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Summary

The Committee notes the strong support for a level of governance between central
government and local authorities for the delivery of economic development policies and
business support. There is particularly significant support for RDAs’ business focus. We
agree that this is an important element of RDAs’ approach to economic development and
business support. However, there do remain detailed concerns about aspects of the
structure, work and responsibilities of RDAs.

We would have liked to have had more evidence about the effectiveness of RDAs and had
hoped that the review of RDAs the Government has commissioned from
PricewaterhouseCoopers would be available before the inquiry concluded. We are
surprised the Government has proceeded with plans to restructure the way regional policy
is made before the report is available.

The Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Bill proposes substantial
changes to the way that economic development policies are delivered. The four main
proposals relating to economic development are: merging the existing regional economic
and spatial strategies into a single integrated regional strategy, with local authorities and
regional development agencies being jointly responsible for its drafting and agreement;
giving local authorities the duty to undertake an economic assessment of their areas;
devolving funding to local authorities to enable them, rather than RDAs, to deliver
economic development policies; and encouraging collaboration between local authorities
in delivering these policies.

In principle we support measures which will improve economic development at regional
and local level. We also welcome the increased participation of local representatives in the
process. We do, however, have a number of concerns in relation to some proposals
contained in the Bill and these are detailed in this Report.

Most importantly, there needs to be a proper balance between RDAs’ business focus and
the role of councillors in representing the views of their constituents. We are concerned
that the proposals in the Bill about the relationship between RDAs and local authorities
place too much weight on the views of RDAs and business interests, particularly during the
drafting and agreement of the single integrated regional strategy. We call for the role of
local authorities—and of the communities they represent—to be strengthened.

We also consider that many of the provisions of the Bill need clarifying. We call for greater
detail on the role of the Local Authority Leaders’ Board; the status of the economic
assessment in relation to the integrated regional strategy; the flexibility of the proposed
Economic Prosperity Boards and, in particular, the ability of local authorities to leave them
if they wish; and the degree to which delivery of policies will be devolved to local
authorities. We also highlight the need for both RDAs and local authorities to ensure they
have the staff and skills they need to carry out these new responsibilities.




Glossary

BERR — Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform. The Government
department which has responsibility for regional development agencies.

CLG — Department for Communities and Local Government. The Government
department which has responsibility for local authorities and has introduced the Local
Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Bill.

Economic Prosperity Boards (EPBs) — The statutory sub-regional authorities for
economic development proposed by Part 6 of the Bill and intended to promote sub-
regional collaboration. These were referred to as statutory sub-regional partnerships in the
Government's original SNR document published in July 2007 and Economic Improvement
Boards in the Government's revised SNR proposals published in November 2008. See
chapter 6 of the Report.

Local authority economic assessment duty — Proposal put forward in the SNR and Part 4
of the Bill. The proposed duty will require local authorities to undertake an assessment on
the economic circumstances and challenges of their local economy. See chapter 5 of the
Report.

Local authority leaders' boards (LALBs) — The statutory body established under clause
66 of the Bill made up of representatives from district and county councils and, where
appropriate, National Park and the Broads authorities. Clause 67 provides that leaders
boards within a region and the corresponding RDA constitute the 'responsible regional
authorities'. Under clause 68, the responsible regional authorities are responsible for the
revision of the single integrated regional strategy. These were referred to local authority
leaders' forums in the Government's original SNR document published in July 2007. See
chapter 4 of the Report.

Local authority leaders' forums (LALFs) — The statutory body proposed in the
Government's initial SNR document published in July 2007 as the body which would agree
the single integrated regional strategy drafted by RDAs. It was also proposed that LALFs
would have a scrutiny function over RDAs. The Government's proposals for this body
were revised following the Government's consultation on its initial SNR proposals during
which the body was re-named the Local Authority Leaders Boards (LALBs). See chapter 4
of the Report.

Local Democracy, Economic Regeneration and Construction Bill — The Government
Bill which seeks to give effect to many of the SNR proposals. Part 4 relates to local authority
economic assessments; Part 5 to regional strategies; Part 6 to economic prosperity boards
and combined authorities; and Part 7 to Multi-area agreements. The Bill had its first
reading in the House of Lords on 4 December 2008.

Regional assemblies — There are eight regional assemblies which have responsibility for
the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). The majority of regional assembly members are from
local authorities, with approximately 30% from other backgrounds. Under the SNR
proposals, regional assemblies will be abolished and the RSS will merge with the Regional
Economic Strategy (RES) to create a single integrated regional strategy. The single



integrated regional strategy will be the joint responsibility of RDAs and LALBs. See chapter
4 of the Report.

Regional development agencies (RDAs) — Established by the Regional Development
Agencies Act 1998, there are eight English RDAs and the London Development Agency
(LDA). See Annex A for the RDAs’ boundaries. BERR's website states that “their primary
role is as strategic drivers of regional economic development in their region. The RDAs
aim to co-ordinate regional economic development and regeneration, enable the regions to
improve their relative competitiveness and reduce the imbalance that exists within and
between regions.” See chapter 2 of the Report.

Regional Development Agencies Act 1998 — Legislation which established the RDA
structure of regional governance.

Regional Economic Performance Public Service Agreement (REP PSA) — PSAs set out
the Government's key priority outcomes. The Regional Economic Performance PSA sets
out the goal to “improve the economic performance of all English regions and reduce the
gap in economic growth rates between regions”. See paragraph 14 of the Report.

Regional economic strategies (RES) — The regional economic planning strategy,
currently the responsibility of RDAs. The Bill proposes that the RES will merge with the
Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) in each region to form a new regional strategy, which will
be the joint responsibility of RDAs and local authorities. See chapter 4 of the Report.

Regional select and grand committees — Established by the House of Commons on 12
November 2008. Regional select committees shall “examine regional strategies and the
work of regional bodies for each of the English regions” (Standing Order Rule 152F).
Regional grand committees will be created for each of the English regions (Standing Order
Rule 117A). See chapter 4 of the Report.

Regional spatial strategies (RSS) — The regional spatial planning strategy, currently the
responsibility of Regional Assemblies. The Bill proposes that the RSS will merge with the
Regional Economic Strategy (RES) in each region to form a new regional strategy, which
will be the joint responsibility of RDAs and local authorities. See chapter 4 of the Report.

Regional Strategy — Sometimes referred to as the single integrated regional strategy in the
SNR documents, Part 5 of the Bill proposes that the Regional Strategy will replace the
existing Regional Economic Strategy (RES) and Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). Clause 65
of the Bill provides that there shall be a regional strategy for each region which will set out
the policies in relation to sustainable economic growth (clause 65(2)(a)) and the
development and use of land (clause 65(2)(b)) in the region. See chapter 4 of the Report.

Review of sub-national economic development and regeneration (sub-national review
or SNR) — Government proposals to reform the economic development and regeneration
policy making and delivery at sub-national level. The SNR began in July 2007 with the
publication of the Government's proposals in the Review of sub-national economic
development and regeneration. In March 2008, the Government launched its consultation
on the proposals in its document Prosperous Places: taking forward the review of sub-
national economic development and regeneration. The Government published its revised
proposals in November 2008 in Prosperous Places: taking forward the review of sub-



national economic development and regeneration - The Government response to public
consultation. See chapter 3 of the Report.

Single integrated regional strategy — see Regional Strategy.

Single pot budget — Funding mechanism for RDAs whereby the funds from the
contributing departments are pooled together. The Departments for BERR, CLG, DIUS
(Innovation, Universities and Skills), DEFRA (Environment, Food and Rural Affairs),
DCMS (Culture, Media and Sport) and UKTI (UK Trade and Investment) fund RDAs.



1 Background

Introduction

1. This Report examines the role and effectiveness of regional development agencies, with a
focus on the impact of the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Bill'
on economic development policy. The relevant clauses of the Bill* are the product of the
Review of sub-national economic development and regeneration.’

Committee inquiry

2. The Committee's inquiry was intended as an opportunity to consider the general issue of
sub-national governance in economic development policy and, particularly, the role of
regional development agencies (RDAs) in undertaking this. Accordingly, when the
Business and Enterprise Committee announced its inquiry into the role and effectiveness
of RDAs on 3 June 2008, it asked for evidence on:

o the need for a level of economic development/ business/ regeneration policy
delivery between central and local government;

o the effectiveness of RDAs and their role in adding value;
¢ RDA expertise;
o the extent of, and need for, their overseas activities;

o the consequences of expanding RDAs' remit to include new functions, as proposed
by the sub-national review, including the delivery of EU funding;

o the accountability of RDAs; and

e how RDA performance has been measured in the past and will be measured in the
future.

3. The launch of the inquiry, however, coincided with the Government's proposals to
reform sub-national governance through the Review of sub-national economic development
and regeneration (sub-national review or SNR) and the inquiry examined these proposals
in depth.

4. During the Government’s consultation on the SNR proposals, the Committee called for
written evidence and took oral evidence. 114 written submissions were received, a
significant number for a committee inquiry and indicative of the interest in this issue.* The

1 Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Bill -
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200809/Idbills/002/2009002.pdf

2 Clauses 63 - 132 - Part 4, Local authority economic assessments; Part 5, Regional strategy; Part 6, Economic prosperity
boards and combined authorities; and Part 7, Multi-area agreements, relate to economic development.

3 Review of sub national economic development and regeneration (SNR1) — http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file40436.pdf

4 Business and Enterprise Committee —
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmselect/cmberr/1054/1054.pdf
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Committee took oral evidence from representatives of the private sector and local
authorities at its meeting on 7 October 2008 and from RDAs on 14 October 2008.

5. When the Government revised its proposals as a result of the consultation, the
Committee invited written submissions on the revised proposals and took evidence on
these, and the recently -introduced Bill, from Pat McFadden MP, Minister for Employment
Relations and Postal Affairs, whose remit includes RDAs, at its meeting on 15 December
2008.

6. Members endeavoured to visit the RDAs in their regions and the Chairman and Mr
Anthony Wright MP visited the development agency for the North East of England, One
NorthEast, in October 2008 as there are no Committee Members from that region. The
Committee had also previously visited the West Midlands development agency, Advantage
West Midlands, in May 2008 and the Scottish development agency, Scottish Enterprise, in
June 2008 as part of its inquiry into creating a higher value-added economy. Inevitably,
these visits provided the opportunity to discuss wider issues regarding the role of
development agencies in promoting economic development and supporting businesses at
sub-national level (although Scottish Enterprise lies outside the scope of this report on the
English RDAs).

7. The Committee extends its thanks to all the individuals and organisations who took the
time to provide evidence to assist Members with this inquiry.

Structure of the report

8. This Report is divided into two sections. Chapter 2 considers the broader issue of sub-
national governance of economic development issues and RDAs' effectiveness in
performing this function. As the inquiry evolved away from these broader issues, the
Committee considers that these conclusions about the general role of regional
development agencies are preliminary only and this is something that the Committee, or a
successor, may wish to return to in future.

9. Chapters 3-7 focus on the SNR; chapter 3 provides a summary of the SNR proposals and
process and chapters 4-7 each highlight a key group of SNR proposals:

» Single integrated regional strategy and associated regional governance structures;
e Local authority economic assessment duty;
e Sub-regional collaboration on economic development; and
o RDAS’ delegation of decision making to sub-regions.
10. Each SNR chapter sets out the:

o initial SNR proposals (set out in the original SNR document, July 2007, and
consultation document, March 2008);

e  issues raised in written and oral evidence to these initial SNR proposals;
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o revised SNR proposals, if applicable as not all the proposals were revised following
the Government’s consultation (set out in the consultation responses document,
November 2008, and the Bill);

e  issues raised in written and oral evidence to these revised SNR proposals; and
e the Committee’s conclusions and recommendations.

11. It should be noted, however, that the conclusions and recommendations contained in
chapters 3-6 are based on the Bill as first introduced into the House of Lords. Some of the
issues relating to the SNR proposals or Bill highlighted in this Report might have been
addressed during the passage of the Bill through the House of Lords.” At the time of
making this Report, the Lords are considering the Bill at Committee stage and no
amendments relating to the economic development aspects of the Bill have been agreed.

2 Role and effectiveness of regional
development agencies

Regional development agencies

12. The Regional Development Agencies Act 1998° provided for the creation of eight
English RDAs on 1 April 1999 and the London Development Agency (LDA) in July 2000.
Schedule 1 of the Act sets out the boundaries of the nine development agencies and this
information is annexed to the Report.

13. Section 4(1) of the RDA Act 1998 set out the following purposes for each RDA:

i. to further the economic development and the regeneration of its area,
ii. to promote business efficiency, investment and competitiveness in its area,
ili. to promote employment in its area,

iv. to enhance the development and application of skills relevant to employment in its
area, and

v. to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development in the United
Kingdom where it is relevant to its area to do so.

14. RDAs are also key partners in the delivery of the Regional Economic Performance
Public Service Agreement (REP PSA) which seeks to:

5  For the purposes of this report, the overall review of sub-national economic development and regeneration process
will be referred to as the SNR process. The initial review document published in July 2007 will be referred to as
SNR1, the consultation document published on 31 March 2008 will be referred to as SNR2 and the Government’s
revised proposals published on 25 November 2008 will be referred to as SNR3.

6  Regional Development Agencies Act 1998 - http://www.opsi.gov.uk/Acts/acts1998/ukpga_19980045_en_1
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improve the economic performance of all English regions and reduce the gap in
economic growth rates between regions.”

15. Since their creation in 1999, RDAs’ responsibilities have increased, taking on the
administration of regional development grants (April 2002), research and development
grants (April 2005), Business Link (April 2005), the economic and social funding elements
of the Rural Development Programme (April 2006), European Regional Development
Funds (ERDF) (2007) and the Manufacturing Advisory Service (MAS).

Need for a level of regional governance

16. In its call for evidence, the Committee invited comments on the need for a level of
governance between the national and local in promoting economic development and
regeneration. The very strong consensus was that there is such a need at sub-national level.
Representatives from business organisations, for example the British Chambers of
Commerce (BCC), Confederation of British Industry (CBI) and the Federation of Small
Businesses (FSB), were supportive of a form of sub-national governance. The FSB told the
Committee that it “broadly supports the need for a regional tier of economic development/
business and regeneration policy. ... We do not believe that central government or local
authorities have the ability or skills to operate effectively at this level.”®

RDA model of regional governance

17. The Committee went on to pursue the issue of whether the RDA model of regional
governance was the most effective and the evidence received by the Committee was, on the
whole, and subject to some of the detailed comment discussed in later paragraphs,
supportive.

18. In their joint response to the Committee's consultation, the RDAs set out their model
of regional economic development governance. They stated a number of key elements:
business-focused approach; strategic economic leadership; partnership working; operating
flexibly and remaining fleet of foot; making catalyst investments and being natural leaders
across a region to respond to economic shocks.” The Chief Executive of East Midlands
Development Agency (EMDA) highlighted RDAs' business focus:

Why we are there is to sustainably grow the economy of our region. We do that
through an economic strategy. We are able to consult across all stakeholders. We
develop the evidential base so that we actually develop a strategy based on what is
necessary from fact and evidence and the analysis of that evidence. What would not
get done if we did not exist? I would like to think we are a very much business-led
organisation. We are primarily there to ensure that businesses grow, develop and
create wealth that can then be distributed in other ways. What would not get done is

7  Regional Economic Performance PSA - http://www.berr.gov.uk/whatwedo/regional/regional-
development/Regional%20Economic%20Public%20Service%20Agreement/page35792.html

8 Ev248
9 Ev221
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you would not have the business-led organisation, pulling everything together and
making things happen.'

19. When the Minister appeared before the Committee, he was asked why RDAs are the
best model to deliver the Government's economic development objectives. He responded:

I think they do several important functions quite well. They are a business-led
organisation, which makes them different from other parts of government. They are
not official-led, they are not Civil Service-led; they are business-led. They are
responsible for a lot of regeneration and investment that happens across local
authority boundaries and very often if something is the responsibility of several
people that can mean that it is difficult to make progress. They deliver a lot of
business support through various programmes which have just been simplified, a lot
of them going into the new Solutions for Business Portfolio. They also respond to
shocks, such as the floods which affected many parts of the country in the summer of
2007, where RDAs stepped in very quickly with loans to businesses and so on in a
quicker way, I think, than would have been the case if the response had just been
Whitehall-led. They perform a number of functions which, as you say, lie between
that which Government at the centre does and that which would normally be done
by local authorities."

20. The Committee saw several projects in which RDAs were involved during individual
visits to Advantage West Midlands, One NorthEast and Scottish Enterprise, as well as
Members’ visits to their own RDAs. We were impressed by the achievements of these
projects, as well as the positive comments made by a range of business people about the
impact of the development agencies within their regions.

21. The Committee notes the broad and strong consensus about the need for a level of
governance between central government and local authorities and is satisfied that
regional development agencies (RDAs) serve a useful function. The Committee
acknowledges that other models could have been developed to perform the function,
rather than that established by the Regional Development Agencies Act 1998, but
believes that, given the nature of RDAs' responsibilities, it is appropriate that these
organisations are business-led.

RDA boundaries

22. Although, on the whole, the evidence received by the Committee supported these
constituent elements of the RDA model, the appropriateness of some RDA boundaries was
raised. It was acknowledged by a number of witnesses that RDAs operating in a region
with a strong sense of identity—the North East was most often cited as an example—are
more easily able to operate effectively within a region,'? but it was identified as more of a
problem where cross-boundary issues are more frequent or the region itself lacks a clear
sense of community or identity.

10 Q129
11 Q256
12 Q14
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23. Essex County Council claimed that the boundaries were based on no more than the
post war civil defence regional structure.”” The Committee pursued this issue with BERR
and was informed that: “There have been various different arrangements for dividing
England geographically for very many years. ... In terms of the distinct set of boundaries,
given in the RDA Act, John Major's Government created a set of ten Government Office
Regions in 1994. This standardised practices which at that point varied across
Departments. The last major change to those boundaries was in 1998 when North West
and Merseyside were merged (to form the current nine Regions). The boundaries are set
out in Schedule 1 of the RDA Act 1998 which lists the counties which make up each
Region.”"*

24. In its written evidence, the Engineering Employers Federation (EEF) stated that:

one of the challenges of the regional structure is to ensure that its artificially imposed
geographical boundaries do not become obstacles to economic competitiveness. The
RDAs' focus on reducing regional disparities has also, arguably, made them
somewhat inward looking. However business operates in an environment where the
boundaries of RDAs are irrelevant to their day-to-day operations.'

25. This issue was discussed further at the Committee's meeting on 7 October 2008. The
BCC considered that it was vital for the RDA boundaries to mirror the functional
economic areas. Where necessary, it advocated joint working to do that, highlighting the
economic area covering London, the South East and East Anglia which “is a huge
economic area with London at its heart and we have got three RDAs. Where you have not
got the RDAs joining up effectively that makes for a slightly piecemeal approach to
economic development.”

26. This point was also strongly argued by Essex County Council:

The challenge, frankly, for the East of England, is that, bluntly, we have the wrong
boundary. We have the smallest RDA with one of the largest populations that it
serves, and therefore its ability to actually act at a sub-regional level is hampered by
the fact that for large chunks of East of England they would look to a much greater
relationship with London and parts of the South East than they would do with the
rest of the East of England. ... the effectiveness of any RDA is clearly dependent on
its ability to serve a functional economic area. ... However, a critical issue—and the
weakness—under the current structure, is that that often does not reflect the
functional economic area. So it is difficult to intervene and deliver.

27. When questioned about the suitability of their boundaries and potentially
consequential inward perspective, the RDAs highlighted the degree of cross-boundary
working and partnership undertaken, arguing that “we are not precious and defensive of

13 Q84
14 Ev66
15 Ev 205
16 Q18
17 Q72
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our regions™® and citing joint initiatives such as the Northern Way and Thames Gateway
project. RDAs also considered that claims of confusion within business about RDA
boundaries were overplayed. The Chair of EMDA said that “I think there is a lot of
anecdotal stuff about confusion and what have you. ... When I meet them [multinational
companies], and I meet them on a regular basis, never once have they raised with me: it is
all a bit confusing having RDAs.”” We note that many companies and trade bodies express
private concerns about this aspect of RDAs but are reluctant to do so on the record. This
makes it difficult for the Committee to reach definite conclusions.

28. When the Minister gave evidence to the Committee, he responded saying:

Am I saying they are a perfect representation of an identity that people feel? Not in
every region, but would it really gain anything to start redrawing these boundaries? I
am not sure about that either. They work in the sense that they are there and
different parts of government are used to dealing with them, the local authorities are
used to dealing with them, the boundaries are familiar. Whether they are perfect or
not I do not know but I am not sure that changing them would lead to a better
situation.”’

29. The Committee recognises the real concern that exists about the inevitable
arbitrariness or inappropriateness of some borders between RDAs and seeks
reassurance from both the Government and the RDAs themselves that strenuous
efforts will always be made to work across boundaries where sub-national economies or
industries that are truly national in scope demand a wider approach than a regional
one.

RDA functions post Regional Development Agencies Act 1998

30. There were also a number of comments made, particularly by business organisations,
about the increase of RDAs' responsibilities since 1999, as set out in paragraph 15. In its
written evidence, the BCC lamented that “RDAs have not had the autonomy to resist
central government imposing new initiatives and policies being tasked to them. The full
remit of issues is extensive.”" The CBI told the Committee that its members reported that
RDAs tried to do too much and, as a consequence, did not fulfil their core functions as
effectively as they might.** In oral evidence, the BCC went on to argue that:

What we have got now is quite far from the original model. They have acquired a
whole range of what you might call non-economic responsibilities to deliver
government policy because they happen to be something that can deliver a policy
objective below national level and that is the tool the government alights on. That has

18 Q138
19 Q145
20 Q257
21 Ev1i1e
22 Ev135
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been one of their problems because it has diluted their focus away from economic
issues.”

31. When this was raised with RDAs, they acknowledged that this was seen as a weakness
by business organisations but argued that they had been given the additional tasks after
proving to be successful deliverers for government.** The Minister indirectly supported this
by saying that RDAs were well placed to respond to crises because of their flexibility and
existing business focus.”® Their single pot budgets*® were highlighted as being crucial to
RDA ' flexibility.

32. The Committee understands and shares the concerns of business organisations that
the incremental increase in RDASs' responsibilities to date has resulted in some loss of
their business focus. Moreover, the Committee is concerned that increasing RDAs'
responsibilities in a piecemeal fashion could seriously impact on their ability to
maintain the strategic outlook which the (sub-national review) SNR proposes. If
responsibilities are to be widened in future, there must be full public consultation
before any such change.

Performance and effectiveness

33. BERR's website states that, since 2005, RDA performance has been measured by
progress reports (submitted by RDAs to BERR and publicly available on the web) and the
National Audit Office’s (NAO) series of independent performance assessments into each
RDA (except the LDA) between June 2006 and March 2007.”

34. The RDA progress reports are comprised of six core outputs® and each RDA has set
target ranges against these outputs in their Corporate Plans. The progress made by the
RDAs in delivering against their output targets is laid before Parliament at the mid and
end-year. The progress reports for 2007-08 show that, on average for the ten outputs
measured, RDAs exceeded the maximum target range on six outputs, achieving results
within the target range for the remaining four outputs.”

35. In its submission, BERR highlighted the following activities as areas where RDAs have
been effective:

23 Q15
24 Q154
25 Q270 and 287

26 RDA funding is through the single pot, a fund which pools money from all the contributing Government
Departments (BERR, CLG, DIUS, DEFRA, DCMS and UKTI)

27  BERR - http://www.berr.gov.uk/whatwedo/regional/regional-dev-agencies/rda-performance/page12979.html

28 The six core outputs are 1) Employment creation: number of jobs created or safeguarded; 2) Employment support:
number of people assisted to get a job; 3) Business creation: number of new businesses created and demonstrating
growth after 12 months and & businesses attracted to the region; 4) Business support: number of businesses assisted
to improve their performance; including 4a) number of businesses within the region assisted to engage in new
collaborations with the UK knowledge base; 5a) Regeneration: public and private regeneration infrastructure
investment levered and 5b) Regeneration: hectares of brownfield land reclaimed and/or redeveloped; 6) Skills:
number of people assisted in their skills development as a result of RDA programmes; 6a) number of adults gaining
basic skills as part of the Skills for Life Strategy that count towards the Skills PSA Target and 6b) number of adults in
the workforce who lack a full Level 2 or equivalent qualification who are supported in achieving at least a full Level
2 qualification or equivalent

29 BERR - http://www.berr.gov.uk/whatwedo/regional/regional-dev-agencies/rda-performance/page46979.html
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e Large scale projects which are expected to have a positive impact on the regional
economy: Birmingham New Street re-development and the port development in
Great Yarmouth;

e More traditional economic development activities, such as:

ii. Managing Business Link and overseeing the delivery of the Business Support
Simplification Programme; and

ili. Managing the delivery of EU funding.”

36. The NAQO’s assessments measured ambition, prioritisation, capacity, performance
management and achievement and found six agencies performing strongly overall and the
other two performing well. In its submission to the Committee, BERR referred to the NAO
reviews which found that RDAs were “fit for purpose organisations which are maturing as
agencies with the ability, capacity and self-awareness to improve their performance further,
that they are providing strong leadership, and have a track record of successful delivery.”"

37. The picture of successful performance and effectiveness is contrasted, however, with
the anecdotal views expressed to the Committee through the evidence received. The
Committee was given differing reports of performance across a range of areas, including
stakeholder consultation; provision of business support; co-ordination of stakeholders,
particularly in a crisis; easing access to funding; and support for infrastructure projects.

38. In addition, a number of submissions referred to the fact that RDAs' objectives are
affected by too many external factors to be able to accurately attribute their achievement to
RDAs. This adds to the difficulty in measuring RDA effectiveness.

Government review of effectiveness of RDAs

39. Despite the positive performance reports, the Government also appeared to believe
more information about the extent of RDAs' success was needed. In its submission to the
inquiry, BERR referred to its commissioned research from PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC)
on the effectiveness of RDAs. It argued this was necessary because “we do not yet have a
complete understanding of what the overall impact they [RDAs] have had in the regions”.
PwC was expected to publish its report in November 2008 but this deadline has slipped
and the Minister informed the Committee when he gave evidence that the PwC report was
now expected sometime in the new year. The Committee understands that the report is
due shortly but has not been published at the time of writing.

40. The Committee notes the National Audit Office's (NAQO) positive assessments of
RDAs' effectiveness; it also notes the strong, but anecdotal, views expressed to it
criticising aspects of RDA performance. Ideally, we would have delayed this report
until the PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) report on RDA impact was available but we
feel it is important that this Report is published in time to inform the House's
consideration of the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Bill.

30 Eve1
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This central issue of effectiveness is one to which this, or a successor committee, might
wish to return.

41. We welcome the commissioning of the PwC report on the effectiveness of RDAs but
are very disappointed that the Government has introduced legislation implementing
the SNR proposals before its publication. It is regrettable that Parliament is being
asked to decide on RDAs' future responsibilities without a full analysis of the way they
fulfil their current ones. The Committee strongly recommends that the PwC report is
published before the Committee stage of the Bill begins.

Expertise

42. The Committee also considered the extent of business skills and expertise within RDAs'
staff and boards as this is an important factor in whether they can effectively serve
businesses' needs and truly are business led'.

43. A number of submissions highlighted concern at the technical expertise of RDA staff.
Some submissions referred to the amount of work contracted out to consultants and others
on the business experience and capabilities of staff. The FSB stated that the majority of
RDA staff had public, rather than private, sector backgrounds®® whilst the CBI asserted that
“too many RDA staff appear to be ‘administrators’ rather than dynamic drivers of
economic regeneration”, and argued that staff with strong commercial skills, particularly in
negotiating, influencing, partnering, project management, risk management and appraisal
should be recruited.”® Many submissions suggested greater opportunities for secondments
to and from RDAs to develop staff awareness, skills and experiences to help address this
issue. Similar concerns about the skills and experiences of RDA board members were also
raised.

44. In response, RDAs stated that 43% of RDA staff across the UK come from a business
background, a figure that they felt to be a good balance between private and public sector
skills and experience.** They also argued that their boards were business-dominated.

45. The Committee notes the concerns about the private sector experience of RDA staff
and board members. Moreover, the Committee is itself concerned that the percentage
of staff with a business background will decrease further if, as the Bill envisages, RDAs
become more involved in matters currently undertaken by other regional bodies, such
as planning. This could have a significant impact on RDAs' ability to be truly business
led and we recommend that the Government monitors the experience of RDA staff and
board members on a regular basis.

Overseas activities

46. The Committee was keen to look at RDAs' activities in promoting their regions'
industries outside the UK. The Committee has considered twice previously the overseas

32 Ev251
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activities of RDAs. In its Sixth Report 2006-07, Marketing UK plc—UKTI's five-year
strategy,” concerns were noted regarding duplication of promotional work, confusion
about delivery and a dilution of the 'UK brand' and the Committee argued for greater co-
ordination of activities and greater clarity over RDAs' and UK Trade and Investment's
(UKTI) responsibilities. In its Fifth Report 2007-08, Waking up to India: Developments in
UK-India economic relations,’® the Committee considered the possibility of RDAs' overseas
offices co-locating with other RDAs, UKTI or diplomatic offices abroad and recommended
that this option be pursued more vigorously in future.

47. RDAs justified their overseas activities by stressing its effectiveness, arguing that “RDAs
are very, very successful in attracting inward investment. If you just take pure involvement
of RDAS, 50% of the jobs last year were RDA-driven. If you take RDA assisting UKTI in
their endeavours, 83% of the jobs that came into the UK were for inward investment last
year; so we are very successful. Also, we are very cheap. Every job that we generated last
year was £336. That is extremely cheap in public terms or public expenditure to attract and
retain jobs.”’

48. Other submissions to this inquiry were mixed. Some argued that RDA overseas offices
were useful in allowing regions to understand better the global market-place and promote
their region within it. Others, however, were less supportive, arguing that they were not co-
ordinated with national efforts, duplicated work done elsewhere and that such activities
would be better done through UKTT or other national level initiatives, arguments similar to
those made to the Committee in 2006-07. Likewise, some local authority submissions
criticised RDA overseas activities for not considering, or co-ordinating with, local
authorities’ overseas activities.

49. Regardless of respondents’ support for overseas activities, however, most stated that
there was not sufficient evidence to support them or not. A number stated that they would
welcome independent analysis of the costs and benefits of this activity, unaware of, or
unconvinced by, the August 2007 Arthur D Little report, Research and Analysis of Overseas
Representation, commissioned by UKTI.

50. In its submission, BERR stated:

In 2007 UKTI jointly reviewed with the RDAs and DAs their overseas
representation, supported by research and analysis from consultants Arthur D Little
(ADL). ... The review concluded that more could be done to strengthen existing
arrangements and drive better co-ordination. As a result UKTI and the RDAs have
agreed a new model for overseas representation which sees UKTI leading the co-
ordination of a fully integrated overseas network, including co-ordinated business
planning, consistent branding across England and promotional activity.
Performance measures are being agreed, to provide a clear picture of joint impact,

35 Business and Enterprise Committee -
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200607/cmselect/cmtrdind/557/55702.htm

36 Business and Enterprise Committee -
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmselect/cmberr/209/20902.htm
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and common UKTI-led evaluation; and options for co-location of teams and joint
procurement are being exploited to help achieve better value for money. ...

The new overseas representation model has recently been rolled out in three
“Pathfinder” markets (France, India and Canada) with full implementation in all
markets by April 2009. As part of this roll-out, UKTI and the RDAs (except LDA)
have agreed to use a common “UK” brand for marketing activity overseas. UKTI and
the RDAs are confident that these new arrangements, which will be systematically
monitored and evaluated, will deliver an even more effective UK FDI effort.”®

51. The Committee notes the conclusions of the Arthur D Little Report but this issue
seems to remain a cause of concern to businesses. We are not fully convinced by the
report's findings. The Committee will monitor the success of the new arrangements for
overseas representation and expects to see more robust co-ordination in the future. The
Committee also expects the new overseas representation model to lead to progress on
the Committee's earlier recommendation that RDA overseas offices co-locate within
Foreign and Commonwealth Office overseas and UK Trade & Investment (UKTI)
offices, wherever possible. In its response to this report, we ask the Government to
report progress on this important subject.

Regional development agencies' budgets

52. Over the course of the inquiry, the Committee considered the implications of the
current economic climate on RDAs, particularly in the light of recent cuts to RDAS’
budgets. As part of the 2007 Comprehensive Spending Review, the RDAs’ budgets over the
three years were reduced by 2.5% (£320 million). In addition, the RDAs identified cash
savings of about £350 million, which will be funded from value for money savings. The
following table below shows the revised budget figures:*

Total RDA Allocation by Region £ million £ million £ million £ million
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Advantage West Midlands 291 279 275 269

East of England Development Agency 137 132 130 127

East Midlands Development Agency 176 159 158 154

London Development Agency 374 390 385 376

38 Ev63

39 Note 2007-08 total does not sum to individual parts, total is consistent with PBR, individual parts consistent with PQ
answer

Source of table -

Debate 17 December 2007 c1078 -
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200708/cmhansrd/cm071217/text/07121810002151

BERR - http://www.berr.gov.uk/regional/regional-dev-agencies/funding-financial-gov/page20136.html

HM Treasury, PBR 2007, October 2007, Cm 7227, Section D19 - http://www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/d/pbr_csr07_annexd19_181.pdf
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North West Development Agency 395 391 386 377

One NorthEast 277 248 244 239
South East England Development Agency 163 160 158 154
South West of England Regional 159 157 155 151
Development Agency

Yorkshire Forward 304 303 299 292
TOTAL [Single Budget] 2,274 2,219 2,190 2,139

53. RDA budgets have suffered further cuts. £300milliom was diverted from the
Department for Communities and Local Government’s funding stream to the single pot to
establish HomeBuy Direct in September 2008. The money will be diverted in two stages;
£25 million from 2009-10 budget and £275 million from 2010-11 budget. A number of
submissions highlighted this funding diversion as an example of the lack of the
Government’s commitment to RDAs and to tackling economic disparities across the
English regions.

54. When asked about this diversion, the Minister argued that:

The Government has to take difficult spending decisions and the view that we
reached was that, given what was going on in the housing situation, it was important
to announce a housing package in September. ... The Government reached a
judgement that that was the right call on the money for the moment rather than the
projects it was allocated to in a couple of years’ time.*’

The Minister also said that the diversion amounted to about 5% of the budget over three
years.*" Given that the money will be diverted in two stages, which amount to 1% in
2009-10 and 10% in 2010-11, the Committee believes that the 5% figure, while
statistically accurate, was disingenuous.

55. The Winter Supplementary Estimate 2008-09 made further reductions in RDAS’
budgets. The Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs contribution to the
single pot was reduced by £17.088m “due to DEFRA’s need to set a balanced budget for
2008-09. This entailed a review of all areas of spend and a need to prioritise spending
commitments™ and a £17 million reduction in capital budget was made to meet cold
weather payments and warm front delivery, essentially to cover overspends in other areas.
The letter also stated that “BERR is unable to increase its contribution to the RDAs as there
is no surplus budget and no availability of End Year Flexibility funding”.

56. These budget reductions come when RDAs are already under increasing pressure to
reign in their budgets and maximise efficiencies. The SNR document reported a “robust
and sustainable value for money plan, which will enable a spending settlement for the
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2008-09 to 2010-11 period on their existing budgets in line with the most ambitious
departmental value for money programmes in the CSR.”*

57. The Committee raised this issue with the Secretary of State, Rt Hon Lord Mandelson,
when he gave evidence on 14 January 2009. The Secretary of State has recently been
promoting the role of RDAs as a key source of business support to the regions, notably
speaking on ‘putting the regions at the heart of industrial activism’ on 8 January 2009 at a
breakfast meeting in Salford.* When speaking to the Committee, he said RDAs were doing
a “first rate job and a job which is becoming all the more important in the economic
conditions we are facing in the country now”.*> When the Committee asked the Secretary
of State about the apparent contradiction between his statements of support and the budget
cuts, he conceded that, in principle, these would impact on RDAs' ability to support
businesses but went on to argue that it was not true to say the Government is cutting RDA
budgets, rather it is 'dipping into' them “for specific tasks and reasons”.*® He also admitted
that the “dipping in has become a bit habitual”.*

58. The Committee appreciates that the Government is facing a significant challenge in
dealing with the effects of the current economic recession and that there are many calls
on public funds. The Committee recognises that it may be that RDAs can make
efficiency savings and operate effectively on a smaller budget. Any budget cuts made,
however, must be done after a comprehensive and thoughtful review of RDAs' budgets
and programmes, rather than being determined by departmental budget shortfalls on
other priorities.

59. It is important that RDAs have some certainty over their budget in order for them
to work with regional, sub-regional and local partners to fund and deliver meaningful
economic development programmes. The Government should support Ministerial
rhetoric with financial clarity; 'dipping into' RDA budgets is no way to do that.

3 Review of sub-national economic
development and regeneration

60. The SNR was published in July 2007 by the Treasury and the Departments for BERR
and CLG (Communities and Local Government). The Government proposed that, in the
context of globalisation and technological change, “regions and localities need greater
flexibilities, powers and incentives to respond to economic change, and to ensure that all
areas, including the most deprived, are able to contribute to and benefit from economic
growth”.*

43 SNR1, para. 6.113

44  BERR, 'Putting the regions at the heart of industrial activism’ -
http://www.berr.gov.uk/aboutus/ministerialteam/Speeches/page49665.html

45 Oral evidence taken on 14 January 2009 HC143-1 Q129
46 Ibid, Q130

47 1bid, Q131
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61. The SNR proposed reforms in four key areas:

1) empowering all local authorities to promote economic development and
neighbourhood renewal, with greater flexibility, stronger partnership working and
cooperation from other agencies, and better incentives for achieving economic
growth and for ensuring disadvantaged areas benefit from and contribute to
economic development;

2) a differential approach that supports local authorities in all areas to work together
more effectively where they so wish, for example through pooling resources,
responsibilities and targets at the sub-regional level, and supporting the development
of robust decision-making at this level;

3) streamlining the regional tier outside London, based on more effective and
accountable RDAs which would be responsible, working closely with local
authorities, for preparing a single strategy for the region. RDAs will also provide
support to local authorities and sub-regions in delivery of sustainable economic
development, with stronger performance management; and

4) sharpening focus of central government departments through clearer objectives
and responsibilities to provide more effective support and better coordination for
economic development and neighbourhood renewal at all spatial levels.*

62. Essentially, therefore, the SNR proposed radical reform to the roles and responsibilities
of bodies at regional, sub-regional and local level which make and deliver economic
development and regeneration policies. Its proposals were intended to increase the role of
local authorities and other sub-regional partners in delivering economic development
programmes and to enable RDAs to take a more strategic and co-ordinating function,
allowing decisions to be taken at the most appropriate level.

63. It should be noted that the proposals relating to RDAs do not apply to the LDA,
although the proposals relating to reforming the local authority role in economic
development and neighbourhood renewal will apply to London.

64. On 31 March 2008, BERR launched a consultation, Prosperous Places: taking forward
the review of sub national economic development and regeneration,” on the delivery of key
parts of the proposals set out in the SNR. The consultation concluded on 20 June 2008.

65. Following its consultation, the Government published its revised proposals on 25
November 2008 in Prosperous Places: taking forward the review of sub national economic
development and regeneration—The Government response to public consultation>' This
document stated that responses to the Government’s consultation strongly supported the
aims and purposes of the SNR. The Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Bill (the Bill) was introduced in the House of Lords on 4 December 2008.

49 SNR1, para. 6.5

50 Prosperous Places: taking forward the review of sub national economic development and regeneration (SNR2) —
http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file45468.pdf

51 Prosperous Places: taking forward the review of sub national economic development and regeneration - The
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http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/citiesandregions/pdf/1073344.pdf
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Timing of the sub-national review

66. Over the course of the inquiry, the Committee questioned whether it was sensible to
expand RDAS’ responsibilities during the current recession. There were concerns that
implementing the SNR proposals would require significant resources which might
otherwise be targeted on supporting business and economic development. The Chair of
EMDA acknowledged that the timing was not helpful, stating “if you ask me as a
businessman, no, I would not do it now, but that does not mean that I would not do it.
That is an honest answer”.** On the other hand, he noted that RDAs operated within a ‘big
picture’ with a 20-year horizon.

67. Whatever the merits of the timing of reform during a major recession, it would be
easier to implement if there was clarity about the proposals. Throughout the inquiry,
the Committee was surprised and disappointed by the lack of detail contained in the
Government's proposals about how the new arrangements for sub-national governance
of economic development policy would operate in practice. This can only be a cause of
significant concern for the RDAs and local authorities faced with implementing the
legislation. We believe that much of the clarification called for in this report could, and
should, have been provided at an earlier stage. It must be available during the
Committee stage of the Bill.

4 Single integrated regional strategy and
associated regional governance structures

Initial SNR proposals

68. The SNR proposed that there should be a single integrated regional strategy setting out
the economic, social and environmental objectives for each region except London. This
would replace the current Regional Economic Strategy (produced by RDAs) and the
Regional Spatial Strategy (produced by regional assemblies). It expected the strategy would
“act as a focus for economic development within the region, with national agencies,
regional bodies, sub-regional tiers and local authorities all working together to achieve the
agreed outcomes” and would include commentary on the overall vision for the strategy,
evidence base, strategic priorities, policy and spatial priorities, delivery strategy, spending
information and a consultation schedule.” Thus, “the new arrangements for the regional
strategy place a premium on effective stakeholder engagement and management, on which
the RDAs will lead”.**

69. RDAs would be given executive responsibility for developing the integrated strategies
in consultation with relevant regional and sub-regional stakeholders, regional assemblies
would be abolished and local authorities would be responsible for agreeing the integrated
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regional strategies.” Each strategy would be jointly signed off by the Secretaries of State for
BERR and CLG.*

70. The Government undertook to ensure that local authority leaders and all sub-regions
were represented in a way which enabled “strategic decision making and prioritisation of
decisions across each region, possibly involving a regional forum of leaders”.”” The
subsequent consultation document proposed that a forum of local authority leaders,
representing all the local authorities in the region, would sign off the draft strategy and help
to hold the RDA and its regional delivery partners to account.”® If regional partners failed
to agree the draft regional strategy, the RDA would submit the draft, with a note setting out
the areas of disagreement, to Ministers. Ministers would consider this, and any
independent advice, before deciding on a course of action.”

71. The original SNR document did not refer to the expected timescales for the process but
the consultation document stated that a full regional strategy review could, potentially, be
achieved within 24 months: this included 12 months for scoping and preparatory work;
three months for the RDA to draft and agree the strategy; six months consultation; two
months for consequential revision and a further two months for its agreement by the
Secretaries of State.”’ It stated that it would be for the regions themselves to decide how
frequently the strategy should be renewed, but suggested five yearly reviews would be
appropriate.®!

72. Given RDAs’ enhanced role and responsibility , the SNR recognised the need to address
their “lack of a clear democratic mandate”.** It proposed that the Local Authority Leaders’
Forums should also be responsible for scrutinising RDA performance® and stated the
Government’s intention to develop clear mechanisms for enhanced Parliamentary scrutiny
of regional institutions as “there is not currently a structured, systematic role for MPs to
play in holding regional institutions to account”.** RDAs would continue to be managed by
a single Whitehall department, BERR, which would also have responsibility for the REP
PSA (see paragraph 14).

73. The SNR also proposed reform of the RDASs’ objectives, replacing the existing 12 PSAs
and ten output targets with one regional economic growth objective. This new objective
would be aimed at increasing regional Gross Value Added (GVA) per head, in line with the
REP PSA, and would provide a framework for all RDA activity and the integrated regional
strategy. All RDAs would be responsible for achieving this growth target, working with

55 SNR1, para. 6.100
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other stakeholders, and delegating funding and delivery to regional and sub-regional
partners, as agreed.®

74. Although the SNR proposed this extended remit for RDAs, it made it clear that they
would remain business led and focussed.””

Issues raised in evidence to initial SNR proposals

Single integrated regional strategy

75. The majority of submissions received by the Committee supported the idea of a single
integrated regional strategy. RDAs argued that:

We said right at the start what we wanted was a bringing together of the spatial
strategy and the economic strategy because it made no sense to be doing them at
different times, quite honestly, because there is confusion, there is duplication and
there is opportunity to get it wrong.®®

76. Representations from the business community also supported the proposal. The CBI
argued that it made no sense to have the regional and spatial planning strategies as separate
documents administered and delivered by separate organisations.®

77. Although there was agreement that economic and spatial planning should be combined
into a single strategy, however, there was disagreement about the appropriate balance
between the two. The private sector argued that RDAs should be careful not to lose their
economic focus or attention to businesses’ needs. In contrast, local authorities were keen
that the focus of the integrated regional strategy should include wider community issues,
rather than being solely economic. Essex County Council considered the challenge facing
RDAs would be “to make that translation from being focused around development of a
regional economic strategy ... to actually trying to deal with the compromises and
complexities of spatial planning around communities and the way communities develop—
because it is about people; it is much more about people than it is about just the
economy”.”

Accountability for spatial planning decisions

78. Local authorities were concerned that the initial proposals weakened their role in
relation to spatial planning decisions, and thus their link with communities and their
electorate. They argued that the importance of spatial planning issues for communities
warranted the involvement of elected representatives and that transferring planning
responsibilities to RDAs would create a democratic deficit. Ashford Borough Council
stated that “the decision incorporated in the SNR to abolish regional assemblies and place

66 Ibid, paras. 6.90 to 6.94
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regional planning decisions in the hands of unelected quangos represents an unacceptable
diminution in the role and influence of local government on decisions which will have
profound effects on their communities”.”"

79. RDAs countered this argument by referring to their “very, very detailed
accountability”: from their internal procedures and boards (made up of business, local
authority and other representatives), to Parliament, Government, regional assemblies and
the National Audit Office.”? As EMDA stated:

“We do take managed risks. You are right, I do not have to stand next May to be re-
elected as a local authority so I can take hard decisions. I would argue that I am more
accountable in many ways by what I decide because it is immediate and, it is like
business, if I make big mistakes my shareholders say, “goodbye”. It is the same
principle, I think.””?

Agreement of the integrated regional strategy

80. Many witnesses were concerned about the proposals relating to the agreement of the
single integrated regional strategy and the role of the Local Authority Leaders' Forum.
Local authorities sought clarification over what would happen if they could not agree the
draft regional strategy with the RDA, fearing they would be powerless to prevent the RDAs
referring it to the Secretaries of State for a decision. They called for their role in the process
to be strengthened to prevent this happening.

81. Business representatives also called for greater detail on how the process would work in
practice. The CBI stated:

There is quite a lot of work still to do to refine the proposals to make sure that they
are workable and that the RDAs are going to deliver something that is better than the
current system that we have. Otherwise, what is the point? This is essentially a re-
organising of regional structures and if that is to be meaningful to business then it
has to deliver something that is better. We are not yet convinced that the detail
behind that proposal has been worked out sufficiently to give us the confidence to
say we are there.”

82. The business community was further concerned that local authorities and local
representatives had limited experience of economic development and business issues. They
argued that the proposals would result in the economic aspects of the strategy depending
on the agreement of these councillors. The BCC went on to suggest that, if the forum of
local authority leaders could not agree a strategy because of spatial planning issues, it
would delay both the spatial planning and the economic planning aspects of the strategy.”
Other submissions were concerned that the inclusion of local authorities could potentially
expose the process to party political divisions. In written evidence, the CBI argued that “by
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essentially giving local authorities a veto, the Government runs the risk that regional
strategies will follow the ‘course of least political resistance’ instead of identifying and
focusing upon the key areas of development and regeneration.””® In oral evidence, the CBI
went on to state that the process might place “quite a burden on those local authorities
(with a dissenting minority) for ensuring that they can reach agreement on what, after all,
might be some quite politically difficult decisions that have to be made”.””

83. A number of business submissions suggested ways to prevent this situation occurring.
The CBI argued that the forum should be opened up to all core stakeholders who would be
collectively responsible for directing the development of the integrated regional strategy
and become a focal point for engagement and consultation. The RDAs argued, however,
that this would simply be reinventing the regional assemblies.”® The EEF argued that the
forum should have the power to make recommendations to change the strategy, but should
not have a veto.”

84. RDAs themselves also seemed unclear about what would happen if local authorities
disagreed with the draft strategy. EMDA stated “at the moment, we do not know and that
is one of the things that CLG are looking at”.® Advantage West Midlands (AWM),
however, argued that it would be unlikely for the process to reach this stalemate and
pointed to the experiences of the nine RDAs in drafting and agreeing the regional strategies
(every three years) to date, with only one strategy disputed at the agreement stage.*!

The workability of the proposed leaders’ forums

85. A number of witnesses also expressed concern about the lack of clarity over how the
leaders’ forums would operate internally. It was suggested that the sheer number of local
authorities in some regions would mean the local authority leaders’ forums were too large
to agree of the strategy speedily. The Institution of Economic Development (IED)
suggested that some regions have six times as many councils as others,** the BCC referred
to the proposal as a “recipe for paralysis of the process™ and Ashford Borough Council
referred to the difficulties of

developing a model for a Regional Leaders’ Forum that would be both small enough
to be “manageable” and “able to engage effectively with the RDA” whilst
simultaneously being “representative” and having “sufficient authority” to take
strategy decisions and agree priorities on behalf of all local authorities in the region.
This will be a particular problem in the South East, with 74 very different local
authorities covering a wide range of economic and social experiences.**
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86. At the Committee’s meeting on 7 October 2008, Essex and Lancashire County Councils
both suggested that each region should be given sufficient flexibility and discretion to
devise a forum which best suited its size and local authority climate, perhaps with a main
forum delegating responsibility for some issues to committees.*

Timetable for the drafting and agreement of the integrated regional
strategy

87. Comments were also made about the short timetable for agreeing the integrated
regional strategy. Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council highlighted that the timescale
proposed was shorter than for the existing regional spatial strategies, yet the integrated
regional strategy would have a broader range of content.*® In contrast, the FSB argued that
the timescales for developing strategy were too slow and would restrict RDAs’ flexibility
and adaptability to changing economic circumstances.®’

Conflict of interests for local authorities?

88. A number of submissions expressed concern that the dual role of the Leaders’ Forum,
in both delivering policies with RDA funding (see chapter 7) and scrutinising RDA
performance, would result in a conflict of interests. The CBI stated that “setting the
strategy, delivering it and then holding the other people to account is quite a big function
for a local authority to have” although the business representatives agreed that
mechanisms could be placed within the funding processes to avoid such a situation. The
LGA also argued that the executive and scrutiny functions of the proposed forum should
be separated.®

RDAs’ skills and expertise

89. Many witnesses raised the lack of RDAs’ skills in relation to spatial planning. RDAs
stated that they were already addressing this shortage and would both inherit some staff
from regional assemblies and recruit new staff. Moreover, they suggested that acquiring the
skills needed for their spatial planning role would not be an overwhelming challenge as
RDAs would be “talking at the strategic level”, leaving the detailed planning to continue as
it currently does.*

Consultation and engagement with stakeholders

90. The proposed consultation process for the new integrated regional strategy also raised a
number of concerns. Representatives of business felt that the proposals would squeeze
business interests, arguing that they did not require sufficient consultation with the private
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sector. The FSB argued that consultation with recognised business organisations should be
a statutory requirement.”’ Other submissions argued that RDAs would need to develop
new skills of consultation and engagement in order to ensure this relationship was
productive. Essex County Council argued, for example, that

for all the talk of RDAs as strategic leaders, there is a clear contradiction here with
the role of the local authority as a place-shaper and community leader. Put very
simply, RDAs do not engage with local communities.**

91. When giving oral evidence, however, RDAs highlighted the significant emphasis on
consultation in the SNR proposals, arguing that:

we do not sit in a darkened room doing this, there is a huge consultation process, a
huge inquiry in public, so everybody has the opportunity to say, “No, it shouldn’t be
in bloody Bromsgrove, don’t put it in the strategy”. It is not as if we go into a little
corner somewhere and say, “I've got a good idea, let’s put them in Bromsgrove
because that will upset people and it doesn’t matter because we don’t have to worry
about the people there”. This is a hugely open process.”

Revised SNR proposals and Part 5 of the Bill

92. Following its consultation, the Government considered that there was broad support
for a single integrated regional strategy and confirmed its proposals to merge the existing
regional economic and spatial planning strategies and abolish regional assemblies. Clause
65, Regional strategy, of the Bill provides that “there is to be a regional strategy for each
region other than London”. The existing economic and spatial planning strategies will
become the integrated regional strategy for each region on the commencement of the
clause, to the extent specified by the Secretary of State.

Role of local authorities

93. The proposals relating to the role of local authorities within the process, however, have
been significantly revised in two ways. First, it is now proposed that planning
responsibilities will fall jointly to RDAs and a Local Authority Leaders’ Board (LALB).
Clause 68, Review and revision by responsible regional authorities, provides that RDAs and
LALBs (the ‘responsible regional authorities’) must review and revise regional strategies.
The Government anticipates that this solution will “form the basis for a stronger
partnership at the heart of each region” and enable RDAs to retain their economic
expertise and focus, with LALBs bringing democratic accountability to the process.**

94. The revised SNR proposals state that each LALB will be:

e Streamlined, manageable, strategic and able to take the long term view;
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o Representative of their region, including key sub-regions, different levels of
authorities and the political balance; and

e Made up of local authority leaders, able to act on behalf of their authorities.”

95. Clause 66, Leaders’ boards, provides that they will be drawn from ‘participating
authorities’” whose area falls wholly or partly within the region and that these authorities
include district councils, county councils, National Park authorities and the Broads
Authority.

96. The proposals and Bill are silent on how RDAs and LALBs will work together in
undertaking their joint responsibility, although Clause 74(1)(a), Revision: supplementary
states that the Secretary of State may make regulations regarding the procedure the
responsible regional authorities should follow in revising the strategy.

97. The Bill gives the Secretary of State powers to intervene if it is felt that the LALB is not
operating effectively. Clause 66(8), Leaders” boards, gives the Secretary of State power to
withdraw approval for a Local Authority Leaders’ Board that is not operating effectively
and clause 67, Responsible regional authorities, provides that, if there is no Leaders’ Board
for a region, the RDA becomes the responsible regional authority solely responsible for
drawing up the strategy. These provisions complement the existing powers available to the
Secretary of State to give guidance or directions to RDAs in relation to the exercise of their
functions through s27(1) Regional Development Agencies Act 1998.

98. Additional powers are reserved for the Secretary of State to intervene in the revision
process. Clause 68(5)(a), Review and revision by responsible regional authorities, provides
that the Secretary of State can direct that the strategy be revised and s72(1)(a), Approval of
revision by Secretary of State permits the Secretary of State him or herself to revise the
strategy if the responsible regional authorities fail to comply with this direction.

99. The revised SNR proposals state that RDAs and LALBs will be given the flexibility to
agree the form and content of regional strategies, although a number of issues which they
must cover were set out.”® Clause 71, Matters which must be taken into account on revision,
states that regard must be paid to national policies and advice contained in guidance set
out by the Secretary of State as well as to a range of other matters such as the availability of
resources, and the strategies of adjoining regions or devolved administrations.

100. Clause 69, Community involvement, places a duty on RDAs and LALBs to produce a
statement on how they will involve their communities during the drafting process. The
revised SNR proposals also state that there must be close dialogue between RDAs and
LALBs with government departments to ensure a close alignment of priorities and
investment.”
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101. Clause 70, Examination in public, provides that an Examination in Public panel®® may
be established to report to the RDA and LALB . The consultation response notes this is to
“flag issues concerning the evidence base and to identify substantive issues of controversy
at an early stage”.” The RDA and LALB must consider any such panel’s recommendations.

102. Clause 75, Implementation, requires RDA and LALBs to produce an implementation
plan setting out how the strategy will be delivered. The plan must have ‘buy-in’ from
regional stakeholders and an annual monitoring report will show progress.'®

103. The revised SNR proposals stated that the Government was still considering whether
it would set statutory timetables for the strategy to be produced'”" and the Bill is silent on
this matter.

104. The Government provided a policy statement on regional strategies in January 2009.
The document sets out information regarding the strategies, including the process to be
followed when drafting and agreeing them. Paragraph 3.9 states that local authorities and
RDAs must make a scheme for each region setting out how the RDA and LALB will work
together to fulfil their duties to jointly produce the draft integrated regional strategy and
implementation scheme and what the decision making process will be, including resolving
differences.'*

Scrutiny of RDAs

105. The second revision is that LALBs will not have a scrutiny function over RDAs. This
responsibility has been transferred to the eight regional select and grand committees for
the English regions which were established by the House of Commons on 12 November
2008.

106. Standing Order Rule 152F established eight regional select committees which shall
“examine regional strategies and the work of regional bodies for each of the English
regions”. As the Leader of the House explained:

Concern has been expressed about the scope for overlap between the work of the
regional Committees and the work of the departmental Select Committees. In order
to minimise that, the motion invites the House to endorse the expectation that
regional Select Committees will meet less frequently than departmental Select
Committees and provides for only one of the regional Committee Chairs to serve on
the Liaison Committee. We propose that each Committee should have up to nine
members, nominated by the Committee of Selection in the usual way. As with all
Committees of the House, their membership will reflect the composition of the
House. That is the long-established practice of the House in relation to Select

98 An Examination in Public is a type of public inquiry which considers strategic issues and is already part of the
regional spatial planning process.
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Committees of all kinds, including the Scottish, Welsh and Northern Ireland Affairs
Committees.'”?

107. Standing Order rule 117A established a regional grand committee for each of the
regions. Their membership will “consist of those members who represent constituencies
within the region and up to five other members nominated by the Committee of
Selection”. As the Leader of the House explained:

While the motions to establish regional Select Committees present the House with
an opportunity to provide for detailed investigations into and reporting on agencies
and action at regional level, we want to ensure that all Members in a region can be
involved in greater regional accountability. We therefore propose that as well as the
regional Select Committees, we establish regional Grand Committees to include all
Members from the region. The regional Grand Committees will be a forum to
consider the “state of the region” and would meet annually, or twice a year if the
need arose. As with regional Select Committees, we expect that they will generally
meet in the region, taking Parliament out of Westminster and into the regions.

Regional Grand Committees will be able to hold wide-ranging debates and
statements on regional issues, and provide Members in that region with an
opportunity to put oral questions to regional Ministers to hold them to account for
their work in fulfilling the responsibilities set out in the “Governance of Britain”
Green Paper. That will meet our commitment that they should be directly
accountable to Parliament in that role.'**

Issues raised in evidence on the revised SNR proposals

Single integrated regional strategy

108. The Minister told the Committee that RDAs’ focus on the business community would
not be diluted by their new responsibilities, arguing: “by combining the economic strategy
with the spatial strategy, I think that is an opportunity for economic gain and not one
which will see a dilution in focus. I do not think that business will lose out from this,

business has a great deal to gain from it”.'

Accountability

109. A number of supplementary submissions raised the issue of RDA accountability. The
Campaign to Protect Rural England argued that RDAs should become more transparent
and that they should also be accountable to a number of departments, to reflect their wider
remit.'” The West Midlands Regional Assembly expressed a “degree of scepticism that the
new parliamentary accountability arrangements will provide effective scrutiny of regional

103 House of Lords, 12 November 2008, c815
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organisations and strategy. This is due to the limited time available for detailed
investigations.”'"’

110. The Minister, however, considered that the new proposals ensured complete
accountability:

The Government’s thinking evolved on this as the consultation took place and the
process went through. ... In the end what we have asked local authorities and RDAs
to do is to work together on this. There is nothing more directly accountable than
elected local authority leaders, they are there and it is their role in this to be that
democratically elected voice. I think there is an accountability of RDAs because they
are accountable to the elected government of the day for what they do as well, so I do
not accept that they are free-ranging out there and answerable to no-one.'*

Drafting and agreement of the integrated regional strategy

111. Of the small number of submissions received following the revised proposals,
stakeholders expressed support for local authorities to be jointly responsible for the
integrated regional strategy although continued concerns were expressed about how the
relationship between RDAs and local authorities would work in practice. The CBI stated
that the more collaborative approach would “ensure democratic legitimacy for the strategy
without diluting the focus on economic development” although it also sought clarity on the
exact process for formulating and agreeing the single strategy.'” In its supplementary
response on behalf of all the RDAs (except the LDA), One NorthEast told the Committee
“it should be acknowledged however, that potentially challenging negotiations to reach
clarity on the ‘joint responsibility’ between the RDAs and Leaders’ Board will be required
in each region. The ease by which these arrangements are agreed is likely to differ across
regions”.'!?

112. This was also raised by Dr Paul Benneworth from the Centre for Urban and Regional
Development Studies at the University of Newcastle upon Tyne, who argued that greater
emphasis should have been placed on the regional arrangements to ensure that local
authorities would be able to agree with each other, and with their RDA, over the form and
content of their regional strategy. He considered that, if this was not addressed, the
exceptional powers for Government intervention will become instead the standard
approach to regional planning.'"!

113. In oral evidence, Ms Bernadette Kelly, Director of Planning from CLG, acknowledged
that there might be difficulties in securing agreement across all the levels of local
authorities and agreed that “there may be tensions obviously in some regions, but what we
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hope is that there will be an incentive here for local authorities to work together to come up
> 112

with a sensible proposition”.
114. The issue of the membership of the LALBs and their relationship with RDAs was also
considered at length by the House of Lords during Committee stage of the Bill on 24
February 2009. The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State and Government
Spokesperson for Communities and Local Government, Baroness Andrews, confirmed
that: “as part of the working arrangements for preparing the draft strategy, we expect the
RDA and the leaders’ board to set out how they will resolve any differences between them,
either on the process or content of the strategy. We expect that mechanism to be in place
before they start on a revision.”'"?

Consultation and engagement with stakeholders

115. The Minister stressed the importance of consultation in the proposed SNR process:

You mentioned business and they clearly want to and should be consulted, but they
are not the only voice who should. There are environmental partners, social partners
who should also be consulted. I think any region worth its salt is going to want to get
buy-in to a strategy that is as big and as important for it as this and I believe they will
do that and section 69 of the Bill asks them to do that. What we could have done,
which we did not do, was produce a whole list of people you are supposed to consult
with and ask them to go through a great tick box exercise. I think that would have
been mistaken.'*

The Committee’s conclusions and recommendations

Single integrated regional strategy

116. The Committee recognises the broad support for the integration of the existing
regional economic and spatial planning strategies and welcomes the Government’s
decision to merge the two. The Committee emphasises, however, that it will be essential
to balance the economic and the spatial planning aspects of the strategies. It will be
difficult for RDAs to remain business led organisations whilst jointly responsible for a
strategy which encompasses a range of often very sensitive community issues.

117. The Committee notes the tensions between witnesses about the need to represent
business interests and the need to represent community concerns within the integrated
regional strategy. The Committee believes that business interests cannot be presumed
to take precedence over the democratically expressed wishes of local communities. The
process that eventually results from the Bill must allow community concerns raised
through the local democratic process to be fully recognised and taken into account.

112 Q367
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Accountability

118. The Committee welcomes the fact that local authorities, through the Local
Authority Leaders’ Boards (LALBs), will retain their democratic link with spatial
planning issues under the revised proposals. As the Committee has already stated,
however, it is concerned that RDAs must remain business focused to perform their
primary functions and that the Bill does not provide sufficient safeguards to local
communities. The Committee urges Members to address these central points during
the passage of the Bill through the House of Commons.

119. The Committee welcomes the revised proposals relating to the functions of LALBs
and supports the Government’s decision to separate the executive and scrutiny
functions. We are concerned, however, that over the evolution of the Government's
proposals an accountability gap may have been created. The Committee recognises that
regional committees are expected to have a key role in the accountability of the
integrated regional strategies and regional governance. It is too soon to judge their
effectiveness but this Committee does have concerns about whether regional
committees will have the time and resources to scrutinise sufficiently regional
strategies. Nor is it clear how such scrutiny will fit with existing committees' remits,
such as this Committee's scrutiny of BERR and its agencies, including RDAs.

Agreement of the integrated regional strategy and workability of the
proposed leaders' boards

120. The Committee regrets the lack of clarity about the procedure to be followed if the
integrated regional strategy cannot be agreed. The Committee notes that, other than
clause 74(1)(a), the Bill is silent on the relationship between LALBs and RDAs and
remains concerned about the confusion about how disagreements between the two can
be resolved. The Committee recommends that the Government clarifies this before the
Bill reaches committee stage in the Commons. If sufficient clarification is not provided,
Members may wish to amend the Bill to address this.

121. The Committee is also concerned about a lack of clarity about how LALBs will
operate. We believe that the effectiveness of some LALBs might be limited due to the
size and diversity of their membership or the number of two tier authorities within the
region. As the schemes for the establishment and operation of an LALB need to be
approved by the Secretary of State, the Committee recommends the Government
publishes draft guidance on the criteria that acceptable schemes should meet before
Committee stage is reached.

Timetable for the drafting and agreement of the integrated regional
strategy

122. The Committee shares witnesses’ concerns about the proposed timetable for the
drafting and agreement of the regional strategy. Experience of regional spatial
strategies suggests that two years is likely to be too short a time for drafting,
consultation, revision and agreement with Ministers. If this is the case, revising the
strategy every five years also seems unrealistic. The Committee notes the undertaking
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by Government officials that further guidance will be provided as the Bill progresses
and calls on the Government to provide such guidance as soon as possible.

RDAs’ skills and expertise

123. The Committee notes the concerns over RDASs’ ability to deal with spatial planning
matters. The Committee notes that RDAs have already begun to address this issue but
is concerned that they may not be able to attract staff with spatial planning skills as
quickly as they need. The Committee recommends, therefore, that colleagues on
regional committees satisfy themselves that RDAs have sufficient skills and expertise as
a matter of urgency.

Consultation and engagement

124. The Committee agrees that the success of regional strategies will rest on how well
they address the needs of their region and reflect the views of all regional stakeholders.
The Committee notes clause 69 of the Bill deals with community involvement and
recommends that this provision should be strengthened. Currently it requires the
responsible authorities to identify the “persons who appear to them to have an
interest”. The Committee considers that the Bill should specify that certain groups
should be included in the consultation as a matter of course. The Committee does not
seek to set out a definitive list here, but considers that bodies such as local chambers of
commerce, emergency services, primary care trusts, parish councils, utilities, the
Highways Agency and Network Rail should be included. We also recommend that
regional committee colleagues consider the issue of whether there is effective
consultation on integrated regional strategies.

5 Local authority economic assessment
duty

Initial SNR proposals

125. One of the SNR’s key points was that local authorities needed to place more emphasis
on economic development and neighbourhood regeneration within their wider
community responsibilities. The SNR proposed that a statutory economic development
duty should be introduced to ensure this.""> This duty would require upper tier local
authorities (either on their own or jointly with other authorities) to carry out an assessment
of the economic circumstances and challenges of their local economy. The SNR envisaged
that the assessment would form part of the analytical underpinning of the relevant regional
strategy, local sustainable community strategy, Local Area Agreement and, potentially,
Multi-Area Agreements.'°

115 SNR1, para. 6.13
116 ibid, para. 6.14
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126. The Government recognised that this duty was likely to involve additional costs and
undertook to fund these fully.""”

127. The Government also acknowledged that local authorities would need to develop
capacity and expertise in these new areas and undertook to support local authorities to do
this."'® It highlighted the Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA) as an “important driver’
in this process, which would “support the identification of capacity and leadership risks in
an area while also providing an independent assessment of the quality of partnership
working”.'" It went on to state that support to develop capacity and leadership would be
provided through the National Improvement Strategy and stressed the importance of
central government and RDAs in this development process.’ In the SNR consultation
document, the Government stated that it would work with the Local Government
Association (LGA) and the Improvement and Development Agency (I&DeA) to assess
capacity and develop a strategy for overcoming any shortfall that was identified, supported
through the National Improvement Strategy.'*!

Issues raised in evidence on the initial SNR proposals

Status of the proposed assessment duty

128. All the submissions from local authorities highlighted concerns about the status of the
new duty. Submissions pointed to the wording of the SNR consultation document which
stated that the economic assessment would inform the integrated regional strategy. Local
authorities sought assurances that the assessment would have a firmer footing within the
process, for example, the County Council Network suggested that the proposals be
strengthened to require upper tier authorities to lead, promote and deliver economic
development and regeneration more generally.'**

129. During the Committee’s meeting on 7 October 2008, it became clear that private
sector representatives also sought clarity on the precise purpose of the proposed
assessment. The BCC was concerned:

that the economic assessment would become a bit of a tick box exercise where they
call in some consultants, chuck some money at them and they will provide the
assessment and it will go on a shelf.'*

Local authorities’ skills and expertise

130. Just as there were concerns about RDAs’ planning expertise, there were concerns
about whether local authorities would have the skills and expertise in relation to economic
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development issues they needed in order to undertake this proposed duty effectively.
Witnesses alleged that local authorities had little or limited experience in this policy area.
For example, the FSB was concerned “that some local authorities neither have capacity to
provide the long-term leadership needed to plan for economic development, nor do they
have the capacity to implement programme management and delivery effectively, or to

perform the proposed economic assessments”.'**

131. When giving evidence, however, the BCC said it considered that RDAs and BERR
would be well placed to support local authorities in developing the necessary skills (as the
SNR proposals envisaged) , arguing that:

I think it is certainly the case that there is capacity and resource within the RDAs to
help support local authorities to develop this sort of thing and there is also a high
degree of expertise within Whitehall and the economic service within BERR and the
like that could help transfer their knowledge and expertise via RDAs to local
authorities.'

132. Similarly, the LGA was confident that local authorities could develop sufficient
expertise:

Local authorities throughout the country have lost a lot of capacity in relation to
economic expertise. The pattern frequently now is that they would buy that in from
consultants. I have concern, as the regeneration chair of the LGA, that local
authorities across the board do not have the capacity at the moment. Some local
authorities do, others do not. Again, it is not an insurmountable problem; we have
performed this function before and we can do it again.'*

Revised SNR proposals and Part 4 of the Bill

133. The Government has not significantly revised this proposal after consultation. Clause
63, Local authority economic assessment, creates the requirement for local authorities to
prepare an assessment of the economic conditions of its area. Clause 63(5) provides that
the principal local authority must consult with its partner authorities (listed in clause 64,
Partner authorities) and other stakeholders and clause 63(6) creates a duty for upper tier
and district councils to co-operate in undertaking this duty. The Explanatory Notes that
relate to the Bill state that responsible authorities will be required to have regard to
guidance issued by the Secretary of State setting out what an assessment should contain

and how it should be prepared, when an assessment should be prepared and when it
should be revised.'”

134. The Government provided a policy statement on local economic assessments in
January 2009. The document sets out the process that authorities, together with their
regional partners, should follow when undertaking this duty, as well as the core principles
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that local authorities should apply to their assessments. These include identifying the
economic linkages within the area; the comparative strengths, weaknesses and threats; how
local authorities and partners can influence economic development within the area;
regeneration challenges; causes of worklessness and environmental considerations. The
document also confirms that “assessments should form a significant element of the

evidence base underpinning local and regional strategies”.'*®

Issues raised in evidence on the revised SNR proposals

135. When giving evidence to the Committee, the Minister stated that the purpose of these
proposals was to make the incorporation of economic development and regeneration
policies within local authorities’ remit a requirement rather than, as is currently the case,
optional. This was because “some local authorities do that well at the moment but it is

> 129

patchy around the country”.

Status of the proposed assessment duty

136. The Minister clarified the status of the assessment within the new regional strategy
process, arguing that it would enable local authorities to participate fully:

They (local authorities), through the leaders’ board, which will represent local
authorities on this, will be able to say “This is our view of the needs in our area”, and
they are their partners in drawing up the single strategy which involves both the
planning element and the economic element in a way that has not happened before. I
think you can see quite a clear line there between the assessment duty and the
formulation of the single strategy.'*

137. This issue was also raised in the House of Lords during the Committee stage of the Bill
on 9 February 2009 and assurances were given by Government Ministers that the
economic assessment would feed into, amongst others, the integrated regional strategy."*!

138. The Committee notes, however, that Part 5, Regional Strategy, of the Bill, including
clause 71, Matters to be taken into account in revision, which lists the sources which those
authorities drafting the strategy ‘must have regard to’, does not currently refer to the
proposed duty.

Local authorities’ skills and expertise

139. When asked about the capacity of local authority staff to undertake these new
responsibilities, the Minister acknowledged that the aim of the SNR is to raise their skills
and expertise through the assessment duty. The Minister stated that:

128 Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Bill, Local Economic Assessments, Policy Statement -
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If you are asking me is there an issue of capacity in some local authorities, I think the
answer is yes, there is, but the structure of the SNR is designed to raise that by
fostering a focus at the very local level through the economic assessment duty and at
the regional level through the Leaders’ Board and the single strategy. (Q376).

The Committee’s conclusions and recommendations

140. The Committee notes the Government’s ambition to increase the role of local
authorities in economic development and regeneration policy and agrees that the
proposed economic assessment duty is one way to realise this. Concerns over local
authorities' understanding of business, however, were raised in evidence to the inquiry
and the Committee expects authorities to address any skill gaps before the first
assessments are undertaken. The Committee recommends that the House seek
assurance on this matter as the Bill progresses.

141. The economic assessment duty should not be seen as an end in itself, however, and
there should be a clear mechanism to ensure the assessments are considered when the
regional strategy is drafted. Despite assurances that this will be the case by the Minister,
this is not reflected in the Bill. If this part of the Bill is not amended before it reaches
the Commons, the Committee recommends that clause 71(1), Matters to be taken into
account in revision, be amended to ensure that the economic assessments must be
considered by responsible regional authorities when revising the regional strategy.

142. The Committee also notes the Government’s commitment to provide support to
enable local authorities to undertake this duty effectively. The Committee agrees that
local authorities must be given the capacity required and recommends the Government
should provide a statement setting out how this support will be provided and how
Ministers intend to monitor its provision.

6 Sub-regional collaboration on
economic development

Initial SNR proposals

143. The SNR sought to promote collaborative working at sub-regional level on economic
development and regeneration policy, as part of the proposed increase in the role of local
authorities. The Government particularly highlighted collaborative working in the areas of
transport, spatial planning and skills and employment policy."**

144. The SNR recognised that local authorities faced a number of difficulties in
collaborating on economic development issues and highlighted the recent development of
Multi-Area Agreements (MAAs) as an effective mechanism for addressing these. MAAs
are voluntary groupings of local authorities with collective targets, performance indicators
and pooled resources, with a maximum life span of three years.'*

132 SNR1, paras. 6.66 — 6.69
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145. The Government recognised, however, that local authorities might wish to collaborate
on a broader range of policy issues than those currently covered by MAAs and on a more
permanent basis. The SNR proposed statutory partnerships between local authorities
which could pool responsibilities for economic development policy areas beyond transport
and on a permanent basis.'**

146. The SNR consultation document stated that the proposed statutory sub-regional
arrangements would:

enhance the ability of authorities to drive forward improvements to support
sustainable sub-regional growth, and enable funding and responsibility to be
devolved or delegated directly to the sub-region, rather than to individual local
authorities or to one local authority acting as the accountable body for a sub-regional
partnership. Such arrangements would also bind in local authorities to long-term
decision-making.”

147. The consultation document also stated that any sub-region wanting to adopt these
arrangements would have to adhere to four fundamental principles:

e collaboration between elected members of existing local authorities;
o funding costs must be met by partners;

e cost-neutralality, the costs should be covered by efficiency savings created by joint
working; and

e accountability.”*

Revised SNR proposals and Part 6 of the Bill

148. The consultation showed support for formal collaborative arrangements, particularly
at sub-regional level on transport, skills provision and community regeneration. The
Government, therefore, proposed to establish statutory sub-regional authorities for
economic development, known as Economic Prosperity Boards (EPBs)"*.

149. Clause 83 of the Bill, EPBs and their areas, provides for the establishment of EPBs,
with subsections (2) to (6) setting out the conditions that must be met before a Board can
be created. These include that no local authority within the Board is separated from the
other authorities within the Board (condition B) and that no local authority not in the
Board is surrounded by authorities that are (condition C). Under clause 86, Exercise of local
authority functions, local authority functions can be exercised by the EPB instead of (clause
86(4)(a)) or concurrently with (clause 86(4)(b)) the local authority. EPBs will be voluntary
but clause 90, Changes to boundaries of an EPB’s area, makes it clear that any subsequent
changes to membership will only be possible if the Secretary of State agrees and if the
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conditions set out at s83 are still met. Clauses 98 to 108'** make similar provisions for
combined authorities, which are groupings of authorities which can take over transport
and economic development and regeneration functions.

150. It was intended that the legislation would set out a framework for EPBs but, within
this, each EPB would have the flexibility to propose its own functions for approval by
Ministers on a case by case basis.'” Clause 92, Review by authorities: new EPB, provides
that sub-regions would be required to show, through an initial review of economic
development across the area, that the proposed functions are appropriate for delivery at
sub-regional level and do not duplicate existing programmes.

151. Clause 64(2), Partner authorities, lists EPBs as a partner authority which must be
consulted by a lead local authority in undertaking an economic assessment.

152. The Government provided a policy document on the options for sub-regional co-
operation in the Bill in January 2009. The document sets out the rationale for greater co-
operation at sub-regional level, as well as detailing the process for establishing an EPB. The
document states that, before any changes to an existing EPB can be made, a new review
must take place and a revised scheme must be published.'*

Issues raised in evidence on both the initial and revised SNR
proposals

153. The Minister told the Committee that:

In the end there is quite a simple idea behind this, which is to get the different bodies,
who are not the national government but at a smaller level than the national
government in a particular region, working together for the economic good of that
region.'"!

154. There was relatively little comment on this proposal in the response to the
Committee’s initial call for evidence, although the majority of the witnesses agreed that
greater collaboration at sub-regional level was desirable in order for economic
development policy support better to mirror functional economic areas.

The workability of the proposed Economic Prosperity Boards

155. During the Minister's evidence, the Committee asked about the membership of EPBs
and, in particular, the process by which local authorities could leave the partnerships. The
Director of Planning from CLG made it clear that, following their creation, local
authorities would only be able to opt out with the consent of the Secretary of State.'*

138 Clauses 98 — 102, Combined authorities and their areas and clauses 103 — 108, Requirements in connection with
orders about combined authorities.

139 SNR3, para. 2.16

140 Policy document on options fur Sub-Regional Cooperation in the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Bill - http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/citiesandregions/pdf/1130456.pdf

141 Q341
142 Q333
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156. In his supplementary submission, Dr Benneworth argued that EPBs would have
greater capacity to be effective if local authorities were obliged to collaborate, rather than
encouraged to volunteer. He wrote that the voluntary nature “reduces their [the EPBs’]
capacity to deliver ‘real’ joining up of participants’ strategies which are driven by statutory

requirements”.'*?

144

157. The Minister confirmed that the EPBs could operate across regional boundaries'** and

this was confirmed in the policy document published in January 2009.

158. Consideration of the Bill as far as it relates to EPBs was begun at Committee stage in
the House of Lords on 24 February 2009. A number of concerns were raised, mostly
relating to their status within the existing structure of regional and sub-regional bodies and
the procedure that must be followed in the event of a local authority wanting to withdraw.
Lord Greaves described the current provisions as a “strait-jacket which, once you are in it,
you will find it difficult to get out of”.!*>

An additional layer of bureaucracy?

159. A number of comments from the private sector highlighted concerns about creating
additional bureaucracy through an extra layer of governance. In his supplementary
memorandum, Dr Paul Benneworth agreed, arguing:

it must be recognised that this arrangement is being created in a light-touch way in
an institutional environment already extremely tangled with statutory local
performance frameworks and agreements. This might undermine the willingness of
partners to participate actively in the EPBs and undermine any potential
effectiveness this innovation may have.'*¢

160. The CBI made a similar point when it argued “we question whether it is necessary to
have another new body to deliver this”'*” whilst Essex County Council told the Committee
that “there would need to be clarity concerning the additional benefits that a Board would

bring as compared to any existing arrangements”."*®

The Committee’s conclusions and recommendations

161. The Committee’s inquiry has found that there is significant support for
collaboration on economic development issues at sub-regional level and, in principle,
the Committee welcomes the Government’s attempts to encourage this. The
Committee notes, however, the concerns of witnesses that Economic Prosperity Boards
(EPBs) might be an unnecessary addition to the plethora of organisations and

143 Ev 111

144 Q345

145 HL Deb, 24 February 2009, c90
146 Ev 111

147 Ev 141

148 Ev 246
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strategies which operate at local, sub-regional and regional level. The Committee shares
this concern and recommends the House consider this issue as the Bill progresses.

162. The Committee recommends that the Government provide further information
on what use, if any, the Secretary of State will make of the review required by clause 92
when deciding whether to make an order establishing an EPB. The Committee also
notes that the Bill is silent on the role of RDAs in relation to this review.

163. The Committee is concerned that there is a potential for conflict between the
requirement for collaboration to be flexible, to adjust to possible changes in local
authority leadership and direction, and the need for a certain amount of stability to
make collaboration across local authority boundaries meaningful. The SNR explicitly
envisages that EPBs will provide this stability, by stating they will “bind in local
authorities to long-term decision-making” (see paragraph 146).

164. The Committee is concerned about the process by which local authorities or
combined authorities can leave EPBs. It notes the conditions placed on local authorities
when applying to create an EPB or combined authority and believes that these will
circumscribe the decision of the Secretary of State when considering an application
from an authority to withdraw. The Committee is concerned that an authority might
be prevented from withdrawing from an EPB, even though it no longer wished to
participate; considerable disruption could be caused if one of the members of such a
body was no longer a willing participant. Moreover, the Bill does not state whether
those authorities who wish to leave will be able to reverse clause 86(4) and re-gain
control of powers that have been ceded to the EPB. The Committee also notes that
orders to change the boundaries of an EPB or combined authority can only be made if
all the councils concerned agree and it is unclear what the consequences will be if
unanimity cannot be reached. These points, and the consequences for local democracy
if there is no change, must be clarified as the Bill progresses.

7 RDAs’ devolution of decision making to
sub-regions

Initial SNR proposals

165. The Government wanted local authorities to have a greater role in the delivery of
economic development and regeneration policies and for policy decisions and delivery to
be delegated to the most appropriate spatial level. Accordingly, the SNR proposed the
delegation of decision making to local authorities or sub-regions from RDAs wherever
possible, unless there were clear reasons for not doing so.'*

166. The SNR also asserted that local authorities would be able to provide more effective
economic development and regeneration policies if they had greater certainty over their
funding received from other bodies, such as RDAs, European Regional Development
Funding (ERDF) and proposed new Homes Agency. It suggested that “these reforms will

149 SNR1, para. 6.48
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allow local authorities to plan further ahead and get them in a better position to make the
» 150

long-term investments necessary to improve performance in their localities”.
167. It argued that this applied “in particular for sub-regions which represent functional
economic areas and which have the capacity to manage large projects, provided decision-
making structures are in place which allow effective prioritisation of investments”."" It also
went on to emphasise that RDAs should seek to focus more strongly on providing capacity
support for local authorities to facilitate this.

Revised SNR proposals

168. As part of its revised proposals, the Government stated that it had not amended this
proposal and that legislation was not required to implement it. RDAs will continue to
deliver interventions themselves only where it is appropriate for them to do so, otherwise
they will commission programmes and projects from other bodies (e.g., local authorities,
universities, sub-regional partnerships).'”> The Government states that this proposal will
allow considerable scope for partners to plan the commissioned programmes and projects
but will retain strong accountability with the RDAs.

169. Investment planning will allow local authorities and sub-regional partners to have a
determining role in planning and delivering interventions, although formal approval and
accountability will remain with RDAs.

170. The discussions at Committee stage of the Bill in the House of Lords, however, suggest
that the Government has, in fact, changed its position relating to the devolution of decision
making to local authorities. During the debate on 24 February 2009, Baroness Andrews
stated that: “Our position is a change of emphasis, not policy. The RDA, as part of its joint
responsibility for delivery of regional strategy, needs to be able to ensure that the
programmes and projects that it funds are consistent with the strategy so that there is
coherence and fairness across the are, so that lessons learned from evaluation work of
programmes in different areas about what is working effectively and value for money are
adopted. It is also vital, especially at this time, to preserve the flexibility of RDA budgets so
that they can, if necessary, be flexed to address economic imperatives.”**

171. The Committee notes that some local authorities already undertake some degree of
economic development agenda through Sustainable Communities Strategies, Local and
Multi Area Agreements.

150 ibid, para. 6.48

151 ibid, para. 6.71

152 SNR3, paras. 2.51 - 55

153 HL Deb, 24 February 2009, c84
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Issues raised in evidence on both the initial and revised SNR
proposals

Status of the proposed decision making responsibilities

172. Witnesses were concerned by the lack of detail on how decision making
responsibilities would be passed to local authorities. In particular, there was widespread
fear that RDAs would delegate, rather than devolve, funding. In its submission, Barnsley
Metropolitan Borough Council made the following distinction between powers being
‘delegated’ and ‘devolved™:

Delegation implies that RDA funds would be passed down to local partners to be
spent within tightly defined frameworks set at the regional level. In contrast,
devolution of funding would mean that local partners had much more discretion for
decision making at the local level, albeit within a regional framework.'>*

173. The LGA told the Committee that it had legal advice that existing legislation already
enabled RDAs to devolve funding to local authorities but that it had perceived an
increasing reluctance to do this in advance of SNR legislation. The LGA was concerned
that this suggested that RDAs might not be easily persuaded to devolve these powers and
functions.”” Lancashire County Council also told us that it had experienced RDA
reluctance to devolve funding.'*

174. In its supplementary submission, Essex County Council returned to this concern,
stating that “the extent to which local authorities are delegated RDA funding is still
dependent upon their (RDAs’) understanding of the ‘spirit’ and devolutionary intent of
SNR. ... Government will need to monitor the extent to which RDAs, in practice, delegate
to these agencies and move towards a more strategic role”.'””

175. In its supplementary submission on behalf of all RDAs, One NorthEast sought to
provide clarification and reassurance on this point:

RDAs, as agreed with the LGA, consider there to be three broad approaches to the
delivery of economic development activities:

(i) Regional direct delivery by the RDA, for example responding to economic
shocks, inward investment, and innovation

(ii) Regional or sub regional delivery through contractual partnerships and
extended enterprises for example through Business Link

154 Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council submission to Government SNR consultation
155 Ev 286
156 Ev 278
157 Ev 247
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(iii) Sub-regional and local delivery supported by increased delegation to local
authorities and other local delivery bodies (e.g. Economic Development Companies,
Urban Regeneration Companies and other forms of Special Purpose Vehicles).'**

Local authorities’ skills and expertise

176. There were also concerns that local authorities might not have the skills they needed
to undertake these tasks. Local authorities, on the other hand, argued that some authorities
had sufficient expertise and were already active on economic development issues through
existing powers. Essex County Council stated that, as a starting point, it wanted a
presumption that local authorities were competent to undertake this spending function'”®
whilst the LGA maintained that, if a local authority was not felt to have sufficient skills and
expertise, it could face the ultimate punishment at the ballot box.'*

177. A number of submissions questioned how a RDA might measure the readiness of
local authorities to take on additional responsibilities. Many argued that funding should
not be devolved until local authorities have proved that they have sufficient skills and
experience to do so and that some sort of proof of capacity should be sought as a measure
of local authorities’ competence. Essex County Council raised the point that assessing
capacity would be even more of a challenge for those RDAs with a high number of local
authorities in their regions.'®'

178. In oral evidence, RDAs themselves told the Committee that they believed local
authorities had the skills to deliver these programmes. EMDA cited the £50 million, about
43% of its budget, which it already delegates to local authorities in the East Midlands.'®
EMDA set out its own procedure for measuring the ability of local authorities to deliver
economic development programmes:

We do have our own internal auditors, so if we are going to work with a body like a
local authority, a sub-regional partnership, we do a due diligence and then we have
an understanding and agreement, a round of understanding, heads of agreement,
whatever, that they will deliver X, Y and Z. We follow it up very closely, we monitor
it and they have to give monthly reports. Every six months I meet with the chair and
chief executive of every sub-regional partnership to assess where we are and what we
are doing.'®’

The Committee’s conclusions and recommendations

179. The Committee agrees that RDAs will be better able to focus on strategic economic
and spatial planning matters if as much as is reasonable of the delivery of the strategy is
undertaken by local authorities and other sub-regional partners.

158 Ev 340
159 Q111
160 Q101
161 Q111
162 Q221
163 Q226
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180. The Committee welcomes the assurances provided to it, through One NorthEast,
that RDAs are preparing to delegate responsibility to local authorities. It notes,
however, that the very different terms ‘delegation’ and ‘devolution’ of responsibility are
used interchangeably in the SNR documents and finds this unhelpful and confusing.
Moreover, the Committee notes the comments made by Baroness Andrews that the
Government appears to have changed its position over the extent to which RDAs will be
requested to delegate or devolve decision-making. This must be clarified as a matter of

urgency.

181. The Committee notes the comments made in evidence regarding the process by
which RDAs will be able to accurately measure the readiness and skills of local
authorities to deliver these responsibilities. The Committee seeks further information
from the Government on how RDAs will measure local authorities' readiness and
ability. The Committee foresees that difficulties might arise if a local authority has a
different opinion of its capability than that of its RDA. The Government should be able
to get tell whether a RDA is generally willing to devolve funding to local authorities by
considering the degree to which it devolves funding to other local authorities or in
other policy areas. The Committee calls on it to clarify whether it intends to do this and
what steps it would take if RDAs are found to be unwilling to devolve decision making
to local authorities appropriately.
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Conclusions and recommendations

The Committee notes the broad and strong consensus about the need for a level of
governance between central government and local authorities and is satisfied that
regional development agencies (RDAs) serve a useful function. The Committee
acknowledges that other models could have been developed to perform the function,
rather than that established by the Regional Development Agencies Act 1998, but
believes that, given the nature of RDAs' responsibilities, it is appropriate that these
organisations are business-led. (Paragraph 21)

The Committee recognises the real concern that exists about the inevitable
arbitrariness or inappropriateness of some borders between RDAs and seeks
reassurance from both the Government and the RDAs themselves that strenuous
efforts will always be made to work across boundaries where sub-national economies
or industries that are truly national in scope demand a wider approach than a
regional one. (Paragraph 29)

The Committee understands and shares the concerns of business organisations that
the incremental increase in RDAs' responsibilities to date has resulted in some loss of
their business focus. Moreover, the Committee is concerned that increasing RDAS'
responsibilities in a piecemeal fashion could seriously impact on their ability to
maintain the strategic outlook which the (sub-national review) SNR proposes. If
responsibilities are to be widened in future, there must be full public consultation
before any such change. (Paragraph 32)

The Committee notes the National Audit Office's (NAO) positive assessments of
RDAs' effectiveness; it also notes the strong, but anecdotal, views expressed to it
criticising aspects of RDA performance. Ideally, we would have delayed this report
until the PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) report on RDA impact was available but
we feel it is important that this Report is published in time to inform the House's
consideration of the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction
Bill. This central issue of effectiveness is one to which this, or a successor committee,
might wish to return. (Paragraph 40)

We welcome the commissioning of the PwC report on the effectiveness of RDAs but
are very disappointed that the Government has introduced legislation implementing
the SNR proposals before its publication. It is regrettable that Parliament is being
asked to decide on RDASs' future responsibilities without a full analysis of the way
they fulfil their current ones. The Committee strongly recommends that the PwC
report is published before the Committee stage of the Bill begins. (Paragraph 41)

The Committee notes the concerns about the private sector experience of RDA staft
and board members. Moreover, the Committee is itself concerned that the
percentage of staft with a business background will decrease further if, as the Bill
envisages, RDAs become more involved in matters currently undertaken by other
regional bodies, such as planning. This could have a significant impact on RDAS'
ability to be truly business led and we recommend that the Government monitors
the experience of RDA staff and board members on a regular basis. (Paragraph 45)
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The Committee notes the conclusions of the Arthur D Little Report but this issue
seems to remain a cause of concern to businesses. We are not fully convinced by the
report's findings. The Committee will monitor the success of the new arrangements
for overseas representation and expects to see more robust co-ordination in the
future. The Committee also expects the new overseas representation model to lead to
progress on the Committee's earlier recommendation that RDA overseas offices co-
locate within Foreign and Commonwealth Office overseas and UK Trade &
Investment (UKTI) offices, wherever possible. In its response to this report, we ask
the Government to report progress on this important subject. (Paragraph 51)

The Committee appreciates that the Government is facing a significant challenge in
dealing with the effects of the current economic recession and that there are many
calls on public funds. The Committee recognises that it may be that RDAs can make
efficiency savings and operate effectively on a smaller budget. Any budget cuts made,
however, must be done after a comprehensive and thoughtful review of RDAs'
budgets and programmes, rather than being determined by departmental budget
shortfalls on other priorities. (Paragraph 58)

It is important that RDAs have some certainty over their budget in order for them to
work with regional, sub-regional and local partners to fund and deliver meaningful
economic development programmes. The Government should support Ministerial
rhetoric with financial clarity; 'dipping into’ RDA budgets is no way to do that.
(Paragraph 59)

Whatever the merits of the timing of reform during a major recession, it would be
easier to implement if there was clarity about the proposals. Throughout the inquiry,
the Committee was surprised and disappointed by the lack of detail contained in the
Government's proposals about how the new arrangements for sub-national
governance of economic development policy would operate in practice. This can
only be a cause of significant concern for the RDAs and local authorities faced with
implementing the legislation. We believe that much of the clarification called for in
this report could, and should, have been provided at an earlier stage. It must be
available during the Committee stage of the Bill. (Paragraph 67)

The Committee recognises the broad support for the integration of the existing
regional economic and spatial planning strategies and welcomes the Government’s
decision to merge the two. The Committee emphasises, however, that it will be
essential to balance the economic and the spatial planning aspects of the strategies. It
will be difficult for RDAs to remain business led organisations whilst jointly
responsible for a strategy which encompasses a range of often very sensitive
community issues. (Paragraph 116)

The Committee notes the tensions between witnesses about the need to represent
business interests and the need to represent community concerns within the
integrated regional strategy. The Committee believes that business interests cannot
be presumed to take precedence over the democratically expressed wishes of local
communities. The process that eventually results from the Bill must allow
community concerns raised through the local democratic process to be fully
recognised and taken into account. (Paragraph 117)
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The Committee welcomes the fact that local authorities, through the Local Authority
Leaders’ Boards (LALBs), will retain their democratic link with spatial planning
issues under the revised proposals. As the Committee has already stated, however, it
is concerned that RDAs must remain business focused to perform their primary
functions and that the Bill does not provide sufficient safeguards to local
communities. The Committee urges Members to address these central points during
the passage of the Bill through the House of Commons. (Paragraph 118)

The Committee welcomes the revised proposals relating to the functions of LALBs
and supports the Government’s decision to separate the executive and scrutiny
functions. We are concerned, however, that over the evolution of the Government's
proposals an accountability gap may have been created. The Committee recognises
that regional committees are expected to have a key role in the accountability of the
integrated regional strategies and regional governance. It is too soon to judge their
effectiveness but this Committee does have concerns about whether regional
committees will have the time and resources to scrutinise sufficiently regional
strategies. Nor is it clear how such scrutiny will fit with existing committees' remits,
such as this Committee's scrutiny of BERR and its agencies, including RDAEs.
(Paragraph 119)

The Committee regrets the lack of clarity about the procedure to be followed if the
integrated regional strategy cannot be agreed. The Committee notes that, other than
clause 74(1)(a), the Bill is silent on the relationship between LALBs and RDAs and
remains concerned about the confusion about how disagreements between the two
can be resolved. The Committee recommends that the Government clarifies this
before the Bill reaches committee stage in the Commons. If sufficient clarification is
not provided, Members may wish to amend the Bill to address this. (Paragraph 120)

The Committee is also concerned about a lack of clarity about how LALBs will
operate. We believe that the effectiveness of some LALBs might be limited due to the
size and diversity of their membership or the number of two tier authorities within
the region. As the schemes for the establishment and operation of an LALB need to
be approved by the Secretary of State, the Committee recommends the Government
publishes draft guidance on the criteria that acceptable schemes should meet before
Committee stage is reached. (Paragraph 121)

The Committee shares witnesses’ concerns about the proposed timetable for the
drafting and agreement of the regional strategy. Experience of regional spatial
strategies suggests that two years is likely to be too short a time for drafting,
consultation, revision and agreement with Ministers. If this is the case, revising the
strategy every five years also seems unrealisticc The Committee notes the
undertaking by Government officials that further guidance will be provided as the
Bill progresses and calls on the Government to provide such guidance as soon as
possible. (Paragraph 122)

The Committee notes the concerns over RDASs’ ability to deal with spatial planning
matters. The Committee notes that RDAs have already begun to address this issue
but is concerned that they may not be able to attract staff with spatial planning skills
as quickly as they need. The Committee recommends, therefore, that colleagues on
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regional committees satisfy themselves that RDAs have sufficient skills and expertise
as a matter of urgency. (Paragraph 123)

The Committee agrees that the success of regional strategies will rest on how well
they address the needs of their region and reflect the views of all regional
stakeholders. The Committee notes clause 69 of the Bill deals with community
involvement and recommends that this provision should be strengthened. Currently
it requires the responsible authorities to identify the “persons who appear to them to
have an interest”. The Committee considers that the Bill should specify that certain
groups should be included in the consultation as a matter of course. The Committee
does not seek to set out a definitive list here, but considers that bodies such as local
chambers of commerce, emergency services, primary care trusts, parish councils,
utilities, the Highways Agency and Network Rail should be included. We also
recommend that regional committee colleagues consider the issue of whether there is
effective consultation on integrated regional strategies. (Paragraph 124)

The Committee notes the Government’s ambition to increase the role of local
authorities in economic development and regeneration policy and agrees that the
proposed economic assessment duty is one way to realise this. Concerns over local
authorities' understanding of business, however, were raised in evidence to the
inquiry and the Committee expects authorities to address any skill gaps before the
first assessments are undertaken. The Committee recommends that the House seek
assurance on this matter as the Bill progresses. (Paragraph 140)

The economic assessment duty should not be seen as an end in itself, however, and
there should be a clear mechanism to ensure the assessments are considered when
the regional strategy is drafted. Despite assurances that this will be the case by the
Minister, this is not reflected in the Bill. If this part of the Bill is not amended before
it reaches the Commons, the Committee recommends that clause 71(1), Matters to
be taken into account in revision, be amended to ensure that the economic
assessments must be considered by responsible regional authorities when revising
the regional strategy. (Paragraph 141)

The Committee also notes the Government’s commitment to provide support to
enable local authorities to undertake this duty effectively. The Committee agrees that
local authorities must be given the capacity required and recommends the
Government should provide a statement setting out how this support will be
provided and how Ministers intend to monitor its provision. (Paragraph 142)

The Committee’s inquiry has found that there is significant support for collaboration
on economic development issues at sub-regional level and, in principle, the
Committee welcomes the Government’s attempts to encourage this. The Committee
notes, however, the concerns of witnesses that Economic Prosperity Boards (EPBs)
might be an unnecessary addition to the plethora of organisations and strategies
which operate at local, sub-regional and regional level. The Committee shares this
concern and recommends the House consider this issue as the Bill progresses.
(Paragraph 161)
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The Committee recommends that the Government provide further information on
what use, if any, the Secretary of State will make of the review required by clause 92
when deciding whether to make an order establishing an EPB. The Committee also
notes that the Bill is silent on the role of RDAs in relation to this review. (Paragraph
162)

The Committee is concerned that there is a potential for conflict between the
requirement for collaboration to be flexible, to adjust to possible changes in local
authority leadership and direction, and the need for a certain amount of stability to
make collaboration across local authority boundaries meaningful. The SNR explicitly
envisages that EPBs will provide this stability, by stating they will “bind in local
authorities to long-term decision-making” (see paragraph 146). (Paragraph 163)

The Committee is concerned about the process by which local authorities or
combined authorities can leave EPBs. It notes the conditions placed on local
authorities when applying to create an EPB or combined authority and believes that
these will circumscribe the decision of the Secretary of State when considering an
application from an authority to withdraw. The Committee is concerned that an
authority might be prevented from withdrawing from an EPB, even though it no
longer wished to participate; considerable disruption could be caused if one of the
members of such a body was no longer a willing participant. Moreover, the Bill does
not state whether those authorities who wish to leave will be able to reverse clause
86(4) and re-gain control of powers that have been ceded to the EPB. The
Committee also notes that orders to change the boundaries of an EPB or combined
authority can only be made if all the councils concerned agree and it is unclear what
the consequences will be if unanimity cannot be reached. These points, and the
consequences for local democracy if there is no change, must be clarified as the Bill
progresses. (Paragraph 164)

The Committee agrees that RDAs will be better able to focus on strategic economic
and spatial planning matters if as much as is reasonable of the delivery of the strategy
is undertaken by local authorities and other sub-regional partners. (Paragraph 179)

The Committee welcomes the assurances provided to it, through One NorthEast,
that RDAs are preparing to delegate responsibility to local authorities. It notes,
however, that the very different terms ‘delegation’ and ‘devolution’ of responsibility
are used interchangeably in the SNR documents and finds this unhelpful and
confusing. (Paragraph 180)

The Committee notes the comments made in evidence regarding the process by
which RDAs will be able to accurately measure the readiness and skills of local
authorities to deliver these responsibilities. The Committee seeks further information
from the Government on how RDAs will measure local authorities' readiness and
ability. The Committee foresees that difficulties might arise if a local authority has a
different opinion of its capability than that of its RDA. The Government should be
able to get tell whether a RDA is generally willing to devolve funding to local
authorities by considering the degree to which it devolves funding to other local
authorities or in other policy areas. The Committee calls on it to clarify whether it
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intends to do this and what steps it would take if RDAs are found to be unwilling to
devolve decision making to local authorities appropriately. (Paragraph 181)
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Annex A - List of RDAs and boundaries

Schedule 1 of the Regional Development Agencies Act 1998 sets out the boundaries for the
nine English RDAs:

East Midlands

The counties of Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, Northamptonshire and
Nottinghamshire. The non-metropolitan districts of Derby, Leicester, Nottingham
and Rutland.

Eastern

The counties of Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire, Essex, Hertfordshire, Norfolk and
Suffolk. The non-metropolitan districts of Luton, Peterborough, Southend-on-Sea
and Thurrock.

London
Greater London.
North East

The counties of Durham and Northumberland. The metropolitan districts of
Gateshead, Newcastle upon Tyne, North Tyneside, South Tyneside and Sunderland.
The non-metropolitan districts of Darlington, Hartlepool, Middlesbrough, Redcar
and Cleveland and Stockton-on-Tees.

North West

The counties of Cheshire, Cumbria and Lancashire. The metropolitan districts of
Bolton, Bury, Knowsley, Liverpool, Manchester, Oldham, Rochdale, St. Helens,
Salford, Sefton, Stockport, Tameside, Trafford, Wigan and Wirral. The non-
metropolitan districts of Blackburn with Darwen, Blackpool, Halton and
Warrington.

South East

The counties of Buckinghamshire, East Sussex, Hampshire, Isle of Wight, Kent,
Oxfordshire, Surrey and West Sussex. The non-metropolitan districts of Bracknell
Forest, Brighton and Hove, the Medway Towns, Milton Keynes, Portsmouth,
Reading, Slough, Southampton, West Berkshire, Windsor and Maidenhead and
Wokingham.
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South West

The counties of Cornwall, Devon, Dorset, Gloucestershire, Somerset and Wiltshire.
The non-metropolitan districts of Bath and North East Somerset, Bournemouth,
Bristol, North Somerset, Plymouth, Poole, South Gloucestershire, Swindon and
Torbay. The Isles of Scilly.

West Midlands

The counties of Shropshire, Staffordshire, Warwickshire and Worcestershire. The
metropolitan districts of Birmingham, Coventry, Dudley, Sandwell, Solihull, Walsall
and Wolverhampton. The non-metropolitan districts of Herefordshire, Stoke-on-
Trent and Telford and Wrekin.

Yorkshire and the Humber

The county of North Yorkshire. The metropolitan districts of Barnsley, Bradford,
Calderdale, Doncaster, Kirklees, Leeds, Rotherham, Sheffield and Wakefield. The
non-metropolitan districts of the East Riding of Yorkshire, Kingston upon Hull,
North East Lincolnshire, North Lincolnshire and York.
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Appendix 1 - Correspondence from BERR
on the Winter Supplementary Estimates

Winter Supplementary Estimate 2008/9

I am responding to your letter of 17 November in which you requested further information
on BERR’s Winter Supplementary Estimate 2008/9.

RDA Funding

£17.088m reduced contribution from Department for the Environment, Food and Rural
Areas (DEFRA)

The funding for the Regional Development Agencies’ (RDAs) and the London
Development Agency (LDA) is managed through BERR as the central sponsoring
Department. Contributions from other Departments, such as DEFRA, are channelled via
BERR through a “single pot”.

The reduction in DEFRA's contribution to the RDA “single pot” was due to DEFRA's need
to set a balanced budget for 2008/9. This entailed a review of all areas of spend and a need
to prioritise spending commitments.

All RDAs have more difficulty in accommodating reductions to Near Cash expenditure
rather than Capital, and the impact is felt across all aspects of Programme activity. The
biggest area for collective RDA expenditure is Business Support activity, and therefore it
bears most of any Near Cash expenditure reductions. The reduction has been applied to a
large range of schemes, for example - reduced support for Business Start-up, Business
Transformation Programme and Grants for Business Investment (formerly Selective
Finance for Investment in England).

The difference between the reduced contribution and the reduced Grant-in-Aid has arisen
because the LDA, as a Local Authority, receives direct (i.e. voted) funding whilst the RDAs
receive (non voted) funding via payments of Grant-in-Aid. The following table shows the
relationship between the quoted figures of £20m and £17.088m:

Near Cash | Capital
£k £k
Total reduction in DEFRA contribution (20,000)
Of which the LDA’s proportion is voted rather than non 2,912
voted
Reduction in Grant-in-Aid (the non voted impact) 17,088

BERR is unable to increase its contribution to the RDAs as there is no surplus budget and
no availability of End Year Flexibility (EYF) funding.
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£17m reduction in Capital budget as a result of cold weather payments and warm front
delivery

I have been advised that the reduction of £17m in the RDA’s Capital budget is being
accommodated through two means:

o Identifying small schemes that can be delayed until the first quarter of 2009/10

o Reviewing the contracted intervention rates for existing schemes and agreeing with
other funding partners that RDAs will reduce contribution in 2008/09, and

increase contributions in 2009/10

Typically, this will be across ten or more schemes per RDA. As both cuts were notified
early in the financial year, the RDAs have managed the reductions through the project
development and contracting processes. It should be noted that the cumulative effect of
these reductions will inevitably lead toa reduction of, and in some cases cancellation
of, schemes in the future. The impact for 2009/10 and prioritisation of expenditure going
forward is currently under appraisal.

The forecast increase inthe Department for Work and Pension’s (DWP) Annually
Managed Expenditure (AME) costs for Cold Weather Payments has been funded entirely
by the reduction in BERR Departmental Expenditure Levels (DEL). There have been no
specific cuts in DWP’s DEL to fund this particular programme. However, DWP is
continuing to make very significant efficiencies across its budget, to live within its
challenging CSRO7 settlement and respond to the pressures of rising unemployment.

Apart from BERR’s £1m contribution, the £50m increase in the Warm Front programme
for 2008/9 (announced as part of the Government's Energy Efficiency package on 11th
September 2008) has been funded from DEFRA's Departmental Unallocated Provision
(DUP). The DUP was set aside to provide a contingency fund to respond to unplanned
events, such as large scale animal disease outbreaks and emergency situations. Therefore
no spending programmes have been directly cut as a result of the Warm Front increase and
DEFRA will look to flexibility within its budgets if it has to respond to an emergency
situation in the current financial year.

The correct text in respect of the £17m transfer to DEFRA and the Department for Work
and Pensions (DWP) should read “€1m to DEFRA for increased Warm Front Activity”
and “€16m to DWP for Winter Fuel Payments”.

The £16m was transferred via the Departmental Unallocated Provision (DUP) as the
budget made available was Capital but the required form of funding needed by DWP was
Near Cash. HM Treasury therefore facilitated the transfer via the DUP to change the
nature of the funding.

Reduced grants to the London Development Agency (LDA)
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Each year budgets are allocated to the LDA and RDAs from a “single pot” from
Government. This single pot is made up of funding provided by a number of Government
Departments, and is allocated on an agreed full formulaic basis.

Since actual in-year budgetary needs vary from initial allocations, the RDAs and LDA
agree to “swap” budgets between themselves during the year to ensure maximum usage of
the funding. Normally, “swaps” are made on the basis of the same type of budget (e.g.
Capital swapped for Capital) and on the basis of timing (e.g. the RDAs switch budgets to
the LDA one year and receive repayments the following year(s), depending on the
arrangement agreed between the lending and receiving RDA).

The LDA had benefited from additional Capital budget “borrowed” from the RDAs in
previous years for expenditure related to the 2012 London Olympics. The agreement was
that this would be returned in 2008/9. The LDA’s Capital budget was therefore reduced
from the indicative allocation in the Main Estimate in respect of the return of the £39.5m
borrowed from other RDAs. The overall reduction in the LDA’s budget through the
Winter Supplementary Estimate is as follows:

£k
LDA’s voted budget in Main Estimate 389,674
Reduction in respect of DEFRA contribution (2,912)
Budget “repaid” by LDA to RDAs (39,501)
LDA’s proportion of the reduction in BERR’s contribution (Capital in (2,504)
budgets but Capital Grants in the Estimate)
LDA’s voted budget in the Winter Supplementary Estimate 344,757

Insolvency Service Non Cash

The Insolvency Service receives fees in relation to insolvency cases but these are not
realised until some time later when asset realisations have been completed. An annual
provision has to be made for doubtful debts in relation to fee charges; this is calculated as a
proportion of fees charged. The provision has increased in line with the number of cases
being handled. An increase in such a provision currently results in additional (DEL) Non
Cash charges, hence the £14.3m budget increase needed. In view of the current economic
climate, there could be a need to increase this further through the Spring Supplementary
Estimate.

The figures in the Main Estimate reflect the CSR07 Settlement which was agreed in 2007.
In reality, the position by the beginning of any financial year seldom mirrors the situation
envisaged at the time of a Settlement.
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Departmental Unallocated Provision (DUP)

The movements in BERR’s DUP are shown in the following table. As explained in the
Memorandum to the Main Estimate for 2008/9, BERR’s Capital CSR07 Settlement
included planned use of certain EYF stocks and other flexibilities (although utilisation of
these would need to be agreed by Treasury and included in a Supplementary Estimate).
This resulted in a negative Capital DUP to balance in-year allocations.

Near Cash | Non Cash | Capital
£k £k £k
DUP in Main Estimate 556 15,028 (113,955)
Switch to British Shipbuilders’ Liabilities (516)
PES transfer to Cabinet Office for Security (40)
Monitoring and Co-ordination Centre
Switch to Insolvency Service (14,300)
Switch to Icelandic Trawlermen liabilities (728)
Environmental Transformation Fund 27,000
underspend switched into DUP
Enterprise Capital Fund underspend switched 27,400
into DUP
Switch from RDA Capital 16,000
PES transfer to DWP for Cold Weather (16,000)
Payments
DUP in Winter Supplementary Estimate 0 0 (59,555)

Part of the remaining £59,555k negative Capital DUP will be rectified by receipt of £35m
from the Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills (part repayment of a loan
made by BERR in 2007/8) through the Spring Supplementary Estimate.

In view of the 2008/9 fiscal position, HM Treasury have been unable to agree to any
utilisation of EYF until the Spring Supplementary Estimate. BERR has been promoting
Capital savings to redress the remaining negative balance but will be seeking use of EYF in
the Spring Supplementary Estimate if this proves absolutely necessary.

9 December 2009
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Formal Minutes

Tuesday 3 March 2009

Members present:

Peter Luff, in the Chair

Mr Adrian Bailey Mr Lindsay Hoyle
Roger Berry Lembit Opik

Mr Brian Binley Mr Anthony Wright
Mr Michael Clapham

1. Regional development agencies

Draft Report (Regional development agencies and the Local Democracy, Economic
Development and Construction Bill), proposed by the Chairman, brought up and read.

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph.
Paragraph 1 to 181 read and agreed to.

Annex, Glossary and Summary agreed to.

A paper was appended to the Report as Appendix 1.

Resolved, That the Report be the Fourth Report of the Committee to the House.
Ordered, That the Chairman make the Report to the House.

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the
provisions of Standing Order No. 134.

Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House for printing with the Report
together with written evidence reported and ordered to be published on 7 October 2008.

Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House for placing in the Library and
Parliamentary Archives.

[Adjourned until Tuesday 10 March at 10.15 am



List of witnesses
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Tuesday 7 October 2008 Page
Mr Chris Hannat, Head of Policy, British Chambers of Commerce, Mr Steve

Radley, Chief Economist, EEF and Ms Karen Dee, Head of Infrastructure, CBI Ev 1
Councillor David Sparks, Chair, transport and Regeneration Board, Local

Government Agency, Councillor Stephen Castle, Cabinet Member for

Economic Development, Regeneration and London 2012, Essex County

Council and Mr Sean McGrath, Head of External Relations, Lancashire

County Council Ev 13
Tuesday 14 October 2008

Mr Nick Paul, Chair, Advantage West Midlands, Dr Bryan Jackson, Chair and

RDA Chair of Chairs, and Mr Jeff Moore, Chief Executive, East Midlands

Development Agency Ev 26
Monday 15 December 2008

Rt Hon Pat McFadden MP, Minister of State for Employment Relations and

Postal Affairs and Ms Philippa Lloyd, Director of Regions, Department for

Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform and Ms Bernadette Kelly,

Planning Executive Director, Department for Communities and Local

Government Ev 46
List of written evidence

1 Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Ev 61, 66
2 15t East Ev 67
3 ACAS Ev 68, 71
4 Advantage West Midlands Ev 72
5 Aldeburgh Music Ev 80
6 Arts Council England, East Ev 81
7 Ashford Borough Council, Kent Ev 82
8 Association of North East Councils & the North East Assembly Ev 93
9 Association of Regional Observatories Ev 94
10  Aston University Ev 95
11 Graham Pierce, Aston University & Sarah Ayres, Bristol Unviersity Ev 97
12 Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council Ev 103
13 Dr Simon Bennett, QinetiQ Ev 104
14  Dr Paul Benneworth, Newcastle University Ev 106, 111
15  Birmingham, Coventry and Black Country City Region Ev 112
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16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

British Association of Shooting and Conservation
British Chambers of Commerce

British Furniture Confederation

British Music Rights

CABE

Campaign for National Parks

Campaign to Protect Rural England

CBI

CBI West Midlands

Centre for Cities

Ev 113
Ev 114
Ev 119
Ev 121
Ev 123
Ev 127
Ev 130, 133
Ev 134, 140
Ev 141
Ev 142

Centre for Urban and Regional Development Studies, Newcastle University Ev 144

Chemical Industries Association

Chief Economic Development Officers Society & The CSS
Community and Voluntary Forum Eastern Region
Confederation of West Midlands Chambers of Commerce
Cornwall County Council

Country Land and Business Association

County Councils Network

Cranfield University

Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire Chamber of commerce
Councillor Gerald Dawe

East of England Development Agency

East of England Regional Assembly

East Midlands Development Agency

East Midlands Environment Link

East Midlands Principal Authorities

East Midlands Regional Assembly

EEF

Engineering and Machinery Alliance

English Heritage

English National Park Authorities Association
English Regional Development Agencies

English Regions Network

The Environment Agency

Essex County Council

W J Kliszewicz, The Experience Group Ltd
Federation of Small Businesses

Finest

Goodrich Control Systems Ltd

Groundwork UK

Hertfordshire Prosperity

Historic Houses Association

Institute of Directors in the East of England
Institute of Historic Building Conservation
Institute of Physics

Ev 153

Ev 155

Ev 159

Ev 161

Ev 164

Ev 166

Ev 169

Ev 172

Ev 173

Ev 174

Ev 175

Ev 183

Ev 187, 197
Ev 199

Ev 201

Ev 201

Ev 203, 210
Ev 211

Ev 216

Ev 217

Ev 221

Ev 232, 235
Ev 236

Ev 239, 242, 246
Ev 247

Ev 248

Ev 253

Ev 253

Ev 254

Ev 255

Ev 259

Ev 261

Ev 264

Ev 265
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62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105

Institution of Economic Development
IPPR North

Ipswich Borough Council

Jaguar Land Rover

Lancashire County Council

Leeds City Region

Leicestershire Asian Business Association
Local Government Association

London Development Agency
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Ev 267
Ev 272
Ev 275
Ev 276
Ev 277, 280
Ev 282
Ev 284
Ev 285
Ev 288

National Housing Federation, Shelter & The Chartered Institute of Housing Ev 295

The National Trust

Natural England

Neo Products Ltd

NESTA

Norwich City Council

Northern Business Forum

North East Businesses & One NorthEast
North East Chamber of Commerce

North West Regional Development Agency
Nottinghamshire County Council

One NorthEast

Opportunity Peterborough URC

Oxford Innovation Ltd

Public and Commercial Services Union
Punjab Link Council

The RAC Foundation for Motoring

Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA)
Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS)
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB)
Royal Town Planning Institute

South East England Development Agency (SEEDA)
Semta

Skillfast UK

Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council
South East England Regional Assembly
South West Regional Development Agency
Taxpayers’ Alliance

University of Birmingham

University of Warwick

West Midlands Business Council

West Midlands Higher Education Association
West Midlands Regional Assembly

West Midlands Regional Forum of Leaders
Ken Wigfield

Wildlife Trusts

Ev 297
Ev 300
Ev 306
Ev 307
Ev 314
Ev 314
Ev 316
Ev 317
Ev 320
Ev 330
Ev 331, 339
Ev 340
Ev 342
Ev 344
Ev 346
Ev 348
Ev 349
Ev 353
Ev 356, 360
Ev 360
Ev 365
Ev 369
Ev 371
Ev 373
Ev 375
Ev 379
Ev 383
Ev 396
Ev 398
Ev 400
Ev 403
Ev 404, 420
Ev 421
Ev 423
Ev 424
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106 Wiltshire County Council Ev 428
107 The Woodland Trust Ev 430
108 Wychavon District Council Ev 432
109 Yorkshire Forward Ev 435
110 Yorkshire & Humber Assembly Ev 444

List of unprinted evidence

The following memoranda have been reported to the House, but to save printing costs
they have not been printed and copies have been placed in the House of Commons
Library, where they may be inspected by Members. Other copies are in the Parliamentary
Archives, and are available to the public for inspection. Requests for inspection should be
addressed to The Parliamentary Archives, Houses of Parliament, London SW1A OPW (tel.
020 7219 3074). Opening hours are from 9.30 am to 5.00 pm on Mondays to Fridays.

Regional Studies Association
British Library
R&D Society
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List of Reports from the Committee during
the current Parliament

Session 2008-09
First Report

Second Report”

Third Report

Session 2007-08
First Report

Second Report
Third Report
Fourth Report
Fifth Report

Sixth Report

Seventh Report
Eighth Report ™

Ninth Report
Tenth Report

Eleventh Report
Twelfth Report
Thirteenth Report

Fourteenth Report

Energy policy: future challenges

Pre-appointment hearing with the Chairman-elect of Ofcom,
Dr Colette Bowe

Work of the Committee in 2007-08

The work of the Committee in 2007

Jobs for the Girls: Two Years On

Post Office Closure Programme

Funding the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority

Waking up to India: Developments in UK-India economic
relations

After the Network Change Programme: the future of the
post office network

Keeping the door wide open: Turkey and EU accession

Scrutiny of Arms Export Controls (2008): UK Strategic Export
Controls Annual Report 2006, Quarterly Reports for 2007,
licensing policy and review of export control legislation

Construction matters

Post Office finance: matters arising from evidence taken on
10 June 2008

Energy prices, fuel poverty and Ofgem
Post Office Card Account: successor arrangements

Companies House

Departmental Annual Report and Scrutiny of the Department

for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform

HC 32

HC 119

HC 175

HC 233
HC 291
HC 292
HC 394
HC 209

HC 577

HC 367
HC 254

HC 127
HC 662

HC 293
HC 1052
HC 456
HC 1116

*  First Joint Report with Culture, Media and Sport Committee

ok First Joint Report of Committee’s on Arms Export Controls




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /ENG ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




