


Minutes of the Goole Town Deal Board Meeting 
held on Friday 11 December 2020, 2.00pm to 4.00pm
Attending: ERYC Portfolio Holder for Economic Development & Inward Investment (VA Councillor Victoria Aitken), Goole Civic Society (MHC Margaret Hicks-Clarke), ERYC Goole North Ward (AH Councillor Anne Handley), Hull & East Yorkshire Smile Foundation (AB Andy Barber), Jos Richardson & Sons (JR Chair Joseph Richardson), Environment Agency (PS Paul Stockhill), York North Yorkshire Local Enterprise Partnership (DK David Kerfoot), Croda (MC Martin Chapman), Constituency MP (AP Andrew Percy), Kishor Tailor (KT) Humber Local Enterprise Partnership, Link Agency (PJ Phil Jones), Public Health (LF Laurie Fergusson), Siemens (FD Finbarr Dowling), Goole Town council (BR Brian Robertson)
Present: ERYC Head of Economic Development (PB Paul Bell) ERYC Head of Bridlington Renaissance (NA Nigel Atkinson), ERYC Town Deal Programme Manager (HH Helen Hoult), ERYC Regeneration Project Coordinator (CHM Charlotte Howe-McCartin) ERYC Local Growth Co-ordinator (LJ Leigh Johnson) Strategic Asset Manager (JT James Timm), Nichols Group – Associate (LQ Lisa Quinn)
Guests: ERYC Leader (RB Cllr Richard Burton), ARUP Technical Team Richard Bickers (RB) and Anna Collinge (AC). 
1. Welcome The Chairman welcomed all to the meeting and introduced Councillor Richard Burton (RB), Leader of East Riding of Yorkshire Council, and Paul Bell (PB), Head of Economic Development for East Riding of Yorkshire Council to the Board.  
RB thanked the Chairman, informed all that he wanted to offer full support to the Board and that securing a Town Deal was an important milestone in the development of Goole.  He thanked Board members for their participation, continuing commitment and progress.  JR thanked RB and reiterated the importance of remembering how much progress the Board had made so far.
2. Apologies: Apologies were noted from ABP (David Morriss), Beal Homes (Richard Beal), Department for Business Energy & Industrial Strategy (PC Peter Campey) Goole Town Council (Josie Head).
3. Declaration of Interests PS declared an interest in one of the Projects to be discussed, the Dutch River cycle path and flood defences.
4. Minutes of the Board meeting held on 13 November and projects meeting 27 November
Both sets of Minutes were accepted as a true record with the amendment to include Kishor Tailor (KT) as present at the 27 November meeting. 
5. Goole Town Investment Plan JR advised that this meeting was the Board’s last opportunity to agree final sign off on interventions to be included in the Town Investment Plan (TIP). Much work had taken place during the previous 10 days and he anticipated a pragmatic response from all Board members in order to sign off interventions today.  RB confirmed the purpose of today’s meeting would include feedback from MHCLG, confirmation of projects for the Towns Fund application and an update on timescales and TIP production. RB said good progress had been made at the previous Board meeting with the intention to now finalise the project list.  
General support was evident for the first six projects with more discussion necessary for projects seven to ten and further detail provided to make an informed choice.  TB said this offered the Board an opportunity to reflect on the purpose of the Towns Fund in terms of the guidance.  The aim is about sustainable economic regeneration and projects which deliver economic growth and transform places. He listed headline ambitions for what projects should be able to achieve for Goole including making the town cohesive, sustainable, attractive, celebrating urban character, delivering opportunities, enhancing civic pride and encouraging more investment in the town centre.   He also outlined the ten goals for Goole the Board had previously agreed. 
5.1 Feedback from the Government funding department and the central Towns Hub Advisor meeting on 7 December RB provided feedback from a meeting with Peter Campey and his team at MHCLG.  The Board can apply for more than £25m but this comes with more scrutiny and regional significance. If a project didn’t fit with the criteria, funding may not be allocated against it and this could mean Goole secures less than £25m. When presenting the list of ten projects, seven aligned with the objectives and were considered good.  Three were thought to be a weaker fit with the Towns Fund criteria.  These were One Stop Skills Shop, Rail Link to Leeds and Dutch River plans. Guidance was given to think about how these could fit more strongly with the objectives of other funds. 
One Stop Skills Shop is considered to be a revenue rather than capital project.  MHCLG understood the elements the projects was trying to achieve in terms of a Covid 19 recovery plan but wondered how it would fit with all other skills programmes in the area.  The Dutch River flood defence project would work if it was part of an economic growth package and flood defences formed part of the project but pure flood defence projects were not considered to be in alignment with guidance. They also questioned if the cycling initiative would or could be delivered without the flood defence element.
The Goole to Leeds line was considered to be a heavily revenue project. Demonstrating the scope and delivery time of the project with evidence of support from Northern Rail and other partners, along with proving demand and considering what would happen in 2025 - 2026 when the Towns Fund ends was thought essential. This led to MHCLG suggesting feasibility work to demonstrate this detail could be compliant, in particular if it linked to the station hub project.
RB recapped the six core projects agreed for inclusion - Market Hall renovations, Station Hub, Property Activation Fund, Gigabit Broadband to Old Goole, Town Centre Public Realm and Victoria Pleasure Grounds (VPG). He then considered the projects that required further detail as follows.
5.2 Revised details for the Goole Leisure Centre proposal The Sports Hall would be replaced with new activities:​Ten Pin Bowling, Tag Active, Climbing, Adventure Play, a crèche and party room. The facility would be aimed at fun and recreation venue rather than just traditional sport.  It would include a new, high-quality food and beverage offer. Capital costs would be £13m with ERYC providing £9m and Towns Fund ask of £3m. There is also the option to relocate the library and add a small retail unit to the offer.  This would result in 
· Improved social / sports infrastructure ​
· Repurposing of underutilised space
· Developing physical confidence in children & young people through play​
· Encourage more people to be more active by introducing new activities​
· Increasing participation in sports​
· Improved health and wellbeing in the local community
JT suggested the Centre could be a town center destination, repurposed for a broader audience with a new entrance, and social space with activities radiating off it. It would offer cross fertilization of health, learning and well-being.  Members discussed various issues and challenges including facilities for young people, funding and repurposing of buildings rather than creating vacancies. PB reassured the Board on behalf of ERYC that the additional money would be found to support the project. Similar works have taken place successfully in Hornsea and Bridlington to deliver large scale capital projects using a mixture of funds.  The Town Deal element is to add value to the core offer.  Members welcomed the initiative and the lower ask of £3m Town Deal funding rather than the initial ask of £5m.  
The Chairman said broad agreement for the leisure center project had been reached having read through the live comments feed from Members. 
5.3 Revised town centre urban realm package – discussed following 5.6
5.4 Skills Strand update and options. This project consists a high street facility to link people with jobs and training opportunities.  Located in a high profile vacant shop unit, the new high street facility would contribute to Covid recovery, link residents to available jobs and promote training and volunteering opportunities.  Internet facilities would be available for people to work on applications and space would be available to host events for target groups e.g. post childcare returners. A flexible skills fund would also enable training when the need arose and when there are no other funding means available to secure an employment outcome.  
KT updated on areas he was asked to pursue at the previous Board meeting.  The concept was given consideration by key partners including DWP, Humber LEP, ERYC and others at a meeting organised by KT to assess the potential of the One Stop Skills Shop. All agreed it was an important project providing triage directly within the town centre, enabling people to flow in and out to access services and information.  The project had support from DWP, the Careers Service are other partners involved in delivering services who all thought it could provide excellent links and cross referral options without replacing the role of JC+.  Space would need to be converted and the majority of the cost would be revenue to support the skills fund element.  Employer consultation had occurred with buy in and added value bridging job opportunities and support similar to Green Port Hull. 
KT also thought the shop front venue could be used to promote Town Deal and act as a shop window for employers who are recruiting locally.  He also suggested using a small amount of revenue to commission different types of training that would be relevant to skills required locally. KT added he was happy to help shape the project further.  AP thanked KT and asked if there was a more appropriate title for the Project.  KT agreed and suggested using One Stop Skills Shop as a working title only.  JR suggested a Covid 19 reference. FD thought the remit of the project went beyond Covid.  He said the offer should include life skills, the opportunity to change careers having lost work through the impact of Covid and train to do something different. Siemens have previously added a premium weighting on contractors and suppliers who use local support services such as this one being proposed. VA asked if there was a way to overcome the revenue issue so the project could become more of a capital initiative. RB explained that there is a 10% revenue element to Towns Fund of £2.5m and this project is included in that at £1.3m. 
PB explained there are a number of groups working behind the scenes on skills looking at future job requirements, skill needs at Goole 36 and what jobs can be identified as ‘in need’ for employers. He suggested this project could be a vehicle to bring in providers and utilise other monies.  He added that thought must be applied to how residents are able to access jobs and also in terms of potentially alleviating displacement for businesses where employees are choosing to move on to other work opportunities. Help and assistance needs to be in place to support businesses in replacing staff where displacement occurs. FD said the same challenge occurred with Green Port, that collaboration was essential so no business was negatively impacted in the process.  People will earn more working at Siemens, levels of pay can be upped with the level of skills and this initiative can assist in that process.  FD informed all that choosing Goole as a location should benefit Goole residents through new employment opportunities, the whole point is to benefit the local community with local success.  80% of Siemens spend so far has been in Yorkshire with 90% of that within the East Riding of Yorkshire. 
5.5 Environment Agency Proposal and request for outstanding information RB updated those present on the Flood Defence improvements project for the North bank of Dutch River.  The Environment Agency have investment for the area programmed for 2027.  This could be brought forward using Towns Fund investment to a provisional start date of 2023 - 2024​. ‘Goole Greenway’ cycle route would be created on top of the embankment as part of a network connecting Goole town centre to surrounding villages and business areas. The Environment Agency will invest £12.7 m with an request of £2.1m as a contribution from the Towns Fund. The first phase is £1.6m for general flood works, the second element for £1.5m for a cycle way on top of the embankments, with the latter being more in keeping with Town Deal requirements. PS added that the Environment Agency (EA) had overcome challenges in seeking contributions, the main issue being people attaching growth and economic benefits to flooding.  He suggested KT would agree that the EA had worked closely with Humber LEP and partners via ERYC to draw a line between growth, prosperity, business and regeneration, successful in securing money from the LEP.  PS added that all of Goole’s growth and prosperity was absolutely linked to these defences. 
KT supported this view stating infrastructure improvement is part of growth, especially in an area like the Humber and the challenges facing Goole.  He stressed it was essential to secure business confidence and ensure flood defence mechanisms were in place to support growth, mitigate risk and make sure businesses remain, grow and develop with the confidence they are being protected.  KT also said the proposed cycle route was excellent in terms of health, wellbeing and green energy and considered both phases of the project would work well in tandem. AP stated in context of the Towns Deal guidance, MHCLG may not be fully cognisant of the future risk to the economy and people of Goole from open flooding in the area, citing it as the biggest impediment to the future of Goole as evidenced in recent flood maps. AP said flood defences were intrinsically linked to the economic future of the town and the town would not be investable or liveable if defences were not right.  The cycle way offered green and leisure benefits and had potential to be linked in with the canal cycle way offering people from Rawcliffe and villages in the area a safe route into Goole to employment opportunities.
PS has met with Clare Hoskins, Strategic Infrastructure Group Manager at ERYC, and is making headway looking at opportunities to expand cycle routes out through the southern section of the Dutch river to then loop round the canal side offering blue green recreation. PS will discuss options in January and feedback to the Board to see what can be enabled in more detail.  MC did not think the project met the brief of Town Deal and did not see anything transformational in either flood defences or a new cycle path, suggesting a Boris bike scheme held more appeal. PS explained the initiative has two components; the flood defence element will require contributions even if it goes ahead in 2027 it will not be self-funded and will require a range of funds to happen. Calls are in to Humber LEP and progress is being made with other national grant funds.  If the defence works do not occur PS said the whole of Goole will be at risk from an increased residual failure and that the defences are crucial to investment and prosperity for confidence, business investment and, resident’s safety. 
In response to a question from the Chairman regarding the technical reasons why flood defences were not considered in terms of their impact on economic growth KT said in principle flood defences are a good component of an economic growth program. They have value and everyone recognises good defences can have a positive contribution to inward investment, and decrease planning and insurance costs to businesses, but costs only come down if the market has confidence.  Some schemes in other parts of the area have not brought the business investments anticipated.  MC said he was not challenging the validity of flood defences or their importance to economic growth, more so if Towns Fund should be funding them.  AP said that investing in flood defences is investing in growth.  The contribution asked for from the Towns Fund would not displace other funding.  Whilst some schemes are fully funded in grant aid some have to obtain partnership contributions. If the initiative sat until 2027 it would still require contributory funding, possibly from tax payers.  AP added, given the risk and the growth opportunities, Goole defences are vital  to the town, if  a contribution helps bring the scheme forward it seems sensible.
FD explained Siemens had been courted by sites all over Britain, and chose Goole following numerous and detailed checks to ensure the site was right, which involved reassurances regarding flood defences. The  great potential for Goole to have Freeport status along with massive growth at Goole 36 should mean the flood defence situation requires Government to properly fund a scheme so the situation is under control. AP reiterated that there is nothing different or unusual for a flood defence scheme to require funding; most require contributory funding from LEPs or local authorities and this is a normal process of external funding enabling schemes to begin much earlier than scheduled.  FD asked if the additional risk was known to people investing in the area such as Beal Homes and Croda. He also asked if the Towns Fund bid was unsuccessful would there be a greater risk than what was previously thought.  PS explained the proposal was for works already programmed to take place at a later date due to the necessity of having to seek the lion’s share of the schemes cost in contributions.  There is a £4.8m shortfall, an EOI will be sent to Humber LEP to obtain more funding and close the gap. Goole Town Deal funding would help bring works forward and match with the planned cycle way. This will protect residual risk management, if none forthcoming the EA would still look to complete the works but would have to negotiate other partnership money.
PB said this is about giving residents and business confidence in our ability to protect Goole from flooding and giving the confidence to create new homes and to attract inward investors.  What has been achieved at Goole 36 is excellent and there is growth ambition for other land.  Confidence in this project is tying in with ambitions for Goole, to level up health and wellbeing too.  The cycling element offers a leisure activity and can contribute to the bottom line for Goole which is a place to live, work, play and invest in.  Formulating a package of support that helps and contributes to flood defences is similar to ERYCs capital programmes; a cocktail of funding has to be found to help deliver ambitions, and deliver the quality expected from residents.  
David Kerfoot (DK) joined the meeting.
JR agreed with PB and FD and said an important point is the good message to give to people in Goole, bolstering up flood defences and introducing another cycle way. Most people don’t care which government agency provides funds or where money comes from, they just want action on the ground and this project achieves that. 
VA reassured MC, FD and JR and all commercial investors in the area that there is the will to ensure Goole is protected against flooding; this is an opportunity to see how various bodies can work together to come to a final conclusion regarding funding.  VA said these discussions have to happen and she was very confident funding would be found. For the Town Deal Board not to acknowledge water defences would be missing a trick.  The project also links in with social needs, developing health needs, the blue green leisure concept and bringing people closer to employment.  VA said she supported the project and looked forward to seeing further developments. 
The Leader of ERYC offered his support for the comments expressed by PB, AP and VA adding confidence drives investment and how flood defence works have been part of ERYCs capital programme for some years.   AP added that there are other schemes underfunded including Airmyn and Rawcliffe which will need partnership funding.  These also offer protection to Goole, as the funding that may have been found for Goole could be used to bring other schemes forward that benefit the town.   He asked if a social benefit could be written in to delivering the project to seek to use local labour and offer training opportunities to link to the One Stop Skills Shop.  
5.6 Leeds rail link update RB continued his presentation and provided the Board with a variety of information concerning the option to consider an hourly Goole to Leeds rail link.  He had spoken with rail experts, Northern and others to get a contemporary perspective. The current offer caters for commuter traffic with an early train from Goole arriving in Leeds at just before 9am and a train leaving to return to Goole at just before 6pm. RBs presentation included the issues, options and challenges that may occur. The services will be dictated by timetabling into Leeds. The only one feasible option is to extend the existing Knottingley service as there are no new paths into Leeds station.  The existing Knottingley - Leeds trains have optimal turnarounds, additional train units would be required to extend services to Goole.  The single track between Drax Branch Junction and Potters Grange Junction is a constraint.  Timetabling will be inefficient. Train units are likely to layover in Goole and there is a potential conflict with freight and other services.  Additional stabling / passing loops may be required.  Direct services would offer small time savings and will remain uncompetitive against the car journey times.  
The Rail industry envisage 2 - 5 years for passenger demand to return to pre-pandemic levels and the focus will be on revenue generation. New services also have to tie into Northern Rails’ new timetable process. May 2022 is likely to be the earliest window as the 2022 timetable is signed off in September 2021.  RB added that there is also a general industry shortage of train drivers with approximately 18 months of training required.  Any new services would likely begin in 2022 / 2023 with 2 to 3 years of towns funding remaining. Other evidence suggests it takes four years for a new service to fully bed in. 
RB said In terms of costs there are a number of ways of working it out, a significant amount of detailed work is required with timetabling.  Estimated costs range from £1.8m - £8.3m per year to create and run an annual service; there may be a need for additional track work or stabling work at Goole which would be an extra cost.  The additional revenue created by this service may not generate enough to offset that considering the popularity of car use for the same journey.  RB added there is much to be considered and there is a strong case for a feasibility study to analyse how it would come together in terms of infrastructure and timetabling costs but it would be worth conducting to move the concept forward and more fully define the socio and economic benefits. 
JR asked if the estimated cost range would be picked up by Northern Rail, and, if not, where, would the funding come from if the project went ahead. NA has had several conversations with Northern Rail as has AP with the Stakeholder Manager and Route Planner.  In terms of working through a feasibility study and business case, Northern would look at the time table depending on the service ask to determine the level of cost. At this stage, bearing in mind Northern have about 20% to 25% of passengers they would normally have travelling with them compared with pre Covid times indicating it would be difficult to make an assessment of what level of subsidy they would require against cost. Originally Northern would apply their general business model but they are now reluctant to do that.  It has been suggested the whole concept needs to be looked at afresh in terms of cost and industry consultation but, Northern do not have the money to put into it, it will have to come through the Department for Transport if expecting that money or from Local Authorities. 
AP asked who produced the operational cost figures, RB said the standard industry data was used which is cost per kilo per passenger, the lower figure taken from data provided by Northern Rail adding the cost of leasing trains, drivers, and access charges and applying inflation figures to them.  AP also spoke to Northern Rail, his feedback from Northern included new services are always difficult but this suggested service would be one of the easiest as the route is already in place with less freight over recent years. On the issue of track enhancement there is a strong argument if network rail suggested any because there has been a significant drop off in freight.  Once Town Deal funding ended, other funding would be available in 2023 and would come on stream at the time Towns Fund comes off stream which would create a potentially seamless link into that funding. RB agreed, this is about making new services, it is challenging and working with other partners is doable and the route is possible, this may answer the concern of how it would be funded after the end of Town Deal.  
AP added he would like the opportunity to take the project to check and challenge in January to argue the option for an additional amount above the £25m available to so as not to give up on the opportunity and give reasons why this is an aspirational case. Looking at Network Rail and where it will be in four years so as not to miss a significant opportunity for Goole. JR said if that is the preferred option, the Board won’t know if the feasibility study brings the case for the project or, evidence against it.  AP answered that if that is the situation then the additional money for the project would not be drawn down. 
FD agreed with AP saying the feasibility is necessary for future requirements. KT and others are fighting for Humber Freeport and Goole to be a part of that offer, Goole will need services much more than those available today.  If the Board have some aspirations for wealth flowing into the town they must look at what can be delivered rather than always focusing on difficulties and negatives.  Things are difficult but this has to happen.  
AH added it takes longer than the suggested 55 minutes to travel by car to Leeds, and that she supported the project. KT was not against the principle of the project or the way in which the proposal was shaped, but wanted to know the revenue versus capital breakdown in terms of station enhancement and operational costs and how this would impact on the overall Town Deal budget available. 
RB explained the next slide highlighted what had been discussed and identified capital and revenue separately, projects below the red line stimulated discussion, the rail link feasibility study was included in the projects going forward. Adding up projects above the line, including the skills shop and leisure centre arrived at £22m of which £2m is revenue and this would be compliant with scheme rules.  Funding the rail link for three years would be a revenue cost and take the total above the 10% threshold.  The Chairman said this would make the check and challenge session key on 11 January as he would not want to risk projects agreed being lost. On this basis still have option to withdraw the train link if check and challenge say it does not fit Town Deal requirements so, it is worth including for check and challenge in January. AP added that the link isn’t just about Leeds but also the other employment sites along the M62 corridor and he would like the opportunity to argue the case at the check and challenge meeting as he can build a strong case for it to go forward.  If MHCL say it’s not possible but commit to work with the Board in some other way to help this happen then great. 
PB said AP had summed up the situation, there was general agreement that the Board want to see the project happen; feedback from MHCLG may be that it doesn’t fit with Town Deal guidance as it’s predominantly revenue but the feasibility study aspect does and that can be undertaken. Consultancy can be procured in terms of doing work on behalf of the Board and look at it from a positive point of view.  The Board can then go back to government, AP can lobby the rail minister and the Board can lobby Town Deal.  101 towns are taking part and there will be some slippage along the line.  He added that this is a chance to put the concept forward and take guidance at check and challenge.  It could be built into the TIP or left as a consultancy feasibility element as part and parcel of the overall proposal. 
MC said there had been difference of opinion around public realm, accumulating some ideas together could create a powerful statement.  He suggested making a feature of Mariner’s Court with the Station Hub project rather than the clock tower as a central hub to make a significant arrival point into Goole rather than spread the idea thinly over 3 or 4 areas.  JR reiterated the public realm project linked to the station hub to create a focal centre within the town would work well. .  MC said now that the roundabout element was not going to happen the project could commit to Mariners Court instead.  JR said it was important to stress a decision would be given on 31 March followed by 9 months to prepare individual business case and the Board can influence how each case is written and linked together.  PS said there was a reasonable amount of time to source other resources and he was reasonably hopeful projects could seek match funding in the five year window.  Bids could be made on the premise that the Board would secure funds.  PS added he was confident to be able to accelerate EA works and would give a higher deliverability rating to the flood defence project. 
RB said MHCLG will take a view on how forceful the Board can ensure funding will come through.  Letters of support will make a stronger case for the gaps in funding. PS asked members to consider the bottom line and suggested it would not be beyond the capabilities of the Board to close the gap in the next five years and fund all the projects. All deliverable and valid. KT said the Board ought to be mindful that all included in the TIP needed to be deliverable in a tight window and should be working on the assumption that everything put forward can be delivered in the timeframe required and be absolutely conscious of delivery. 
RB ended his presentation asking the Board to give guidance on which option they would be including in the TIP.  AP said the Board would want the EA project in the Tip, to keep the Leeds link in for now to argue the case at check and challenge on 11 January then feedback to Board after the session.  This could fall out from the TIP before final submission but it would be worth including at this stage. £200k is included for the feasibility study, The Chairman said everything would be included with the caveat of knowing the Goole Leeds link is a risk and may be removed in January.  It would mean going over the £25m threshold but would be worth it if AP could lobby and add value.  The decision may still be no if it doesn’t fit the guidance but in the long term the rail feasibility study can be used as proof of need to secure funding.
JR said the TIP would include strong projects and thanked Board members for their patience.  There was unanimous consent going forward on this basis for all projects agreed to be taken forward and included in the Town Investment Plan. He also thanked everyone involved for the last ten days of work to build a strong and ambitious set of interventions for Goole. Members to make a note of Monday 11 January at 11am for Check and Challenge meeting should they want to attend. KT suggested a 30 minute pre meet prior to check and challenge, this was agreed. HH to organise.
6. Goole Town Deal Website and Community Consultation for the Town Investment Plan HH informed the Board that the website was now live and included a direct link to Goole’s page on the My Town website, where ideas, comments and suggestions could be shared. MHC had begun using Twitter to further seek residents and stakeholder thoughts and promote the website. A press release will go out promoting the website and a summary of the proposed project interventions for people to comment on.  
7. Any Other Business HH updated members on a previously circulated report confirming the current delivery position of each accelerated towns fund project
[bookmark: _GoBack]8. Date and time of future meetings: Dates for 20-21 to be circulated separately 




