation to the Crime and Disorder reduction part of the Bill, the Police and local authorities were expected to begin work on the Crime and Disorder Audits in September and have the strategies in place by April 1999.  In practice, this work in Cambridgeshire had already begun with work being carried out to form the District Partnership Groups and the formation of a Central Audit Team to carry out the crime audits for each District area.  It was expected that the District Crime Audits would all have been completed along the guidelines set out by the Home Office by early January 1999.





The Panel was informed that the statutory partners in each of the District based groups were the Chief Constable, the District Council and the County Council.  The size and membership of each District Partnership Group was, however, still under discussion and the Chief Executive informed members that it was possible that each group would not be identical in this respect, particularly with regard to member representation.  It was agreed that the Chief Executive should agree arrangements with the local Partners with a view to getting leadership groups up and running.  It was also agreed that to provide the member link with the Panel and the County Council, one member from the Panel would link with each of the five areas.  The Panel asked that the local leadership group be reviewed in due course in the light of experience.





Members discussed a number of issues regarding the new partnership groups to be established under the Bill as follows:





that in carrying out the statutory duty to consult the public and organisations, the new partnership group should include in its consultation all organisations who were carrying out preventative work (eg Littlehey Prison)�


questioned the accountability of the new partnership groups, especially those who did not include elected members, but noted that the groups would not be able to oblige any of the individual partners to take up the strategy or incur expenditure on individual projects.  The strategy and budget would need to be agreed by each of the individual partners�


expressed concern that there was no body with a co-ordinating/overview role at a County level, although it was noted that the approach to crime audits had been agreed with all the five Districts, using the crime analysis capabilities of the Police and the County Council Research Group and providing funding for a new member of staff within the Research Group for this purpose.  The representation of the Chief Constable through his Divisional Commanders on each of the partnership groups would also serve to provide an element of consistency of approach and similarly the input from the Education and Social Services Departments and the County Crime Reduction Co-ordinator would also assist in this respect�


noted the expected level of expenditure arising from the Bill as a whole for the County Council which was in the region of £200,000 per annum�


stressed the importance, when seeking information for the Crime Audit, of obtaining information at a very local level including from Parish Councils.  It was noted that the Crime Audit process would include information not only about recorded crime but also in respect of calls for assistance.





In respect of the youth justice legislation, implementation in Cambridgeshire was being co-ordinated through PEPSI which was a multi-agency officer group with representation from all the relevant organisations.  PEPSI was setting up a new youth justice plan and was starting work on preparing the youth justice audit as a basis for developing it.  It was also considering proposals for the early appointment of a Youth Offending Team Manager and to introduce a pilot final warning scheme in January 1999.





The Panel noted the progress report.
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