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Purpose and agenda 

• To consider the (LGA) case for enhanced localisation 

of economic growth funding over 2015-20 (and what 

SEPs/EUSIFs can tell us about this 

Introductions 

Presentation and discussion of CURDS interim report 

Breakout considerations 

Conclusions and next steps 

 

 



Icebreaker... 

• How many LEPs will 

there be in 2020? 

 

• What will be their 

defining characteristics 

(roles, functions, 

geographies, 

governance etc)? 

 

• How will the best LAs 

be engaging with them? 



 

Exploratory propositions report, March 2014 

• Task: to " produce an initial 
'straw man' of evidence-based 
propositions/options that 
could underpin a set of LGA 
recommendations for future 
Local Economic Development 
policy and practice in 
England“ 

• Through desk research of:- 

 National and int’l models of 
devolution 

 Review of cases for reform 
(including LGA ‘Rewiring...’) 
currently under development 

 High level consideration of 
sample of (draft) 
SEPs/EUSIFs 



 

LGA “rewiring...local growth”, June 2013 

• Four major propositions 

 Local treasury (now 

rebadged ‘place-based 

financing’) 

 ‘Growth pacts’ rather 

than transactional 

bilateral deals 

 Greater involvement of 

key players locally (e.g. 

HEIs, employers etc)  

 Horizontal integration 

and simplification (cf to 

vertical silos) 



Building the case: Proposition #1 

What are the 
‘boundaries’ 
of the LED 

‘case’ 

Is it about specific 
functional analysis 

(e.g. Transport, 
skills, E&I)? 

How does it relate 
to wider public 
service reform 

agendas? 

Overlap areas – 
housing, 

community 
regeneration, 

health etc 



Building the case: Proposition #2 

There are 
some 

prerequisites 
for successful 

LED 

Economic 
diversity WITH 

distinctive 
specialisation(s) 

Commitment to 
‘quality of 

place’ 

Commitment to 
building 

governance 
capacity 



Building the case: Proposition #3 

Scale and 
character of 
economic 
geography 

matters 

Scale requires an 
intermediate tier 

Are legislative 
mechanisms ‘fit 
for purpose’ (eg 
LDEDCA, duty 
to cooperate etc) 

Are 39 LEPs ‘fit 
for purpose’ in 
these terms and 

what about 
overlapping areas 

What comes 
beneath an 

intermediate tier? 



Building the case: Proposition #4 

Local 
financing must 
include income 

as well as 
expenditure 

SEPs and 
EUSIFs very 

unambitious in 
this 

Some potential 
in city deal 
instruments 
(Earnback, 

Gainshare, TIF 
etc) 

BUT more 
fundamental 

reforms sought 
by some.. 

...but not all 
local areas are 
up for the risks 

of this... 



Building the case: Proposition #5 

Whole-place-
based 

budgeting and 
PACTs rather 
than ‘deals’ 

Need for multi-
annual 

collaborative 
rather than 

short-term top 
down models 

Major barriers 
nationally to 

breaking down 
vertical silos 

Strong read 
across to other 
PSR agendas 

Are city deals a 
staging post or 
a red herring? 



Building the case: Proposition #6 

How to 
increase spatial 
awareness of 

national 
policies  

Tackling 
‘excellence’ 

approaches in 
some agencies 

Differing 
implicit spatial 

agendas of 
different 

departments 

Influencing 
mechanisms – 

co design, 
financial 

incentives etc 

Are opt-ins a 
building block 

or a red herring? 



Building the case: Proposition #7 

Dealing with 
asymmetrical 

devolution 

Differing appetites 
and confidence for 

enhanced 
devolution 

Is this an ‘earned 
autonomy’  model 

or bottom-up 
driven? 

Is there a minimum 
enhanced 

localisation floor 
above the current 

regime? 

Issues of 
constitutional and 
legislative reforms 



Building the case: Proposition #8 

What should be 
the national 

political 
devolution 

‘project’ post 
2015? 

Influencing the 
new post-coalition 

narrative 

The relative 
balance of 

economic, political 
and social 
arguments 

Finding invest in 
success/ tackling 

underperformance 
win-wins 

Getting into the 
legislative 
programme 



Building the case: Proposition #9 

Using the 
SEP and 
EUSIF 

negotiation 
process 

City deal and 
local growth 

deal evolution 

ITI and IB 
EUSIF regimes 

Radical opt in 
pathfinders 

The local 
response to top-

down 
competitive 
localism? 



Building the case: Other issues... 

Countering the HMT ‘zero-sum’ game critique 

Tackling the winners and losers issues of any enhanced 
devolution regime 

Is LEP evolution also necessarily an asymmetric process, 
and tackling LEP ‘failure’ 

LA leadership – certainly necessary, but what if it isn’t 
sufficient? 

Is this about cities? What about non-metropolitan areas? 

 



Building blocks and/or step-

change 

Leadership and governance 

Reform strategies – depth and/or 

breadth 

Breaking down the barriers... 

Breakout discussions 



 

Conclusions and next steps... 

 6-7 LA based case studies 

 Testing existing national 

policies 

 Exploring emerging cases 

for change 

 Report and presentation 

to/for LGA in May 

 Wider deliberations? 


