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CABINET

A meeting of the Cabinet will be held at 6.30 pm on Wednesday 12 September 2018 in The 
Olympic Room - Aylesbury Vale District Council, when your attendance is requested.

NOTE: There will be an informal session starting at 6.15 pm to give Members the opportunity to 
comment on issues on the Agenda.  The press and public may attend as observers.

Membership: Councillors: A Macpherson (Leader), S Bowles (Deputy Leader), P Irwin, 
H Mordue, C Paternoster, Sir Beville Stanier Bt, P Strachan, J Ward and M Winn.

Contact Officer for meeting arrangements: Bill Ashton; bashton@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk;

AGENDA

1. APOLOGIES 

2. MINUTES (Pages 3 - 6)

To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting held on 10 July 2018, attached 
as an appendix.

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Members to declare any interests.

4. ANTI SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR POLICY (Pages 7 - 18)
Councillor Winn 
Cabinet Member for Communities

To consider the attached report

Contact Officer: Chris Oliver 01296 585 005

5. LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIPS (LEP) REVIEW (Pages 19 - 86)
Councillor Bowles
Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Economic Development

To consider the attached report.

Contact Officer:  Tracey Aldworth (01296) 585003

Public Document Pack



6. OUR VALE FUNDING (Pages 87 - 94)
Councillor Mrs Ward
Cabinet Member for Civic Amenities

To consider the attached report.

Contact Officers:  Caroline Wheller (01296) 585185 / Sam Ovens (01296) 585035

7. STREET AND HORTICULTURAL CONTRACT (Pages 95 - 102)
Councillor Sir Beville Stanier
Cabinet Member for Waste and Licensing

To consider the attached report.

Contact Officer:  Naomi Batson (01296) 585506

8. EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 

The following matter is for consideration by Members “In Committee”. It will therefore be 
necessary to

RESOLVE –

That under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act, 1972, the public be excluded 
from the meeting for the following item of business on the grounds that it involves the likely 
disclosure of exempt information as defined in the Paragraph indicated in Part 1 of 
Schedule 12A of the Act.

Paragraph 3: Street and Horticultural Contract

The public interest in maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosing 
the information because the report contains information relating to the financial or business 
affairs of organisations (including the Authority holding that information) and disclosure of 
commercially sensitive information would prejudice negotiations for contracts and land 
disposals or transactions.

9. STREET AND HORTICULTURAL CONTRACT (Pages 103 - 182)
Councillor Sir Beville Stanier
Cabinet Member for Waste and Licensing

To consider the attached confidential information.

Contact Officer:  Naomi Batson (01296) 585506



CABINET

10 JULY 2018

PRESENT: Councillors A Macpherson (Deputy Leader) (in the Chair), S Bowles, 
H Mordue, C Paternoster, Sir Beville Stanier Bt and J Ward.  Councillor W Whyte 
attended also.

1. MINUTES 

RESOLVED – 

That the Minutes of the meeting held on 6 June, 2018, be approved as a correct record.

2. REVIEW OF AYLESBURY VALE BROADBAND 

The background to the review of Aylesbury Vale Broadband had been detailed in the 
report to and the Minutes of, the Audit Committee, of 12 June, 2018, (posted on the 
Council’s web site).  The Audit Committee had approved the AVB Review Report and 
had resolved:-

 That it be accepted that the Review had been performed in accordance with the 
Council Motion and had delivered against all the objectives set out in the agreed 
terms of reference.

 That, having noted the caveats around warranties, the report be approved and 
its recommendations accepted and that their implementation be monitored 
through the (Audit) Committee’s action tracking process.

 That the recommendations identified in the Report be reflected in the Council’s 
“Guide to the Creation and Working with Companies in which AVDC has an 
interest”.

 That the Council’s Code of Conduct be affirmed in relation to the divulgence of 
confidential papers and the Democratic Manager be instructed to take account of 
the AVB Review recommendations in his review of the Councillors’ Code of 
Conduct, in particular the section relating to the divulgence of confidential 
papers.

 That Cabinet be invited to endorse the recommendations of the Audit 
Committee.

The Review Report had been debated again at the Extraordinary Council meeting on 28 
June, when (for the sake of completeness) the following had been agreed:-

 That this Council notes that, at its meeting on 12 June, 2018, the Audit 
Committee of AVDC accepted and agreed the 22 recommendations of the BDO 
LLP Review into AVB.  As such, Council endorses the decision and formally 
adopts the recommendations which are to be applied to all its current and future 
commercial ventures.  Further, a cross party group will be formed to oversee the 
implementation of the recommendations, the group to be appointed by the Audit 
Committee.

 That in view of concerns about various financial aspects of financial matters 
reported in the BDO LLP report on the review of AVB, the Council as 95% 
shareholder in AVB, agrees for a detailed examination of the accounts of AVB to 
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be carried out as a matter of urgency by AVDC’s internal audit team and a report 
of this be delivered to the Audit Committee.

Members noted that the membership of the cross party group had yet to be determined 
but this would be dealt with over the next week or two.  The terms of reference were 
clear, i.e. to oversee the implementation of the report recommendations only.  As 
recommended by the Audit Committee it was particularly important for the Review 
recommendations concerning the divulgence of confidential papers to be addressed as 
part of the review of the Council’s Code of Conduct.

RESOLVED –

That Cabinet endorses the recommendations of the Audit Committee as set out in the 
Minutes of that Committee of 12 June, 2018.

3. RISK REGISTER 

The Corporate Risk Register provided evidence of a risk aware and managed 
organisation, which recorded any managed risks which it was believed, might hinder, or 
indeed prevent, the Council from delivering its statutory duties or core objectives.  The 
Register reflected the risks that were on the current radar for Strategic Board.

The Audit Committee had a role to monitor the effectiveness of risk management and 
internal control across the Council and as part of discharging this role, it regularly 
reviewed the Corporate Risk Register.  The Register was last reviewed by the Audit 
Committee on 26 June and a copy of the document was submitted to Cabinet.  Cabinet 
reviewed the Register twice yearly to help inform the budget setting and monitoring 
process.

Members were of the view that although progress had been made in relation to the 
recruitment and retention of professional staff (IT and planning in particular), the risk 
rating should perhaps remain high. Members also sought further information around the 
risk relating to planning for the next round of growth.  Cabinet was also given an 
explanation of the rationale behind increasing the risk rating in respect of The Exchange 
which, in the main, reflected the national position around retail trading.

Lastly, Cabinet considered the need for the identification of risk to the Authority in 
relation to the divulgence of confidential information, as highlighted in the independent 
review of AVB, but appreciated that this was covered by the Council’s Code of Conduct, 
which itself was being reviewed in accordance with the recommendations of the Audit 
Committee.

RESOLVED –

That the  comments outlined above be conveyed to the Council’s Corporate 
Governance Manager. 

NOTE: Councillor Mrs Ward, as a Director of Aylesbury Vale Estates, declared a 
personal interest in this item insofar as it related to this company.  The reference to the 
company in the Risk register was not the subject of specific discussion.
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4. KINGSBURY AND MARKET SQUARE IMPROVEMENT SCHEMES 

Cabinet received a report, also submitted to the Finance and Services Committee on 9 
July, 2018, and summarised in the Minutes of that meeting, concerning action plans for 
the improvement of Kingsbury and Market Square, Aylesbury.  These improvements 
accorded with the Town Centre Master Plan which included a strategy for improving the 
quality of Aylesbury’s environment and public space to help create the experience 
people were looking for whether living, visiting or working in, the town.

There was strong supporting evidence which showed that this type of strategy could 
deliver important benefits, including:-

 The attraction of inward investment from the private sector.

 Improving the wellbeing of existing residents and users of the town centre.

 Increasing the footfall, as the town became the preferred place to visit, thus 
generating spend in the local economy.

The report to Cabinet summarised the type of works that could be undertaken with the 
above objectives in mind.  The report also set out indicative costs of the schemes, which 
were expected to cost in the region of £4.5m in total.  It outlined the possible sources of 
funding that might be made available for these works.

A summary of the views expressed by the Scrutiny Committee was circulated at the 
meeting.  Cabinet welcomed the degree of interest expressed by the Committee and 
appreciated the suggestions put forward for consideration as plans were worked up.  
Indeed, it was confirmed that all the suggestions would be examined as preparatory 
work progressed.  Each element of any scheme would be carefully costed having regard 
to the funds made available.  It was noted that the overall objectives accorded with the 
Town Centre Master Plan, approved previously by the Council.  Whilst it was difficult to 
quantify a direct financial return on investment in public realm improvement, there was 
strong evidence that showed that it could deliver a number of intrinsic benefits, 
including:-

 The attraction of investment from the private sector as the town’s profile rose. 

 Improvements in the wellbeing of existing residents and users of the town centre.

 Increases in the footfall as the town became the preferred choice of place to visit.  
This would help generate spend in the local economy and enable existing 
businesses to thrive.

 The creation of an environment where civic pride would help to reduce ant-social 
behaviour.

 Support job growth. 

RESOLVED –

(1) That the plans as set out in the report submitted, to bring forward improvement 
schemes for Kingsbury and Market Square, be endorsed.
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(2) That Council be recommended to approve the following package of funding in 
support of the proposals:-

 The use of £1m of unallocated S106 funding for Aylesbury Town Centre.

 An application for Heritage Funding Townscape Grants of £2m.

 The use of New Homes Bonus of £1.5m (to be increased if necessary to 
meet any shortfall in Heritage Lottery funding.
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Cabinet 
12 September 2018 
 
ANTI SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR POLICY 
Councillor Winn 
Cabinet Member for Communities 

1 Purpose 
1.1 To consider and approve the Anti Social Behaviour Policy. 

2 Recommendations/for decision 

2.1 That the updated Anti Social Behaviour Policy be approved. 

3 Supporting information 
3.1 Community safety is a priority for the council so to introduce an Anti Social 

Behaviour policy to identify how the council will deal with cases of ASB will 
make the process clearer for staff and residents. The report submitted to the 
Environment and Living Scrutiny Committee (at it’s last meeting) is appended 
to this report and this includes the updated policy. 

3.2 Members of the Community Safety Partnership have been consulted on the 
draft policy and have agreed the terms included. The updated policy has also 
been considered by the Environment and Living Scrutiny Committee. The 
committee recommended a few changes which have been incorporated in the 
document appended to the committee report. The changes suggested by the 
scrutiny committee were to ensure that it is clear that ASB is subjective and 
can mean different things to different people and can impact people in 
different ways. Practitioners will determine an appropriate response to the 
incident. This change is highlighted on page 4 of the policy. 

4 Options considered 
4.1 To approve the draft Anti Social Behaviour Policy – this is recommended as it 

sets out the parameters that staff will use to deal with Anti Social Behaviour 
cases and will also make the processes and procedures clear to residents 
and partners. 

4.2 To not approve the draft Anti Social Behaviour Policy – this is not 
recommended as it will leave the process for dealing with Anti Social 
Behaviour cases open to misinterpretation. 

5 Reasons for Recommendation 
5.1 To set out the parameters for staff to deal with Anti Social Behaviour cases in 

a timely and professional manner.   

6 Resource implications 
6.1 None as such. The updated policy will introduce a more efficient way of 

working for staff.  

 

 
Contact Officer Chris Oliver 01296 585005 
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Aylesbury Vale District Council Anti Social Behaviour Policy 

What is anti-social behaviour? 

Anti-social behaviour (ASB) is a definition for a wide range of issues from crime and serious 
nuisance to less severe but frequent and annoying behaviour. The meaning of the term anti-
social behaviour (ASB) is described in the Anti Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 
2014 as “conduct that has caused, or is likely to cause, harassment, alarm or distress to any 
person”. This is the generally accepted term.  

ASB is further defined under certain circumstances, as follows:  
 
For the purposes of an application to the courts by a housing provider, local authority or the 
police for a civil injunction: “conduct capable of causing nuisance or annoyance to a person 
in relation to that person’s occupation of residential premises”;  
 
For the purposes of the housing management functions of a housing provider or local 
authority: “conduct capable of causing housing-related nuisance or annoyance to any 
person”  
 
For the purposes of ASB case reviews (the “Community Trigger”): “behaviour causing 
harassment, alarm or distress to members or any member of the public”. 
 
Complaints regarding noise, artificial light, odour, insects, animals, smoke, fumes or gases, 
and accumulations or deposits may constitute a statutory nuisance and are dealt with by our 
Environmental Health department. The problem must be excessive or unreasonable rather 
than an annoyance, and would not include children playing, babies crying, ordinary domestic 
living noise or road traffic noise as these circumstances are outside the scope of the law. 
These behaviours are not addressed as a part of this policy, but more information regarding 
environmental nuisances and how to report them can be found on our website here.  

AVDC’s responsibilities 

AVDC has a range of responsibilities that arise from two distinct roles in dealing with ASB. 

1. Our role as a statutory member of the Aylesbury Vale Community Safety Partnership 
Under the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, we must work with the police and other 
agencies to reduce crime and disorder within Aylesbury Vale. In this role we play a 
key part in dealing with ASB and we have a dedicated ASB Officer within the 
Community Safety team. 

2. Our role in protecting the environment  
The Council has a wide range of responsibilities to deal with environmental ASB such 
as noise nuisance, graffiti, litter and abandoned cars.  These responsibilities arise 
from a number of Acts and local byelaws, but in particular from the Environmental 
Protection Act. 
 

This policy document addresses our responsibility under our point 1 above, our role as a 
statutory member of the Aylesbury Vale Community Safety Partnership, however due to the 
nature of the issues it is noted that there are often overlaps between these roles. If you are 
unsure how best to report the type of ASB that you are suffering, please contact AVDC’s 
ASB Officer who will guide you. Contact details can be found further down this document 
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under the heading ‘Reporting of ASB’.  This policy also aligns with AVDC’s mission to secure 
the economic, social and environmental wellbeing of the Vale. 

Multi-agency partnerships: Responding to incidents 

In line with current government thinking, AVDC recognises that it may not always be the best 
avenue to respond to enquiries it receives.  Many other local agencies respond to specific 
issues of ASB, such as registered social landlords, the Police and other services within local 
Councils (for example Environmental Health for statutory nuisances such as noise). 

Within Aylesbury Vale, Thames Valley Police have an officer responsible for ASB who works 
in tandem with the council’s ASB Officer.  Reported incidents involving overlapping issues or 
which require a co-ordinated response, are best reported to the Neighbourhood Policing 
Team via 101, or 999 if a crime is in progress.  

Incidents of ASB which require a partnership response are reviewed at case meetings.  
Cases are referred from partner agencies or services and will have been made by local 
residents to partner agencies or the team, or brought to their attention through other routes.  
Cases predominantly focus on individuals – both perpetrators and victims of ASB.  The 
meetings will comprise of a varying selection of local representatives, dependant on the type 
of behaviour being considered, and will agree on the appropriate course of action in 
individual cases.   

Where it occurs it is imperative to ensure these issues have been brought to the attention of 
the dedicated police/Council staff. 

 

Reporting of ASB 

If the perpetrator of the anti-social behaviour is a social housing tenant, we would ask you in 
the first instance to contact their housing provider – contact details for housing providers 
operating within Aylesbury Vale can be found further down this document in Appendix A. We 
will work with the housing provider to support and offer assistance where appropriate.  

Reports can be made to the Police non emergency telephone number 101 (or 999 if a crime 
is in progress), or to AVDC in writing, by telephone on 01296 585088, or by email to 
communitysafety@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk. 

The agency receiving the initial complaint will take ownership of that case where appropriate.  
If, however, the complaint relates directly to behaviour where it would be most appropriate 
for another agency to take ownership, the officer will refer the person making the complaint 
to the appropriate organisation. If you are unsure who to report to in the first instance, please 
contact AVDC’s ASB Officer as above who will direct you appropriately. 

What service will we provide 

ASB will be dealt with firmly, fairly and proportionally with concerns taken seriously. 

We will deal with the most serious cases of ASB as a matter of urgency, especially where 
vulnerable people are involved, either as the complainant or the perpetrator; and 
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We will use all available and appropriate powers to address and resolve ASB; 

We will take a victim centred approach: If you are a victim of ongoing ASB we will ensure 
you are fully supported and kept informed of progress and action taken;  

We will ask you to keep a log of all acts of ASB including dates, times and details; 

We will share relevant information relating to ASB within the council or police and with other 
partner agencies to help resolve the issue.  

 

We will work with other agencies in order to deliver an effective service across the 
community; 

Continue to be a member of the  Aylesbury Vale Community Safety Partnership; 

Work with housing associations, private landlords and businesses providing professional 
advice and support as required so that these agencies can act confidently to prevent or 
tackle ASB making use of their own resources. The AVDC Anti Social Behaviour Officer and 
Thames Valley Policy ASB Officer have attended the AVDC Landlord Forum for private 
landlords to inform them of the support they can be offered if they are dealing with a tenant 
who is displaying Anti Social Behaviour or if their tenant is experiencing anti social behaviour 
from neighbours.   

 

We will provide a high quality service that meets people’s identified needs, so we will: 

Ensure that staff dealing with ASB are qualified, trained and understand, and follow, agreed 
policies and procedures; 

Regularly review this policy document at least once every two years; 

Seek to ensure that all of our activities are prioritised and undertaken with regard to clear 
evidence of need, sound consideration of how effective the work undertaken is likely to be, 
and a clear understanding of the outcomes sought.  

When an initial report is made to the council we will respond within 3 working days.  When a 
report is made directly to Thames Valley Police via the non-emergency number the report 
will be logged immediately via the police enquiry centre. 

 

Confidentiality and Data Protection  

Effective partnership action requires information to be exchanged and shared with other 
agencies.  It is important that the information shared is relevant, accurate and used for the 
purpose of reducing and detecting crime and disorder and reducing the fear of crime, 
thereby improving community safety. 

AVDC adopts the general principle that information should only be disclosed to individuals 
with legitimate and reasonable right to that information.  In general, information received 
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from victims and witnesses of ASB will be treated in confidence and will not be disclosed to 
third parties unless those providing the information have agreed that we may do so.  We will 
advise witnesses that we will not disclose their details, but will advise that it may not always 
be possible to prevent their identity from becoming known (for example if there are specific 
allegations involved in reports). 

Data obtained during the investigation of ASB cases will be kept by the police and AVDC 
officers.  The length that this information is kept for differs.  This includes information relating 
to any voluntary agreements (such as ABCs) or any voluntary undertakings made. All 
information will be handled within GDPR guidelines. 

Information Exchange 
 
Under Section 115 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 ‘relevant authorities’ are required to 
share information for the purposes of community safety. A ‘Countywide Information Sharing 
Protocol’, the Buckinghamshire Community Safety Partnership Information Sharing Protocol, 
has been signed by the key partner agencies, and is held by the Bucks County Council to 
facilitate this exchange of information.   

Tackling ASB 

Most neighbour problems can be resolved by talking to each other in the first instance and 
we encourage this approach. A friendly approach to make your neighbour aware of the 
problem is often effective. In some circumstances this may not be possible, or may have 
been tried and the behaviour still continues. We will then look at other options available to 
us, placing an emphasis on prevention and early intervention. Options will be assessed on a 
case by case basis and only used when reasonable and proportionate to the ASB problem at 
hand.  

ASB by it’s nature is subjective; it can mean different things to different people and impact 
them in different ways. Practitioners will determine an appropriate response to the ASB 
based on type, frequency, severity of incidents and impact on the victim. 
 
We will pursue all available remedies by working with our partner agencies with a view to 
modifying the behaviour of offending individuals and affecting a lasting solution. Starting with 
low level early interventions such as visits and warning letters, if the problem does not cease 
or reduce to a reasonable level we will start to take increasingly stronger measures which 
may result in formal court action such as a Criminal Behaviour Order or Injunction if the 
informal and lower level interventions have been tried but do not have the desired effect. 
Formal action can only be taken immediately in exceptional circumstances where the case is 
serious enough to warrant this type of intervention. 

Working with our partner agencies, these are some of the tools available to use when 
dealing with cases of Anti Social Behaviour. Support is given throughout the process and 
referrals to other organisations are made as and when appropriate. 

Warning Letter 

Where a person is alleged to be committing anti-social behaviour, a warning letter will be 
sent to them. In the case of a young person the letter is given to the parent. This is a warning 
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to that person to cease the behaviour and informs them of the nature and consequences of 
their behaviour.  

As part of the warning the perpetrator can be asked to: 

• Refrain from behaving in an anti-social manner  
• Not to act in a way which may cause nuisance to the community  
• Consider the impact of their behaviour on members of the community, respect 

people, their property and public places 

It informs them that their conduct will continue to be monitored.  

 

ABC-Acceptable Behaviour Contract 

An Acceptable Behaviour Contract (ABC) is entered into voluntarily and takes the form of a  
written agreement between an individual or household that has been involved in ASB and 
one or more local agencies whose role it is to prevent such behaviour. Various agencies are 
able to take the lead on drawing up an ABC, therefore each case should be considered 
individually and the lead agency determined according to who would achieve the greatest 
impact on reducing the unacceptable behaviour. 
 
An ABC will normally last for six months, although since it is not a statutory document any 
reasonable period may be specified.  If it is deemed necessary, the contract can be renewed 
after this period, particularly if breaches have occurred or other forms of ASB are continuing. 
 
The contract should specify a list of anti-social acts in which the individual/household has 
been involved and which they agree not to continue, i.e. write graffiti, smash glass, engage 
in loud or abusive behaviour etc. It can also include positive action which they agree to take 
forward. These can be written as “I will not …..” or “I will …..” for positive agreements. E.g. I 
will attend my meetings with………   

 
The individual/household should agree the conditions as this may encourage them to realise 
the impact of their behaviour and take responsibility for their actions. 

 
Assistance and support should be offered to anyone who has difficulty in understanding the 
ABC before they are requested to sign it. This may be with reference to reading, writing or 
comprehension of the ABC. Additional support should be considered for these situations, for 
example offering a picture ABC alongside a written ABC.  

 
Parents or Carers should be informed and involved in the process when a young person 
under the age of 18 is being requested to sign an ABC. An ABC may run alongside another 
multi agency intervention if deemed appropriate. 
 
There is no formal sanction associated with non-compliance to sign however this may 
contribute to evidence in court to issue a Civil Injunction or Criminal Behaviour Order to 
prevent future behaviour. 
 
 
Community Protection Notice 
 
A CPN is intended to deal with on-going problems or nuisances caused by a person aged 16 
or over/business or organisation which negatively affects the community’s quality of life by 
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targeting those responsible. A CPN can be issued if there are reasonable grounds that 
conduct is having a negative effect on the quality of life of those in a locality, is persistent 
and unreasonable. Council Officers, Police Officers, PCSOs or Social Landlords can all 
issue a CPN. The notice consists of a written warning to the individuals demanding them to 
desist with the listed behaviour including requirements to take reasonable steps so future 
incidents are avoided. 
The CPN can be used against a wider range of perpetrators and can be used to deal with 
noise nuisance and litter on private land. Penalty of breach is a fixed penalty notice of up to 
£100 for an individual or up to £20,000 for businesses. 
 
 
Civil Injunction 
 
A tool to stop/prevent individuals engaging in anti-social behaviour, by nipping problems in 
the bud before they escalate. Local Councils, Social Landlords and Police can all apply for 
an Injunction. A Civil Injunction may be used when the individuals behaviour is likely to 
cause harassment, alarm or distress or capable of causing nuisance or annoyance. It is 
issued by the County Court or under 18s the Youth Court. The injunction sets a clear 
standard of behaviour and includes prohibitions and can also include positive requirements 
(e.g. to attend substance misuse meetings) to get the perpetrator to address the underlying 
causes of their ASB.  
 
Breach is not a criminal offence but breach must be proven to a criminal standard. 
Perpetrators aged over 18 who breach the terms of the injunction would be in civil contempt 
of court and face an unlimited fine or up to two years in prison. Under 18s penalties could be 
a supervision order or at the last resort a civil detention order of up to three months for 14-17 
year olds.  
 
 
Criminal Behaviour Order 
 
A CBO is available on conviction for any criminal offence in any criminal court. The order is 
aimed at tackling the most serious and persistent offenders where their behaviour has 
brought them before a criminal court (in summary an anti-social individual commits a criminal 
offence and is prosecuted), for example a person being persistently drunk and aggressive in 
public. 
 
The CBO must clearly define what the offender is not allowed to do as well as what they 
must do (prohibitions and requirements). It must also be determined what is needed within 
the CBO to tackle the underlying cause of the behaviour. 
 
Penalty on breach, upon summary conviction, may result in a sentence up to a maximum of 
6 months in prison, or up to 5 years on indictment. For under 18s they would be called in 
front of a youth court which could result in a 2 year detention and training order. 
 
 
Closure Notice & Closure Order 
 
The Closure Powers allow the police or council to swiftly close premises which are being 
used, or likely to be used, to commit nuisance or disorder. A Closure Notice can be applied 
for if there is a nuisance to the public and disorder is related to the premises in question. 
 
A Closure Notice is issued out of court first (closure up to 48 hours but can not stop those 
who habitually reside there accessing premises). A Closure Order (up to 6 months and 
restricts all access) can be sought through court after the Closure Notice. 
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A Closure Order can be applied for if there is disorderly, offensive or criminal behaviour 
taking place near the premises which is a serious nuisance to the public. 
 
Breach of either is a criminal office with penalties including: 
Notice- Up to 3 months in prison 
Order-Up to 6 months in prison 
Both- An unlimited fine 
 
Public Spaces Protection Order 
 
The purpose of a PSPO is to stop individuals or groups committing ASB in a public space. 
The behaviour in question has to be having, or be likely to have, a detrimental effect on the 
quality of life of those in the locality. It will also be of a persistent nature and be 
unreasonable. 
 
Restrictions and requirements are set by the council after consultation with the Police, PCC 
and other relevant bodies. A PSPO may include stopping certain behaviours or restricting 
access to certain areas of a locality. Breach is a criminal offence and enforced by a fixed 
penalty notice of up to £100 or a further fine upon prosecution. An important add-on is that 
more than one restriction can be added to the same PSPO, meaning that a single PSPO can 
deal with a wide range of behaviours than the orders it replaces. 
 
 
Community Trigger 
 
The Community Trigger, or case review, allows anyone to ask for their case to be reviewed if 
the local threshold is met. The local threshold for Aylesbury Vale is met if: 

• an individual makes 3 or more reports of anti social behaviour within a 6 month 
period and they consider no, or inappropriate, action has been taken, or  

• or a group of 5 or more individuals from the local community have separately 
reported incidents of anti social behaviour within the last 6 months that they deem no, 
or inappropriate, action has been taken. 

More information regarding AVDC’s Community Trigger Policy can be found here  

Each stage will be communicated with the victim to let them know if they qualify for a review 
and what the next steps will be.  
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Appendix A 

Useful Information for reporting anti-social behaviour:  

If it’s a hate crime (racial/homophobic/disablist incident) or suspected domestic 
violence 

Report the incident to Thames Valley Police on 101 or 999 in an emergency. 

If the problem is due to excessive, persistent noise or public health issues 

Please click here for details 

If you want to report an abandoned vehicle 

Please click here for details 

To report graffiti 

Please complete this form 

We can only remove graffiti that’s on AVDC land; if it’s on private property, we can make the 
owner aware and request them to remove it. 

To report a concern about the safety of a child 

You may want to contact Social Services on 01296 383999 or out of hours the Social 
Services Care Line on 0800 137915. 

To report a concern about the safety of a vulnerable adult 

You may want to contact Adult Social Care Services on 0800 137915 

If you are suffering from Domestic Violence you can look for advice here  

If the person responsible for the ASB is a tenant 

Contact their landlord. If it is a private landlord or there is a management company, contact 
them in the first instance.  

Where the landlord is unknown please contact the Police on 101 (or 999 if a crime is in 
progress) or the Anti Social Behaviour Officer at AVDC by telephone 01296 585088 or email 
asb@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk.   

Please see the list below for contact details for social landlords within Aylesbury Vale. They 
will take the lead for cases of anti social behaviour which involve their tenants. AVDC no 
longer have a housing stock, all council houses were transferred to the Vale of Aylesbury 
Housing Trust in 2006. 

Please contact the individual organisation for a copy of their ASB policy and for details of 
support they can offer. 

Aldwyck Housing Group 
 

0300 500 6262 info@aldwyck.co.uk  

Bromford Housing 
Group 

0330 1234 034  

Catalyst 
 

0300 456 2099 contactcatalyst@chg.org.uk  

Haig Homes 
 

020 8685 5777 enquiries@haighousing.org.uk  
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9 
 

Guinness Partnership 
 

0303 123 1890 customerservice@guinness.org.uk 

Hastoe Housing 
 

0300 123 2250  

Hightown Housing 
Association 

01442 292300 housingservices@hightownha.org.uk 

Home Group Ltd 
 

0345 141 4663  

Orbit Housing 
Association 

0800 678 1221  

Paradigm 
 

0300 303 1010 enquiries@paradigmhousing.co.uk 

Places for People 
 

0845 850 9571 
01772 667002 

 

Sanctuary Housing 
 

0800 916 1522 or 
0300 123 3568 

contactus@sanctuary-housing.co.uk 

Thames Valley Housing 
Association 

0300 456 2929 info@tvha.co.uk 

Thrive Homes 
 

0800 917 6077 or 
020 8428 4428 

enquiries@thrivehomes.org.uk 

Vale of Aylesbury 
Housing Trust (VAHT) 

01296 732600 asbteam@vaht.co.uk 
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Environment and Living Scrutiny Committee

24 JULY 2018

PRESENT: Councillors S Jenkins, S Chapple, A Cole, S Cole, P Cooper, B Everitt, 
T Hunter-Watts and R King

IN ATTENDANCE: Councillors P Irwin, Sir Beville Stanier Bt and M Winn

APOLOGIES: Councillors M Bateman, S Jarvis and M Rand

1. TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT CHANGES TO MEMBERSHIP 

The Committee was informed that Councillor Rand would be a permanent replacement 
for Councillor Winn. 

2. ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN 

RESOLVED –
 
That Councillor Mrs Jenkins be elected Chairman of the Committee for the ensuing 
year.

3. APPOINTMENT OF VICE-CHAIRMAN 

RESOLVED –
 
That Councillor Everitt be appointed Vice-Chairman of the Committee for the ensuing 
year.

4. MINUTES 

RESOLVED –

That the minutes of the meeting held on 22 May 2018 be approved as a correct record. 

5. ANTI SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR POLICY 

Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) covered a wide range of terms which was generally 
accepted as conduct that caused, or was likely to cause, harassment, alarm or distress 
to any person. AVDC was a statutory member of the Aylesbury Vale Community Safety 
Partnership which involved working with the police and other agencies to reduce 
disorder and crime within Aylesbury Vale. AVDC also had a responsibility to tackle 
environmental ASB, which included noise nuisance, graffiti, litter and abandoned cars. 
In addition to an overview of ASB, Members heard details of national cases which 
highlighted failures of Local Authorities and the police in responding to individuals that 
were targets of ASB. 

The Committee received a report which outlined a clearer process for staff and residents 
to follow when dealing with cases of ASB:

Hate crime (racial/homophobic/disablist incident) or suspected domestic violence 
- Report the incident to Thames Valley Police on 101 or 999 in an emergency.

Page 17



Excessive, persistent noise or public health issues (includes noise, artificial light, 
odour, smoke & animals) – Full instructions on this website: 
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/section/nuisance 

The Policy contained contact details of social housing organisations so that landlords 
could be contacted by residents if their tenants were a cause of ASB. 

Abandoned cars – there was an online form that needed to be filled out by the person 
reporting. The form, along with guidance and further information, was available at this 
website: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/abandoned-vehicles 

Graffiti – AVDC could only remove graffiti that was on AVDC land; if it was on private 
property then AVDC would make the owner aware and request its removal. Reporting 
graffiti could be done online: 
https://eforms.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/ShowForm.asp?fm_fid=34 

Report a concern about the safety of a child - contact Social Services on 01296 
383999 or out of hours the Social Services Care Line on 0800 137915. 

Report a concern about the safety of a vulnerable adult – contact Adult Social Care 
Services on 0800 137915 

Domestic Violence – this included threatening behaviour, violence or abuse 
(psychological, physical, sexual, financial or emotional) between adults who are, or have 
been, intimate partners or family members, regardless of gender or sexuality. Help and 
advice for various forms of domestic violence, including telephone contact details, could 
be found on AVDC’s website: https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/domestic-violence 

Members sought more information from officers and were advised that:-

i. Early ASB intervention was proven to be an effective methodology. The policy 
offered different tools of low level intervention first; for instance a telephone call 
to find common ground between the parties. Interventional action could then be 
escalated as appropriate. 

ii. AVDC officers in Community Safety worked closely with Police Community 
Support Officers and made Safeguarding referrals to Social Services at 
Buckinghamshire County Council. The Community Safety team also worked in 
partnership with Housing Trusts. 

iii. Noise complaints from a House of Multiple Occupancy would initially be referred 
to Environmental Health for investigation. 

iv. There was merit in circulating the ASB process to Parishes for their reference 
once Cabinet had considered the item. 

v. Proportionate action to ASB problems was on a case by case basis with 
reference to a police risk matrix process. 

The Committee felt that AVDC should have its own risk matrix process so that there was 
no gap in a case which had no police involvement. This would be added to the policy by 
officers ahead of Cabinet consideration. 

RESOLVED –

That the Scrutiny Committee’s comments be referred to Cabinet when they consider the 
item on 11 September 2018.
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Cabinet 
12 September 2018 
 
LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP (LEP) REVIEW  
Councillor Mrs Macpherson 
Leader of the Council 

1 Purpose 
1.1 The government publication Strengthened Local Partnerships published on 24 

July 2018 sets out a range of leadership, governance, accountability and 
geography reforms for LEPs.  The review asks that LEP chairs and other local 
stakeholders come forward with considered proposals by the end of 
September 2018 on geographies which best reflect real functional economic 
areas, remove overlaps and, where appropriate, propose wider changes such 
as mergers. 

1.2 AVDC falls within both the South East Midlands LEP (SEMLEP) and Bucks 
Thames Valley LEP (BTVLEP).  The purpose of this report, which will also be 
considered by the Economy and Business Development Scrutiny Committee 
on 11 September, 2018, is to allow Members to consider the possible options 
regarding future geography of the LEP arrangements in relation to the 
overlapping situation that currently exists for AVDC. 

2 Recommendations 

2.1 To note the report, as well as the feedback from the Scrutiny Committee that 
will be reported verbally to the Cabinet meeting. 

2.2 To consider the options at paragraph 4 of the report, and to then form a view 
on the best way forward for LEP arrangements in Aylesbury Vale. 

3 Supporting information 
3.1 Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) were set up as locally-derived business-

led partnerships between the private and public sector to drive forward 
economic growth across the country.  Announced in 2010 and established in 
2011 by the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, LEPs replaced 
the former Regional Development Agencies as part of Government’s ambition 
to shift power away from central government.   

3.2 LEPs have responsibility for around £12billion of public funding up to 2021 
and are the mechanism for channelling the Local Growth Fund to localities 
delivering their investment priorities.  One of the great strengths of LEPs is 
their ability to bring together business and civic leaders across local 
administrative boundaries and provide strategic direction for a functional 
economic area. 

3.3 There are now 38 LEPs in existence (following the merger in 2017 of 
Northamptonshire LEP with South East Midlands LEP).  

3.4 In July 2018 the Government published its long anticipated review of LEPs 
‘Strengthened Local Enterprise Partnerships’ which sets out a range of 
leadership, governance, accountability and geography reforms to ensure 
LEPs are well positioned to supercharge economic growth and drive forward 
investment in local businesses across the country.  The review is also set in 
the context of ensuring that LEPs are securely placed to develop the Local 
Industrial Strategies and to boost their performance, increase their diversity 
and ensure they’re operating in an open and transparent way.   
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3.5 Amongst the various commitments is a call to LEP Chairs and other 
stakeholders across England to come forward with considered proposals by 
the end of September 2018 on revised geographies which best reflect “real” 
functional economic areas; the most appropriate geographical levels to 
maximise the efficiency and effectiveness of decision-making and delivery 
going forward, removing overlaps and where appropriate, proposing wider 
changes such as mergers.  Attached as appendix 1 is a copy of the review 
and the further detailed guidance issued in August 2018 about the process for 
implementing the review.  

3.6 Overlapping geographies emerged when LEPs were first formed on a 
voluntary basis and there are currently 33 local authorities in more than one 
LEP area.  Aylesbury Vale is one such authority; being a member of both 
SEMLEP and BTVLEP.   

3.7 AVDC was one of the founding members of SEMLEP, which it joined when it 
first established in March 2011 and was approved by Government as 
covering a geography that represents a functional economic area for this part 
of England and as a natural evolution and extension of a designated growth 
area Milton Keynes South Midlands (MKSM) set up in 2003.  After the first 
wave of LEPs had been approved, there were certain parts of the country that 
were not represented/covered by a LEP, including the “white space” of 
southern Buckinghamshire.   

3.8 The BTVLEP was the last LEP to be established at the end of 2012, and 
Aylesbury Vale was asked by Central Government to volunteer to be a 
member of the BTVLEP, as the wider Thames Valley LEP did not want to 
cover the southern Buckinghamshire area.  This overlapping situation was 
therefore created from a Government initiated proposal to ensure that there 
was no white space and that the rest of Bucks could be covered by a LEP 
that was viable at that time. The only way this could be achieved was for 
Aylesbury Vale to be a part of BTVLEP too.   

3.9 AVDC agreed to be in this overlapping arrangement only on the 
understanding that there was a memorandum of understanding in place 
between all of the parties to set out how the LEPs would operate and to 
protect the interests of Aylesbury Vale in this overlapping arrangement.  A 
copy of this is attached as Appendix 2.    

3.10 Government now considers that retaining overlaps dilutes accountability and 
responsibility for setting strategies for places and allocating funding.  It is 
therefore seeking transparent and consistent arrangements to ensure that all 
businesses and communities are represented by one Local Enterprise 
Partnership and are able to see a single vision and a compelling plan for their 
area.  This will ensure that each LEP is in the best position to identify and 
align local interventions that maximise their economic impact and to meet the 
Government’s increased ambition for the activity and responsibility of the 
LEPs which may include the allocation of money from the UK Shared 
Prosperity Fund (post-Brexit pot comprising of previous EU structural funds). 

3.11 A simple unwinding of the 2011/12 arrangement would place the AVDC singly 
in SEMLEP according to objective economic geography criteria.  

4 Options considered 
4.1 The request from Government is to remove any situation in which a lower tier 

or unitary authority is covered by two LEPs whose geographies do not 
overlap.   
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4.2 There are therefore a number of possible arrangements for Aylesbury Vale 
and future LEP arrangements which could be put forward: 

1. Just be a member of BTVLEP. 

2. Just be a member of SEMLEP. 

3. Merger of BTVLEP and SEMLEP. 

4. Merger of BTVLEP and Oxfordshire Local Enterprise Partnership (OXLEP)  

5. Creation of a “Super LEP” – a merger of BTVLEP, SEMLEP and OXLEP. 
4.3 The table attached as appendix 2 sets out the broad pros and cons to each of 

these possible arrangements.  
4.4 Also attached as appendix 3 as a background document is a report that was 

prepared in 2013 by independent consultants SQW regarding the issue of 
overlap in respect of Aylesbury Vale which considered the first two options 
only and set out the arguments for these options concluding that; ‘the 
strongest strategic alignment and rationale regarding functional economic 
geographies is for AVDC to be part of SEMLEP’. 

4.5 It is important that proposed arrangements are informed by robust and up-to-
date evidence, as well as a wider understanding and appreciation of how 
local areas can best respond to the national imperative to boost productivity 
as well as the context of national policy and the growth agenda including 
growth corridors, sectors and expertise.  There are also practical 
considerations to have regard to including that LEPs must also operate over a 
significant enough size and scale to provide the strategic direction and 
efficient delivery of future programmes.   

4.6 The review comments that there is no universally accepted approach to 
measuring or defining ‘functional economic areas’ and boundaries vary 
depending on the model used (housing market areas or labour market etc).  
There are also a number of indicators which help inform functional economic 
areas and which include using data on commuting, Travel to Work Area 
(TTWA) and house price data.   

4.7 Most of Aylesbury Vale is part of the Milton Keynes TTWA and links very 
closely to that part of the region with 11% of commuters into Milton Keynes 
coming from Aylesbury Vale (over 40% of the commuters to MK come from 
neighbouring Central Beds, Aylesbury Vale and South Northamptonshire) and 
10% of MK’s out-commuters commute to Aylesbury Vale.  The area to the 
south of Buckinghamshire, looks to the Thames Valley travel and the west of 
London and is part of the High Wycombe TTWA.  There is almost no net 
‘county dividend’ from commuting between the north and south of the county, 
with 51% of people living and working in Aylesbury Vale compared to 19% of 
people living and working in South Bucks.   

4.8 In terms of average house prices, Buckinghamshire is also demonstrating a 
county of two halves; a house in Aylesbury Vale in 2017 averagely costs 
£328,749 and in South Bucks; £592,870 and in 2015, the mean house price 
in MK was £184,900.  The rateable value in Aylesbury Vale is £85.71 per 
sq.m and in South Bucks, it is £127.94 per sq.m (2017) and for Milton Keynes 
it is £88 per sq.m (2012). 

4.9 There are also other data sets that can be used regarding future LEP 
configurations:  

• The relative size and scale of the area to be covered 
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• Productivity – the business GVA in that area 

• The number of local authorities in the partnership 

• Interaction with larger cross corridor regional boundaries Northern 
Powerhouse; Midlands Engine and OX-MK-Cams Corridor. 

4.10 Due in part to the physical constraints, there are differing patterns in the 
County for growth; in 2017, 63.8% of Buckinghamshire new build housing 
growth was located in Aylesbury Vale, rising to 70% of house building starts.  
This is set to continue with VALP including 8,000 additional homes for the 
period up to 2033 to help with the unmet need of the Southern Bucks districts. 
Aylesbury Vale is projected to account for 68.1% of Bucks population growth 
to 2026 and 67% for 2026-2036.   

4.11 The National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) in its report 2017 ‘Partnering 
for Prosperity’ recognises the economic potential of the Cambridge – Milton 
Keynes – Oxford corridor which must be a national priority.  Government 
investment in significant infrastructure projects of East West Rail and the 
Oxford – Cambridge Expressway provide a once-in-a-generation opportunity 
for transformational growth.  Aylesbury Vale is at the heart of these 
infrastructure investments enhancing east-west connections between Oxford 
and Milton Keynes and beyond as well as improving connections to London.  
The NIC consider current rates of housebuilding in the corridor will need to 
double delivering up to one million new homes by 2050 and that by removing 
constraints to growth arising from the area’s housing shortage, the arc area 
could sustain a transformational level of growth, supporting around 1.1m new 
jobs and increasing output by £163bn per annum.   

4.12 To deliver the step-change in growth anticipated in the NIC report, a 
fundamental shift in the scale at which local authorities collaborate on 
planning and infrastructure is needed and has resulted in the establishment of 
a Central Area Growth Board with 17 of the 18 authorities (BCC has not 
joined) in the SEMLEP and BTVLEP footprints that are locally defined as 
being within the Cambridge Milton Keynes and Oxford corridor.  A series of 
Growth Deals are being discussed with MHCLG between partners within the 
CAGB and Aylesbury Vale has a key role to play in progressing the 
recommendations of the NIC.   

4.13 Funded by MHCLG through a Planning Delivery Grant, Aylesbury Vale is 
working with Milton Keynes and South Northants Councils on the strategic 
growth options linked with the long term growth options linked to Milton 
Keynes and considering the growth implications and potential of this part of 
the housing market area.  Similarly, South Bucks and Chiltern District Council 
have a partnership project with Windsor, Maidenhead and Slough to consider 
the housing and planning issues associated with that housing market area.  

4.14 The individual LEP areas are also working on Local Industrial Strategies 
which are to come together to form an overarching corridor wide strategy, 
seen as one of three Government trailblazer areas.  It is also within this 
overall context to which the LEP review arrangements must also be 
considered in order for the LEPs to operate efficiently and effectively and for 
the arrangements to represent the best geographical fit which enables agile 
and coherent decision making which is representative to the area the LEP 
represents now and in the future.  

4.15 It is clear that the LEP review process offers an ideal opportunity for LEPs to 
seize the opportunities that will present themselves in the run up to the 
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Spending Review, the UK Shared Prosperity Fund Consultation, and further 
rounds of Local Industrial Strategies.  This authority needs to carefully 
consider what the best opportunities are for the Vale and the wider area in 
this context.  

4.16 Members are asked to consider the attached appendices as well as the points 
above to help inform a view to present to Government on the preferred option 
for the Aylesbury Vale area.  The LEP Boards are both scheduled to meet in 
September to consider the proposals and representatives from AVDC will 
attend these meetings. Verbal updates on any further developments with the 
positions of both LEPs and any further information or guidance from 
Government can be shared at the meeting.   

4.17 It is expected that Government will respond to these proposals in the autumn 
and future capacity funding will be contingent on successfully achieving this.  
Once any changes have been agreed, Government will work with each LEP 
to ensure that revised geographies come into effect by spring 2020 at the 
latest, recognising the need to deliver against existing commitments as well 
as transition to the new policy and funding landscape over these new 
geographies.  This will simplify the allocation of future growth funding and 
rationalise the increasingly complex local growth landscape. 

5. Scrutiny Arrangements 
 
5.1 This report and information will be considered by the Economy and Business 

Development Scrutiny Committee on 11 September, 2018.  Any feedback and 
views will be reported verbally to the Cabinet meeting on 12 September. 

6 Resource implications 
6.1 The Local Growth Funds are available to bids for capital projects to support 

growth.  The projects must deliver against the Strategic Economic Plan 
objectives or themes for that LEP area and contribute to the Government’s 
Industrial Strategy objectives and any other specific criteria or eligibility 
specific to that round of funding.  This would be the case whatever the LEP 
arrangements are for the area.   

6.2 The review proposes up to £20million of additional funding between 2018 to 
2019 and 2019 to 2020 to support the implementation of these changes and 
embed evidence in Local Industrial Strategies. 

 
Contact Officer: Claire Britton, Economic Development and Delivery Manager 
     Cbritton@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk Tel: 01296 585471 
  

 
Background documents: Appendix 1: Strengthened Local Enterprise Partnerships 

Appendix 2: MOU between SEMLEP and BTVLEP 
Appendix 2: Table of possible options 
Appendix 3: SQW report 
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4 

Executive summary 
Since their establishment in 2010, Local Enterprise Partnerships have been integral to 
economic growth across England. Following the publication of our modern Industrial 
Strategy, that sets out an approach to ensuring prosperous communities throughout the 
country, we have reviewed our policy towards Local Enterprise Partnerships to ensure that 
they continue to support Government in meeting this ambition.  
 
In the Industrial Strategy, Government committed to work with Local Enterprise 
Partnerships to bring forward reforms to leadership, governance, accountability, financial 
reporting and geographical boundaries. It is critical that Local Enterprise Partnerships are 
independent and private sector led partnerships that are accountable to the communities 
they support. At the same time, it is important to set out a model that will underpin future 
national and local collaboration. This will be essential to the development of Local 
Industrial Strategies and in the context of the future UK Shared Prosperity Fund.  
 
This document sets out the conclusions of our policy review. It includes a series of 
Government commitments alongside a number of additional changes that Government will 
work with Local Enterprise Partnerships to implement.  
 
Role and responsibilities: 
 
Over recent years Local Enterprise Partnerships have played a key role in convening local 
economic stakeholders to develop evidence-based economic strategies. They have helped 
to identify key investment opportunities and interventions with the potential to increase 
growth in towns, cities and rural areas across the country. Local Enterprise Partnership 
Chairs have also acted as authoritative advocates for their local economy.  
 
Government will: 

o Publish a statement on the role and responsibilities of Local Enterprise 
Partnerships. Local Enterprise Partnerships will focus on enhancing productivity. 
This will be achieved through the development and delivery of their Local Industrial 
Strategy.    

o Publish a further statement on Local Industrial Strategies to guide locally-led 
work. This statement will be published over the summer. Government will aim to 
agree Local Industrial Strategies with all areas of England by early 2020.  

o Commission an annual economic outlook to independently measure economic 
performance across all Local Enterprise Partnerships and the areas they cover. 
 

Government will support all Local Enterprise Partnerships to: 
o Develop an evidence-based Local Industrial Strategy that sets out a long-term 

economic vision for their area based on local consultation.  
o Publish an annual delivery plan and end of year report. This will include key 

performance indicators to assess the impact of their Local Industrial Strategy, 
funding and interventions. It will inform objective assessment on Local Enterprise 
Partnership performance both nationally and locally.  
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5 

Leadership and organisational capacity: 
 
Successful Local Enterprise Partnerships are led by influential private and public sector 
leaders, acting as champions for their area’s economic success. Since their formation 
Local Enterprise Partnerships across the country have benefitted from business expertise 
and acumen. They have created new partnerships between the public and private sector 
across administrative geographies that represent the diversity of local businesses and 
communities.  
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships prioritise policies and actions on the basis of clear economic 
evidence and intelligence from businesses and local communities. Their interventions are 
designed to improve productivity across the local economy to benefit people and 
communities with the aim of creating more inclusive economies. To do this effectively 
Local Enterprise Partnerships must have robust governance arrangements that provide 
the operational independence to take tough decisions and hold local partners to account 
for delivery. This also requires Local Enterprise Partnerships to have the organisational 
capacity to fulfil their roles and responsibilities. They must have the means to prioritise 
policies and actions, and to commission providers in the public, private sector and 
voluntary and community sector to deliver programmes. 
 
Government will: 

o Increase regular dialogue with Local Enterprise Partnerships. This includes the 
Prime Minister chaired Council announced in the Industrial Strategy, as well as a 
senior official sponsor for every Local Enterprise Partnership from across 
government departments. 

o Actively work with Local Enterprise Partnerships to advertise opportunities for 
private sector leaders to become a Local Enterprise Partnership Chair when 
vacancies emerge. While these are not public appointments, we will offer to list 
vacancies on the Centre for Public Appointments website. 

o Offer an induction and training programme for Local Enterprise Partnership board 
members and officers on working with Government. We will work with the LEP 
Network, Local Government Association and other professional development 
bodies to develop this programme. 

o Provide up to £20 million between 2018-19 and 2019-20 in additional capacity 
funding to support Local Enterprise Partnerships to implement the review and 
to provide the strategic and analytical capability needed to develop ambitious Local 
Industrial Strategies.  

 
Government will support Local Enterprise Partnerships to: 

o Consult widely and transparently with the business community before appointing 
a new Chair; and introduce defined term limits for Chairs and Deputy Chairs in 
line with best practice in the private sector.  

o Establish more representative boards of a maximum of 20 persons with the 
option to co-opt up to five additional board members. Our aspiration is that two-
thirds of board members should be from the private sector;  

o Improve the gender balance and representation of those with protected 
characteristics on boards with an aim that women make up at least one third of 
Local Enterprise Partnership boards by 2020 with an expectation for equal 
representation by 2023, and ensuring all Local Enterprise Partnership boards are 
representative of the businesses and communities they serve.  
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o Provide a secretariat independent of local government to support the Chair and 
board in decision making.  

o Develop a strong local evidence base of economic strengths, weaknesses 
and comparative advantages within a national and international context. This will 
be supported by robust evaluation of individual projects and interventions. 

 
Accountability and performance: 
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships already recognise that they must operate to the highest 
standards of accountability and transparency in the use of public funding. Government has 
strengthened its approach to assurance processes for the Local Growth Fund. Additional 
guidance has also been provided to Local Enterprise Partnerships on transparency. 
 
We want to build on that progress and go further. We will clarify Government’s approach to 
robust monitoring and intervention. This will be based on a standardised national 
framework that ensures Local Enterprise Partnerships remain autonomous and 
independent bodies with local decision making powers. Sitting alongside this, the 
Government will agree with the LEP Network how it will support Local Enterprise 
Partnerships to share best practice, undertake peer-review and work together as a sector 
to embed a culture of good governance and self-regulation.  
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships operate on organisational structures that support local 
decision making and provide greater assurance over the management of public funding. 
These structures should enable clear lines of accountability for delivery with local partners, 
as well as democratic, public and business scrutiny of decision making.  
 
Government will:  

o Continue to maintain overall accountability for the system of Local Enterprise 
Partnerships and local growth funding, and implement in full the recommendations 
of the Ney Review and any future recommendations that may be made as the 
performance of Local Enterprise Partnerships is scrutinised and reviewed. 

o Assess and publish annual performance against quantitative and qualitative 
measures set out within Local Enterprise Partnership delivery plans. 

o Set out within a revised National Assurance Framework a clear statement on an 
escalating approach to intervention in any instances where Local Enterprise 
Partnerships demonstrate that they are found to be underperforming. 

o Develop with the LEP Network and Local Enterprise Partnerships a sector-led 
approach to assessing and improving performance through regular peer review. 

 
Government will support all Local Enterprise Partnerships to:  

o Have a legal personality, such as incorporation as companies, or mayoral 
combined authorities or combined authorities where they exist. 

o Set out clearly and transparently the responsibilities of the Chair, Board, 
Director, and Accountable Body, including over spending decisions, 
appointments, and governance. 

o Actively participate in relevant local authority scrutiny panel enquiries to ensure 
effective and appropriate democratic scrutiny of their investment decisions. 

o Hold annual general meetings open to the public to attend to ensure the 
communities that they represent can understand and influence the economic plans 
for the area. 
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Geography:  
 
One of the great strengths of Local Enterprise Partnerships is their ability to bring together 
business and civic leaders across local administrative boundaries and provide strategic 
direction for a functional economic area.  This will remain central to the success of Local 
Enterprise Partnerships; however, it is right to review the current geographic boundaries to 
ensure that they are fit for purpose for the expanded role we are proposing here. 
 
Overlapping geographies emerged when Local Enterprise Partnerships were first formed 
on a voluntary basis. Since 2011, however, the context in which Local Enterprise 
Partnerships operate has altered significantly. They now oversee significant amounts of 
public funding and have an authoritative voice in shaping national and local policy. It is 
important that accountability for decisions and responsibility for investment is clear. On 
balance, Government considers that retaining overlaps dilutes accountability and 
responsibility for setting strategies for places and so will seek to ensure that all businesses 
and communities are represented by one Local Enterprise Partnership. Close collaboration 
between Local Enterprise Partnerships will replace overlapping responsibilities. In looking 
to remove overlaps, we will also need to ensure that Local Enterprise Partnerships are 
operating over a significant enough scale to provide the strategic direction and efficient 
delivery of future programmes. 
 
Government will: 

o Ask Local Enterprise Partnership Chairs and other local stakeholders to come 
forward with considered proposals by the end of September on geographies 
which best reflect real functional economic areas, remove overlaps and, 
where appropriate, propose wider changes such as mergers. Government will 
respond to these proposals in the autumn and future capacity funding will be 
contingent on successfully achieving this. 

  
Government will support all Local Enterprise Partnerships to:  

o Collaborate across boundaries where interests are aligned when developing 
strategies and interventions to maximise their impact across their different 
objectives.  

 
Mayoral combined authorities:  
 
Government has supported local partners to establish mayoral combined authorities as 
democratically accountable bodies focused on driving growth. Part of the case for 
establishing these bodies over specific geographies is that these are functional economic 
areas that are conducive towards the development of strategy, policy and interventions. 
Government remains open to conversations with other local areas that wish to explore the 
potential for devolution, where clear local support and a strong economic case for doing so 
can be demonstrated. 
 
Greater alignment and collaboration between mayoral combined authorities and Local 
Enterprise Partnerships is administratively efficient and leads to a greater economic 
impact, whilst still retaining private sector acumen in decision making. The precise nature 
of the relationship between these two institutions, however, will need to take account of the 
governance arrangements established for each area.  
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Government will: 
o Consolidate its engagement with mayoral combined authorities and their 

Local Enterprise Partnerships with a collaborative approach to agreeing a Local 
Industrial Strategy.  

 
In mayoral combined authority areas, we will work with each Local Enterprise Partnership 
and mayoral combined authority to: 

o Ensure Local Enterprise Partnerships have a distinctive role in setting 
strategy and commissioning interventions to drive growth, jobs and private 
sector investment. 

o Require Local Enterprise Partnerships and mayoral combined authorities to 
develop local agreements which clearly set out roles and responsibilities and 
accountability.  

o Encourage Local Enterprise Partnerships and mayoral combined authorities 
to move towards coterminous geographies where appropriate in line with the 
wider discussions on Local Enterprise Partnership geographies.  

 
The subsequent chapters of this paper provide detail on next steps and further detail on 
the reforms we will ask of Local Enterprise Partnerships in each of these areas. Local 
Enterprise Partnerships will need to clearly set out how they will adopt these 
changes. As referred to above, we will provide up to £20 million of additional funding 
between 2018-19 and 2019-20 to support the implementation of these changes and 
embed evidence in Local Industrial Strategies.  
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Introduction  
The Industrial Strategy sets an ambitious, long-term vision to make Britain the world’s 
most innovative economy, with good jobs and greater earning power for all. Every region 
in the UK has a role to play in boosting the national economy, driven by local leadership 
and ambitious visions for the future. We want to have prosperous communities throughout 
the country and strengthened Local Enterprise Partnerships will help deliver this vision in 
England. 
 
Evolution of Local Enterprise Partnerships 
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships are private sector led partnerships between businesses and 
local public sector bodies. They were announced in 2010 to bring private sector expertise 
into local economic decision making and to encourage collaboration and strategic decision 
making at a functional economic area. This was part of Government’s ambition to shift 
power away from central government to local communities, citizens and independent 
providers, as set out in the Local Growth White Paper 2010.  
 
Following the 2013 Spending Review Local Enterprise Partnerships acquired considerable 
new levers over growth – particularly funding to deliver the interventions that stimulate 
growth. Through three rounds of Growth Deals the Government is giving over £9 billion to 
help Local Enterprise Partnerships to deliver their investment priorities. Local Enterprise 
Partnerships also perform a strategic oversight function for EU Structural and Investment 
Funds. 
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships have increased private sector involvement in economic 
decision making, encouraged greater collaboration between public sector leaders across 
administrative boundaries, and ensured that effective investments are made across areas 
in growth priority projects. 
 
While Local Enterprise Partnerships have played an important role in supporting local 
growth, we know that performance has varied. Last year, Mary Ney (Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local Government Non-Executive Director) led a review into Local 
Enterprise Partnership governance and transparency. Government accepted all the review 
recommendations and made compliance with these a condition of funding for 2018 - 19. 
The Government has subsequently accepted in full the recommendations of the recent 
Public Accounts Committee report on Governance and departmental oversight of the 
Greater Cambridge Greater Peterborough Local Enterprise Partnership. 
 
Reformed Local Enterprise Partnerships and the Industrial Strategy 
 
The Industrial Strategy (published in November 2017) confirmed that the Government 
remained firmly committed to Local Enterprise Partnerships. As part of this commitment 
the Prime Minister agreed to chair a biannual ‘Council of Local Enterprise Partnership 
Chairs’. This will provide an opportunity for Local Enterprise Partnership leaders to inform 
national policy decisions. The first of these meetings took place on 19th June 2018. 
 
The Industrial Strategy stated that Government would work to strengthen Local Enterprise 
Partnerships to ensure that all parts of England stand ready to play their part in the growth 
of our economy after our exit from the European Union. The Government confirmed a 
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review of Local Enterprise Partnerships to deliver this objective, so that they are securely 
placed to drive growth through the development of the Local Industrial Strategies in 
partnership with areas, harnessing distinctive strengths to meet the Government’s Grand 
Challenges and in the context of the UK Shared Prosperity Fund. 
 
This document marks the conclusion of the Ministerial review of Local Enterprise 
Partnerships and sets out Government’s expectations of their roles and responsibilities. 
Government will support Local Enterprise Partnerships to meet this level of ambition by 
working with them to strengthen leadership and capability, improve accountability and 
manage risk, and provide clarity on geography. 
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Approach to the review  
In November 2017 the Industrial Strategy announced a review into the roles and 
responsibilities of Local Enterprise Partnerships that set out to identify reforms to 
leadership, governance, accountability, financial reporting and geographical boundaries. 
 
Ministers in the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government; the Department 
for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy; and Her Majesty’s Treasury convened an 
advisory panel, comprised of experts from Local Enterprise Partnerships, business, local 
authorities and business representative organisations in order to obtain an overview of 
both issues and practice. The panel met four times in December, January, March and May 
and has agreed the joint statement included as an annex below.  
 
Government has worked with the LEP Network and received submissions from them and 
other organisations to inform the development of these reforms. In addition, through the 
annual performance review process we have held discussions with each Local Enterprise 
Partnership on their growth ambitions and challenges. Government has also carried out a 
series of in-depth deep dives into Local Enterprise Partnerships’ governance, 
accountability and transparency to help to identify best practice. 
 
Government will implement the commitments set out in this document and will work with 
Local Enterprise Partnerships to take forward all the recommended actions we have set 
out in preparation for Local Industrial Strategies across England and in the context of the 
UK Shared Prosperity Fund.  
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Role and responsibilities 
Cities, towns and rural areas across England face a range of economic opportunities and 
challenges. Over recent years, Local Enterprise Partnerships have assessed these local 
needs and tailored economic policy responses accordingly. They must continue to carry 
out this critical role.  
 
The case for change: 
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships were initially established to “provide the clear vision and 
strategic leadership to drive sustainable private sector-led growth and job creation in their 
area.”[1] Their roles and responsibilities were relatively unspecified in order to allow for 
arrangements reflecting different circumstances across the country. They replaced the 
former Regional Development Agencies which delivered poor value for money; covering 
sprawling government office regions, the Regional Development Agencies were distant 
and remote from local business, and the arbitrary regions had no connection with natural 
economic areas. 
 
This approach has led to significant local innovation. However, we think there is more 
opportunity to share best practice across the country and provide clarity on where Local 
Enterprise Partnerships should focus activity. By being clearer on roles and responsibilities 
we intend to set out a well understood model that allows Local Enterprise Partnerships to 
make the most effective use of available resources and funding.  
 
Evidence also suggests that the best economic strategies integrate all influential economic 
players into decision-making.[2] Successful economies require more than a single 
institutional or leadership model – they are dependent upon strong networks and sustained 
partnerships.  
 
Private sector leadership remains integral to the Local Enterprise Partnership model. 
Businesses provide essential market intelligence to inform local decision making. Councils 
are also critical. They provide political accountability and community knowledge. They 
support business growth through their statutory functions, investment in economic 
infrastructure, and wider role in creating quality places. Successful Local Enterprise 
Partnerships have also worked closely with universities, business representative 
organisations, further education colleges, the voluntary sector, and other key economic 
and community stakeholders. It is Government’s expectation that Local Enterprise 
Partnerships continue this collaboration in order to draw on the best local knowledge and 
insight. 
 
In line with the Industrial Strategy, we will set all Local Enterprise Partnerships a single 
mission to deliver Local Industrial Strategies to promote productivity. This should include a 
focus on the foundations of productivity and identify priorities across Ideas, People, 
Infrastructure, Business Environment and Places. In certain parts of the country this may 

                                            
 
[1] 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/32076/cm
7961-local-growth-white-paper.pdf 
[2] https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/future-cities-comparative-urban-governance 
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involve an emphasis on skills whilst in others it may be land supply, congestion or working 
with relevant local authorities in the delivery of housing where it is a barrier to growth. In 
others, it may involve harnessing distinctive strengths to meet the Government’s Grand 
Challenges. And for others, it may involve identifying weaknesses in productivity across 
their local areas or communities and promoting inclusive growth by using existing national 
and local funding, such as in isolated rural or urban communities. This focus will ensure 
the benefits of growth are realised by all and that there are the right conditions for 
prosperous communities in an area.  
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships will support the supply of skills to an area as they respond to 
the Skills Advisory Panels programme, and will develop even stronger local labour markets 
and skills governance through Skills Advisory Panels (these will, where possible, use 
existing infrastructure). These boards will convene local employers, learning providers and 
other partners, to achieve a better alignment of the local employment and skills offer. This 
analysis will feed into the development of Local Industrial Strategies.  
 
How Government will support this change: 
 
We have reviewed our previous statement on the responsibilities of Local Enterprise 
Partnerships. Whilst Local Enterprise Partnerships will determine their own specific 
priorities, we are clear that they should focus their activities on the following four activities 
to support the development and delivery of their Local Industrial Strategy: 
 

• Strategy: Developing an evidence-based Local Industrial Strategy that identifies 
local strengths and challenges, future opportunities and the action needed to boost 
productivity, earning power and competitiveness across their area. 

• Allocation of funds: Identifying and developing investment opportunities; 
prioritising the award of local growth funding; and monitoring and evaluating the 
impacts of its activities to improve productivity across the local economy. 

• Co-ordination: Using their convening power, for example to co-ordinate responses 
to economic shocks; and bringing together partners from the private, public and 
third sectors. 

• Advocacy: Collaborating with a wide-range of local partners to act as an informed 
and independent voice for their area. 

 
We will publish a further statement on Local Industrial Strategies to inform locally-led 
development across the country. This will set out how Local Enterprise Partnerships will 
identify priorities across the foundations of productivity. As set out in the Industrial 
Strategy, Government intends to discuss the operation of Local Industrial Strategies in the 
devolved nations with the relevant devolved administration and other stakeholders. 
 
In addition, Government will commission an annual economic outlook to measure and 
publish economic performance across all Local Enterprise Partnerships and benchmark 
performance of individual Local Enterprise Partnerships. We will work with academics, and 
think tanks and the LEP Network to further develop the scope of this work. 
  
How Local Enterprise Partnerships will support this change: 
 
Government will work with Local Enterprise Partnerships to develop Local Industrial 
Strategies. These will set out a collective and shared strategic course for the long-
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term. The first Local Industrial Strategies will be agreed with Government by March 2019. 
We will adopt a phased approach to working with places. We aim to agree Local 
Industrial Strategies across England by early 2020.  
 
Building on the work already being developed across the country, all places should 
continue locally-led work in a range of areas, including: ensuring priorities are based on 
objective evidence, engaging with local stakeholders to build a focused set of priorities; 
and ensuring local ambitions are aligned to the national Industrial Strategy.  
 
In addition, we expect all Local Enterprise Partnerships will follow best practice within the 
sector and produce an annual delivery plan and end of year report. These will be 
published and shared with Government and will include a set of headline outcome 
indicators based on local priorities to benefit people and communities, and a detailed and 
well developed understanding of the local economic evidence base across their area. 
These documents will inform objective assessments of Local Enterprise Partnership 
performance both nationally and locally. Local Enterprise Partnerships will need to work 
closely with key delivery partners, notably councils, to determine and agree the economic 
development priorities, interventions and funding that will be set out in their delivery plans. 
 
We expect that these delivery plans would include how Local Enterprise Partnerships are 
investing existing Local Growth Fund awards, and delivering other local growth 
programmes such as Enterprise Zones and Growth Hubs. We will also expect that these 
delivery plans would include detail on how Local Enterprise Partnerships will work with 
local authorities to make the most of their existing levers to drive economic growth and 
ensure that the planning system is responsive to commercial development. They would 
also include details on the allocation of any other national and local funds, alongside 
approaches to monitoring and evaluation, and how the Local Enterprise Partnership plans 
for consultation and engagement with public, private and voluntary and community based 
bodies. Government will work with Local Enterprise Partnerships to develop a consistent 
approach to delivery plans that recognises different local priorities. These will be ready for 
April 2019. 
 
The revised Local Enterprise Partnership Assurance Framework, to be published in early 
Autumn 2018, will provide further clarity on the development of Local Enterprise 
Partnership delivery plans.   
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Leadership and organisational capacity 
The leadership that Chairs have provided has been central to Local Enterprise 
Partnerships’ success. In the Industrial Strategy, Government set out a commitment to 
ensure that all Local Enterprise Partnerships are driven by influential local leaders, acting 
as champions for their area’s economic success. Local Enterprise Partnerships provide a 
platform for businesses, local elected leaders, universities, skills providers and voluntary 
and community sector organisations to shape policies for their area, bringing in business 
expertise and acumen, as well as forming new partnerships between the public and private 
sector across existing administrative geographies.  
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships must have the operational independence and organisational 
capacity to deliver on the roles and responsibilities set out in this document. They must 
have the means to prioritise policies and actions, and to commission providers in the 
public, private and voluntary sectors to deliver programmes. Local Enterprise Partnership 
board members should be provided with adequate support, coupled with proportionate 
governance requirements, to enable them to perform their role effectively. 
 
The case for change: 
 
The intention has always been that Local Enterprise Partnerships should be led by Chairs 
who are visible, active participants in the business community, supported by boards with a 
strong business and community voice.  
 
Chairs must have a strong private sector background and experience of building effective 
organisations to ensure they are equipped with the skills needed to steer the work of a 
Local Enterprise Partnership. Chairs must be able to work collaboratively with a range of 
stakeholders, including local people, businesses and their representatives, elected 
officials, education institutions and voluntary and community sector bodies, holding 
stakeholders to account for delivery and ensuring tough decisions are taken.  They must 
also act as an advocate for the place and be able to represent the concerns of its people, 
institutions and businesses, both locally and at the highest levels of Government.  
 
As the role of Local Enterprise Partnerships evolves, it is increasingly important for Chairs 
to be strategic operators – able to interpret the external environment, articulate the Local 
Enterprise Partnership’s position within it and amplify the board’s stated ambitions. As 
Local Enterprise Partnerships invest significant amounts of public money, it is critical that 
Chairs have an eye on the detail and ensure that the correct processes are in place to 
provide assurance on both how funding is allocated and how it is managed. The support 
that they receive to carry out this greater strategic function must also be strengthened, 
including through the appointment of a Deputy Chair for each Local Enterprise 
Partnership.  
 
The Industrial Strategy highlighted the role for communities in driving productivity across 
the country; Local Enterprise Partnerships must therefore be accountable to their area and 
representative of the communities they serve. We need to do more to improve the diversity 
of Local Enterprise Partnership Chairs and board members, both in terms of protected 
characteristics and also in drawing from a more diverse representation of sectors and all 
parts of their geography, with representation from more entrepreneurial and growing start-
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ups and from the voluntary and community sector bodies who will often work with and 
deliver services on behalf of the most vulnerable in society. 
 
As Local Enterprise Partnerships represent a broad coalition of interests and are 
responsible for allocating public funding, it is essential that recruitment exercises for Chair 
and board vacancies operate on the basis of merit, fairness and openness in line with the 
Nolan Principles. There must be consistent and publicly-outlined processes to enable 
effective recruitment of people who can bring new ideas and approaches, and help 
increase board diversity. Reflecting their broader role in promoting the development of 
prosperous communities, Local Enterprise Partnerships should look for board members 
who bring a range of expertise to their role, as the best do at present, for example 
business leaders who are also charity trustees, school governors or who lead social 
enterprises as well. 
 
With a new enhanced role for Local Enterprise Partnerships, it is important these leaders 
possess the necessary skills and that their organisations have the capability to deliver on 
the fundamental task of generating local economic growth. This should include the ability 
to effectively gather and analyse evidence around the economic strengths, weaknesses 
and barriers to growth of the area; identify the priority areas for investment; and develop 
an investment plan to secure the necessary funding to take this work forward. To ensure 
effective and efficient focus on the priorities for local economic growth and to deliver 
impact, there should be robust monitoring and evaluation of programmes which is used to 
inform decisions around awarding, continuing or withdrawing funding.  
 
How Government will support this change: 
 
There will be an increase in regular Government dialogue with Local Enterprise 
Partnerships, to reflect their strengthened role. This includes the Prime Minister-chaired 
‘Council of Local Enterprise Partnership Chairs’, which was announced in the Industrial 
Strategy. This will allow Chairs to identify key areas for action, inform national policy, and 
enable closer cooperation with Government on delivering the Industrial Strategy 
objectives. To complement this, each Local Enterprise Partnership will be supported by a 
senior official sponsor from across Whitehall, to provide additional guidance on working 
with Government. 
 
Government will actively work with Local Enterprise Partnerships to advertise 
opportunities for private sector leaders to become a Local Enterprise Partnership Chair 
when vacancies emerge. While these are not public appointments, we will offer to list 
vacancies on the Centre for Public Appointments website. This will help open up 
recruitment exercises to a broader pool of potential candidates, and at the same time 
underline the importance of the role to helping shape and deliver Government policy. 
 
Some Local Enterprise Partnerships have proactively sourced formal support to build the 
capability of newly recruited board members. Government will build on this good practice 
and introduce an induction and training programme for Local Enterprise Partnership 
board members and officers, to ensure board members are adequately supported to 
provide challenge and direction to their Local Enterprise Partnership and understand how 
best to work with Government. We will work with the LEP Network, Local Government 
Association and other professional development bodies to develop this programme. 
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To understand what support Local Enterprise Partnerships will need to implement these 
changes we will commission an independent benchmarking of the capacity and capability 
of all Local Enterprise Partnerships against best practice, so that performance 
requirements match resources available. In addition, we are providing additional 
capacity funding in 2018 for each Local Enterprise Partnership that clearly sets out 
how they will adopt these changes and are ready to develop Local Industrial 
Strategies. This funding will also help to strengthen Local Enterprise Partnerships’ ability 
to more actively involve local communities and organisations in their activity. We will ask 
Local Enterprise Partnerships to develop an implementation plan before they receive their 
allocation of this funding.   
 
How Local Enterprise Partnerships will support this change: 
 
Government expects that each Local Enterprise Partnership consults widely and 
transparently with the business community before appointing a new Chair, and 
appoints a Deputy Chair. This process, including members of the appointment panel, 
should be set out by the Local Enterprise Partnership in their local assurance framework. 
Government will support this by advertising vacancies and actively supporting recruitment 
into these roles but appointment to positions on Local Enterprise Partnership boards will 
remain a decision for the Partnership. In line with best practice in the private sector, Local 
Enterprise Partnerships will want to introduce defined term limits for Chairs and 
Deputy Chairs where these are not currently in place.  
 
Businesses pay the taxes, create the jobs and provide the economic growth that will 
deliver the ultimate outcomes of the Industrial Strategy: higher living standards and higher 
levels of productivity. Government’s aspiration is that Local Enterprise Partnerships work 
towards strengthening the representation from the private sector, increasing 
representatives from the private sector so that they form at least two thirds of the 
board, to ensure that each Local Enterprise Partnership can truly be said to be business-
led. In order to maintain focused board direction and input, Government will work with 
Local Enterprise Partnerships to establish a maximum permanent board of 20 people, 
with the option to co-opt an additional five board members with specialist knowledge on a 
one year basis.1  
 
The composition of Local Enterprise Partnership boards is an important ingredient in their 
success. These boards must be able to take into consideration a breadth of interests of 
different local leaders and stakeholder groups to ensure that their growth strategies are 
relevant, representative and widely supported across their area. We want to ensure all 
Local Enterprise Partnership boards are truly representative of the communities that they 
serve. Government expects refreshed Local Enterprise Partnership boards to improve 
their gender balance and representation of those with protected characteristics. Our 
aim is for Local Enterprise Partnership boards to have equal representation of men and 
women by 2023. As a step towards achieving this, we will replicate the target set in the 

                                            
 
1 Any private sector board member must fit the definition of ‘private sector’ as defined by the National 
Accounts Sector Classification. A private sector member must be or have been employed by an organisation 
not included as central government, local government or a public corporation as defined for the UK National 
Accounts. 
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Hampton-Alexander Review for FTSE 350 boards; Local Enterprise Partnerships should 
aim for a minimum of a third women’s representation on their boards by 2020.2  
 
It is vital to ensure that local leadership has access to the advice and information they 
need to make informed and impactful decisions. Whilst local government representatives 
on boards can draw on the advice of their officials, other board members do not have the 
benefit of this level of support. Local Enterprise Partnerships will need to provide a 
secretariat independent of local government to support the Chair and board in 
decision making.  
 
We are determined to help local areas learn from what works best and where, so that we 
can work together to refine and maximise the impacts of major investments. Government 
will support all Local Enterprise Partnerships to develop a strong local evidence base of 
economic strengths, weaknesses and comparative advantages within a national and 
international context. We will require robust evaluation of individual projects and 
interventions. The additional funding that Government is providing each Local Enterprise 
Partnership will help to develop this capability and we will work with the LEP Network to 
develop and share best practice.  
 
The revised Local Enterprise Partnership Assurance Framework, to be published in the 
Autumn, will provide further clarity on the leadership and capability requirements set out 
above. 
 
 
  

                                            
 
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ftse-women-leaders-hampton-alexander-review 
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Accountability and performance 
As autonomous local partnerships, Local Enterprise Partnerships are primarily 
accountable to the communities within their area. In practice, the full and active role of 
senior local authority representatives on these boards provides a strong and direct link 
back to local people and are one part of the Local Enterprise Partnership’s democratic 
accountability. Whilst Local Enterprise Partnerships are individually accountable, 
Government remains accountable for the overall system and ensures appropriate 
mechanisms are in place to drive standards of accountability and performance across the 
network.  
 
Case for change: 
 
Government has awarded significant funding streams to Local Enterprise Partnerships, 
most notably the £9 billion through the Local Growth Fund. As this funding has increased, 
Government and Local Enterprise Partnerships have developed systems of governance 
and accountability to ensure that the devolved funding from central Government budgets is 
being managed effectively.  
 
There have been criticisms around the accountability and performance of some Local 
Enterprise Partnerships. The level of transparency local partners want to see has been 
limited by the absence of comparability across differing Local Enterprise Partnership legal 
personalities and accountability frameworks. Furthermore, the significant differences in 
structures between Local Enterprise Partnerships contributes to the lack of consistency 
across the network. This has prevented Government from applying more targeted and 
transparent rules on performance. It has also meant that the public have been unclear on 
the role and the impact of Local Enterprise Partnerships in their areas.  
 
Whilst Local Enterprise Partnerships have made significant progress in strengthening their 
accountability and transparency arrangements over the past few years, Government’s 
greater ambitions for these institutions requires a renewed commitment to accountability 
and a strengthened approach to performance to ensure that Local Enterprise Partnerships 
operate to the highest standards. 
 
How the Government will support this change: 
 
Government’s primary ambition is for Local Enterprise Partnerships to operate as a self-
regulating sector, working with local partners and their peers through the LEP Network to 
drive improvements in governance and delivery and strive for excellence. The 
Government, the LEP Network and Local Enterprise Partnerships will develop a Local 
Enterprise Partnership sector-led approach to assessing and improving 
performance through regular peer review. 
 
Although Local Enterprise Partnerships are locally accountable for their decisions, as the 
arbiter of the system and as the primary funding provider for Local Enterprise 
Partnerships, Government will retain accountability and oversight over the system as 
a whole. Local Enterprise Partnerships recognise the need to adhere to standards of 
transparency and accountability clearly set out in the National Assurance Framework. This 
is one element of the wider assurance system, which also comprises of Local Enterprise 
Partnership reporting to Government on agreed outputs, evaluation frameworks and 
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annual performance reviews. In January 2018 we issued best practice guidance in 
response to the recommendations of the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government Non-Executive Director Review into Local Enterprise Partnership governance 
and transparency.  
 
Well performing Local Enterprise Partnerships are critical to creating successful local 
economies. To help ensure Local Enterprise Partnerships are performing to their highest 
standard there need to be clear expectations both from Local Enterprise Partnerships 
themselves and from Government around overall Local Enterprise Partnership 
performance and the performance of individual programmes. These will be used to support 
decisions around the level of control held over future funding programmes. The 
Government will set out more detail on how this system could work in due course. 
 
Government will publish a statement regarding its approach to intervention in a 
revised National Assurance Framework where there are instances of non-compliance or 
underperformance. This will ensure that any intervention is proportionate and provides the 
appropriate levels of support to rectify issues. In the majority of cases, our intervention will 
be minimal as the sector matures and self-regulates to effectively address 
underperformance at the local level and through the network of Local Enterprise 
Partnerships. Where there are significant concerns, we will proceed using a spectrum of 
options ranging from regular, minuted performance meetings, the agreement of action 
plans with milestones and risk based deep-dives. In the most extreme instances, this could 
include direct intervention to express the Government’s loss of confidence in the Local 
Enterprise Partnership by withholding or withdrawing funding.  
 
The performance of each Local Enterprise Partnership differs based on the individual 
circumstances of their place. Each Local Enterprise Partnership’s overall performance 
will be held to account through measures agreed in their delivery plans. The 
Government will work with Local Enterprise Partnerships to ensure that they have these 
plans in place by April 2019.  
 
Government will continue to monitor Local Enterprise Partnerships through annual 
performance reviews and quarterly monitoring of data returns for major growth 
programmes to monitor risk. Performance assessments will be grounded in the three 
themes encompassing the objectives of a Local Enterprise Partnership: ‘Governance’, 
‘Delivery’ and ‘Strategy’. In order to strengthen this system, we will introduce a mid-year 
review session with each Local Enterprise Partnership. This will enhance the existing 
annual performance review meetings and will focus significantly on strategic direction 
whilst also providing a forum for Government to highlight concerns with senior Local 
Enterprise Partnership officials. 
 
How Local Enterprise Partnerships will support this change: 
 
Government will support all Local Enterprise Partnerships to have a legal personality. 
Where they are not already incorporated as companies, Local Enterprise Partnerships that 
are not in mayoral combined authorities or combined authorities should take steps to 
become companies. Where Local Enterprise Partnerships are integrated within mayoral 
combined authorities and combined authorities exist, they may elect to use this legal 
personality. This new legal structure should be in place by April 2019, ahead of any 
release of further local growth funding. Ensuring that all Local Enterprise Partnerships 
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have a legal personality reflects their more prominent role in local growth, that they are 
their own business-led organisations and will allow them to enter into legal commitments to 
take on further responsibilities in the future. 
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships will continue to be individually accountable for the allocation 
of funding and the delivery and evaluation of projects, with Section 151 Officers (or 
equivalent) maintaining accountability for the proper conduct of financial affairs within the 
Local Enterprise Partnership. Local Enterprise Partnerships and Accountable Bodies are 
responsible for the success and day to day operations of the Local Enterprise Partnership. 
In addition, the revised National Assurance Framework will provide further clarity on the 
role of the Section 151 Officer and Accountable Body with regards to governance and 
financial oversight. Local Enterprise Partnerships will want to identify a single 
Accountable Body within in each area that is responsible for all Local Enterprise 
Partnership funding. 
 
As legal entities, all Local Enterprise Partnerships will be required to hold an annual 
general meeting. We will set an expectation that these are open to the public and 
businesses to attend and be properly promoted. This provides Local Enterprise 
Partnerships with the opportunity to update the wider public on progress on growth plans 
and its ambitions for future growth and ensure the communities that they represent can 
understand and influence the economic plans for the area. To ensure that all businesses in 
an area have equal access to their Local Enterprise Partnership, we will not permit any 
Local Enterprise Partnership to operate on a paid-membership basis. 
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships must be clear on who in their organisation is responsible for 
their activity – and who ought to be held to account. We will expect all Local Enterprise 
Partnerships to set out exactly who is accountable for spending decisions, 
appointments, and overall governance locally. Schemes of delegation must be clear 
and the Partnership should explicitly address the accountability arrangements and 
relationships between the Board, Chair, Local Enterprise Partnership CEO, Accountable 
Body and Sub-Boards (in MCA areas this should also include the Combined Authority 
Board and the Mayor).  
 
The Government will support Local Enterprise Partnerships to set out how they will 
ensure external scrutiny and expert oversight, including participating in relevant local 
authority scrutiny panel enquiries to ensure effective and appropriate democratic scrutiny 
of their investment decisions. We want this to provide an opportunity to Local Enterprise 
Partnerships to engage local partners and independent experts – such as academics - 
when developing their strategies, whilst reassuring their partners that taxpayers money is 
being put to best use. 
 
This legal framework and additional detail on assessing performance within the National 
Assurance Framework will provide a greater level of clarity for all partners whilst ensuring 
that Local Enterprise Partnerships remain independent, private sector led institutions. 
 
The Government will continue to provide guidance on the accountability requirements and 
assurance and performance management process for Local Enterprise Partnerships.   
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Geography 
A strength of Local Enterprise Partnerships from the outset was their ability to bring 
together public and private sector leaders across functional economic areas to set a 
strategic vision and make decisions that transcend local administrative boundaries. 
However, in certain parts of the country, the benefits of this geographic scale have been 
tempered and the geographic boundaries have not provided the clarity needed to 
businesses and communities. 
 
It is essential that communities served by Local Enterprise Partnerships are able to see a 
single vision and a compelling plan for their area. This will ensure that each Local 
Enterprise Partnership is in the best position to identify and align local interventions that 
maximise their economic impact. 
 
The case for change: 
 
When Local Enterprise Partnership geographies were first decided in 2011 they had a 
more strategic role with limited delivery responsibilities. Since then, the context in which 
they operate has changed greatly; as Government has committed over £9 billion from the 
Local Growth Fund to Local Enterprise Partnerships through three rounds of competitive 
Growth Deals.  
 
To be fit for purpose as their roles and responsibilities are expanded once again, we need 
to ensure that Local Enterprise Partnership geographies provide simplicity, accountability 
and practicability. Whilst in most areas the existing arrangement has worked in practice, 
greater clarity and consistency is required if they are to meet Government’s increased 
ambition. It is therefore the right time to revisit geographic boundaries.  
 
The recent Public Accounts Committee inquiry into Local Enterprise Partnership 
assurance processes was clear that we need to provide clarity and accountability on how 
we deliver value for taxpayers’ money. Local Enterprise Partnership accountability 
practices have been addressed throughout the wider review. The removal of overlaps 
forms a component part of a wider initiative to make these organisations more transparent, 
consistent and robust in the way that they allocate funding to drive growth across the 
country.  
 
We must ensure that decision-making and delivery operate at the most appropriate 
geographical levels that maximise efficiency and effectiveness. In a number of instances 
since 2011, Local Enterprise Partnerships have amended their original boundaries, 
including the successful merger of Northamptonshire Local Enterprise Partnership and 
South East Midlands Local Enterprise Partnership, and we would expect any consideration 
of geographical changes to consider the most effective size and scale to operate over.  
 
There is no universally accepted approach to measuring or defining functional economic 
areas and boundaries vary depending on the method used.3 However, we acknowledge 

                                            
 
3 For example housing market definitions https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/future-cities-
comparative-urban-governance, compared to labour market containment definitions 
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that economic geographies often cross administrative boundaries and we want to see 
continued collaboration between Local Enterprise Partnerships and local authorities where 
this is the case.   
 
How the Government will support this change:  
 
As Local Enterprise Partnerships are central to future economic growth, Government will 
ask Local Enterprise Partnership Chairs and local stakeholders to come forward with 
considered proposals by the end of September on geographies which best reflect 
real functional economic areas, remove overlaps and, where appropriate, propose 
wider changes such as mergers.4 We will encourage Local Enterprise Partnerships 
and mayoral combined authorities to move towards coterminous boundaries where 
appropriate in line with the wider discussions on Local Enterprise Partnership 
geographies. These proposals should be submitted by 28 September 2018. Government 
will respond to these proposals in the autumn and future capacity funding will be 
contingent on successfully achieving this. 
 
We recognise that Local Enterprise Partnerships are independent bodies and will have to 
work closely with local stakeholders to reconfigure their geographies to meet the future 
roles and responsibilities of Local Enterprise Partnerships. Once any changes to Local 
Enterprise Partnership boundaries have been agreed, we will work with each Local 
Enterprise Partnership to ensure that revised geographies come into effect by spring 2020 
at the latest, recognising the need to deliver against existing commitments as well as 
transition to the new policy and funding landscape over these new geographies. This will 
simplify the allocation of future growth funding and rationalise the increasingly complex 
local growth landscape. 
 
How Local Enterprise Partnerships will support this change:  
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships should build on the strength of their existing partnership 
working to collaborate on common issues. Whilst we are removing all instances in which 
two or more Local Enterprise Partnerships geographies overlap, this is not to say that local 
partners should not participate in the development of other Local Enterprise Partnerships’ 
strategies. The Government expects collaboration between Local Enterprise 
Partnerships where interests are aligned when developing strategies to maximize their 
impact across their different objectives. This helps to ensure a more efficient use of 
resources and secure a better outcome than operating in isolation. This collaboration need 
not be restricted to neighbouring Local Enterprise Partnerships and will be particularly 
important where partnerships share a common interest or particular themes, for example, 
aerospace technologies. 
 
  

                                                                                                                                                 
 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/c
ommutingtoworkchangestotraveltoworkareas/2001to2011, and variations of each. 
4 This will also include removing any situation in which a lower tier or unitary authority is covered by two 
Local Enterprise Partnerships whose geographies do not overlap. 
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Mayoral combined authorities  
Since 2012, City Deals, Growth Deals and Devolution Deals have shifted power and 
funding to local areas to enable them to take strategic decisions about local priorities. 
These deals have enabled places to develop long-term plans and create the right 
conditions for prosperity.  
 
Both Local Enterprise Partnerships and mayoral combined authorities are seeking to drive 
growth at a strategic economic geography, through place-based and locally-controlled 
policies and funds. It is essential that these bodies work together to respond to future 
opportunities and challenges. 
 
The case for change: 
 
The election of six mayors in mayoral combined authority areas in May 2017 was an 
historic step in the Government’s mission to deliver an economy that works for everyone, 
and the seventh city region mayor was elected in Sheffield City Region in May 2018.5 The 
Government and local leaders agreed a ‘minded to’ deal with North of Tyne at Budget 
2017. On 20 July 2018 all of the authorities consented to deal. As a result the Government 
will proceed to lay the orders in Parliament. Government remains open to conversations 
with other local areas that wish to explore the potential for devolution, where clear local 
support and a strong economic case for doing so can be demonstrated. 
 
In all of these areas, Local Enterprise Partnerships and local authorities have worked 
together effectively throughout the process of negotiating and implementing devolution 
deals. In this, Local Enterprise Partnerships have taken a distinct role from that of the 
mayoral combined authority, providing private sector expertise and challenge to drive and 
inform strategy and investment decisions, including on local growth funding, business 
support and skills. 
 
It is crucial at this point to ensure that investors, businesses and the public have a clear 
understanding of the relationships between Local Enterprise Partnerships and mayoral 
combined authorities as they take on an ever greater strategic role. The relationship 
between these bodies reflects local priorities and varies from place to place. Government 
is committed to working with Local Enterprise Partnerships and mayoral combined 
authorities to ensure clarity and transparency on their respective roles and responsibilities, 
address potential inefficiencies and help strike the right balance between integrated 
decision-making and delivery on the one hand, and appropriate challenge and scrutiny on 
the other.   
 
How Government will support this change: 
 
Government will consolidate its engagement with mayoral combined authorities and 
their Local Enterprise Partnerships with a collaborative approach to agreeing Local 
Industrial Strategies. As set out in the Industrial Strategy, places in England with a 
Mayoral combined authority will have a single Local Industrial Strategy led by the mayor 

                                            
 
5 Government signed the Cornwall devolution deal in July 2015. The content of this section does not apply to 
Cornwall as this deal does not include a Mayoral Combined Authority. 
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and supported by the Local Enterprise Partnership. To ensure the maximum buy-in of key 
local stakeholders, we will expect mayoral combined authorities to work in partnership with 
their Local Enterprise Partnership to jointly develop and agree these strategies.   
 
How Local Enterprise Partnerships and mayoral combined authorities will support 
this change: 
 
To help ensure that Local Enterprise Partnerships have a distinctive role from the mayoral 
combined authorities, we will support Local Enterprise Partnerships and mayoral 
combined authorities to develop and publish agreements – brought together in a 
single document with relevant financial assurance frameworks – which set out their 
respective roles and responsibilities in a way that recognises the variation between 
places, while providing sufficient clarity on accountability for public funding.  
 
We have set out five themes below which we would want to see addressed in these 
agreements: 
 

• Advisory and challenge function: how local partners will ensure that there is a 
strong, independent voice for the Local Enterprise Partnership in the decision 
making process within mayoral areas, and that the Local Enterprise Partnership 
Chair and Board are able to draw directly on appropriate support and expertise from 
staff. 

 
• Alignment of decision-making across a clear geography: how local partners 

will work together to ensure a clear, transparent decision-making process which 
minimises the impact of differences in organisations’ geographical boundaries. To 
assist with clarity and transparency, we would encourage areas to move towards 
coterminous Local Enterprise Partnership and mayoral combined authority 
boundaries, but recognising that this will not be possible in all cases.  

 
• Accountability: how the formal accountability relationship between the Local 

Enterprise Partnership and the mayoral combined authority will work. We would 
expect local partners to designate the mayoral combined authority as the formal 
Accountable Body for the Local Enterprise Partnership in terms of handling public 
money.  

 
• Efficiency and corporate identity: how the Local Enterprise Partnership and the 

mayoral combined authority will work together in their approach to staffing, branding 
and other resources and assets.   

 
• Overview and scrutiny: how the Overview and Scrutiny Committees of the 

mayoral combined authority and local authorities will interact with the Local 
Enterprise Partnership. 

 
A move towards more aligned geographies would greatly strengthen democratic decision 
making and scrutiny between the Local Enterprise Partnership and mayoral combined 
authorities. We will encourage Local Enterprise Partnerships and mayoral combined 
authorities to move towards coterminous boundaries where appropriate in line with 
the wider discussions on Local Enterprise Partnership geographies.  
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As agreed with Government, the London Local Enterprise Partnership is chaired by the 
Mayor of London and operates through the Greater London Authority (GLA) which acts as 
its accountable body for funding provided by Government. All decisions must comply with 
the GLA’s corporate governance, financial, legal and procurement frameworks and 
processes. We will work with London Economic Action Partnership to implement the 
changes outlined in this document as relevant.  
 
The revised National Local Enterprise Partnership Assurance Framework and revised 
Single Pot Assurance Framework, to be published in the autumn, will provide further clarity 
on the requirements for mayoral combined authorities and Local Enterprise Partnerships in 
these areas. 
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Managing the transition to strengthened Local Enterprise 
Partnerships  
We want to ensure that Local Enterprise Partnerships maintain their momentum and move 
quickly to implement these changes and formally establish themselves in their new form. 
 
This document has set out a plan for reform, to ensure Local Enterprise Partnerships 
continue to drive growth and remain credible organisations locally and nationally. This 
provides Local Enterprise Partnerships with defined role and responsibilities, and provides 
clarity on activities and objectives to deliver on the ambitions of the Government’s 
Industrial Strategy. 
 
We will write to Local Enterprise Partnership Chairs to communicate the importance of the 
review and will work with them to develop revised proposals on geography by 28 
September 2018 and a detailed plan for implementing the changes outlined in this 
document before 31 October 2018 at the latest. In order to deliver their role effectively, 
Local Enterprise Partnerships need financial support. As referred to above, to support 
Local Enterprise Partnerships in implementing these changes and embed evidence in 
Local Industrial Strategies, we will provide up to £20 million of additional funding between 
2018-19 and 2019-20 to support Local Enterprise Partnerships to adopt these changes.  
 
We will update the National Local Enterprise Partnership Assurance Framework so that 
these changes are included within Local Assurance Frameworks ahead of April 2019. The 
National Assurance Framework will be an essential part of our wider Local Enterprise 
Partnership assurance system to ensure that Local Enterprise Partnerships have in place 
the necessary systems and processes to manage devolved funding from central 
Government budgets effectively. 
 
We recognise that some reforms will take longer to implement, particularly as we leave the 
European Union and Government considers key funding arrangements such as the UK 
Shared Prosperity Fund. We will work with these Local Enterprise Partnerships to ensure 
these reforms are implemented in a measured way and with least disruption to existing 
programmes. 
 
This document has set out a step change in approach for both Local Enterprise 
Partnerships and Government. We will continue to work with Local Enterprise Partnerships 
to understand how the network can identify and apply best practice and develop a 
programme of training for Local Enterprise Partnership boards and executive teams. This 
will be supported by regular engagement from senior government officials, to ensure Local 
Enterprise Partnerships and all parts of Government work strategically together to deliver 
economic growth and prosperity across the country. 
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Annex – Advisory Panel Joint Statement 
The Industrial Strategy made clear Government “remains firmly committed to Local 
Enterprise Partnerships”, but that “performance has varied” across the country. The 
Industrial Strategy set out that Government will review Local Enterprise Partnerships. 
 
To inform this review Ministers in MHCLG, BEIS and HMT established an external 
advisory panel. The panel met four times between December 2017 and May 2018 to 
discuss LEP best practice and opportunities for reform. The panel also provided advice on 
best practice in comparable private and public sector organisations.  
 
Following these discussions and other engagement with officials, the advisory panel 
agrees that ministers should consider the following statement in concluding the review: 
 
• LEPs provide a rich partnership of private sector organisations, local government, 

education – including universities – and other key local institutions and will be central to 
the delivery of the Industrial Strategy, driving growth and productivity across England. 
These partners each make unique and critical contributions to the LEP model, ensuring 
its distinctive role, which the ministerial review of LEPs should recognise and promote. 
To ensure LEPs are credible organisations locally and nationally, working with 
stakeholders from across the public and private sector, LEPs should have a clear and 
simple mission, focused on strategy-setting and the prioritisation of resources. 
Partnership working is the key determinant of a successful LEP and should be 
promoted across the country, so LEPs can set effective strategies for long term change 
and economic improvement. 

 
• The panel recognises the important recommendations of Mary Ney’s Review of Local 

Enterprise Partnership Governance and Transparency and agrees that LEPs should 
have consistent, formalised and transparent governance arrangements. All LEPs 
should have the institutional capacity and capability to develop and maintain a robust 
evidence base to support and monitor the strategic vision and performance of an area. 
The review could consider how local authorities support LEPs, and how LEPs and 
other bodies such as the LEP Network collaborate to share best-practice and promote 
effective peer review within the sector. 

 
• To ensure LEPs maintain a culture of constructive challenge and bring strategic 

leadership for growth across their area, they should have a distinctive role from 
individual local government institutions, including combined authorities. LEPs should 
not crowd out or duplicate business organisations, which represent businesses at the 
local level, and the LEP review should consider how Government can ensure these 
distinct roles are maintained. The review should ensure that the accountable body role 
undertaken by a local authority is facilitated in appropriate membership arrangements 
and recognises the risk management role that body fulfils on behalf of the LEP. The 
review could also consider increasing the proportion of private sector members on LEP 
boards, but should remain cognisant of the need for clear accountability. 

 
• Effective boards represent the diverse communities and businesses of their 

economies, and those local bodies which contribute to growth. The best LEP boards 
draw on the expertise of an area’s business leaders and enable these individuals to 
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engage with local and national government, and the education and skills sector, to 
identify, articulate and invest in economic priorities and support innovation. All LEPs 
should engage small- and medium-sized business leaders as well as larger firms in 
their governance, and be representative of their areas’ communities. Government and 
LEPs should show leadership on promoting diversity on boards and in effective 
decision-making. 

 
• LEPs’ activities should work towards targeted key performance indicators and 

effectively evaluate the impact of their projects, programmes and investments. The 
panel recognises the importance of local autonomy and differentiation, and that LEPs 
should hold themselves to account and be held to account by others on the basis of 
their performance against these measures. Transparent performance measures and 
expectations could be accompanied by a more nuanced range of actions and support 
from Government with regards underperforming LEPs. It is vital to provide stakeholders 
with confidence that all LEPs can deliver on the core roles and responsibilities set out 
for them. 

 
• It is important to ensure LEP boundaries provide clarity and transparency in decision 

making and recognise functional economic areas, whilst seeking to optimise 
opportunities for cross-LEP collaboration where common economic priorities are 
evident. 

 
The terms of reference the advisory panel considered as part of the ministerial review 
were: 
 

• Define with greater clarity the strategic role of LEPs in driving growth and 
productivity for business; people; ideas; infrastructure; and place.  

• Strengthen business leadership and corporate governance to ensure that LEPs 
remain diverse private sector-led organisations that can shape and challenge local 
economic decision making, through the adoption of best practice. 

• Establish clear accountability through rigorous financial reporting and enforcement 
of transparency in decision making. 

• Assess the impacts of boundary overlaps to ensure clarity, transparency and 
representation of functional economic areas.  

• Improve organisational capability and planning certainty, including looking at 
options for a common incorporation model; how LEPs are resourced and the 
standardisation of organisational structures and reporting. 

• Define the relationship between LEPs and Local Authorities, as well as new 
organisational structures such as Mayoral Combined Authorities. 

 
The panel members were: 

• Dr Adam Marshall – Director General of the British Chambers of Commerce 
• Cllr Anne Western – Leader of the Labour Group, Derbyshire County Council, and 

Vice-Chair of the Local Government Association’s People and Place Board 
• Cllr Bob Sleigh OBE – Deputy Mayor of the West Midlands Combined Authority and 

Leader of Solihull Council 
• Christine Gaskell MBE – Cheshire and Warrington Local Enterprise Partnership 

Chair and representative of the LEP Network Management Board 
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• Professor Diane Coyle CBE – Bennett Professor of Public Policy, University of 
Cambridge, and Co-Chair of the Industrial Strategy Commission 

• Cllr Gordon Birtwistle – Councillor and former MP for Burnley 
• Cllr Judith Blake – Leader of Leeds City Council 
• Professor Judith Petts CBE – Vice Chancellor of University of Plymouth and Heart 

of the South West Local Enterprise Partnership Board Member 
• Cllr Manjula Sood MBE – Deputy Mayor of Leicester City Council 
• Martin McTague – Policy Director at the Federation of Small Businesses 
• Mary Ney – Non-Executive Director at the Ministry of Housing, Communities and 

Local Government, and former Chief Executive of the Royal Borough of Greenwich 
• Sherry Coutu CBE – Chair of the Scale-Up Institute, Chair of the Financial Strategy 

Advisory Group, University of Cambridge, and Non-Executive Director for the 
London Stock Exchange Group 

• Stephen Greenhalgh – Joint Managing Director of J&J Omerod PLC 
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2 August 2018 

By email: Hilary.chipping@semlep.com 

Cc. agl@annlimb.co.uk 

Dear Hilary, 

Update on Industrial Strategy: Implementing the Review of Local Enterprise 
Partnerships 

Following last week’s publication of Strengthened Local Enterprise Partnerships, I am writing 
to provide details of the next steps that your LEP is required to take to implement the 
recommendations of the review and our plans to work with the LEP Network to support you 
with this work.  I am aware that many of you have already engaged with the review through 
conversations with your Area Deputy Directors and Cities and Local Growth Area Leads.  

As I set out at the LEP Network event before publication, the recommendations outlined in 
Strengthened Local Enterprise Partnerships clearly demonstrate Government’s continued 
commitment to LEPs and will enable you to develop Local Industrial Strategies that will provide 
distinctive and long-term visions of how a place will maximise its contribution to UK 
productivity. This in turn will shape the design and implementation of the UK Shared Prosperity 
Fund.  

I am sure you already have downloaded a copy but for convenience, a copy of the review is 
attached to this letter and a link to the wider announcement can be accessed on GOV.UK. 

Implementing the recommendations of the LEP review 

Over the summer the LEP Network will be convening a number of working groups, chaired by 
a LEP Chair, and which my Unit will be supporting. These working groups, will provide an 
opportunity for you to collectively agree guiding principles to help ensure consistency and 
generate shared understanding of what is needed to implement the review. These groups will 
consider the key areas where we know that some LEPs will have to make significant changes 
as a result of the review. For example, the first working group that the LEP Network is 
convening is on geography. The LEP Network will be in contact to provide you with more 
information on these working groups. I encourage all LEPs to engage in these discussions and 
to use them to inform your own plans at an individual LEP level, alongside the on-going 
discussions with your Area Lead.  

The Government is making up to £200,000 available in 2018-19 to each LEP to fund a timely 
and effective implementation of the LEP review, and the development of an evidence base 
for Local Industrial Strategies. A LEP’s allocation of this funding will be received once it has 
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submitted the proposals outlined below and Government is content that these plans will 
address the recommendations of the review.    
 
Annexes A-D of this letter provides you with detail of the work that LEPs need to undertake to 
deliver against the recommendations of the review and receive the additional funding. As part 
of this, LEPs should review the implementation guidance note (Annex A). 

In the coming months, your LEP should provide an initial response setting out how you will 
fulfil the recommendations; outlining the approach you are going to take to achieve this. For 
the initial response, LEPs should:  

1. Develop and submit proposals on geography no later than 28 September 2018. If no 
changes are proposed, LEPs should outline why. A template for your response is 
included in Annex B.  

2. Develop and submit a plan for implementing the review recommendations no later than 
31 October 2018. A template for your response is included in Annex C. 

3. Include the proposal for additional funding alongside your implementation plan. A 
template to submit this proposal is outlined in Annex D.  
 

These proposals should be submitted to LEPpolicy@communities.gsi.gov.uk copying in your 
Area Lead.  
 
We encourage you to engage widely in conversations with local partners, including 
Accountable Bodies, to develop these plans. Your Area Lead will be available to support you 
at working level, drawing on the policy teams as necessary, and of course, I would be very 
happy to discuss any issues further with you during this period.   
 
If you have any questions relating to the requirements above, please contact your Area Lead 
in the first instance who will liaise with policy officials as required to resolve your query. 

 
Next steps 
 
As you are aware, Government will revise the National LEP Assurance Framework in 
Autumn 2018 to reflect the recommendations of the review. LEPs should be prepared to 
update plans to reflect any additional guidance outlined in the document. We will ensure that 
this will not, however, prevent LEPs from planning a response to the review and submitting 
initial proposals in the interim period.  
 
I know that this is a step change for LEPs and it will require close working between yourselves 
and central government. We are committed to supporting you and will work together with all 
LEPs and the LEP Network to develop a shared understanding of the recommendations to 
enable you to implement these changes.  

I would like to thank you for your work to date and look forward to continuing working 
productively to implement these important local growth reforms.  

 

 

 

STEPHEN JONES 
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APPENDIX 2 

 
Option Pros Cons 

 
1. Just be a member of  

Bucks TVLEP 
Bucks TVLEP remains and keeps the existing partnership 
arrangements in place 
 
Bucks LEP rated as good in the 2018 audit by Central 
Government in the deep dive process 

Does not reflect the true functional economic geography of 
the area (north and south Bucks have different needs) 
 
Would mean being a part of one of the smallest LEP (37th out 
of 38 LEPs and almost 30% smaller than Oxfordshire’s) 
 
BTVLEP needs to be formally constituted as a legal entity 
 

2. Just be a Member of 
SEMLEP 

 

SEMLEP remains and keeps the existing arrangements in place 
 
Better reflects the real functional economic geography of the area 
and reflects one of the key arguments made in the district councils 
Unitary proposal 
 
Links the Vale with the other areas in SEMLEP that are also 
experiencing growth and connected through work on the NIC 
corridor 
 
It is already a legal entity  
 
SEMLEP rated as good or exceptional across all themes 
evaluated by Central Government in the deep dive process.  
While the overall RAG score is good in many areas SEMLEP 
goes above and beyond requirements 
 

Would require the County to be in two LEPs if the southern 
districts were to be part of the Berkshire TV LEP 
 
Would need to make arrangements for the Enterprise Zones 
management to be transferred to SEMLEP 

3. Merger of Bucks TV 
LEP and SEMLEP 

Would create a larger LEP that reflects the lower tier/unitary 
membership of the Central Area Growth Corridor  
 
Would avoid BCC needing to be a member of two LEPs 
 
SEMLEP’s legal body and articles could be easily amended to 
reflect new membership and arrangements 
 
SEMLEP experienced in managing merger situations and this 
could be implemented in a relatively short timefame 

Would require clarity about how the Membership and 
representation of a wider geography would work 
 
May result in the southern district areas feeling on the edge 
as it covers a number of functional economic areas 
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Option Pros Cons 
 

4. Merger of Bucks TV 
LEP and Ox LEP 

Would create a larger LEP with synergies between some 
elements and cross overs of some of the Central Corridor group 
 
Would avoid any authority being a Member of two LEPs  
 
Existing legal entity of OXLEP could be used and amended 

Does not reflect the real functional economic area for the 
Vale or Southern Bucks areas. 
 
Would require clarity over how the Membership and 
representation of a wider geography would work  
 
Would be a combination of functional economic areas and 
areas on the edge may not feel represented 
 
Not currently seen by OXLEP as an option to be pursued with 
the current arrrangements on the growth deal with central 
Government 
 

5. Creation of “Super 
LEP” – a merger of 
Bucks TV LEP, 
SEMLEP and Ox LEP 

Would fully reflect the central growth area membership and 
provide a good joined up approach in response to the Corridor 
activity  
 
Would create one of the few ‘super’ LEPs that should attract 
significant investment and Government attention 
 
Existing legal status of SEMLEP or OXLEP could be used and 
amended 
 

Would require clarity over how the Membership and 
representation of a wider geography would work 
 
Would be a combination of functional economic areas and 
could possibly cover too large an area 
 
Areas on the edges may not feel fully engaged/represented 

 

P
age 59



 
1 

Findings and recommendations regarding LEP 
membership 

A report to Aylesbury Vale District Council (AVDC) 

12 December 2013 

Introduction 
This paper results from a facilitated discussion held on Monday 9th December 2013 between 
AVDC’s Cabinet and the Chairs and Chief Executives of Buckinghamshire Thames Valley 
Local Enterprise Partnership (BTVLEP) and South East Midlands Local Enterprise 
Partnership (SEMLEP). The purpose of the discussion was to explore issues associated with 
AVDC being a member of both LEPs and therefore in an ‘overlapping scenario’.  

This paper reports on the key findings resulting from the discussion and recommends what 
actions should be taken. It is consistent with the detailed notes of the meeting which are 
attached to this note.   

Key findings 
The arguments for single LEP membership (whether that is with BTVLEP or SEMLEP), and 
for membership of one or other LEP, are summarised in Table 1, together with comments on 
the strength of the arguments. 

Table 1: The case for AVDC to be in only one LEP 

The arguments for single LEP 
membership 

Comments 

Business confusion and concern about 
duplication and waste of resources 

This is based on a survey undertaken by Bucks Business 
First. Business views are very important in considering LEP 
membership, but it is unclear how representative the survey 
results are. 

Indications from government related 
bodies that overlapping membership is 
illogical and unsustainable  

There have been various recent criticisms of overlaps, 
although it was acknowledged that change is unlikely to be 
imposed from the centre, at least before the next election. 
AVDC is one of over 25 local authorities which have 
overlapping LEP memberships – so it is by no means unusual 
in that regard. 
Nevertheless, longer term it seems likely that there will be 
some rationalisation of overlaps.  

Clarity in terms of governance, and in 
securing and allocating Growth Fund 
and other external financial support 

Dual membership undoubtedly causes complications, but 
these can be addressed. There is an existing MOU between 
the two LEPs which can be updated to take into account 
these issues, particularly allocation of Growth Fund.  

The arguments for AVDC to be a member of BTVLEP only 

Businesses associate with 
Buckinghamshire as a place 

Business perceptions are important, and many local 
businesses will undoubtedly associate with the 
Buckinghamshire ‘brand’. However, businesses are also 
interested in access to markets, and the SEMLEP area has 
more synergies in terms of growing markets than BTVLEP. 
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Concerns about the impact of 
overlapping membership on BTVLEP’s 
strategic objective to achieve greater 
containment through achieving a better 
balance between jobs and housing 
growth in the county. 

This is a problem for BTVLEP and the other Bucks local 
authorities because AVDC is accommodating a major 
proportion of the LEP area’s housing growth, as well as jobs.  

A view among other local authorities in 
Bucks that AVDC should commit fully 
to BTVLEP 

This probably reflects the above concern –and that AVDC has 
had more funding that it should have had under the 
arrangement. 

BTVLEP is focused on implementation, 
and has the relevant expertise as well 
as detailed knowledge of AV 

This largely reflects the expertise of the chief executive of 
BTVLEP, who was previously CEO of Aylesbury’s delivery 
vehicle, AVA. However, the argument is mainly in relation to 
expertise and knowledge: both LEPs will be strongly focused 
on implementation once their strategies are agreed. 

AVDC would be a ‘big fish in a small 
pond’. It is the largest district in Bucks, 
which is the smallest LEP in the 
country 

This means AVDC may have more influence over decisions 
made by BTVLEP than those made by SEMLEP, although it 
only has one vote on each Board. However, it could also be 
argued that there is more to play for in SEMLEP, which is one 
of the larger LEPs with a big growth agenda. 

AVDC will lose out to other areas in 
SEMLEP because they will have a 
stronger claim on funding, particularly 
for regeneration 

The primary objective of LEPs is to support economic growth, 
and AV has strong potential in that regard, whichever LEP it is 
associated with. If projects in AVDC offer good value for 
money and high economic returns, logic suggests that they 
will be supported by Government and by SEMLEP  

The arguments for AVDC to be a member of SEMLEP only 

Functional economic geographies 
suggest AVDC is more closely related 
to the SEMLEP area than the rest of 
Bucks.   

AVDC falls within Milton Keynes travel to work area (TTWA) 
and strategic housing market area (SHMA). However, AV is a 
large district and different parts of it have different external 
linkages – some businesses and people look southwards 
towards the rest of Bucks and London, others look north and 
east towards Milton Keynes and the south Midlands, still 
others look westwards towards Oxfordshire. 

Strategic ambition - AVDC is a growth 
area for housing and business – this is 
similar to the rest of SEMLEP, not the 
rest of BTVLEP 

Both areas have ambitions to grow their economies, but the 
scale of economic and housing growth proposed for SEMLEP 
is greater, and more akin to that planned by AVDC 

AVDC chose to join SEMLEP when it 
was first established (March 2011). 
Later (Jan 2012) it joined BTVLEP 
following a request from DCLG. 

This indicates AVDC’s original preference to be part of 
SEMLEP, which followed from involvement in its predecessor 
partnership, MKSM. 

Source: SQW 

From AVDC’s perspective, the key points appears to be: 

• There is no short term imperative to change. Government won’t intervene, at least 
for the time being. If, in due course, there is pressure from government to remove 
overlaps, then AVDC will have to decide which LEP to join on an exclusive basis. But 
it doesn’t need to decide yet. 

• If and when a choice needs to be made,  SEMLEP appears to be better aligned 
strategically to the ambitions of AVDC and its businesses.  

• If there is any review of LEPs, then SEMLEP appears more secure than BTVLEP. 
Revisions which involve integration of the smallest LEPs (BTVLEP is the second 
smallest) seem more likely than disintegration of the largest (with the exception of 
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SELEP, which includes the whole of Essex, Kent and East Sussex, and which was 
always an anomaly since it is as large as the East of England region which it partially 
replaced). 

• Overlaps make governance more difficult, but adjoining LEPs should be 
collaborating anyway. Overlaps force a resolution to governance issues, but these 
are wider than just concerning overlapping authorities. 

• In relation to funding threats and opportunities, AVDC could lose out, but it could 
also gain. In practice, it seems likely that government will judge all LEP proposals on 
their merits – what they will they deliver for what investment. Therefore if there are 
projects within AV that provide excellent returns on public sector investment, they 
are likely to be supported whether the District Council is part of BTVLEP, SEMLEP or 
both. It seems very unlikely that either LEP will choose not to fund projects in AV 
due to its dual membership, if it has secured funding from the government for those 
projects. Nor is there any convincing argument to conclude that either LEP will lose 
government funding by not having ‘exclusive rights’ over projects in AV, provided 
the funding and governance arrangements for implementation of these projects is 
clear. 

Recommendations 
• There is currently no persuasive reason to change AVDC’s current position of being a 

member of both BTVLEP and SEMLEP. In fact, over the next few months while the 
LEPs economic strategies and implementation plans are being finalising, any change 
to the current status could be highly disruptive and could lead to AVDC and both 
LEPs securing less Government funding than would be the case if the SEPs are 
clearly aligned and consistent in their prioritisation of projects in AVDC. 

• The existing MOU between BTVLEP and SEMLEP should be reviewed and endorsed 
by the two LEP Boards. The revised version should be more specific about 
governance arrangements and the coordination of all investment priorities and 
decisions which affect both LEPs (including all those in AVDC). 

• AVDC should keep under review Government guidance (formal and informal) on 
LEPs, particularly regarding overlapping memberships, and plan ahead in case 
advice changes or LEP boundaries are reviewed. 

• In case AVDC is forced to choose between LEPs, the strongest strategic alignment 
and rationale regarding functional economic geographies is for AVDC to be part of 
SEMLEP. This seems likely to remain the case were any realignment of LEPs to take 
place, but of course until the details of any realignment are known it is not possible 
to be firm on this point. 

• The government should ensure that the same civil servant has responsibility for 
LEPs with common overlapping districts. This would help to ensure consistency of 
treatment and coordination with government on funding decisions.  
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Annex A: Implementation guidance note – next steps.   

This document outlines the next steps that a Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) should take 
so it can begin to implement the review.   
 
Please note that over the summer the LEP Network will be convening a number of working 
groups. At these working groups, LEPs will agree guiding principles to help ensure 
consistency in the implementation of the review.  All LEPs are encouraged to engage in these 
discussions and use these to inform your own plans.  

In the coming months, your LEP should provide an initial response setting out how you will 
fulfil the recommendations; outlining the approach you are going to take to achieve this. The 
length and detail of these responses should be proportionate to the changes required by the 
LEP1.  For the initial response, LEPs should:   

1. Develop and submit proposals on geography no later than 28 September 2018. If no 
changes are proposed, LEPs should outline why. A template for your response is 
included in Annex B.  

2. Develop and submit a plan for implementing the review recommendations no later than 
31 October 2018. A template for your response is included in Annex C. 

3. Include the proposal for additional funding alongside your implementation plan. A 
template to submit this proposal is outlined in Annex D.  
 

These proposals should be submitted to LEPpolicy@communities.gsi.gov.uk copying in your 
Area Lead.  
 
Specific timelines for the implementation of the recommendations are outlined below, and 
the majority of these recommendations will need to be in place for the beginning of the 2019-
20 financial year. These timeframes will be reflected in the National LEP Assurance 
Framework, which will be revised in Autumn 2018. You should be prepared to update your 
plans to reflect any additional guidance outlined in the document.  
 
We expect all LEPs to be compliant with the revised National LEP Assurance Framework by 
the 28 February 2019 to ensure that the necessary systems and processes are in place to 
manage devolved funding from central Government budgets effectively for the next financial 
year.  
 
Proposals on geography 
 
All LEPs should outline proposals in response to the Government’s recommendations on 
geography no later than 28 September 2018. Proposals should best reflect real functional 
economic areas, remove overlaps and, where appropriate, propose wider changes such as 
mergers. If your LEP is proposing no changes to its geographical boundaries, you should 
respond briefly, outlining why no change is required. If your LEP is proposing changes to its 
geographical boundaries you should outline why these changes would be suitable for your 
local area. For LEPs in MCA areas, these proposals should consider the current relationship 
between the MCA and LEP geographies. This should also include how any proposed 
changes will align with the development of Local Industrial Strategies.  
 
You should engage with officials in the Cities and Local Growth Unit over the coming weeks 
and months to discuss any potential geography changes.  
 

                                                           
1 Unless the LEP is making significant changes and needs to provide additional detail, Government 
does not expect the response to each recommendation to exceed 300 words.  
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Proposals should be submitted in the format outlined in Annex B and submitted to the 
LEPpolicy@communities.gsi.gov.uk no later than 28 September 2018, copying in your Area 
Lead. We will look to keep you informed following receipt of your proposals and respond 
promptly.  
 
We recognise that LEPs are independent bodies and will have to work closely with local 
stakeholders to implement any changes. We will work with each LEP to ensure that revised 
geographies come into effect by spring 2020 at the latest, recognising the need to deliver 
against existing commitments as well as transition to the new policy and funding landscape 
over these new geographies.  
 
Implementation Plan 
 
All LEPs must submit the implementation plan template (Annex C) no later than 31 October 
2018 to the LEP policy team in the Cities and Local Growth Unit   
(LEPpolicy@communities.gsi.gov.uk), copying in your Area Lead.   
 
The implementation plan should provide an initial response setting out how you will fulfil the 
recommendations; outlining the approach you are going to take to achieve this. You should 
outline your plans to address each recommendation in Annex C, providing clear timeframes 
in which you expect to have these plans in place. These proposals should also outline any 
milestones, issues and risks that the LEP may face in meeting the recommendations 
outlined in the review.  
 
Proposals for additional capacity funding 
 
The Government is making up to £200,000 available in 2018-19 to each LEP to fund a timely 
and effective implementation of the LEP review, and the development of an evidence base 
for Local Industrial Strategies.  
 
You should complete the attached Annex D and return it alongside your implementation 
plans no later than 31 October 2018.  Plans should provide a sufficient level of detail on the 
capacity and capability that this additional funding will bring, and demonstrate how it will be 
spent by March 2019. You will only receive this funding if Government is satisfied that your 
proposals on geography, implementation and additional funding address the 
recommendations outlined in the LEP Review.  
 
It is expected that the majority of additional funding will be used to build in-house capacity 
and capability in LEPs (e.g. through recruitment and up-skilling) to demonstrate an 
improvement in analytic, policy and programme management capabilities that will be able to 
deliver on increased responsibilities. However, we recognise that it will be necessary for 
some additional funding to be used for other costs and external fees (e.g. costs associated 
with incorporation).  
 
This funding will be paid by S31 grant to the Accountable Body, to the account used to pay 
LEP core funding in April 2018. If these details are different please indicate this in section 2 
of Annex D.  
 
The Cities and Local Growth Unit will review all geography proposals, implementation plans 
and funding annexes and will consider the extent to which these correspond to the 
recommendations of the review. The release of additional funding is contingent on this 
assessment. 
 
If you have any questions relating to the requirements above, please contact your Area Lead 
who will liaise with policy officials as required to resolve your query.  
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Annex B: Geography proposal response template 
 
 
LEP Name: [Please complete] 

Please outline the LEP’s plans to address the geography recommendations below, noting 
the guidance provided by the Unit. In your response, you should outline any key milestones, 
risks and issues.  

Proposals should be submitted to LEPpolicy@communities.gsi.gov.uk no later than 28 
September 2018, copying in your Area Lead.  
 

Geography 
Recommendation:  
 
As Local Enterprise Partnerships are central to future economic growth, Government will ask Local 
Enterprise Partnership Chairs and local stakeholders to come forward with considered proposals by 
the end of September on geographies which best reflect real functional economic areas, remove 
overlaps and, where appropriate, propose wider changes such as mergers. …These proposals 
should be submitted by 28 September 2018. Government will respond to these proposals in the 
autumn and future capacity funding will be contingent on successfully achieving this. 
 
Information required in geography proposal:  
 
All LEPs should outline their response to the Government’s recommendations on geography no later 
than 28 September 2018.  
 
Those LEPs proposing geography changes should provide detail of the proposed changes. In your 
response you should outline why these changes would be suitable for your local area. These 
proposals should include timescales for the transition to different geographies. LEPs should work 
with the LEP Network and neighbouring LEPs to ensure a shared understanding of the geography 
changes being proposed exists.   
 
For LEPs who are proposing no changes you should respond briefly outlining why no change is 
required. For LEPs in MCA areas, these proposals should consider the current relationship between 
the MCA and LEP geographies. All LEPs should aim to have revised geographies (if required), by 
spring 2020.  
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above:  
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Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

 

Recommendation:  
 
We will encourage Local Enterprise Partnerships and mayoral combined authorities to move 
towards coterminous boundaries where appropriate in line with the wider discussions on Local 
Enterprise Partnership geographies. These proposals should be submitted by 28 September 2018. 
Government will respond to these proposals in the autumn and future capacity funding will be 
contingent on successfully achieving this. 
 
Information required in geography proposal:  
 
For LEPs in MCA areas, these proposals should consider the current relationship between MCA and 
LEP geographies.  
 
LEP response  
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Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
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Annex C: Implementation plan response template 
 
LEP Name: [Please complete] 

Please outline the LEP’s plans to address the recommendations below, noting the guidance 
provided by the Unit. In your response, you should outline any key milestones, risks and 
issues.  

All LEPs must submit the implementation plan template (Annex C) no later than 31 October 
2018 to the LEP policy team in the Cities and Local Growth Unit 
(LEPpolicy@communities.gsi.gov.uk), copying in your Area Lead. The plan should outline 
the changes that the LEP is making to ensure that it meets the recommendations set out in 
the LEP review. It should also outline any key milestones, risks and issues. 
 
 

Roles and Responsibilities 
Recommendation:  
 
We expect all Local Enterprise Partnerships will follow best practice within the sector and produce an 
annual delivery plan and end of year report. 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
Within the implementation plan, the LEP should outline its plans to draft and publish an annual 
delivery plan by April 2019 and an end of year report at the end of the 2019-20 financial year. 
 
Government will work with LEPs to develop qualitative and quantitative measures to report against. 
As you develop your Local Industrial Strategy, Government expects the delivery plan and end of year 
report to be linked to the progress of your Local Industrial Strategy. The implementation response 
should provide a commitment to adopt and report against agreed key performance indicators.  
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
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Key milestones 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

 

Leadership and Organisational Capacity  
Recommendation:  
 
Government expects that each Local Enterprise Partnership consults widely and transparently with 
the business community before appointing a new Chair, and appoints a Deputy Chair. 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
Within the implementation plan, you should outline your LEP’s draft proposed process for 
consultation of the business community before appointing a new Chair. LEPs should plan to have this 
process in place by 28 February 2019. 
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
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Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

 

Recommendation:  
 
In line with best practice in the private sector, Local Enterprise Partnerships will want to introduce 
defined term limits for Chairs and Deputy Chairs where these are not currently in place. 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
Within the implementation plan, you should outline how your LEP plans to introduce defined term 
limits for Chairs and Deputy Chairs. LEPs should plan to have this process in place by 28 February 
2019. LEPs should also plan to have a Deputy Chair in place by 28 February 2019.   
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
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Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

 

Recommendation:  
 
Government’s aspiration is that Local Enterprise Partnerships work towards strengthening the 
representation from the private sector, increasing representatives from the private sector so that 
they form at least two thirds of the board, to ensure that each Local Enterprise Partnership can truly 
be said to be business-led. In order to maintain focused board direction and input, Government will 
work with Local Enterprise Partnerships to establish a maximum permanent board of 20 people, 
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with the option to co-opt an additional five board members with specialist knowledge on a one year 
basis.2 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
LEPs must be accountable to their area and representative of the communities they serve. 
Therefore, within the implementation plan, your LEP should outline any changes you plan to 
make to the composition of the board to meet the review recommendations. As part of this 
you should outline: 

• how your LEP plans to increase the private sector board membership to 2/3 private 
sector. 

• how your LEP will ensure that the board does not exceed a maximum of 20 persons. 
• arrangements for co-opted members (if applicable).  

 
You should outline how your LEP plans to achieve this board composition over time, for example, in 
phases. LEPs should plan to have implemented any changes needed to board composition by the end 
of the 2019-2020 financial year. 
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 

                                                           
2 Any private sector board member must fit the definition of ‘private sector’ as defined by the National 
Accounts Sector Classification. A private sector member must be or have been employed by an 
organisation not included as central government, local government or a public corporation as defined 
for the UK National Accounts. 
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Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

 

Recommendation:  
Government expects refreshed Local Enterprise Partnership boards to improve their gender balance 
and representation of those with protected characteristics. Our aim is for Local Enterprise 
Partnership boards to have equal representation of men and women by 2023. As a step towards 
achieving this, we will replicate the target set in the  
Hampton-Alexander Review for FTSE 350 boards; Local Enterprise Partnerships should aim for a 
minimum of a third women’s representation on their boards by 2020. 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
Within the implementation plan, your LEP should outline how you will demonstrate the work that 
you will undertake to encourage board diversity, including enacting any changes in the National 
Assurance Framework. 
All LEPs should aspire to achieve gender balanced boards. The implementation plan should include 
detail on plans to: 

• Take action to ensure that at least one third of the LEP’s appointed board members are 
women by the end of the 2019-2020 financial year. 

• Take action to ensure equal representation of men and women on boards by the end 
of the 2022- 2023 financial year.  

 
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
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Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

 

Recommendation:  
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships will need to provide a secretariat independent of local government to 
support the Chair and board in decision making. 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
Within the implementation plan, you should outline how your LEP plans to put in place arrangements 
to ensure that all board members, whether from a public, private or third sector organisation, can 
access impartial advice and support from the LEP as a collective enterprise. You should outline the 
timeframe in which your LEP expects to have this secretariat in place. 
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
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Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

 

Accountability and Performance 
 

Recommendation:  
 
Government will support all Local Enterprise Partnerships to have a legal personality. 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
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Within the implementation plan, you must outline your LEP’s plans to adopt a legal personality. All 
LEPs should plan to adopt a legal personality by April 20193. Government will provide further advice 
to LEPs on incorporation.     
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

                                                           
3 Where changes to geographies have been agreed, LEPs and Government will agree an appropriate 
timeframe for incorporation. 
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Recommendation:  
 
Local Enterprise Partnerships will want to identify a single Accountable Body within in each area 
that is responsible for all Local Enterprise Partnership funding. 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
Within the implementation plan, you must outline how your LEP plans to adopt a single Accountable 
Body within each area that is responsible for all Local Enterprise Partnership funding. You should 
outline the timeframes in which the LEP expects to have this arrangement in place. The plan should 
also include details about the transition of any funding arrangements4. LEPs should have a single 
Accountable Body in place by Spring 2020.  
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

                                                           
4 LEPs should outline where programmes, such as Enterprise Zones, will continue under existing 
Accountable Body arrangements.  
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Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

 

Recommendation:  
 
As legal entities, all Local Enterprise Partnerships will be required to hold an annual general meeting. 
We will set an expectation that these are open to the public and businesses to attend and properly 
promoted. 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
Within the implementation plan, your LEP must commit to hold an annual general meeting; open to 
the public to attend. Your LEP should hold its first/next public Annual General Meeting in the 2019-
20 financial year. 
 
To ensure that all businesses in an area have equal access to their Local Enterprise Partnership, we 
will not permit any Local Enterprise Partnership to operate on a paid-membership basis. 
 
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
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Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

 

Recommendation:  
 
We will expect all Local Enterprise Partnerships to set out exactly who is accountable for spending 
decisions, appointments, and overall governance locally. 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
Within the implementation plan, you should outline how your LEP plans to review the responsibilities 
of the Chair, Board, Director, and Accountable Body and discuss plans to outline these 
responsibilities in a revised Local Assurance Framework. These arrangements should be put in place 
for the 2019-20 financial year. 
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
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Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
 

 

 

 

Recommendation:  
 
The Government will support Local Enterprise Partnerships to set out how they will ensure external 
scrutiny and expert oversight, including participating in relevant local authority scrutiny panel 
enquiries to ensure effective and appropriate democratic scrutiny of their investment decisions. 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
Within the implementation plan, you should outline how your LEP plans to discuss and agree scrutiny 
and oversight processes with the LEP’s Accountable Body Section 151 Officer. LEPs and S151 Officers 
should refer to forthcoming guidance from CIPFA on the role of the S151 Officer. 
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendation. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
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Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  

Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  

 

 

 

 

Mayoral combined authorities  
 

Recommendations:  
 
Government will consolidate its engagement with mayoral combined authorities and their Local 
Enterprise Partnerships with a collaborative approach to agreeing a Local Industrial Strategy. 
 
To help ensure that Local Enterprise Partnerships have a distinctive role from the mayoral combined 
authorities, we will support Local Enterprise Partnerships and mayoral combined authorities to 

Page 81



20 
 

develop and publish agreements – brought together in a single document with relevant financial 
assurance frameworks – which set out their respective roles and responsibilities in a way that 
recognises the variation between places, while providing sufficient clarity on accountability for public 
funding.  
 
 
Information required in implementation plan:  
 
For LEPs in mayoral combined authorities, LEPs and the relevant combined authority should discuss 
the distinct role of the LEP and their future working arrangements.   
 
If appropriate, you should outline your LEP’s plans to review these arrangements and plans to 
develop a published agreement of roles and responsibilities. The LEP should provide an update on 
any discussions to date. This should be consolidated in the LEP’s Local Assurance Framework by the 
28 February 2019. 
 
LEP response  
 
Please outline the LEP’s response to the recommendations. The response should consider the 
information required, outlined above: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Key milestones 
 
Please indicate any key milestones the LEP is required to meet to address the above 
recommendation: 
 

 

 

Key risks and/or issues  
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Please indicate any risks or issues that may prevent the LEP meeting the recommendation above. The 
LEP should also outline how it is mitigating these risks.  
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ANNEX D: LOCAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP 2018-19 ADDITIONAL FUNDING FORM 
 
LEPs should complete Annex D and return it alongside your implementation plans no later than 31 October 2018.  Plans 
should provide a sufficient level of detail on the capacity and capability that this additional funding will bring, and demonstrate 
how it will be spent by March 2019. You will only receive this funding if Government is satisfied that your proposals on 
geography, implementation and additional funding address the recommendations outlined in the LEP Review. These 
proposals should be submitted LEPpolicy@communities.gsi.gov.uk copying in your Area Lead.   

   
       
       
1. Name of Local Enterprise 
Partnership 

  

2. Key contact at Local Enterprise 
Partnership 
(name, email, and telephone number) 

  

3.  Name and address of Accountable 
Body 

  

4.  Level of additional funding being 
sought (up to £200,000).  

  

 
      5.  Local Enterprise Partnership 

additional funding requirements. 
 

£ Description – 
activities/resources 

Why? The capability 
gap that it is 
addressing 
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Please set out in the table the key 
elements of the partnership’s 
additional budgetary requirements by 
March 2019 to support the funding 
request of up to £200K.   

e.g £30,000 
  

 Recruitment of an in-house 
analyst (by Oct 18)  

Recruitment of 
additional 
analyst/economist to 
support on project 
appraisal, perform 
economic analysis on 
area to develop 
evidence base for 
Local Industrial 
Strategies. . 

  
      
  
      
  
      
  
      
  
      
  
      
 Total: 
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6. Provide confirmation that the Local 
Enterprise Partnership has a clear 
plan of activity to implement and 
communicate reforms in alignment 
with the LEP review policy statement.   

  
  

      
 

      
 

      

7.  Signature of Local Enterprise 
Partnership Chair  

Printed: 

   
   
   
   
      

 
      Date    

   
 

      

8.  Signature from section 31 
accountable local authority 

Printed: 

   
   
   
   
      

 
      Date    
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Cabinet 
12 September 2018 
 
OUR VALE COMMUNITY FUND  
Councillor Mrs Ward 
Cabinet Member for Civic Amenities 

1 Purpose 
1.1 To gain agreement to create a dedicated fund of £50,000 for the Our Vale 

crowdfunding platform, drawing this as a ring-fenced sum from existing New 
Homes Bonus (NHB) funds.  

1.2 To agree delegated officer authority with cabinet oversight to allocate the fund 
similar to the arrangement for S106 funding.  

2 Recommendations 

2.1 Agree to ring-fence £50,000 of existing New Homes Bonus (NHB) funding for 
use through the Our Vale crowdfunding platform to facilitate access to NHB 
funding and enable, encourage and support community fulfilment projects. 

2.2 To assign delegated power for the Assistant Director for Community 
Fulfilment  to administer fund distribution, in accordance with funding criteria, 
in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Civic Amenities and the Cabinet 
Member for Finance and Resources. 

3 Executive summary  
3.1       Our Vale is the crowdfunding platform launched by AVDC in July 2018 to 

enable project creators to fundraise for funds of a capital expense nature.  

3.2       Spacehive Ltd host Our Vale and provide a single portal where people with 
project ideas can build support from their community, ensure their plans are 
viable, pitch for funding from residents and partners at the same time, and 
share the impact created.  

3.3       The proposed AVDC fund would be the first local fund on Our Vale, 
complemented by a number of national funding pots available for projects 
within Aylesbury Vale. Relying on national funding pots alone, with no local 
fund, sees a 52% project success rate. Whereas, with a local fund in place 
that success rate rises to 80%.   

3.4       The proposed AVDC fund, ring-fenced from the New Homes Bonus, would be 
subject to its own set of criteria detailed in Appendix 1. Prospective project 
creators can view each funding source’s criteria to assess their eligibility for 
funding specific to their project prior to application.  

3.5       The creation of this fund will open up another mechanism through which the 
local community can gain, and benefit from, NHB funding.  

3.6       This funding could be considered as leverage to attract funding from other 
sources as well as enable projects to be delivered and owned by the 
community where the council doesn’t have the capacity to do so.  

3.7       It is proposed that project creators would be able to apply for up to 50% of 
their project total, up to a maximum of £5,000.  

3.8       Delegated powers for funding approval will allow the fund to be responsive to 
crowdfunding projects’ fundraising timescales, which are often incompatible 
with the standard NHB grant approval schedule. The funding would not be 
drawn down unless the project achieves its target fundraising amount. 

3.9       The allocation of £50,000 would be a non-recurrent allocation.  
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4 How Our Vale works 
4.1       Our Vale is operated on behalf of AVDC by Spacehive. Spacehive provide a 

single portal where people with project ideas can build support from their 
community, ensure their plans are viable, pitch for finding from the crowd and 
partners at the same time, and share the impact they’ve created. For the 
councils, companies and grant makers that partner with Spacehive it’s a 
powerful way to attract, support and showcase important projects.  

4.2       All projects are reviewed and vetted by Spacehive’s partner, Locality, to carry 
out due diligence and ensure that projects are viable and that those receiving 
funding are eligible. Launched in 2015, Locality are a national network of over 
500 community-led organisations, working to help neighbourhoods thrive. 

4.3       When a project is identified and applies to the platform, a ‘Project Delivery 
Manager’ is identified and the project is assessed for suitability by 
Spacehive’s partners, Locality. They check that any necessary permissions 
are in place and the project has the ability to be delivered if funds are 
achieved. This helps manage expectations and ensure projects have the best 
chance of succeeding before given approval to launch. 

4.4       The verification process takes on average two-five days. Verifying projects 
helps to protect potential funders, makes it more likely projects will succeed, 
and maintains confidence in the system. 

4.5       When a project has been verified and added to the Spacehive platform the 
Project Delivery Manager enters into a legal contract, meaning that if they hit 
their fundraising target they are required by law to deliver the project. If a 
project is not delivered after money has been paid then this money will be 
refunded on a pro-rata basis to funders. The project belongs to the individual 
or group and they take legal responsibility in delivering it. AVDC will not be 
held responsible by association or otherwise if the project is not delivered. 

4.6       Crowdfunding for a project normally lasts up to 70 days and can sometimes 
lever up to lever 3.5 times an initial investment.  

4.7       Spacehive earn an industry standard 5% on successful projects. For example 
a project requiring £10,000 would have to set and meet a target of £10,500 
before pledges were called in. Some crowdfunding platforms take much 
higher sums from projects. 

4.8       Spacehive operate an all-or-nothing model where funds are only released to 
the project creator once the total target funding amount is reached. 

5 Supporting information 
5.1       Project success: The success rate of campaigns in areas without local fund 

is significantly lower than areas with a local fund (52% verses 80%).  

5.2       Why £50,000? Recommended by Spacehive, this amount is large enough to 
attract projects and demonstrate a tangible commitment from AVDC and 
through crowdfunding it can leverage considerably more funds. 

5.3       Relevant locally and more accessible: A local fund provides greater 
accessibility, flexibility and visibility.  While there are other national funders 
available on the Spacehive platform, these are more distant, are highly 
competitive and are not as enticing for project creators as a dedicated fund 
for the Our Vale community from a trusted local organisation like AVDC. 
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5.4       Additional avenue for NHB: This fund will help Our Vale attract project 
creators and enable local groups to more easily secure match funding, 
thereby facilitating project success and providing an additional avenue 
through which the local community can benefit from NHB funding. 

5.5       A bridge towards embracing a new way of fundraising: Crowdfunding as 
a concept is new for many communities, and a local fund provides a bridge 
for project creators to embrace this new mechanism for raising funds because 
that fund resembles a more traditional method of grant giving. 

5.6       Fast-tracking project success through council pledges: A pledge from 
the local authority provides a level of credibility towards the project that 
encourages other backers to get involved and can play a pivotal role in 
unlocking larger funds for that project.  

5.7       Responsiveness to timescales: Delegated powers for  awards approval will 
allow the fund to be responsive to crowdfunding  timescales. Without this 
flexibility, projects may fail to achieve their crowdfunding total, even if eligible 
for grant funding, if funds are not released in time in accordance with 
Spacehive’s all-or-nothing model. 

5.8       Higher quality projects: Projects which believe they may receive a pledge 
from the council are more likely to be ambitious with their project design, even 
if they do not then go on to receive a pledge, and are more likely to create a 
project in line with the council’s objectives. 

5.9       Greater buy-in from other funders: The most successful partners on 
Spacehive have other local grant giving bodies contributing to their 
movement. Building a supportive ecosystem like this is difficult with no local 
fund to evidence the council “putting its money where its mouth is”.  

5.10     Commercial opportunities: Without this fund, AVDC will not gain the full 
experience of digital civic crowdfunding needed to create a commercial 
product for local authorities, complementing the current Vale Lottery offering. 

5.11     Marketing and PR value: Without this fund AVDC will be in a weaker 
position to reap positive PR when celebrating successful projects. Plus, 
council pledges provide ideal media moments for project creators to spread 
news about their project. Additionally, without a fund to market the initiative, 
both the number of projects and their level of ambition will be lower.  

5.12     Case Study: City of Wolverhampton 
Wolverhampton does not have a fund and despite efforts to secure one this 
did not happen in the first year. This resulted in only two successful projects 
in the first year. A national Spacehive funder did pledge to one of them but 
ultimately not enough projects came forward without the local carrot.  

            With the fund not materialising, Wolverhampton have put a lot of resource 
into trying to create an ecosystem of external funders from local businesses 
who can pledge to projects. However, without the council also putting a fund 
forward, this has been seen as the council trying to plug deficit rather than 
leading something new and exciting. Also because there have been fewer 
projects coming forward there is not the same engagement and momentum 
around the programme which has resulted in lower than expected business 
commitment when compared to other partner areas.  

            In comparison to this, Hammersmith and Fulham, who initially were in a 
similar position to Wolverhampton, changed their model and increased their 
impact dramatically. In the first year of their relationship with Spacehive they 
had no fund plugged into the programme, therefore they had very little 
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interest from projects. In September of 2017 they added a portion of two 
existing council funds to their programme – a CIL fund and a Small Grants 
fund of £50k. By moving to this model they have had a substantial increase in 
project ideas being generated and have already had 11 campaigns hit their 
targets.  

6          Governance 

6.1       In accordance with the criteria listed in Appendix 1, the fund would only 
support projects where there is a demonstrable need for significant capital 
investment to help with the provision of amenities that have tangible benefits 
for the community. This is in accordance with Spacehive’s own project criteria 
and would be clearly displayed on the Our Vale platform prior to application.  

6.2       Spacehive will assess each project’s eligibility for funding and contact the 
Assistant Director for Communities for funding approval when eligible projects 
arise. The Assistant Director will raise recommendations with the Cabinet 
Member for Civic Amenities and the Cabinet Member for Finance and 
Resources for final approval.  

6.3       Delegated officer powers will enable determination of awards timely to the 
project duration and relative to the amount in the AVDC Our Vale fund. 

6.4       It is proposed that awards to crowdfunding projects would be up to a 
maximum of 50% of the project total and capped at £5,000.    

6.5       Funding will not be released until all project funds are reached, in line with 
Spacehive’s all-or-nothing funding model.   

6.6       All applications will be considered on their own merit within the funds 
available.  

7          Options considered  

7.1       Create an Our Vale fund from NHB and delegate approval to the Assistant     
Director for Communities.   

This will facilitate the success of Our Vale, leveraging existing AVDC 
resources and give local projects the best chance of obtaining additional 
necessary funds and support. 

7.2       Do nothing.  
This risks limiting the overall impact of the initiative as certain projects which 
are eligible for current AVDC funding, NHB and S106, will be unable to match 
the timescales required for application with their Our Vale crowdfunding 
deadlines.   

Additionally, not having a local fund based in the Vale leaves projects 
dependent on highly-competitive and harder to obtain national funds.  

8          Risk management 
8.1       Managing expectations and demand for limited funding. The fund displayed 

on the Our Vale platform will clearly show the specification criteria to manage 
expectations. Spacehive’s Locality team also assess prospective projects’ 
available funding and eligibility to manage expectations and assess project 
viability before projects go live for crowdfunding on the platform.   
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9.         Resource implications 

9.1       £50,000 as a ring-fenced sum from current NHB funds.  

9.2       Staff costs will be met within existing resources.   
 
Contact Officer: Caroline Wheller - 01296 585185 / Sam Ovens - 01296 585035  
Background Documents: N/a 
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Criteria 
  
 

 
 

What is the fund? 
 

  
Crowdfunding is a fantastic way to turn unique project ideas into reality and the launch of the 
AVDC community fund will help local projects to transform shared spaces, inspire visitors and 
enhance Aylesbury Vale.  
 
Our Vale is helping coordinate support from the crowd to connect and empower local communities 
and help shape the Vale for the better. The fund provides accessible, flexible and visible local 
funding to facilitate project success. Ultimately, this will help the local community turn their 
fantastic ideas to improve spaces and places around the Vale into reality. 
 
Criteria 
The fund is designed to be as inclusive as possible and help those projects operating within 
Aylesbury Vale who have found it difficult to benefit from traditional grant funding.   
 
In order to apply, you MUST fulfil the following basic eligibility criteria: 
 

 

• Operate within Aylesbury Vale. 
• Be “not for profit” with clearly stated aims and objectives. 
• The project must have a civic value and be open and accessible to the community. 
• Comply to Spacehive’s Terms and Conditions - https://www.spacehive.com/terms  
 
The scheme will not fund: 
• Retrospective projects (i.e. projects that will start before a funding decision has been reached 

or projects already completed). 
• Expenditure already incurred/committed.  
• Fundraising activities and events or organisations fundraising for outward distribution to other 

service providers. 
• Political or religious activities or capital improvements to religious buildings. 
• Projects outside of Aylesbury Vale. 
• Projects involving membership-only organisations where the general public (i.e. non 

members) are unable to use the facilities. 
 

This list is not exhaustive and applications may be considered eligible, ineligible or 
declined for other reasons. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  
 
  

Appendix 1 
Our Vale AVDC community fund 2018/19 
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Appendix 2: 

Example project fundraising timeline 
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Cabinet 
12 September 2018 
 
STREET CLEANSING AND HORTICULTURE SERVICES 
Councillor Sir Beville Stanier 
Cabinet Member for Waste and Licensing 

1 Purpose 
1.1 Work began in January 2018 to determine how the existing street cleansing 

and horticultural contract and services could be delivered when the current 
contract expires in January 2020. 

1.2 The attached report and background information, as well as the appendices in 
the confidential part of the agenda were considered by the Environment and 
Living Scrutiny Committee on 24 July, 2018, following the recent appraisal 
process for future service delivery. 

2 Recommendations 

Cabinet is recommended to: 
2.1 Consider the comments made by the Environment and Living Scrutiny 

Committee on 24 July, 2018. 
2.2 Recommend that Council approve Option 1A (the preferred option), in the 

light of the comments made by the Scrutiny Committee. 

3 Executive summary 
3.1 The Scrutiny Committee considered the attached report and background 

information, as well as the appendices in the confidential part of the agenda 
were considered by the Environment and Living Scrutiny Committee on 24 
July, 2018.  Members sought more information on various aspects of the 
report and were informed:- 
• Management of current in-house waste collection workforce at 

Pembroke Road and vehicle waste transfer notes. 
• Central Bedfordshire’s experience of becoming unitary in 2009 and the 

effect on their waste, horticultural and street cleansing services. 
• Current performance of the two suppliers 
• The impact of each option in a single unitary scenario 

3.2 The Scrutiny Committee appreciated the importance of the Street and 
Horticultural contract and noted the significance it had as a customer-facing 
service.  After further discussion, Members of the Committee agreed with the 
recommendation that had been proposed to them, which was to approve 
Option 1A (the preferred option). 

 
4. Options Considered / Reasons for Recommendations  
 
4.1 These are covered in the attached report. 
 
5. Resource Implications 
 
5.1 Implementation costs and resources are to be identified once the programme 

team and steering group are established. It has been identified that internal 
expertise is available to deliver the programme, however, it is likely that some 
additional resource will be required depending on other priorities/workloads. 
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Contact Officer Naomi Batson  
nbatson@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk 
01296 585506 
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STREET CLEANSING AND HORTICULTURE SERVICES Tracey Aldworth

1 Purpose
1.1 This report is to inform Members of the Environment and Living Scrutiny 

Committee of the recommendation contained within this report and the 
attached appendices following the recent appraisal process for future service 
delivery. 

2 Recommendations

2.1 That the Committee note the recommendation and consider whether any 
comments should be forwarded to the relevant Cabinet Member prior to going 
through Cabinet and Council in September 2018. 

3 Executive summary 
3.1 The existing street cleansing and horticulture contract is due to end in 

January 2020. Work began in January 2018 to determine how these services 
can be delivered when the contract expires. 

3.2 Summary of services in scope 

Street Cleansing Horticulture

Litter Picking, emptying of litter/dog 
bins

Play area inspection/maintenance

Mechanical Sweeping Maintenance of grass, shrubs, hedges 
(AVDC land only)

Clearance of fly tips, graffiti, dead 
animals

Tree Work

De-icing (AVDC land only) Football/Cricket pitch maintenance/booking 
system

Seasonal leaf clearance Management of sports grounds and facilities

Car Park cleansing 

Market erecting/dismantling

3.3 The existing contract does include an extension option (for up to a period of 
two years). This can only be put in place with mutual agreement between 
AVDC and the contractor, (Suez UK and John O’Connor working in 
partnership) and will require extensive investment for new fleet and 
equipment.

3.4 A workshop was held in February for Cabinet Members and Officers. The 
purpose of this was to explore: Current service provision, its strengths and 
weaknesses, benchmarking in the market place and other Council services, 
and an appraisal of delivery options for the service. The workshop was an 
opportunity for Members and Officers to set out an early steer on the strategic 
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direction of the service and to explore the framework in which a preferred 
solution could be identified. 

3.5 The initial discussion at the workshop indicated a preference for either a 
direct provision of services (in-house) or re-procurement through an OJEU 
compliant tender process. The following options were explored:

 Street and Horticultural Services (as is). Either in-house service or full 
procurement process of joint services.

 Waste, Street and Horticultural Services. Either in-house service or fill 
procurement of joint services. 

 Waste and Street Services. Either in-house service or full procurement 
process. With Horticultural Services delivered separately, either in-house 
or contracted. 

The option for including the wider waste services in a procurement exercise 
was discounted for a number of reasons because:

 There was no political appetite for outsourcing the service.

 A preference to maintain flexibility and direct control of one of the councils' 
primary and highly regarded customer facing services.

 To continue to build on the commercial and transformational successes of 
the Waste & Recycling Service and demonstrable value for money.

A key output of the workshop was a set of strategic priorities and principles 
that set out the assessment methodology criteria to score the potential 
delivery options against.

3.6 Following the workshop the high level options document (Appendix A) was 
produced, along with the scoring matrix (Appendix B). Association for Public 
Service Excellence (APSE) also provided a state of the market survey for 
both services (Appendix E and F). The outline figures are as follows:

 88% of local authorities who took part deliver their street cleansing 
services in-house. 

 73% of local authorities who took part delivery their parks and 
horticulture service in-house. 

 63% of local authorities jointly managed and delivered both street 
cleansing and horticulture services.
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3.7 The documents were presented at the Waste Transformation Board in May 
2018 where the weightings and scoring for each option were discussed in 
detail and agreed. The board consists of Tracey Aldworth (Chair) Sir Beville 
Stanier (Cabinet Member) and Officers.

The criteria scored includes:

 Agility  External Income Generation
 Capacity  Human Resource Resilience
 Control  Innovation
 Cost  Value for Money

 

The Waste Programme Board agreed:

 Control and flexibility – This is considered to be a high priority. Having both 
services in-house would mean Members could determine how these are 
delivered and would be more readily able to adapt to changing 
circumstances. The option for in-house would mean new processes can be 
implemented and efficiencies made without the need for potentially expensive 
contract variations. 

 Quality – this was a main factor in the decision making process. Street 
Cleansing and Horticultural Services are vital and involve mostly statutory 
functions. Ensuring high standards in these areas is a crucial part to the 
AVDC Commercial Programme, making Aylesbury Vale more attractive to 
residents and organisations. During an APSE survey (Appendix E), 88% of 
respondents delivered services in-house, with higher standards resulting in 
better quality. 

 Financials – either option (in-house or outsourced) would mean initial 
investment is needed. To bring services in-house requires expertise and set 
up costs and likewise the same to run a successful procurement process. 
Having an already established and effective in-house waste collection service 
means that existing resources can be utilised. Having a fully functioning depot 
and commercial workshop is an advantage. If the services were to be 
outsourced again the service provider would build the costs of providing a 
depot into the contracted rates (if AVDC weren’t to provide for them). With the 
in-house option, despite higher staff costs (allowing for pension contributions) 
and the initial investment needed it was recognised that delivering both 
services in-house would maximise income generation potential in line with our 
Commercial Programme. Any profit would be 100% retained by AVDC and go 
towards offsetting the costs of the statutory duties. 

It was also recognised that with the existing contract costs being well below 
average (APSE benchmarking exercise) (Appendix A) there is a strong 
likelihood that an OJEU tender exercise could return higher costs.   
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 Resources – already providing a successful in-house waste collection 
services means AVDC have internal expertise and knowledge to operate 
successful direct provision service. Resources that are already in place, such 
as a depot, workshop, fleet management,  software systems, health & safety, 
training, personnel support, IT, and finance can support the delivery of the 
new services. Recruitment can be improved given our employee benefits, 
which are often more attractive than the private sector offering. There is also 
the flexibility to use procurement frameworks, one off small contracts, and 
local suppliers to carry out the more specialised tree surgery, meadow 
maintenance, and sport pitch work.

Outcome of scoring

The scoring exercise identified Option 1.A (see Appendix B) as the preferred option, 
which provides the greatest commercial opportunities balanced with cost, flexibility 
and service quality. Summary of scoring as follows: 

Option Results (out of 100)
Option 1.A 82
Option 3 77.5

Recommendation

The two high scoring options (Option 1.A  & Option 3) and the risks/mitigation for 
each of the options were discussed with the Cabinet Member in June. The cost 
analysis (Appendix D) for the options both show potential to achieve significant 
savings. However, to best achieve the desired criteria, as set out above paragraph 
3.4, a preference for Option 1.A was agreed.

Information regarding the risks associated with each option is reflected in the 
Strengths, Weaknesses, Options, Threats analysis provided in Appendix C and the 
risk register Appendix G.   

The Average risk scoring for each option is as follows: 

Option Average Risk Score (out of 25)
Option 1.A 6.91
Option 3 8.65

The timeline for implementation of the recommended Option 1.A is achievable. 
However, a single unitary decision on the future arrangements of local authorities in 
Buckinghamshire and the subsequent direction may clash with the implementation of 
the councils preferred solution.  Should this be the case the Council does have the 
option to extend the existing contract for up to a period of 2 years, until January 2022 
(subject to agreement of the existing contractor).  
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The potential option to extend the existing contract mitigates the risk of non-service 
delivery in the event that any new body managing the transition to a unitary council 
decides to pause or cease the programme, or measures put in by Central 
Government have a restrictive impact.  

Business Continuity is required to deliver these statutory services therefore it was 
discussed during the informal Cabinet Briefing that this recommendation needs to 
continue despite the pending unitary decision. 

Next Steps:

Following the Environment and Living Scrutiny Committee meeting the final 
document is scheduled to go to Cabinet and Council in September.  

A programme team and steering group will be formed immediately to begin work on 
scoping the multiple projects that will form the programme.

4 Supporting information
4.1 Appendix A – Options Appraisal Document

4.2 Appendix B – New Delivery Models Scoring Matrix

4.3 Appendix C – SWOT Analysis 

4.4 Appendix D – Costing Model 

4.5 Appendix E – APSE State of the Market, Street Cleansing 

4.6 Appendix F  – APSE State of the Market, Parks

4.7 Appendix G – Risk Register

5 Resource implications
5.1 Implementation costs and resources are to be identified once the programme 

team and steering group are established. It has been identified that internal 
expertise is available to deliver the programme, however, it is likely that some 
additional resource will be required depending on other prioritise/workloads. 

Contact Officer Naomi Batson 
nbatson@aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk
01296 585506
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