
   

OxLEP Board Meeting 
25th September 2018 

17.30 – 19.30 
Satellite Applications Catapult,  

Electron Building, Fermi Avenue, Harwell Campus OX11 0QR 
 
 

MINUTES 

Board Directors 
Present: 

Jeremy Long (Chair), Adrian Lockwood (AL – Deputy Chair), Alistair Fitt (AF), Cllr Ian 
Hudspeth (IH), Nigel Tipple(NT), Phil Shadbolt (PS), Penny Rinta-Suksi (PRS), Cllr 
James Mills (JM), Phil Southall (PS), Miranda Markham (MM), Peter Nolan (PN), 
Angus Horner (AH), Cllr Roger Cox (RC), Alistair Fitt (AF), Cllr Susan Brown (SB), Di 
Batchelor (DB) 

Board Directors 
Apologies: 

Cllr Barry Wood 

Minutes: Sadie Patamia (SP) 

In attendance: Ahmed Goga (AG), Hollie Steel (HS), Richard Byard (RB), Sebastian Johnson (SJ), Lyn 
Davies (LD), Michael Charlton (MC), Anthony Mtitimila (AM), Phil Clare (PC), James 
Langford and Paul Deegan of Price Waterhouse Cooper for part of meeting. 

Item Action/Responsible 

Item 1 - Apologies and Declarations of Interest 

Lorna Baxter  
Board Director apologies as noted above 
No additional declarations noted 

Item 2 - Minutes 

• Minutes of Board Meeting 15 (12/06/18) 

• Nominations and Personnel Committee (05/09/18) -Exempt Information1 

• Minutes of the Finance and Audit Committee (06/09/18) -Exempt 
Information1 

 

Approved 
Approved 
Approved 

Items for Decision - Confidential Papers for approval as detailed (Exempt Information1) 

Item 4 - Papers for approval: Recommendation taken as read (Committee/Sub-Group 
recommendation*) 
4.1 - CEO’s Report (NT) 

o Annex 1 Operating Plan* (PR-S) 
o Annex 2 Budget Monitoring* (LD) 
o Annex 3 Q4 LGF Data reporting* (PR-S) 

 

NT presented the paper and reviewed the detailed annex documents 1-3 noting the 
recommendations in each case. Particular attention was drawn to the progress of the 
Loop Farm Link Road and the Oxford North projects flagged as “red” noting the 
operational delays.  Officers are currently working with project sponsors to expedite 
these projects with a further update to Board in December.  
 
Recommendation 
 
That the Board: 
Notes the report and progress to date,  

• Annex 1 -Operating Plan update 2017/18 

• Annex 2 - Finance Update 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
Noted 
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and approves, 

• Annex 3 – Q4 LGF Data Reporting for submission 

 
 
Approved 

• 4.2 - Financial Regulations Review*(LD) 
o Annex 1 Revised Financial Regulations  

 

 
LD presented the paper noting that the changes to the Financial Regulations including 
changes to Committee delegations which would take pressure off the Board decision 
timetables. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the Board approves:  

• the revised Financial Regulations, including the changes to the delegated 
authority levels of the 2 Board Committees. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Approved 
 
 

• 4.3 – Accommodation Building Lease Review*(NT) 
o Annex 1 Lease Extract 

 

NT presented the paper noting the need to review the current and future office needs 
of the company. This would include options for an extension of the current lease and 
alternative locations. The Board were appraised of operational challenges 
experienced over the past 12 months and the need for clarity from the landlord as to 
the future refurbishment and operation of the Jericho building.  AL noted the need to 
recognise the impact of potential changes and the importance of internal 
communication. This was fully recognised and noted. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the Board: 

• Consider the review of our current arrangements, operational challenges 
and options available to us noting the Financial and Budgetary implications.  

• Notes the need to provide recommendations to the Board on a preferred 

option by December 2018 at the latest. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
Noted 

• 4.4 - Board Director Changes* (NT) 

NT presented the paper noting the current status of Board Directors, length of service 
and importance of forward planning to maintain operational continuity. He confirmed 
that Prof Patrick Grant had been nominated to replace Prof Ian Walmsley on the 
Board.  The changes to the membership of both the Finance & Audit and Nominations 
& Personnel Committee were noted. 

 
Recommendation 
 
That the Board: 
 

• Notes the progress on replacing Prof Ian Walmsley on the Board; 

• Determines a recommended approach to be included in our LEP Review 
Implementation Plan for meeting the Review’s gender balance 
requirements in future Board recruitment; 

• Notes the Committee changes made. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
 
Noted 
Noted 
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Item 5 - TUPE and Staff Restructure* (LD/NT) 

• Annex 1 – Signed Heads of Terms 

• Annex 2 Written Procedures Paper dated 10th July 2018 

• Annex 3 Written Procedures Paper dated 30th July 2018 
 

LD presented the paper which provided an update on the TUPE process, its current 
status, staffing changes and out turn position.  LD placed on record her thanks to 
Lorna Baxter, the OCC Pensions and HR teams for all their help during the process.  It 
was noted that recruitment for new posts following exhaustive consultation on 
redeployment had commenced with some interim appointments made to assist with 
work load and operational continuity. 
 
AH stated that the Board should minute that they thank the staff for their 
forbearance during the period, this was noted. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the Board:  

• notes the outcomes to date of the staffing restructure, together with our 
plans for recruiting into the remaining vacancies; 

• notes the recommendations approved under Written Procedures Papers 
dated 10th Annex 2 and 30th July Annex 3; 

• approves the removal of contract term dates for all staff. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
Noted 
Approved 

Items for Decision  

Item 6 - Local Industrial Strategy (PWC/AG) 

• Annex 1 - LIS Update presentation 

• Annex 2 - Cross Corridor Placemat 
 

 

 

PwC presented a progress report on the Local Industrial Strategy and sought the 
engagement of the Board in commenting on the latest findings.   
 
IH welcomed the LIS report, noting the good progress made to date, however, he felt 
it should be more ambitious; Oxfordshire being the No 1 Global Innovation Ecosystem 
rather than being in the top three.  He also questioned whether the LIS should have a 
greater focus on the Ox-Cam Corridor given the profile of the Corridor and likely 
future funding associated with this. He also noted that some communities question 
the need for growth at all, whilst he recognised the need, he felt the document and 
indeed LA Spatial Plan needs to better articulate the benefits of growth for local 
communities.  
 
SB supported the views expressed by IH, noting as drafted this document may cause 
concern if shared in local communities. AG/NT noted the audience for the document 
was Government, not communities and that we would need to work together with 
the Growth Board to articulate the impacts and benefits of the economic growth we 
experience now and in the future. SB also wanted to ensure discussions in respect of 
transport, connectivity and health are reflected in future drafting. PwC noted that 
opportunity and would pick up.   
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PS noted the need to consider a wider range of sustainable transport options in the 
LIS, not just focus upon Rail intervention, noting 65% of people come into the city via 
Public Transport.  He also wanted to see greater emphasis on engagement with 
communities ensuring where possible there was a commitment to intervention which 
facilitated greater social inclusion. 
 
PSh noted the need to articulate the investment needed to realise the potential of the 
Lis for the benefit of Oxfordshire and wider UK Plc. NT reminded the Board that the 
final document in the LIS Suite was the Investment Prospectus, this document would 
begin to frame the need for investment and position us well for the future UK Shared 
Prosperity Fund.  HS confirmed that was indeed the position taken by BEIS and that 
the document should present investment opportunities not be a detailed bidding 
document. 
 
MM indicated that she was not sure she recognised the Oxfordshire depicted in the 
document. She felt is was very city focussed and wanted to better understand the 
potential of the sectors described and wanted to be clear that the development of 
the sectors was commercially viable. NT reflected upon the work already done under 
the Science Innovation Audit, Governments Sector Deals and industry response all of 
which focus attention and delivery in such thematic areas/sectors. 
 
PC noted that we should remember that we cannot decide to have, or not have 
growth, its already happening and the question is how do we capitalise upon this for 
the benefit of our communities and wider UK. We could however, as have articulated 
in the LIS draft, focus upon those areas of technology we see as generating maximum 
return. 
 
SB reaffirmed her point that the document must resonate with our communities, 
address the potential for rural as well as Urban Oxfordshire to benefit from growth 
and distinguish between Oxford the place and brand.  She reiterated the importance 
of recognising the need to support social inclusion, benefitting local communities as 
well as welcoming new residents.  SB also reflected upon the apparent absence of  
freight infrastructure as a key enabler/constraint though recognised this needs to be 
addressed in both the Spatial Plan and connectivity work. 
 
AH suggested the name ‘Local Industrial Strategy’ was problematic; it means different 
things to different audiences.  He felt that the document needs to be ‘wordsmithed’ 
reflecting how this growth and prosperity would impact “the life of an Oxfordshire 
resident in 2040”.  He was concerned to emphasise as currently drafted it could be 
interpreted as Oxfordshire will be a bigger, busier place with more tarmac, we need 
to emphasise the balanced case and benefits of productivity. 
 
PN supported the point about man or woman on the street needs to see the benefit 
of this dynamic growth, not be looking in on it. 
   
DB noted that the audience for the LIS is Government not the man on the street. 
Therefore it was important to ensure we align the document with both the Strategic 
spatial Planning work and Connectivity, thereby describing the benefits of growth and 
bring communities along with us 
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JM stated he felt very positive about the document but emphasised the importance 
of audience, managing the messaging to business and communities, reflecting upon 
the importance of careful choreography. 
 
MM wanted the document to be one which government, business and communities 
could get excited about. 
 
JL noted that documents of this kind tend to be technically focused and therefore it 
would be useful to have a glossary or where possible use plain English. He stated that 
the message ‘productivity equals personal and community prosperity’ needed to be 
highlighted.   
 
MC commented that he felt the document would land well with HMG given its focus 
and direction of travel. He also supported the benefits of a story telling narrative 
within the document, his overall reflection was that the document and progress was 
great. 
 
HS stated that it was important to make sure the evidence is clear and embedded in 
the document so that BEIS were able to put OxLEP in touch with policy colleagues. 
 
AG reminded the Board that the documents is prepared to support a conversation 
with Government in the first instance. The suite of documents provides the detailed 
evidence base, future scenario assessment and Investment prospectus that 
government requires, with the main LIS document framing the potential of the 
Oxfordshire economy to benefit local communities, a wider UK market and global 
investment opportunities. AG reminded the board that ‘growth’ happens in place and 
the importance of alignment with the spatial strategy and connectivity strategy 
cannot be underestimated. There was also a recognition that the Oxfordshire LIS 
could not address all aspects of the growth agenda hence the need to reference, align 
and sign post to the “sister” documents being led by the Growth Board. 
 
AG outlined the further consultation opportunities in developing the next iteration of 
the draft and confirmed that there would be a further session to be had in October 
with various stakeholders such as Business, LA, University and the LEP Family before 
bringing this back to Board in December. 
 
 JL stated there needed to be clarity about the sign off process. NT advised that the 
Board are responsible for sign off but that engagement with stakeholders and 
partners would ensure collective buy in. He reiterated the intention was to sign of a 
submission draft at the December Board and reminded the Board that the document 
remains confidential until such time as it is submitted to HMG, noting various 
iterations will have been subject to partner/stakeholder review.   
 
SB asked for clarification in respect of the role of the Growth Board in approving the 
document, AG confirmed the intention to seek their endorsement but final sign off 
was the responsibility of the Board.  
 
JL rounded off discussions by thanking PwC colleagues for the update and for 
stimulating a good debate. He reflected on the positive nature of the Boards 
engagement, constructive challenge and support for the direction of travel.  
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Item 7 - LEP Review* (NT) 

• Annex 1 – Overlap Response – 28th September 

• Annex 2 - Implementation Plan Template – 31st October  
 

 

NT presented the paper noting the fact that OxLEP had responded positively to both 
the Mary Ney and Ministerial Reviews.  He summarised the areas of compliance and 
the two which required further action. The first being removal of overlapping 
geography and second gender diversity of the Board, noting these were areas where 
we needed to act.  NT also noted the ongoing discussions regarding transparency and 
potential for Board meetings to be held in public session in the future.  
 
He drew the Board’s attention to Annex 1, the response to Government in respect of 
removal of overlapping geography, functional economic geography and potential for 
mergers.  The document summarises the case for the removal of the Cherwell District 
overlap with SEMLEP, a position which had been agreed between all three parties and 
the associated timetable for this to take effect. It was noted that the timing of the 
overlap removal was to be aligned with the Cherwell District and South 
Northamptonshire District Council separation following the decision to move to 
Unitary structures in Northamptonshire on the 1st April 2019. It was noted that the 
removal of geographical overlaps would not prevent collaborative work and that we 
had already demonstrated strong collaborative working across a number of 
geographic/thematic partnerships. NT confirmed that the document at Annex 1 
formed the basis of the return to government, this would be submitted by the Friday 
28th September deadline. Furthermore, it was noted that an implementation plan 
setting out the company’s approach to meeting the review requirements was to be 
submitted to government by the 31st October, again the template was attached at 
annex 2.  
 
JL pointed out that the changes were triggered by the Review, reflecting the 
governments need to demonstrate LEPs were robust in both governance and financial 
management.  He noted that various views had been expressed about the future 
number and scale of LEPs nationally but that we had a functional economic geography 
supported by both public and private sector partners which had demonstrated 
capability to deliver. As such our response would be considered and firm, reflecting 
that our County based geography should be maintained and that a merger is neither 
wanted or required.   
 
JM sought clarification regarding current Board Director make up and whether we 
were compliant given questions over University status.  NT confirmed that the review 
requires boards to have no more than a third LA membership. Throughout the 
discussions with HMG Officials we have confirmed the status of Universities as 
Private. As such we can show of the 18 Directors 6 are currently LA and 12 not.  
 
IH suggested that whilst he felt OxLEP have done a very good job, the emergence of 
the Ox-Cam Corridor may over a period of time shift the emphasis away from 
Oxfordshire and to a more corridor wide approach. Whilst these concerns were 
noted, it was clear that the current collaborative arrangements are serving us well 
and that we are able to prioritise effort between Oxfordshire and the Corridor such 
that we maximise the benefit. As a Board we would keep this matter under review.   
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MC advised that he was happy to feed back the Boards views on the LEP review back 
into Government and welcomed the opportunity to engage going forward.  
 
Recommendation 
 
That the Board: 

• Note the Report and Implications 

• Approves the proposed submission and detailed programme for removal of 
the geographic overlap with SEMLEP detailed at Annex 1 by 28th Sept 2018 
and; 

• Notes the need to agree by written procedures the Implementation Plan for 
submission by 31st October 2018 – Template as detailed at Annex 2 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted 
 
Approved 
 
 
Noted 
 

Item 8- Energy Strategy* (AG) 
Annex 1 - Final Draft  

 

AG presented the paper noting the importance of the Energy Strategy, its role in 
informing the LIS, Connectivity Strategy and JSSP.  The Board welcomed the report 
and initiative but were keen to ensure any future delivery plan was grounded in 
deliverability, particularly in connection with Utility provision.  
 
Recommendation 

 
That the Board: 

• Approves the draft final strategy, subject to final amendments and 
comments provided at the Board meeting  

• Notes the report and intent to work with partners and stakeholders to take 
forward the aspirations of the strategy in line with the emerging 
Oxfordshire Local Industrial Strategy and Joint Strategic Spatial Plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Approved 
 
 
Noted 
 

Item 9 -  Sub-Group Briefing   
 

 

Skills Board – Chair Adrian Lockwood/RB 
o Delivery Plan Update 

 

 

 
AL presented the paper noting progress to date and welcoming the opportunity for 
the active engagement of the Skills Board in the development of the underpinning 
skills needs associated with the LIS. He noted the importance of ongoing engagement 
and the need to secure the active engagement of the Department of Education in 
responding to the skills challenges identified in the LIS.  
 

 
Noted 

Item 10   

 
The meeting closed at 19.36 

 

 


