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fDi Magazine tasked a teaM of investMent analysts and experts 
to assess the perforMance of the Uk’s local enterprise 
partnerships since they replaced the regional developMent 
agencies. the resUlts were Mixed, with a general feeling that 
the leps still have a lot to learn. Courtney Fingar reports
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rank LEP 

1 west of england
2 liverpool city region
3 stoke-on-trent and staffordshire
4 coventry and warwickshire
5 sheffield city region
6= greater cambridge and greater  
 peterborough
6= cornwall and the isles of scilly
6= Buckinghamshire thames valley
9 northamptonshire
10 cheshire and warrington
11 greater Birmingham and solihull
12 derby, derbyshire, nottingham and  
 nottinghamshire
13= tees valley
13= greater lincolnshire
15= greater Manchester
15= new anglia
17 hertfordshire
18 gloucestershire
19 worcestershire
20 thames valley Berkshire

LEP judgEd rankingT he FDI promotion structure of the UK 
underwent large changes when the 
Coalition government, elected in 2010, 

abolished the regional development agencies 
previously tasked with economic development 
and investment attraction, and decentralised 
the functions to smaller local enterprise part-
nerships (LEPs).

fDi Magazine set about analysing how effec-
tive the 39 newly created LEPs might be in 
attracting FDI through a benchmarking exer-
cise which ultimately found the West of 
England organisation as the most promising. 

The good and the bad
Benchmarking the LEPs is complicated. fDi’s 
researchers looked at the geographies they cover 
in an effort to assess the attractiveness of the 
locations themselves, and then separately 
judged the strategies and plans the LEPs pre-
sented. The result is a top 20 ranking for the LEPs 
and also a top 20 for the locations they represent.

Adding to the difficulty is the fact that 
many of the boundaries drawn for LEP territo-
ries are artificial and overlap as economic 
regions. Not all LEPs are created equal; London, 
for example, was allowed to keep its broader 
development agency – now called London & 
Partners – to the annoyance of much of the rest 
of England’s investment promotion bodies.

There are weak locations that have poten-
tially good LEPs as well as attractive locations 
with weak LEPs. This is the reason that fDi 
decided to look at the two in isolation. London 
has the strongest location offer, but its LEP is 
not particularly active in FDI promotion, as 
unlike most of its counterparts the London 
Enterprise Panel can rely on help from London 
& Partners. Conversely, Cornwall scores outside 
the top 20 for its location attributes, but its LEP 
put an impressive entry in for consideration 
and scored a top 10 ranking from the judges.

LEP mismatch
One of the members of the judging panel for 
the LEPs ranking, Paul Nunn, research director 
at location consultancy East West Locations, 
agrees that the strength of the LEPs versus 
their offerings does not always match up. He 
points to one LEP that came out poorly in the 
judging but has many high points within its 
location offering and cites “certain organisa-
tions that are performing well above their rel-
ative size/weight... Grimsby is a good example 
in this area”.

“The LEPs that cover an established inward 
investment agency patch (Liverpool, Greater 
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Manchester, etc) fare better – as one might 
expect given that these areas truly understand 
FDI and have an established strategy for it, plus 
data tools to react to enquiries,” he says.

Nicola Kidd, another judge, observes that 
most LEPs seem parochial in their approach. 
“There is no understanding of whether or not 
they are nationally or internationally competi-
tive. This is critical to their success in attract-
ing and retaining good quality FDI,” she says. 

Few LEPs explained in their entry forms 
how they plan to market themselves interna-
tionally, which begs the question how they 
intend to attract FDI.

Lacking focus
Ms Kidd, formerly of the East Midlands 
Development Agency and UK Trade & 
Investment, who now runs her own business 
specialising in international economic busi-
ness development, believes that LEPs lack 
vision. “Very few were truly visionary and  
saw their LEP area as an international invest-
ment location of the future,” she says. The 
overall feeling is one of focusing on the micro 
over the macro.

“LEPs list infrastructure projects without 
explaining the benefits to the local economy or 
FDI – no need to list minutiae of different 
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rank LEP   

1 london 
2 thames valley Berkshire 
3 oxfordshire 
4 west of england 
5 solent 
6 enterprise M3 
7 cheshire and warrington 
8 hertfordshire 
9 greater cambridge and   
 greater peterborough 
10 greater Manchester 
11 coast to capital 
12 south-east Midlands 
13 Buckinghamshire thames  
 valley
14 greater Birmingham and  
 solihull
15 coventry and warwickshire 
16 north-eastern 
17 swindon and wiltshire 
18 liverpool city region 
19 leicester and leicestershire 
20 leeds city region 

BEnchmark of LEP 
LocaTion facTors

West of England, which includes 
Bristol (left) came first in the LEP 
judged ranking followed by Liverpool 
city region (bottom right), while 
London (top right) was top of the 
location factors ranking



regions
EuroPE
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eConomiC PotentiaL
•	Working	age	population	growth	rate	(2008-10)
•	GVA	per	capita
•	Average	annual	GVA	per	capita	growth	(2005-09)
•	R&D	intensity	(%)
•	Outward	FDI	(per	100,000	population)
•	Inward	FDI	(per	100,000	population)
•	Number	of	patents	granted	(per	100,000	
population)	(2003-11)

•	Job	market	(JSA	claimants/vacancies)

SKiLLS anD eDuCation
•	fDi University index score
•	Total	number	of	university	students	(%	of	total	
population)

•	Working	age	population	with	no	qualifications	
(%)

•	Working	age	population	with	NVQ3	+	level	of	
education	(%)

•	Working	age	population	with	NVQ4	+	level	of	
education	(%)

•	Employment	rate	(%)	(Oct	2010	to	Sep	2011)
•	Working	age	population	in	SOC	2010	Major	
Group	1-3	(%)

•	Working	age	population	in	SOC	2010	Major	
Group	8-9	(%)

CoSt eFFeCtiveneSS
•	Average	house	price
•	Average	annual	house	price	change
•	Average	petrol	price
•	Average	salary
•	Council	tax/rates	(Average	per	household)
•	Property	cost	–	prime	industrial	space	(£	per	m²)
•	Property	cost	–	‘Grade	A’	office	space	(£	per	m²)

QuaLity oF LiFe
•	Average	life	expectancy
•	Infant	mortality	rate	(%)
•	Crime	–	burglary	(average	per	1000	population)

judging criTEria •	A-C	grades	at	GCSE	(%)
•	Unemployment	rate	(%)	(Oct	2010	to	Sep	2011)

inFraStruCture
•	Download	speed	(kb/s)
•	Upload	speed	(kb/s)
•	Population	not	receiving	2Mbs	(%)
•	Average	broadband	speed	(Mbs)
•	Distance	to	nearest	international	airport	(km)
•	Number	of	international	destinations	served	

from airports
•	Access	to	employment	centre	by	public	
transport	or	walking	(%)

•	Travel	time	to	nearest	employment	centre	by	
public	transport/walking	(minutes)

•	fDi port access ranking

BuSineSS FrienDLineSS
•	Business	survival	rate	(%)	(2005-10)
•	Business	birth	rate	(%)
•	Number	of	companies	
•	Number	of	companies	–	per	capita
•	Number	of	companies	in	high-tech	
manufacturing	(per	100,000	population)

•	Number	of	companies	in	high-tech	services	(per	
100,000	population)

•	Foreign-owned	enterprises	(%	of	total	
companies)

FDi Promotion Strategy 
•	Description	of	LEP	and	its	objectives,	stating	if	

attracting fdi is one of its priorities
•	Key	initiatives	that	are	being	implemented	to	

attract more investment
•	Information	on	high	growth	sectors/sub-sectors	

which offer excellent potential for inward 
investment

•	Description	of	marketing,	communications	or	
promotional activities 

note: information collected by fDi Benchmark 
except	for	final	criteria	–	this	was	provided	by	LEPs	
and	assessed	by	the	judging	panel.	

judging 
PanEL

fDi’s local enterprise study was cre-
ated by an independent collection of 
key economic criteria by fDi 
Benchmark across the 39 approved 
Local Enterprise Partnerships. This 
information was set under six catego-
ries: Economic Potential, Skills and 
Education, Cost Effectiveness, 
Quality of Life, Infrastructure and 
Business Friendliness. A seventh 
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qualitative category was added to the 
scoring – FDI Promotion Strategy. In 
this category, 31 of 39 LEPs submitted 
details about their promotion strat-
egy and this was judged and scored 
by our independent judging panel.

Each LEP scored up to a maxi-
mum of 10 points under each indi-
vidual criterion, which were 
weighted by importance to give the 
overall scores.

developments. We want transformational activ-
ity and initiatives not [UK supermarket] Asda 
[-sponsored] roundabouts and new bus routes,” 
adds Ms Kidd.

Douglas Clark, director of FDI consultancy 
Location Connections, echoes this criticism: 
“Quite a few LEPs talk too much about their 
property and infrastructure development and 
not enough about the available skilled people 
that are critical for inward investors.  A lot of 
hope and big job creation numbers are being 
pinned on their enterprise zones. I wonder how 
realistic this is.”

He adds: “Some of the LEPs seem to give 
the impression that they view inward invest-
ment as if it is an automatic right for their 
area. I don’t think they realise how hard they 
need to work to attract it. Only a few LEPs 
clearly demonstrate how inward investment 
is integrated in to their overall strategy and 
how it can make a significant contribution to 
their area’s economic development.” 

However, despite this criticism, some 
judges were encouraged that several of the 
LEPs seem to recognise the importance of after-
care for existing inward investors. ■


