Regional Economic Strategy Implementation Plan

Summary of Responses to Consultation and
Summary of Changes
The Regional Economic Strategy Implementation Plan was released for consultation on 1 June for a formal 12 week consultation which closed on 24 August.  143 responses to the Plan were received to the consultation, with a range of partners from around the region.  The number and type of respondents are summarised below:

	Businesses and Business Representative Organisations
	18

	Cultural Organisations
	4

	Environmental Organisations
	18

	Local Authorities, District and County Councils
	38

	Local Community Interest Groups and Individuals
	4

	Local Economic and Regeneration Partnerships
	21

	LSC, HE, FE and Other Skills Agencies
	22

	National and Regional Government and Regional Assembly
	5

	Rural Organisations
	3

	Social Agencies / Partners
	7

	Trade Unions and Related Organisations
	1

	Transport / Infrastructure Operators and Housing Agencies
	2

	
	143


The responses generally covered comments on the strategic document (addressed in the 3 questions posed in the document), as well as detailed feedback on the Action Plans.  Below is a summary of the key points raised in relation to the strategic document, it is not intended to summarise all of the comments on the detailed action plans.
General
· General support for the breadth and purpose of the plan but difficulties in understanding it

· Support for the Principles and Priority Actions was divided, some respondees supported them, while others felt that they added more complexity to an already very complex Economic Strategy

· There were still a number of respondees who wanted to see greater prioritisation, beyond the Principles, of the Targets and Actions

· There was full support for creating a living RES but a request to outline how each Target will be measured and monitored within the Implementation Plan

· There was universal support for a joint delivery plan of the Regional Spatial Strategy and the Regional Economic Strategy and a wish to understand the spatial dimension better, particularly from local government

· Suggestion that investment to deliver the RES not enough and not clearly enough expressed
Businesses and Business Representative Organisations
· Business Links are not positioned fully in the Principles and Priority Actions and there is insufficient recognition of Business Links role in growing businesses (as opposed to start up business)
· Business Support Simplification is not prominent enough

· Concern for the enormous amount of public money committed to incentive and projects with the same aim, these should be rationalised

· Too many action in the action plan seem to be continuation of current SEEDA programmes rather than new forward thinking

· Query the validity of highlighting lead partners, such as RSPA, that have no legal constitution and are made up of other organisation with responsibility for delivery
· Responding to Globalisation is not just about getting more business trading internationally or investing in the region, it is also about preparing South East businesses for competition (in the UK) from foreign businesses
· Developing an Enterprise Culture is too focused on youth and should be broadened to include all age groups

· Chambers of Commerce are under represented, even though they have a strong local business voice

· Economic Inclusion is best done at the sub-region where partners have the experience and knowledge 
Cultural Organisations

· Culture, Sport, Leisure and the Creative Industries are identified in the RES as a cross-cutting issue, however, their contribution in the Implementation Plan is only partially exemplified
· It is difficult to get a clear vision of the Implementation Plan

· In developing a joint RSS/RES culture must continue to have the same emphasis and support as in the RES
· The principles underplay SEEDAs leadership role in economic development and tend to give priority to direct delivery of SEEDA initiated projects

· The contribution of culture to place shaping via LAAs and MAAs should be recognised in the Implementation Plan

· There is inconsistent use of terminology for cultural activities in the Implementation Plan

Environmental Organisations

· The RES still needs a framework showing how targets will deliver against all three headline targets, particularly how targets link together to do so.  

· The Implementation Plan is least convincing in setting out its approach to the  ecological footprint headline target and a feeling that the parts will not sum up to enough progress on the whole

· Responses identified that there is a particular gap on biodiversity.  

· Target 13 does not address the economic value of green infrastructure and ecosystem services.  

· There was a strong combined view that the Target 11 should aim to reduce CO2 emission cuts by 90% by 2050

Local Authorities, District and County Councils

· Local Authorities have a greater role to play (i.e. in skills, enterprise education, culture, etc), and should be the key vehicle for implementing the RES
· Broad support for alignment of activities with LAAs and MAAs

· There is a lack of spatial references in the Implementation Plan, with a need for stronger links to the geographies in the RSS, a joint delivery plan (RSS/RES) will need to clarify the sub-regional dimension
· The Implementation Plan is not particularly place specific, but there are conflicting view on how to prioritise investment through place
· Investment should be in the areas of economic success (Diamonds) to achieve growth targets
· Investment should be in area of economic underperformance to reduce intra-regional disparity

· Need greater clarity on the role of Diamonds, would like to see them as a Key Partner with defined roles and responsibilities

· Plan understates the need for increase investment in transport infrastructure

· Physical development is too focused on housing and needs a greater focus on employment space

· Referring to Local Authorities does not take account of the two tier system evident across much of the region

Local Community Interest Groups and Individuals

· Paints too rosy a picture of the South East and does not address real issues like severe shortage of existing infrastructure (road, rail, air) and in health and recreational facilties
· The A27 at Worthing is not specifically mentioned in the Implementation Plan (as it was in the RES) and its exclusion may weaken the arguments for this important infrastraucture

Local Economic and Regeneration Partnerships

· Economic Partnerships have a key role to play in engaging with and being the voice of business, and being the bridge between them and SEEDA and Local Authorities
· Agree that LAAs and MAAs should be a central focus for delivering the RES at sub-regional and local levels, with many Economic Partnerships already leading the Economic Block of LAAs

· Contributions from these partners will depend on adequate financial and human resources being available

LSC, HE, FE and Other Skills Agencies

· The role of FE is greatly understated
· For HEIs to deliver education led regeneration, innovative design and delivery must be sustainable in the longer term
· With Education led Regeneration, HE priorities will be the main determinant of investment through HEFCE’s funding, with proposals considered on their merit and there can be no prior commitment of assumption of a particular level of investment

· HEIs are also businesses and should not be tied to narrow targets which restrict their own strategies and freedom to grow in ways which build on their own strengths

· NVQ qualifications may be suitable for some sectors but the provision of ‘business skills’ tested by other means may have an even greater part to play, however, there are concerns about quality control and interfering with progression routes

· Skills partners needs a rethink as it does not include JobCentre Plus, Train to Gain and is confused about the relative roles of the Regional Skills for Productivity Alliance, Learning and Skills Council and Skills for Business Network
National and Regional Government and Regional Assembly

· Implementation Plan needs to be clear about how it will be monitored and evaluated, ideally this should be linked to Departmental measures and where possible LAA measures
· The integrated RSS and RES will need to fit within the vision set out in the Regional Sustainable Framework

· Would like to see commitment to applying the portfolio of simplified Business Support Products and to commit to Business Links as the primary access channel

· While the draft has a raft of actions with implications for the black and minority ethnic communities there is no clear set of priorities, is may be possible to better priorities these in the developing contour frameworks

· The plan contains little in terms of addressing issues around older workers and migrant workers

· The section on Diamonds is almost exclusively focused on Thames Gateway and would be better balanced with achievements of the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire or Milton Keynes South Midlands Partnership
· The policy context seem patchy, missing wider developments such as the Olympics, new growth points and the Local Government White Paper, and will need to include the  Sub-national Economic Development and Regeneration Review
· SWRDA has developed a useful website for debating, scoping out and researching main issues and actions in their RES, which may be a useful way forward for SEEDA (www.swdebates.info) 
· Greater emphasis needs to be given to placing the activities into a spatial framework, where actions are regional these should be kept separate, as in the South East Plan
· The plan fails to provide adequate content on how investment priorities for economic development might be determined, and how this relates to prioritisation work undertaken by the Regional Housing Board and Regional Transport Board
· The final version needs to be more focused and manageable, removing repetition and double-counting

· The final version needs to distinguish between the different types of activities (broad objectives; specific proposals; specific actions taken by SEEDA) and that further consideration is given to how actions and activities might be presented in terms of outcomes

· The plan could be more consistent and clear on the total investment required to achieve RES objectives, and needs to be expressed in terms of delivering the outcome sought
· The plan should make clear what activities are inter-related

· It should also make clear which actions deliver a tangible outcome and which enable other activities to take place

· Lead partners need to be delivery bodies (i.e. Regional Transport Board is not the delivery body the local authority or Highways Agency are)

· Should develop a sub-regional perspective and identify what activities are local, sub-regional and region-wide

· The final Implementation Plan should be consistent with other regional implementation plans and strategies

· It is not clear how investment proposals for the activities were developed and therefore it is not clear if they are appropriate or necessary and should be left to partner organisations to determine what investment, if any, is required
· The NHS is a significant employer in the region and along with other employers has a role to play in reducing unemployment and those on long-term incapacity benefit

· The Implementation Plan could do more to promote active ageing

· There is no significant focus on the impact on the economy of alcohol related violence or indeed the impact of alcohol on employee absence from work
· Transport actions should consider the promotion of ‘active transport’, walking and cycling as a form of transport which would usefully contribute to a reduction in carbon emissions, similarly the impact of travel times on access to healthcare could also be considered

Rural Organisations

· Difficult to see the full picture on rural priorities.  The RES identifies priorities for action in rural areas in two places under Mapping the South East Economy and Cross Cutting Themes; this is complicated and could be simplified by organising the rural contour using the priorities set out in the cross-cutting theme section.
· Desire for rural priorities to be socio-economic rather than just economic to follow the Haskins Review of the Rural White Paper and the Modernising Rural Delivery programme. 

· The draft rural contour only has specificity when it details SEEDA’s own activities and funding.
· RES needs to identify and more positive and up to date understanding of the contribution that rural communities can make to sustainability.
· There is a very heavy emphasis on food and farming that is not entirely justified when looking to the future of the rural economy.  The challenge for the future will be integrating the new rural economy into a high quality and managed landscape.
· Rural business people should be more involved in partnership processes to deliver the RES.

· Suggestion for a new transformational action:  ‘Reduce the link between GDP/GVA growth and car-borne travel’ to include work on broadband, home-based businesses and working; using small rural towns as a supportive framework for home-based working; re-targeting of business support to micro-businesses; support for whole communities to move towards minimum ecological footprint
Social Agencies / Partners

· Skills needs greater focus on lower level skills (below NVQ2, literacy, numeracy, IT) which are required by the economically inactive

· Transport does not address the needs of disadvantaged groups, especially if the IP aspires to increase economic activity rates
· Missing content on “other” excluded groups, particularly in Enterprise
· Voluntary and Community Organisations have a greater role to play, they “seem to be tacked on to the end of the list of partners”

· Community engagement needs to reflect the cohesion agenda not just physical place

· The plan tends to have little concern with people except where they are an economic asset

· There is insufficient attention paid to equality and diversity, social inclusion and cohesion

· It is unclear if the actions in the Implementation Plan will be sufficient to address the challenges of the RES

· It is not particularly clear how SEEDA will get buy-in from partners

· More attention needs to be paid to the South East as an aging population

· The Implementation Plan still lacks a clear target on how it intends to address polarisation of the labour market and communities
· The language in Principles and Priority Action 6  under Sustainable Prosperity is unfortunate, we need to tackle exclusion and inequality because it is the right thing to do not because it is an economically advantageous

Trade Unions and Related Organisations

· Description of Trade Unions in the Key partners is very narrow, they have a role to play in improving productivity, training and skills, well-being at work, promoting equality, and building social cohesion
· Trade Unions have a significant role to play in training and workforce development

· Need to link exclusion, inequality and social tension to the action s on employment so that good quality and sustainable jobs are a way of tackling inequality and exclusion

· Concerned that the Implementation Plan does not address the gender pay gap that exists within the region

Transport / Infrastructure Operators and Housing Agencies

· The Implementation Plan needs a balance of investment and demand management to be co-ordinated across all transport modes
· A partnership approach is needed between central and regional government, regional bodies and transport operators to deliver any management of demand

· ICT will be an important component of Operation Stack to manage flow between lorry parks and Dover ports

· In Dover need to decouple the conflict between the Port and the town functions, there needs to be clarity of roles and responsibilities whilst the port and town access issues are intertwined
Summary of Changes to Implementation Plan
The responses identified four key areas that needed to be strengthened within the final Implementation Plan, these were: (1) greater clarity on the overall vision and strategy and how this relates to the targets and actions (2) clearer prioritisation of actions to deliver the targets (3) clearer about place, where the actions need to taken (4) more detail on how progress will be monitored and a “living RES” achieved.

The main approaches taken to addressing these key areas were:  

· A refinement of the RES framework which makes a much clearer link between the objectives, targets, headline indicators and the overall vision; 

· The development of one-page templates for the 14 Targets which summarise how the target contributes to the three headline targets, the expected outcomes, main partners, priority actions, and details of how they contribute to achieving the cross cutting themes.  The template also gives an indication of the achievability of the Target, which is intended to illustrate how far we believe the actions in the Implementation Plan will progress us towards achieving the Target;

· A refinement of the spatial approach which does not make a simple choice between investing in success or underperformance but judges each initiative against the impact that it can have in addressing the three headline targets.  The plan re-affirms the importance of the Greater South East, the three Economic Contours, the Diamonds for Investment and Growth and significant regeneration programmes.  It also acknowledges the important role of Local Authorities and Local Area Agreements (and Multi Area Agreements where appropriate) as a key mechanism for aligning the RES with local priorities.

The final plan also sets out a clear process for ensuring that the RES and Implementation Plan remain current and take account of key policy and economic changes, as well as regional progress towards achieving the Targets and Objectives of the RES.  These plans include development of a regional Steering Group (involving a full range of government, business, social and environmental partners), an Annual Monitoring Report, and an annual Partners Conference where the priorities for the coming year can be debated.  

Further Development of the Action Plans

Many of the consultation responses to the draft Implementation Plan provided very detailed recommendations and comments on the detailed Action Plans.  These required greater consideration, not just by SEEDA but by the wider partner network. For this reason the Action Plans have not been produced with the final Implementation Plan.  Instead SEEDA will engage with partners to review the Action Plans and will take into consideration the responses and recommendations of partners to the consultation document, as well as the detailed recommendations of the Sustainability Appraisal, to develop these further.  The final Action Plans will be produce and a revised set of plans made available on the SEEDA website by the end of April 2008.  In addition SEEDA is proposing the development of a web-based forum through which the Action Plans can continue to be debated and developed.
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