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Value of Spend considered at Amber risk  
15. As previously reported, the Programme Delivery Team consider that potentially there is 

one project remaining as Amber risk rated of not achieving full spend by March 2021. 
This the Clean Air Hydrogen Bus project with a £2.156m contracted grant allocation. 

16. Note this is a prudent position. Clean Air Hydrogen Bus Project, which is the purchase by 
Birmingham City Council (BCC) of the buses, is an “all or nothing” claim.  Progress has 
been made in Q1 2020/21 towards the signing of agreements, and BCC remains 
confident that the order will be placed by September 2020. 

17. The Snow Hill Station Public Realm project suffered a delay to the start on site and 
despite progressing well it will not complete before the end of March 2021 will be 
managed within the BCC freedom and flexibilities to enable draw down of the full grant 
amount to occur. 

18. Currently there are no projects with a RED risk rating. 
Outputs and Outcomes 

19. As reported to BEIS, Table 3 shows the actual and forecast outputs and targets as at 
quarter 1 2020-21.  

 

 
Actuals 

Since Start 
of 

Programme 

Current 
Forecast to 

2025 
Target 

% Progress 
To Date to 

Target  

% Variance 
of 2025 

Forecast to 
Target  

Jobs Created/ 
Safeguarded 13,116 34,407 20,300 65% 169% 

Housing Units 
Completed 1,471 14,364 4,900 30% 293% 

Number of New 
Learners Assisted  3,202 6,731 12,500 26% 54% 

 Table 3, Qtr 1 2020-21 Outputs and Outcome Summary 
 

20. Collection of outputs will continue beyond March 2021 to March 2025 as this was the 
agreed monitoring period for the LGF programme. Options to continue this monitoring will 
need to be reviewed and reported to this Board in due course. 

Programme Management System (Verto) Update 

21. Verto, the new programme management system went live in July 2020 with quarter one 
reporting generated from it. The next stage of this implementation will see Project 
Delivery Partners entering project information directly into the system to affect a greater 
level of efficiency in our reporting to this Board, BEIS and the LEP Board. 

Conclusion 

22. There has been a very strong start to the most challenging final year of the LGF 
programme in terms of financial performance.  

23. The primary focus for the Programme Delivery Team is to ensure that 100% spend is 
achieved by March 2021 and that as much expenditure as possible is defrayed in the 
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early quarters to alleviate any build-up of pressure on the final quarter of the financial 
year. The overall task is to ensure that the LGF programme is closed off in a timely 
manner and that evaluation of the overall programme can commence to ensure that the 
programme ultimately achieves the outputs which the Government has funded.  
 

     Report by:             Kerry Billington, Interim Programme Consultant 
 

Contact:                Kerry.billington@gbslep.co.uk 
 07711 314375 
 
Reviewed by: Katie Trout, GBSLEP Director 

     
 

Date Created:        2 September 2020 
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GREATER BIRMINGHAM AND SOLIHULL  
LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP 

GBSLEP BOARD  

24 September 2020 

LOCAL GROWTH FUND (DFT RETURNED FUNDING) UPDATE SEPTEMBER 2020 

Recommendations 
The GBSLEP Board is requested to: 

1. Note recent progress in managing the previously retained Department for Transport 
(DfT) funding that has been returned to the GBSLEP’s Local Growth Fund programme. 

2. Note the projects included in the potential investment options and their current risk 
assessed rating, as at or their ability to utilise their grant funding request by 31 March 
2021. 

3. Note the projects in the pipeline list identified as GREEN on Appendix A to progress 
onto the LGF programme to utilise the returned DfT grant funding by 31 March 2021. 
This has been endorsed and confirmed by the PDB/Board subgroup and this will be 
conditional on receipt of a satisfactory FBC and approval to investment decision. The 
subgroup consists of private sector Main Board members and Local Authority Senior 
Officers. 

4. Note a further set of projects to utilise the balance of funding available will be brought 
to the next meeting of the PDB/Board subgroup for endorsement onto the programme. 

5. Note options to consider funding for project development are under discussion with 
BCC and options for this will be presented to the next meeting of the PDB/Board 
subgroup. 

Background 
6. Approval was given by a subgroup of the GBSLEP Board on 31 July 2020 following 

recommendation by Programme Delivery Board (PDB) on 26 July 2020 to accept the 
refund of £21.851m of Growth Deal funding previously allocated by Department for 
Transport (DfT) to the A457 Dudley Road scheme in July 2020.  

7. DfT were notified of the decision to accept the funding back into the Local Growth Fund 
(LGF) and the grant agreement has been formally accepted by Birmingham City 
Council (BCC) as the LEP’s Accountable Body. The funding was paid to BCC on 
Thursday 3rd September 2020. The funding has the same conditions as the LGF 
programme and has to be drawn down in full by 31 March 2021.   

8. It was also agreed that a subgroup of PDB/ LEP Board Members would be formed to 
consider the investment opportunities to ensure deliverability and value for money is 
paramount to maximise the benefits derived from this DfT refund into the LGF 
programme. It was noted that this group will need to be agile and flexible to ensure its 
success, given the tight timescales. All formal decisions for spend would be taken 
forward through the appropriate governance routes dependent on scheme value. 

9. Members of the subgroup are Chris Loughran, Pat Hanlon, Ian Miller, Tony McGovern 
and Louise Brooks-Smith. This group met for the first time on 20th August 2020 to 
consider the list of projects to potentially take up this funding. 

10.  Given the tight timescales for this additional £21.851m of funding to be defrayed, it is 
essential that this process is streamlined as much as possible within the parameters of 
the Assurance Framework, and it was agreed: 
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• Where possible and appropriate, that projects progress straight to Full Business 
Case (FBC).   This will also minimise the time taken for projects to get to final 
investment approval stage and into contract at a much faster pace. 

• Supervisory Board support for receiving investment decisions for noting outside of 
their normal meeting cycle is requested. This will be kept to a minimum as much 
as possible. 

• Accountable Body support in reviewing and approving Delegated Authority reports1 
and grant agreements in a timely manner to support getting the £21.851m into 
contract as soon as possible has also been discussed. It has been agreed to 
convene a signing-off meeting if required and/or the Delegated Authority reports 
being presented as one report covering a number of projects if they are submitted 
at the same time. 

• A forward plan of decisions will be kept to support the process to enable necessary 
meeting planning. 

Potential Investment Options to Utilise the Additional DfT Funding 
11. As mentioned above, the DfT funding of £21.851m will need to be paid out by 31 March 

2021. Therefore, it is critical that there are projects sufficiently developed to be able to 
utilise the grant in the next seven months in order not to lose the benefits brought into 
the region from this investment. 

12. At the first meeting of the subgroup it was agreed that a deadline of 31 August 2020 
would be set to receive Expression of Interests for projects to be eligible for this funding 
given the timescales for approval, contracting and delivery of the projects required to 
claim the grant before 31 March 2020. 

13.  Given the need to ensure the £21.851m is contracted as soon as possible to projects 
that can able to draw down all their required grant funding by 31 March 2021, the 
projects in the current pipeline have been risk assessed for deliverability against three 
key criteria: 

• Where planning consent is required, whether it is in place or a planning application 
is being considered; 

• The extent to which the procurement may impact on the delivery programme of the 
project; 

• Whether project match funding has been identified and secured. 
14. Those which have been assessed by the Programme Team to either have satisfied all 

three key criteria with the information available to them at the time, have been 
categorised as GREEN – low risk to being able to utilise their grant funding request by 
31 March 2021. Where there is one amber and two greens, this has been categorised 
as GREEN/AMBER – low to medium risk to being able to utilise their grant funding 
request by 31 March 2021. Where there is more than one amber rating, this has been 
assessed as AMBER – medium risk to being able to utilise their grant funding request 
by 31 March 2021. 

15. In some cases, an amber risk rating has been used where the details are still to be 
clarified. Meetings and discussions are taking place with the Programme Team and 
project sponsors to clarify and review these requests for further information. This 
means that the risk assessments of the projects are being reviewed and changing 
daily. 
 
1A delegated authority report is a report seeking approval from BCC in the role of Accountable Body on 
behalf of GBSLEP to defray the LGF funds to support the delivery of a specific project in accordance with 
the GBSLEP accountability framework.  
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16. There are a number of projects where further information has been requested in order 

to finalise their strategic fit assessment to progress onto the pipeline. Once this has 
been completed, they can be risk assessed. If the funding request is not forecast to be 
spent in full by 31 March 21 these projects have not had their risk assessment finalised 
while dialogue is continuing with the project sponsors to clarify final delivery timescales. 

17. The Programme Team will continue to work with project sponsors to promote and 
develop any projects which are accepted into the pipeline programme and are not able 
to be funded at this time due to the availability of funding. This will give GBSLEP a 
more developed pipeline ready to respond to new funding opportunities as and when 
they are announced. 

18. Appendix A shows the detailed list of projects and their current delivery risk 
assessment, with a summary in the Table below. This appendix is exempt from 
publication under Section 12A (Clause 3 – Financial and Business Affairs) of the Local 
Government Act 1972. 

 
19. The funding which is shown as approved in the table above consists of £700,500 for 

the University Station project, £149,987 development funding for the REP Open House 
project, £345,000 allocated for approval for the PMO levy charge and £1,199,000 held 
for the PHTA scheme which is the subject of a separate Board paper approval. 

20. The PDB/Board subgroup, in their meeting on 10 September 2020, endorsed the 
projects in the pipeline list identified as GREEN on Appendix A to progress onto the 
LGF (DfT additional monies) programme to utilise their grant funding request by 31 
March 2021. These will be conditional on receipt of a satisfactory FBC and approval to 
investment decision. 

21. This will leave remaining DfT returned funding of £4,315,764 together with any existing 
LGF which is due to be repaid, currently forecast as £1,649,800.Together with 
£6,000,000 Growing Places Funding which is currently uncommitted, this gives 
£7,649,800 potentially available for investment in further projects which does not have 
a funding deadline of spend by 31 March 2021. 

22. Dialogue continues with project sponsors on those projects assessed as 
GREEN/AMBER and AMBER to clarify the level of risk identified from the information 
available on their ability to spend the grant requested within the timescales. This will 
establish whether further projects can be categorised as GREEN following receipt of 
further information and progress onto the LGF (DfT additional monies) programme at 
this time or remain on the programme pipeline ready to take up future funding 
opportunities.  

23. It was agreed that there should be an element of over programming. Once the risk 
assessment exercise has been finalised and there is an agreed robust pipeline which 
can be delivered by 31 March 2021 the PDB/Board subgroup will agree the extent of 

 
Project Grant 

£ 
Cumulative 

Grant 
£ 

Remaining 
Grant 

£ 
DfT Additional Funding   21,851,000 
Approved Funding 2,394,487 2,394,487 19,456,514 
Projects assessed as GREEN (low risk to 
deliver grant spend by March 2021) 

15,140,750 17,535,237 4,315,764 

Projects assessed as GREEN/AMBER (low -
medium risk to grant spend by March 2021) 

6,980,000 24,515,237 -2,664,237 

Projects assessed as AMBER (medium risk to 
grant spend by March 2021) 

8,200,000 32,715,237 -10,864,237 

Others project not risk assessed 5,624,000 38,339,237 -16,488,237 
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over programming. Final decisions on approval to funding will be made in accordance 
with the Assurance Framework taking into account strategic fit and value for money to 
maximise the benefits that can be secured through this returned funding to the LGF 
programme. 

24. The PDB/Board subgroup also agreed that a deadline of 31 October should be set for 
submission of FBCs for those projects which are agreed onto the Programme. This will 
enable to FBCs to be considered, approved as appropriate and projects contracted to 
give as much time as possible for spend by the deadline.  

25. Projects which could also utilise funding with relatively short turnaround will also be 
considered in the event that a project does not receive approval to their investment at 
FBC stage. There are also a number of projects approved in the EZ programme which 
are progressing and spending money in this financial year but are not due to receive 
EZ funding until next financial year. It is possible that any shortfall in this programme 
could invest in these EZ approved projects. 

26. Project sponsors have also requested funding to be made available to support projects 
in development. There is a risk that is the project does not come forward with an FBC 
and does not progress in the future that the funding will then be revenue rather than 
capital. Discussions are underway with BCC to consider the implications of this. 
Options to consider this with a funding ask will be brought to the next meeting of the 
subgroup. 

Conclusion 
27. Acceptance of this returned DfT funding into the LGF programme does provide a great 

opportunity to support and bring forward delivery on a number of projects to enable 
economic recovery in the GBSLEP area at such an unprecedented time, and good 
progress has been made in this regard. However, the challenge in place to spend this 
funding by 31 March should not be underestimated, but with the process now in place, 
the GBSLEP is in a good position to be able to ensure that this is successful in a timely 
manner. 
 

Report By: Kerry Billington, Interim Programme Consultant 
Contact: Kerry.billington@gbslep.co.uk 
 07711 314375  
 
Reviewed by: Katie Trout, GBSLEP Director 
  
Date Created: 11 September 2020 
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A Potential Pipeline schemes to be considered to take up the returned DfT Funding to 
be spent by 31 March 2021 
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GREATER BIRMINGHAM & SOLIHULL LOCAL ENTERPRISE 
PARTNERSHIP BOARD 

24 September 2020 

INVESTMENT REPORT 

 PRECISION HEALTH TECHNOLOGY ACCELERATOR 
 

Recommendation 

The GBSLEP Board is requested to: 
 
1. Approve the capital allocation of £10.860,000 [ten million and eight hundred sixty 

thousand] capital grant from the Getting Building Fund (GBF) and £1,199,000 [one 
million one hundred ninety nine] Local Growth Fund (LGF) to the University of 
Birmingham (UoB) for the delivery of the Precision Health Technology Accelerator 
(PHTA) project. This is in accordance with the GBSLEP Assurance Framework following 
the submission of a Full Business Case and the Independent Technical Evaluation (ITE) 
received 11th August 2020 

2. Note the project already has £1,941,000 [one million nine hundred and forty-one 
thousand pounds] Development Funding from Local Growth Fund (LGF) therefore the 
total allocation from GBSLEP will be £14,000,000 [fourteen million pounds] 

3. Agree approval should be subject to confirmation of the Joint Venture Agreement with 
the Development Partner being secured. 

4. Delegate authority to the GBSLEP Director to amend the levels of funding between the 
two funds if required 

Background 

5. PHTA will be a flagship facility on the Birmingham Health Innovation Campus (BHIC) 
(previously known as Birmingham Life Sciences Park).  An Expression of Interest for the 
PHTA was submitted to GBSLEP in September 2016 and was assessed as an ‘A’ 
Excellent Strategic Fit.   

6. In 2016 GBSLEP allocated £5.1m to Birmingham City Council (BCC) towards a £15.3m 
project to acquire and remediate a 4-hectare portion of the Birmingham Battery site in 
Selly Oak. The site was then sold by BCC to the UoB on the understanding they would 
deliver commercial floorspace and job outcomes through the Life Science Campus 
project. PHTA will be one facility on that site. 

7. UoB developed an overall plan for the wider BHIC including commercial and University 
developments and an investor-development partner has been secured. 

8. An Outline Business Case for £10m received conditional approval for £8.059m and full 
approval for £1.941m of development funding from the LEP Board on 18 July 2019. The 
development funding is delivering on track. 
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9. The Full Business Case (FBC) for £8.059m plus the development funding was submitted 
20 December 2019 and underwent Independent Technical Evaluation (ITE) with all 
issues resolved apart from evidence of all match funding being in place at that point. The 
total project cost is £93.7m.  

10. An addendum to the FBC was submitted 10 July 2020 to update the financial position of 
the project highlighting two issues:  

a. UoB was notified in May 2020 that the Strength in Places Fund bid for £2.6m had 
been unsuccessful; and  

b. Delays due to COVID-19 are incurring extra costs to the project. Whilst these 
costs should be manageable within the original cost envelope, the Development 
Partner is no longer able to proceed at risk with up-front investment of £1.4m for 
enabling works on the site that would ensure the rapid deployment of GBSLEP 
grant once awarded. 

11. UoB has reviewed the funding options, including potential to de-scope or further phase 
the project, but due to the timing and current climate has not found a viable alternative. 
On this basis, the funding request from GBSLEP has increased to £12.059m plus the 
development funding.  

12. Further to discussions regarding the limited funds available from GBSLEP at the time of 
ITE, UoB agreed to reduce the funding request to £10.860m on the basis that the 
remaining funding gap amount related to final elements of the programme (fixtures and 
equipment) which could potentially be delayed, this was subject to LEP agreement that 
should further funds become available and the project be approved the higher amount 
would be considered.  

13. A request for £10.860m for PHTA was submitted and approved for the Getting Building 
Fund (GBF) via WMCA. This funding is therefore available for GBSLEP to allocate to 
PHTA dependent on the Board decision.  

14. GBSLEP also now has access to the additional funds returned to its Local Growth Fund 
pot from a DfT retained scheme that is not now progressing and therefore the full 
£12,059,000 funding is requested  

15. All issues raised through the ITE have been addressed with four amber risks remaining 
which reflect the scale and stage of the project with the Investor-Development Partner 
and the current economic climate, these will be reflected in the Grant Agreement and 
closely monitored by the Programme Delivery Team. 

16. The ITE was completed against the £14m request and achieves a BCR of 2.04 which is 
high value for money, when construction jobs are included this is increased to 2.18. 

17. The FBC Investment Report was considered at the 2nd September 2020 Programme 
Delivery Board and recommended for approval by GBSLEP Board. 

Project Risks  

18. In relation to COVID-19, a risk assessment has been completed and a 2-3 month delay 
is being predicted, given the scale of project this is not significant however should 
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funding be allocated it does mean there is a risk it may not be fully defrayed by the 
current March 2021 funding deadline for LGF, however GBF is available for spend to 
March 2022.   

19. One of the criteria for the GBF was that projects should start on site before Christmas 
2020. The milestone for enabling works planning permission for the PHTA is October 
2020, should this not be met or planning permission not granted in a timely way then 
there is a risk that  work may not start on site before the end of December the Planning 
Department in Birmingham City Council is aware of the time constraints and is working 
closely with the project.     

20. The completion of the Joint Venture agreement with the Investor-Development Partner is 
contingent on UoB securing GBSLEP funds for PHTA.  Therefore, there is a risk should 
funding not being available, or not being approved, that circa. £44m of match funding 
and the associated outcomes and benefits may not be secured.  Finalisation of the Joint 
Venture agreement is due by the end of September 2020. 

21. The BHIC is a major redevelopment which will require significant resource. The 
construction employment opportunities and opportunities for the supply chain would 
contribute to the recovery of the local economy from COVID-19 mitigation. There is a 
predicted increase in the high BCR from 2.04 to 2.18 if construction jobs are considered. 
This will be lost should the project not be able to go ahead or be delayed due to 
insufficient funds 

22. UoB has confirmed that they will underwrite any cost overruns associated with the 
University-related fit out explicitly associated with this project.  Any other cost overruns 
associated with the base build, enabling works or the infrastructure works on the site will 
be the responsibility of the Development Partner, who will manage this risk through their 
contractors. 

Case for Change 

23. Life sciences and specifically Health Technologies is a key sector for GBSLEP and 
delivery of the Strategic Economic Plan and Local Industrial Strategy. Birmingham and 
the West Midlands has no dedicated life sciences incubation or innovation space for the 
development and translation of new innovations in health and life sciences.  In addition, 
the region currently has no appropriate accommodation for the grow-on, expansion or 
attraction of health and life science businesses.  This is a major barrier to establishing a 
growing and thriving cluster of health and life science businesses in the region and this 
project, based on an existing site, aims to overcome these barriers to development of the 
sector. 

24. The BHIC site is in close proximity to Birmingham Health Partners (BHP) campus, UoB, 
the Queen Elizabeth and Women’s hospitals, creating a unique opportunity to spin out, 
develop and attract life and health sciences into the region and catalyse a new high-
growth cluster for Birmingham City and the region. 

25. BHP is a strong NHS/academic partnership with unique internationally renowned 
partners operating regionally. BHP leverages significant infrastructure supporting the 
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development, evaluation and translation of new health and life sciences innovation within 
the connected real-world clinical environment. 

26. BHP’s key capabilities are across genomics and wider molecular diagnostic testing; data, 
digital health systems and informatics; healthcare technology development and 
evaluation. World-leading clinical trials teams deliver national capability into which 
businesses engage to accelerate innovations (devices, drugs, diagnostics, software) 
directly into clinics. 

27. PHTA is a 11,100sqm innovation hub (estimated 55% lab, 45% office) and extends 
capabilities in genomics medicine & diagnostics, clinical trials, medical technologies 
evaluation and healthcare data informatics & systems. This aims to accelerate delivery of 
new data-enabled healthcare innovations around early diagnosis and precision medicine 
to our regional population and will be the key differentiator to similar sites nationally.  

Outputs and Outcomes 

Output Description Output Quantity 

Employment – Jobs created / safeguarded 502 

Employment – Jobs created 498 

Skills and Education – Number of new learners assisted (in 
courses leading to a full qualification) 1080 up to 2049 

Commercial – Commercial floor space completed 11,100sqm 

Business and Enterprise – Number of enterprises receiving 
non-financial support 955 

Table 1 

Outcome Description Outcome Quantity 

Increase in commercial suppliers’ employment, due to 
Research Infrastructure 280 

£57m GVA via increase in firms collaborating with the facility. £57m 

Growth in GVA for firms collaborating in/with the facility £40m by 2031 
Table 2 

Project Funding Profile/Source 

£000 
Previous 

years 2019/20 2020/21 2020/22 Future 
Years Total 

Capital (LGF) Approved 
(development funding) 

 
 1,941 

   1,941 

Capital (GBSLEP) this FBC   12,059   12,059 
Capital (UoB)  11,550 713 255 1,000 16,000 29,518 
Capital (Public)   813 1,300 4,800 6,913 
Capital (Private)  824 230 17,631 24,628 43,313 
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Project Total 11,550 1,537 15,238 19,931 45,428 93,744 
Table 3 

Conclusions 

28. Programme Delivery Board recommend GBSLEP Board approve the allocation of 
£10.860,000 [ten million and eight hundred sixty thousand] capital grant from the Getting 
Building Fund (GBF) and £1,199,000 [one million one hundred ninety nine] Local Growth 
Fund (LGF) as capital grant to the University of Birmingham (UoB) for the delivery of the 
Precision Health Technology Accelerator (PHTA) project. 

29. The grant should be subject to the Joint Venture Agreement with the Investor 
Development Partner being secured. 

30. Authority should be delegated to the GBSLEP Director to amend the levels of funding 
between the two funds if required 

 

Appendices (Available on Request)  

  A  Independent Technical Evaluation 
 
 
Prepared by: Wendy Edwards, Project Champion 
 
Reviewed by:  Katie Trout, GBSLEP Director 

 
Contact: wendy.edwards@gbslep.co.uk 

Mob no:07548 712827   
 
Date prepared: 14 September 2020 
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Regional transformation.
Global impact.

A Partnership Vision for Healthcare Innovation:
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BHP: a critical cluster of health excellence at the heart of the region and UK
A uniquely integrated campus bringing together NHS, academia & industry



Deliveredby

Tackling regional and national barriers to growth

Life Sciences critical to West Midlands – and UK –
economic growth

West Midlands home to major Med Tech and Digital 
sector SME cluster

Significant track record and ongoing collaborations 
with major pharma and tech giants

However, major productivity gap and unrealised 
potential in these sectors currently

(large number of businesses with low employment and turnover)

West Midlands is the second largest - and fastest growing - regional economy outside of London. 



• New industries
• AI & data, ‘omics

• Local clusters & Partnerships with NHS
• Utilisation of data and digital 

innovation 
• Multi-sector, systems 

approach incl. scale up manufacturing 
& systems integration

• Novel & precision trials 
• Skills 

National / Regional Policy 
Context



Deliveredby

Birmingham Health Innovation Campus – a differentiated, innovation-focused Life 
Sciences Park, integrating academic and clinical capabilities with business innovation; 

catalysing a health and life sciences cluster for Birmingham and wider West 
Midlands…

… and be the easiest place in 
the UK to accelerate new 
innovation into the clinic
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Phase 1 Timings
Activity Timeframe

Enabling works planning Q3 2020/21

Enabling works on site Q4 2020/21 – Q1 2021/22

Hybrid planning Q4 2020/21 – Q1 2021/22

Construction phase Q1 2021/22 – Q3 2022/23

Fit-out complete and 
occupation

Q4 2022/23

Birmingham Health Innovation Campus – Site Development 
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Phase 1: Precision Health Technologies Accelerator 
(PHTA)

Delivering data-enabled 
precision medicine & healthcare 
innovation to the patient

Anchor capability connecting 
researchers, clinicians, industry 
and patients:
 Medical Technologies 

Innovation Hub
 Birmingham Precision 

Medicine Centre

Builds on recognised 
strengths of Birmingham 
Health Partners:

• Healthcare data 
informatics/systems

• Genomics medicine & 
diagnostics

• Medical technologies 
evaluation & clinical trials



Healthcare Technologies 
Innovation Hub 
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Objectives of the PHTA:
• To establish anchor innovation 

capabilities, incubation and co-creation 
spaces to support businesses

• To provide the training and skills and 
entrepreneurial environment to create
the future skilled workforce

• Deliver a fully connected and enhanced clinical translation ecosystem, with 
the patient at the focus for transformational change

• To provide a focus for directed inward investment into the region in health 
and life sciences sector
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Investment needed
Capital Costs of Phase 1 including development costs, Masterplan and Site 
Enabling works are £74M of which:
• University of Birmingham is contributing at least £16m (land, on-going 

development team and external support, design fees)
• Contribution from BCC of £1m (infrastructure)
• Investor-developer contribution to deliver the PHTA and necessary site 

infrastructure to enable the building is estimated at £43m
• Catalysing grant from GBS LEP LGF / GBF funds of £14m 
In addition : 
• Future funding of £20M for on-going equipment refresh



The PHTA will deliver….
• Up to 11,100sqm of new commercial space

• New and leveraged investment of >£100M by 2025

• The rapid co-development, evaluation and translation of new, 
data-enabled precision therapeutics and medical technologies 

• Deliver 500 new high-value jobs and at least 25 new business start-ups

• Develop the skilled workforce trained at M-level and CPD  - 140 individuals/year

• Over 500 engagements between BHP and businesses 

• Significant increase in R&D investment into the region, delivering £57M GVA

• Innovation into the region’s health system and care pathways supporting highest quality care in 
the NHS and benefit back to our patients

• Sustained local economic growth and inward investment in a newly invigorated sector



Working in partnership to shape 
the future of healthcare innovation

blsp@contacts.bham.ac.uk
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GREATER BIRMINGHAM AND SOLIHULL LEP 

BOARD MEETING 
 

24 September 2020  
 

SEP Enabling Fund – Programme Review 

Recommendations 

Board Directors are asked to: 
1. Note the content of the report. 
2. Endorse the amended SEP Enabling Fund programme for 2020/21 financial year.  
3. Approve the development of a programme of activity and SEP Enabling Fund 

expenditure for 2021/22 financial year. 

Background 

4. The SEP (Strategic Economic Plan) Enabling Fund (SEF) is a revenue fund drawn 
from the Business Rates Pool. It is designed to pump-prime interventions that lead to 
economic growth across the LEP area.  Example projects include supporting local 
authority partners to develop plans for their towns and local centres, piloting new 
approaches to increasing levels of business innovation and broadening business 
support into some our diverse communities. 

5. GBSLEP has used this flexible funding for strategic revenue interventions to support 
the development and delivery of SEP growth thematic priorities for business support 
and innovation, skills and place. The SEF has made an important contribution to the 
delivery of core LEP objectives, including providing the primary resource for the 
responsive services delivered through Step Forward, during the Covid-19 pandemic.   

6. The programme for SEF in 20/21 was included in the LEP delivery plan considered 
by the Board on 12 March 2020. The programme of activities amounted to £4.57 
million investment across 10 broad areas of activity. Additionally, £883,000 was 
carried forward from 2019/20 into the current financial year – see table 1.  

7. In light of the shifting economic conditions over the last six months, a review of 
planned and actual SEF spend has been undertaken to identify any barriers to and 
slippage in planned delivery.   

Key Issues 

2020/21 SEF Programme  
 

8. Since the Board meeting in March 2020, the economic and social effects of the 
Covid-19 pandemic have impacted on the deliverability of a number of areas of 
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planned delivery. The direct effects on a range of activity, for example networking 
and education engagement, have had to be redesigned or delayed to comply with 
social distancing requirements. Additionally, the pandemic has soaked up a great 
deal of the capacity of businesses and partners, as they have coped with the crisis, 
slowing or forestalling project delivery.  

9. This reduced capacity has had implications for full delivery of the programme, as set 
out in March 2020. There are a number of areas of activity that have not been 
possible to progress and other areas that have been delayed due Covid-19.  

10. As reported in Item 8 on the Board agenda, the Executive has revised the delivery 
programme for 2020/21 to activity that is achievable within the financial year, and in 
response to Covid-19. As part of this process SEF projects have been reviewed, with 
budgets reprofiled where needed. This exercise has ensured that sufficient funds are 
available for project activity confirmed for this year and, where necessary, funding is 
reallocated to meet the costs of the Covid-19 Step Forward campaign.  

11. Pillar Boards will be updated on changes to 20/21 delivery arrangements and fully 
involved in the development of the programme for 2021/22.  

12. Any underspend on the 20/21 budget will be retained within the SEF programme and 
carried forward into 21/22 financial year.  

 
Table 1 – Summary Financial Position – SEF 2020/21 Budgets  
Original Allocation 20/21  £4,570,500 

 

Total Budget  
 

£4,570,500 
Revised Allocation 20/21 £3,259,835 

 

Additional Covid-19  £2,143,000 
 

Estimated Outturn  
 

£5,402,835 
 
2021/22 SEF Programme  
 

13. In addition to any carry forward of budgets from the current financial year, the 
remaining SEF will be allocated for investment in 21/22. The value and use of these 
funds is subject to further discussion with the Board.  

14. With the Board’s support and with the advice of Pillar Boards, it is proposed that the 
development of the 21/22 delivery programme is started in during Q3 of the current 
year. This will give time to consider the merits of the activities that were not 
deliverable during 20/21 and also to structure a programme that fully aligns with the 
emerging recovery priorities being developed by sector groups.  

15. Subject to the Board’s endorsement, a SEF delivery plan for 21/22 will be presented 
to the Board in Q4 for consideration.  

Conclusion 

16. The SEF budget provides a key source of flexible revenue funding to stimulate and 
support the delivery of the key growth priorities. In light of emerging economic 
impacts of Covid-19, reviewing and shaping remaining budgets to support recovery 
priorities allows the LEP to ensure that funds are being used most effectively.  

 
Report by:   Wayne Shand  

Interim Director of Economic Recovery  
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Contact:  wayne.shand@gbslep.co.uk  

07590 373936 
 

Date Created:  8 September 2020  

Appendices 
A. SEF Funding for 20/21 delivery plan projects  
  

mailto:wayne.shand@gbslep.co.uk
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Appendix a. Revised SEF Budget Allocations Against Delivery Plan Activity 2020/21   
  

Delivery Plan Interventions  SEF Revised 
20/21 Budget 

Business Support   
Deliver the next phase of the Growth Hub (costs met by Growth Hub 
income)  -  

Improve access to finance services including an angel investment 
ecosystem. £25,000 

Further develop partnership activity with the Department for International 
Trade (officer time) - 

Provide assistance to BAME businesses through the inclusive growth 
support programme £61,335 

Development and delivery of a single web-access point to Covid-19 
recovery support.  £10,000  

Innovation and Enabling Technologies  
As a response to Covid-19, launch a match funded grants programme 
(Pivot and Prosper) £2,035,000 

Support (delivered through capital budgets) projects that stimulate and 
support market-led innovation.  - 

Develop plan to develop the successful pilot Innovation Enabler across 
the West Midlands (with match funding from Chamber). Plus, support for 
WM Innovation Alliance.  

£16,000 
 

£25,000  
Health Technology  
Establish a Health Technology Custer (HTC) organisation (budgets 
match funded by partners) £50,000 

Commence delivery of health data innovation hub (Precision Health 
Technologies Accelerator capital funded) -  

Confirm the level of current and anticipated demand for incubation and 
grow-on space £25,000 

Develop dedicated life sciences and healthcare, employer driven work 
academy.  £50,000 

Commission supply chain mapping and reshoring the supply chain in the 
future  £25,000  

Modern Services   
Provide cluster development and support for our wider professional 
services tech sectors including network events. Plus, additional capacity 
in Growth Company to develop a BPFS proposition offer and marketing.  

£175,000 
 

£40,000  
Launch a BPFS skills development programme aimed at future and 
potential talent £35,000  

Low Carbon and Energy  
Expand the core offer of the Growth Hub to better support businesses 
looking for ways to diversify into low carbon sectors (costs met by Growth 
Hub income) 

- 

Improve understanding of skills needs, career pathways and training 
opportunities for future of sector £50,000  

Work with the sector group to build the capacity of the low carbon supply 
cluster, through targeted interventions.  £100,000  

Advanced Manufacturing   
Develop a skills framework, exploring career pathways that better meets 
managerial and mid-level technical requirements £30,000  
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Delivery Plan Interventions  SEF Revised 
20/21 Budget 

Provision of sector specialist business support advice through Growth 
Hub (costs met by Growth Hub income) - 

Provide support for small manufacturers to improve cyber-security 
arrangements  £21,000  

Undertake a skills review to assess the quality of vocational pathways 
into Food and Drink careers £10,000  

Creative Industries  
Address gaps in pre-commercial specialist infrastructure bringing forward 
a pipeline of projects (LEP officer time) -  

Launch a second stage cluster development Fund £35,000 
Improve the effectiveness of existing skills pipeline and career 
progression £15,000  

Skills   
Through Plan 10,000 Plus deliver a one stop apprenticeship hub, skills 
for business service in the Growth Hub and short courses for work. Plus 
facilitate new employer led approaches to training provision and 
contribution to secondment costs.  

£695,000 
 

£40,500 

Motivate and inspire people to develop skills for key sectors for growth – 
delivery of programme activity. £150,000   

Develop employer led programmes to increase workforce diversity 
(externally funded)  -  

Encourage employer supported experimentation and early adoption in 
the use of new technologies for training in future skills needs (funds as 
part of skills capital projects.   

-  

Place   
Build on our Towns and Local Centres Framework by supporting our 
local partners to develop town centres plans £750,000  

Develop a Whole Place demonstration project  £75,000 
Implement the cultural framework for action and cultural capacity 
development projects £81,000  

Building on our approaches to cultural place-making, develop and 
implement heritage-led regeneration projects £100,000  

Develop new financial models and crowd-funding approaches to 
regeneration £250,000  

Develop with partners actionable recommendations from the strategic 
employment sites study (LEP officer time)  -  

Delivery of retail and digital support interventions to address Covid-19. £98,000 
Other    
Staffing costs for MMO delivery  £140,000 
Contingency spend £190.000 
Total  £5,402,835 
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GREATER BIRMINGHAM AND SOLIHULL LEP 
BOARD MEETING 

 
24 September 2020 

 
Plan 10,000 Plus Update 

Recommendations 
 

Board Directors are asked to: 
1. Note the progress made toward the achievement of Plan 10,000 Plus objectives 

and current planned activity. 
2. Note the challenges faced during the COVID-19 crisis, the impact of these on the 

skills environment and Plan 10,000 Plus performance, and the planned activity of 
to mitigate these. 

3. Endorse the required actions to mitigate against the impact of COVID-19, and 
maximise the potential for Plan 10,000 Plus achievement, including the use of 
existing Plan 10,000 Plus budgets, as set out in paragraph 20 onwards. Agree 
that the ESB considers and agrees associated detailed plans. 

 
Background 

 
4. One of GBSLEP’s priorities is to close the gap between the qualification levels of 

working-age residents at NVQ Level 3+ (A-levels and vocational equivalents, and 
higher) to those of the national average. This responds to increasing employer 
demand for higher skilled staff in order to remain competitive in the face of 
economic changes, and to help drive economic growth and productivity levels. 
Both the Employment and Skills (ESB) Board and main LEP Board have agreed 
that a greater intensity of activity needs to be undertaken to achieve this ambition 
to address the skills gaps. 

5. The LEP Board received a report from the ESB on 6 June 2019 that detailed the 
development of a “Plan 10,000 Plus” with eight key areas of concentrated focus 
to increase the cohort of learners commencing NVQ 3+ qualifications in the 
Greater Birmingham and Solihull LEP area. The eight key workstreams are: 

• Apprenticeship Hub – Increasing Apprenticeship starts and supporting 
employers through the apprenticeship process 

• Skills for Growth Hub – Improving skills related support to businesses via 
the GBSLEP Growth Hub 

• Work Academies – Increasing the number of Work Academies and 
employer-led short courses in the LEP geography 

• Strategic Leadership – Strengthening GBSLEP strategic leadership, cross-
institution collaboration and political lobbying 
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• Joint Provider Planning – Future planning of apprenticeship provision with 
regional training providers 

• Graduate Attraction – Increasing the number of graduates resident in the 
region. 

• Adult Participation – Increasing post-24year-old levels of upskilling with 
focus on those in employment. 

• Experimental Approaches – Increasing the number of new skills approaches 
to meet emerging and predicted skills needs. 

6. In line with the GBSLEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) the “Plan 10,000 Plus” 
focuses on the key economic sectors identified in the SEP. 

7. The LEP Board of 6 June 2019 approved £1.93 million of funding from the SEP 
Enabling Fund to be set aside to enable delivery of the Plan 10,000 Plus. This 
decision was formally noted by the 20 June 2019 Supervisory Board. 

8. The Board received an update on the ‘Plan 10,000 Plus’ on 19 September 2019, 
noting progress, approving the high-level project plans for each of the 
workstreams, approving the detailed budget to support the delivery of the plan 
and noting the risk register that had been developed. 

9. The Board received a subsequent update on 23 April 2020, noting progress 
made towards Plan 10,000 Plus attainment, recognising the initial impact of 
Covid-19 on this and agreeing mitigating flexibilities that could be employed to 
maximise chances of success in such an environment. This report provides an 
update on latest developments.  

 
Key Matters 

 
10. The most recent Nomis data (January to December 2019) shows the percentage 

of people qualified to Level 3 and higher in the GBSLEP area remaining the same 
as the previous year (53.7%). During the same period the national rate increased 
to 58.5%, so the gap increased slightly. The GBSLEP attainment level remained 
higher than that of the West Midlands (52.9%) during the same period. The need 
for the activity delivered through Plan 10,000 Plus is still of vital importance to the 
GBSLEP area; more than ever as to ensure the skills needed for recovery are 
available to businesses. 

 
Plan 10,000 Update and Progress to Date 
11. Significant progress has been made across a number of the strands of Plan 

10,000 Plus. The Covid-19 pandemic has though had an impact on delivery, both 
in terms of focus of activity and progress, as set out below:  

• Apprenticeship Hub 
An Apprenticeship Hub Manager has been appointed and will take up the 
position at the beginning of November 2020. A consultant has been appointed 
in the interim to and begin some of the key tasks required of the position. 
The vacancies for the additional Apprenticeship Hub roles are also being 
recruited to, with interviews underway as of August/September 2020. 
Key stakeholders and additional partners have been engaged to contribute to 
the Hub once it is operational. 
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Existing Covid-19 responses through the Apprenticeship Triage Service will 
feed, and ultimately merge into, the Hub once it is up and running. 
A European Social Fund (ESF) call for proposals to complement and add 
value to Apprenticeship Hub activity will soon be launched by DWP. This call 
has been accelerated by GBSLEP, coordinating with DWP, and has been 
tailored to meet the needs of the current Covid-19 environment. 
Discussions are underway with colleagues from Black Country LEP and 
Coventry and Warwickshire LEP to develop a three LEP Apprenticeship Hub, 
to maximise regional impact, building on the initial pioneering work of 
GBSLEP. 

• Skills for Growth Hub 
The Manager appointed to the Apprenticeship Hub role will carry out a dual 
function, also managing Skills for Growth Hub activity under the umbrella of 
one GBSLEP Skills Hub. 
The vacancies for the additional Skills for Growth Hub roles are also being 
recruited to, with interviews underway as of August/September 2020. 
Once these vacancies have been filled the next steps have been identified 
including the development of an engagement strategy, referral pathways, 
stakeholder collaboration and benefits to other projects and programmes 
highlighted, including Enterprise Advisers, employer engagement 
opportunities, local job creation & recruitment, work experience, interns, 
graduates etc.  
A Training Needs Analysis toolkit and communications plan will also be 
developed at the earliest opportunity to support the Skills for Growth Hub PR 
and referral pathways development that is required in response to employers’ 
skills queries. 
Delivery of the ESF Supplier Skills Programme, with Birmingham City 
Council, will see £12m of funding being channelled to meet skills needs 
across local businesses. The Skills Hub will act as the front end to this 
process, identifying businesses and associated skills needs, developing 
delivery models which can then be funded through the Programme. 

• Work Academies 
Despite the lack of available capital resources to deliver Work Academies, the 
recent ‘Getting Building Fund’ opportunity, and the associated development 
work across the partnership, has provided some impetus to this priority. 
From this work a skills capital pipeline has been developed which fed the 
Getting Building Fund opportunity and created a list of capital skills projects 
that will exploit any future capital resources (LGF etc.) as they become 
available. 

• Strategic Leadership 
A closer working relationship between the three LEPs is being developed 
across skills activities to ensure added value and impact is maximised while 
resources are put to best use. This has focused on several initiatives 
including the Apprenticeship Triage and Hub, Graduate 
Attraction/Progression and Mobile Apprenticeships. 
During the current COVID-19 crisis, GBSLEP took the strategic lead in 
lobbying Government (either through the LEP network or directly) to ensure 
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the needs of independent training providers and apprentices was fully taken 
into account in policy discussions. 

• Joint Provider Planning 
Throughout the current Covid-19 situation, GBSLEP has reached out to 
apprenticeship training providers to highlight how best to tackle skills needs in 
particular sector areas going forward. This will be continued through the 
engagement of providers through the future commissioning of innovative skills 
projects (e.g. we are currently engaging with a specialist health technologies 
provider to develop a Science Industry Partnership across the West 
Midlands). 

• Graduate Attraction 
One of the priority areas of GBSLEP Covid-19 recovery activity has been the 
highlighting of graduate needs coming out of the economic crisis. GBSLEP is 
currently working with HE partners to develop interventions that support 
graduate recovery and see as many as possible resident in the West 
Midlands and contributing to business and economic recovery. 

• Adult Participation 
Sector skills plans and delivery approaches are being developed (in Health 
Technologies, Low Carbon and Business, Professional and Financial 
Services) that will see existing employees aged over 24 upskilled to meet the 
business and economic needs of the ‘new normal’ This includes a focus on 
high level digital and data analysis skills that have been identified as a cross 
sectoral requirement. 

• Experimental Approaches 
During these challenging times, GBSLEP is looking to develop new and 
experimental approaches to delivering skills outputs; including those of Plan 
10,000 Plus. These include the development of new delivery models and 
engaging new partners than can add new approaches and support to activity 
in key sectoral areas. Within Plan 10,000 Plus delivery and budgets more 
flexibility has been sought to accommodate such flexibility to be able to react 
to meet the challenges of Covid-19 recovery. 

 

Impact of COVID-19. 

12. The coronavirus pandemic has had a dramatic impact on skills activity within the 
GBSLEP area, as it has on such activity across the UK; this has been 
accentuated by the high take up of the furlough scheme and dramatic rise in 
unemployment levels. 

13. Within the GBSLEP area there were 13,020 apprenticeship starts reported 
between 23 March and 30 April 2020, fewer than the 26,330 reported for this 
period at this point last year.  

14. As of the end of August 2020 it was reported that national apprenticeships starts 
are down 47% on the same point in 2019. Although no regional data has yet 
been released a similar trend can be expected across the GBSLEP area. 

15. Such a decline in take up of training opportunities will obviously have a negative 
impact on the attainment of Plan 10,000 Plus outcomes and objectives. 

16. Immediately upon lockdown GBSLEP sought to mitigate these likely impacts 
through, initially, the Apprenticeship Triage Service and the related Employment 
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Triage Service. Although these support services have seen limited take up to 
date, activity has increased recently, and this is anticipated to accelerate 
dramatically when the impact of the end of the furlough system is fully felt. As 
noted, the Apprenticeship Triage Service will be rolled into the Apprenticeship 
Hub activity to provide a comprehensive apprenticeship support, promotion and 
delivery service that will seek to bolster the attainment of Plan 10,000 Plus 
targets in this key area. 

17. GBSLEP seeks to mitigate such negative impact further through additional 
interventions, while still focusing on delivery of Plan 10,000 Plus targets. 

18. The impact of Covid-19 on delivery, along with delays in recruitment to date, has 
caused significant budget underspend across all areas of Plan 10,000 Plus 
activity. A revised budget has been agreed by the ESB and this will be 
continuously reported to and monitored by ESB going forward. 

19. The imminent increase in Plan 10,000 Plus activity, along with the additional 
interventions (in line with Plan 10,000 Plus priorities) noted below, will bring 
spend more into line with budget expectations and this will be monitored through 
the ESB. 

 

Further interventions to deliver Plan 10,000 Plus and mitigate the impact 
of Covid-19 
20. The delivery of the Apprenticeship Hub, and the Skills for Growth Hub, are key to 

the success of Plan 10,000 Plus. Recent project activity and appointments to 
ensure this activity commences at pace will maximise such chances of success. 
These will be enhanced further through the additional resources brought through 
the impending Covid-19 focused ESF Apprenticeship Hub call, and the delivery of 
the ESF Skills Supplier Programme through the Skills for Growth Hub in 
partnership with Birmingham City Council. 

21. GBSLEP Executive Officers have been working with key partners to develop 
further initiatives to mitigate impacts of Covid-19, in Plan 10,000 Plus activity 
areas. Such initiatives and activity areas include: 

• Graduate Retention and Progression. GBSLEP is working with key HE 
partners to develop a programme of support that will maximise the 
opportunities for those leaving university into the new Covid-19 work 
environment. This includes providing additional skills (if required) and 
employment brokerage services to ensure not only that those leaving HE in 
the GBSLEP area have their opportunities maximised, but other graduates 
are attracted to the area to take advantage of the opportunities on offer. It will 
also equip employers with the skilled workforce required as part of the 
recovery. 

• Mobile apprenticeships. Working with key partners to design and support 
apprenticeship programmes that use multiple employers during each 
apprenticeship standard delivered. This will reduce the burden on employers 
of committing to a full apprenticeship (both in terms of duration and support) 
while increasing the work experience and opportunities available to each 
apprentice. 

• Digital Skills. Across several priority growth sectors the need has been 
expressed for high level digital skills in areas such as data analysis, AI, VR, 
AR, machine learning etc. Working with local partners interventions will be 
developed to deliver such skills into the local economy to aid recovery and 
ensure future resilience. 
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• Sector Specific Responses. Several key growth sectors have identified 
specific interventions that are required to aid recovery and ensure the skills 
are in place to increase competitiveness. These include retrofitting and skills 
for net zero in Low Carbon, a Science Industry Partnership in Health 
Technologies, a virtual sector skills academy in BPFS etc. 

• Enterprise and Entrepreneurship. To provide support to those wishing to 
start their own business or those in self-employment who need additional 
skills to thrive. 

22. Several of these initiatives have been discussed as possibly being jointly 
developed and implemented across the three LEP geography for maximum 
positive impact. 

23. The interventions and activity highlighted is designed to complement and take 
advantage of new Government initiatives within the Plan for Jobs including 
apprenticeship grants, traineeship flexibilities and grants, the kickstart scheme 
etc. GBSLEP officers are working with DWP and DfE to maximise the impact of 
joint interventions. 

24. It is proposed that the new interventions and activity noted above are funded from 
existing Plan 10,000 Plus budgets, using the flexibilities previously agreed to by 
Board Members, while still aiming to deliver Plan 10,000 Plus objectives. 

25. Such activity and proposed interventions have already been approved by ESB, 
as has a detailed risk register, and this will be updated at each ESB to ensure all 
activity continues to meet the identified skills needs of the current environment.  

 
26. Conclusion 
27. The delivery of Plan 10,000 Plus is still of paramount importance to GBSLEP and, 

despite delays in staffing and other extraneous factors, significant progress has 
been made towards its attainment. 

28. The impact of Covid-19 on the local economy, and the skills environment, is a key 
factor that both obstructs progress and creates opportunities to meet the skills 
needs created through the recovery process. 

29. The GBSLEP Skills Team will work with LEP Executive colleagues and external 
partners to develop solutions that not only deliver the key aims of Plan 10,000 
Plus but also mitigate the impact of Covid-19, and equip our businesses and 
economy with the skills necessary to recover and thrive in new economic 
circumstances. 

 
Report by:   Spencer Wilson (Head of Skills) 

 
Contact:  spencer.wilson@gbslep.co.uk  

07483 079298 
 

Date Created:  01/09/2020 
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GREATER BIRMINGHAM AND SOLIHULL LEP 
BOARD MEETING 

 
24 September 2020 

 
Whole Place Zones 

 

Recommendations 

Board Directors are asked to: 
1. Note the progress that has been made in developing the concept of Whole Place 

Zones (WPZ). 
2. Provide feedback on the proposed approach to developing the WPZ pilot as an 

Action Research Project.  

Background 

3. The initial concept for the development of the WPZ approach was presented at the 
last LEP Board meeting on 16 July 2020.  

4. Following discussion at that meeting, the Place team has now completed a desk-
based review of existing evidence and national experience of area-based 
approaches to economic regeneration, focussing on good practice and lessons 
learned, and reflecting on previous work around ecosystems and towns and local 
centres. A summary of this review is contained within the attached Scoping 
Document.  

5. Based on this research, the Place team is recommending an approach that takes into 
account the likely implications of context of Covid-19 on deprived communities and 
builds on the existing work being led by local authorities. The proposed approach 
also reflects the LEP’s current financial position, with limited resources remaining and 
uncertainty around future funding. These challenges have influenced the scale and 
nature of the proposed approach, which must be deliverable within current 
constraints. The emphasis for the LEP will therefore be on adding value, by helping 
to connect interventions and bring services together, in order to increase positive 
impact on businesses and communities.  

6. Increasing the efficacy of interventions is increasingly important in the context of 
significant economic and funding uncertainty: partners need to make public and 
private investment work harder to address the needs of poorly performing businesses 
and communities.  

7. This paper is intended to provide a brief update to the LEP Board on progress with 
the development of the WPZ approach, and to seek the Board’s feedback on key 
areas of the work, as identified above. 
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Key Issues 

Progress update 
 

8. The vision of the WPZ approach is to co-ordinate LEP interventions to demonstrate 
and test new and better ways of delivering growth in specific places by encouraging a 
joined-up approach using LEP levers and resources. Such an approach will 
maximise impact and outcomes, whilst cutting duplication. Attracting other, non-LEP 
investment would also be a key part of the approach.  

9. Based on the desk research undertaken, it is proposed that a whole place action 
research pilot project is developed and implemented with a local authority partner in 
the LEP area. 

10. Place Board has asked for further input from the LEP Board before progressing 
further. The issues which require LEP Board consideration are laid out in the next 
section.  

 
 
Issues for Board consideration  
 

(a) The WPZ concept  

11. The research and scoping work undertaken by the Place team has enabled the 
shaping of initial ideas for the WPZ approach. 

12. Through the research, key lessons learned have been identified, and good practice 
has been reviewed. This will allow the LEP to shape its interventions in the most 
effective way, building upon other existing area-based approaches and LEP 
investment. 

13. Over the last 20 years there have been a number of different approaches to address 
long term and persistent neighbourhood level deprivation. Despite very large-scale 
total investment in initiatives the impact has been mixed, with many areas seeing 
little change in the underlying levels of poverty, deprivation, and productivity rates.   

14. Examples of lessons learned from area-based approaches to economic regeneration 
include:  

• Creation of predominately low-productivity, low-skilled jobs for residents fails 
to drive economic growth, unlike the development of key sector job roles and 
skills pipelines. 

• Importance of multi-disciplinary, multi-agency approaches to combating 
related barriers to economic growth such as low skill levels, transport 
infrastructure, business support and the green economy. 

• ‘Big-ticket’ projects that do not focus on strengthening the resilience of the 
local economies fail to have lasting positive area-based impacts. 

15. The aim of the action research pilot is for the LEP to apply good practice lessons, 
identifying how existing public investment and services could be shaped to 
accelerate or increase the positive impact of joined-up investment on a deprived 
neighbourhood. This good practice includes opportunities to: 

• Embed green growth and low carbon opportunities in a joined-up way across 
the area 

• Take a more pro-active approach to land assembly 
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• Develop new models of joint working that improve co-ordination between a 
range of partners 

• Model for radical change of use – e.g. reduction of shop units and increase of 
housing provision   

• Pool funding streams to maximise resources 

• Provide more and better facilities for active travel  

• Ensure the use of community benefit clauses  

• Generate sustainable future revenue income (e.g. through an EZ model) 
16. In addition to the above, and outside of the issues covered within the vast majority of 

the existing literature, public agencies (including LEPs) will need to continue to 
respond to the consequences of Covid-19. Delivering a WPZ Action Research 
Project provides an opportunity to inform regeneration planning and implementation, 
provide a framework to direct future public investment, and evaluate the specific 
effects of co-ordinated area-based action.   

17. The scoping document is attached as Appendix 14a.   

 
(b) Place selection criteria  

18. As previously agreed by LEP Board, implementation of the WPZ approach will 
involve implementation of appropriate activities, followed by measurement of the 
effectiveness of the approach to assess what, if any, added value an holistic (whole 
place) approach brings.  

19. In order to identify an appropriate geographical area in which to carry out the Action 
Research Project pilot, Place Board has agreed a number of possible selection 
criteria. These criteria need to balance two elements – need and opportunity. For an 
intervention to be impactful, there must be recognised need, but there must also be 
opportunities that can be built upon. This is a difficult balancing act.  

20. Given the above considerations, Place Board proposes the following potential 
selection criteria:  

• Deprivation measures: using the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (2019) to 
identify areas of need. The index covers seven domains of deprivation: 
income; employment; education; health; crime; barriers to housing and 
services; living environment.  

• Good transport links: such as a train station, an effective bus service, and 
safe cycle routes.  

• A recognisable geographical area: such as a town centre or a distinct 
neighbourhood.  

• Green recovery: existing opportunities connected to green growth and low 
carbon technologies. 

• Jobs: opportunities to tackle issues such as low pay or high unemployment 
and under-employment levels.  

• Sectors: opportunities to work with LEP key sectors on identified issues such 
as skills shortages. 

• Land: availability of brownfield land, development land, green space, and 
other recreation space.  
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• Housing need (a key aspect both in addressing labour market issues and 
wider deprivation): shortage of availability within particular tenures, or quality 
issues such as inefficient properties leading to fuel poverty.  

• Additionality: clear opportunity to bring added benefits through a WPZ 
approach.  

21. A review of the available data in relation to these criteria will inform an initial list of 
potential pilot areas for this Action Research Project. This will be followed by detailed 
discussions with local authorities in the potential areas, to discuss their views, and to 
agree ability and willingness to commit to delivering a pilot project. As yet, it is 
unclear what the requirements will be on the local authority partner, as this will be 
worked through and developed as part of the shaping of the proposal. 

22. Feedback from LEP Board regarding the suitability and appropriateness of this 
proposed set of selection criteria is now requested.  

 
(c) Key performance indicators  
23. Place Board has also agreed a number of possible quantitative key performance 

indicators (KPIs) which could be used to measure the impact of the WPZ Action 
Research Project. The selection of the KPIs will be very closely linked to the final 
selection criteria, and will be jointly agreed with the local authority partner for the 
Action Research Project.  

24. The duration of any Action Research Project will also impact upon the selection of 
appropriate KPIs. Traditionally, area-based initiatives take several years to evidence 
any impact. However, such a long-term project is out of scope for the LEP, and as 
such consideration must be given as to which indicators may give a short-term 
measure of impact.   

25. The LEP may therefore wish to also consider more qualitative indicators, such as 
more community-led / assets-based and participatory approaches to this type of 
activity. As before, the selection of such indicators will depend to some extent on the 
pilot area that is chosen for the Action Research Project.  

26. Bearing these caveats in mind, potential KPIs for the pilot area could include (see 
Appendix 14a for a more detailed breakdown):  

• Deprivation Measures: Indices of Multiple Deprivation (2019); Free School 
Meals; Universal Credit claimants; fuel poverty. 

• Economic Growth: jobs created; business start ups; business survival after 3 
years; number of businesses received Growth Hub support; employment rate; 
average salary; Living Wage. 

• Housing: rent to earnings; house prices to earnings; housing tenure mix. 

• Green Recovery: number of homes retrofitted; number of businesses 
retrofitted; clean air; trees planted; green space; cycle infrastructure; public 
transport use; carbon capture. 

• Infrastructure Projects: Local people employed. 

• Towns and Local Centres: Footfall; empty units, increased investment and 
businesses located. 

• Skills: Progression to HE; number of Apprentices, number of adult (post-24) 
learners. 
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• Heritage & culture: Listed buildings at risk; historic buildings brought back into 
use; visitor attraction footfall (heritage); visitor attraction footfall (cultural) 

• Health & sport: access to allotments; access to green space 
27. Finalising the list of appropriate KPIs will involve work with specialist partners such 

as City-REDI / WM-REDI to agree measures that will highlight any additional impacts 
of LEP interventions.  

28. It is important to be aware that this list of potential KPIs is intended to encourage 
discussion and debate. It will not be possible to produce the final list of KPIs until an 
area has been selected, as the KPIs must be tailored to local need and opportunity, 
embedded within a strategic planning and delivery framework, and provide useful 
information about the impact of the programme.  

29. Further, although there are some specific indicators which would be of interest, they 
may not be appropriate for a number of reasons. For example, KPIs may not be 
available at the appropriate geographical level, or they may be meaningless in 
relation to such a small area.   

30. Despite the caveats noted above, feedback from the LEP Board regarding the 
suitability and usefulness of this potential set of KPIs is requested.  

Next steps 

31. Once feedback has been secured from the LEP Board, the Place team will then work 
with Place Board to refine the proposal, to identify the most suitable pilot area based 
on the data review and on conversations with potential local authority partners, 
establish some potential interventions, highlight potential funding streams, etc. 

32. The final proposal for a pilot WPZ Action Research Project will then be submitted to 
the next LEP Board meeting on 5 November 2020.  

Conclusion 

33. Board Directors are asked to note progress of the WPZ work, and to provide 
feedback on the three key areas of work identified above.  
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1. Our proposal 
 
 
1.1 Why we are doing this 
 
Economic growth and prosperity, as widely recognised, are not distributed evenly across the UK, or within 
the GBSLEP geography, as evidenced by the fact that the UK has some of the lowest productivity rates in 
Western Europe1. We are also now seeing that the impact of Covid-19 is disproportionately affecting the 
most disadvantaged communities, particularly within the labour market. There is therefore a stronger need 
than ever to address skills shortages and create a productive workforce, providing progression routes for 
those in low-paid work where their skills are often under-utilised and supporting places which are most 
vulnerable. 
 
In addition to the established and post-Covid jobs and skills issues, we also face challenges around the 
availability and cost of housing, as well as improving connectivity to areas of opportunity. Further, the 
composition and role of our high streets had begun to change radically over the last 10 to 15 years. Retail 
premises were falling empty, or being under-utilised with the role of service, leisure, and hospitality 
businesses had become more important in sustaining the viability of our town centres. Covid-19 is likely to 
dramatically increase the speed and volume of the former, whilst impacting fundamentally on the function 
of the latter, further lessening the resilience of our local economies to external shocks.  
 
Taking a global perspective, the largest threat to our economy is climate breakdown. The WMCA has 
adopted a target of being carbon neutral by 2041, with many of our Local Authorities surpassing this by 
announcing targets of carbon neutrality by 2030 or 2035. The transition to a low carbon, green economy 
presents many opportunities for new markets and inclusive economic growth, and will be at the forefront 
of our approach. 
 
Whilst many of the issues identified above are already a focus of LEP intervention, if we are to maximise 
our impact and ensure a holistic regenerative approach we need to work with more closely and intensively 
with our partners and with other agencies. By bringing together the LEP’s experience in delivering skills, 
business, and place support activities, combining it with the local expertise and established delivery 
mechanisms of our local authority partners, as well as a range of knowledge and skills from a broad range 
of other stakeholders, we can deepen our added value contribution. The burgeoning green and low carbon 
sector will be a key part of this, offering us opportunities to grow the economy in a sustainable way, and 
upskilling the local work force ensuring our more disadvantaged communities benefit from such 
opportunities. 
 
 
1.2 What we are proposing 
 
Greater Birmingham and Solihull Local Enterprise Partnership (GBSLEP) is proposing to pilot an action 
research approach to area-based regeneration and economic recovery – a ‘Whole Place Zone’ (WPZ).   
 
Taking a holistic approach to a specific geographical area will help us to co-ordinate multiple growth-
focused interventions, to generate more impact for our investment, and to develop a model that can be 
replicated across the LEP area.  

 
1 https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC119785/productivity_in_europe_full.pdf  

https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/bitstream/JRC119785/productivity_in_europe_full.pdf
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We envisage bringing together a wide range of stakeholders to form a WPZ Partnership, working together 
to deliver multiple interventions that focus on skills, business, and place support activities, but also 
consider housing, transport, and low carbon issues.  
 
In the first instance, we want to pilot the approach in a specific area, in order to test deliverability and 
measure additionality. The exact nature of the interventions that we will use will be dependent upon the 
chosen pilot area, but it is likely to include some of the following elements:  
 

• Green economic recovery 
• climate change mitigation and carbon reduction opportunities  
• Development of key sector clusters 
• training and skills provision that matches local opportunities, as well as local needs  
• the evolving role of local high streets in a post-Covid world  
• public realm challenges and changes  
• accessibility and active travel  
• expansion of green and/or open spaces and their effective use, particularly in light of potential 

future Covid waves  
• provision of housing of mixed type and tenure, much of it in central locations that have previously 

had other uses  
• access to good quality local employment opportunities  
• tailored business support that will help companies respond quickly to a changing world 
• support for entrepreneurship 
• building resilience to potential future pandemics 
• re-imagining of creative and cultural activities in a changed environment  
• social and behavioural changes within town centres, and what opportunities they may bring  
• digital inclusion and adaptation  
• Community development / ownership 

 
Whilst the interventions will be specific to the chosen pilot area, there are some basic principles which we 
think are likely to apply regardless of geography to ensure replicability. For example, the WPZ will need to: 
 

• Clearly and succinctly describe the desired change by establishing a baseline, and then projecting 
forward to the desired goal via clear actions and outcomes 

• Think long term, possibly for a period of 5 or 10 years, but with short term results 
• Show ties to the WM LIS / and GBSLEP key sector plans  
• Evaluate the impacts of the intervention, so that we can replicate good practice 

 
We will develop further guidelines relating to evaluation once we have selected a pilot area and agreed 
interventions.  
 
 
1.3  Next steps to make it happen  
 
Over the next few weeks, the LEP executive will carry on its discussions with a range of stakeholders in 
order to refine the WPZ idea. A final proposal – to include the identification of the most suitable pilot area, 
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most likely partnership structure, proposed interventions, potential funding streams, KPIs etc – will then be 
put to the LEP Board on 5 November 2020.   
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2. What is a Whole Place Zone?  
 
 
2.1  Definition 
 
A Whole Place Zone is an approach that co-ordinates multiple growth-focused interventions in a defined 
geographical area. 
 
 
2.2  The basic ingredients  
 
The idea for a new model for area-based initiatives has been under discussion for some time. For example, 
Core Cities have also been looking at Whole Place Leadership and budgets whilst the property sector 
(British Property Federation) has focused on Town Centre Investment Zones (TCIZ).  
 
These approaches and the findings of our research have determined out thinking on Whole Place Zones. 
We see our WPZ approach as using some of the elements included in the above examples but also adding 
some of the specific considerations that form part of our Strategic Economic Plan, our Sector Plans, and the 
Local Industrial Strategy. This includes:  
 

• carbon reduction opportunities  
• high streets revitalisation and public realm improvements  
• accessibility and active travel  
• supply of housing of mixed type and tenure 
• training and skills provision  
• access to good quality local employment opportunities  
• tailored business support  
• support for creative and cultural activities  
• digital and technological innovation  
• sector clusters 
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3.  Potential structures and funding options  
 
 
3.1 Partnership structure options 
 
The final structure of any WPZ partnership will be dependent upon the location chosen for pilot, the 
capacity and involvement of different organisations, and the range of interventions to be delivered. We 
therefore need to take a flexible approach to structures, but we may want to look at: 
 

• Memorandum of understanding (MoU) – this records the common intent and agreement between 
two or more parties, and clarifies the roles, responsibilities, intent and goals of collaborating 
organisations. A MoU is not a legally binding document, but it is a statement of serious intent, 
agreed voluntarily by equal partners, of the commitment, resources, and other considerations that 
each of the parties will bring.  

 
• Public-private partnership – combines council and commercial expertise, strong development 

focus on key sites.  
 

• Development corporation – development corporations are statutory bodies set up to regenerate a 
designated area, bringing land and buildings into effective use, and acting as the planning authority 
for that area.  There has been a recent call for proposals from government focussed on setting up 
new development corporations which wish to take forward bold, ambitious, and innovative 
proposals for delivering transformational housing and regeneration projects. More information can 
be found at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/new-development-corporation-
competition-guidance 

 
• Community Interest Company – this is a limited company which exists to benefit the community 

rather than private shareholders.  
 
 
3.2  Partnership members   
 
The literature review indicates that bigger partnerships with bigger projects make bigger impacts. 
However, the core membership should consist of those organisations that can deliver certain aspects of 
the project. It is likely that the local authority, in partnership with the LEP, would steer the make-up of the 
partnership, with additional members pulled in as and when needed on particular themes. 
 
Bearing in mind the above, potential members for a WPZ partnership could include:  
 

• LEP 
• Local authority  
• Clinical Commissioning Group / NHS  
• Government departments (e.g. MHCLG) 
• Heritage England 
• Canal and River Trust 
• Environment Agency  
• Arts Council  
• WMCA 

• Housing Associations  
• Colleges 
• University  
• Schools  
• City-REDI 
• Business Improvement Districts 
• Private sector home builders  
• Financial institutions 
• Land and property owners  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/new-development-corporation-competition-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/new-development-corporation-competition-guidance
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• Voluntary sector organisations  
• Community organisations  

• Social investors  
• TUC 

 
 
3.3 Partner roles 
 
As previously noted, membership of the partnership should consist of those organisations that can deliver 
certain aspects of the project and will be dependent upon the area selected and the interventions that are 
proposed. However, within the partnership structures, it will be crucial that all partners have clarity 
regarding their specific roles and responsibilities. This would be agreed with partners in the pilot area as 
part of the development of any proposals for action.  
 
 
3.4  Funding options 

For the WPZ approach to work, it is essential that partners are open to pool resources and budgets to 
ensure that maximum benefits accrue. As before, the exact make-up of any funding package will be 
dependent upon the area, the partners, and the interventions, but could include some or all of the 
following elements:  
 

• The LEP’s SEP Enabling Fund – providing seed corn funding for initial revenue work 
• Any future capital funds that the LEP is allocated  
• UK government development corporation funds  
• Social investor contributions  
• Crowdfunding investment  
• Green economy funding streams 
• UK Wealth Fund 
• Private funds 
• Third sector funds  
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4. Choosing an appropriate pilot area  
 
 
4.1  The basic principles  
 
Our intention is to pilot the WPZ approach in one area. This will allow us to test the deliverability of the 
approach, to learn lessons, and to refine the model before any further roll-out. Selection of the pilot area 
will be based upon a number of factors, such as: 
 
Practicalities: 

• Population (the literature review suggests the best population size for an area-based intervention is 
about 15,000 to 30,000) – think in terms of a ’20 minute neighbourhood’ (i.e. all services are 
available within a 20 minute walk).  

• Transport links – is there a train station or reliable bus service? 
• Clearly defined and recognised geographical area. 

 
Existing vision and strategic fit:  

• Current land holdings – is there a long-term plan in place for these assets?  
• Is there a clear vision and plan for the future role of the town? Are the necessary changes known, 

and is everyone agreed? 
• Is there a streetscape plan or a public realm improvement plan in place?  
• Is there an established brand for the town? Could one be developed?  
• Are there any links to the LIS / sector plans? 

 
Existing information: 

• Is there a town centre travel, parking, and access strategy? Is walking and cycling at the centre of 
this strategy?  

• Is there an existing baseline of relevant data covering a broad range of issues, or is there one which 
could be updated relatively quickly (e.g. the data that underpins our ecosystem work)?  

 
Opportunities:  

• What are the green growth and low carbon opportunities?  
• Are there existing or planned large-scale projects which can be leveraged? Examples include HS2 

and the Commonwealth Games. 
• Are there employment, training, and skills opportunities that could be developed? Do we know the 

key employment sectors in the area? Do we know where there are skills gaps? Are there potential 
growth sectors or local employment opportunities that could be further developed?  

• Is there an identified housing need in the area? Are there quality issues around housing stock?  
• What digital opportunities could be developed? 

 
 
4.2 When and how the pilot area will be selected  
 
The Place team is currently carrying out a review of available data to inform both the selection criteria and 
the potential KPIs. This review will guide us to areas which are most suitable to act as the base for the 
piloting of this new approach, based on current jobs, skill levels, opportunities for growth, etc.  
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The initial process of selecting a pilot area to test the WPZ approach will be steered by the Place team, with 
input from Place Board members as appropriate. Looking to the future, if the pilot shows that the WPZ 
approach has merit, a selection process to identify additional zones to target will be developed in 
consultation with partners. We will also identify relevant learning from the pilot – regardless of the impacts 
– and use this in our own programming, as well as sharing with others.     
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5. Area-based initiatives – what hasn’t worked  
 
 
This section of the scoping document is based upon research carried out by the Place team. The purpose of 
the research was to review available evaluations of area-based initiatives from across the UK, in order to 
identify common themes focussed on both lessons learned and replicable good practice. The source of the 
information is recorded in footnotes throughout the document, and there is also a bibliography at annexe 
four of this document.  
 
 
5.1  Displacement rather than new jobs  
 
Regeneration has created jobs but these are not always 'additional' and they are often taken up by 
individuals living outside target areas2.  If much of the growth within the zone comes at the expense of 
nearby local areas (e.g. within the same LEP or city-region), then this will mean less (or even no) overall 
growth at the wider area level3.  
 
Area-based initiatives of the 1980s and 90s tended to focus on sites of economic weakness and physical 
decay. The aim was to both revitalise these derelict areas and encourage economic growth. In more recent 
years, the focus tends to have been via tax and planning changes so that it can deliver economic growth 
and job creation.  
 
 
5.2 Types of jobs created  
 
The nature of the jobs created has also been overwhelmingly low skilled4, meaning that the zones have 
done little to attract in higher-skilled economic activity that would help to change the economic make-up 
of the economies into which they have been placed. Areas need to address the barriers as to why this is 
the case, with the availability of skilled workers likely to be a key reason. 
 
 
5.3  Fundamental issues remain unsolved  
 
Regeneration has failed to address longstanding systemic regional imbalances5. 
 
English regeneration has a narrow focus in which public resources are used for hard infrastructural 
improvements with attendant emphasis on tax breaks, re-zoning, and grants to attract inward investment 
into poorer regions. There is an overreliance on the market to affect positive social change, and attention 
to the climate emergency has been neglected.  
 
Most area-based approaches are focussed on economic growth, but this approach cannot tackle 
everything. Incentive packages for businesses will not address more fundamental area-level problems, 
such as the educational level of the local labour force, which hold back productivity in those places6. 

 
2 Sheffield Hallam University and JRF - Regeneration and poverty – 2014  
3 Ibid 
4 ibid 
5 Centre for Local Economic Studies on Regeneration – August 2019 
6 What Works Centre for Local Economic Growth – Evidence Review 10: Area Based Initiatives – January 2016 
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Regeneration has been more effective in tackling 'non-material' (poor health or the negative experiences 
of living in poor areas) forms of poverty than it has been in reducing 'material' poverty (lack of income). 
Place-based interventions (housing, crime, and the physical environment) contribute far more to improving 
the non-material dimensions of poverty than people-based interventions (health, education, and 
community participation)7.  
 
 
5.4  Benefits may not accrue locally  
 
Big-ticket investments such as the London 2012 Olympics have missed an opportunity to embed 
transformational change or have long term positive impacts on local communities.   
 
  

 
7 Sheffield Hallam University and JRF - Regeneration and poverty – 2014 
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6. Area-based initiatives – what has worked, what will work  
 
 
This section of the scoping document is based upon research carried out by the Place team. The purpose of 
the research was to review available evaluations of area-based initiatives from across the UK, in order to 
identify common themes focussed on both lessons learned and replicable good practice. The source of the 
information is recorded in footnotes throughout the document, and there is also a bibliography at annexe 
4 of this document.  
 
 
6.1  Develop new approaches to land and property ownership 
 
“Nearly half of all UK high street property is in the hands of distant real estate companies, overseas 
investors, and other investment funds” (source: EG Radius Data Exchange).  
 
Support local authorities to take a more pro-active approach to land assembly and using compulsory 
purchase order powers to overcome fragmented property ownership and facilitate long-term change 
across retail, leisure, and housing provision8. 
 
Develop new models of joint working, including investment in community-owned assets, to help re-open 
and re-use empty premises.9 
 
 
6.2 Plan and model for radical change  
 
Develop long-term master planning to rebalance the role of town and city centres and provide a broader 
range of functions including employment, commercial, leisure, community, residential, healthcare, and 
educational uses. A better and broader mix will help to ensure future sustainability. 
 
Develop new retail capacity models that are based on understanding the catchment demographic, evolving 
shopping patterns, and the role of neighbouring town centres. Such models should seek to consolidate and 
reduce retail dominance, replacing it with a spectrum of other activities that reduces empty and under-let 
units and better serves the existing community.  
 
Town centres tend to have a core and fringe. Often there are too many shop units at the fringe, while the 
centre may be too strung out, which leads to both areas being dominated by vacant units10. Some town 
centres will need to reduce the fringe to achieve a stronger, better managed town centre core. This will 
involve defining new uses for the fringe areas. This could involve conversion to housing, in particular, 
and/or employment, open space, education, and local services, all of which provide an opportunity to bring 
new functions, economic activity and footfall into declining town centres. 
 
Think big and be bold. Repurposing a large single use asset such as a shopping centre can transform a High 
Street in one move by consolidating retail on the street edges, repopulating the heart of the town centre, 

 
8 People & Places Partnership – Creating a Town Centre Recovery Plan – June 2020  
9 Ibid 
10 Ibid 
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increasing permeability with large blocks broken down into new streets and lanes and in so doing permit 
the introduction of new uses that will attract a greater proportion of the community11.  
 
People are increasingly looking for a leisure experience rather than simply a range of shops to visit, so 
investing in the public realm and streetscape can be used to give town centres a potentially competitive 
advantage. Green and/or outdoor space where people can gather will be key post Covid-19, allowing for 
outdoor gathering places where both local residents and visitors can get together12. 
 
New forms of workplaces may also be required. The way we work is changing, as people get used to not 
commuting to a city centre office every day13. There may be options to develop self-contained ‘capsule 
offices’ or appropriately spaced touchdown points in local centres, which people can access on foot or by 
bicycle. This will create vibrancy during the day and opportunities for flexible working and a healthy live / 
work balance. 
 
There are considerable opportunities for providing additional housing in town centres, if the necessary 
land and property can be assembled, and if people can think differently about what constitutes a 
residential area14. Much of the literature points to the usefulness of town centres for housing for young 
people and older people in particular, with family homes more likely to remain in suburban locations.  
 
 
6.3  Structures and processes: the local authority role  
 
Local government is critical to the success of area-based initiatives. It is best placed to advise on place 
development, accommodating the breadth of social, cultural, economic, and environmental facets that are 
part of a whole networked system within a locality.  
 
The recent Planning for the Future white paper15 presents radical changes to the planning system. The 
potential introduction of a US-style zoning system may enable new approaches to local redevelopment. 
 
There may be options for local government to look at pooling of a critical mass of freeholds in a given area, 
together with some leasehold and other interests, to form a new investment entity which can implement 
change through asset management. The British Property Federation calls this pooling of assets approach 
Town Centre Investment Management (TCIM)16. This has two main objectives: to overcome fragmented 
ownership; to enable adaptation through asset management.  
 
 
6.4 Structures and processes: partnership working 
 
Public-private sector partnerships can drive growth by: 

 
11 A Vision for High Street Regeneration – Threesixty Architecture, Scotland's Towns Partnership, Scottish Government, 
Renfrewshire Council, Revo – July 2020 
12 Centre for Local Economic Strategies - Productive local economies: creating resilient places 
13 A Vision for High Street Regeneration – Threesixty Architecture, Scotland's Towns Partnership, Scottish Government, 
Renfrewshire Council, Revo – July 2020 
14 Centre for Regional Social and Economic Research, Sheffield Hallam University – Regeneration Revival? Making housing-led 
regeneration work across England – April 2016 
15 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/907647/MHCLG-
Planning-Consultation.pdf  
16 Town Centre Investment Zones – British Property Federation – January 2016 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/907647/MHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/907647/MHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf
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• Creating political certainty: investors will look to local areas where there is cross-party consensus 
on a framework for attracting and supporting investment. 

• Ensuring a convincing and realistic vision: a clear and frank assessment of an area’s strengths and 
weaknesses helps convince investors of the vision for development. 

• Using land assembly tools to bring strategic sites together17. 
 
Partnership working needs to be focussed on effective contributions – do not spend a considerable amount 
of time and effort liaising with agencies which ultimately will not provide real hard-edged additionality. 
 
All partners need to be very clear about their respective roles and responsibilities. The roles required 
include:  

• Leadership and coordination  
o Facilitation 
o secretariat, reporting and coordination 
o strategic connections and influence 
o financial management 
o fundraising 
o communications and marketing including digital 
o community engagement 

• Project development and delivery 
o suitable delivery experience 
o necessary technical expertise 
o project management skills 
o suitable development and delivery experience 
o maintenance support identified 

 
There are positive associations with both larger Partnership Boards and larger projects18.  
 
There must be transparent recording and sharing of decision-making with partners; engaging with media, 
staff and stakeholder groups; and keeping the wider community informed and aware of ways to get 
involved. 
 
 
6.5 Community involvement 19 
 
Even relatively small areas may contain several, not necessarily homogenous, 'communities'. There are also 
non-residential communities, e.g. local businesses that need to be clearly identified and involved in the 
design and implementation of regeneration activity 
 
Communities are key stakeholders in the development and design of successful regeneration programmes. 
Informing and involving local communities early in regeneration activity is vitally important as successful 
interventions are ‘co-produced’, with individual and collective residents and businesses providing a vital 
source of social capital and delivery capacity. 
 

 
17 Creating a Town Centre Recovery Plan – People & Places Partnership – June 2020 
18 SERC Policy Paper 6: Strategies for Underperforming Places – Sheffield Hallam University, SERC, LSE, University of Cambridge – 
February 2011 
19 Ibid 
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Creative approaches to fostering community leadership and input, establishing anchor community facilities 
and assets and maintaining the stability of social networks are key to addressing complex social issues that 
may prevent the full benefit of economic development investment being shared with the most 
disadvantaged sections of the community.  
 
 
6.6 Embedding green growth and low carbon 
 
Regeneration can present an opportunity for localities to build a cleaner way of life, by increasing the 
availability of green mobility options, reducing energy consumption through improved energy efficiency, 
and ensuring local natural assets are protected and bolstered. We must consider how end-users interact 
with their world – can they cycle, can they charge an EV? Are their homes sufficiently insulated so they can 
reduce the amount of heat they use? This will protect natural assets, providing wider climate and 
biodiversity benefits.   
 
Areas can develop a bespoke approach to green recovery, signalling how local resources will be channelled 
into ensuring a transition towards clean energy and an inclusive and sustainable approach. This is best 
summarised by the WMCA in their #WMCA2041 which describes “…a local economy that is zero carbon 
and abides by circular economy principles, while enabling the people of the region to build and enjoy their 
prosperity. Prosperity, though, should not only be measured as GDP or money incomes, but also in terms of 
health and well-being and long-term sustainability. Increasing income retained within the local economy, a 
key circular economy feature, also contributes to more resilient communities and helps reduce inequalities.” 
 
Procurement is the UK public sector’s largest expenditure (worth around 13% GDP) and influencing how 
this money is spent represents a significant opportunity to shape the nature of the wider economy. 
However, at the moment, public sector procurement and allocation of capital funding relies primarily on 
‘value for money’; there is no incentivisation to utilise public sector monies to deliver additional beneficial 
outcomes beyond cost. Deploying lower-carbon alternatives by leveraging public sector funding therefore 
remains a relatively unaddressed opportunity, primarily because low-carbon alternatives are typically not 
cost-competitive against fossil fuel technologies. Leveraging public sector funding in this way could 
significantly bolster demand for local businesses and pave the way for the scaling-up of new products and 
services. LEPs and local authorities could act as leaders in best practice procurement20, ensuring that 
equality and diversity and inclusion and sustainability are included in all activities, internal policies, and 
procedures. 
 
Partners can take an active role in ensuring that low carbon and green growth activities are embedded in 
all of the different elements of their work, particularly as the demand for green jobs will increase as the 
nation transitions to a net zero economy and will help to counter the unprecedented job losses due to 
coronavirus. This should include ensuring the availability of training and upskilling resources to enable 
people to work in the low carbon sector at all skill levels, as well as focussing on the generation of jobs in, 
craft areas (including heating installers, roof installers, double glazers, etc). A WPZ partnership could 
develop an energy-retrofit scheme that could provide training, create jobs, increase incomes, and deliver 
other benefits in less prosperous localities. This could include a wide range of trades, as some form of 
alteration and adaptation will need to happen in most homes in the country. Delivering at this scale will 

 
20 For an example of best practice procurement, see The Preston Model: https://www.preston.gov.uk/media/1792/How-we-
built-community-wealth-in-Preston/pdf/CLES_Preston_Document_WEB_AW.pdf?m=636994067328930000 and also the 
conditions that National Grid attach to procurement at: 
https://www.nationalgrid.com/sites/default/files/documents/OurContribution_PDF_Brochure.pdf 

https://www.preston.gov.uk/media/1792/How-we-built-community-wealth-in-Preston/pdf/CLES_Preston_Document_WEB_AW.pdf?m=636994067328930000
https://www.preston.gov.uk/media/1792/How-we-built-community-wealth-in-Preston/pdf/CLES_Preston_Document_WEB_AW.pdf?m=636994067328930000
https://www.nationalgrid.com/sites/default/files/documents/OurContribution_PDF_Brochure.pdf
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require robust, embedded supply chains to deliver over the long-term. The WPZ approach could be a 
vehicle for targeted, local intervention, allowing us to analyse existing capacity to undertake retrofit in the 
location, and then looking to boost provision as appropriate.  
 
Partners should explore options for green financial instruments to reduce risks associated with low carbon 
investments. Currently, investing in low-carbon solutions may not be the best way to generate revenues 
for an investor, and we therefore need to mobilise finance to create low-carbon solutions; for example, by 
accounting for the cost of doing nothing. The WPZ approach could create the opportunity to develop a 
green finance body21, using initiatives such as crowd funding to set up a community interest company that 
could deliver projects which will give long-term income (e.g. solar farms) but also protect the environment 
and improve health and quality of life through good green spaces, clean air etc.  
 
 
6.7 Developing a new town centre offer22  
 
Reference the heritage and culture of the area to retain individuality and sense of place.  
 
Think innovatively about the offer, in terms of a broader calendar of events and town centre animation. 
Lead local growth through investment in arts and culture in town centres. Events and specialist markets, 
each with a different focus, can celebrate local culture and provide benefits for the local community and 
economy. Heritage buildings and sites can offer attractive environments for businesses as well as helping 
to foster a sense of local identity.  
 
Extend the hours of the offer, and think particularly about the quieter hours from approximately 5pm till 
9pm. Ensure that the evening economy is safe and welcoming with a mix of options. New approaches to 
public art, multi-use street architecture and greening town centres will help to increase footfall. 
 
 
6.8 Broadening the housing offer 
 
Provide Housing Associations and Local Authorities with the ability to exempt stock in regeneration areas 
from the extension to the Right to Buy.  
 
Town centres – both in their core as well as in fringe areas – are accessible places suitable for densification 
and accommodating more housing. They are particularly suited to meeting the needs of both younger and 
older age groups, though a focus on quantity of units should not override quality concerns23. 
 
Repopulate the high street24 – introduce more urban living within the town centre through mixed use 
blocks and a range of tenures. There is considerable scope for developing new housing on upper floors in 
the core area, while the periphery is more likely to be suited to larger-scale new housing projects. 
 
 
6.9 Provide for active travel  
 

 
21 More information on green finance is available at www.greenfinanceinstitute.co.uk  
22 Build Back Better: Covid 19 supplement – Grimsey Review –– June 2020 
23 Town Centre Investment Zones – British Property Federation – January 2016 
24 Ibid  

http://www.greenfinanceinstitute.co.uk/
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Reduce the number of streets with car access and expand the number of green spaces. Incentivise people 
to give up cars – for example, the Mobility Credits pilot proposal for Coventry. Don’t design around the car 
– think of ’20 minute neighbourhoods’. 25 
 
Ensuring that walking and cycling are prioritised means making them pleasurable and easy activities and 
this requires the consideration of the wider environment – place and placemaking are now widely 
recognised as important components of effective active travel strategies.  
 
Look at safe, onward pedestrian movement from car parks and other gateways such as bus stations. 
Promote behaviour change by prioritising bus travel through a network of bus lanes, promoting bus use, 
using real time passenger information, and offering on board Wi-Fi services. Encourage cycling and walking 
through provision of segregated infrastructure for cyclists where possible, improved on-street cycle 
parking, and ensure that new cycling infrastructure is included in developments26. 
 
Promote sustainable transport and active travel at a times.  
 
 
6.10 Ensure local benefit 
 
Make greater mandatory use of Community Benefits Clauses27. 
 
Lessons need to be learned about local capture of the benefits of, for example, major physical 
redevelopments of areas.  
 
 
6.11 Establish a clear brand  
 
Determine the retail role and other functions of the centre, and work with partners to produce place 
branding and marketing. Link this to the heritage and cultural character of local communities to create a 
collective place brand for different local stakeholders to use. 
 
Establish a clear purpose – define the unique story and purpose of the town, and use it throughout to 
underpin transformational strategies. 
 
 
6.12 Make use of digital technologies  
 
Local authorities and LEPs can use digital opportunities by: 
 

• enabling sufficient access through infrastructure 
• improving basic digital skills 
• sharing knowledge and innovative practices between authorities 
• delivering town-wide digital strategies 
• supporting on-line engagement and marketing 

 
25 Build Back Better: Covid 19 supplement – Grimsey Review –– June 2020 
26 Creating a Town Centre Recovery Plan – People & Places Partnership – June 2020 
27 Economic Regeneration in Scotland: Past Lessons; Current Practice; Future Challenges – What Works Scotland 
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6.13 Be clear about the local skills requirements, and make interventions inclusive   
 
Centrally driven employment and skills support is often failing to meet, and respond to, local need. Local 
areas need to be able match skills supply and demand through effective local targeting by giving councils 
and combined authorities the ability to work with local education providers and businesses to bridge gaps 
in NVQ-related skills so that the workforce is equipped to meet emerging demand28. 
 
There are economic interventions that can be made at the neighbourhood level which have the capacity to 
generate jobs that benefit people living in poverty29: 
 
• 'job-proofing' future regeneration strategies and programmes to maximise the number of direct 

employment opportunities; 
• ensuring job-creating initiatives carefully target sectors and groups least likely to generate 

displacement effects; 
• providing training and employment provision to help residents access jobs created; 
• implementing large scale Intermediate Labour Market (ILM) schemes to create new jobs in areas of 

high worklessness. 
 
  

 
28 LGA – Local green jobs: accelerating a sustainable economic recovery – June 2020 
29 Joseph Rowntree Foundation – Submission to the Inclusive Growth Commission – 2017 
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Annexe 1: Appropriate success measures / KPIs  
 
 
Defining success and measuring performance – cities should redefine how they measure economic 
performance. This involves moving beyond simplistic GVA measures to capture who is benefitting from 
growth.  
 
Potential KPIs are included in the table below. Refinement of KPIs will occur once the pilot location is 
identified. 
 

KPIs / Performance 
Measures 

Source Frequency Measure Location/Scale 

Deprivation Measures     
Indices of Multiple 
Deprivation (2019) 

Indices of 
Multiple 
Deprivation 
(2019) 

4 years – next 
2023 

Average decile or 
rankings? 

LSOA 

Free School Meals Schools Census Yearly (Normally 
released around 
July) 

Number and % 
increase 

By school 

Universal Credit 
claimants 

DWP Quarterly Starts, People & 
Households 

LSOA/Postcode 

Fuel Poverty LIHC/EHS Yearly but with 2 
year lag 

 LSOA 

     
Housing      
Rent to earnings ONS  Yearly Rent Prices to 

earnings ratio 
 

House Prices to 
earnings 

ONS  Yearly House Prices to 
earnings ratio 

 

Social Housing 
constructed 

LAs N/A Number and % 
increase 

LSOA/Ward 

Affordable Housing* 
constructed 

LAs N/A Number and % 
increase 

LSOA/Ward 

     
Green Recovery     
Number of homes 
retrofitted 

LAs/Partners N/A Number and % 
increase 

N/A 

Number of businesses 
retrofitted 

LAs/Partners N/A Number and % 
increase 

N/A 

Clean Air Env 
Agency/NAEI/LAs 

N/A Depend on which 
source 

 

Trees planted EA/Forestry 
Commission/LAs 

N/A Number and % 
increase 

 

Green space     
Cycle infrastructure LAs N/A Distance  LSOA/Ward 
Public transport use TfWM ?? Number of users Routes 
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Vehicle charging points 
(public) 

LAs N/A Number of 
charging points 

LSOA/Ward 

Carbon Capture      
     
Existing Infrastructure 
Projects 

    

Local residents 
employed 

Partners  Number of local 
residents 
employed 

 

Towns and Local 
Centres 

    

Footfall LAs N/A Town centre 
footfall 

N/A 

Empty units LAs/BIDs N/A N/A Number of empty 
commercial units 

     
Skills     
Progression to HE Schools 

Survey/HESA  
Yearly Number of pupils 

progressing to HE 
School 

Number of Apprentices ESFA Datacube 6 months Number and % 
increase (can 
subdivided to 
levels and 
subjects, age, 
gender and 
BAME) 

LSOA / Ward 

Adult Learner Starts ESFA/Datacube 6 months New qualification 
starts aged 24+ 
(non-HE). Again 
can be 
subdivided into 
levels, subjects, 
gender and 
BAME 

LSOA/Ward 

Heritage & culture     
Listed buildings at risk Heritage at Risk 

Register – 
Historic England 

Yearly Number of 
buildings at risk 
and % change 

 

Historic/listed buildings 
bought back into use 

Listed Buildings 
Register& LAs 

N/A Number of 
historic/listed 
buildings bought 
back into use 

 

Visitor attraction 
footfall (Heritage) 

Partners N/A Footfall N/A 

Visitor attraction 
footfall (Cultural) 

Partners N/A Footfall N/A 
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Economic Growth     
GVA ONS   ??? 
Business Start Ups FAME/ERC N/A / Yearly  LSOA 
Business survival after 3 
years 

FAME/ERC N/A / Yearly  LSOA 

Number of businesses 
received Growth Hub 
support 

GBSLEP Growth 
Hub 

Monthly   

Employment rate ONS    
Average salary     
Living wage  
 

    

Accredited Living Wage 
Employers 

LWF N/A Number of 
accredited LW 
employers 

N/A 

Health & Sport     
Access to green space     
Access to allotments     
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Annexe 2: Assessment criteria  
 
 

Section Assessment measure Requirement 
Deprivation Measures   
Indices of Multiple 
Deprivation (2019) 

Average deprivation decile for LSOAs 
covered 

1-4 

Green Recovery   
 Are there green economic recovery 

options? 
 

 Are there low carbon production 
opportunities? 

 

 Are there carbon 
sequestration/reduction options 

 

Business Growth   
 Are there options for key sector 

agglomeration? 
 

 Is there a localized business support 
infrastructure 

 

Existing Infrastructure 
Projects 

  

 What infrastructure/large scale 
projects exist which can be 
leveraged? E.g. HS2, CG2022, East 
Birmingham Inclusive Growth 
Corridor 

 

Travel Infrastructure   
 What are the public transport links 

in the area? 
 

 What is the state of cycle 
infrastructure? 

 

Towns and Local Centres   
 Is there an identifiable local 

centre/high street? 
 

 Is there a BID in existence?  
Community engagement   
 Are there community organisations 

involved? 
A mix of clearly identifiable community 
organisations 

 Are there plans for participatory 
planning 

 

Skills   
 Is there accessible FE provision   
 Are there sector specific skills 

opportunities 
 

Housing   
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 Are there potential for the 
expansion of affordable and social 
housing? 

 

 
In addition, existing Inclusive Growth toolkits present examples of suitable assessment criteria we may 
want to draw upon 
 
Metro Dynamics Inclusive Growth Toolkit 2018  
 
Metro Dynamic’s inclusive growth tool has been highlighted previously within this report. Here, we look at 
a specific part of the toolkit – the assessment criteria used to decide whether or not a project could help to 
deliver inclusive growth. The assessment criteria included:   
 
Inclusive Growth 
Approach  

How to assess  

Strategic case – will the 
investment support 
inclusive growth? If so, 
how?  

Jobs 
Are jobs sustainable with employers that have career ladders?  
Are jobs with employers that run apprenticeship schemes?  
Do the jobs pay the living wage or higher?  
 
Skills 
Will the number of people receiving on-going training in the workplace 
increase? 
Will the intervention move out-of-work people into employment?  
Will it increase the number of people with vocational qualifications? 
Will it increase the number of out-of-work people undertaking soft skills 
training? 
Will it increase the number of out-of-work people undertaking formal training? 
Will it increase the number of formal skills training opportunities for people in 
work? 
Will it provide informal training opportunities? 
 
Housing 
Will the intervention increase the availability of quality shared ownership 
housing? 
Will it increase the availability of quality affordable housing? 
Will it increase the availability of quality housing with public transport links 
within a five minute walk?  
 
Physical regeneration 
Will it provide employment and/or upskilling opportunities for unskilled / low 
income people at the construction stage? 
Will it provide space for retailers and employers that provide jobs and hire 
locally? 
Will it provide housing (if a mixed development) for all income levels? 
Will it open up physical access to enable private sector investment? 
Will it provide access to better quality public space?  
 



Page 25 of 37 
 

 
 

Transport 
Will it link under-served areas of low incomes with employment areas through 
new, direct transport links? 
Will it create new, direct transport links between areas on low incomes and 
city centres, or areas with amenities (like hospitals)? 
Will it reduce the cost of transport in low income areas?  
 
Businesses 
Will it enable the business to provide goods / services to all, including those at 
the lower end of the income scale? 
Will it enable the business to create net additional jobs targeted at those at 
the lower end of the income scale?  
Will it enable the business to create net additional jobs some of which could be 
taken by those at the lower end of the income scale?  
 

Inclusive Growth Impact – 
What is the estimated 
impact per capita?  

Who are potential low income beneficiaries? 
Elderly people dependent on a state pension 
Social housing occupiers 
Unemployed young people with no skills 
Unemployed people claiming benefits 
People claiming ESA 
People with no skills 
People with low skills 
People with redundant skills  
People on zero hours contracts 
People on minimum wage 
People employed in jobs with no training 
(Some) shared equity occupiers 
(Some) public sector workers  
(Some) corporate employees 
(Some) SME employees  
(Some) business owners  
 
How to estimate numbers of low income beneficiaries 
Use the documentation submitted as part of the funding bid 
Use the HCA’s Employment Density Guide  
 
How to measure inclusive growth impact (jobs example) 
Estimate the current weekly earnings of the beneficiary population  
Estimate the beneficiary’s earnings in the new job created by the investment 
The financial impact is the difference between the two 
 

Operational 
considerations – Can the 
project be managed to 
maximise inclusive growth  

If a project cannot be identified as directly supporting inclusive growth, it can 
still produce a wider benefit to the community through procurement and 
management. Ask: “can this investment be managed so that”: 
 
• There is an increase in the number of local people who receive 

employment opportunities? 
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• There is an increase in the number of local people who receive formal 
training opportunities? 

• There is an increase in the number of local people who receive work 
placements? 

• There is an increase in the number of apprenticeships provided to local 
people? 

• Zero hours contracts are precluded? 
• There is a stipulated proportion of the total contract cost awarded to local 

SMEs? 
• SMEs and/or social enterprises can receive mentoring and support from 

larger firms? 
 

 
 
The Joseph Rowntree Foundation have developed the Inclusive Growth Monitor: 
 

Theme  Dimension  Indicator  

Inclusion 

Income  
Out-of-work benefits  
In-work tax credits  
Low earnings  

Living costs  
Housing affordability  
Housing costs  
Fuel poverty  

Labour market inclusion  
Unemployment  
Economic inactivity  
Workless households  

Prosperity  

Output growth  
Output 
Private sector business  
Wages / earnings 

Employment  
Workplace jobs 
People in employment  
Employment in low pay sectors  

Human capital  
Higher level occupations  
Intermediate and higher level skills  
Educational attainment  
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Annexe 3: The principles of good practice in town and local centre regeneration 
 
The following research is taken from GBSLEP’s 2018 Towns and Local Centres Framework.  
 
Accessibility and transport  
 

• Accessibility is the ease with which an individual can access services and facilities that they need or 
desire. Accessibility issues are often viewed only in terms of transport with limited recognition of 
their wider social consequences. 

• Pedestrian movement and cycle access can be severely hampered by highly engineered road 
infrastructure, railway lines, and through severance by main roads and buildings. 

• Car access can be restricted by poor road layouts, traffic lights, junctions, roundabouts etc. 
• There can be high numbers of vehicles passing through centres. 
• Railway stations are often in need of investment, and are sometimes not centrally located. In 

addition, by no means all town and local centres have a train station.  
• Older bus stations can be unattractive and lacking in facilities, and are sometimes not well 

integrated with the rest of the centre. 
• Access by bus can generally be significantly improved, if attention is paid to frequency and 

comprehensiveness of services, location of bus stopping points, and the safety and convenience of 
pedestrian routes from bus stops to the centre.  

• Consideration should be given to the need for, and appropriate location of, taxi ranks. 
• Safe cycling provision can be extremely limited. 
• Pedestrian provision is often not integrated and not linked to and from key points.  
• Local businesses and the local community, particularly those with disabling conditions or impaired 

mobility and other marginalised groups, must be involved in the decision-making process to ensure 
that all members of the community can access town and local centres. 

• Good levels of accessibility are vital to support sustainable urban regeneration.  
• Car access is important to smaller town centres but its impact needs to be managed with parking 

strategies and well identified pedestrian routes. New developments present opportunities to 
review parking provision across the town centre. 

• Removing charges for parking in town centres can perpetuate the dominance of the car in the town 
centre, and ignores the fact that a large number of people do not use a car to access the town 
centre – retailers tended to overestimate the importance of car-borne trade in terms of footfall by 
almost 100%. Money spent on providing free car parking is money not spent on improving the town 
centre environment. An audit of existing on and off street parking provision should be undertaken 
as part of any local centre regeneration initiative, and where this shows that there are deficiencies, 
it should be a priority to develop measures to address this. 

• Local authorities removing car parking charges in town centres temporarily (e.g. in the run-up to 
Christmas) results in a significant cost in lost income. At the same time, because people are 
travelling more by car, they are travelling less by bus, which means that bus services become less 
viable and require greater subsidy. 

• Create public transport links between town centres and out-of-town developments – people often 
want to use both types of amenity. 

• The highest priority elements of the physical environment should be the active modes – namely 
walking and cycling. 
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• Road space should be set aside for wider pavements, bus lanes and cycle lanes. Vehicle access 
should be restricted, with road-user charging, traffic calming measures, and safe routes to schools, 
hospitals and stations. 

• The improvement of access by rail, bus, cycling and walking must be made an integral part of any 
town centre regeneration plan. Not doing so is likely to undermine the regeneration objectives in 
the long term. 

• Good quality interchange facilities should be required as a component of regeneration schemes, 
and not as an afterthought. 

• Sustrans advocate an approach to town centre transport management based on different 
hierarchies of “permeability” so that people find it easier to walk, cycle, or use public transport but 
face more limited access if they used a car. 

• Every town should have a car parking strategy, so that issues can be considered in the round. 
• Develop integrated and sustainable transport as a core element of all town centre regeneration 

plans. 
• Businesses need to access markets and people need to access jobs. This means providing 

businesses and people with faster, more reliable and, crucially, more affordable physical access to 
customers and workplaces. This means government playing a role in ensuring that infrastructure is 
in place at a local level and operated in a way which serves public interests more than private 
interests.  

• Better connections between underperforming centres and more successful local economies will 
help businesses seeking new markets and people seeking jobs. 

 
Delivery structures, leadership, vision, and action plans 
 

• Many centres have found it useful to set up a town centre forum or local partnership, bringing 
together officials from different local authority departments, along with key representatives from 
the private, public, and voluntary sectors. 

• The appointment of a centre manager is a relatively expensive option which is only likely to be 
sustainable for larger local centres. A wider uptake of the centre management approach could be 
enabled by groups of smaller centres appointing a shared manager. 

• It is important that no single organisation or group has a veto over what happens in the town 
centre. If one organisation leads, they must encourage participation rather than dominate, and 
inspire rather than control. 

• Local authorities are well placed to facilitate town centre regeneration as a “fair broker” in bringing 
together a range of partners from the public, private and voluntary sectors. 

• There is a strong case in favour of the formation of town partnerships that bring together a 
manageable number of relevant interests from across the public, private, and third sectors. 

• A project will never please all partners all of the time – partnerships must manage the views and 
expectations of different partners and disparate groups. 

• The most commonly pursued option in terms of raising resources for specific purposes within town 
and city centres are Business Improvement Districts (BIDs). The key issue is whether the activities 
being resourced generate added value for town and local centres.  

• Community buy-in is critical – there is a need to genuinely involve communities beyond general 
‘consultation’ and to empower them to make decisions on the future of their neighbourhoods. 

• It is essential to develop a plan of action with an associated monitoring framework. Each town 
should have a comprehensive plan in place, developed by a local partnership of key stakeholders 
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and engaging the community, which contains actions for addressing the issues affecting the viability 
of the town centre. 

• Strong, effective leadership is essential to the success of town centre regeneration schemes – a 
‘champion’ can take on the role of bringing together the different aspects and players in town 
centre regeneration. 

• A long term plan with ongoing commitment to a centre, rather than the short-term delivery of a 
series of initiatives, is key. Inconsistency and change in Government financial support for town 
centres had made long-term regeneration planning more difficult, but centres still need to develop 
an overall framework for regeneration, with an implementation programme accompanied by an 
investment framework. 

• An overall framework for regeneration, with a reasonably long term focus, would enable town 
centres to produce realistic, shorter-term, action plans. 

• Councils and other public funders (LEPs, Combined Authorities etc.) needs to focus – they cannot 
support activities in every town at the same time, so there is a need to take a programme 
approach.  

• LEPs can develop three-year action plans, which focus on a limited number of key projects in a 
limited number of towns, with rolling reviews. 

• Individual town and local centre development plans should set out what kind of place each town 
wants to be and how this vision would be achieved, including a list of priority projects and 
initiatives. Clear links would need to be established between activities outlined in each plan and the 
most pressing issues faced in that particular town or city. 

• A good town centre plan contains the steps that will be taken to make the town centre more active, 
attractive, and accessible.  

• It is important to have quick wins, medium-term actions, and long-term ambitions.  
• A good plan is both aspirational and realistic. 

 
Distinctive offer / brand 
 

• Towns and local centres must market their unique selling points such as architectural heritage and 
environmental quality, local produce and local culture. 

• It may be appropriate for groups of towns within a region to work together, so that their different 
offers can complement each other. 

• Towns can compete with out-of-town retail centres by providing and marketing a different, unique 
offer, and as such marketing, branding, and image making is a fundamental aspect of the 
regeneration of town centres. The starting point should be clear understanding of the current role 
and function of the centre – turnover levels, size of catchment, amount and type of floorspace, 
numbers of shops and service uses, vacancy levels etc. This will help to identify the strengths and 
weaknesses of the centre, and the development of a realistic vision for its future role. 

• A centre must focus particularly on the key ‘anchor’ activities which are central to the functioning 
of the centre and which act as the main draw in terms of attracting people and other activities. In 
most cases this is likely to include essential local services (supermarkets and other essential food 
shops, a post office, a pharmacy and a bank, or at least facilities for accessing cash).  

• Independent stores and retail markets should be encouraged, which can offer different products 
and a shopping experience that is not available in the larger centres. 

• Partners need to work together to identify the demographics which they can target in order to 
create a special shopping experience.  
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• Design is important when improving existing and building new shopping centres. The historic and 
natural environment, along with the character, of many smaller towns should be exploited in full to 
create distinctive developments. 

• Towns across the country are trying to do the same thing, so creating a distinctive identity is not 
easy. 

• A logo and brand must be distinct and recognisable, and they must ensure the town centre offer is 
clearly communicated. Towns should have a dedicated website, and marketing material such as 
leaflets should be made available to encourage people to explore the town.  

• Towns and local centres can compete with out-of-town retail centres by hosting events such as 
markets, fairs, and festivals – this can include ‘memorable’ events that create community spirit and 
a sense of belonging. 

• Towns and local centres can also compete with out-of-town retail centres by promoting the town 
centre’s heritage – Most places have a heritage that defines them (positively, negatively or banally). 
They can play to that heritage, re-interpret it or re-invent it themselves. This might become 
manifest in its retail offer, its cultural offer or its broader entertainment offer. 

• There should be a strong calendar of events to drive footfall to the towns and encourage repeat 
visits and increased dwell time.  

• Town centres need to compete. People living in the surrounding area can choose to spend time and 
money in your town, but only if there are facilities and features to attract them. 

• Small towns should not try to fight battles they cannot win – they cannot compete with city centre 
department stores, out of town hyper markets or multiplex cinemas. When local people want these 
facilities they will travel to other nearby towns to find them. Small towns differentiate themselves 
from city centres by offering an experience that other places cannot replicate.  

• Major marketing may not be affordable or appropriate for local centres, but lower key promotional 
activity can include: installation of clear signposting; development of attractive gateway features; 
production of a directory of local shops and services; promotion of local events, festivals, or niche 
markets. 

 
Diversity of offer / use – pop ups, night time economy, residential   
 

• Return of vacant accommodation over shops to residential use can increase population and footfall, 
although it is recognised that mixed use can be difficult to achieve in individual buildings in historic 
town centres – residents can stifle the selling on of a building and, as a result, town centres often 
end up with shops on the ground floor and empty floors above. 

• There needs to be a more diverse residential offer, with the reintroduction of residential units into 
tertiary and secondary shopping frontages, and a greater emphasis on residential development 
above shops to create sustainable urban dwellings. 

• Housing for the elderly should be close to town and district centres. 
• Local authorities should have a strategy for re-populating town centres with residential use.  
• Towns and local centres must support growth in the evening and night-time economy – not just in 

terms of outside seating areas for pubs, bars and restaurants, but also events such as night 
markets, outdoor concerts and theatre, firework displays, and night-time street performances. 

• The temporary use of empty units – often called “meanwhile use” – for public and community 
purposes such as artistic displays and galleries, pop-up shops or market stalls, or by community 
groups, can temporarily turn these spaces into part of the public realm and nip area decline in the 
bud by maintaining a sense of energy as well as adding to local diversity. 

• Encouraging mixed use of public buildings such as libraries and community halls can provide an 
indoor extension of the public space that can house cafés, galleries, stalls, internet access, and host 
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community gatherings. Some of these might take place after usual closing hours, increasing local 
footfall and a more varied social scene into the evening. 

• The use of town centres must be looked at in the round, so that they not only provide retail 
opportunities, but a diverse mix of uses including healthcare, culture, leisure, learning, working, 
living, and public space. 

• Much regeneration is led by retail and, in many cases, by an anchor store – too often this is the sole 
focus, and mixed use possibilities are not properly explored. 

• A poor night-time reputation can deter efficient day time functioning – a narrowly focused night-
time offer, concentrated on a drinking culture, can lead to the centre proving unattractive. 

• Where the night time economy is a particularly strong focus, then the importance of Purple Flag 
status should be recognised. 

• The night-time economy should not focus solely on the 18-25 year old market. 
• Light Night schemes are important to showcase town centres, encouraging people who may not 

normally venture into the centre at night to do so, to see what is on offer. 
• Encouraging a diversity of uses within centres is likely to be beneficial in most circumstances. 

Realistic options will depend on local circumstances, but could include: leisure uses such as 
restaurants, employment uses such as offices, residential uses, and local facilities such as health 
centres. 

• Towns can become destinations rather than places for the weekly shop. This needs an associated 
planning policy approach to encouraging A3 and leisure uses on the high street, building an 
experience for residents and visitors. 

• Pop-up shop programmes can encourage local entrepreneurs to try out a business idea in the town, 
and can raise footfall significantly. 

• Food, culture, speciality shopping, and events are all important to the discerning, high spending 
visitor, but they are also important to locals. 

• Local authorities and other public agencies need to develop their role in adding to the activity in 
their town centres by establishing public services such as schools, colleges, employment services. 
This can increase footfall to the shops, enhancing their viability. 

• The best small towns have: 
o a core of respected high street multiple stores, complemented by an array of high quality 

independent and speciality shops which people will make specific trips to visit  
o a choice of good places to eat and drink, ranging from coffee shops and bars, to gastro-pubs and 

restaurants 
o an attractive and well-maintained public realm: people enjoy the scale, and character of smaller 

towns, but they also expect to see evidence of civic pride, with well-maintained buildings, parks 
and streets 

o a regular programme of events and festivals to attract day visitors and tourists, complemented 
by a year-round programme of smaller scale events 

o arts, crafts and culture can also be popular attractions: visitors enjoy seeing artists and 
craftspeople at work, or visiting galleries 

o successful small town centres have a diverse economic base: business and professional services, 
civic functions, public services, culture and leisure activities all help to keep the town centre at 
the heart of the life of the community, and to generate year-round footfall and vitality 

o lively and active community life: visitors to small towns want an authentic experience in 
contrast to the sanitised commercial environments of many city centre streets and shopping 
malls; they enjoy seeing – and taking part in – local traditions and events. 

 
Employment and skills 
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• People must have the skills necessary for them to access employment opportunities, as well as 

employers having access to sufficient numbers of people with the right skills.  
• The education and skills agenda is central to improving the economy (nationally and locally) – we 

need more and better skilled people with jobs and more spending power in order to improve 
underperforming towns. 

• There is a need to develop much closer ties between schools / colleges and employers, and a need 
for a strong, comprehensive and independent careers guidance service that opens up all options for 
young people  

• Successful local economies tend to be driven by educated, skilled, and talented people drawn from 
a relatively young demographic.  

• Poorly performing locations see many of their best and brightest young people leaving due to lack 
of local educational and employment opportunities. This deprives those areas of the very people 
most likely to help drive up economic performance. 

• Bright young businesses tend to be developed by bright young people in places which display one 
or more of the following factors:  
o Availability of employment / self-employment opportunities 
o Affordable residential / business properties 
o An attractive cultural and leisure offer 
o The cache associated with a town / city / area 

 
High quality environment and urban design  
 

• The design of public spaces and street furniture should be part of a harmonious whole. This is an 
area where relatively small scale improvements can have a disproportionately large effect, and an 
audit of the existing environment should be undertaken as a basis for identifying any need for 
improvements.  

• Over time, pavements and public spaces can become cluttered with street furniture such as signs, 
posts, bollards, railings, control boxes, litter bins, benches, and advertising boards. People become 
used to cluttered spaces, but the effect of removing redundant items and simplifying the rest (e.g. 
by rationalising signage or mounting lights and cameras on buildings or combining them on a single 
post) is often startling. 

• Quality of design with regard to street furniture has sometimes been inconsistent with regard to 
both the brand proposed and the audience it was intended to serve. 

• Marketing and promotions cannot disguise weaknesses in the fundamental quality of the 
environment. 

• Retail led schemes of inappropriate scale and unacceptably poor quality are damaging and set up 
future problems. 

• Cleanliness is a key factor in attractiveness of a centre. 
• Other facilities such as public art, provision of public toilets and baby-changing facilities, and open 

spaces are also important. 
• There may be occasions where the decline of a centre is associated with fundamental problems in 

its design or layout. In these cases, complete redevelopment may be the only realistic option. 
• Schemes should be ambitious – good design represents good value. Where physical developments 

are proposed, these ought to be bold and innovative, capable of attracting people to live, work, 
study, shop and play. 

• Towns and centres should be flexible and consider measures such as pedestrian-only town centres 
on a Sunday, or reducing speed limits to promote café culture. 
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Land values and business rates  
 

• Regeneration often delivers uplift in land values. It is important that some of this unearned profit 
generated for the few through public sector spending should be recouped. Implementing 
mechanisms to recover some of this additional value for the public purse is critical to deliver more 
for less.  

• Local councils can levy business rates and borrow against projected rate base / revenue increases. 
• Local councils should fully utilise developer obligations such as the Community Infrastructure Levy 

or s106 contributions. 
 
Monitoring and evaluation 
 

• Towns must develop a robust framework for town centre regeneration projects in which objectives 
and targets can be clearly set, data can be collected, where outcomes and impacts can be 
measured, and performance and success evaluated and compared. 

• There is a lack of agreed key performance indicators to measure successful town centre 
regeneration projects, often because funding streams change so often. 

• Town benchmarking is one recommended M&E approach. This uses a limited number of indicators 
– such as parking, footfall, vacancy rates, new business openings, business closures, longevity of 
businesses, retail employment levels, other employment levels, number of empty units – and 
measures change over time. 

• Successes need to be celebrated and built upon. 
 
People-friendly centres 
 

• Those who use town centres on a regular basis generally wish to see wider pavements, pedestrian 
priority, and traffic-calming measures. 

• Urban spaces can be used as a spillover from the surrounding units – racks and baskets of goods 
outside shops; a tasting area for a delicatessen; attractive outdoor seating areas for cafés, 
restaurants and bars. 

• Maps, planters, trees, water features, wireless internet access, art and sculpture can increase dwell 
time. 

• Traffic speed restrictions can reduce noise and pollution, improve safety, and offer a more tranquil 
social environment.  

• Street seating and pavement cafés enable people to rest, to talk, and take time to soak up the 
experience.  

• The quality of the walking environment is a huge factor in people’s town destination choices, and 
people who walk to their high street have been shown to spend more, and in a wider range of 
shops, than visitors arriving by car, bus or bike.  

• Attractive features such as planting, waterways, and pocket parks along the routes to the town 
centre can help make walking and cycling a pleasant alternative to driving.  

• It is worth investing to ensure an obvious, accessible and enticing walkway from public transport 
hubs and the town centre. 

 
Planning issues  
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• Premises which meet the operational requirements of retailers and other businesses need to be 
available. This may involve considering the potential for radical change within a centre, perhaps 
involving significant redevelopment of outmoded commercial areas. 

• If a centre’s role has reduced, there will be an over-supply of retail floorspace, and consideration 
will have to be given for reducing this. Given sufficient time, this is likely to happen through the 
operation of market forces, although experience indicates that this can sometimes take many 
years, and can happen in a way which fragments and weakens the centre as a whole. It may 
therefore be appropriate to identify a ‘core’ area within the centre and to seek to concentrate retail 
/ commercial activity within that core.  

• The implementation of this type of approach can partly be through the planning control system, 
although this is essentially re-active, and is slow and haphazard. A more positive approach would be 
for the City Council to seek to acquire surplus retail property, through compulsory purchase if 
necessary, in order to bring about a more rapid reduction in the size of the centre. 

• Councils can also utilise other statutory powers such as repairs notices.  
• Councils should be proactive, and actively assemble town centre retail sites. 
• Where possible, councils should consider town and local centre plans within a broad spatial 

economic development context for the wider area. 
• Planning policy should fully protect town centres from the potential impact of out-of-town retail 

developments. 
• Well-placed supermarkets, such as on the edge of town or in town, can attract increased footfall in 

town centres. 
• Local retail impact assessments should be obligatory for all supermarket proposals. 
• Office and work-place developments are a means of increasing footfall within town centres, and 

councils should therefore carefully consider central alternatives to out-of-town office development 
proposals. 

• Councils and developers should work to attract out-of-town food retailers back into established 
centres to increase town centre activity and support a diverse use mix.  

• Funders, such as LEPs, should apply the ‘town centres first’ principle to their investments. 
 
Safety and security 
 

• Fear regarding security and personal safety is one of the biggest disincentives to visiting some local 
centres.  

• Partners need to understand what is generating the problem at a local level, and to work towards 
solutions which respond to local circumstances. This could include introduction of CCTV cameras, 
street wardens, more visible policing, alcohol-free zones, measures to improve the design and 
layout of centres, and removal of particular facilities or features which attract anti-social activity. 

• There may also be a need to respond to the perception that an area is unsafe, when in reality levels 
of crime and anti-social behaviour are not significant. 

• Street scene issues – such as litter, waste, graffiti, flyposting, and anti-social behaviour – can be 
reduced by better design and the removal of redundant furniture or barriers. For example, a late-
opening café on a raised platform can provide informal surveillance that deters crime and anti-
social behaviour. 

• Active management of public spaces is required, with regular maintenance, street cleansing, litter 
clearance, graffiti and fly-poster removal, and clearing trade waste and any fly-tipping. 

 
Technology – broadband, digital, Wi-Fi  
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• Towns need sufficient infrastructure. This should include (i) universal fixed connectivity of not less 

than 24 Mbps, (ii) high speed mobile data coverage (including 4G), from multiple operators, to 98% 
of the population across both indoor and outdoor geographies, and (iii) clear public access Wi-Fi 
standards to ensure non-disruptive hand-offs as consumers move among venues and providers. 

• People need basic digital skills. All digitally capable residents should have basic digital skills by 2020. 
• High street ‘Digital Labs’ could be developed. These would centralise generally available 

technologies, tools, and training programmes in order to provide digital services for each 
community on behalf of its local government, high street businesses, and other relevant partners.  

• A high street Digital Health Index could be developed, and could acts as a resource for both national 
and local governments to assess the competitiveness of a particular local area, and to understand 
the key measures of economic value in that area.  
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GREATER BIRMINGHAM AND SOLIHULL LEP BOARD 
 

23 September 2020 
 

GBSLEP FINANCE REPORT 

Recommendation 
 
The LEP Board is recommended to: 

1. Review the management accounts and updated forecast for the 2020/21 financial 
year, noting the key issues set out below and impact on reserves. 

2. Review the Strategic Economic Plan - Enabling Fund (SEF) update for the 
2020/21 financial year noting the key issues set out below and in the paper at 
item 13. 

Background 
 

3. The outline budget for 2020/21 was prepared and presented to the April Board 
meeting. 

4. The budget was reviewed, and a revised forecast requested due to the impact of 
Covid19. 

5. A 2+10 forecast was presented at the July board meeting and agreed.  

6. The actual performance for the first four accounting periods (April to July 2020) 
and the operational income and expenditure forecast for the remaining eight 
months of 2020/21 has been prepared and is shown as a 4+8 forecast in Appendix 
A.   

7. The position for the prior year 2019/20 has been updated to reflect the draft 
accounts which have been audited and await Audit and Risk Committee review in 
October. Any changes to these numbers will have a knock-on impact to reserves 
bought forward. There is a small change following adjustment from the last update 
which is detailed in point 14 below. 
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Key Issues 
 
Budget expenditure 
 

8. The 2+10 expenditure for the 12-month period ending 31 March 2021 was agreed 
at £2,896. The 4+8  forecast shows total expenditure of £3,121k an increase of 
£225k 

 
  

9. The increase in budget expenditure of £225k compared to the 2+10 forecast is in 
three key areas. 

• Staff Costs (£159k increase) this difference is due to extended and increased 
Programme Team resources required to deliver the new funding streams.  
These costs are all recharged as a Levy.  This is offset by the reduction in PR 
costs which has been reallocated to Marketing costs below. 

• Communications and Marketing (£54k increase) this cost was originally 
budgeted as a move from the external agency to headcount.  The required 
resource is under review by the new Head of Communications. 

• Corporation tax has increased in line with interest received.   

 

Budget income 
 

10. 4+8 income for the 12-month period ending 31 March 2021 is forecast at £1,958k 
against a 2+10 forecast of £1,671k an increase of £287k 

11. The increase in budget income of £287k is due to two main areas. 

12. The increase in interest forecast of £54k is due to unexpected interest being 
received in Q1 from BCC as a result of the timing/movement of funds. 

13. The PMO levy for LGF has been reduced slightly and is offset by an increase in 
PMO Levy charged to the Enterprise Zone (EZ) and the levy chargeable to the 

Expenditure
2019/20 Full 

Year Draft
2020/21 4+8  

Forecast
2020/21 2+10  

Forecast
Variance Variance

 2020/21 
Outline 
Budget

£000's £000's £000's £000's % £000's

Staff Costs, Interims and Temporary Staff 2,280 2,458 2,299 -159 -6% 2,449

Communications & Marketing 154 142 88 -54 -38% 99

Subscriptions 70 48 48 -0 -1% 47

Overheads 606 448 448 -0 0% 414

FOM - implementation & Vat 530 0 0 0 0% 0

Corporate contingency 0 0 0 0% 0

Corporation Tax 108 24 13 -11 0% 80

TOTAL EXPENDITURE 3,748 3,121 2,896 -225 -7% 3,089
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Department of Transport LGF funds returned to the LEP’s LGF pot as discussed in 
item 11b.  These increases are offset by expenditure in point 9 above. 

 

 
 
Net Admin Reserve 

14. The bought forward income and expenditure for LEP overheads is held in the 
Admin Reserve.  After the 2019/20 accounts are completed the balance on this 
reserve is expected to be £1,048k, this is a £19k difference from the £1,067k 
reported in the 2+10 numbers due to post audit adjustments. 

15. The net income and expenditure for 2020/21 as detailed above is forecasted to be 
£1,163k (2+10 £1,225k) 

16. This would leave the admin reserve with a negative balance of £115k  

17. A full review of costs is being undertaken to ensure that tight controls remain in 
place and budgeted expenditure is kept to a minimum. 

18. Should additional funding not be forthcoming, expenditure that is scheduled for the 
second half of the year will be reduced/cancelled (for example recruitment, 
temporary resources, rent etc) 

19. As a worst-case scenario, In the absence of alternative funding the LEP will have 
to charge the net balance to the SEP Enabling Fund (SEF).  

  
Growth Hub 

 
20. The Growth Hub management accounts are now being collated separately, and a 

separate nominal ledger and bank account are in place.  This will ensure audit by 
funders is more appropriately undertaken. 

Income
2019/20 Full 

Year Draft
2020/21 4+8  

Forecast
2020/21 2+10  

Forecast
Variance Variance

 2020/21 
Outline 
Budget

£000's £000's £000's £000's % £000's

LEP Core funding 500 500 500 0 0% 500

LGF and GPF interest 452 71 17 54 76% 328

ERDF Growth Hub - BEIS and ERDF Funding 627 0 0 0 0% 0

Programme Management Charge – LGF 1,017 910 949 -39 0% 949

Other PMO Charge - New Funds 114 0 114 0% 0

GPF Mezzanine Fund Loan interest 115 54 54 -0 0% 94

Enterprise Zone 168 309 151 158 0% 152

Other income 97 0 0%

TOTAL INCOME 2,975 1,958 1,671 287 15% 2,022
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21. The full year income is budgeted at £1,509k, the full year revenue income is 
expected to be slightly lower at £1,459k due to delayed recruitment and the 
subsequent recharge. 

22. The full year expenditure budget of £1,487k is forecast to be slightly lower at 
£1,458k due as above to delayed recruitment and alternative spending due to 
Covid-19. 

23. Income less expenditure is expected to net out to zero. 

24. The new Covid-19 schemes for Peer to Peer and SME Support Services Grants 
are not included – these will be incorporated from August 2020. 

25. A full summary in shown at Appendix B 

 
SEP Enabling Fund  

26. Total spend in 2020/21 as per the table below, is expected to be £6,235k 

 
 

27. Of the £884k bought forward from 2019/20, £778k is expected to be processed by 
September and the balance of £106k repurposed. 

28. 20/21 SEF spend is discussed in Item 13 of this meeting. 

29. Covid19 Recovery spend of £2,143k has been approved by the Recovery 
Taskforce, care will be taken to ensure any delivery costs are minimised to ensure 
maximum funds are available to support businesses. 

30. The net position carried forward into 2021/22 will be £3,753k  

31. A provision of £115k has been assume for the administrative reserve noted in 
point 19 above. 

32. Directors will note from the figures presented that gaining additional funding in the 
current spending review is essential – if the level of uncertainty continues there will 
need to be material changes to the operating model to ensure the LEP remains a 
going concern. 

33. Several scenarios have been worked through to identify the appropriate overhead 
levels for the next three years and will reported at a future meeting when feedback 
on the CSR requests has been received. 

34. As the Admin reserve will be zero at the end of the current year, in the absence of 
other funds being made available, the full value of the SEF fund will be required to 

Stragic Economic Plan - Enabling Fund
2019/20 Full 

Year Draft
2020/21 4+8  

Forecast
2020/21 2+10  

Forecast
Variance

 2020/21 Outline 
Budget

£000's £000's £000's £000's £000's

Bought Forward Reserves at March 2021 11,622 10,049 10,049 10,049

19/20  Spend 1,573 778 884 106 884
20/21 Spend 3,260 4,571 1,311 4,571
Covid 19 Emergency Spend 2,143 2,342 199 2,342
Admin Reserve 115 158 43 0
Total spend 10,049 6,296 7,954 1,658 7,796

Carried forward to 21/22 3,753 2,095 1,658 2,253
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fund the LEP Executive expenditure for 21/22 and 22/23 leaving no funds 
available for revenue interventions 

 

Conclusions 
 

35. Operating income and expenditure will be continually reviewed, and decisions 
made regarding any cost reductions necessary to ensure the admin reserve 
remains with a positive (or zero) balance in the current year. 

36. The SEF plan for 20/21 will be reviewed in detail at Item 13 and with the relevant 
Pillar boards and where appropriate, interventions prioritised. 

37. Detailed consideration is being given to the LEP’s financial sustainability. Various 
scenarios are being looked at and the outcomes will be reported back to the Board 
at a future meeting.   

 

Prepared by:   Kate Shaw 
Chief Operating Officer 

 
Contact:  Kate.Shaw@GBSLEP.co.uk 

 
Date Created:  15 September 2020 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendices 
A 4+10 Forecast LEP  
B 4+10 Forecast Growth Hub  



Greater Birmingham & Solihull Local Enterprise Partnership

Operational Budget 2020-21 - Summary Item 16 - Appendix A

Income
2019/20 Full 

Year Draft
2020/21 4+8  

Forecast
2020/21 2+10  

Forecast
Variance Variance Commentry:  movement from 2+10

 2020/21 
Outline Budget

£000's £000's £000's £000's % £000's

LEP Core funding 500 500 500 0 0% Core Income for 2021FY 500

LGF and GPF interest 452 71 17 54 76%
Interest on account balance, expectation of materially reduced value due to change in interest rates in March 2020.  Income received 
unexpectedly from BCC due to timing of interest.

328

ERDF Growth Hub - BEIS and ERDF Funding 627 0 0 0 0% Growth Hub accounts are presented separately from April 2020 0

Programme Management Charge – LGF 1,017 910 949 -39 0% LGF PMO Levy value for Q1, some budget costs diverted to EZ Levy 949

Other PMO Charge - New Funds 114 0 114 0% New DfT Funds will require PMO activity - this is to be approved at PDB 0

GPF Mezzanine Fund Loan interest 115 54 54 -0 0% Interest on account balance, expectation of materially reduced value due to change in interest rates in March 2020 94

Enterprise Zone 168 309 151 158 0% EZ Levy increased in line with additional activity and redirected from LGF PMO Levy 152

Other income 97 0 0%

TOTAL INCOME 2,975 1,958 1,671 287 15% 2,022

Expenditure
2019/20 Full 

Year Draft
2020/21 4+8  

Forecast
2020/21 2+10  

Forecast
Variance Variance

 2020/21 
Outline Budget

£000's £000's £000's £000's % £000's

Staff Costs, Interims and Temporary Staff 2,280 2,458 2,299 -159 -6%
Staff costs increase due to new and extended headcount required for new funding - all recharged above, some reduction for PR 
headcount reallocated to Communications budget

2,449

Communications & Marketing 154 142 88 -54 -38% PR costs were assumed to come in house from August 2020, this is under review and will be updated in coming months 99

Subscriptions 70 48 48 -0 -1% 47

Overheads 606 448 448 -0 0%
In line with budget - some increase due to Covid-19 and consideration needs to be given regarding office space and potentially giving 
notice on a percentage of the current number of desks.  

414

FOM - implementation & Vat 530 0 0 0 0% 0

Corporation Tax 108 24 13 -11 0% Corporation tax is payable on Interest and has been reduced acordingly. 80

TOTAL EXPENDITURE 3,748 3,121 2,896 -225 -7% 3,089

As at Jul 2020 - Period 4
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Operational Budget 2020-21 - Summary Item 16 - Appendix B

Income

Year to 
Date Actual

Year to 
Date 

budget

Variance Variance 2020/21 
4+8  

Forecast

 2020/21 
Outline 
Budget

Variance Variance

£000's £000's £000's % £000's £000's £000's %

ERDF (MHCLG) 151 233 -82 -54% 654 703 -49 0%
Variance due to delayed recruitments. Posts are being filled in the Qtr 2 & 3, income is expected to gradually increase in line with the 
increased employee costs to end of the project, though it is forecast to show underspend by end of 2020/21. MHCLG confirmed that 
due to the COVID19 circumstances, underspend in 2020 will not be lost to the project. 

BEIS (Core Funding) 147 147 0 0% 513 513 0 0% Funds received quarterly in advance following claim submitted to BEIS, hence actual is in line to budget.

BEIS (Supplementary Funding) 29 29 0 0% 188 188 0 0% Funds received quarterly in advance following claim submitted to BEIS, hence actual is in line to budget.

EU Exit (WMCA) 8 8 0 0% 38 38 0 0% £59k funds received in advance to part fund 2.0 FTE Account Manager posts. Remaining amount will be moved to next financial year.

Skills Project 0 0 0 0% 42 42 0 0% £260k funds received in advance to fund 2 Band 4 Skills Broker posts. Remaining amount will be moved to next financial year.

Business Basics (Innovate UK) 0 0 0 0% 5 5 0 0% Income to be claimed based on actual - expected to incur cost between Oct-20 to Feb-21.

ERDF Grant (PCR) 0 0% 0 0%
Income to be claimed based on actual - expected to incur cost between Sep-20 to Mar-21 and costs are not assumed in the 
operational expenditure below.

Peer to Peer Project (BEIS) 0 0% 0 0%
Income to be claimed based on actual - expected to incur cost between Sep-20 to Mar-21 and costs are not assumed in the 
operational expenditure below.

ERDF (Partners-SMBC) 0 0 0 0% 20 20 0 0%

0 0 0%

TOTAL INCOME 335 417 -82 -24% 1,459 1,509 -49 -3%

Expenditure
Year to 

Date Actual

Year to 
Date 

budget
Variance Variance

2020/21 
4+8  

Forecast

 2020/21 
Outline 
Budget

Variance Variance

£000's £000's £000's % £000's £000's £000's %

Employee Costs - Direct 106 138 32 30% 657 693 36 5% Forecast as at P04, vacancies are being recruited assuming start date in Sep/Oct. Posts assumed at mid-point of the grade.

Temporary / Interim Staffing Costs 21 0 -21 -100% 21 0 -21 -100%
Interim staff costs incurred in first 3 months of the year, no costs assumed in the rest of the year. Offset by the savings from 
vacancies.

Accommodation and Rent 26 20 -6 -23% 60 60 -0 0% Rental agreement expires in Sep-2020, new rental costs TBC

Website and Analytics 44 23 -20 -47% 51 47 -4 -8%
Variance due to invoice paid in advance, some ad-hoc works incurred in the beginning of the financial year due to COVID19 
circumstances.

CRM 0 0 0 0% 15 15 0 0% 12 months service cost approx. £10k. £5k additional budget forecast for the additional licences required for new Account Managers.

Marketing 16 11 -5 -31% 65 40 -25 -39%
Higher YTD costs due to marketing costs on the social media and new Beauhearst system in response to the working from home 
measures of our clients.

Events 1 13 13 2356% 8 40 32 0% YTD variance due to cancelled events. Budgets regularly reviewed and potentially will be reduced and transferred to Marketing.

Professional Fees 51 17 -34 -67% 76 42 -34 -45% Variance mainly driven by the recruitment costs relating to the new posts, to be partly offset by the savings from vacancies costs.

Office Costs 7 13 6 81% 14 58 44 0% Forecast including furniture costs for the new staffs, which will be purchased when we move back to the office. 

Staff expenses (phone charges, 
training, travelling & subsistence)

2 1 -1 -40% 8 13 5 60% YTD costs mainly relating to mobile phone charges and training costs.

Research and Evaluation 2 6 5 308% 32 25 -7 0%

ERDF (Partners Grant Payment) 117 121 4 3% 450 454 4 1%

TOTAL EXPENDITURE 391 364 -27 -7% 1,458 1,487 29 2%

NET IN YEAR INCOME LESS 
EXPENDITURE (SURPLUS)/DEFICIT

-56 53 -109 194% 2 22 -20 -1312%

As at Jul 2020 - Period 4
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ACTIONS LOG 

The Actions Log is a record of actions agreed upon to support Board decisions. It provides an indication of the progress made against 
each action.  

Board Date  Agenda 
Item 
Number  

Action Agreed  Owner(s) Date due for 
completion  

Status  Progress update 

06/06/2019 

 

7 Assurance Framework 
to be amended to 
provide clarity over the 
ability to award capital 
funding for the 
development of 
business cases only after 
further consultation 
with the Accountable 
Body 

LEP Executive/ BCC After Consultation 
with BCC 

In Progress Initial discussions have taking 
place with BCC, with initial draft 
has been produced. 
 
LEP Executive reviewing draft to 
ensure that it is required given 
financial position of the capital 
programme.   

18/07/2019 

 

17 Medium Term Financial 
Plan to be updated and 
presented to the Board 
meeting once future 
funding streams are 
confirmed  

LEP Executive  March 2020  

Revised to later in 
2020 

Awaiting 
confirmation of 
future funding 
streams  

Details of future finding streams 
have not been confirmed by 
Government so no further work 
on the MTFP has yet been 
undertaken.  
Date has been revised as the 
March Budget provided only 
minimal coverage and a further 
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Board Date  Agenda 
Item 
Number  

Action Agreed  Owner(s) Date due for 
completion  

Status  Progress update 

comprehensive spending review 
is expected later in the year, 
although the precise timing is as 
yet unclear. 
 

21/11/2019 

 

3 Discussion on Return on 
Investment to include 
LEP participation in 
financial upsides. 

Input from Academic 
Sources - Expressions of 
Interest 

Programme Delivery 
Board 

 

 

LEP Director 

 

During Q1 2020 
(Updated Q3 2020) 

Ongoing Discussion not yet convened due 
to other time pressures but will 
now be progressed. Membership 
of the group will include 
academic representation.   

21/11/2019 

 

5 Review KPIs and other 
Indicators as 
appropriate 

LEP Executive March 2020 

(Updated – 
September 2020) 

Completed  Report being brought to the 
September Board meeting.  
 

21/11/2019 

 

7  Corporation Tax – 
Dialogue with LEP 
Network 

Chief Operating 
Officer 

Ongoing Ongoing Email dialogue underway with 
members of the LEP Network. 
Seeking a wider set of contacts 
from the LEP Community 
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Board Date  Agenda 
Item 
Number  

Action Agreed  Owner(s) Date due for 
completion  

Status  Progress update 

Head of Governance attended a 
Good Practice Roundtable with 
the other Incorporated LEPs 
which included this topic in July. 
Identified Common issues with 
other incorporated LEPs. 
 

20/1/2020 

 

7 Strategy Discussion – 
Low Carbon and Clean 
Growth – Board paper 
to be produced for 
March Board meeting  

 

LEP Executive November Ongoing An update paper will be brought 
to the November Board.   

12/3/2020 10 Enterprise Zone – 
Report on the Future of 
EZs to be brought to a 
future meeting 
(following question 
raised by Deputy Chair 
in relation to potential 
impact of 100% business 

LEP Director November  

 

Work in Progress Work in Progress – Currently 
proposed to be delivered at 
November Board. 
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Board Date  Agenda 
Item 
Number  

Action Agreed  Owner(s) Date due for 
completion  

Status  Progress update 

rates retention on 
Enterprise Zone activity) 

12/3/2020 11 LEP Review – Overlaps 

Impacted Local 
Authorities to convene 
discussion. LEP 
Executive to provide 
support if required.  

 

Local Authorities / 
LEP Executive 

 

ASAP 

 

Closed 

 

Officials have communicated will 
be covered in Devolution White 
Paper 

 

12/3/2020 13 Nominations Committee 
– Ratification of Non-
Executive Director 
Appointments 

Endorsement of 
recommendation to 
appoint Ian Tandy, for a 
3 year term from July 
2020. - Communication 
to nominated individual 
and collection of 

 

 

 

 

 

Chair / LEP Executive 

 

 

 

 

 

 

July 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

Complete 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Paper being brought to 
September Board on Non-
Executive Director Appointments 
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Board Date  Agenda 
Item 
Number  

Action Agreed  Owner(s) Date due for 
completion  

Status  Progress update 

supporting 
documentation to allow 
registration. 

Action to support 
increased gender 
balance - Cllr Pullen to 
explore the Southern 
Staffordshire 
representation with the 
other Local Authority 
Leaders. 

 

 

 

 

Cllr Pullen 

 

 

Now September 
2020 

 

 

 

ASAP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Complete 

 

 

 

 

Leaders have discussed Southern 
Staffordshire representation and 
confirmed Board membership  

 

 

14/5/20 3 Road to Recovery  

Adopt the Approved 
Terms of Reference for 
the GBSLEP Recovery 
Taskforce and Publish as 
part of the LEP 
Assurance Framework 

 

LEP Director / Head 
of Governance 

 

ASAP 

 

Complete 

 

Updated LEP Assurance 
Framework to be published later 
in year, meanwhile individual 
item published on GBSLEP 
website. 
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Board Date  Agenda 
Item 
Number  

Action Agreed  Owner(s) Date due for 
completion  

Status  Progress update 

4/6/2020 6 Enterprise Zone 

Discussion on how to go 
beyond what EZ is 
currently delivering – 
Determine how to take 
discussion forward 

 

LEP Executive 

 

Ongoing 

 

Ongoing 

 

Options being considered 

4/6/2020 7 ESIF Sub-Committee 
Report – Midlands 
Engine Investment Fund 
- Letter received to be 
shared with the Director 
and consideration to be 
given to lobbying for 
funding to go into the 
MEIF 

Liz Groves / LEP 
Director 

ASAP Ongoing  Letter shared and update 
requested from officials on 
position of the proposal 

16/7/2020 3 Directors Report 

Shared Updated 
Organisation Chart 

 

LEP Executive 

 

ASAP 

 

Complete  

 

Structure chart circulated to the 
Board 
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Board Date  Agenda 
Item 
Number  

Action Agreed  Owner(s) Date due for 
completion  

Status  Progress update 

16/7/2020 4 Road to Recovery 

Board Members to 
share any additional 
targeting ideas 

Board Member ASAP Closed  

16/7/2020 5 Getting Building Fund  

Communicate approval 
of Items to other 
stakeholders in the 
submission 

LEP Director Immediately Complete  

16/7/2020 8 Enterprise Zone – 
Digbeth High Street 
Public Realm Phase One 
 
Submission to the 
Supervisory Board for 
Ratification. Update 
Recipient. 

 
 

Interim Programme 
Director / Project 
Champion 

6th August 2020 Complete  
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Board Date  Agenda 
Item 
Number  

Action Agreed  Owner(s) Date due for 
completion  

Status  Progress update 

 

16/7/2020 9 Enterprise Zone – 
Belmont Works 
 
Submission to the 
Supervisory Board for 
Ratification. Update 
Recipient. 

 
 
 

Interim Programme 
Director / Project 
Champion 

6th August 2020 Complete  

16/7/2020 10 Demand-led Innovation 
Pilot 

Note Board Member 
Observations 

Delivery of Final 
Evaluation Report to the 
Board 

 

 

LEP Executive 

Innovation Pillar 
Board 

 

 

Ongoing 

March 2021 

 

 

Complete 

Not yet due 
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Board Date  Agenda 
Item 
Number  

Action Agreed  Owner(s) Date due for 
completion  

Status  Progress update 

 

 



GBSLEP Board Forward Plan – Residue of 2020 

 

Item WP2 

 

 

Item  Purpose Owner Lead officer Standing 
item/Regular item/ 
Ad hoc item 

Supervisory Board 

Thursday 5th November 

Director’s Report To raise and discuss headline business 
on the agenda, and to note 
performance against KPIs 

LEP Director Katie Trout  Standing item  

COVID-19 – route to 
recovery  

To consider the current economic 
context, impact of interventions and 
route to recovery  

LEP Board  Katie Trout  Standing item   

Reflections on the 
Devolution and Recovery 
White Paper and the 
Comprehensive Spending 
Review 

To reflect on the White Paper and the 
CSR and the implications for GBSLEP, if 
these events have happened  

LEP Board  Katie Trout  Ad hoc   

Growth Programme  Update regarding Local Growth Fund. 
 
Capital funding decisions as required. 

Programme Delivery 
Board 

Kerry Billington Standing item  

Enterprise Zone Update Update on the Enterprise Zone  
 
Capital funding decisions as required. 

Programme Delivery 
Board 

Christian 
Cadwallader 

Standing Item  



GBSLEP Board Forward Plan – Residue of 2020 

 

Item WP2 

Item  Purpose Owner Lead officer Standing 
item/Regular item/ 
Ad hoc item 

Supervisory Board 

 

Future of Enterprise Zones 
and other Financing Options 

To consider the future of EZs and other 
tax incremental financing and planning 
options to support infrastructure 
delivery 

LEP Board Shanaaz 
Carroll/Katie Trout 

Ad hoc  

Progress against Delivery 
Plan 

To review progress against the Delivery 
Plan  

LEP Board Wayne Shand  Regular  

Governance Updates to the Assurance Framework 
for Anti-Slavery and PDB TOR 

LEP Executive Edward Scutt Ad hoc  

Approval of Annual 
Accounts for 2019/2020 
Year 

Board Approval of the Accounts after 
completion of the Audit and Risk and 
Audit Committee Sign Off. 

LEP Executive Kate Shaw Ad hoc  

LEP Annual ‘Conference’ To update the Board on the 
programme of online events planned in 
lieu of an annual conference  

LEP Board  Satnam Rana Ad hoc   

 
 



GBSLEP Board Forward Plan – Residue of 2020 

 

Item WP2 

Item  Purpose Owner Lead officer Standing 
item/Regular item/ 
Ad hoc item 

Supervisory Board 

Thursday 3rd December 

Director’s Report To raise and discuss headline business 
on the agenda, and to note 
performance against KPIs 

LEP Director Katie Trout  Standing item  

Growth Programme  Financial and Output Position at End of 
Quarter 2. 

Latest Government Update regarding 
Local Growth Fund. 

 

Programme Delivery 
Board 

Kerry Billington Standing item  

Enterprise Zone Update To update on the Enterprise Zone 
Financial and Output Position at End of 
Quarter 2. 

Capital investment decisions as 
required.  

Programme Delivery 
Board 

Christian 
Cadwallader 

Standing Item  

Whole Place Zones  To consider progress in developing 
whole place zones 

Place Board  Shanaaz Carroll Ad hoc  



GBSLEP Board Forward Plan – Residue of 2020 

 

Item WP2 

Item  Purpose Owner Lead officer Standing 
item/Regular item/ 
Ad hoc item 

Supervisory Board 

      

Green New Deal To enable a strategic discussion on 
Carbon Reduction and the Climate 
Crisis in the context of “A Green 
Recovery”, together with the LEP’s Low 
Carbon Strategy 

 

LEP Board Spencer 
Wilson/Mike 
Folkard 

Ad hoc  

Access to Finance To consider the development of 
initiative across all three West 
Midlands LEPs to assist with access to 
finance for SMEs.   

Business & 
Innovation Pillar 
Board 

Wayne Shand/ Mike 
Folkard 

 

Ad hoc  

Governance Updates to the Assurance Framework 
for Programme Appendices and other 
required updates 

LEP Executive Edward Scutt Ad hoc  

Finance update  To review the Q2 2020/21 financial 
position and any re-forecast 
requirements.  

 

LEP Executive Kate Shaw  Standing Item   



GBSLEP Board Forward Plan – Residue of 2020 

 

Item WP2 

Item  Purpose Owner Lead officer Standing 
item/Regular item/ 
Ad hoc item 

Supervisory Board 

Communications Update  ‘Below the line’ report to update on the 
LEP’s communications activities. 

LEP Executive Katie Fulcher Standing Item  
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GREATER BIRMINGHAM AND SOLIHULL LEP 
BOARD MEETING 

                                       
24th September 2020 

 
STAKEHOLDER ENAGEMENT & COMMUNICATIONS UPDATE 

 

Recommendations 

Board Directors are recommended to: 

1. Note press activity highlights for July and August 2020; and 

2. Note the progress in delivering the Communications and Engagement Plan in the current 
context of the impact of Covid-19. 

3. Note update on progress towards delivery of the Annual Report and Annual Conference.  

Background 

4. This report provides a progress update, highlighting key achievements and points to note 
against stakeholder engagement and communications since the last Board meeting. As 
there has been a slightly longer period between meetings over the course of the summer, 
this report will include communication activities from both July and August.   

5. Since the last Board meeting, communications activities have resumed to an almost pre-
Covid level. The communications team has been able to proceed with an increased level 
of press activity surrounding GBSLEP investments, though the impact of Covid-19 can 
still be felt with some delays to both capital and revenue projects. Sharing Coronavirus 
related messages with businesses remains a top priority, particularly around reopening 
safely and support available for any struggling businesses.  

6. The first phase of the Step Forward campaign came to completion on 17th July after 
seven weeks. The campaign generated almost 400 new enquiries from businesses to the 
GBSLEP Growth Hub, almost 250 referrals were made for businesses to receive support 
from LEP funded programmes and three of the six pilot programmes reached maximum 
capacity. Though the campaign can be considered successful, there was also a 
significant amount of learning which can implemented into future campaigns – a fuller 
analysis of the campaign performance is available upon request.  

7. In addition, building on Local Industrial Strategy engagement, there has been ongoing 
business and partner engagement to inform the development of the LEP’s Sector 
Recovery Plans. These engagement activities are being developed and delivered 
collaboratively with Black Country LEP, Coventry and Warwickshire LEP and the West 
Midlands Growth Company (WMGC). The purpose of the engagement activities is to 
build cross-sector and industry specific intelligence to provide a more in-depth 
understanding of Covid-19 related issues and opportunities and identify the medium-long 
term interventions and solutions required to support regional economic recovery. 

Media coverage highlights from July and August 2020   

8. Topics included:  
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(July) Worcestershire businesses invited to apply for business support schemes - 
businesses in Worcestershire were encouraged to apply for funding and support to help 
adapt working models in response to Covid-19 as part of the Step Forward initiatives 
launched by GBSLEP. 
 
(July) Asian Business Chamber of Commerce (ABCC) campaign to provide 
support specifically owned by those who have limited or no English language 
skills and/or limited access to the internet and mainstream media channels – the 
campaign was financially supported by GBSLEP in relation to the Step Forward 
campaign and included a hotline for inquiries managed by a multilingual business 
adviser. 
 
(August) Eight ‘shovel ready’ projects secured £66 million of funding from the 
Government’s Getting Building Fund (GGBF) – in the GBSLEP area, the projects to 
receive funding were £15.1m towards the redevelopment of University Station in 
Edgbaston, £1m towards WM5G’s work with small and medium sized business to 
develop ground breaking apps and £10.8m to provide innovation spaces and research 
laboratories at the Birmingham Health Innovation Campus. 
 
(August) ‘Recovery special report’ feature in Birmingham Business magazine – 
GBSLEP and the Growth Hub joined up for a combined feature highlighting the Step 
Forward campaign and the support received by businesses in response to Covid-19. The 
feature included cases studies of three businesses who have benefited from support from 
the Growth Hub.  
 
(August) Work began on the final section of Lichfield’s southern bypass - the new 
section of road will complete what will be an essential part of the city’s infrastructure and 
support the delivery of new housing and future growth. The project has benefitted from 
£2.3 million of Local Growth Fund. 

 
 
(July) Thought leadership pieces: 
 

• Professor Helen Higson discusses how apprenticeships can help our economy 
bounce back 

 
 
Performance of digital channels in July 2020 

9. Key statistics from our digital channels are as follows: 
 
 

Twitter  
• Twitter followers, 6440 (+129) as of end of July 2020 
• Impressions, 60,100 
• Retweets, 65 
• Profile visits 8,922 

 
LinkedIn: 

• LinkedIn followers, 2398 (+114) as of end of July 2020 
• Impressions, 7881 
•  

Newsletter (July):  
• Subscribers 1287 ( -4) 
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• Open rate, 20.4% 
• Click rate, 3.7% 

 
 

GBSLEP Website (July)  
• Received 2934 users across 4094 sessions 
• There were 10,490-page views 

 
Performance of digital channels in August 2020 

Twitter  
• Twitter followers, 6462 (+22) as of end of August 2020 
• Impressions, 23,100 
• Retweets, 44 
• Profile visits 588 

 
LinkedIn: 

• LinkedIn followers, 2477 (+79) as of end of August 2020 
• Impressions, 6444 

 
 

GBSLEP Website (August)  
• Received 2460 users across 3336 sessions 
• There were 7,789-page views 

 
 

10. Twitter following has continued to rise at a steady rate as we saw a reach of 60,100 
impressions which is the most since we started recording metrics in May 2019. The 
engagement rate of 1.3% is also the highest since May 2019. 
 

11. LinkedIn continues to be the strongest growing channel for the LEP, with engagement 
averaging at 5% for the channel for a second month in a row.  

 
Looking ahead to September and October 2020 
 

12. Key communications and engagement activity planned for September and October 
includes: 

 
Continued engagement on the development of Sector Recovery Plans – 
planned activities include; finalising and sharing with partners short video 
presentations inviting feedback on plans for each of the key sectors GBSLEP is 
leading on; beginning the process of reengaging businesses who have previously 
been consulted to ensure they are kept updated on progress and are clear on how 
their contribution will be utilised to inform plans; development of  a joint newsletter 
between the LEPs and WMGC  to highlight progress on sector recovery planning and 
encourage businesses and partners to engage.  
Inclusive Commonwealth Legacy Programme (ICLP) case studies - video case 
studies have been produced from several participants of the first cohort to talk about 
their experience and how they have benefited from the programme. These are being 
used to help with promotion of the second cohort via the LEP’s digital channels. 
Further opportunities are being explored to promote the case studies more widely.  
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Completion of works for Construction Skills for Work Readiness, Solihull 
College and University Centre – the project, which has been part-funded by the 
Local Growth Fund, will establish a realistic construction site ran in partnership with a 
commercial construction company that has experience; through its training company, 
of delivering successful work ready programmes for the sector. The GBSLEP comms 
team is exploring opportunities to highlight the first cohort of students starting at the 
site.  
Midlands Art Centre (MAC) announcement of GBSLEP funding – this funding will 
support a larger project for the MAC to vastly improve visitor experience to become a 
more resilient and innovative business in a challenging economic climate. A 
collaborative announcement is planned for October 2020.  

 
 
Annual Report 2020 
 

13. Significant progress has been made towards the creation of this years online Annual 
Report since the last Board meeting. The online design process is almost complete, and 
content is currently being refined. This year’s report will provide a more interactive 
experience, with elements such as a delivery map which can be hovered over to pop up 
more details about projects funded via the Local Growth Fund and Enterprise Zone. It will 
also include moving graphics to help bring the LEP’s key achievements to life. As 
mentioned in previous reports, an online report will provide the ability for the report to be 
updated if required and to shared more easily with stakeholders.   
 

14. The intention is to share a copy of the Annual Report content with Board Directors with 
ample time for comments via email ahead of publishing. A final version of the online 
report will be ready to launch during the first week of October. A full communications plan 
for launching the report effectively will be produced and will take into consideration the 
circumstance and economic climate in which it is being launched.  

 
Annual Conference 2020 
 

15. After full consideration of the most effective way to deliver an Annual Conference 
considering the impact of Covid-19 and public health measures, the LEP executive 
recommend that this year’s conference is delivered virtually. Rather than replicating a 
full-length conference a series of shorter events are proposed, to take place of the course 
of one week in late-November. This was felt to be the best way to achieve high levels of 
engagement due to likely ‘virtual event fatigue’ and the challenge of asking an audience 
to sit through a 90 minute – two hour event online and still holding their attention. This 
new format be based around themes aligned with GBSLP’s key priorities and will allow 
attendees to sign up for the sessions most pertinent for them. Above all the events will be 
designed to be relevant, interactive and beneficial to attendees. Highlighting GBSLEP’s 
achievements in each area will remain an important objective. 
 

16. A more detailed update on arrangements and structure for the event series will be shared 
at the November Board meeting, allowing time for comments and input from Board 
Directors.  

Conclusion 

17. This report provides an update on media coverage and performance of digital channels 
from the previous months. It demonstrates a steady performance across all GBSLEP’s 
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key channels and an increase in activities since the initial lockdown due to Covid-19. The 
LEP continues to grow its audiences and trial new approaches to increasing 
engagement. Communicating and engaging with businesses and partners around the 
impact of the virus has been a top priority and remains so as we further develop our 
Sector Recovery Plans. It also remains important to highlight the success of the LEP’s 
Growth Programme and new investments, which goes some way to helping instil 
confidence in the region’s recovery. GBSLEP has two major pieces of communications 
activities coming up with the Annual Report and the Annual Conference and planning is 
well underway. Board Directors insight will be sought over the coming weeks for valuable 
input into making the most of these opportunities.  

 

 
Report by:   Katie Fulcher  
   Stakeholder Engagement Manager  

 
Contact:  katie.fulcher@gbslep.co.uk    
Date Created:  07/09/2020 
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GREATER BIRMINGHAM AND SOLIHULL LEP BOARD 

 

23 September 2020 

 

GBSLEP FUNDING UPDATE 

Recommendation 
 
The LEP Board is recommended to: 

1. Note the various funding streams available to the LEP. 

Background 
 

2. The funding sources available to GBSLEP to operate the organisation and to provide 
funding for revenue and capital development across the LEP area has multiplied in 
recent years, no more so than in 2020.     
  

3. Appendix A details these funds and provides a comprehensive summary of all the 
funding sources now available to the LEP.  
 

4. The table has been divided to show the sources of different categories of funding: 
 Operational funding  
 Capital programmes funding  
 Revenue programmes funding  

Conclusions 
  

5. Further information into the current position of each stream is provided in Board 
updates, however more detailed information is available on request from the Chief 
Operating Officer.  

 

Prepared by:  Kate Shaw 

Chief Operating Officer 
 
Contact:  Kate.Shaw@GBSLEP.co.uk    07860 906438  

 
Date Created:  08 September 2020 
 

 
 
 

Appendices 
A GBSLEP Funding Streams  
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Funding Source 
Name 

Funding 
Body 

Purpose/ 
Restrictions 

Target Deliverables/ 
Outcomes/ Outputs 

Value 
£m 

Spend 
Timeframes 

GBSLEP 
Key Owner/ 

Team 
OPERATIONAL FUNDING 
LEP Core Funding BEIS LEP running costs 

– revenue and 
capital 

Deliver the LEP 
Strategic Economic 
Plan (SEP) and West 
Midlands Local 
Industrial Strategy 
(LIS) 
 

£0.5m pa Annual award 
with annual 
spend deadline – 
cannot carry 
forward any 
unspent grant  
 
 

Director/ 
Finance 

Growth Hub Core 
Funding 

BEIS GH running costs 
– revenue and 
capital 

Deliver the GH 
business plan – 
business support and 
access to finance 

£0.512m 
pa 

Annual award 
with annual 
spend deadline – 
cannot carry 
forward any 
unspent grant 
 
 

Director/GH 
Director/ 
manager 

Growth Hub 
Phase 2 

European 
Regional 
Developme
nt Fund 
(ERDF) 

Provide support to 
businesses in 
forms of 
diagnostic and 
ongoing advice, 
guidance, 
brokerage and 
account 
management 
alongside events 
and workshops 
 

GH Phase 2 Business 
Plan deliverables –  

 500 CI/C4 12 hours 
support 

 1,429 P13 3 hours 
support 

 30 C8 Jobs created 

£3.836m 
(£1.956 

ERDF 
funded; 

£0.475m 
partners’ 

match 
funding; 

£1.404m 
funded by 
GBSLEP) 

 
 

3 years from Oct 
2019 to Sept 
2022 

Growth Hub 
Director (Ian 
McLaughlan) 

Growth Hub 
Supplementary  
Funding 
 

BEIS To provide much 
needed targeted 
local support and 
advice to 
businesses, as 
they face the 
challenges 
presented by the 
COVID-19 
pandemic 
 
 
 
 
 

Deliver the GH 
business plan 
prioritising resources 
to business affected 
by COVID-19 

£0.186m 
in 

2020/21 

One off award 
with spend 
deadline Mar 
2021 – cannot 
carry forward any 
unspent grant 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Growth Hub 
Director (Ian 
McLaughlan) 

CAPITAL PROGRAMMES FUNDING 
Local Growth 
Fund (LGF) – 1 
and 2 

BEIS Economic 
development and 
regeneration - 
capital  

Outcomes and 
outputs set out in the 
Growth Deal -  
20,300 jobs  
4,900 houses 
12,500 learners 

£186.05m 6 years from 1 
April 2015 to 31 
March 2021 – 
annual awards 
with annual 
spend deadline 

Programmes 
Director/ 
Programmes 
team (PC – 
Kerry 
Billington) 

Recycled LGF 
funds 

LGF 1&2 Recycling of LGF 
grant monies 
withdrawn from 
Mid Cannock 
project and 
returned by 
Redditch 
Gateway, into 
LGF pipeline 
projects 

As LGF 1&2 
outcomes and 
outputs 

£1.65m Recycled funds 
have no spend 
deadline 

Programmes 
Director/ 
Programmes 
team (PC – 
Kerry 
Billington) 
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Funding Source 
Name 

Funding 
Body 

Purpose/ 
Restrictions 

Target Deliverables/ 
Outcomes/ Outputs 

Value 
£m 

Spend 
Timeframes 

GBSLEP 
Key Owner/ 

Team 
Other BEIS S31 
Capital Funding – 
not LGF but 
known as LGF3 

BEIS Economic 
development and 
regeneration - 
capital  
Consists of 
STEAMhouse 
project (£14m) 
and Snow Hill 
Growth Strategy 
project (£2m) 

Steamhouse: 
323 jobs 
948 learners 
1000m2 learning 
floorspace 
5243m2 commercial 
floorspace 
Snow Hill: a 
development 
proposition to 
transform Snow Hill 
Station and its 
environs to maximise 
economic and spatial 
growth and utilise 
public funds to de-risk 
the 
development/investm
ent opportunity for the 
private sector 

£16.0m 6 years from 1 
April 2015 to 31 
March 2021 – 
awards made in 
full in 2017 with 
31/3/21 spend 
deadline 

Programmes 
Director/ 
Programmes 
team (PC – 
Wendy 
Edwards) 

LGF Major 
Portfolio Schemes 

Departmen
t for 
Transport 

Improvements to 
transport 
infrastructure; 
projects managed 
by BCC and 
WMCA 
NB £21.851m has 
now been 
repurposed into 
LGF pipeline 
projects – see 
Repurposed DFT 
Funds 

Total March 2025 
Forecast: 
Jobs 37,427 
Homes 14,353 
Learners 6,406 
 
 

£133.5m 6 years from 1 
April 2015 to 31 
March 2021 – 
31/3/21 spend 
deadline; Tame 
Valley Viaduct 
project (£72.11m 
grant) has 
approved 
extension to 
31/3/25 

Programmes 
Director/ 
Programmes 
team (PC - 
Kerry 
Billington) 

Repurposed DFT 
funds 

LGF Major 
Portfolio 
Schemes 
(DFT) 

Repurposing of 
DFT grant monies 
not able to be 
spent by BCC 
before the 
deadline of 
31/3/21 – A457 
Dudley Road 
Improvements; to 
be allocated to 
LGF pipeline 
projects. 

As LGF 1&2 
outcomes and 
outputs 

£21.851m Spend deadline 
of 31/3/21 

Programmes 
Director/ 
Programmes 
team (PC – 
Kerry 
Billington) 

Growing Places 
Fund (GPF) 

DCLG Early stage pump-
prime funding of 
capital projects 
through the 
provision of grants 
and loans. £10m 
committed to 
regional 
Mezzanine Fund 
programme for 
loans to local 
SME. 

Current estimates are 
approximately: 
500 new homes;  
50,000 sqm 
floorspace; 
3,000 jobs created/ 
safeguarded.                                     

£22.5m Funding provided 
in full in 2012 – 
no spend 
deadline. 
All GPF loans 
repaid. Around 
£1.6m Mezz 
Fund loans 
outstanding and 
to be repaid by 
2022. 
Current GPF 
balance c£11m 
Repayable grant 
of £4m to be 
made to the 
Grand Hotel in 
2020 

Programmes 
Director/ 
Programmes 
team (PC - 
Kerry 
Billington) 
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Funding Source 
Name 

Funding 
Body 

Purpose/ 
Restrictions 

Target Deliverables/ 
Outcomes/ Outputs 

Value 
£m 

Spend 
Timeframes 

GBSLEP 
Key Owner/ 

Team 
Birmingham City 
Centre Enterprise 
Zone 

DCLG/ 
Business 
Rates 
Income 
uplift 
retention 

Early intervention 
in infrastructure to 
accelerate growth 
and unlock 
development to 
deliver the Big 
City Plan 

Outcomes and 
outputs set out in the 
EZ Investment Plan -  
71,796 jobs  
60 ha. land reclaimed 
1,100,000 sqm 
floorspace 
created/refurb 
£3.9bn Private Sector 
Investment 

£1,508m Established in 
2011 and now 
planned to 
complete by 
2045/46 when 
BRI uplift 
retention ends 

Programmes 
Director/ 
Programmes 
team (PC – 
Christian 
Cadwallader
) 

Getting Building 
Fund 

BEIS/MHC
LG 

Support for 
‘shovel-ready’ 
capital projects 
that can be 
completed by 
31/3/22 – 
University Station 
project and PHTA 
project 
 

University Station – 
£3.9695m 
Commercial 
Floorspace: 
954m2 Created 
92m2 Refurbished 
20 jobs (Direct) 
PHTA –  
11,000m2 
commercial 
floorspace 
1080 new learners 
955 businesses 
supported 
502 jobs 
498 construction jobs 
 

£14.83m Approved 
through WMCA in 
August 2020 – to 
be spent by 
31/3/22 

Programmes 
Director/ 
Programmes 
team (PC - 
Kerry 
Billington) 

REVENUE PROGRAMMES FUNDING 
SEP Enabling 
Fund (SEF) 

Business 
Rates Pool 
funding 

Revenue projects 
to support 
implementation of 
LIS delivery plan 
and key growth 
sectors 
 

SEP/LIS deliverables £11m 
brought 
forward 

No spend 
deadline. 
Planned to spend 
£4.7m in 20/21 

Director of 
Economic 
Recovery - 
Wayne 
Shand 

Pivot & Prosper Business 
Rates Pool 
funding 

Grant funding to 
support SMEs 
change their 
business model to 
enable growth 
following COVID-
19 
 

SEP/LIS deliverables £2m Spend deadline 
31/3/21 
 

Head of 
Business 
Productivity 
& Innovation 
- Mike 
Folkard 

European 
Structural and 
Investment 
`Funds (ESIF) 

ESIF Addressing key 
priorities in the 
local economy. 
The managing 
government 
agencies are 
responsible for 
managing funds 
and achieving 
outcomes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Support overall 
delivery of the SEP 

256mEuro 
nominal 

allocation 

2014-20 LEP Director 
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Funding Source 
Name 

Funding 
Body 

Purpose/ 
Restrictions 

Target Deliverables/ 
Outcomes/ Outputs 

Value 
£m 

Spend 
Timeframes 

GBSLEP 
Key Owner/ 

Team 
Midlands Engine 
Investment Fund 
(MEIF) 

ERDF £13.5m of 
GBSLEP’s ERDF 
allocation from the 
European 
Structural and 
Investment Funds 
(ESIF) Growth 
Programme 
2014-2020 has 
been allocated to 
the MEIF. This 
funding is held by 
MHCLG as the 
Managing 
Authority for 
ERDF and they 
are responsible 
for all funding 
decisions 

The MEIF provides 
commercially focused 
finance through Small 
Business Loans, Debt 
Finance, Proof of 
concept and Equity 
Finance funds to 
support SME growth 
in the Midlands. 
 

£13.5m 2014-20 LEP Director 

Growth Hub 
ERDF Grant 
(SME Restart & 
Recovery and 
Kickstarting 
Tourism Package) 
 

ERDF Additional ERDF 
Support for SMEs 
to respond to the 
immediate crisis in 
response to the 
impact of COVID-
19 

A grant scheme 
offering businesses in 
the range of £1,000-
£3,000 (max £5,000) 
for support of: 

 1-2-1 specialist 
advice to address 
immediate needs to 
the impact of COVID-
19 

 Purchase of minor 
equipment to adapt or 
adopt new technology  

£0.990m 
(£0.259m 
allocation 
for Visitor 
Economy) 

One off award in 
2020/21 - spend 
deadline Feb 21 

Growth Hub 
Director (Ian 
McLaughlan) 

Growth Hub Peer-
to-Peer Project 

BEIS Programme to 
support SME 
recovery from 
COVID-19 and to 
provide 1-1 advice  

To support 
approximately 200 
businesses to 
develop a “Playbook” 
within the GBSLEP 
region 

£0.270m One off award in 
2020/21 - spend 
deadline Mar 21 

Growth Hub 
Director (Ian 
McLaughlan) 

Growth Hub EU 
Exit programme 

WMCA Develop a full 
account 
management 
model to provide a 
more effective 
outreach and 
support 
businesses 
responding to the 
need to prepare 
for EU Exit 

Support businesses 
in the WMCA area in 
preparing for the UK’s 
departure from the 
EU 
 
Grant hosted by the 
CWLEP Growth Hub 
to support salaries of 
the Growth Hub 
Account Managers 
 

£0.059m One off award – 
no spend 
deadline 

Growth Hub 
Director (Ian 
McLaughlan) 

Growth Hub Skills 
Project 

ESF / 
DWP 

Support the 
operations of the 
new Skills Hub, 
and involvement 
in the Plan 10,000 
programme 
(funded via SEF) 

Skills Hub business 
plan  

£0.260m 
(Other 

funds for 
the Skills 
Hub also 

be funded 
by SEP 

Enabling)  

One off award – 
no spend 
deadline 

Growth Hub 
Director (Ian 
McLaughlan) 

 
 


