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1. Welcome & Thank You
Eric Hill, Chair, Yorkshire & Humber IED 
Eric welcomed everyone and thanked speakers for sparing the time from their busy schedules. He also thanked North Yorkshire County Council and John Banks in particular for their help.

2. LEPs – Their Aspirations

Scott Dickinson, Associate Director, SQW Consulting

Scott started by reminding us of some characteristics of the current economy 
· The UK is poorer than expected
· Economic structure is changing
· The UK is a more unequal society
· Many places will have to work hard to dispel perceived risks to investment

· Recent economic development & regeneration models appear unsustainable as they are over-reliant on asset appreciation

There are however opportunities:

· Restructuring may lead to new spatial and commercial patterns
· Exports could grow if the value of the pound remains low

· Long-term trends such as the rise of the BRICK economies mean new markets and opportunities for foreign direct investment
· Moves to low carbon economy open up new markets
· Pressure to rebalance the economy and reform could lead to better use of economic assets

Scott suggested that LEP, White Paper, RGF and similar agendas could be seen as a “Re-balancing Act”. This might involve some or all of the following – 

· from banking and finance to other economic sectors
· from London and the South East to the rest of the UK
· from public to private sector employment
· from an over-reliance on imports to goods and services for export or import substitution
We should also remember key questions underpinning CSR, such as “Are activities essential? Who should provide them? How can they be more effective and efficient?” Scott then reminded us of the LEP process so far. We had been told that LEPs were to be led by business, create conditions for growth, help re-balance the economy, reflect ‘natural’ economic geographies rather than artificial administrative boundaries and be governed by business and local politicians acting as equals. This said, it appeared that the bidding process had probably been driven mostly by the public sector and local politics.
LEPs should be seen in the context of the priorities in the Local Growth White Paper. These were to shift power to local communities & businesses, promote efficient and dynamic markets (especially supply of land with incentives for growth), support investment in places and people to tackle barriers to growth and in doing all these help to improve environmental sustainability and inter-generational fairness. 
So specifically what did the White Paper say about local authority and LEP roles?
The local authority was encouraged to concentrate along fairly traditional functions. The LEPs roles were effectively just a long indicative list of what they might do. Nor was there much help on move from RDAs to LEPs.
Scott then moved onto a quick look at some SQW analysis of most of the LEP bids. What functions did bidders say they wanted? There was quite a lot of interest in RDA assets and in influencing RGF allocations or bids. The most frequently mentioned areas of potential activity were adult skills and the low carbon economy.
He then provided some of the diverse public comments on LEPs. These made it clear that LEPs were starting in a climate of private sector scepticism and political uncertainty. There was now a small LEP capacity fund, but this was not for core funding. More information on LEPs future roles might possibly come after the Spring LEP chairs’ conference. Nevertheless, there were clearly many issues to be worked out, including -
· LEP Structure(s)
· Geographical coverage

· Private sector involvement

· How can resources be secured?
· Will LEPs in the end support localism or centralism?

3. Election Prospects A Quick Local Perspective 
Jonathan French, York & North Yorkshire Partnership Unit
Jonathan provided a North Yorkshire focus on the LEP debate. Traditionally this area was a place with a good record of enterprise growth. There was relatively little inward investment, but reliance instead on local business development. Existing and previous partnerships had tried to support this and there was no reason that an LEP should have a different focus.
Another key aspect was that it is not a big city or an area that is primarily focused around one particular economic area. The geographies are complex and usually very local. There was also a belief that geographies were different for different companies and that any LEP would have to try to focus on their needs. 
Any LEP would have to be outward and private sector focused, but it would probably still retain an emphasis on indigenous growth. The politics of various local authorities working together over a considerable area were not insignificant, but hopefully this focus would help resolve any issues.
4. The Tees Valley LEP

John Lowther, Director, Tees Valley Unlimited
John started by explaining why TV should have a LEP -
· Economic Area covering 660,000 people
· World-class sectors
such as petrochemicals, energy, port, advanced engineering
· Long history of working together

· Recognition of the benefits of a public/private sector partnership
He then explained that Tees Valley Unlimited Board had a private sector chair, 5 leaders or mayors and 5 members from the private sector/housing/universities. It was charged with producing a strategy that had a “Statement of Ambition”, economic assessment and a Local Investment Plan. It had already opening up a dialogue with Government on such areas as Carbon Emissions Trading and Tax Increment Financing. John then described the two key “Ambitions” in the Strategy. 

1. To Drive the Transition to the High Value Low Carbon Economy

Need to deliver a £8 billion pipeline of investment

2. Create a More Diversified and Inclusive Economy
In terms of the first there were a number of specific projects or programmes (e.g. heavy oil upgrader, coal gasification plant with carbon capture, Wind Turbine Fabrication, Ecopark etc.). There was also the more general aim of removing barriers to investment in areas such as planning, infrastructure, skills and innovation. As part of this aspiration the LEP also sought to coordinate RGF bids from the area.
In terms of the second the LEP was promoting a series of business development initiatives in key – 
· Digital and Creative Industries
· Health
· Property market for office/industrial development

· Developing the role of universities in the economy
· Encourage start-ups and entrepreneurship in deprived communities
· Support private sector business support network
· Skills Intelligence – influence providers/special initiatives
The LEP was also concerned with some specific “Place” centred issues, including improving the quality of housing offer and infrastructure (public transport, roads, development sites etc.).
In LEP would seek to deliver its ambitions through a Local Investment Plan, sometimes direct delivery, commissioning and influencing Government and providers. Governance was though a Leadership Board, possibly an Investment Board (though this had not been required so far), an Engagement Strategy, Advisory Groups and finally a series of Task and Finish Groups.
At this early stage in the process there were still many outstanding issues – which reflected some of Scott’s comments. These included -
1. Transfer of RDA Assets
2. No money for sector development capacity – LEP Capacity Fund
3. Role of LEPs re BIS on Inward Investment
4. The Future of Business Support
5. Technology Innovation Centres/Growth Hubs
6. ERDF – where is the match funding
7. Skills/Employability
8. RGF Round 2 – Housing Market Renewal/Transport
9. Legal structures of LEPs
5. Questions & Debate
Alan Bruce, Yorkshire & Humber IED
Alan invited questions and comments to the speakers or general audience. A number of comments and questions related to the perceived unsatisfactory system being created. It was accepted that a dramatic reduction in expenditure would inevitably lead to a reduction in some provision, but there was concern that there was no proper succession planning and that a dramatic reduction in capacity could not be easily be replaced. There was some disagreement between those who felt that much of the previous activities would gradually be reinvented and those who felt that these changes represented a radical departure and that whatever came next would involve a much smaller role for the public sector locally. There were worries that the regional dimension was important in Yorkshire and that this had now largely disappeared and that this and other changes would make us less competitive internationally. 

There were at least some positives, especially in the increased role of local authorities in dealing directly with the private sector. This could be viewed as a return to basic, 1980s local economic development which had been lost in the efforts to run programmes and maximise grants. There was discussion of the “Big Society” and concern that capacity varied greatly. There was uncertainty as to whether these changes were about localism or another form of centralism.
Further Information or suggestion for future visits/workshops - Alan Bruce: alan.bruce1@virgin.net (Tel. 01484 665913) www.ied.co.uk/
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