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Area % with NVQ4+ - working age % with no qualifications - working age

Cambridgeshire 129,000 369,900 34.9 - 33,400 369,900 9.0 -

Source: APS

Enterprise & Entrepreneurship

4.9 In 2007, there were over 360,000 people aged 20-64 living within Cambridgeshire and
over 2,000 new businesses were registered for VAT. Combining these data suggests
about 60 business starts per 10,000 adults aged 20-64 — a ratio that is similar to the
regional average. Digging further into Table 3-4, we can observe that the number of
registrations per head of resident population is highest in South Cambridgeshire and
lowest in Cambridge City; as a proportion of stock, it is highest in Cambridge City and
lowest in Fenland. The per capita Cambridge City figures may well be deflated for
reasons linked to the student profile. The overall implication, though, is that South
Cambridgeshire performs especially strongly on the metric as does Huntingdonshire.

Table 3-4: Business start-up indicators

East of East South
England Cambridge Cambridge- Huntingdon- Cambridge- Cambridge-
g City shire Fenland shire shire shire LADs

Total Registrations
(2007) 19,720 390 305 270 605 620 2,190
Total De-
registrations (2007) 14,695 245 215 200 420 400 1,480
Total Stock (2007) 204,655 3,885 3,500 3,210 6,620 6,590 23,805
Resident population
aged 20-64 (2007) 3,342,900 80,700 48,000 52,300 102,200 81,700 364,900
Registrations as % of
Stock 9.6 10.0 8.7 8.4 9.1 9.4 9.2
Deregistrations as %
of Stock 7.2 6.3 6.1 6.2 6.3 6.1 6.2
Registrations per
10,000 people aged
20-64 59.0 48.3 63.5 51.6 59.2 75.9 60.0

Deregistrations per
10,000 people aged
20-64 44.0 304 44.8 38.2 41.1 49.0 40.6

Source: ONS/NOMIS

Investment

4.10 There are very few data that provide a proxy for investment at either sub-national or sub-
regional scales. Based on ABI, ONS produces data relating to net capital expenditure at
a district level. This is calculated by aggregating data at the level of business units (i.e.
firms) relating to the value of new building work, acquisitions (less disposals of land and
existing buildings), vehicles and plant and machinery. Although ONS warns that the data
are unreliable (because of the weak correlation between investment and local
employment) and the data must therefore be treated with considerable caution, currently
this is the best/only dataset that is available.

Table 3-5: Net capital expenditure in Cambridgeshire and East of England, 1999-2005 (£'000 at current

prices)

Average annual growth rate in net

1999 2001 2003 2005 capital expenditure, 1999-2005
Cambridge City 237,263 285,685 282,201 322,237 4.5%
East Cambridgeshire 36,272 61,827 69,052 56,155 6.4%

Fenland 70,934 71,118 66,751 81,383 2.0%




Average annual growth rate in net

1999 2001 2003 2005 capital expenditure, 1999-2005
Huntingdonshire 148,111 162,822 158,128 188,712 3.5%
South Cambridgeshire 179,295 217,058 195,108 193,240 1.1%
Cambridgeshire 671,876 798,508 771,240 841,727 3.3%
East of England 6,846,567 6,627,199 6,706,018 6,811,968 -0.1%
Cambridgeshire as %
of EoE 10 12 12 12

Source: ABI/ONS — note, however, that the regional capital expenditure figures do not meet the ONS quality standards and,
consequently, do not have National Statistics status

4.11 Whilst noting these health-warnings, we can make three potentially important observations
from the Table above. First, overall, the rate of net capital expenditure in Cambridgeshire
appears to have exceeded the average across the East of England over recent years.
Second, there are substantial variations within the county: East Cambridgeshire
apparently performs best. Third, the volume of net capital expenditure is very variable at
district level. If we believe the data, the spatial distribution ought, in principle, to provide an
indication of future competitive potential. On the face of it, the greatest investment is taking
place in Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire.

4.12 Table 3-6 below presents the same data, but on a per business unit basis. The messages
are broadly similar: although there is year-on-year variation, in general, Cambridge City
appears to be performing strongly on this metric, Fenland and East Cambridgeshire are
performing weakly, but overall, businesses in Cambridgeshire appear to be investing at a
rate which is similar to (and perhaps slightly in excess of) the regional average.

Table 3-6: Net capital expenditure per business unit in Cambridgeshire and East of England, 1999-2005

(£'000 at current prices)

1999 2001 2003 2005
Cambridge City 46 55 53 58
East Cambridgeshire 13 21 22 17
Fenland 25 24 22 25
Huntingdonshire 24 26 24 27
South Cambridgeshire 31 36 32 30
Cambridgeshire 30 34 32 33
East of England 32 30 30 29

Source: ABI/ONS - note, however, that the regional capital expenditure figures do not meet the ONS quality standards and,
consequently, do not have National Statistics status

Innovation

4.13 There are few available data relating to innovation at sub-regional levels. The proportion of
knowledge-based businesses in a local economy is — generally — regarded as a reasonable
proxy. Table 3-7 below provides data relating to knowledge intensive businesses (KIBSs)
measured in terms of the number of data units (a proxy for the number of businesses) and
the number of employees. The data confirm that overall, the incidence of knowledge
intensive businesses/employment is higher in Cambridgeshire than across the region. At a
district level, South Cambridgeshire performs particularly strongly while the incidence of
knowledge intensive activity in Fenland is low.



Table 3-7: Incidence of knowledge intensive’ data units (i.e. proxy for businesses) and employees, 2007

KIB Data KIB Total Data Total % Data % Employees
Units Employees Units Employees Units KIBs KIBs
Cambridge City 1,000 10,100 5,700 84,600 175 11.9
East
Cambridgeshire 500 2,900 3,500 24,200 13.3 11.8
Fenland 300 1,800 3,400 32,200 9.9 55
Huntingdonshire 1,200 5,600 7,400 71,300 15.6 7.8
South
Cambridgeshire 1,200 12,900 6,900 62,200 17.3 20.7
Cambridgeshire 4,200 33,200 26,900 274,400 154 121
East of England 33,200 232,400 242,100 2,354,100 13.7 9.9
Source: ABI

4.14 As part of the UK Competitiveness Index, Robert Huggins and Associates have compiled
comparative data relating to changes in the incidence of knowledge-based businesses, and
— although the definition of knowledge-based businesses is different — this provides an
additional perspective. An extract from this dataset is presented below.

Table 3-8: Incidence of knowledge-based businesses

East South
Cambridge Cambridge Huntingdon Cambridge

Indicator Measure City shire Fenland shire shire
Proportion of Knowledge-Based
Business 2004 % of Total Business  27.6 18.5 12.3 22.6 29.2
Proportion of Knowledge-Based Rank (out of 408
Business 2004 LADs) 39 176 354 94 24
Proportion of Knowledge-Based
Business 2005 % of Total Business  27.4 19.1 12,5 22.5 28.6
Proportion of Knowledge-Based Rank (out of 408
Business 2005 LADSs) 39 162 347 96 28
Proportion of Knowledge-Based
Business Rise in Rank (+/-) 0 14 7 -2 -4

Source: Robert Huggins and Associates, 2008

4.15 From Table 3-8, we can observe that across Cambridgeshire, the incidence of knowledge-
based businesses when compared to Local Authority Districts elsewhere in the UK is
extremely variable: it is very high in Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire, and very
low in Fenland.

4.16 The high tech cluster — which is captured in these data — is critical in relation to the future
growth and ambitions of Cambridgeshire. Its character and prospects are considered in
more detail in Chapter 4.

2 These are defined on the basis of an OECD definition which — in terms of sectors — includes Pharmaceuticals
manufacture; Office machinery and computers manufacture; Aerospace; Precision instruments; Electrical
engineering; Telecommunications; Financial intermediation; Insurance and pension funding; Activities auxiliary to
financial intermediation; Computer and related activities; R&D; Other business activities; Motion picture and video
activities; and Radio and television activities



Appendix 3 — Co-ordination of Government Lobbying
The table below provides an overview of the lobbying strategy for Greater Cambridge

Objectives

Key “Asks”

Target Audience

Methods

Highlight the spirit of joint
working, partnership and
leadership in the area and
the willingness to work with
Government

Articulate our needs and
encourage Government to
invest in success

Promote the importance of
the Greater Cambridge
economy to “UK PIc” and
the EU by stressing the
unigque circumstances of
Greater Cambridge with a
world-class university and
associated hi-tech cluster

Infrastructure / Services

Increasing investment in transport infrastructure e.g. A14
widening, dualling of A428, extensions to guided busway
and rail enhancements such as Chesterton station
Designating the Cambridge sub-region as the National
Sustainable Construction cluster

Ensuring funding streams more accurately reflect
population growth such as by returning the business rate
to local control so enabling front funding of infrastructure
Supporting the development of a major regional cultural /
conference venue

Providing resources to bring forward Northstowe as the
UK's flagship sustainable new town

Business Support

Plugging the funding gap for the growth of businesses by
promoting innovative new solutions

Ensuring public sector purchasing policy assists hi-tech
small to medium size companies growth, e.qg.
strengthening the Small Business Research Initiative so
it meets with the same success as the Small Business
Innovation Research programme in the USA

Providing assistance for the provision of business
incubator facilities and services in key emerging
technologies

Helping to develop the clean-tech sectors in Greater
Cambridge, building on the academic, consultancy and
commerce expertise in the area and linking with the
existing clusters in Norwich and Peterborough

Education / Skills

Implementing recommendations in the Sainsbury report
including support for world class universities

Increating the education post-16 area cost adjustment
formula for Cambridge

Ensuring funding streams, including through the area
cost adjustment formula, reflect population growth and
provide an uplift in the basic funding for all students
Providing adequate resources for vocational training

DCLG / DfT / HM Treasury /
DEFRA / East of England
Minister / DECC

Opposition parties

Local MPs

Local MEPs

GO

EEDA

Industry regulatory bodies

DBERR / DIUS / DCMS / HM
Treasury / DEFRA / East of
England Minister / DECC

Opposition parties
Local MPs

Local MEPs

GO

EEDA

DBERR /DIUS / DCMS /
HM Treasury / / East of
England Minister

Opposition parties
Local MPs

Local MEPs

GO

EEDA

Calendar of “events / opportunities”
Single hymn sheet (1xA4)

Liaison meetings with / presentations
to Government ministers and officials
in Greater Cambridge

Events at Westminster

Consultation responses

Features / articles in trade journals
Speaking at national events

Joint initiatives with partners

Advertising




Appendix 4 — Greater Cambridge Partnership “Hymn Sheet”

Greater Cambridge — Europe’s Innovation Capital

Our approach to working with Government and
helping lead the UK out of recession

1. This is Greater Cambridge

The scientific research and development capital of the UK
with 5x more R&D jobs than the UK average and a cluster
of around 1,500 hi-tech businesses employing over 43,000
people.

The area’s economy has a concentration of high growth
knowledge-based activities that can lead the UK out of
recession, such as in the cleantech, ICT and biomedical
sectors

Cambridge has the highest innovation rate of any city in the
UK and the area has been awarded 2 European ‘Labels of
Excellence’ for innovation and support for hi-tech start-ups.
82 members of the University of Cambridge have become
Nobel Laureates for their contribution to science and
technology - more than any other university in the world.
Internationally renowned health sector institutions include
The Sanger Centre at the Wellcome Trust Genome
Campus in Hinxton, and the Cancer Research Institute at
Addenbrooke’s Hospital housing the largest concentration
of cancer researchers in Europe.

The area is a major tourist destination - more than 10
million people visit the area each year for attractions such
as Ely Cathedral, The Imperial War Museum at Duxford
and Newmarket race course.

7.8% of all UK Venture Capital investments take place in

the area, which accounts for less than 1% of the UK population.
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The area covers an approximate 25 mile radius from Cambridge and straddles several county boundaries. It lies
less than 1 hour from London and 1/2 hour from Stansted airport with its easy access to the main European

capitals.

2. Greater Cambridge —the positive impact on the UK economy
Direct economic contributions include:
o GVA £ per head growth between 2000-06 of 5.4% (UK: 4.8%, East of England: 4.9%)

Wider benefits to the productivity of the UK economy
include:

« Employment growth (1971-2006) — 165,000
« UK exchequer tax take £5.5bn (UK £400bn)
« Export value £2.8bn (UK £190bn)

Attracting inward investment to the UK that might
otherwise have located in other countries, e.g. first
Microsoft R&D facility outside USA

Transferring technology to companies operating in
other parts of the UK e.g. Cambridge University spin
out company, Metalysis, now based in Sheffield
employing 50 people

Supplying innovative intermediate goods and
services to firms located in other parts of the UK e.g.
for every job at ARM, 20 jobs are created elsewhere.
Providing a ‘role model’ for economic
development organisations e.g. St Johns
Innovation Centre providing an internationally
recognised role model for incubation.

Greater Cambridge continues to compete for “UK Plc” but
international competition is increasing:

M| investment trends
locations within Europe

Attractiveness of
European countries, regions and
cities are under pressure

Relocation to
non-European low cost
locations (e.g. China,
India)

Outsourcing of
activities to cost driven
third parties

© Buck Consultants International, 2008 5

Source: Buck Consultants International



3. But success has led to growth pressures

In the last 35 years the number of people working in the area has grown from 200,000 to 400,000 whilst the population
has grown from 420,000 to 760,000. Future plans estimate, from 2001 to 2021, an additional 73,000 houses and
75,000 jobs in the area equating to 16% population growth compared to 8% nationally. This level of development is
leading to pressures that are limiting the growth of the cluster and its potential future contribution to the UK economy.

On behalf of “UK PIc” Greater Cambridge competes globally with places such as Munich, Silicon Valley, Bejing and
Bangalore, all of which continue to invest and expand. Yet a recent report in 2006 found “we believe it is possible [we
are seeing] the first signs that the Cambridge cluster has started to hit the limit set by regional conditions and that
the long term health of the cluster may be at risk”.

Specific threats to sustainable growth include:

« Infrastructure deficit of at least £763m over the next 10 years including at least £593m for transport

« High house price to salary ratios of 1:8 in Greater Cambridge compared to 1:6 in the UK

« Skills shortages at NVQ levels 3 and 4 with 80% of employers reporting recruitment problems

« Slow growth in size of hi-tech companies (75% employ fewer than 25 people) resulting from a shortage of
mezzanine finance, inadequate infrastructure and lack of business management skills

« [Essential services, such as policing, will soon be stretched beyond acceptable levels; the County has only 190
officers per 100,000 people, compared to a UK average of 267

« Potential increase in the carbon footprint of the area, as most districts in the sub-region already emit more CO, per
capita than the UK average

4. Working jointly with Government to lead the UK out of recession

Cambridgeshire Together, the LAA Board for Cambridgeshire, and the Greater Cambridge (economic) Partnership are
committed to achieving the right conditions to help achieve the challenging target of 75,000 jobs for the area by 2021,
but in a sustainable way as part of a low carbon economy with a high quality of life.

By supporting the growth of the knowledge-based economy, such as in the ICT, cleantech and biomedical
sectors, based on the unique local innovation, learning and R&D capacity, the area can help drive the UK out
of recession.

Our vision is for Greater Cambridge to be one of the dozen or so globally renowned hi-tech, low carbon economic
clusters in 10 years time, helping to promote the UK.

The Greater Cambridge area represents a significant opportunity for Government to invest in the success of the
national economy. GVA £ per head growth in Cambridgeshire from 2000-2006 was 5.4%, compared to an average of
4.8% for the UK and 4.9% for the East of England. This equates to a £57m per annum contribution to the national
economy above the East of England rate.

We therefore invite Government to work with us on:

Infrastructure / Services

o Increasing investment in transport infrastructure e.g. A14 widening, dualling of A428 / A47 / Al11, extensions to
guided busway and rail enhancements, such as Chesterton station

« Designating the Cambridge sub-region as the National Sustainable Construction cluster

« Ensuring funding streams more accurately reflect population growth, such as by returning the business rate to local
control so enabling front funding of infrastructure

« Supporting the development of a major regional cultural / conference venue

« Providing resources to bring forward Northstowe as the UK'’s flagship sustainable new town

Business Support

« Plugging the funding gap for the growth of businesses by promoting innovative new solutions

« Ensuring public sector purchasing policy assists hi-tech small to medium size companies growth, e.g.
strengthening the Small Business Research Initiative so it meets with the same success as the Small Business
Innovation Research programme in the USA

« Providing assistance for the provision of business incubator facilities and services in key emerging technologies

« Helping to develop the cleantech sectors in Greater Cambridge, building on the academic, consultancy and
commercial expertise in the area and linking with the existing clusters in Norwich and Peterborough

Education / Skills

« Implementing recommendations in the Sainsbury report, including support for world class universities

« Ensuring funding streams, including through the area cost adjustment formula, reflect population growth and
provide an uplift in the basic funding for all students

o Providing adequate resources for vocational training




Appendix 5 — Hard Data Charts & Graphs



Claimant Count Unemployment — June 2009

Jobseecklzns; :;:::wance June 2009 Change Since Change Since
% of resident wo rking age number rate June 2008 May 2009
population
Cambridge 1,965 2.2 858 0.9 -15 -0.1
East Cambridgeshire 1,212 2.5 674 1.4 8 0.1
Fenland 2,265 4.2 1,068 2.0 57 0.1
Huntingdonshire 2,997 2.8 1,718 1.6 -24 -0.1
South Cambridgeshire 1,624 1.9 949 1.1 -10 0.0
Cambridgeshire 10,063 2.7 5,267 1.4 16 0.1
Forest Heath 985 2.5 598 1.5 -66 -0.1
North Hertfordshire 2,275 3.1 1,352 1.9 -37 0.0
St Edmundsbury 1,899 3.1 932 1.5 -99 -0.1
Uttlesford 958 2.2 626 1.4 8 0.0
GREATER CAMBRIDGE 16,180 2.7 8,775 1.5 -178 0.0
East of England 119,111 3.4 61,038 1.7 -2,069 -0.1
England 1,298,572 41| 603,022 1.9 -13,111 0.0
Great Britain 1,504,117 4.1 694,160 1.9 -12,804 0.0
Jobseexor s Allowance June 2008 June 2009
Sought Occupation number | percent | number | percent
0 : Occupation unknown 40 0.5 60 0.4
1 : Managers and Senior Officials 510 6.9 1,280 7.9
2 : Professional Occupations 295 4.0 790 4.9
3 : Associate Professional and Technical Occupations 500 6.8 1,160 7.2
4 : Administrative and Secretarial Occupations 840 11.4 1,800 11.1
5 : Skilled Trades Occupations 815 11.1 2,215 13.7
6 : Personal Service Occupations 380 5.2 790 4.9
7 : Sales and Customer Service occupations 1,045 14.2 2,030 12.6
8 : Process, Plant and Machine Operatives 940 12.7 2,090 12.9
9 : Elementary Occupations 2,010 27.3 3,955 24.5
GREATER CAMBRIDGE 7,375 100.00 16,165 100.0
Jobseekors Allowance June 2008 June 2009
aimants
Usual Occupation number | percent | number | percent
0 : Occupation unknown 40 0.5 60 0.4
1 : Managers and Senior Officials 495 6.7 1,270 7.9
2 : Professional Occupations 315 4.3 785 4.9
3 : Associate Professional and Technical Occupations 480 6.5 1,160 7.2
4 : Administrative and Secretarial Occupations 815 11.1 1,795 11.1
5 : Skilled Trades Occupations 790 10.7 2,190 13.5
6 : Personal Service Occupations 390 5.3 755 4.7
7 : Sales and Customer Service occupations 1,040 14.1 2,015 12.5
8 : Process, Plant and Machine Operatives 910 12.3 2,055 12.7
9 : Elementary Occupations 2,095 28.4 4,085 25.3
GREATER CAMBRIDGE 7,375 100.00 16,165 100.0

Source: Claimant Count (Nomis)
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Jobcentre Plus Vacancies — June 2009

JS:c:g:'if;Zd June 2009 Change Since Change Since
% of resident wo rking age number rate June 2008 May 2009

population
Cambridge 738 0.8 -361 -0.4 -113 -0.1
East Cambridgeshire 149 0.3 -201 -0.4 -56 -0.1
Fenland 242 0.5 -246 -0.5 -153 -0.3
Huntingdonshire 495 0.5 -500 -0.5 -354 -0.3
South Cambridgeshire 470 0.6 -170 -0.2 -23 0.0
Cambridgeshire 2,094 0.6 -1,478 -04 -699 -0.2
Forest Heath 313 0.8 -140 -0.4 94 0.2
North Hertfordshire 447 0.6 30 0.0 52 0.1
St Edmundsbury 527 0.9 -402 -0.7 4 0.0
Uttlesford 175 0.4 -249 -0.6 -91 -0.2
GREATER CAMBRIDGE 3,556 0.6 -2,239 -0.4 -640 -0.1
East of England 22,642 0.7, -11,394 -0.3 -1,152 0.0
England 216,807 0.7] -138,560 -0.4| -19,356 -0.1
Great Britain 253,363 0.7] -162,264 -0.4 -21,082 -0.1

Jop Notified June 2008 June 2009

Occupation number | percent | number | percent
1 : Managers and Senior Officials 300 5.2 116 3.3
2 : Professional Occupations 183 3.2 228 6.4
3 : Associate Professional and Technical Occupations 522 9.0 386 10.9
4 : Administrative and Secretarial Occupations 527 9.1 387 10.9
5 : Skilled Trades Occupations 1,102 19.0 355 10.0
6 : Personal Service Occupations 600 10.4 649 18.3
7 : Sales and Customer Service occupations 553 9.5 419 11.8
8 : Process, Plant and Machine Operatives 561 9.7 275 7.7
9 : Elementary Occupations 1,447 25.0 741 20.8
GREATER CAMBRIDGE 5,795 100.0 3,556 100.0

Jop Notified June 2008 June 2009

acancies
Industry number | percent | number | percent

1 : Agriculture and fishing (SIC A,B) 69 1.2 19 0.5
2 : Energy and water (SIC C,E) 30 0.5 43 1.2
3 : Manufacturing (SIC D) 159 2.7 131 3.7
4 : Construction (SIC F) 488 8.4 137 3.9
5 : Distribution, hotels and restaurants (SIC G,H) 826 14.3 488 13.7
6 : Transport and communications (SIC 1) 164 2.8 123 3.5
7 :Banking, finance and insurance, etc (SIC J,K) 3,334 57.5 1,614 45.4
8 : Public administration,education & health (SIC L,M,N) 591 10.2 848 23.8
9 : Other services (SIC O,P,Q) 134 2.3 153 4.3
GREATER CAMBRIDGE 5,795 100.0 3,556 100.0

Source: Jobcentre Vacancies (Nomis)



Jobcentre Plus Vacancies — June 2009

Note: Statistics on vacancies notified to and handled by Jobcentre Plus are not whole-
economy figures. Coverage relates just to vacancies notified to Jobcentre Plus and as such
represent a market share of vacancies throughout the whole economy. This proportion varies
over time, according to the occupation of the vacancy and industry of the employer, and by
local area.
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Average House Price by District, Aug 2007 — May 2009
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Average House Price Change by District, between Dec 2007 — May
2008 and Dec 2008 — May 2009

2008 2009 |Difference| Change
Cambridge £305,994 | £284,764 | -£21,230 -7%
East Cambridgeshire £227,473 | £207,756 | -£19,717 -9%
Fenland £165,057 | £150,047 | -£15,010 -9%
Huntingdonshire £226,821 | £198,769 | -£28,052 -12%
South Cambridgeshire £298,861 | £256,184 | -£42,677 -14%
Forest Heath £199,174 | £161,924 | -£37,250 -19%
St Edmundsbury £221,492 | £201,935 | -£19,557 -9%
Sub-Region £235,364 | £211,760 | -£23,604 -10%

(Hometrack Sales and Valuations)

Number of properties sold per district, April 2007 — March 2009
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