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Foreword
Ed Balls MP and Lord Andrew Adonis

This is an excellent and timely report. It is a major contribution to the debate around 
how we build a strong and balanced economy. We will only be able to develop the 
middle-income jobs we need to tackle the cost-of-living crisis if our cities and towns are 
more effective engines of growth. To achieve this we need stronger local government 
supported by more effective central government, both working in stronger partnership 
with the business and education communities.

Businesses are being held back by an acute skills shortage. We have too few growth 
companies, in particular companies which export. The UK lags the US, Germany and 
France in terms of productivity. And our infrastructure is inadequate for a developed 
21st century economy – particularly in transport and housing.

Improving the economic performance of our city regions is a particular challenge. 
While more than 95 per cent of net new private sector jobs have been created in 
city-regions since 2010, nearly all of these were created in London. The UK’s next 
nine largest cities accounted for just 10 per cent of net private sector jobs created. 
Furthermore, too few of these jobs are the well-paid, high-skilled jobs that we need to 
be creating. Outside of London, our major cities are almost all below average in their 
per capita income, in stark contrast to Germany and France, where regional cities are 
relatively stronger in job creation and pay. Nor is it the case that the relative size of 
London relative to the national economy accounts for the difference; Paris is more 
dominant- in GDP share and population- in France than is London in the UK. 

The report provides three clear insights into how we can strengthen local economic 
leadership. It draws on an extensive analysis of the role and achievements of Regional 
Development Agencies (RDAs), and also the early experience of Local Enterprise 
Partnerships (LEPs) since 2010. 

First, our local economies cannot withstand another major upheaval of the local 
growth infrastructure. There has been too much change in recent years which has 
hampered growth around the country. One of the first acts of the Coalition was to 
abolish the nine RDAs, a move which the business secretary, Vince Cable, described as 
“Maoist and chaotic”. Evolution, not revolution, is the right way forward.

Second, there needs to be a much bolder and simpler offer of devolution to city and 
county regions than what has been on the table so far. LEPs have had to grapple
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with a myriad of funding pots and initiatives available to them. As fledgling bodies, 
initially given no funding at all and relying heavily on private sector board members 
who volunteer their time, this has meant their limited capacity has not been put to 
good use. LEPs will not be given access to a more simplified funding pot until 2015, 
five years after they were created. But as the report makes clear, even this funding is 
heavily constrained by central government departments and remains far more limited 
than what was available to RDAs before they were abolished. The significant single pot 
resources available to RDAs, and the independence to target them on local priorities, 
were especially important in boosting their clout and effectiveness, and enabling them 
to lever in resources.

Third, not enough has been done to strengthen partnerships between local authorities 
and independent LEPs – and the business and higher education leaders represented by 
LEPs – focused on clear economic priorities. 

These insights informed the interim conclusions of the Adonis Growth Review, 
which proposed to strengthen LEPs and encourage the formation of Combined 
Authorities, bringing together LEPs and local authorities at the city region level, 
with responsibilities for transport, infrastructure and wider economic development. 
Following the publication of these proposals, Ed Miliband and Ed Balls wrote to LEPs 
and local government leaders inviting them to consider and suggest specific reforms 
within a stronger local framework, to improve local economic leadership and devolve 
powers and funding.

This report provides a bedrock of evidence which will help inform these new, stronger 
local growth partnerships. It could not be more timely. 
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Executive summary 

Our UK economy is the sum of many elements, powered in part by functioning local 
and regional economies based around big cities and their catchments, labour markets, 
clusters of businesses, trade flows, natural resources, transport and infrastructure.

In a country where the economic divisions between London and the South East 
and other regions further from the capital are wide and widening, active policies 
to promote economic development at local and regional levels are essential. The 
economic divide between the South of England and the North and West Midlands is 
now increasing at a far faster rate than between 2000-2010, so a fresh commitment 
to stronger support for England’s local economies is urgent. 

Our national economic mission must be a more balanced, productive, successful 
economy, with the wealth generated more evenly and enjoyed more fairly. This 
cannot be achieved while economic disparities remain as wide, and cannot be 
secured by national economic policy-making which is blind to deep-seated local 
and regional differences. Local and regional economic development is therefore 
crucial to securing a stronger economic recovery for all and greater long-term 
prosperity for all. Sustainable growth must be built on productive, profitable 
businesses and translate into jobs, incomes and opportunities in all areas of our 
country. 

Our report provides the basis for a new generation of economic policies designed 
to boost local and regional economic development. We review the evidence 
and experience of the Regional Development Agencies (RDAs), which operated 
throughout the last decade, and the Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) which 
were created in 2010 and operate today. Our sources include the ‘learning legacy’ 
documents that each RDA produced as they were closed, as well independent audits. 
Our assessment of LEPs draws on Parliamentary and other independent reports into 
their performance. 

The history of public policy is a litany of now-defunct development agencies, as the 
policy pendulum has swung from local to regional and from centralism to localism, 
and to various points in-between. Too often the political reaction is to decry the 
failings of one type of agency and, when the chance comes, to rip it up and start 
again. One of the central lessons from the abolition of the RDAs in 2010 is that going 
back to square one with each change of government is no recipe for success. Despite 
deep flaws, we do not propose sweeping away the LEPs. Instead, we argue that our
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objective look at the experience of both RDAs and LEPs offers policy lessons from the 
past that mean we can make LEPs fit for the future. 

Key policy lessons from the RDAs

• The RDAs succeeded as strong economic leaders in their regions. The key 
factors that enabled them to do so were clarity of purpose, regional strategy, 
single pot funding, dual-key sign off on other plans (such as skills) and 
stability. These factors allowed long term planning and delivery. Sizeable 
single pot resources and the independence to target them on local 
priorities were particularly important in reinforcing the clout and effectiveness 
of RDAs and helping them to lever additional private sector investment.

• The RDAs were business led but with a commitment to serve their regions; 
they were neither creatures of central or local government. This was an 
advantage but not without challenges. Central government influence on RDAs 
was both excessive and insufficiently joined up across departments, whilst 
local government and other groups could feel remote from RDA decisions and 
operations.

• From the start RDA regions filled a longstanding void between local 
and national level economic policy making. Responsibility for a large 
geographical area enabled transformational action, brought economies 
of scale, and helped the country as a whole benefit from improved economic 
performance. However, a wide geographic scale could also reduce local 
ownership and mean that some places within a region felt little economic 
connection to one another. As time moved on, RDA administration remained at 
a regional level but decisions and delivery were often done at an appropriate 
sub-regional level. 

Our review of the LEPs also contains a mixed scorecard, though with more shortcomings 
than strengths. After a somewhat chaotic start, a number of recent developments 
(including small scale core resources, a variety of funds to bid for, and EU funding 
roles) have meant that by 2014 LEPs have become more established  and important 
bodies. Nevertheless they remain inadequately resourced; varied in their size, nature 
and effectiveness (as far as that can be assessed); and beset by bureaucratic hurdles. 
They range from small single county areas to large city regions and this spread calls 
into question how far LEP areas constitute the ‘functional economic areas’ they were 
in principle meant to cover. Analysis of LEP areas further shows that:



T H E  S M I T H  I N S T I T U T E

8

• There is a wide variation in LEP area populations - the largest 19 LEPs have 
nearly three times the total population of the smallest 20.

• The LEP areas with the largest populations cover hotspots with the highest levels 
of unemployment. 

• LEPs in the North tend to be slightly larger by population and land area than 
elsewhere.

• Core city LEP areas generally have average to poor GVA per capita, and of the 
top 15 LEP areas on GVA per head, 14 are in the South of England.

• The smaller LEPs are often in more prosperous areas and receive proportionally 
more core funding than larger areas.

Notwithstanding their variability, many of the LEPs have scored successes against the 
odds, and they provide a foundation on which to build. But there are serious structural 
and practical weaknesses that will undermine their performance unless tackled. 

Key policy lessons from the LEPs

• The purpose and accountability of LEPs is too vague. Whilst local variation 
and leadership can be a strength, there needs to be more clarity about what LEPs 
are for, who they report to and how their success is measured. 

• LEP geography is inconsistent and sometimes messy. Some LEPs are based 
on natural economic areas that reflect labour markets and are large enough 
to make a difference. Others have boundaries that are too tightly drawn, 
which raises costs and hampers effectiveness. The smaller LEPs often cover the 
wealthiest areas, yet receive more core funding per head than the larger areas.

• LEPs have suffered from a lack of capacity, funding, independence and 
certainty. Whilst they have become more important, better established and 
stronger during 2013/14, they still lack genuine single pot funding over which 
they can make independent decisions; they have limited capacity in terms of staff, 
resources and economic evidence; and constant bidding to central competitive 
funding schemes in Whitehall makes setting their own strategy and long-term 
planning difficult to do. 

Based on the lessons learned over the last 15 years (from both RDAs and LEPs) there 
is a strong case to accept that policy-makers should work with what is in place. There 
is also sufficient evidence to support the belief that reorganised, properly resourced 
LEPs based on real economies could become powerful drivers of local growth



T H E  S M I T H  I N S T I T U T E

9

and prosperity. If Ministers are ready to release the powers and funds that LEPs require, 
then they could create jobs, improve skills and raise productivity and incomes, as well 
as helping to ensure that the wealth generated is more evenly and fairly enjoyed. 

A fresh policy framework is needed both to correct weaknesses within Whitehall 
and to give business-led LEPs the powers and resources they need to succeed. 
Part Three of this report contains more detailed policy discussion and options across 
a wide range of issues from independent single pot funding to geographical scale and 
from accountability to value-for-money evidence. Four cornerstone recommendations 
emerge:

Recommendations for stronger, sustainable and more effective LEPs 

1. Clarify the purpose and functions of LEPs in a simple high-level statement 
that sets out their core remit, but leaves the details and priority for LEP areas 
themselves to determine. Their purpose should emphasise sustainable economic 
development which drives business growth, creates jobs, benefits communities 
and supports low carbon goals. 

2. Put in place clear governance and accountability for LEPs which balances 
national and local interests. At national level, there should be a single sponsor 
department for LEPs that can ensure co-ordination across central government 
and make government departments better support local economic development; 
LEPs have a right to expect tensions between departments to be resolved in 
Whitehall by Whitehall rather than passed to LEPs to manage. At the local level 
there should be strong business leadership of LEPs and responsibility for priority 
setting, strategy and appointments, with joint local government sign-off on the 
LEP single economic strategy to unlock single pot funds.  

3. Review and rationalise LEP geography to create a smaller number of larger 
and more effective LEPs. This process should build on the foundation of larger 
and city-region LEPs and provide stability where possible. That is likely to involve 
ensuring that LEP areas are focused around one or more major centres, reflect 
a functioning economic area and cover a minimum population size (say at least 
1 million people). There must also be clarity and consistency in how a LEP area, 
City Deal and Combined Authority geography work together. 

4. Provide LEPs with the certainty and independent single pot resources they 
need to deliver long term. With sharpened purpose, accountability and
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geography, LEPs and Combined Authorities would be in a position to drive future 
economic development. Long-term political and financial commitments - a ‘new 
deal for English cities and counties’- would enable them to make the most of 
this foundation. That should translate into genuinely independent single pot 
funding with weightier resources, proportionate to the areas covered and their 
challenges.

In the three parts of this report we aim to provide an objective look at the lessons from 
the experience of RDAs, the operation of LEPs, and the policy options for the future.
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Introduction

As Britain finally emerges from recession after the global financial crisis, local 
economic development across England will shape our future economic success. And, if 
the current slowest economic recovery in 100 years is to become a recovery for all parts 
of the country, then stronger support for such development will be essential. 

Sustainable growth must be built on productive, profitable businesses and translate 
into jobs, incomes and opportunities in all areas of our country.

This national drive for a more balanced and productive economy, that better and 
more evenly generates and shares wealth, reflects hard-edged economic analysis. It is 
focused on making the most of our assets across the nation and ensuring that local 
areas are able to connect to and drive success. 

This report is intended to inform the shape of future ‘local’1 economic development 
policy after the 2015 General Election. Our focus is on functional economies at the 
regional/sub-regional level, larger than individual local authority administrative areas. 
And our aim is to learn from past experience, reflect on current practice, and weigh 
up policy options for the future. Reflecting this approach, the report is in three parts:

Part One
Looks back to the experience of, and lessons from, the Regional Development Agencies 
(RDAs) between 2000 and 2011. It reviews the material available and pulls together the 
main issues, good practice and learning points that emerge. 

Part Two
Summarises the development of Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) from 2010 
onwards, profiles them in terms of population and economic indicators, and draws 
together commentary and issues raised based on experience of LEPs to date. It also 
touches on changing regional disparities between 2000 and 2012.

Part Three
Groups together the main issues that have been raised in Parts One and Two and looks 
forward in terms of their policy implications and options for future local economic 
development. 

1 In this report the term ‘local economic development’ is used as shorthand to cover ‘sub-national’ economic 
development between the local and national levels, and in particular at the regional and sub-regional levels covered 
by RDAs and now LEPs.
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The annexes set out what evidence is available from what sources, and list the current 
39 LEP areas and the local authorities included in each.
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Regional experience and lessons 

Summary – three key lessons from the RDAs

• The RDAs succeeded as strong economic leaders in their regions. The key 
factors that enabled them to do so were clarity of purpose, regional strategy, 
single pot funding, dual-key sign off on other plans (such as skills) and 
stability. These factors allowed long term planning and delivery. Sizeable 
single pot resources and the independence to target them on local 
priorities were particularly important in reinforcing the clout and effectiveness 
of RDAs and helping them to lever additional private sector investment.

• The RDAs were business led but with a commitment to serve their regions; they 
were neither creatures of central or local government. This was an advantage 
but not without challenges. Central government influence on RDAs was both 
excessive and insufficiently joined up across departments, whilst local government 
and other groups could feel remote from RDA decisions and operations.

• From the start RDA regions filled a longstanding void between local and 
national level economic policy making and development. Responsibility 
for a large geographical area enabled transformational action, brought 
economies of scale, and helped the country as a whole benefit from improved 
economic performance. However, a wide geographic scale could also reduce 
local ownership and mean that some places within a region felt little 
economic connection to one another. As time moved on, RDA administration 
remained at a regional level but decisions and delivery were often done at an 
appropriate sub-regional level. 

...The RDA model had many strengths but could also be improved upon – its 
best features could be incorporated into the LEPs to help them become more 
effective.

This section looks at the experience of regional scale economic development, focused 
on the RDAs from their formation in the late 1990s to their demise in 2011/12. First 
it considers the overarching lessons from RDA assessments, audits and legacy reports 
to examine the factors that made RDAs effective bodies, and the features which could 
have been improved. It then summarises key quantitative information on impact, 
drawing on independent review of the RDAs and their own data. Annex A sets out what 
learning material is available from each RDA and where it can be accessed.
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a) RDAs – overall lessons and success factors
The learning legacy material across the RDA network points to a wide range of lessons 
about what factors influenced their success. Sometimes these are made explicit in the 
reports, at other times they are inferred. Three overarching conclusions are summarised 
in the box above, and these are informed by a wider set of 15 prominent learning 
points drawn from RDA legacy work. These sometimes merge together a number of 
points that are covered in more detail in individual RDA reports, and they exclude 
detail about specific aspects of economic development which would warrant reports 
in their own right (e.g. business support, skills, physical regeneration). No ranking is 
implied in the ordering of the 15 points.

Fifteen learning points from RDAs

1) Economic strategy and regional leadership
The RDAs were given a clear and statutory economic leadership remit from the start, 
reinforced by government backing and significant resources. All of these factors were 
maintained or strengthened during most of the RDAs’ existence, although their focus 
widened and their leadership waned in the run up to the 2010 election when their 
future became uncertain. 

The RDAs’ influence, ability to drive change and to address the most important issues 
was greatly enhanced by the production of Regional Economic Strategies (RES). These 
got better at engaging stakeholders and using evidence over time and enabled partners 
and investment to be aligned around clear priorities. The strategies could have been 
improved – they were at times so wide as to allow almost any intervention to progress, 
and the centrally driven bureaucracy that went with their production increased 
considerably over time. A good example was the proposed Integrated Regional 
Strategies. Whilst better joining up of Regional Economic and Spatial Strategies made 
sense in principle, in practice this meant moving from a process for RES reviews that 
took a year or less, to that of the Regional Spatial Strategies, which took around four 
years to produce. Nevertheless, despite the challenges, having a RES and a regional 
leadership role went together naturally and helped to ensure that clear priorities for 
action were identified, owned and communicated.

2) The single pot and an integrated approach
The RDAs ‘single pot’ became taken for granted, but its creation was a radical innovation, 
allowing RDAs to join up and deliver different aspects of economic development. It 
meant that far less time was spent on managing the requirements of different funds 
from Whitehall departments and helped to facilitate the delivery of ambitious and large-
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scale initiatives. Even though RDA funding was drawn from different departments and 
there were a range of commitments to see programmes through (e.g. SRB programmes), 
RDA Boards had a large degree of freedom to set priorities and allocate resources so 
long as they delivered on targets and spent money on schedule.

The single pot also effectively delegated power to the regions, gave the RDAs and their 
strategies teeth, and freed them to respond to new opportunities as they arose (e.g. 
low carbon) or deal with economic emergencies (e.g. foot and mouth, floods, closure 
of Longbridge and the Selby coalfield). Whilst there is scope to debate the scale of 
single pot resources needed to maximise effectiveness in the current climate, there is 
no doubt that having a considerable and genuine single pot budget helped RDAs to 
have clout and credibility with the private sector, local authorities and other major 
institutions. It allowed them to lever in additional resources and it meant far less time 
wasted in competitive bidding for resources than is the case now.

3) The scope of RDAs – breadth of issues covered
Initially, RDAs were tasked with five broad goals based on furthering economic 
development and regeneration, business competitiveness and investment, employment, 
skills and sustainable development. As time moved on, the issues and responsibilities 
covered gained finer grained definition. They also expanded as RDAs proved they could 
get things done and the advantages of delivering through them became apparent. This 
more detailed and widened remit specified issues including: innovation, sector/cluster 
development, business support, enterprise, inward investment, skills, low carbon 
economy, community regeneration, tourism and events, rural development, urban 
regeneration, digital access and response to economic shocks. Some of these issues 
were also covered to a greater or lesser degree at national and sometimes pan-regional 
level (see learning points 5 and 6).

Balancing how wide to go on responsibilities was difficult. The principle of devolution 
meant that economic issues should be covered at a regional (or more local) level where 
possible, and a wider breadth of issues allowed integration between them. A good 
example was business focused work on issues such as innovation, access to finance, 
sector development, skills and business support. These had been dealt with by separate 
bodies previously, creating confusion and inefficiency. RDAs started to join up these 
policy programmes and although this work was not complete it was a big step forward 
and continued to improve over time. On the flipside, a widening remit – which also 
stretched to influencing areas such as planning and housing – led to a loss of focus. 
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The idea that RDAs had drifted away from their ‘core brief’ was often noted by RDA 
critics and sometimes internally, but when pressed there was not always clarity or 
consensus about what that core brief included. Most saw business facing elements 
as central – support for new and existing businesses, innovation, sectors and inward 
investment etc. However, views on how far issues such as skills, physical development 
and community regeneration were also ‘core’ varied, even though they were all covered 
within the five initial roles of RDAs specified at the outset. In reality, the issue was 
often not so much about a broad heading like physical development, but what schemes 
fell under it in practice. That could range from developing major business parks to 
revamping public realm in a town square. 

Learning points 4, 5 and 6 cover what issues suit what geographic level in more 
depth. A key lesson from the RDAs is that there are benefits from covering groups of 
interconnected issues together as this can enhance effectiveness, make things simpler 
for businesses and offer economies of scale. The various strands of work that involve 
business engagement and competitiveness is one example. 

The relatively neutral position of RDAs was helpful in making tough decisions on 
prioritisation, for instance in which places to invest in physical regeneration schemes. 
This allowed evidence and judgement to be used impartially, but did not always win 
the RDAs friends at local level. RDAs further built skills, specialisms and capacity that 
enabled them to develop and manage major schemes or to devise new approaches. 
However, RDA delivery in local areas could also mean loss of local tailoring or 
democratic control, and in some cases local areas felt detached from RDA schemes ‘on 
their patch’. Hence on issues such as physical and social regeneration, as with planning 
and housing, an influencing and aligning (rather than delivery) role may have been 
more sustainable in the long term.

4) Geography and cross boundary collaboration
The argument goes on as to what is the right scale for local economic development. 
Within sensible boundaries, the answer is probably as much about the level that 
partners want (or will) work together as the science of the matter. In the regions with 
stronger identities – notably those in the North - there was initial (and for some parties 
lasting) enthusiasm about regional working. For economic development, the regional 
scale had many benefits. It enabled larger, transformational projects, it allowed for 
specialist capacities to be developed cost-effectively, it reduced duplication, and it 
eased collaboration as relatively few organisations were involved. However, these 
benefits need to be balanced against local ownership and tailoring which is heightened 
at a more local level. In practice, RDAs often worked sub-regionally to achieve that.
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For instance in Yorkshire and Humber, the RDA had four local offices and investment 
programmes covering West Yorkshire, South Yorkshire, North Yorkshire and the Humber. 

On balance, a larger scale works well for some issues (e.g. transport, access to finance, 
economic shocks, innovation, low carbon) whilst a more local scale works better for 
others (e.g. community regeneration, physical development). Some key economic 
agendas are in the middle of this spectrum (e.g. enterprise, business support, sector 
development, skills) and are probably best done at the widest level possible that 
approximates to a natural economic area and where partners will cooperate. 

A further geographical complication is London. The London Development Agency (LDA) 
was created shortly after the eight initial RDAs and was always ‘a bit different’ to 
them. Many of the challenges within regions applied equally to London – for instance 
connecting deprived areas to new economic opportunities. However, the scale of the 
capital, its unique position as a world city, and in particular its different governance 
arrangement (with the Mayor and GLA in place) meant the LDA was in a different 
position to other RDAs and was always more of an agency of London government. It is 
hard to assess whether the LDA was more or less successful than RDAs in the English 
regions, but the presence of an economic development body that covered the whole of 
the capital was definitely an advantage in terms of its strategic reach, capacity and fit 
with governance structures.

5) Balancing regional and national decision making
Many of the polices and programmes that RDAs were charged with delivering were 
also dealt with at national level by Whitehall departments or their agencies. Inward 
investment, exports, skills, tourism and innovation are all examples. Sometimes the two 
levels could be co-ordinated well without obvious conflicts, but on occasions there 
was a tension in terms of who was leading, and whether RDAs should simply follow a 
central government agenda or determine their own priorities. At worst, there could be 
apparently conflicting versions of policy in the same area, for instance different ideas 
about what priority clusters or what skills levels to focus on. 

More explicit recognition of what needed to be done or decided nationally rather 
than by regions would have been helpful at the outset of the RDAs and whenever 
they took on new functions. Inevitably in some areas, such as policy on nationally 
important economic sectors, there are issues that warrant a central lead. This is easier 
to manage, especially with a bullish group such as RDA Chairs, if expectations are 
clear from the start, and there are opportunities for regional engagement. A good 
example in 2009/10 was work between BIS, DECC and the RDAs on identifying Low
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Carbon Economic Areas where regions jostled to get their priorities recognised, but 
ultimately contributed to the delivery of a national policy. Allowing a national policy 
steer requires that central departments do not simply use that as an excuse to prevent 
subnational devolution of powers. This is more than possible given the wariness of 
some departments to handing functions or influence to RDAs. 

6) The Northern and pan-regional dimension
The RDAs were in part set up to tackle regional economic disparities, chiefly between 
the North and South. This created challenges that in hindsight could not realistically 
have been met over the timescales expected or with RDA resources and powers alone. 
In addition, the realities of national politics and principles of decentralisation meant 
that all regions had RDAs with significant funding to promote growth within their 
areas, even if the resources involved were proportionately greater in the North. Despite 
that, regional disparities did not grow during the time of the RDAs, and the North 
East in particular closed the gap significantly on key indicators. Since the RDAs were 
abolished, regional GVA disparities between the more and less prosperous regions have 
widened considerably (see section 2c).

The Northern Way initiative launched by John Prescott in 2004 sought to bring 
together the three northern RDAs and key local partners to drive change in areas 
where shared ambitions could be best achieved by working together. The initiative 
rapidly developed a growth strategy2 which highlighted ten areas for collaboration. 
Real advantages could, at least theoretically, be drawn from pan-regional working in 
some of these areas and examples included transport (where routes cross regions), 
innovation (where research strengths can be better combined) and marketing the 
North (where shared image issues and overseas promotional opportunities exist). 
In practice, better progress was made in some of these areas than others, with joint 
working on transport the stand out success. In other fields (e.g. housing, clusters, 
employment) the rationale for working at pan-regional level was weaker whilst 
needs and preferences varied by locality and region.

Reflecting initial lessons from pan-regional working, a review of the Northern Way 
in 2007/8 focused on issues where collaboration had most potential – transport, 
innovation, private investment and energy. It also continued activity in other areas 
where northern working had delivered results. These included research and evidence 
and city region development – where the Northern Way had led the important step of 
recognising eight northern city regions, all of which are now LEP areas. 

2 Moving Forward: The Northern Way first growth strategy report, Northern Way Steering Group, September 2004
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One further area where pan-regional working made a real difference was on the 
North’s profile and voice in government. Working collectively behind shared priorities 
meant that a northern voice could be better articulated and was more likely to be 
listened to. Furthermore, the practicalities of engaging with a single forum meant that 
government departments were able to participate in and respond to the Northern Way 
in ways that they could or would not do if dealing with three regions, eight city regions 
or scores of local authorities individually. 

Pan-regional initiatives worked less well in other areas. Neither the ‘Midlands Way’ 
(joining the East and West Midlands) or the curious anomaly of a single region based 
‘South West Way’ really made any lasting impression, in part because they were 
somewhat artificially constructed entities. The overall lesson appears to be that pan-
regional working can play a role, but that it needs to be focused on areas and agencies 
that have genuine common cause and on issues such as transport where linkages and 
benefits are most obvious.

7) Partnerships and relationships
All the RDAs highlighted partnership as key to their success – although how far they 
managed to keep all the key partners on board varied. The RDAs that did partnership 
best put time into building relationships, were open with stakeholders, and balanced 
local and partner priorities with sometimes differing priorities emerging from central 
departments or cost per job analysis. Making that judgement was inevitably tricky – 
too much give could reduce economic impact (at least short term), not enough could 
turn potential allies into enemies. Certain RDAs were at times accused of arrogance, 
some of which was probably down to envy of a large, well-resourced body leading 
economic change, but there were also instances where RDAs were unduly dismissive 
of local government in particular. Local authorities needed greater input and ability 
to challenge RDAs, without compromising their essential independence. More widely, 
it was national rather than local government that had a greater degree of control and 
influence on RDAs, and over time that imbalance contributed to a decline in support 
for RDAs among some local authorities and city regions, and to their eventual demise.

The public-private partnership encapsulated in RDA Boards was a real advantage, 
although having the right people around the table was crucial. Where Boards did not 
include key local stakeholders (e.g. the leaders of big cities), that was a weakness and 
added to questioning around a ‘democratic deficit’. More widely, RDAs were generally 
good at building relationships with business partners, although not all small businesses 
felt that to be the case. Over time, most RDAs also built up relationships with the larger 
social and environmental sector partners, who often found the regional level easier to
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engage with, not least because routes in were reasonably clear and there was only one 
body to deal with rather than a larger number of localities. 

8) A voice for regions
For most of their time, RDAs added to the voice of the regions within government and 
also acted as a bridge between the national and local. The fact that there were not many 
regions (eight plus London) made it easier to engage with them; for example it was 
possible to hold meaningful meetings between RDA chairs and ministers. However, in 
reality the picture was not quite so straightforward. At times, RDAs had genuinely shared 
interests, such as devolution of powers and flexibilities. But on other issues, regions 
had different standpoints based on their circumstances and self-interests. The national 
RDA secretariat was helpful as a forum to discuss these differences and decide upon a 
common position when required. The allocation of lead roles for different RDAs with 
different government departments was also helpful. Despite their differences, RDAs were 
able to make strong common submissions when required, such as inputs into HM Treasury 
budget statements and spending reviews – and the very fact that these opportunities 
were opened up further demonstrated the significance of the RDA voice.

Clearly RDAs were not the only voice within the regions. They coexisted alongside 
regional chambers and/or assemblies (local government led partnerships ) who also 
saw themselves as the ‘voice of the region’. RDAs and assemblies/chambers were better 
able to work with each other and present a common view to government in some 
regions than others. Nevertheless joint regional submissions into spending reviews (e.g. 
‘Regional Emphasis Documents’) showed that individual regions were able to articulate 
a set of agreed priorities, which was recognised in government. However, the extent 
to which their voice made a difference depended upon there being supportive and 
influential figures within government, and on Whitehall departments trusting in the 
ability of regional structures to deliver.3

9) Dynamism - risk, innovation and a flexible, outward nature
The RDAs benefited greatly from being dynamic, fleet of foot agencies that could 
respond to economic shocks or opportunities as they emerged. This was supported 
by their semi-independent status, single pot budgets, public-private boards, regional 
leadership role and often go-getting nature. 

Some of the best things RDAs did were risky. Whilst not all risks paid off, risk taking 
was generally accepted so long as overall targets were hit and the financial climate 

3 See also: Achieving political decentralisation: Lessons from 30 years of attempting to devolve political power in 
the UK, Tom Gash, Joe Randall and Sam Sims, Institute for Government, February 2014
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remained benign. Good examples are set out in all RDA legacy reports, and include new 
areas of economic development they pioneered, such as urban and rural renaissance 
which used large scale and high-quality physical development as a catalyst for change 
and investment. Not all projects worked but the best ones helped to transform cities 
such as Liverpool, Sheffield and Newcastle/Gateshead, creating virtuous cycles of 
improvement and investment.

This situation changed somewhat as the economic downturn then recession set in. The 
Department for Business, Innovation & Skills (BIS) in particular were keen to ensure that 
resources were targeted on activities proven to give the best direct economic return. 
Nevertheless for the most part, few argued with the merits of the flexible, innovative 
approaches RDAs were able to adopt. RDAs did innovate and were reasonably open 
to adopting new approaches. However, as with any organisation, individual teams 
and departments could act to guard their own priorities and approaches. More public 
performance benchmarking and external challenge could have been helpful, along 
with more open internal questioning of whether things could be done differently in 
some policy areas.

10) Intelligence and evidence
RDAs got better at building and utilising economic evidence over the years. By the 
time they were abolished they had established strong capacity and expertise in this 
department, often based on internal research and economists or working through 
arm’s-length regional observatories. That helped RDAs to identify issues and priorities 
and to track progress. For instance, developing economic modelling and assessment 
capacity allowed RDAs to weigh up the employment, skills and growth impacts of 
different project and investment options. The analytical evidence base also helped 
others to track elements of regional economic performance. 

Evaluation and learning came much more to the fore in the latter years of RDAs, a 
strength which has almost vanished since and is absent from LEP activity. There was 
scope for even better use to have been made of evidence in decision making, and none 
of the agencies really cracked ‘what works’ type intelligence. But overall the resource 
was a powerful one, and valuable in developing strategy and supporting investment 
decisions. 

11) Long-term planning and timeframes
The RDAs combined short term wins with long term vision, and for most of their 
existence enjoyed reasonable certainty about their funding and future – enabling long 
term planning and delivery. RDA legacy reports made clear that very often it takes time



to build capacity, partnerships, understanding and the ability to deliver effectively. 
Frequent change and restructuring of economic agencies is likely to undermine their 
ability to deliver, and certainly to deliver the kind of long-term transformational 
projects that make the biggest difference.

12) Prioritisation and effective delivery
The RDAs developed systems to identity, select, develop, appraise and deliver projects. 
It took time to build up the capacity to do this, and even then it remained difficult to 
strike the right balances between rapid project development and thorough appraisal; 
between quantified, evidence based prioritisation and that which also included partner 
perspectives and qualitative judgement. For example, local partners would often want 
to see investment in ‘pet’ local physical development projects, whereas in technical 
terms, investment in regional level business support might have given a higher return 
on investment. 

Nevertheless, by and large RDAs became good at getting things done and directing 
large budgets to deliver impacts. Ironically, their skills in this department were further 
sharpened in the early stages of the closure process where sizeable budget cuts meant 
that tough choices had to be taken between projects. The same skills are vital in the 
resource constrained environment of today.

13) Metrics and targets
The RDAs were continuously assessed through a variety of means, including scrutiny 
reviews, performance assessments, output and outcome targets (Annex G sets out the 
2005 RDA ‘Tasking Framework’, as an example). The nature of this assessment impacted 
upon what RDAs did and how well they performed. Well set targets on the indicators 
that really matter helped to direct RDAs at a strategic level. But poorly set targets 
could inadvertently skew agency activity towards things that were less important but 
ticked boxes (e.g. activity and spend based measures). 

A sensible level of assessment helped to benchmark performance and bring out 
improvement points, however too much (as was the case near the end of the RDAs) 
meant a lot of time was wasted on preparing for and responding to performance 
assessments rather than getting things done. In their mid-latter years for example, 
RDAs were subject to two detailed NAO reviews, a major BIS commissioned performance 
evaluation, output targets, outcome targets, project and programme level evaluations, 
Government Office led assessments, Select Committee inquiries and local government 
led scrutiny reviews. 
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The metrics of output and outcome measurement are complex. Considerations include 
what is most important (outcomes), what can be influenced or controlled by sub-
national bodies (which is more often outputs), and the practicalities of what is counted 
and how. However, the most important thing is to take a considered, streamlined 
approach that focuses on the things that matter. This combines output and/or outcome 
measures with evaluation and qualitative analysis that gives a more rounded sense of 
attribution and what is working well.

14) People and culture matter
People - not just systems, circumstances and projects – made a difference to what 
RDAs did and how well they performed. Chief executives, executive directors, chairs 
and boards played a key role in setting priorities, building partnerships, driving 
performance and establishing organisational cultures. Whilst there was inevitably 
some variation and not all appointments went well, the RDAs benefited from being 
able to attract some excellent people adept at operating at a high level and to running 
large and high-profile organisations with sizeable budgets.

The public-private balance of the RDA board fed through into aspects of organisational 
culture, and at its best could instil a rare combination of dynamism, initiative and 
innovation on the one hand, and responsibility and mission to deliver public good on 
the other. Of course, like most organisations, RDAs did have instances were bureaucracy 
or poor communication was evident, and some RDAs were more effective than others 
in different areas of operation. Nevertheless, by and large, they demonstrated an 
enabling, can-do culture that helped to make things happen and to attract and retain 
talented people.

15) Making Whitehall work for the regions
Generally, RDAs benefitted from a government that backed them with supportive 
statements from senior politicians to departments to that effect. The Treasury in 
particular was a consistent champion of the RDAs. However, even with a strong degree 
of political support, the extent to which this translated into supportive Whitehall 
departments varied. As sponsor department for the RDAs, BIS (formerly DTI and then 
BERR) was generally positive, and came to see the RDAs as a body that could deliver at 
the local level. There were however continuing problems. In the early years, for example, 
the department and the RDAs did not always agree on clusters policy, and as time 
progressed BIS sought to exert more control and influence on RDA activities and spending 
– sometimes in opposition to priorities that were supported by other departments (e.g. 
DCLG - the Department for Communities and Local Government). It also maintained 
other central arm’s-length public agencies rather than devolve their functions
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into RDAs, such as the Skills Funding Agency or UKTI (which led nationally on exports 
and inward investment and was widely seen as not working well for the northern 
regions in particular0. 

Other departments inevitably had their own priorities to feed into RDAs too. These 
included those from departments covering transport, environment, climate change, 
culture and tourism, as well as those closer to the core work of the RDAs such as 
DCLG and DfES (before skills became part of BIS). Demands of RDAs from this spread 
of departments were rarely co-ordinated (although regional Government Offices did 
try to help) and occasionally contradictory. Furthermore, some departments were 
more reluctant than others to devolve responsibilities to regions. Skills was a prime 
example. At one point, DfES added a requirement for RDAs to produce a ‘Framework 
for Employment and Skills Action’ (FRESA) - separately and in addition to the existing 
core requirement for RDAs to produce a Regional Economic Strategy, which already 
included skills and employment. This led to regions having two separate strategic 
documents covering the same issues. Some regions used exactly the same words in 
the core of both documents. That ensured consistency and in the process highlighted 
an ability to join up issues within regions that was not evident at the national level.

The most dysfunctional departmental relationship was between BIS and DCLG. Both 
felt they should have a strong steer on the RDAs, BIS as the sponsor department and 
DCLG as the main contributor to the RDA single pot. Tensions between BIS and DCLG 
were long-running and translated into conflicting tasking of RDAs. The spatially-
blind and market failures approach of BIS was often at odds with DCLG’s place-based 
concerns. The appointment of sponsor ministers for each region with lines into both 
departments helped to a degree, although the extent to which these ministers were 
able to fully play regional roles varied massively reflecting their individual interest and 
their other ministerial responsibilities in government.

b) Independent reviews of RDA impact and performance

BERR/PwC
PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) was appointed by BERR to assess the impact of RDA 
spending. In 2009, it reported on both combined and individual RDA impacts for 
programmes delivered between 2002/3 and 2006/7. The report had its critics, because of 
inevitable inconsistencies between regions and the limited nature of some of its analysis. 
For instance, it measured the impact of all RDA activities based on job outputs. Even 
those activities that were designed to achieve other outcomes (e.g. boosting GVA through 
innovation) were included. It and did not attempt to factor in the ‘strategic added
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value’ of RDA activities into its calculations. Nevertheless, it is one of the few attempts to 
quantify the impact of different areas of RDA spend using evaluation based data. Tables 1 
and 2 set out some of the report’s main findings in terms of outputs and value for money.

Table 1: Summary of RDA achieved outputs and additionality

Theme/output Expenditure 
covered (£m)

Gross outputs Net outputs Additionality4  
(%)

Jobs created/
safeguarded

5,189 471,869 212,873 45

People assisted 
into employment

231 59,119 30,375 51

Skills assists 2,554 716,389 403,535 56

Businesses 
created

3,359 17,924 8,519 48

Businesses 
assisted

564 90,564 35,017 39

Land remediated 1,361 810 572 71

Note: data excludes future outputs

Table 2 shows the main themes that RDA activities were grouped under (business, 
people, place), sub-themes within each of these, and the relevant return on investment 
and cost per output figures for each. Key points from or related to the table are that:

• Overall, investment in the RDAs yielded a net return of £4.50 of GVA per £1 
invested based on outputs achieved at the time of evaluation. That rises to £6.40 
per £1 invested if future outputs are also are taken into account.

• Business based interventions were the most cost effective in terms of job 
creation and GVA returns, with support to individual businesses or start-ups the 
most cost effective sub-theme within that category. Innovation interventions 
offered the lowest return. However, that may be expected given that the factor 
driving them (GVA growth benefits) was not included in the calculations and 
that the lead times are longer and the risks higher.

4 Additionality is the proportion of gross outputs that are considered to be due to the spending in question once factors 
such as displacement, leakage or substitution of activity are taken into account.
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Table 2: RDA impact and value for money by intervention theme/subtheme 
(2002/3-2006/7)

Theme/ main 

sub-themes

GVA: cost ratio 

(cumulative NPV)

Cost 

per job

(£)*

Cost per 

business 

assist 

(£)*

Cost per 

business 

created 

(£)*

Cost per 

skills 

assist 

(£)*

Cost per 

hectare 

rem-

ediated 

(£)*

Cost per 

person 

assisted 

into a job 

(£)*

Achieved Achieved 

+ future

Business 7.3 11.6 14.2k 9.7k 187.8k

individual 

enterprise 

support

12.0 14.1 8.3k 8.5k 74.2k

sector/cluster 

support

7.7 8.7 12.1k 3.9k 163.7k

innovation 3.4 8.3 37.9k 24.600 1,564.6k

inward 

investment

13.5 20.5 11.6k

Place 3.3 8.0 63.3k 1,803.2k 2.08m

bringing land 

back into use

5.1 6.5 42.1k 1,246.9k 4.75m

public realm 1.8 8.7 118.9k 486.3k 1.40m

image, events 

and tourism

0.9 1.6 79.1k

cross cutting 

regeneration

2.8 9.8 79.5k 2,768.0k 1.93m

People 2.5 2.5 43.3k 298.5k 1,960 7.1k

skills/

workforce 

development

0.9 1.0 105.3k 209.0k 1.2k 9.7k

matching 

people to jobs

0.8 0.8 49.2k 325.2k 2.6k 4.7k

educational 

infrastructure

5.2 5.2 34.0k 6.5k

hybrid 

people**

4.1 4.1 24.0k 5.4k

SRB 4.5 4.5

Other 2.3 3.2 41.8k 30.9k 9.5k

Total 4.5 6.4

shading indicates that data is not available or applicable
*figures are rounded and for net achieved outputs (i.e. exclude future outputs) 
** ‘hybrid people’ covered large, integrated people and skills programmes, including high-level skills
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• Place based interventions appeared to offer lower value for money based on outputs 
achieved, but have much better figures for long-term impact once future impacts 
are considered.

• Skills and people based programmes also have lower returns, but are often targeted 
at disadvantaged groups where more time-intensive inputs are required. Additionally 
the GVA benefits of raised skill levels were not included in the methodology used.

• Whilst there are variations between cost per unit averages for themes and sub-
themes, these are often less marked than the variation between projects within 
a single theme/sub-theme. For example the best inward investment projects 
achieved a current and future GVA ratio of over £25 per £1 invested, for the lowest 
the equivalent figure was around £2 per £1 invested. That suggests that local and 
project-based factors are vital to returns, not just the theme itself.

For reasons of both variability within themes and the limitations of the methodology used, 
the value for money and impact figures from the report should be treated with caution. 
However, they do give an indication of potential returns in a broad sense and the figures 
could be triangulated against other data sources (e.g. EU benchmarks and later, additional 
RDA data) in future work.

National Audit Office reviews
The NAO carried out two reviews of RDAs, in 2005-2007 and in 2009/10, both of which 
focused on qualitative aspects of RDA performance and awarded scores/grades:

• The Independent Performance Assessments of the RDAs (between 2005 and 2007) 
focused on the performance of the RDAs as strategic drivers of regional economic 
development. The nine separate reviews (one for each RDA) assessed performance 
in five areas: ambition, prioritisation, capacity, performance management and 
achievement. A total score of up to 24 was possible, with RDAs graded as performing 
strongly, well, adequately or inadequately based on the total. Of the RDAs, two were 
classified as performing well, and seven as performing strongly.

• The Independent Supplementary Review was commissioned in 2009 and published as 
a summary report in June 2010. This graded eight RDAs in three areas: prioritisation 
(in response to the economic downturn), improvement planning, and performance 
management. Seven RDAs were graded as ‘good’ or ‘strong’ on reprioritisation 
and performance management, with six graded good or strong on performance 
improvement. The others were graded ‘adequate’.



T H E  S M I T H  I N S T I T U T E

31

A note on outcome improvement in the North East
There has been relatively little impartial assessment of the difference RDAs made to 
economic outcome indicators in their regions, such as employment, business start-up rates, 
and productivity. The Conservative Party and their allies argued that RDAs failed because 
they did not turn around the growth gap between London and the Greater South East and 
the ‘lower performing’ regions such as in the North and West Midlands. That analysis can 
be questioned as regional GVA per head disparities did not grow during the time of the 
RDAs, but did after their abolition (see 2c). Furthermore it ignored the fact that RDAs only 
had a limited ability to influence the macro-economic factors responsible, that the issues 
were ingrained and long term, and that there were RDAs in the south too, also charged 
with increasing growth.

Whilst some northern regions did improve their performance on certain outcome indicators, 
the North East stands out with significantly improved performance across a range of 
economic outcomes. A short ONE North East legacy paper documents5 some of these 
changes. However, the reasons behind the changes are complex and probably multiple. The 
fact that the North East benefited from a strong RDA that did a good job is certainly likely 
to be part of the story. But other factors include the transformation in the region’s image 
that followed from urban renaissance in Newcastle/Gateshead and subsequent private 
investment, and the role of public spending. 

During the lifetime of the RDAs, the North East gained more than any other region outside 
London in terms of public spending per capita in areas related to economic development. 
If this volume of additional public economic investment is multiplied by the economic 
impact ratios in the PwC work presented earlier, the resulting GVA uplift is substantial and 
in the same ball park as the additional GVA outcomes that transpired on the ground. Whilst 
a causal relationship cannot be proven, this analysis does suggest that public spending 
patterns are likely to have a significant impact on regional economic outcomes, especially 
in lower performing regions. 

The impact of public spending and cuts in regional investment after 2010
The reduction in levels of investment in economic development and regeneration, especially 
in less prosperous regions, after the 2010 election and the subsequent scaling back then 
abolition of RDA budgets has been significant. This represented a cut in the order of £2.3 
billion pounds6 worth of economic investment per annum, which based on the multipliers 
in the PwC analysis previously set out would have been worth around £10 billion in terms 
of GVA, much of it in the less prosperous regions.

5 The legacy of the agency, ONE North East, 2011, available via: http://onenortheastlegacy.co.uk/Thematic_Views
6 Statistic from Regeneration and Renewal, ‘All RDAs face budget cuts next week’, 21 May 2010
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It is difficult to say how far this, together with other public spending cuts, contributed to 
the change in economic trajectory from nascent recovery in mid-2010 to economic flat 
lining between 2011 and 2013. However, a significant impact is highly likely, especially 
in the North and the West Midlands, given the time taken for any significant regional 
economic investment to replace that of the RDAs, and the much lower levels of funding 
delivered through vehicles such as Regional Growth Fund finally began to flow. Analysis 
of regional growth disparities, which are now widening fast but which were largely steady 
between 2000 and 2010 when the RDAs were operating, further supports this case.

It is perhaps too easy to underestimate the impact of public sector economic development 
and regeneration activity on jobs and on the private sector. In a simplistic notion of a ‘see-
saw model’ (where private and public sectors are pitted against one another in a zero-sum 
equation) misses the reality of a modern economy. Many businesses benefit through public 
sector supply chains, the creation of infrastructure and skills that support growth, and the 
risk-sharing co-funding of investments that would not otherwise be viable.
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Local Enterprise Partnerships – experience and lessons

Summary – three key issues emerging from the LEPs 

• The purpose and accountability of LEPs is too vague. Whilst local variation 
and leadership can be a strength, there needs to be more clarity about what LEPs 
are for, who they report to and how their success is measured. 

• LEP geography is inconsistent and sometimes messy. Some LEPs are based 
on natural economic areas that reflect labour markets and are large enough 
to make a difference. Others have boundaries that are too tightly drawn, 
which raises costs and hampers effectiveness. The smaller LEPs often cover the 
wealthiest areas, yet receive more core funding per head than the larger areas.

• LEPs have suffered from a lack of capacity, funding, independence and 
certainty. Whilst they have become more important, better established and stronger 
during 2013/14, they still lack genuine single pot funding over which they can make 
independent decisions; they have limited capacity in terms of staff, resources and 
economic evidence; and constant bidding to central competitive funding schemes in 
Whitehall makes setting their own strategy and long-term planning difficult to do. 

...Reconfigured, properly resourced LEPs based on real economies could become 
powerful drivers of sustainable growth, jobs and prosperity – helping to build skills 
and productivity and to generate and share wealth more evenly across England.

a) A brief history of LEPs
There are currently 39 LEPs in England, with a first wave of 24 established in October 
2010 and others approved and established between then and the end of 2011. 

The formulation and early years of the LEPs were ad hoc and evolutionary, some say chaotic. 
Whilst a general economic leadership purpose was noted, there was initially little clarity 
about what this meant in terms of more precise roles, functions or what their structure, 
coverage or resources would be. Partly this was a consequence of the localist ideas that 
drove their creation. But it also reflected the political need post-2010 to set out a low cost 
alternative to RDAs that could be established quickly and cited as a new model of economic 
development that maintained a government commitment to local business. 

The purpose and role of LEPs were as much determined by what they were not as 
what they were. Within Whitehall, BIS quickly made it clear that functions including
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innovation, inward investment and business support were to be delivered centrally 
rather than devolved to (or even significantly influenced by) LEPs. In the wake of local 
authority concerns about regional control in planning, DCLG were equally keen to keep 
LEPs away from a planning role, whilst strategy development was out of favour with 
an assertion in the pre-eminence of markets to produce solutions. 

All this meant that in their early years, LEPs tended to focus on a mixture of the 
practicalities of setting up (establishing boards, recruiting staff and so on); responding 
to new government initiatives (City Deals, Enterprise Zones, Regional Growth Fund, 
Growing Places etc.) and operating in areas where their local interests and expertise 
coincided with scope for economic development activity - for instance to do with 
infrastructure, local sectors or skills. The result was a fragmented and somewhat messy 
picture in terms of what roles were covered at what level - partly reflecting local 
priorities, but also a firm hand of central control. The confused mixture of centralism 
and localism evident echoes the contrasting priorities of, and sometimes poor 
relationships between, key Whitehall departments, and the continuing debate about 
the scope of local economic development discussed earlier (see Part One).

Whilst elements of form and function were worked up as LEPs grew up, certain 
principles were intended to be fundamental from the start. LEPs were to be driven 
locally, private sector led and to be based on functional economic areas. Bureaucracy 
was to be kept to a minimum, with no early requirements for strategies and targets/
output measures, and encouragement to exploit flexibility, push boundaries and to do 
things differently. As things have evolved, some of these features are more evident 
than others (and we will come back to this later in this Part of the report). However, 
what is clear is that LEPs have developed their own identify, different to that of RDAs, 
and with personalities that vary widely between the 39 LEPs. 

2013 was something of a watershed year for LEPs, with a number of new developments 
that together made them more influential bodies, if also ones that had to wrestle with 
new government expectations and responsibilities. As the LEP network themselves said:7

“2013 has been a year when LEPs have transformed themselves from bodies that 
many looked upon rather quizzically to partnerships that are absolutely centre stage 
in driving growth at local level.”

These changes and developments included:

7 LEP Network Chairman’s Blog, 20/12/2013 [accessed via LEP Network website 20/2/2014]
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• the publication of the Heseltine report on LEPs8 (in late 2012) which set out 
a vision for LEPs as powerful, well-resourced bodies leading a decentralised 
approach to economic development;

• the Treasury response to this,9 which established the idea of a (supposed) single 
pot for LEPs – the Single Local Growth Fund – and in principle backed most of 
the wider Heseltine recommendations;

• continuing and increasingly embedded roles in relation to Regional Growth Fund 
(RGF) and Growing Places Funding;

• the requirement for LEPs to develop European Structural and Investment Funds 
Strategies to guide 2014-2020 EU funding programmes in their areas, and to devise 
Strategic Economic Plans bringing together Local Growth Fund proposals; and

• establishment of small scale core funding for LEPs – of £250,000 per LEP per 
year for two years, to be ‘cash matched’ by local funding.

Again, the value of each of these elements could be debated – the Local Growth Fund 
for instance is in essence a sham ‘single pot’ that is neither single nor locally controlled 
(LEPs in effect bid for resources and Whitehall departments have clear expectations 
about what should be funded). Likewise, not all of the changes have been equally 
welcomed by all LEPs, and some LEPs have responded to new challenges better than 
others. However, there is no doubt that they have moved LEPs up a level as significant 
economic agencies and given them a sense of a longer term future with ongoing 
responsibilities and the potential to make a difference in their local areas.

b) LEP area economic profiles and analysis
The size and shape of LEP areas varies greatly, from small single county areas to large 
city regions, with populations varying from around 500,000 to 4,000,000 people 
(excluding the London LEP). Some have tightly drawn boundaries around quite small 
areas, others cover large rural expanses. That range calls into question how far LEP 
areas constitute the ‘functional economic areas’10 they were in principle meant to 
cover. Some clearly live up to that billing; others would seemingly fall far short.

8 No Stone Unturned in Pursuit of Growth, The Rt Hon the Lord Heseltine, October 2012
9 Government’s response to the Heseltine review, HM Treasury and BIS, March 2013
10 The creation of LEPs specified that they should cover ‘functional economic areas’, broadly based on labour markets and 
travel to work areas. The term ‘natural economic area’ or ‘real economy’ is used as a less technical worded version of the 
same concept in the bulk of this report.
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The size and number of LEP areas is also important in terms of resources and their 
concentration. With each LEP having equal core funding, the funding per head of 
population in small LEP areas is notably higher than that in larger LEPs. For example, 
it is five to six times higher in Buckinghamshire Thames Valley than in Greater 
Manchester and Leeds City Region. What is more, it appears that (with some exceptions) 
more populous LEP areas tend to face greater economic challenges, in  particular 
unemployment rates. The analysis that follows sets out the differences between the 
largest 19 LEPs and the smallest 20 LEPs and focuses on population, employment and 
economic output per head. Annex D provides a map of LEP areas.

London is clearly different to other LEPs. The population it covers is double that of 
the biggest LEP outside the capital, and several times bigger than most LEPs areas. Its 
governance structure is also different and is based on a ‘London Enterprise Panel’ chaired 
by the Mayor of London and bringing together public and private sector figures. The Panel 
advises on strategic investment to support growth and jobs; enterprise, innovation and 
skills; and competitiveness. Consistent with London’s unique governance arrangements, 
the panel’s role is different to that of other LEPs, with an advisory role and brief to work 
within the framework set by the London Plan and other mayoral strategies. Given its 
unique position, this review focuses on LEPs outside of London.

Table 3 shows how 80% of England’s population live in one of the 19 most populous 
LEP areas, compared to the smallest 20 LEP areas, which cover just under 30% of the 
population. Around 10% of people live in an area covered by two LEPs. Even if London 
is taken out of the equation and the largest 19 LEP areas by population are compared 
to the smallest 19, those percentages come out at 66% versus 27% of the population 
covered. Hence in terms of core funding, smaller LEPs on average receive two to three 
times more funding per head of population than do larger LEP areas.

Analysis further shows that larger LEPs tend to cover areas with higher levels of 
unemployment and disadvantage. The average unemployment rate11 for the largest 19 
LEPs was 7.7% compared to 6.8% in the smaller LEP areas (against an average of 7.3% 
for all LEP areas). In fact, seven of the ten LEPs with the highest levels of unemployment 
nationally were in the top ten LEPs in terms of population. The converse is also true, 
small LEP areas tend to have less unemployment – only five of the 19 smallest LEP areas 
have unemployment rates above the LEP area average. This further raises questions 
about the even distribution of core LEP resources, which are concentrated in areas of 
lower unemployment, and arguably lower economic need. 

11 Unemployment data is from ONS and for the period July 2012 to June 2013. Averages are the simple means of 
the relevant individual LEP figures, used for comparative purposes, rather than collated and weighted figures
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Table 3: LEP areas by population, unemployment and economic output

Largest 19 LEP areas by population Smallest 20 LEP areas by population

LEP Pop’n 
millions

Unem-
ployment 
rate  (%)

£ GVA /
head 

LEP Pop’n 
mil-
lions)

Unem-
ployment 
rate %

£ GVA /
head

London 8.31 8.9 34,500 Hertford-
shire

1.13 5.4 22,800

South East 4.02 7.4 20,100 Stoke-on-
Trent and 
Stafford-
shire

1.10 5.8 14,900

Leeds City 
Region

2.97 8.5 17,300 West of 
England

1.08 7.2 22,000

Greater 
Manchester

2.70 9.4 17,400 Greater Lin-
colnshire

1.05 8.2 15,000

Derby/Der-
byshire & 
Notting-
ham/Notts

2.12 8.0 17,000 Leicester 
and Leices-
tershire

0.99 8.5 19,000

Greater 
Birmingham 
& Solihull

1.96 11.7 16,900 Humber 0.92 10.2 15,200

Coast to 
Capital

1.94 6.6 22,300 Cheshire 
and War-
rington

0.91 6.7 20,900

North 
Eastern

1.94 9.0 15,000 Coventry 
and War-
wickshire

0.87 6.9 18,800

Sheffield 
City Region

1.74 10.0 15,000 Thames Val-
ley Berkshire

0.87 4.5 30,700

South East 
Midlands

1.74 6.9 20,100 Dorset 0.75 4.9 17,700

Heart of the 
South West

1.68 5.0 15,600 Northamp-
tonshire

0.70 7.0 19,700

Enterprise 
M3

1.64 5.3 24,200 Swindon 
and Wilt-
shire

0.69 6.3 20,400

New Anglia 1.60 6.4 16,100 Tees Valley 0.66 12.9 15,600

Solent 1.56 5.8 19,800 The Marches 0.66 7.4 21,900
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Liverpool 
City Region

1.51 9.5 14,500 Oxfordshire 0.66 6.3 15,700

Lancashire 1.47 6.6 15,200 Gloucester-
shire

0.60 5.2 19,300

Greater 
Cambridge 
Greater 
Peterbor-
ough

1.38 5.9 21,700 Worcester-
shire

0.57 5.3 15,200

Black 
Country

1.15 10.9 14,800 Cornwall 
and Isles of 
Scilly

0.54 6.3 13,000

York, North 
Yorkshire 
and East 
Riding

1.14 5.4 15,900 Bucking-
hamshire 
Thames 
Valley

0.51 5.8 22,100

Cumbria 0.50 4.9 16,000

Total 
population

42.57 
million

15.76 mil-
lion

% of 
England 
population

80%* 29%*

Average 
unemploy-
ment

7.7% 6.8%

Average 
GVA/head**

£17,717 £18,795

Sources: Unemployment rate data is taken from LEP local authority comparator profiles, ONS, November 2013 update; 
GVA per head, ONS Data taken from Local Economies and the Growth Challenge – review of LEP area economies, The 
LEP Network, 2013
Notes:
*percentages do not add to 100 because of overlaps in the LEP areas 
**average GVA/head excludes London and is a simple average of the individual LEP figures, not a weighted figure

Of course there are exceptions. Two small LEP areas (the Tees Valley and the Humber) 
have some of the worst unemployment in England. Conversely, large LEP areas in the 
South of England (e.g. South East LEP, Coast to Capital LEP) have fairly low-to-medium 
levels of unemployment. The relationship between LEP population size and deprivation 
also breaks down for the spectrum of medium sized LEPs, where no obvious correlation 
between size and unemployment is apparent.
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Geographically, LEP areas in the North of England tend to have larger populations than 
those in the South and the Midlands. The average population of LEP areas in the North 
is just over 1.6m whereas in the South (excluding London) and Midlands it is around 
1.2m. That is despite the South East LEP being the most populous LEP outside London. 

LEPs in the North are slightly bigger in terms of land area than elsewhere, though the 
difference is less pronounced than with population – an average of 4,120 sq. km in the 
North compared to 3,960 sq km in the South and 3,290 sq. km in the Midlands. Many 
of the largest LEPs by land area are characterised by having large rural areas, long 
stretches of coastline and a position at a geographic extreme, such as the very North 
of England, along the East Coast or in the South West. LEPs covering the North East; 
Cumbria; York, North Yorkshire and East Riding; Heart of the South West, New Anglia 
and Greater Lincolnshire are the prime examples of this pattern. Many of the smallest 
LEPs are in fairly central and southern areas of England. Larger land area may come into 
play in assessing what makes up a functional economic area, but unlike LEP population, 
there is very little correlation between the land area of LEPs and unemployment levels. 

Analysis of the distribution of economic output (GVA/head) by LEP area does not reveal 
any strong correlation between the population size of a LEP area and high or low 
GVA. Whilst the largest 50% of LEPs by area have slightly lower average GVA per head 
than the smallest 50%, the ten lowest scoring areas on GVA per head are evenly split 
between the larger and smaller groups of LEP areas. But other patterns do emerge, 
for instance relating to the eight core city LEP areas. Only one of these areas (West of 
England, which includes Bristol) is within the top LEP areas for GVA/head; the rest are 
all outside the top 20. The LEP areas containing Manchester, Leeds, Birmingham and 
Nottingham all have fairly similar GVA/head and are close to median levels, however, 
those containing Newcastle, Liverpool and Sheffield have some of the lowest GVA per 
head figures of any LEP area.

The LEP area GVA figures also bring North-South disparities into sharp relief. Of 
the top ranked 15 LEP areas on GVA per head, 14 are in the South of England12  
(Cheshire and Warrington is the exception, ranked 10). Of the bottom 15 on the same

12 For purposes of this exercise, the South of England is broadly defined as the area below a line running roughly 
south west from The Wash to the Severn Estuary. It includes the LEPs covering New Anglia, Greater Cambridgeshire 
and Greater Peterborough, Northamptonshire, South East Midlands, Oxfordshire, Gloucestershire and everywhere 
south of them. The North includes the LEP areas for Cheshire and Warrington, Greater Manchester, Sheffield City 
Region, Leeds City Region, The Humber and everywhere north of them. Northamptonshire and SEMLEP could 
arguably be classified as in the Midlands but have been classified as in the South here because they span areas in 
the South and the Midlands, connect and look to the Greater South East, and are on a latitude with places such as 
Cambridge which are generally regarded as southern.
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indicator, 12 are in the North or the West Midlands (the three exceptions are Greater 
Lincolnshire, Cornwall and Heart of the South West). Whilst there will be opportunities 
to build on economic success and assets everywhere, the need to enhance economic 
prospects and performance (combining growth and employment) is very clearly most 
pronounced in the North of England and the West Midlands.

In summary, analysis of the economic geography of LEPs shows that:

• There is considerable variation in LEP area populations - the largest 19 LEPs have 
nearly three times the total population of the smallest 20

• The most populous LEPs cover most of England’s unemployment hotspots

• LEPs in the North tend to be slightly larger by population and land area than 
elsewhere

• There is no apparent correlation between LEP land area and LEP population, nor 
any obvious connection between GVA/head and LEP area population

• Core city LEP areas tend to have average to poor GVA/head, whilst the economic 
divide between the South of England and the North and West Midlands is stark and 
obvious on this indicator. Of the top 15 LEPs on GVA per head, 14 are in the South.

 
c) Regional disparities under RDAs and LEPs
It is not possible to say exactly how much changes in regional disparities are due 
to shifts in local economic development resources and structures. However, a link is 
highly likely given the purpose and (changing) scale of resources invested in local and 
regional economic development. And there is certainly evidence that the gap between 
the most and least prosperous regions has been growing considerably since the demise 
of the RDAs.

Annex F details GVA per head for each of the English regions for the period 2000-2012. 
Within this period, it compares the percentage change and average change per year 
for two periods:

• 2000-2010 - the period in which the RDAs were fully operating after their 
creation and before their wind down; and 

• 2010-2012 -during which LEPs were created and operating but RDA resources 
were absent or drastically reduced (see 1b)
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As well as showing GVA/head data for individual regions, combined figures for the 
less prosperous regions (those in the North, the Midlands and the South West) are 
calculated and compared with those for the more prosperous regions (London, the 
South East and the East of England). Those regional groupings are based on those used 
in the government target on reducing disparities during the lifetime of the RDAs.

The analysis shows a notable change in pattern between the period of the RDAs 
and that which followed. Based on the simple averages used in the data, the less 
prosperous regions slightly outperformed the more prosperous ones on GVA per head 
between 2000 and 2010. They grew by 43.7% over ten years compared to 40.4% for 
the more prosperous regions - nearly a tenth higher. Between 2010 and 2012 this trend 
was dramatically reversed, with growth in the more prosperous regions (3.0%) nearly 
double that (1.6%) of elsewhere.

GVA per head is arguably a better measure on which to base comparison than total 
GVA because it is not dependent upon population size and hence more suited to 
comparison. However, analysis of total GVA is also possible and shows a similar shift. 
Between 2000 and 2010, total GVA growth was broadly similar in both sets of regions, 
51% in the less prosperous regions versus 53% in the more prosperous ones. GVA 
gaps were not closed, but they remained broadly steady and all parts of the country 
benefited from growth. In contrast, between 2010 and 2012, London and the Greater 
South East was growing at almost twice (88%) the rate of the rest of the country.

d) Review and commentary on LEPs - overview
There have been a number of articles, reviews and reports on LEPs to date, with the 
most significant of these including:

• The House of Commons Business, Innovation and Skills Committee ninth report 
on Local Economic Partnerships, April 2013

• Where Next for Local Economic Partnerships? The Smith Institute, edited by 
Michael Ward and Sally Hardy, June 2013

Other texts have included a ‘State of the LEPs’ National Survey in March 2013.13 The 
literature, which also includes a spread of specific academic articles, neatly sums up 
the first two years or so of the LEPs operation and raises key issues for the future. These 

13 The State of the LEPs - A National Survey, Andy Pike, Anja McCarthy, Peter O’Brien (all CURDS, Newcastle 
University), David Marlow (Third Life Economics and CURDS, Newcastle University) and John Tomaney (Bartlett, 
UCL), March, 2013
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relate mostly to the LEPs in the period up to spring 2013 – essentially to the watershed 
point where LEPs gained new responsibilities and additional resources (see Part 2a). 
At the time of writing, there was far less recent material that assesses LEPs and their 
development from summer 2013 onwards.

The key areas that have been raised in the literature include the purpose, accountability 
and geography of LEPs and the sufficiency or otherwise of their capacity and funding. 
The summary at the start of Part Two highlights the centrality of these issues for the 
future of LEPs and local economic development. The sections below look at seven 
aspects of LEP policy in more detail, from which the overarching issues have been 
drawn. These will be combined with discussion points and lessons from RDAs in 
identifying policy implications and options in Part Three.

1) Purpose, role and functions
The decentralised and disparate nature of the LEPs makes their specific purpose harder 
to articulate than it might otherwise be. BIS describe their broad vision for LEPs in 
these terms:14

“Through LEPs, business and civic leaders are working together to drive sustainable 
economic growth and create the conditions for private sector job growth in their 
communities…they are diverse bodies with roles which reflect local priorities”.

Meanwhile the LEP network describe the common mission of LEPs as to:15

• Articulate a clear long-term strategy for enterprise growth based on a realistic 
appraisal of the area’s strengths and opportunities;

• Identify existing barriers to business growth, e.g. in terms of land-use planning, 
infrastructure (in the broadest sense), skills / labour market – and the actions 
required to remove them;

• Gain buy in from all sides to a small number of objectives and outcomes that 
can survive institutional / political changes over the long run – not least because 
the financing mechanisms used will likely pitch short-term risk against long-
term gain;

14 The House of Commons Business, Innovation and Skills Committee ninth report on Local Economic Partnerships, 
April 2013
15 LEP Network submission to the House of Commons Business, Innovation and Skills Committee, ninth report on 
Local Economic Partnerships, July 2012
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• ‘Sell the area’ by taking responsibility for bids for central government funding 
(e.g. RGF), levering private investment capital and influencing local funding 
streams (such as CIL and retained business rates) and ensuring these deliver 
against locally-agreed priorities, without necessarily being the direct budget 
holders; and

• Focus on improving the local business environment – strategic planning, 
transport networks, matching training offer to labour market needs.

This is a different type of description to the government white paper16 which in 2010 
set out their remit as:

i)  To promote efficient and dynamic markets, in particular in the supply of land
ii)  To provide real and significant incentives for places that go for growth; and
iii)  To support investment in places and people to tackle the barriers to growth.

The white paper also outlined responsibilities allocated to the LEPs:

• working with government to set out key investment priorities, including 
transport infrastructure and supporting or coordinating project delivery;

• co-ordinating proposals or bidding directly for the Regional Growth Fund;
• supporting high-growth businesses, for example through involvement in 

bringing together and supporting consortia to run new growth hubs;
• making representation on the development of national planning policy and 

ensuring business is involved in the development and consideration of strategic 
planning applications;

• lead changes in how businesses are regulated locally;
• strategic housing delivery, including pooling and aligning funding streams to 

support this;
• working with local employers, Jobcentre Plus and learning providers to help local 

workless people into jobs;
• co-ordinating approaches to leveraging funding from the private sector;
• exploring opportunities for developing financial and non-financial incentives on 

renewable energy projects and Green Deal; and
• becoming involved in delivery of other national priorities such as digital 

infrastructure.

16 Local Growth; Realising every place’s potential; October 2010
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In their submission to the House of Commons BIS Committee report on LEPs, the 
Institute for Economic Development (IED) argued that there is “a lack of clarity over 
how LEPS are expected to ‘operationalise’ these responsibilities”. There are also different 
interpretations of what the menu of responsibilities and scope of LEPs might include. 
For instance, the LEP network described a non-exhaustive but commonly agreed list of 
potential roles and responsibilities for LEPs as including:17

• Skills (directing/influencing skills spend in their areas to meet business needs)
• Investment (e.g. shaping Community Infrastructure Levy charging schedules 

and prioritising opportunities to grow the business base through Tax Increment 
Finance enabled investments)

• Spatial planning (a role as ‘preferred consultees’)
• Transport and infrastructure (e.g. exploring new funding mechanisms for 

infrastructure)

Other bodies including the BIS Committee and the IED agreed that LEPs should take 
a more prominent role on skills in particular. Prior to being prompted to address skills 
issues in their EU Funding proposals and Strategic Economic Plans in 2013, some LEPs 
had seen skills as a priority whilst others had seen it as beyond their remit.

As devolved bodies LEPs should expect to have freedom in identifying their own 
priorities. The degree of flexibility and dynamism that LEPs are encouraged to 
demonstrate is definitely a plus, and similar to some aspects of the operation of RDAs. 
However, based on the various descriptions of their role and responsibilities mean that 
the purpose of LEPs are unclear, as is how LEP functions link to national activity. The 
many separate statements of what LEPs are for means their tasks are scattergun. LEPs 
lack a single, simple and clear statement of purpose and functions that focuses on the 
main things and lets individual areas define the detail. The role of LEPs would benefit 
from much clearer definition, which in turn would help to inform LEP geography and 
their key relationships.

The operationalisation of the 2014-2020 EU Structural and Investment Funds 
Programme will open up new funding streams that will widen the local activity that 
LEPs are involved in planning, assessing and commissioning. This includes some areas, 
such as business support and innovation, which have previously been held up as 
centrally led functions. Whilst a welcome boost to local economic development, the 

17  LEP Network submission to the House of Commons Business, Innovation and Skills Committee, ninth report on 
Local Economic Partnerships, July 2012
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potential confusion or duplication this could create further heightens the need for 
clarity about what is led by LEPs and their partners locally and what is done nationally.

Amongst all this detail about the mix of specific roles and issues covered, the big 
picture mission of LEPs is easily lost. Indeed it is not at all clear whether LEPs are 
expected to maximise short term GVA growth whatever that takes, or to achieve long-
term sustainable economic growth that also supports low carbon goals and delivers 
benefits to people in terms of jobs, incomes and inclusion. Likewise it is unclear as to 
whether LEPs are expected to play any role in reducing regional/local disparities as part 
of the government’s declarations about ‘rebalancing the economy’.

2) Metrics and monitoring
The issue of how to assess LEP success arises repeatedly. Government have avoided 
setting targets or standard output measures for LEPs, in keeping with their previous 
criticism of the use of targets and the idea of locally driven economic development. 
However, that inevitably leads to difficulty assessing what LEPs have achieved, whether 
they have been successful and how far they are good value for public money. As the 
House of Commons BIS Committee report put it:

“We were encouraged that LEPs agreed that they should be held accountable…however, 
there appeared to be an absence of any actual mechanism by which LEPs could be held 
to account.”

The Committee went on to conclude that:

“It is crucial that the BIS Department monitors LEPs’ objective setting processes closely, 
against a baseline of performance. Through this it can ensure that all LEPs remain fit 
for purpose. The LEPs have a role to put in place measurable indicators of their impact.”

Organisations that submitted written evidence into the Committee were equally clear 
on this point. For instance the Centre for Local Economic Strategies (CLES) argued that: 

“Our view is that there needs to be more guidance around what LEPs are expected to 
achieve. There was criticism of RDAs and other previous structures having to work 
more closely towards targets…however, the structure in which the LEPs work has gone 
too far the other way.”

The lack of evaluation activity by LEPs in their early years is disappointing but perhaps 
understandable given their limited resources. The lack of interest from Ministers in
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being able to confirm LEPs’ cost-effectiveness when public finances are so tight is 
doubly disappointing and much harder to understand. Given greater powers and 
influence, any continuing absence of evaluation will cause problems in justifying 
investment in LEPs and in using the lessons from past interventions to improve future 
activity. As CLES put it, “It is critical that LEPs are able to prioritise, evaluate and learn.”

3) Accountability and connection to government
As with RDAs, LEPs have multiple accountabilities – and their fair share of confusion 
about what these are and how they are prioritised. 

As with RDA Boards before them, LEP Boards are private sector chaired and usually 
around 50/50 public-private split. They infer accountability both to local businesses, 
and to the community via local council members. LEPs also have reporting lines into 
government through both BIS and DCLG, as well as contacts with other departments 
around particular issues. But literature reviewing LEPs highlights a lack of clarity about 
how this works in practice, bringing discussion of BIS/DCLG departmental relationships 
back to the fore.
 
LEPs themselves have made clear that confusion about accountability, contacts and 
mixed messages from government departments have been problematic. The LEP 
Network has openly criticised the lack of a sponsor department or minister for LEPs 
and a “poor level of co-ordination between government departments.” Other written 
evidence criticised lack of cross governmental co-ordination:

“For far too long Whitehall rivalries have restricted the efficacy of supposedly integrated 
policies. For example, the ambivalence of the relationship of the Department for Work 
and Pensions with LEPs appears to continue this trend.”18

The House of Commons BIS committee report on LEPs noted that “Several LEPs and the 
chair of the LEP Network told us that they did not know where ministerial responsibility 
for the LEPs lies” and reached its own clear conclusions:

“Shared responsibility between BIS and DCLG has resulted in confusion about where 
responsibility for LEPs lies in central government. Confusion must be replaced with 
clarity. A single BIS Minister should be clearly identified as responsible and accountable 
for the work of LEPs. Similarly, all LEP contact officers should be based in BIS.”

18 Written evidence submitted by Lee Pugalis, Gill Bentley, Lorna Gibbons and John Shutt to the House of Commons 
BIS Committee on LEPs
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In other aspects of accountability, research has found that businesses are often positive 
about LEPs19 (although that was based on a sample of businesses involved with them).
However, there are also calls to improve the representation of some business groups, 
particularly small businesses. Others have called for greater transparency in selection 
of board members and more input from the voluntary and community sector, and 
other social, economic and environmental partners such as trade unions or colleges.

4) Funding, capacity and certainty
Up to 2013 there was widespread criticism of the lack of any core funding for LEPs and 
there continues to be criticism of the lack of a genuine independent single investment 
pot for each LEP. In response to this, LEPs were granted a sum of £250,000 per LEP 
per year for two years, ‘cash matched’ by local partners. In addition, following on 
from the government response to the Heseltine review, LEPs have the opportunity 
to access Single Local Growth Fund resources – sometimes misleadingly presented 
as a ‘single pot’ for LEPs. They are also key players in influencing the prioritisation 
and distribution of future EU Structural and Investment Funds in their areas, and are 
involved in Growing Places funding, City Deals related funding and aspects of RGF 
funding in their areas.

This situation is a step forward from that up to 2012/13, but a number of issues persist, 
linked to the scale and distribution of core funding, the nature of the LEPs’ Local 
Growth Fund and uncertainty over future funding – all of which affect the LEPs ability 
to build capacity and deliver long term. For example LEPs effectively have to bid into 
the Local Growth Fund, which is heavily focused on capital spending only. Furthermore, 
decisions on who gets what and which projects get the go ahead will be made by 
panels within Whitehall using central government determined appraisal mechanisms. 
Whilst government is still keeping a tight hold on the purse strings, many LEPs have 
in practice been dependent upon local authority support to a very significant degree. 
That is as much through staff secondments, office space, administration and financial 
functions, as much as through direct resource contributions.

On core funding, the £250,000 per year per LEP for 2013/14 and 2014/15 was agreed 
following representations from the LEP Network and chambers of commerce, and 
intended to allow business engagement activities and employment of 3-4 full time 
staff in executive roles. However, the flat rate nature of funding has been criticised as 
different LEPs ‘face very different investment barriers.’ As our analysis of population 
spread has revealed, it also means that smaller LEPs, often in less deprived areas, 

19 Nye Cominetti, Lizzie Crowley and Dr Neil Lee (all at the Work Foundation), Business Involvement and the LEPs 
(Chapter 1 in Where Next For Local Enterprise Partnerships, Smith Institute, June 2013)
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get notably larger resources relative to their population and business base. When 
questioned by the House of Commons BIS Committee on this matter, Michael Fallon 
MP, the Minister of State for Business and Enterprise, justified this settlement on 
pragmatic grounds but also conceded that it presented issues:

“I think the bigger ones [LEPs] have probably more grounds for complaint, because 
they are getting a relatively small sum of money compared to their population.”

LEPs themselves, most organisations who have commented on them, and Lord 
Heseltine have all concluded that LEPs need greater certainty on future funding, both 
core funding and budgets such as the Single Local Growth Fund. Typically, a five year 
deal is recommended. This would help the LEPs to have some of the certainty that RDAs 
enjoyed, and which is important in delivering long-term programmes and projects – 
especially infrastructure based ones and large scale investments with the power to 
transform local economies.

Whilst its creation is too recent to have had much review in the literature, the Single 
Local Growth Fund is in many ways a misnomer. It is neither single nor genuinely 
local, comprised as it is of a number of different budgets, which come with different 
conditions and expectations. Some of the fund is to be spent on centrally predetermined 
schemes (e.g. specific transport investments), the majority of it has in effect to be bid 
for from government, and it has pulled in a slice of other budgets (e.g. FE capital 
investment, road maintenance) where there are pressures to direct spending back to 
the area the budget was taken from. Furthermore what is in and out of the fund has 
been unclear and shifting, particularly in relation to a chunk of New Homes Bonus 
money. This was initially to be included in the fund through raiding resources that 
were to go to local authorities, however, that decision was subsequently reversed. LEPs 
need a genuine and stable single funding pot to create the scope for making their own 
decisions about investment in their area. 

There is also room to explore new funding mechanisms, such as Regional Investment 
Banks (which German experience shows can help to bind local government and 
business together), Tax Increment Financing (TIF) and Municipal Bonds. To date, LEPs 
have been having to bid for and manage a wide range of resource streams. As David 
Marlow describes the position:20

“Where LEP strategic economic plans go beyond LGF bids, they largely deal with the 

20 David Marlow, “Getting to know…alternative financing instruments”, in Regeneration + Renewal, 9 April 2014
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new government instruments of local growth – Growing Places Fund, Regional Growth 
Fund, city deal agreements, enterprise zone, uplifts etc. To this can be added the EU 
structural and investment funds (EUSIF2014-20) for which proposals were submitted 
in January 2014. This suite of instruments is far from easy to manage and weave into 
a coherent programme.”

A simpler framework for funding which also increases resources and independent, local 
control of them, would help LEPs to spend less time on bids and juggling complex 
finances, and more time on making things happen.

5) Geography
As detailed in Part 2b, LEPs vary enormously in their size and catchment areas. Excluding 
London (which has a different structure to and is much bigger than other LEPs), they 
range from covering half a million people in Cumbria to a population of four million 
in the South East LEP area. Some LEPs have wide city region catchments, a number 
are based on single county council areas, and others are new constructs, sometimes 
covering part of a city region or a large rural area. 

There is a wide consensus that many LEPs do not cover the ‘functional economic areas’ 
that were in theory supposed to define them. And whilst a good number of LEP areas 
may have boundaries that approximate to a natural economic area and enable them to 
function well, others clearly do not. Comments on this geography in the evidence fed 
in to the House of Commons BIS committee included:

“Many LEP areas are not the ‘natural economic areas’ that were originally envisaged.” 
(Royal Town Planning Institute)

“LEPs can sit uneasily with an unnatural spatial fit that does not reflect the economic 
and political linkages within an area. This for us is one of the key reasons why some of 
the LEPs are currently more effective than others.” (CLES)

“Where the level of decision making is a good fit with a city’s economic footprint this 
is associated with better economic performance. This has not been followed through 
in the bottom up creation of LEPs. Some, like Manchester, make good economic sense. 
Others, like Birmingham, are considerably under-bounded. Overall, many of the LEP 
areas are far too small for effective policy making.” (Professor David Bailey and Gill 
Bentley in conjunction with Regional Studies Association)

“LEPs do not represent functional economic areas. They are political constructs with
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little or no logic to their spatial coverage in most cases.” (Institute for Economic 
Development)

Some voices disagree with those quoted above. For instance Alan Townsend’s critique21  
suggests that the distribution of LEPs resembles the 1974 local government map of 
45 metropolitan and other counties and is by and large a reasonable basis for sub-
national economic development. However, most commentators view at least a fair 
proportion of LEP areas, and especially the smaller ones, as being based more on local 
politics than on functioning economies. 

There are more mixed opinions about whether the overlapping nature of some LEP 
areas is a problem or an advantage (around 40 local authority areas covering around 
10% of England’s population are in more than one LEP). Some see that overlaps allow 
the formation of more truly functional economic areas, as some places do genuinely 
look two ways. Barnsley, which sits between Sheffield and Leeds and was the first 
area to be within two city regions, is a prime example. Others see that overlaps create 
additional work and complexity, make delivery more difficult, and lead to wasteful 
duplication. For instance five of the seven districts in the Northamptonshire LEP and 
around three quarters of its 700,000 population are also covered within the larger 
South East Midlands LEP. 

As previously discussed (see section 2a) the London LEP has a different structure to 
other LEPs, so different conclusions may apply. However, the broad concept of a single, 
strategic economic entity for the capital makes sense and fits with the governance 
structure in place. Criticism of this geography is not particularly evident.

6) City Deals, Combined Authorities and connection to LEPs
The government describes its approach to City Deals as being led by a set of principles 
that will:

• put cities in control of the economic opportunities and challenges they face as 
a city

• work with a city’s wider metro area – encouraging deals across the wider 
economic area will increase the ‘scale of deal’, meaning City Deals will reach 
more people through a wider geographical reach

21 Alan Townsend, “The functionality of LEPS – are they based on travel to work?”, published in Changing Gear - is 
localism the new regionalism?, The Smith Institute, February 2012
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• work across local enterprise and local authority boundaries, sectors, and 
professions – bringing together governments, cities, neighbouring authorities and 
local business leaders

• give real power to city authorities so they can create economic growth

So far, there have been two waves of City Deals. The first deals were completed with the 
eight core city areas in 2012, whilst a second wave of 20 City Deals (to be negotiated) was 
announced in 2013. Annex C lists the LEP areas included in the first and second waves of 
City Deals and also shows those that do not have a City Deal.

The City Deal approach could in principle have merits in allowing devolution of certain 
powers to a more local level, based on local priorities and with resources offered in return 
for outputs delivered (a similar basis to the development of Multi Area Agreements 
between local authorities and the last Labour government). However, the reality has 
been different and the City Deals have lost credibility as the lack of genuine flexibility 
has become clear. Criticisms include the limited extent of the powers and resources that 
have been gained, the process of agreeing a deal, and uncertainty about the interface 
with LEPs:

“…[there is] little clarity about the relationship between LEPs and other policy initiatives 
such as City Deals.” (LEP Network submission to House of Commons BIS Committee)

From a LEP perspective, questions include how far LEPs are central to the City Deal 
process, and the implications for LEP areas without a City Deal. Generally City Deals 
cover wider areas and not just cities themselves, and this can open up opportunities for 
LEP involvement. However, whilst City Deal boundaries can coincide with those of LEPs, 
this is not necessarily so. For instance a small number of LEP areas contain two separate 
City Deal areas (e.g. for Ipswich and for Greater Norwich in the New Anglia LEP area). 

The relationship between LEPs and the City Deal process is unclear and highlights 
questions about the democratic and legal personality of LEPs and how far power rests 
with the LEP or the local authorities it covers. City Deals also potentially point to three 
divisions of LEPs – a top group of eight core city LEPs, a second group of 20 LEPs with 2nd 
wave (and probably smaller) City Deals, and a third group of LEPs without a City Deal. This 
latter group tend to be in a mixture of smaller LEP areas, large rural areas, and those LEPs 
which act as commuter areas to a big city covered by a different LEP.

The creation of Combined Authorities in some metropolitan areas offers considerable
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opportunities. Whilst it is too early to draw conclusions on these structures (except in 
Manchester, where a Combined Authority appears to be valuable and embedded) it is 
helpful to consider the questions they raise – notably about governance and the split 
and co-ordination of local economic development roles. Combined Authorities22 may 
be set up at the request of local authorities in order to undertake joint functions under 
the aegis of a public body with its own legal personality. They may take on transport 
and economic development functions, have a power of general competence, and can be 
passed functions by the Secretary of State under the general power to pass functions 
down in the Localism Act 2011.

The first Combined Authority (CA) was created in Greater Manchester, and four others 
were established in April 2014 – in West Yorkshire, South Yorkshire, Merseyside and the 
North East. The geography of these proposals is not always the same as that of LEPs due 
to the conditions for establishing a CA. These require that a CA must be composed only of 
whole and adjoining local government areas and must include membership from all local 
authorities in its area. So it cannot include only part of a county council area or include any 
‘exclave’ areas detached from the main area of the authority. Furthermore, local authorities 
can only be in a single CA. This means that in some areas, the geography of a CA would 
have to be different from that of the local LEP area. For instance the West Yorkshire CA will 
cover only six of the ten districts within the Leeds City Region. Likewise, the Sheffield City 
Region CA includes all four South Yorkshire local authorities but none of the five districts 
within Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire who are also part of the Sheffield City Region LEP. 
In contrast the CA structures in Liverpool City Region and the North East include the same 
local authorities as in the relevant LEP areas. 

Combined Authorities are new. They are still untested in practice but in concept offer scope 
for both more devolution for national policy from Whitehall and better alignment of local 
programmes including spatial planning, housing development, regeneration, labour market 
interventions, skills provision and transport. We examine the policy options for evolving 
LEP-local government relations through combined authorities in part three of our report.

7) Cross LEP collaboration
There have been criticisms of insufficient collaboration between LEPs - and sometimes 
between different areas within them, especially where these were previously parts of 
separate economic structures. It is argued that there could be much stronger links between 
LEPs, enhancing economic connections, efficiency and effectiveness:

22 This information draws from House of Commons Library Standard Note SN/PC/06649 on Combined Authorities, 
January 2014
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“Collaboration between LEP areas is a must: at present the LEP geographies in many areas 
are too small to be able to make lasting impacts on their areas, and markets/economic 
geographies extend beyond their borders. Therefore cross boundary working with other 
LEPs is a necessity for some places in order to pool ideas and resources...and result in 
greater ability to leverage in resources and investment.” (CLES)

Guidance from government to LEPs on the processes of developing their Strategic Economic 
Plans and European Structural and Investment Funds Strategies has made clear that cross-
LEP collaboration is sought and has helped to push this forward. However, it is too early 
to tell how extensive, deep and long lasting the resulting improvements in collaboration 
will be. 

So far, collaboration between LEPs has often happened due to push factors such as 
messages from government, or necessity through the existence of overlapping areas or 
major projects.23 Limited and overloaded LEP capacity mitigates against more exploratory 
collaboration and relationship building where the immediate results are less obvious. 
Larger LEP areas covering more realistic functional economic areas would intrinsically solve 
some issues about collaboration. Additionally, there is scope for discussion about how far 
issues and needs shared by a number of LEPs could be dealt with collectively at a higher 
geographic level. 

23 For example see Understanding Lincolnshire’s Neighbouring Economies and Areas: a research report, by Genecon, 
Nottingham Business School and Les Newby Associates for Lincolnshire County Council, April 2013
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Future policy implications and options

Cornerstones for stronger, sustainable and more effective LEPs

1. Clarify the purpose and functions of LEPs in a simple high-level statement 
that sets out their core remit, but leaves the details and priority for LEP areas 
themselves to determine. Their purpose should emphasise sustainable economic 
development which drives business growth, creates jobs, benefits communities 
and supports low carbon goals. 

2. Put in place clear governance and accountability for LEPs which balances 
national and local interests. At national level, there should be a single sponsor 
department for LEPs that can ensure co-ordination across central government 
and make government departments better support local economic development; 
LEPs have a right to expect tensions between departments to be resolved in 
Whitehall by Whitehall rather than passed to LEPs to manage. At the local level 
there should be strong business leadership of LEPs and responsibility for priority 
setting, strategy and appointments, with joint local government sign-off on the 
LEP single economic strategy to unlock single pot funds.  

3. Review and rationalise LEP geography to create a smaller number of larger 
and more effective LEPs. This process should build on the foundation of larger 
and city-region LEPs and provide stability where possible. That is likely to involve 
ensuring that LEP areas are focused around one or more major centres, reflect 
a functioning economic area and cover a minimum population size (say at least 
1 million people). There must also be clarity and consistency in how a LEP area, 
City Deal and Combined Authority geography work together. 

4. Provide LEPs with the certainty and independent single pot resources 
they need to deliver long term. With sharpened purpose, accountability and 
geography, LEPs and Combined Authorities would be in a position to drive future 
economic development. Long-term political and financial commitments - a ‘new 
deal for English cities and counties’- would enable them to make the most of 
this foundation. That should translate into genuinely independent single pot 
funding with weightier resources, proportionate to the areas covered and their 
challenges.

This section combines the lessons from the RDAs and flaws in the LEP system to draw 
out policy points that would help make LEPs fit for purpose. 
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The policy options accept a continuing but reformed role for LEPs as the agencies 
that will lead local economic development. The proposals aim to reinforce rather than 
replace LEPs, as alternatives would have to be based on one of three options: localised 
policy at council level; reintroduction of regional structures; or new arrangements 
altogether. In the immediate term there is little obvious advantage and no appetite for 
any of these approaches. Furthermore, recent changes in remit have made LEPs a better 
foundation on which to base future policy. We have therefore placed reconditioned 
LEPs at the heart of the overarching ‘cornerstone’ points above, and of the more 
detailed discussion of policy options that follows. 

The policy discussion here takes account of the lessons learned from RDA experience 
and the emerging operation of LEPs, grouped under seven headings. Each briefly recaps 
the points under discussion and then sets out a range of potential policy responses. 
Our aim is to set out the basis for both debate and decisions on future economic policy. 

Policy discussion and decisions one: The purpose of LEPs and their economic 
development activity

Discussion and key questions
The continuing existence of LEPs as the bodies that lead economic development 
between local and national level is now accepted, but the precise remit is not. Whilst 
billed as excerising an economic leadership role, this has not been based on a clear 
economic strategy. Prior to 2013, LEP area economic strategies were optional and often 
absent. During 2013 LEPs were tasked with preparing two separate strategic documents 
- European Structural and Investment Funds Strategies and Strategic Economic Plans. 

At a national level, there is no explicit government policy commitment to reducing 
regional economic disparities or to an economic recovery that benefits all regions. 
National economic policy goals must be the starting point and context for the 
contribution that LEPs should make; clarity on this is a precondition for confirming the 
purpose of LEPs and their strategies. 

Potential policy responses

i) Confirm retention of LEPs as the lead bodies for sub-national economic 
development
This would have the advantage of providing stability and certainty for current agencies, 
and make changes to the detail of LEPs (e.g. to the number, roles and resources of LEPs) 
less disruptive. It makes planning the devolution of national functions or resources to
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local decision-making more straightforward.

ii) Determine policy goals on reducing regional inequalities and the role of LEPs
The economic inequalities between the North (and the Midlands) and London and the 
Greater South East are not currently a concern for LEPs. The persistence and scale of 
regional gaps suggest that reducing them would require fundamental, far-reaching 
and long-term changes. This challenge is greater than local economic development 
measures alone can tackle. Nevertheless, LEPs inevitably operate within these regional 
disparities and within the context of any national policy commitment to more balanced 
prosperity. Their role, resources and geography (as discussed later) should reflect this. 
Currently, core funding of LEPs is generally regressive, with greater resources per head 
going to smaller and typically more prosperous LEP areas, often in and around the 
South East. At the bare minimum, LEPs and their funding should seek to advantage the 
whole nation equally, and there is a very strong case for extra focus on areas where the 
economic disadvantage is deeper and the restructuring required is greater.

iii) Define the purpose of LEPs more clearly
LEPs would benefit from having more clearly articulated roles which set their 
overall purpose and functions whilst retaining a good degree of local flexibility and 
prioritisation. An overall statement of purpose and succinct set of roles would be 
helpful, focused on how LEPs could work to enhance the economies of their own areas. 
This should be linked to high-level outcome measures (see policy discussion 7).

iv) Set out whether LEPs should strive to achieve economic growth per se or 
‘good growth’
Research makes clear24 that not all growth brings the same gains. Although economic 
growth can result in more jobs and social benefits, this is not necessarily the case. 
Successful economies have seen economic growth coincide with static or increasing 
poverty and inequalities, whilst the quantity, quality and ability to access jobs has 
greater impact on local people than GVA levels. 

The concept of ‘good growth’ or ‘sustainable economic development’ infers a focus on 
achieving growth and on the way in which it translates into employment, incomes and 
opportunities for disadvantaged communities, and low carbon/environmental benefits. 
Adopting a good growth agenda for LEPs should support wider policy messages about 
the need for growth to a make difference to people’s pockets and to reduce poverty. 
It would stress the importance of productivity both to business profits and to local 

24 For example see Cities, Growth and Poverty: Evidence Review, the Work Foundation, Institute for Employment 
esearch at Warwick University, and London School of Economics for Joseph Rowntree Foundation, JRF, February 2014
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incomes; the decoupling of growth from carbon emissions (which have historically 
been strongly linked to the scale and nature of economic activity); and ensuring that 
skills development and progression routes into new and better jobs help to connect 
communities to growth and reduce inequalities.

v) Set LEPs a clear mandate to develop a Single Economic Strategy for their area
A Single Economic Strategy would span the full range of aims and functions that LEPs 
cover and could be focused on employment, skills and growth (or preferably ‘good 
growth’). Such a strategy would involve those organisations that have a significant 
influence on local economic success, especially local authorities and universities, and 
include the activities of those bodies. That would mean developing the strategy links 
with, but not having prime responsibility for, policy decisions on matters such as 
transport, housing and planning. 

LEPs created two new strategy documents in 2013/14 – a European Structural and 
Investment Funds Strategy and a Strategic Economic Plan - to meet government 
and EU requirements and access Growth Deal funding. Some ran to over hundreds 
of pages. These long and complex submissions may have killed off any appetite for 
further strategy development for some time. A new Single Economic Strategy could 
be required as part of a fresh start and new deal for LEPs, or it could be developed 
in the medium term once the existing strategy documents become dated, probably 
around the mid-term review of the 2014-2020 EU Strategic and Investment Funds 
programmes.

Policy discussion and decisions two: The geography and number of LEPs

Discussion and key questions
LEPs vary greatly in size and not all are based on natural economies. Whilst a fair 
number of LEP areas are sensibly bounded – for instance city regions with large 
populations (e.g. Manchester, Sheffield, Leeds) – others are not. Examples include 
single county LEP areas with small populations and LEPs that split up a city region. 
The large number of LEPs raises costs and makes co-ordination and delivery through 
them more complex, while overlaps between LEP areas and the sometimes differing 
boundaries for LEPs and Combined Authorities further complicate their geography. 
Additionally, smaller LEP areas, often in southern and central England, tend to have 
higher employment and GVA levels yet proportionately higher core funding than 
larger LEPs. Whilst wholesale review of boundaries may be tempting, stability is also 
important. 
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Potential policy responses

i) Review the number and boundaries of LEPs to create fewer LEP areas that 
function better in economic and governance terms
A review of the current 39 LEP areas could be carried out in a top down or bottom up 
manner. There are downsides to both - the former would risk heavy-handed centralism; 
the latter could deliver insufficient change. A third way may be to set minimum criteria 
that trigger LEP recognition or funding, but to allow LEPs to decide on their own 
detailed configurations. An example would be to set an expectation for the minimum 
size for a LEP area, such as a population of one million people or more, combined 
with demonstrating evidence of a fit with a functioning economic footprint, such as 
a labour market or travel to work area. Exceptions may be accepted, such as for very 
large and peripheral rural areas (eg >5,000 sq km land area) or for single purpose 
bodies focused on defined opportunities to turn around economic underperformance 
(eg offshore wind/low carbon energy in the Humber).

A criteria led approach would provide stability for LEPs that already meet these criteria 
but encourage others to produce proposals to merge to create larger and more natural 
economic areas. A focus on getting the core city region LEP areas right would be a 
priority within this approach. 

ii) Decide an approach on overlapping LEP areas
There are fairly evenly split views about overlapping LEP areas, and cases both for 
and against them. Ruling out overlaps completely may be overly inflexible and reduce 
functionality and co-ordination in some areas. Set against that, reducing the number 
of overlaps would aid simplicity and efficiency. A neutral approach would be to set 
criteria for LEP area geographies and funding that neither incentivise nor penalise 
overlaps (e.g. areas in two LEPs could count 50% towards each in terms of any criteria 
on minimum population). Alternatively, incentives or rules could be created to reduce 
overlaps as part of a process of reconfiguring/merging some LEP areas or ensuring 
consistent boundaries with Combined Authority areas.

iii) Create consistency between LEP, City Deal and Combined Authority areas
The aim should be to create consistency between the boundaries of all local economic 
arrangements, though this is likely to be complex given that City Deals have already 
been worked up, often based on current LEP boundaries, and that some city regions 
make sense as LEP areas but do not qualify as Combined Authorities. Nevertheless, 
inconsistency creates confusion and complications which warrant incentives and 
a long-term approach to avoid it, especially in core city areas where Combined
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Authority proposals tend to arise. The policy expectation should be that agencies with 
a role in local economic development should have an evolving alignment to operate 
on coterminous boundaries, and that any exceptions would require evidence of the 
case for different arrangements. More widely, stronger incentives may be needed to 
encourage the establishment of Combined Authorities. 

iv) Agree whether to create any pan-regional structures (e.g. in the North) 
Previous experience with the Northern Way suggests that pan regional structures can 
add value, but only for specific issues (e.g. transport) and where there is a degree of 
common cause. The case for any such arrangement is strongest in the North based 
on shared identity, more peripheral geography and economic disadvantage (although 
some of these factors will also apply to parts of the East and West Midlands and 
Cornwall).

Whilst transport would be a potentially sensible focus for any northern structure, it 
is questionable whether such a narrow focus would warrant its creation. The case 
would be strengthened if the structure promoted collaboration in other areas too (e.g. 
innovation, economic intelligence) or gave the North greater influence in Whitehall. 
Going a step further, some national agencies could be restructured to have a northern 
arm and resources split off from their core (e.g. Technology Strategy Board, UKTI, 
British Investment Bank) where they may deliver better for the North if rooted in 
it. That would start to move economic development functions in the North closer to 
those in the devolved nations – although it may raise questions about arrangements 
in, and the voice of, core city regions and economically subdued areas outside the 
North. Notwithstanding any pan-regional structures, mechanisms to encourage cross-
LEP collaboration should be continued and strengthened.

Policy discussion and decisions three: What issues should LEPs cover?

Discussion and key questions
Currently LEPs cover a wide and varied range of issues, often including sectors, 
skills, infrastructure and investment. Overlap of functions with central government 
department or agencies is significant but not always well co-ordinated and there is 
also duplication across LEPs. In strengthening the LEPs and their long term role, it 
will be valuable to clarify the issues they (can) cover whilst leaving room for them to 
identify and focus on local priorities. The policy responses below aim to strike that 
balance and clarify in broad terms what is done locally and centrally.
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Potential policy responses

i) Set out the core roles of national government departments and agencies in 
economic development
This is a wide and complex area, and this report is not the place for in-depth analysis. 
However, in broad terms, aside from macro-economic considerations, the role of 
government departments and agencies in economic development includes: 

• Setting overall policy goals and priorities
• Generating and distributing resources
• Managing the regulatory framework (e.g. business regulation, planning)
• Leading on international relationships and profile
• Enhancing and maintaining nationally significant infrastructure
• Delivering universal support and advice, often online (e.g. business support)
• Monitoring and intelligence
• Promoting alignment and collaboration, nationally and between localities

This list of functions implies some form of national role in most areas of local economic 
development, for instance in overall policy on industrial strategy and sectors, skills, 
innovation, investment, business support and infrastructure. However, in many cases 
national roles need only be to set overall direction, resources and frameworks rather 
than define local priorities or delivery. Setting out what roles are led centrally on what 
issues would aid co-ordination. Either a reverse test requiring the case to be made for 
national policy retention rather than devolution, or a public challenge process, could 
be introduced to prevent Whitehall departments with more centralist mindsets from 
simply doing everything at national level. 

ii) Define a set of core issues that LEPs and their local partners are expected to cover
Some elements of economic success are universal and warrant attention in every LEP 
area, although what type of activity is appropriate in each locality will vary. These 
policy elements should be agreed through a process that involves LEPs, considers their 
current and planned roles, and takes into account national goals and coverage of 
issues. This process should result in a remit which makes clear where LEP activity will 
be expected – making it easier to co-ordinate who is doing what between national and 
local levels, and for businesses and other stakeholders to know on what issues they 
should expect their LEP to be active. The following issues are illustrative of possible 
core issues:

• Enhancing the quantity and quality of employment opportunities and access to these
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• Development of local sectors/clusters
• Local business support and signposting – including advice and funding for existing 

and new businesses, and connection to local, LEP area and national resources
• Enhancing skills and employability and developing links between business, skills 

and education
• Supporting innovation, including by connecting businesses to universities/HE
• Inward investment and exports support (co-ordinated with UKTI)
• Influencing and aligning infrastructure development to support business and 

(good) growth, e.g. transport, sites/premises, planning, housing, energy and 
utilities, flood prevention

• Integrating economic development with energy, carbon reduction and climate 
change adaptation

• Co-ordinating local responses to economic shocks

Some of these roles might benefit from collaboration between LEPs, for example inward 
investment, innovation and transport. Local authorities, especially through combined 
authorities, should have joint sign-off on their LEP’s single economic strategy, making 
this in practice the dual key to unlock single pot funds to implement the strategy. 
Combined authorities can make an increasingly stronger claim to devolution of Homes 
and Communities Agency (HCA) funds and affordable housing investment where they 
endorse housing growth as part of the single economic strategy. To help ensure that 
spatial and economic plans work together, LEPs could be given a mirroring joint sign-off 
on spatial strategies to unlock devolved single pot housing investment; alternatively, 
LEPs could be given statutory consultee status with added powers to challenge aspects 
of an area’s spatial plans and require a public statement from the planning authority 
to explain why it did not accept LEP views and does not support the development goals 
in the single economic strategy. 

Sustainable local growth demands a more strategic approach to place-making. Getting 
the investment, regeneration and infrastructure – and therefore spatial planning 
decisions – right can provide the stimulus to development, especially in areas with 
little or no growth. As the Smith Institute’s “Fair Deal for the North”25 inquiry showed, 
local authorities take big risks by concentrating all their efforts on trying to hook the 
big investor and one big development.

Housing providers like housing associations also have a role to play, working alongside 
LEPs and local authorities, as experience of the RDAs’ housing and growth programme 

25 Rebalancing the economy: prospects for the North, Michael Ward, the Smith Institute, March 2011
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demonstrated. Many larger housing associations not only provide mixed-use housing 
but also now offer help to new apprenticeship schemes, training centres and community 
facilities. LEPs can look to housing associations for these economic value added ‘extras’ 
in planning for local growth.

iii) Invite LEPs to prioritise and pitch for additional areas of activity or autonomy 
This would ensure that LEPs retain a strong locally-led dimension and can plan activity 
around local assets, needs and opportunities. Such activity should be co-ordinated 
with national activity, and might in effect top this up where it is seen as insufficient, 
potentially in areas such as innovation, exports and supply chain development and 
inward investment. Other possible activities - which would need co-ordinating with 
local level action - could include housing, tourism/area promotion, community 
economic development, business friendly regulation and the environmental economy.

Policy discussion and decisions four: Funding, capacity and certainty

Discussion and key questions
LEPs have been hamstrung by their small core budgets, very limited capacity and 
uncertain future, all coupled with frequent requests to respond to central government 
initiatives and demands to bid to Whitehall for funds. To do their local job well, they need 
to be able to plan and deliver long term. They need a single funding pot from which to 
decide on investments, based on a signed-off local strategic development plan. 

There is general agreement that LEPs should remain strategic and commissioning 
rather than delivery bodies (see Policy discussion five). They do not need dozens of 
staff to develop and manage projects. But they do need the resources to support 
strategy development, prioritisation and partnership and the capacity to commission 
and monitor projects.

Potential policy responses

i) Make a commitment to establish a genuine independent single pot for LEPs, 
including sufficient core funding
The current Local Growth Fund is not a ‘single pot’ of the type that was so instrumental 
to the success of the RDAs. A genuine single pot would help LEPs to become more 
effective by giving them the freedom to invest in line with their strategic plan priorities, 
and without funding strings from central government departments. Allied to that, it 
is important that single pot resources are not drawn from raids on core budgets in 
other areas. Currently, the transfer of budgets such as for FE college infrastructure and
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local authority road maintenance into the Local Growth Fund has created inevitable 
pressures to return resources back to the same service areas. Whilst resources will 
inevitably be tight, the single pot should be large enough to facilitate a mixture of 
ongoing activity and large scale priority schemes. It should also include a core budget 
for the running of the LEP, which needs to be significantly higher than the current 
£250k per year but not excessive. This amount, and the total single pot for each LEP, 
should be broadly proportionate to LEP area populations and their economic needs.

ii) Provide long term certainty for LEPs and local economic development
It is hard for local economic agencies to exert leadership, build capacity and develop 
transformative, long term projects unless they know that they and their budgets are 
secure for the foreseeable future. The Heseltine review and House of Commons BIS 
Committee both recommended committing to LEP budgets for at least five years 
ahead. This would be a sensible and helpful move.

iii) Seek to build cross-party consensus behind LEPs for the long term
If LEPs demonstrate they can be successful, then efforts should be made to come to 
a cross-party agreement on core LEP geography and functions. This would give them 
the same semi-permanence in economic policy decisions and delivery that regional 
economic institutions have in other countries. Inevitably the detail and emphasis of 
such agencies could change with the government of the day but a basic consensus 
would be the foundation for LEPs to build up the skills, capacity and relationships 
required to drive economic development effectively over the long term.

iv) Review the available local funding streams and create new funding 
mechanisms as appropriate
LEPs currently bid for and manage a collection of funds, including RGF, Growing 
Places, Enterprise Zones, Local Growth Fund and EU funding. This presents a complex 
‘high maintenance’ funding position without providing the scale or independence of 
resources that is required. Existing funding mechanisms and local control of them 
should be streamlined; current reform plans from the Husbands review should be 
implemented by LEP leadership of skills funding through the single pot; and new 
funding routes should be introduced, such as Regional Investment Banks, Tax Increment 
Financing (TIF) and Municipal Bonds.

Policy discussion and decisions five: Type and culture of organisation

Discussion and key questions
It is difficult to legislate for the culture of an organisation, and inevitably the style
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and success of a LEP will depend upon the people within it, both executive staff and 
board members. Ensuring the vision, resources and stability are in place to attract and 
retain talented people to LEP positions will help to build the right culture. Additionally, 
to be effective organisations, the role LEPs are expected to play needs to be clear - 
including the breadth of their partnerships, the balance between commissioning and 
delivery, and how far they should take risks and pilot innovative approaches.

Potential policy responses

i) Confirm LEPs will play a strategic and commissioning role, not a delivery one
Alongside setting out core issues that LEPs should cover, it will be important to make 
clear their role on these functions. A delivery remit on some activities would be possible, 
but would risk creating a confused role, more difficult partnership arrangements, and 
make LEPs larger and less flexible organisations. An alternative policy option would be 
to specify a strategic role focused on tasks such as:

• Economic strategy
• Leadership, partnership and collaboration
• Securing resources and acting as a voice for their area
• Evidence and intelligence
• Project appraisal and prioritisation
• Commissioning and monitoring interventions
• Communication

ii) Clarify and reinforce the partnership basis for LEPs and their boards
In theory, it would be possible to structure LEP boards in a variety of ways, for 
instance to change their private sector led and chaired structure, to stipulate the size 
and structure of boards, or more radically to consider some form of directly elected 
leadership or representation on LEPs. However, the case for major change to LEP boards 
is not evident, and adjustments to LEP board composition are likely to be more helpful 
than a wholesale overhaul.

The role of LEP Boards in relation to EU funding is already leading to a widening of 
their membership, for instance to include a third sector representative. New guidance 
could reinforce this by making clear that as well as their core business and local 
authority members, LEP Boards should normally include representation from important 
constituencies such as small businesses, FE/HE, trade unions, and the voluntary and 
community sector. Crucially however, Boards should remain business-led and modestly 
sized (typically no more than around 15 people); and they must be made up of high-
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calibre individuals, to remain agile and effective.

iii) Enable LEPs to be flexible, dynamic bodies that balance risk and responsibility
LEPs should be able to combine the best elements of the private and public sectors 
so that they match a dynamic enterprising instinct with civic responsibility. This 
can only be encouraged and not enforced. Getting right the remit, composition and 
capacity of LEPs is a necessary but not sufficient pre-condition. Ensuring that they are 
not overloaded with regulations or demands from central government and ensuring 
they are influenced but not controlled by local government is essential. Monitoring 
and reporting requirements should be streamlined but sufficient to ensure proper 
accountability and use of public money.

Policy discussion and decisions six: Accountability and connection to government

Discussion and key questions
LEPs suffer from confused lines of accountability, both in terms of whether local or 
national interests hold sway and to whom in Whitehall they report. RDAs suffered 
similarly from conflicting demands, with local partners sometimes having different 
priorities from those of central government departments, and BIS and DCLG themselves 
often having differing views. 

There is a case for both local and national interests exercising a guiding influence on 
LEPs. The former based on the principle of devolution and because local areas are the 
main beneficiaries of LEP activity; the latter based on the deployment of government 
resources and the national policy goals that are pursued through LEPs. There is also a 
wider debate required on how to ensure a stronger voice for the regions within and 
across central government.

Potential policy responses

i) Make clear to whom LEPs are accountable and how 
In some ways, clarity of accountability is as important as where it lies. Realistically, 
it is difficult to see governments investing serious resources in LEPs and seeking 
delivery of nationally important policies through LEPs without having some ability to 
influence their direction or ensure value for money. One option may be for Ministers 
to appoint LEP Chairs and agree high-level targets, as they did for RDAs, whilst leaving 
LEPs responsible for setting their priorities, preparing their strategies and delivering 
local benefits. Alternatively, the LEP chair could be selected by a local authority-led 
panel with Ministers required to sign-off the appointment. Either way, LEPs would
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retain private sector chairs and have deputy chairs from local government who would 
together make other key appointments, such as Board members and senior executive 
staff. In this way, local interests would have significantly more sway over LEPs than 
they did with RDAs, but central government would retain a strong enough interest to 
warrant their support and investment. 

Continuing challenge and accountability at the national level, especially on performance 
and public value for money, will remain a part of the reporting required of LEPs. And 
it may be that Parliament could play a more central role. Although the current select 
committee structure is not well suited to scrutiny of economic progress in the regions 
or to cross-departmental working, the model of the Welsh grand committee or a select 
committee of the regions could be adapted to fulfil this role. 

ii) Establish clear reporting lines for LEPs within Whitehall
Ministerial and departmental responsibilities for LEPs are unclear. BIS and DCLG are 
both involved but far from consistent in their priorities and demands. Whilst both 
departments (and others) will have a direct interest in the work of LEPs, one department 
needs to be given clear overall responsibility for LEPs. An argument can be made for BIS 
to do this based on its business goals but its reluctance to devolve budgets or functions 
to LEPs, and its historically uneasy relationship with DCLG, run counter to that case. 
An alternative would be to give HM Treasury the lead role on LEPs, reflecting its central 
position in government, heavyweight influence and economic policy interests. This 
might also help underline the primary purpose of LEPs as local agencies to lead the 
development of their economy.  Other less likely options could include creating an 
independent commission of some sort (perhaps analogous to the Monetary Policy 
Committee) with responsibility for LEPs and for reviewing the economic health of 
England and progress towards reducing regional disparities.

Whatever body or department is given a lead role on LEPs, it should take into account 
the interests of other departments when setting the frameworks for LEPs and managing 
government’s relations with them. More widely, mechanisms are required to ensure 
better integration between government departments, especially BIS and DCLG, so that 
the economic and skills functions of the former are aligned with the planning, housing, 
communities and regeneration roles of the latter. LEPs have a right to expect conflicts 
of interest between departments are resolved in Whitehall by Whitehall rather than 
passed to LEPs to manage and make sense of.

iii) Strengthen the voice of LEPs and local/regional economic interests across government
Previously, regional Government Offices helped to join up national departments locally,
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but these were abolished soon after the 2010 election. The recent decision to allocate 
a senior civil servant as a lead contact for each LEP is helpful in providing each with 
a sponsor in government, but does not go far enough in ensuring that local economic 
interests are taken into account across departments. 

Beyond this, regional ministers may help give a stronger voice to LEP areas within 
government, though there would be too many LEP areas to allow a minister for each. 
Ministers for some or all pan-regional areas (North, Midlands, South) would be a 
further option, as would a Minister for England or some form of Economic Commission 
for England, especially if this included a championing role for national cohesion and 
reduction of regional disparities. Such a role would be stronger if backed by the ability 
to influence and review the impact of departmental policy and resource allocation 
decisions on national cohesion and inequalities.

Policy discussion and decisions seven: Metrics, monitoring and intelligence

Discussion and key questions
There has been extensive criticism of the lack of clear reporting or performance 
monitoring frameworks for LEPs, which makes it difficult to assess their success. 
Additionally economic intelligence, evidence and evaluation is less robust and more 
fractured than previously.

Potential policy responses

i) Agree and monitor a set of headline outcome indicators for each LEP area
Core outcomes indicators would probably include top level measures such as GVA, 
productivity, employment rate and business formation. Including wider measures that 
link economic success to social goals would tie in with a good growth agenda – for 
instance on incomes, living standards, inequalities and carbon emissions. Core indicators 
would allow progress within LEPs and the gaps between them to be measured, with 
annual reporting an option. Performance would reflect a combination of factors – 
including LEP activity, but also that of other local partners, national government and 
wider macro-economic and cultural factors.

ii) Agree output-based measures to assist in judging LEP performance 
These indicators could assess the direct impact LEPs are making, thus adding to their 
accountability. They should be output based (e.g. jobs or businesses created, skills 
improved), linked to programmes of action, and kept few and high level. Any targets 
should be set carefully so that they can be met whilst still allowing LEPs the flexibility
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to invest in valuable or long term activities where timescales and data limitations make 
it hard to demonstrate short term outputs (e.g. on innovation). Measures should build 
on those already in place in relation to EU Structural and Investment Funds and other 
programmes.

iii) Strengthen commitment to evaluation and enhanced economic intelligence
There would be long term benefits from re-establishing robust and independent 
evaluation of economic interventions – this had become the norm with the RDAs 
but has ceased since. Evaluation would help to establish how far LEP led activity 
contributes to outcome measures, and identify lessons that would inform and improve 
future practice. Additionally, LEPs could be encouraged to collaborate more on shared 
economic intelligence. This could build on existing centres of expertise such as in 
Manchester, Leeds, Nottingham and the South West, or tie into BIS Local or regional 
areas to join up intelligence.
 



Annexes 

T H E  S M I T H  I N S T I T U T E

71



T H E  S M I T H  I N S T I T U T E

72

Annex A: Position of LEPs in light of 15 lessons from RDA experience

The table sets out the implications of the 15 RDA lessons (see Part One) for LEPs in 
summary form. The same points are considered in more depth and with focus on 
potential policy responses in Part Three of the main report. 

RDA Legacy 
Lesson/Theme

Observations on LEPs

1. Strategy and 
regional leadership

LEPs have been able to exert a degree of economic leadership, 
but they have had a confused position in terms of strategy. Few 
LEPs made strategy an early priority, but more recently they 
have been asked to produce a profusion of plans for different 
purposes – business plans, EU funding strategies, strategic 
economic plans etc. In time, LEP areas would benefit from 
having a clear, single, long term strategy that sets priorities 
and pulls everything together. But this should avoid the long and 
complex processes and documents often associated with regional 
economic strategies.

2. Single pot and 
integration across 
issues

The new ‘Local Growth Fund’ for LEPs promised much but has 
turned out to be a sham ‘single pot’. It is drawn from existing 
departmental and local authority funds, some of which are 
already allocated. LEPs would benefit greatly from a genuine 
and independent single pot that they could allocate across 
issues as befits their local priorities. They would further benefit 
from greater devolution of, or influence over, key economic 
development functions led centrally by BIS and its agencies (e.g. 
innovation, business support, inward investment).

3. Scope – breadth 
of issues covered

The RDAs brief was quite well defined, but ultimately suffered 
from becoming too broad. In contrast, the issues covered by LEPS 
are typically fewer, but harder to pin down. The LEP remit should 
be better articulated and combine a clear set of core issues 
with flexibility to go wider if local priorities dictate.

4. Geography and 
cross boundary 
collaboration

LEPs encourage collaboration within their boundaries, and 
increasingly across them – where they have the will, capacity or 
cause to do so. The scale of the LEPs varies massively, from those 
covering large city regions with 3 million people to single county 
LEPs covering 500,000. Some are clearly more important, 
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collaborative and akin to a functional economic area than 
others. Ironically, the current equal core funding for all LEPs 
runs in favour of smaller LEPs, often in more prosperous areas. 
Mechanisms could be put in place to redress this imbalance and 
encourage fewer LEPs that cover larger, more functional 
areas, with shared programmes where they make sense. The 
challenge would be to do this in a way that does not create 
lingering uncertainty or disrupt the work of well-established LEPs 
that cover sensible geographies.

5. Balancing 
regional and 
national decision 
making

Often issues such as sectors, skills and inward investment were 
covered by both RDAs and central departments or their agencies. 
This was not always co-ordinated as well as it could be, and 
the same issues are likely to impact on LEPs as their roles and 
resources expand. Clear messages are needed from the outset 
about what issues are covered locally and nationally, and how 
they are co-ordinated where overlaps emerge.

6. The Northern 
and pan-regional 
dimension

The Northern Way worked well in bringing three regions together 
and giving them a stronger voice in Whitehall, although its joint 
working was only effective in a few areas – notably transport. 
Pan-regional working could have benefits, especially, given the 
larger number of LEPs. But it is only likely to be successful if 
it is welcomed by government, focused on specific issues, 
and limited to areas where there is an element of common 
identity and shared needs or opportunities. 

7. Partnership and 
relationships

LEPs have built partnerships in the same way that RDAs did, 
although initially these were probably less wide in scope. EU 
funding roles and requirements have encouraged LEPs to further 
engage with the voluntary sector and environmental bodies. 
However, the siphoning off of local authority and FE capital 
resources into the Local Growth Fund risks creating tensions 
between private sector LEP members and local authorities.

8. A voice for the 
regions

The small number of RDAs enabled them to reach shared 
positions when required, and their economic profile helped 
them to have a national voice. This was often further assisted by 
willing partners in government. The large number of LEPs and 
their smaller scale resources and roles means that their individual 
voices are less pronounced nationally, with larger LEPs in the



T H E  S M I T H  I N S T I T U T E

74

core city regions the most likely to be heard. This heightens the 
importance of collaboration through the LEP network and of 
reviewing other mechanisms to give local areas a route into 
government.

9. Dynamism – risk, 
innovation and 
flexibility

LEP structures have in principle allowed for considerable 
innovation and flexibility. However, lack of resources, repeated 
fire fighting to respond to government initiatives/funds, and 
BIS (agency) leads on key agendas such as business support and 
innovation have restricted their ability to do so in practice. 

10. Intelligence and 
evidence

The intelligence capacity of LEPs is much diminished from 
that of the RDAs and regional observatories. Use of evidence 
has declined and evaluation has fallen off a cliff edge. Larger 
LEPs have access to better intelligence capacities than others, 
but beyond that there is a scattergun pattern across LEPs with 
notable duplication. Improved resources, greater certainty 
and encouragement to collaborate and evaluate, would 
enhance the use of evidence.

11. Long term 
planning

The LEPs have had nothing like the certainty RDAs enjoyed as to 
their long term future and resourcing. This makes it hard to build 
capacity, plan long term and deliver transformational projects. 
The ‘Local Growth Fund’ and EU funding should improve matters 
to an extent, but LEPs need greater confidence about their 
long term role and secure core funding in order to build 
capacity and deliver effectively.

12. Prioritisation 
and delivery

Limited resources have made prioritisation more important 
(as there is so little to go round) but also mean there is not 
so much to be fought over. Decisions so far have often been 
about sectors or areas of work rather than large scale resources. 
The lack of evidence capacity will make prioritisation more 
difficult when it is needed – for instance in allocating new 
funding. Project development and management capacity 
is very limited in most LEPs and will need to be further 
developed if LEPs (or their partners) are to run significant 
programmes.

13. Metrics and 
targets

In contrast to the RDAs, LEPs have had few outputs to record or 
targets to meet – although bids for resources, such as through
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City Deals, RGF or Growing Places are tightly bound by output 
measures such as cost per job. The ‘deal’ approach has something 
in it, in terms of areas setting out what they will deliver with 
resources. But it is vital that any targets are well thought 
through and do not mitigate against long term work which 
drives future economic success but does not deliver short term 
outputs so well (e.g. innovation, skills, enterprise).

14. People and 
culture

Lack of resources and certainty make it harder for LEPs to secure 
senior and specialised staff and to develop cohesive and effective 
teams. Strong, dynamic and outward-facing LEPs are needed 
that function as organisations in their own right, coordinate or 
pool resources with local partners, and collaborate with other 
LEPs or agencies on shared but more specialised needs.

15. Making 
Whitehall work for 
regions

The problems in Whitehall that afflicted RDAs are also impacting 
on LEPs – i.e. a lack of joined up government, in particular 
between the two departments closest to RDAs and now LEPs, BIS 
and DCLG. Reporting lines and accountability for LEPs need 
to be clearer and simpler.
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Annex B: Learning material – what’s available and where it is

The Regional Level

a) The RDAs Learning and Legacy Material
In the months before their closure, most of the RDAs sought to produce some form of 
written legacy material. This was not centrally directed, there was little co-ordination 
between RDAs, and it was produced at a time when RDAs were focused on closing 
down and shedding staff rapidly. So in practice each RDA did their own thing, and that 
varied greatly – everything between nothing at all and lengthy volumes on specific 
aspects of economic development. What was produced by each region is set out below, 
whilst the table at the end of this paper provides web links to the material. 

Advantage West Midlands (AWM)

• ‘Making a Difference’ is a medium length document featuring successes and 
case studies. Lessons were not identified, but some key success factors can be 
inferred from the text.

East of England Development Agency (EEDA)

• ‘Improving the Economy of the East of England’ is an achievements focused 
document, covering the impact of EEDA’s main activities and providing case 
study examples.

• ‘Lessons learnt in promoting economic development in the East of England – a 
toolkit for economic development practitioners’ combines an in-depth look at 
the ins and outs of project development and management, with some issue 
specific lessons. These cover areas such as strategy, research and intelligence, 
skills, business support, economic shocks and access to finance.

East Midlands Development Agency (EMDA)

• A short paper summarises what is included in its ‘knowledge bank’ learning 
legacy material (see below)

• A short, glossy ‘Over a decade of achievements’ publication celebrates successes

• A series of nine detailed ‘legacy handbooks’ covers specific economic
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development topics. These are: innovation, business support, enterprise, low 
carbon, tourism, manufacturing, physical regeneration, STEM and international 
investment. The handbooks vary from 60-150 pages and include lessons learned 
and case studies. A ‘Regeneration, Investment and Partnerships handbook’ is also 
included, which is actually a summary of the lessons in the other nine reports.

North West Development Agency (NWDA)

• ‘Business, People and Places: Learning from the NWDAs experience’ sets out 
what the RDA did, how it evolved over time, some overall strategic lessons, and 
learning points from practical projects that it includes as case studies.

• ‘Business, People and Places: NWDA Activity and Assets’ lists the RDA’s main 
activities by theme, offers some brief description, and notes the status of 
activities in the post-RDA world.

One North East (ONE)

• ‘Legacy of the Agency: An overview of One North East’s Performance’ is a short 
review of the RDA’s main areas of activity. It includes some case studies and 
discussion of impact.

• ‘Legacy of the Agency: the economic story’ charts the performance of the North 
East economy on three main outcome indicators (GVA, jobs, businesses) before 
and in the decade after ONE’s creation, pointing to how the region’s economy 
was turned around positively.

• Short ‘Thematic Views’ documents cover access to finance, business support, 
MAS, physical regeneration, regional image strategy, tourism and enterprise.

• ‘Achievements’ is glossy document covering main activities and success stories.

South West Regional Development Agency (SWRDA)

• ‘South West RDA: Reflections and Lessons’ is a fairly detailed and candid report 
that identifies eight cross cutting lessons and further lessons in relation to major 
projects and evaluation.

• ‘South West RDA: A short history’ looks at the creation of the RDAs and how
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SWRDA evolved.

• ‘South West RDA: The Economics Story’ examines the region’s economy and its 
future.

• ‘Economic Development Guide’ is a practical manual for those involved in 
economic development.

Yorkshire Forward (YF)

• ‘Learning Legacy Overview and Summary’ sets out overall RDA lessons under 
four main headings plus a headline message for each of the detailed topic based 
modules that were also produced.

• A series of 16 ‘Learning Legacy Modules’, typically of around 15-20 pages, 
on specific areas of economic development. These cover: economic strategy, 
research and intelligence, economic shocks, low carbon and sustainable 
development, enterprise, business support, access to finance, international 
trade and investment, sectors and clusters, innovation, skills, urban renaissance 
and physical regeneration, social regeneration and inclusion, transport, rural 
renaissance, and tourism and events. Each one describes approaches adopted, 
how these evolved, case studies, impacts and lessons.

b) Independent reviews
Whilst there was a rush of articles discussing the pros and cons of RDAs in the first 
few years after they were established, it is much harder to find overarching reviews of 
their performance in their later years. One university project started out trying to pull 
together learning material and evaluation from the RDAs in 2011, but came to nothing 
in the end. No similar reviews have been uncovered, however, three in-depth nationally 
driven reviews into the performance and impact of the RDAs were conducted in their 
mid and later years as summarised below.
 
BERR/PwC

• In 2007, the Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (as 
then was) commissioned PricewaterhouseCooper to assess the impact of 
the spending of the nine RDAs and to assess their achievements against the 
objectives of their Regional Economic Strategies and Corporate Plans. The 
review was published in 2009 in two volumes, an overall report and a volume
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of regional annexes.

NAO

• The NAO carried out Independent Performance Assessments of each RDA to 
allow government, RDAs and their partners and stakeholders to understand the 
role and the performance of the RDAs as strategic drivers of regional economic 
development. The nine separate reviews were published in batches during 2006 
and 2007. 

• BIS asked the NAO to conduct a second round of RDA appraisals - the 
‘Independent Supplementary Reviews’ in 2009 and their overview summary 
report was published in June 2010. This focused on the areas of prioritisation, 
improvement planning and performance management. Individual RDA reports 
were also published.

The local level and the North

Local authority economic development
A preliminary search has identified a number of studies and organisations that offer 
information on local level economic development. Whilst reviewing these is outside 
the scope of this report, sources (documents and agencies) that have been identified 
include:

• Review of Local Authority Economic Development Activity: Summary Report for 
Scottish Local Authorities Economic Development Group, EKOS, October 2009 

• The LGA provides support services to local government that includes economic 
development. However, most of its work is focused on policy development and 
new approaches rather than review of practice and performance to date. A good 
example is: Rewiring Public Services – economic growth, July 2013

• CLES (Centre for Local Economic Strategies) provide a range of policy advice, 
research and consultancy on local economic development, including briefings 
and events. They do not have publications that sum up the impact and 
effectiveness of local economic development in the round, but examples of 
relevant publications include: Productive local economies creating resilient 
places, Neil McInroy and Sarah Longlands, December 2010
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• The ESRC, BIS and DCLG are funding a new, independent ‘What Works Centre for 
Local Economic Growth’ based at the London School of Economics (LSE) and in 
collaboration with the Centre for Cities and Arup. It will be directed by Professor 
Henry Overman, the current director of the Spatial Economics Research Centre 
at LSE. The centre will gather, evaluate and disseminate evidence across a 
wide spectrum of interventions that promote local economic growth - such as 
employment, skills, regeneration and transport initiatives and was launched in 
September 2013.

• A range of think tanks and academic centres carry out research and release 
publications on local economic development from time to time, but these 
tend to focus on quite specific areas and often look forward at policy rather 
than review practice. Relevant bodies include the Centre for Cities, The Work 
Foundation, IPPR, the Centre for Urban and Regional Studies (CURDS), The 
Institute for Economic Development and the Regional Studies Association. 
Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF) is also involved in extensive work looking at 
the connection between the economy, jobs and poverty, including a focus on 
cities and city-regions and an action research programme in Leeds/Leeds City 
Region.

The North
Some reports have been produced at northern level which also have implications for 
sub-national economic development more widely. Examples include:

• Northern Prosperity is National Prosperity: a strategy for revitalising the UK 
economy, Northern Economic Futures Commission/IPPR North, November 2012

• Rebalancing the economy: prospects for the North, Michael Ward, the Smith 
Institute, March 2011

• The Credit Crunch, Recession and Regeneration in the North: what’s happening, 
what’s working, what’s next?, Michael Parkinson et al, European Institute for 
Urban Affairs, Liverpool John Moores University

A full and detailed evaluation of the Northern Way initiative was also completed, with 
summary and full versions available. Reference details are:

• The Evaluation of the Northern Way – Final Report, 2008-2011, SQW (in 
partnership with Colin Buchanan Ltd.), the Northern Way, April 2011



T H E  S M I T H  I N S T I T U T E

81

Summary of where RDA learning legacy information is held

RDA Material available and location

Overview A good summary of links is at: http://www.lepnetwork.org.uk/continued-
availability-of-rdas-published-legacy-information.html

AWM One summary report focusing on agency role and achievements was 
produced, now held on the national archive RDA site:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.advantagewm.
co.uk/documents/download.aspx?id=tcm:9-35457&file=/Images/AWM_
Making_a_Difference_tcm9-35457.pdf&title=Advantage%20West%20
Midlands:%20Making%20a%20difference%201999%20-%202012

EEDA One short summary report, and a longer process focused toolkit available 
via the University of East Anglia site:
http://www.uea.ac.uk/vco/publications

EMDA A collection of overview and topic based material held in the EMDA 
knowledge bank at Nottingham Trent University
http://irep.ntu.ac.uk/R?func=collections&collection_id=1301

NWDA Overview learning legacy report at:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120325084815/http:/www.
nwda.co.uk/media-library/publications/corporate/business,-people--plac-
es-lea.aspx

ONE Web site holds a mixture of short overview reports and topic summaries:
http://www.onenortheastlegacy.co.uk/Thematic_Views

SWRDA Four documents are held on a University of Bristol site: a short history (of 
SWRDA), economic development guide, reflections and lessons, and the 
economics story:
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/red/about/swrda

YF Overview report and subject specific legacy modules are available at:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120124131044/http://www.
yorkshire-forward.com/node/20983
and
http://www.cdialliance.co.uk/cdi-alliance-resource-centre/resource-centre-
business-support/ 
Copies and further information are also available from the series editor by 
emailing les@lesnewby.com
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SEEDA SEEDA reports, economic updates etc are held on this site, but learning 
legacy material was not produced.
http://www.secouncils.gov.uk/facts-figures/seeda-economic-archive/

LDA None identified.
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Annex C: LEP areas, local authority coverage and City Deals

LEP area Local authorities City Deal? Wave 
1 or 2 or none

Black Country Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall and Wolverhampton Black Country 
(W2)

Buckingham-
shire Thames 
Valley

Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Buckinghamshire, 
Wycombe

Cheshire and 
Warrington

Cheshire East, Cheshire West & Chester, War-
rington

Coast to 
Capital

Brighton and Hove City Council, London Borough 
of Croydon, Surrey County Council, West Sussex 
County Council, Adur, Arun, Chichester, Crawley, 
Horsham, Mid Sussex, Worthing, Mole Valley, 
Reigate and Banstead, Tandridge, and Lewes 
district councils, Epsom and Ewell district 

Brighton and 
Hove (W2)

Cornwall and 
the Isles of 
Scilly

Cornwall Council and Isles of Scilly

Coventry and 
Warwickshire

Coventry, Warwick, Stratford-on-Avon, Rugby, 
North Warwickshire, Nuneaton and Bedworth

Coventry and 
Warwickshire (W2)

Cumbria Cumbria County (Copeland, Carlisle, Eden, Aller-
dale, South Lakeland and Barrow and the Lake 
District National Park)

Derby, Derby-
shire, Not-
tingham and 
Nottingham-
shire (D2N2)

Amber Valley, Ashfield, Bassetlaw, Bolsover, 
Broxtowe, Chesterfield, Derby, Derbyshire Dales, 
Erewash, Gedling, High Peak, Mansfield, North 
East Derbyshire, Newark and Sherwood, Notting-
ham, Rushcliffe, South Derbyshire

Nottingham City 
Region (W1)

Dorset Dorset County Council, Bournemouth, Poole, 
Christchurch Borough, East Dorset district, 
North Dorset district, Purbeck district, West 
Dorset, Weymouth and Portland Borough.

Bournemouth 
(W2)
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Enterprise M3 Basingstoke & Deane, East Hampshire, Guildford, 
Hart, New Forest, Rushmoor, Test Valley, Win-
chester, Surrey Heath, Waverley, Woking

Gloucestershire Cheltenham, Cotswold, Forest of Dean, Glouces-
ter, Stroud, Tewkesbury

Greater Bir-
mingham and 
Solihull

Birmingham, Solihull, East Staffordshire, Li-
chfield, Tamworth, Bromsgrove, Cannock Chase, 
Wyre Forest and Redditch.

Greater Birming-
ham (W1)

Greater 
Cambridge 
and Greater 
Peterborough

Cambridge, East Cambridgeshire, Fenland, Forest 
Heath, Huntingdonshire, Kings Lynn and West 
Norfolk, North Hertfordshire, Peterborough , 
Rutland, St Edmundsbury, South Cambridgeshire, 
Uttlesford

Greater Cam-
bridge (W2)

Greater Man-
chester

Bolton, Bury, Manchester, Oldham, Rochdale, 
Salford, Stockport, Tameside, Trafford, Wigan

Greater Manches-
ter (W1)

Heart of the 
South West

East Devon, Exeter, Mendip, Mid Devon, North 
Devon, Plymouth, Sedgemoor, South Hams, 
South Somerset, Taunton Deane, Teignbridge, 
Torbay, Torridge, West Devon and West Somerset

Plymouth (W2)

Hertfordshire Broxbourne, Dacorum, East Herts, Hertsmere, 
North Herts, St Albans, Stevenage, Three Rivers, 
Watford, Welwyn Hatfield

Humber East Riding, Kingston Upon Hull, North and 
North East Lincolnshire.

Hull and Humber 
(W2)

Lancashire County of Lancashire, including Blackpool and 
Blackburn with Darwen

Preston and Lan-
cashire (W2)

Leeds City 
Region

Barnsley, Bradford, Calderdale, Craven, Harrogate, 
Kirklees, Leeds, Selby, Wakefield and York, along 
with North Yorkshire County Council

Leeds City Region 
(W1)

Leicester and 
Leicestershire

Blaby, Charnwood, Harborough, Hinckley and 
Bosworth, Leicester, Melton, North West Leices-
tershire and Oadby & Wigston

Leicester and 
Leicestershire (W2)

Greater Lin-
colnshire

Boston, East Lindsey, Lincoln, North Kesteven, 
North East Lincolnshire, South Holland, South 
Kesteven, West Lindsey
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Liverpool City 
Region

Halton, Sefton, Knowsley, Liverpool, St. Helens 
and Wirral

Liverpool City 
Region (W1)

London All London boroughs and the City of London

New Anglia Babergh, Breckland, Broadland, Forest Heath, 
Great Yarmouth, Ipswich, Kings Lynn and West 
Norfolk, Mid Suffolk, North Norfolk, Norwich, 
St Edmondsbury, South Norfolk, Suffolk 
Coastal, Waveney

Ipswich (W2) Greater Norwich (W2)

North Eastern Durham, Gateshead, Newcastle, North 
Tyneside, Northumberland, South Tyneside and 
Sunderland

Newcastle Region 
(W1) Sunderland 
and the North 
East (W2)

Northamp-
tonshire

Northampton, East Northamptonshire, 
Kettering, Corby, South Northamptonshire, 
Wellingborough, Daventry

Oxford City 
Region

Cherwell, Oxford, South Oxfordshire, Vale of 
White Horse, West Oxfordshire

Oxford and 
Central 
Oxfordshire (W2)

Sheffield City 
Region

Barnsley, Bassetlaw, Bolsover, Chesterfield, 
Doncaster, North East Derbyshire, Rotherham 
and Sheffield

Sheffield City 
Region (W1)

Solent Hampshire County Council, Portsmouth City 
Council, Southampton, Isle of Wight, plus the 
following districts: East Hampshire, Eastleigh, 
Fareham, Gosport, Havant, New Forest, Test 
Valley, Winchester

Southampton 
and Portsmouth 
(W2)

South East Ashford, Basildon, Braintree, Brentwood, 
Canterbury, Castle Point, Chelmsford, 
Colchester, Dartford, Dover, Eastbourne, 
Epping Forest, Gravesham, Harlow, Hastings, 
Lewes, Maidstone, Maldon, Medway, Rochford, 
Rother, Sevenoaks, Shepway, Southend on Sea, 
Swale, Tendring, Thanet, Thurrock, Tonbridge
and Malling, Tunbridge Wells, Uttlesford, 
Wealden

Southend (W2)
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South East 
Midlands

Aylesbury Vale, Bedford, Central Bedfordshire, 
Cherwell, Corby, Daventry , Kettering, 
Luton, Milton Keynes, Northampton, South 
Northamptonshire

Milton Keynes 
(W2)

Stoke-on-
Trent and 
Staffordshire

Stoke CC & Staffordshire County Council. 
Partnership covers 8 district/ borough councils 
in Staffordshire. 

Stoke and 
Staffordshire 
(W2)

Swindon and 
Wiltshire

Swindon, Wiltshire Swindon and 
Wiltshire (W2)

Tees Valley Darlington, Hartlepool, Middlesbrough, Redcar 
& Cleveland, and Stockton-on-Tees.

Tees Valley (W2)

Thames Valley 
Berkshire

Bracknell Forest, Reading, Slough, West 
Berkshire, Windsor and Maidenhead, 
Wokingham

Reading (W2)

The Marches Herefordshire, Shropshire and Telford & Wrekin

West of Eng-
land

Bath & North East Somerset, Bristol City, 
North Somerset and South Gloucestershire (all 
unitary)

Bristol Region 
(W1)

Worcester-
shire

Redditch, Bromsgrove, Malvern Hills, Wyre 
Forest, Wychavon and Worcester City Council. 

York, North 
Yorkshire and 
East Riding

Craven, East Riding of Yorkshire, Hambleton, 
Harrogate, Richmondshire, Ryedale, 
Scarborough, Selby, York



T H E  S M I T H  I N S T I T U T E

87

Annex D: Map of LEP areas
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Annex E: Policy implications and options in light of lessons 
from RDAs and LEPs

This section combines the lessons from the RDAs and pan-regional working with the 
issues emerging from LEPs to identify potential policy responses and is intended to 
prompt discussion and inform a final report. Content is based on the presumption that 
there is a continuing role for LEPs (however reconfigured) as the bodies that will lead 
economic development between the local and national levels. Hence the options are 
focused on how to make LEPs work better rather than how to replace them. Potential 
policy options falling under seven policy discussions are summarised here.

Policy Discussion 1: The purpose of LEPs and their economic development activity

Potential policy responses:

i) Provide clarity on retaining LEPs as the lead bodies for sub-national economic development

ii) Determine policy goals on reducing regional inequalities and how they relate to 
LEPs

iii) Define the purpose of LEPs more clearly

iv) Set out whether LEPs should strive to achieve economic growth per se or ‘good growth’

v) Set LEPs a clear mandate for developing a single economic strategy for their area

Policy Discussion 2: The geography and number of LEPs

Potential policy responses:

i) Review the number and boundaries of LEPs to create fewer LEP areas that function 
better in economic and governance terms

ii) Decide an approach on overlapping LEP areas

iii) Create consistency between LEP, City Deal and Combined Authority areas

iv) Agree whether to create any pan-regional structures (e.g. in the North) to 
complement LEP areas

Policy Discussion 3: What issues should LEPs cover?
Potential policy responses:
i) Set out the core roles of national government departments and agencies in 
economic development
ii) Define a set of core issues that LEPs and their local partners are expected to cover

iii) Invite LEPs to prioritise additional areas of activity according to their preferences and needs
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Policy Discussion 4: Funding, capacity and certainty

Potential policy responses:

i) Make a commitment to establishing a genuine single pot for LEPs, including greater 
core funding

ii) Provide long term certainty for LEPs and local economic development

iii) Review the available local funding streams and create new funding mechanisms 
as appropriate

Policy Discussion 5: Type and culture of organisation

Potential policy responses:

i) Clarify that LEPs will play a strategic and commissioning role, not a delivery one

ii) Clarify and reinforce the partnership basis for LEPs and their Boards

iii) Enable LEPs to be flexible, dynamic bodies that balance risk and responsibility

Policy Discussion 6: Accountability and connection to government

Potential policy responses:

i) Make clear whom LEPs are accountable to and the balance between national and 
local interests

ii) Establish clear reporting lines for LEPs within Whitehall

iii) Strengthen the voice of LEPs and local/regional economic interests across government

Policy Discussion 7: Metrics, monitoring and intelligence

Potential policy responses:

i) Agree and monitor a set of headline outcome indicators for each LEP area

ii) Agree output based measures to assist in judging LEP performance

iii) Strengthen commitment to evaluation and enhanced economic intelligence
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Annex F – Changes in £GVA per head and Regional Disparities 
between 2000-2010 and 2010-2012

The table shows GVA per head for each of the English regions and calculates the 
percentage change and average change per year for the period 2000-2010 (after the 
creation of the RDAs and before their subsequent wind down in 2011) and the period 
2010-2012 (during which LEPs were created and operating). 

As well as showing data for individual regions, figures for the less prosperous regions on 
GVA – those in the North, the Midlands and the South West – are shown in comparison 
to those for the more prosperous regions – London, the South East and the East of 
England. 

2000 is an appropriate start point as it is broadly the point at which RDAs created their 
first economic strategies (their first major job) and began operating and investing as 
RDAs. Whilst only covering three years’ data, the 2010-2012 period is the latest for 
which regional GVA is available and is indicative of the comparative changes in GVA 
between regions since the change of government and the end of regional investment 
through the RDAs.  

The analysis shows a notable change in pattern between the period of the RDAs 
and that which followed. Based on the simple averages used in the data, the less 
prosperous regions slightly outperformed the more prosperous ones on GVA per head 
between 2000 and 2010, with typical growth in GVA per head nearly a tenth higher 
per year than in the more prosperous regions. Between 2010 and 2012 this trend was 
dramatically reversed, with growth in the more prosperous regions nearly double that 
(85%) of elsewhere.

GVA per head is arguably a better measure on which to base comparison because it 
is not dependent upon population size as with total GVA. However, analysis of total 
GVA is also possible and shows a similar shift. Between 2000 and 2010, growth was 
broadly similar in both sets of regions, 51% in the less prosperous regions versus 53% 
in the more prosperous ones. GVA gaps were not closed, but they remained broadly 
steady and all parts of the country benefited from growth. In contrast, between 2010 
and 2012, growth in the more prosperous regions was 88% higher than that in the less 
prosperous ones. In that period, London and the Greater South East was growing at 
almost twice the rate of the rest of the country.
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G
VA

 per head (£ billion)
2000-2010

2010-2012
2000

2001
2002

2003
2004

2005
2006

2007
2008

2009
2010

2011
2012

change 
%

change 
per year 
%

change 
%

change 
per year 
%

N
orth East

10,443
11,004

11,806
12,459

13,706
14,358

15,134
15,319

15,670
15,091

15,567
15,863

16,091
49.1%

4.9%
3.4%

1.7%
N

orth 
W

est
12,298

13,105
13,741

14,480
15,485

15,926
16,874

17,663
17,835

17,833
18,198

18,122
18,438

48.0%
4.8%

1.3%
0.7%

Yorkshire 
&

 H
um

ber
11,946

12,457
13,420

14,333
15,236

15,662
16,437

17,617
17,482

17,100
17,318

17,484
17,556

45.0%
4.5%

1.4%
0.7%

East 
M

idlands
12,144

12,708
13,275

14,151
14,636

15,484
16,200

16,936
16,929

16,420
17,116

17,566
17,448

40.9%
4.1%

1.9%
1.0%

W
est 

M
idlands

12,990
13,471

14,022
14,631

15,563
15,951

16,694
17,110

17,013
16,394

17,104
17,310

17,429
31.7%

3.2%
1.9%

1.0%

East of 
England

13,926
14,713

15,362
16,501

16,955
17,595

18,581
19,190

19,414
18,835

19,312
19,492

19,658
38.7%

3.9%
1.8%

0.9%

London
24,796

25,495
26,217

27,803
29,186

31,100
32,215

34,828
36,563

35,058
35,896

36,976
37,232

44.8%
4.5%

3.7%
1.9%

South East
16,309

17,035
18,063

18,858
19,312

20,040
20,928

21,792
22,136

21,591
22,456

22,664
23,221

37.7%
3.8%

3.4%
1.7%

South 
W

est
12,937

13,787
14,355

15,362
16,175

16,705
17,297

18,394
18,538

18,448
19,078

18,939
19,023

47.5%
4.7%

-0.3%
-0.1%

England
14,957

15,654
16,391

17,343
18,185

18,968
19,841

20,903
21,295

20,755
21,387

21,700
21,937

43.0%
4.3%

2.6%
1.3%

N
orth/ 

M
idlands/

SW
*

43.7%
4.4%

1.6%
0.8%

London/ 
SE /East*

40.4%
4.0%

3.0%
1.5%

[* These statistics are sim
ple rather than w

eighted averages and based on the total of the relevant percentages for the regions included divided by the num
ber of 

relevant regions. They are included for illustrative purposes. Change per year figures are also a sim
ple average of the total figures divided by the num

ber of years, 
rather cum

ulative calculations]
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Annex G:  Example of the RDA’s Tasking Framework

The RDAs worked to achieve various outputs and outcomes throughout their lifetime, 
and this ‘tasking framework’ evolved over time as different iterations were developed.  
Initially RDAs had to report on broad ‘state of the region indicators’ and on a set 
of output indictors reflecting their various activities. In 2002, with the introduction 
of the Single Pot, this was replaced by a three tier performance monitoring system. 
Under this, Tier One reflected goals shared by all RDAs; Tier Two was made up of eleven 
outcome targets (with indicators set nationally, but performance targets on them set 
by each RDA); and Tier Three constituted five specific output targets.26

In 2005, a new RDA ‘Tasking Framework’ was introduced by Government in consultation 
with RDAs which linked RDA performance to national ‘PSA’ (Public Service Agreement) 
targets. RDAs were expected to show how they contributed to three core PSA targets 
and to nine other PSA Targets indirectly. Ten core outputs were also introduced to 
replace the previous Tier Three targets, although there was notable overlap. RDAs could 
also add additional measures and targets of their own if they felt the core ones did not 
sufficiently cover their work (e.g. reductions in greenhouse gas emissions).

The table sets out the output measures under the Tasking Framework, which were 
grouped around six areas. Performance needed to be broken down for urban/rural 
areas and deprived areas, and specific definitions and monitoring regimes were in place 
to ensure consistency across RDAs and accurate recording of outputs. Projects with 
European Funding might separately have to report on specific measures required by 
the EU ERDF or ESF programmes.

26 This detail and further analysis is available in:  Governing Regional Development Policy – the use of performance 
indicators, OECD, 2009
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2005 RDA Tasking Framework

Output Area Output Indicators

Employment Creation Jobs created/safeguarded

Employment Support People assisted to get a job

Business Creation New businesses created (and surviving 12 months)

Business Support Businesses assisted to improve performance

Businesses assisted to collaborate with the knowledge base

Regeneration Hectares of brownfield land reclaimed or redeveloped

Public and private regeneration investment leveraged

Skills People assisted to develop their skills

Adults gaining basic skills

Adults supported to gain a level 2 qualification
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