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Introduction 

 
1. This guidance sets out the process for the LEP Annual Performance Review 

(formally Annual Conversation) process 2018-19.  As with previous years, the 

Annual Performance Review process will be conducted by the Cities and 

Local Growth Unit. 

Background 

 
2. Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEP) are business led public-private 

partnerships entrusted with investing public funds to drive growth across 

England. Together they are responsible for a significant amount of public 

funding to drive inclusive growth, increase prosperity and improve 

productivity.  

 
3. The Accountability System Statement for Local Government and Local 

Growth Fund (LGF) sets out how local government funding and LGF are 

allocated, describing the robust local systems which are in place to ensure 

that resources are spent with regularity, propriety, and value for money.  

 
4. Over the past year the Government has published its Review of Local 

Enterprise Partnership Governance and Transparency, led by Mary Ney 

(October 2017) and its best practice guidance (January 2018), these provide 

additional recommendations and guidance for LEPs to follow in addition to the 

National Assurance Framework (November 2016).  The Nolan Principles of 

Public Life underpin these documents. See Annex A: Local Enterprise 

Partnership National Assurance Framework Amendments, which indicates 

where the best practice guidance provides further support to the National 

Assurance Framework.   

 

5. More recently the Government has published the conclusions and 

recommendations from the Ministerial review into LEPs, Strengthened Local 

Enterprise Partnerships. This publication sets out a series of Government 

commitments alongside a number of additional changes that Government will 

work with LEPs to implement. How a LEP is progressing with its 

implementation of the recommendations of Strengthened Local Enterprise 

Partnerships will not be assessed as part of the Annual Performance Review.   

This does not preclude discussion of this topic in the Annual Performance 

Review meetings.  

Annual Performance Review 

 
6. The Annual Performance Review is the formal process by which the 

Government and each LEP meet annually: to discuss the contribution the LEP 

has made towards driving forward local economic growth; to review LEP 
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governance and assurance processes; to look at progress on delivery of key 

local growth programmes; to discuss the LEP’s strategy, its priorities and 

challenges for the year ahead.  

 

7. The Annual Performance Review also acts as a key milestone in the process 

of confirming LGF payments for the following year. 

 
8. The Annual Performance Review cannot be seen as a standalone item, it is 

important to remember that it sits alongside the following assurance elements: 
 

a) Regular dialogue between the Cities and Local Growth Unit and LEPs 

ensuring that emerging issues and risks are dealt with early; 
 

b) Quarterly and bi-annual LEP monitoring returns including total and 

forecast spend, and output metrics for Local Growth Fund, Enterprise 

Zones and Growth Hubs; 
 

c) On-going monitoring of LEP progress by the Cities and Local Growth 

Unit, regular attendance at LEP Boards and sub-boards to allow 

continuous assessment of overall progress with Growth Deal delivery 

to provide an early warning system which highlights any emerging risks 

so that prompt action can be taken to address these; and 
 

d) Deep dives, which review the governance, transparency and 

accountability processes and culture in LEPs. 

 
9. The 2018-19 Annual Performance Review builds on the process used in 

2017-18 and has been amended following consultation and feedback from the 

LEPs.  

 

10. The Annual Performance Review will provide the Government and LEP with 

the opportunity to: 

 

a) Reflect on the LEP’s performance over the last twelve months in the 

areas of governance, delivery and strategy; 
 

b) Elaborate on key issues highlighted in their pre-annual performance 

review document return; 
 

c) Showcase the progress to date on delivery of strategic economic 

objectives and programmes;  
 

d) Reflect on their current position and highlight to Government any 

barriers they are encountering, and 
 

e) Look forward to the major achievements and challenges expected in 

2019-20. 
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11. An overview of the Annual Performance Review process is set out in Annex 

B.  

 

12. Please note that in line with the National Assurance Framework, Section 

151/73 Officers must write to the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 

Government’s (MHCLG) Accounting Officer by 28 February 2019.1  This year 

we expect the letters to certify that the LEP is compliant with the National 

Assurance Framework (Nov 2016) and the changes outlined in Annex A. 

Further guidance will be provided.  

 
13. Letters should be addressed to: 

 
Melanie Dawes 
Permanent Secretary 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government 
2 Marsham Street 
London  
SW1P 4DF 

 
And sent via email to:  localgrowthassurance@communities.gov.uk copying in 
the relevant Cities and Local Growth Unit Area Lead. 

 

 
Ahead of the Annual Performance Review Meeting  

Compliance checks  

 
14. During November, the Cities and Local Growth Unit will undertake a series of 

checks to test elements of a LEP’s compliance with the National Assurance 

Framework. The checks will consist of desk-based reviews of the material that 

each LEP is required to publish and make accessible online as set out in the 

National Assurance Framework 2016, Review of Local Enterprise Partnership 

Governance and Transparency (Mary Ney Review), and the Local Enterprise 

Partnership governance and transparency best practice guidance (Jan 2018).  

 
15. LEPs will be informed of their result via their Area Lead, and where not 

compliant will have five (5) working days to resolve the issue. Should the 

issues not be resolved within five (5) working days, the LEP will be asked to 

produce an action plan detailing how it intends to rectify the area of non-

compliance. This action plan will be reviewed and monitored by the Area Lead 

and Cities and Local Growth Unit, and further reviews may be initiated. 

                                                      
1
 Or section 127 Officer for the Greater London Authority 

mailto:localgrowthassurance@communities.gov.uk
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Annual Performance Review Meeting Preparation  

 
16. Area Leads will gather information from a variety of sources in preparation for 

the discussions at the Annual Performance Review meeting. This will include 

data returns on government funded projects and programmes as well as an 

assessment on the progress against the agreed actions from the Annual 

Conversation last year.  

 

17. The Annual Performance Review meeting takes place in the context of on-

going and trusted dialogue between Area Leads and LEPs. Performance 

issues ought to be surfaced and dealt with in real time, and so the Annual 

Performance Review should not include any surprises for either LEPs or the 

Cities and Local Growth Unit. 

 

18. As in previous years, the 2018-19 Annual Performance Review meeting will 

focus on three themes of Governance, Delivery and Strategy. Prior to the 

meeting LEPs are asked to respond to a number of questions (see Annex C). 

These questions should provide a helpful starting point for reflecting on LEP 

performance over the last twelve months.  

 
19. There is also an opportunity in each section for the LEP to identify areas 

where the Cities and Local Growth Unit can provide further support. This can 

be used to feedback to the Cities and Local Growth Unit any issues that might 

be hindering growth, and any relationship issues that government intervention 

may be able to help resolve.  

 
20. Unless otherwise agreed, the LEP should send the following documents to 

their Cities and Local Growth Unit Area Lead at least one week before 

their scheduled Annual Performance Review:  

 

a) Completed Annual Performance Review Preparation document (Annex 

C); 

b) Section 151/73 Assurance Statement (Annex D); 

c) Governance Assurance Statement (Annex E); and 

d) Any additional supporting documentation (e.g. local MP engagement 

strategy). 

 

21. In line with the recommendations of the Mary Ney review the LEP should 

publish Annex E on its website. 

 
22. LEPs may wish to share the completed documentation with the LEP Board 

prior to submitting it to the relevant Cities and Local Growth Unit Area Lead. 
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Freedom of Information 

 
23. Please note that the Cities and Local Growth Unit is bound by the Freedom of 

Information Act and may have to disclose contents of this document on 

request.  

Mayoral Combined Authorities 

 
24. As per previous years, the engagement of Mayoral Combined Authorities 

(MCA) in the Annual Performance Review will depend on the relationship 

between the LEP and the MCA.  Where the Local Growth Fund forms part of 

the Single Pot, it is expected that the appropriate operational lead is 

represented at the LEP Annual Performance Review meeting. For 

completeness, further communications with regard to MCA Annual 

Conversations will follow under separate cover, but in the first instance any 

query should be directed to the relevant Cities and Local Growth Unit Area 

Lead.   

Annual Performance Review Meetings 

 
25. Dates and locations of Annual Performance Review meetings should be 

agreed between the LEP and the relevant Cities and Local Growth Unit Area 

Lead. Attendance must include, unless otherwise agreed by the relevant 

Cities and Local Growth Deputy Director:  

 LEP Chair 

 LEP Chief Executive 

 Section 151/73 Officer 

It is also suggested that the LEP’s delivery lead is present and a 
representative from the MCA if Local Growth Fund forms part of the Single 
Pot. 

 
26. The LEP Board should be informed that the Annual Performance Review 

meeting is taking place.  

 
27. Annual Performance Review meetings will be chaired by the relevant Cities 

and Local Growth Unit Deputy Director supported by the Area Lead. A Cities 

and Local Growth Unit representative not associated with the individual LEP 

area may also be in attendance.  

 
28. The meetings should focus on the themes of governance, delivery and 

strategy, and how the LEP has made progress towards driving forward local 

economic growth, as well as a forward look at its priorities and challenges for 

the year ahead. There should be room in the meeting for reflections on 
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individual projects if any particularly significant delivery issues have arisen, 

but this should be by exception. Annex F provides a standardised agenda. 

 
29. In line with the recommendations of the Mary Ney review, the Governance 

section of the Annual Performance Review meeting should include dedicated 

time to discuss the report of the Section 151/73 officer and the assurance 

statement by the LEP Chair and Chief Executive. 

DfT, ESFA and Homes England Engagement 

 
30. In some instances, colleagues from across Government may be invited to 

attend Annual Performance Review meetings. For example, where transport 

makes up a significant portion of the LEP’s overall programme in 2018-19 DfT 

may be invited or ESFA could be invited where there are significant skills 

issues or Homes England where there are housing issues to discuss.  

Following the Annual Performance Review Meeting 

Record of the Annual Performance Review Meeting 

 
31. The Cities and Local Growth Unit will compile a record of the meeting which 

will include any actions that were agreed during the meeting. This will be 

shared with the LEP and Section 151/73 officer for comment and agreement. 

See Annex G: Note template, which provides a template for notes and 

actions to be noted and agreed. 

Performance Assessment 

 
32. Following the Annual Performance Review meeting, the Cities and Local 

Growth Unit will undertake a performance assessment. This will look at the 

performance of the LEP across each of the three themes and will be based on 

a holistic view of LEP performance over the last twelve months. The review 

will highlight and capture areas for further development or of good practice, 

this will involve reviewing the information provided for the Annual 

Performance Review along with other sources including (but not limited to): 

Growth Deal data returns; and LEP governance processes and policies.  

Overall Markings  

 
33. LEPs will receive one of four markings: inadequate; requires improvement; 

good; or exceptional, for each of the three themes (governance, delivery and 

strategy). Annex H provides an indication of some of the key indicators that 

are used to inform the markings. It is important to note that this list is not 

exhaustive and that markings will be based, not only on the information 
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provided as part of the Annual Performance Review, but also the on a holistic 

view of the assurance elements as outlined in paragraph 8. 

34. If a LEP receives an individual marking of inadequate or requires 

improvement for any of the three themes, the LEP will be required to provide 

an action plan detailing how they intend to improve the areas of concern. This 

action plan will be agreed with the Cities and Local Growth Unit.  If the result 

of the compliance check remains non-compliant following a subsequent spot 

check after the five (5) day period post notification, then the LEP’s marking for 

the theme of governance cannot be higher than requires improvement.    

 

35. In addition to individual markings, LEPs will receive an overall marking of 

inadequate, requires improvement, good or exceptional. This marking will be 

based on the LEP’s markings for each of the three themes. To achieve an 

overall marking of exceptional a LEP must achieve exceptional for all three 

themes. If a LEP receives inadequate or requires improvement for their 

governance their overall marking will not be higher than requires 

improvement.  

 

36. A deep dive may be triggered if a LEP is non-compliant or where they receive 

an inadequate or requires improvement marking.  

 

Moderation 

  
37. Moderation will take place within the Cities and Local Growth Unit to help 

ensure consistency of markings as well as help to identify any common 

issues. It will compare opportunities and challenges identified in areas with 

similar characteristics. 

 
38. Following moderation, markings for each theme and an overall marking will be 

confirmed. LEPs will also be marked as either compliant or non-compliant in 

relation to the compliance checks and will be notified prior to the Annual 

Performance Review meeting. Each theme marking of exceptional, good, 

requires improvement or inadequate and the overall performance marking for 

the LEP will be confirmed. 

Outcome  

 
39. The outcomes of this review, along with any further actions identified and the 

notes of the Annual Performance Review will be shared formally with the LEP 

once the process has been concluded, which is expected to be March 2019. 

 
40. The outcomes of the Annual Performance Review are informative in 

determining whether or not, and how, the 2019-20 Local Growth Fund and 
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LEP core funding grant payments will be released.  Where the need for further 

improvement is identified, the LEP must acknowledge this and set out an 

action plan, with milestones, to address the issue. If it is deemed that it is 

appropriate to apply conditions or sanctions in relation to future payments this 

will be communicated to the LEP at the earliest possible opportunity. 

Forward Look  

 
41. Building on the successful engagement in reviewing the 2017-18 process in 

collaboration with the LEPs, we plan to continue to engage on the 

development of the LEP assurance process going forward.  

 

Indicative Timeline 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Month Action 

November Compliance checks 

November  Data gathering 

November – January  LEP pro forma returns 

November – January LEP Chair/CE statement 

November – January  S.151 officer statement 

December – January  Annual Performance Review Meetings 

February  Cities and Local Growth Unit 
Moderation 

28 February  S.151 Officer letter to MHCLG 
Accounting Officer 

February LEP notified of Annual Performance 
Review outcome 

February – March Deep Dives 

Mid-April Payments made to LEPs 
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Annex A: Local Enterprise Partnership National Assurance Framework Amendments 

 
National Assurance Framework amendments following the issuing of the Local Enterprise Partnership governance and 
transparency: Best practice guidance January 2018. 
 

Section National Assurance Framework states Guidance can be found in the Best 
practice guidance, January 2018 at: 

Chapter Page 

Governance and 
decision making 

Section 1.1, Page 8 
The local assurance framework must set out its rules governing: 

 The conduct for all board members (see gov.uk guidance 
“The 7 principles of public life”) 
 

Chapter 4: Example 
Code of Conduct 
 
 

23 – 26 

Transparent 
decision making 

Section 2.3, Page 9 
Local Enterprise Partnerships must, therefore, set out in their 
local assurance framework the arrangements for transparent 
decision making covering: 

 Arrangements for making, and recording decisions, and 
for ensuring that papers, decision minutes, agendas etc 
are published promptly in line with existing Local Authority 
rules and regulations [access to information, Schedule 
12A of the LGA 1972, as amended by the FOI 2000] 

Chapter 1: Guidance on 
the publication of 
meeting and agenda 
items 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6 – 8 

Section 2.3, Page 9 

 Have a published conflicts of interest policy, a register of 
interests covering any decision makers which is kept 
updated 

Chapter 5: Register of 
Interest 
 
 
 

27 – 37 

Section 2.3, Page 9 

 a published complaints policy 

Chapter 2: Guidance and 
examples of confidential 
reporting procedures for 
third parties 

9 – 13 
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Chapter 3: Example 
Whistleblowing Policy 

14 - 22 
 

 
In addition, the Review of Local Enterprise Partnership Governance and Transparency, Led by Mary Ney, Non-Executive Director, 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government Board, October 2017 made the following recommendations that were 
accepted and will form part of the 2018-2019 Annual Performance Review. 
 

Section Recommendation Action required 

4.1 
Page 7 

It is recommended that the National Assurance Framework requires a 
brief formal assurance statement on an annual basis from the leadership 
of the LEP (i.e. the Chair and CEO), on the status of the governance and 
transparency within their organisation and which can be explored in 
greater detail during the Annual [Performance Review] process with 
government. This statement to be published on the website. (See also 
section 10 below.) 
 

LEP Leadership (Chair and CEO) to 
provide a brief assurance statement on 
the status of the governance and 
transparency within the organisation. 
 
Deadline: Prior to the Annual 
Performance Review 

8.3 
Page 11 

It is therefore recommended that further clarity is provided in the National 
Assurance Framework on the role of Section 151 officers and it is 
suggested that this be developed in consultation with CIPFA. 

Completed  
CIPFA published ‘Principles for section 
151 officers in accountable bodies 
working with Local Enterprise 
Partnership’. 
 

8.3 
Page 11 

It is also recommended that the National Assurance Framework sets a 
requirement for the Section 151 to provide a report to the Annual 
Conversation on their work for the LEP and their opinion with a specific 
requirement to identify any issues of concern on governance and 
transparency. 

Section 151 Officer to provide a report to 
the Annual [Performance Review] on 
their work for the LEP and their opinion 
with a specific requirement to identify any 
issues of concern on governance and 
transparency. 
 
Deadline: Prior to the Annual 
Performance Review 
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9.3 
Page 12 

A number of LEPs, but not all, refer to the role of scrutiny in overseeing 
their performance and effectiveness. Some LEPs are scrutinised from 
time to time by their accountable body Overview and Scrutiny function. 
This is an area for further development which would give increased 
independent assurance. Given the different structures across LEPs it is 
not appropriate to specify any particular approach to scrutiny. It is an 
area which could benefit from the sharing of good practice/’what works’ to 
assist LEPs in shaping their own proposals. It is recommended that LEPs 
report on this in their annual assurance statement (see paragraph 4.1 
above) during the Annual [Performance Review] process. 
 

The LEP to report on what scrutiny 
arrangements the LEP currently has in 
place as part of its annual assurance 
statement. 
 
Deadline: Prior to the Annual 
Performance Review 
 

10.2 
Page 13 

It is recommended that the Annual Conversation have strengthened 
focus and designated time to examine the performance of LEPs in 
relation to governance and transparency and to discuss the assurance 
statements (see recommendations at paragraph 4.1 above) and the 
report of the Section 151 officer. 

The Annual [Performance Review] will 
have designated time to examine the 
performance of LEPs in relation to 
governance and transparency and to 
discuss the assurance statements and 
the report of the Section 151 officer. 
 
Deadline: Actioned – Already part of the 
Annual Performance Review process  
 

10.3 
Page 13 

It is recommended that a risk-based approach should be used to identify 
LEPs where a deep dive on governance and transparency would be of 
assistance. It is further recommended that this deep dive is undertaken 
by someone with no direct involvement with the specific LEP. 
 

Completed 
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Annex B: Annual Performance Review Process  

 

 



LEP Name: [Please complete] 

 

15 
 

Annex C: LEP Preparation 
 

Please answer each question by providing appropriate detail and using examples 
where possible to demonstrate where things have gone well and where they could 
have been improved. Unless otherwise stated keep answers to 500 words. 

 

GOVERNANCE 
 

1. How effectively have the accountability and decision-making arrangements in 
your LEP’s Local Assurance Framework operated over the last 12 months, 
including engagement with the Section 151/73 officer? 
 

Set out here:  

 Is the Local Assurance Framework consistent with the National Assurance Framework and 
the changes made via the Mary Ney review and best practice guidance?  

 How effective have the arrangements worked and how were any significant issues and risks 
dealt with (give examples)? 

 What steps have been taken to ensure changes made at the start and during the year were 
communicated and understood by staff and board members? 

 The arrangements for publication of Minutes and Board Papers 

 The arrangements for publication of conflicts of interest policies and updating arrangements 

 The nature of engagement of the S151/73 officer in LEP processes 

 Whether there is active debate/discussion at the board and sub groups when decisions are 
made? How is this evidenced? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the LEP’s governance structure?  
 
Set out here:  
 What are the strengths and opportunities for development of the current LEP governance 

structure? 

 What roles and responsibilities do private sector members undertake within the Board and 
Sub Board structure? How effective is this and how might it be strengthened? 

 Do members of the Board attend regularly and stay for the duration of the meetings? 

 Whether the engagement from Board members is positive? 

 What, if any, changes to the governance arrangements are currently being considered and 
over what period? 

 Succession planning processes and evidence of these working in practice and what changes 
in board membership are anticipated within the next 12 months? If the chair is changing, how 
you intend to consult with the business community? 

 Whether the LEP feels it needs to change the representation on the board, and if so how it 
intends to go about this? (I.e. in terms of diversity, knowledge and skills, gender, sectors) 

 If scrutiny and reviews take place, what is the purpose, how are these done and what actions 
take place? 

 What is the LEP’s approach to continuous improvement? 
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3. What can Government do to better support your governance? 

The Cities and Local Growth Unit wants to support your LEP to improve its governance and 
transparency arrangements. Please use this section to explain whether there is more we or 
wider Government can be doing to help facilitate this. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
DELIVERY 

 

1. What in your investment programme has gone well? 
 
Set out here: 
 Current performance in meeting the LEP’s investment profile  

 Anticipated year end position 

 If investment is not on track, set out the action you are taking to get back on track 

 For Local Growth Fund, to what extent are you meeting/exceeding planned outputs for 
2018/19? Are you on track to deliver overall programme outcomes? If so, please 
demonstrate. If not, set out the action you are taking to get back on track 

 For other programmes (Enterprise Zones, City Deal, Growing Places Fund, Devolution 
Deals, Growth Hubs as appropriate) set out the extent to which you are meeting planned 
spending/output targets. Set out any good practice or issues in delivery and what you are 
doing to tackle them 

 What have been some of the main achievements in your local growth programmes in the 
period 2018? Please also provide a view of overall investment programme delivery to date 

  
 

  
 
 
 
 

2. What has not gone well and what problems have arisen in the last 12 
months? 

 
Set out here: 

 Where issues have been encountered, what has not gone as well as expected in the 
previous year (e.g. projects not coming to fruition or major programmes hit by delays etc.) 
and what has created the problems? 
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3. How effective have the LEP’s performance management processes, as set 
out in the Local Assurance Framework, been? 
 

Set out here: 

 How have you worked with projects to ensure that spend and output performance do not 
pose risks, whether any mitigating factors and actions have been taken to get performance 
back on track? 

 What risks/problems have been identified in the last 12 months and might arise in the 
future? 

 Whether you foresaw the problems that you experienced? How have you managed risks 
and what remedial/mitigating actions have you taken? 

 Have there been situations where the performance management processes have been 
particularly successful? Please give examples 

 Add mitigating factors and actions taken to get back on track 

  
  
  
 
 
 

 

4. How effective has the LEP been in assessing value for money and strategic 
fit in business cases and in developing a high-quality project pipeline?  
 

Set out here: 
 Any issues that have arisen in assessing value for money or ensuring that projects supported are of 

the greatest strategic value to your place 

 To what extent has the project pipeline been used to address any gaps in the programme or slippage 
by projects? 

 Have you developed any good practice in relation to assessing value for money and developing 
project pipelines (please give examples)? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

5. How effective has the LEP been in promoting its work and ensuring LGF 
branding guidance is followed: 

 
Set out here: 

 How the LEP explains its decisions and investments to the wider business community and 
public? 

 How the LEP implements the branding guidance in relation to growth deal projects. (Please 
provide 2 examples) 
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6. What can Government do to better support your delivery? 
 

The Cities and Local Growth Unit wants to support your local growth programmes to deliver. 
Please use this section to explain whether there is more we or wider Government can be doing to 
help facilitate this. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

STRATEGY 
 

1. What is the vision for your place to 2030? How is the LEP going to get there? 
What are your key short-term objectives and priorities?  

Set out here: 

 Does your SEP closely guide the plans, activities? 

 When was it last refreshed and in what ways has it been kept it under active review during the 
last 12 months? 

 What the LEP is doing to develop its evidence base and other preparation for the 
development of its Local Industrial Strategy, so that it is long-term, based on clear evidence 
and aligned to the national Induistrial Strategy? 

 To what extent do you engage with partners to maintain your understanding on the local 
economy? Do you engage with partners outside the area to inform and improve strategic 
thinking? 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

2. How successful has the LEP been at engaging local partners and the wider 
community in delivering local growth? How successfully have you worked with 
different political entities in your area?  

 
Set out here: 

 How have you engaged local stakeholders about your strategy and ambitions for the LEP? 

 How do you work with different political entities (such as MPs, Mayoral Combined Authority, 
Local Authorities), and do you actively work together on projects or strategies? Are there any 
examples of good practice? 
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3. How successful have you been in collaborating with other LEPs, Universities, 
communities and industry bodies etc? And what have you achieved as a 
result?  

 
Set out here:  

 Where you have worked across different functional geographies and whether you actively 
work together with other areas or bodies on different themes or projects? Please state any 
involvement you have had in engaging with the development and implementation of initiatives 
such as the Northern Powerhouse and Midlands Engine 

 Good practice and key achievements as a result of this collaboration and ideas for the future  

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

4. How can Government support you in the next 12 months? 
 

The Cities and Local Growth Unit wants to support you to realise the potential of your place. 
Please use this section to explain whether there is more we or wider Government can be 
doing to help facilitate this. 
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Annex D: Section 151/73 Assurance Statement 
 
The Section 151/73 Officer should here provide a report to the Annual Performance 
Review on their work for the LEP over the last twelve months and their opinion with a 
specific requirement to identify any issues of concern on governance and 
transparency. In particular, you should focus on any particular issued raised in 
Annex A. (max 500 words) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Signed: 
Name: 
Position:  
Date:  



LEP Name: [Please complete] 
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Annex E: Governance Assurance Statement 

 

The LEP Chair and Chief Executive should here provide a brief formal assurance 
statement on the status of governance and transparency. In particular, they should 
focus on any issues raised in Annex A. This statement should also be published on 
the LEP’s website following conclusion of the Annual Performance Review process 
(in April 2018). You should cover any overview and scrutiny function undertaken by 
the Accountable Body.  (max 500 words) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Signed:      Signed: 
Name:       Name: 
Position: [Chair]     Position: [Chief Exec] 
Date:       Date: 
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Annex F: Agenda 

 
[Insert LEP Name] Annual Performance Review 2018-19 

Location: 
Date:  
Time: 
 

1. Introductions 

2. Purpose of the Annual Performance Review 

3. Update on actions from the Annual Conversation 2017 

4. Governance 
Suggested headings/discussion points: 

a. Chair & Chief Executive Statement 
b. S151/73 Officer report 
c. Accountability 
d. Decision-making 
e. Engagement with S151/73 officer 
f. Governance Structure 
g. Government support 

5. Delivery 
Suggested headings/discussion points: 

a. Achievements 
b. Challenges 
c. Performance Management Process 
d. Value for Money assessment/Project pipeline 
e. Branding and communications 
f. Government support 

6.  Strategy 
Suggested headings/discussion points: 

a. Vision/objectives 
b. Local Industrial Strategy 
c. Local engagement 
d. Political engagement 
e. Cross border working 
f. Government support 

7.  LEP feedback 

8. AOB 

9.  Summary of Actions and Next Steps 
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Annex G: Note template 
 

[Insert LEP Name] Annual Performance Review 2018/19 
Location: 
Date:  
Time: 
 

Action from 2017 Annual Performance Review 
 

Action # Action Point Date 
completed 

Resolution  

1    

2    

3    

4    

5    

 

Governance 

 
 
 

Delivery 

 
 
 

Strategy 

 
 
 

LEP Feedback 

 
 
 

AOB 

 
 
 
 

Action Points 

Action # Action 
Point 

Owner Date to be 
completed 

Date 
completed 

Resolution  

1      

2      

3      

4      

5      

 
Attendees: 
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Annex H: Guidance on Performance Markings  

 
We recognise that a LEP has autonomy over how it implements the National Assurance Framework (2016), which is supported by 
the Review of Local Enterprise Partnership Governance and Transparency, led by Mary Ney (October 17) and its best practice 
guidance (January 18), to ensure compliance.  It is appreciated that there is not a “one-size-fits-all” approach and that each LEP 
will face different circumstances and challenges.   
 
It is important that the Nolan principles are embedded throughout the work of any LEP, from its governance, to its delivery and 
strategy.  Capturing how these principles are embedded requires consideration on a case-by-case basis.  The outcome of the 
review is to arrive at a set of agreed actions from an assessment of performance against the three themes of governance, delivery 
and strategy. This table sets out some of the characteristics which may be demonstrated by LEPs across the four marking 
categories; it is not an exhaustive list of indicators.  Every LEP will have areas in which it can improve.  The intention of this review 
process is to help LEPs to identify these areas and form a considered plan to improve.   
 

Governance 

Exceptional 

The LEP is performing above and beyond the guidance set by the government, demonstrating a 
strong culture of accountable governance, where it is evident that the Nolan principles are 
embedded throughout.  
 
There should be robust and transparent structures and processes in place to ensure decisions are 
based on strong evidence and subject to rigorous challenge. Decisions made at LEP Board and 
sub-boards reflect the business voice.  
 
There should be evidence of active, consistent collaboration and engagement with external 
stakeholders; demonstrating leadership within the local area and beyond.  The LEP should have a 
clearly defined culture of proactive, continuous improvement. 
 

Good 

The LEP is meeting the requirements as set out by government and may, in some circumstances, 
go above and beyond these.    
 
The LEP should have a culture of accountable governance, where it is evident that the Nolan 
principles are embedded throughout. There should be clear and transparent structures and 



 

25 
 

processes in place to ensure decisions are evidence based, with active private sector challenge 
and engagement throughout the decision-making process.  
 
There should be evidence of good collaboration and engagement with external stakeholders. LEP 
Board membership should have diverse representation including gender and/or should be taking 
active steps to address any imbalance. The LEP is reactive to improvement opportunities. 
 

Requires Improvement 

The LEP in some areas of governance does not yet meet the standards expected by government 
as set out in the Framework and supportive documents, and/or the Nolan principles but this does 
not pose a risk to its overall governance. 
 
The LEP will have a Local Assurance Framework which meets departmental guidance, however, 
one or more areas of implementation could be improved.  
 
Improvements could be made towards a culture of good governance, it may not be evident that 
the Nolan principles are at the core of the LEP and sufficiently embedded in all aspects of the 
LEPs work.  There is limited debate/discussion when making decisions or the private sector voice 
is crowded out.  
 
There may be some evidence of collaboration and engagement with external stakeholders. 
Diverse representation on the Board is lower than expected. The LEP may have ad hoc 
improvement which is pursued as a result of external pressure or not undertaken in a timely 
manner. 
 

Inadequate 

The LEP will have fallen short of the expectation of Government and Nolan principles.  
 
For instance, the LEP’s implementation of its Local Assurance Framework poses a risk to a LEP’s 
governance. A culture of good governance is lacking, and there could be concerns over whether 
the Nolan principles are being adhered to and embedded. Decisions are taken without discussion 
or regard to due process, and there is little evidence that the business voice makes a difference.  
There is little evidence of collaboration with external stakeholders. LEP Board diversity is 
negligible and is not representative of the economy of the area. There is resistance to 



 

26 
 

improvement and the LEP has no appetite to reflect and implement improvements until required. 
 

 
Delivery 

Exceptional The LEP demonstrates a strong and effective programme management; consistently delivering 
investment programmes to its spend profiles, meeting/exceeding planned outputs.  
 
The LEP should have an agreed pipeline of projects which is publicly accessible, actively 
managed and underpinned by a transparent selection process. The pipeline should be well 
aligned to the LEP’s strategic priorities and delivers value for money.  
 
The LEP should have has a clear, managed approach to risk including appropriate and deliverable 
mitigations, with regular reviews that the board and relevant persons understand and act upon. 
The LEP should be proactive in promoting the projects it supports, with clear, consistent 
recognition of Government support.  
 
The LEP should fully adhere to all branding and communications guidelines in promoting 
government support for its projects.  
 

Good The LEP demonstrates effective programme management, which enables programmes to be 
delivered to its spend profiles and achieve planned outputs over their lifetime.  
 
The LEP has an agreed pipeline of projects which is publicly available, and underpinned by 
transparent selection processes. The pipeline is reasonably aligned to the LEP’s strategic 
priorities and generally delivers value for money.  
 
The LEP has a clear, managed approach to risk including appropriate and deliverable mitigations 
which are presented to Board. The LEP will promote the projects it supports, but recognition of 
Government is inconsistent.  
 
The LEP generally adheres to the branding and communications guidelines. 
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Requires Improvement The LEP is at some risk of not achieving its investment programme spend profiles, and risk of 
underperforming on the delivery of outputs.  
 
The LEP has an agreed pipeline but there has been no active review recently. The pipeline lacks 
transparency, robustness and strategic direction and does not represent the best value for money.  
 
There is limited management of risk with some evidence of board oversight, limited evidence of 
the appropriate use of mitigations, project reviews and reporting. The LEP only promotes some of 
the projects it supports and/or recognition of Government support is very inconsistent.  
 
Branding and communications guidelines are not often enforced. 
 

Inadequate The LEP is most likely at risk of not achieving its investment programmes spend profile.  
 
The LEP may be consistently underperforming on output delivery. There is little or no evidence of 
a pipeline or active management of any programme/project slippage.  The investment 
programmes lack the necessary alignment with strategic priorities and value for money is 
uncertain.  
 
There is little evidence of consistent risk management, with risks that are poorly defined, out-of-
date or out-of-scope. The Board is poorly sighted or not aware of risks.  
 
The LEP is reactive to promotion of projects and the opportunity to communicate widely. Branding 
and communications guidelines are regularly ignored or not enforced. 

 
Strategy 

Exceptional The LEP has a clear vision and ambition for the economy that is actively reviewed and refreshed, 
and that informs LEP Board discussions, decision and communications. This is owned and led by 
the LEP and its partners, which aligns with government guidance.  
 
Strategies should be based on robust and testable evidence of their economy. Decisions should 
be informed by the wider private sector and communities of the area, and there is an appetite to 
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seek the views of others and be challenged in developing its vision, strategies and plans.  
 
The LEP should be a strong convenor of local partners, ensuring targeted engagement in the 
broader business community, collaborating effectively through cross-LEP and regional forums.  
 

Good The LEP has a clear vision and ambition which translates into a clear framework of strategic 
priorities and programmes.  
 
The LEP has clear ownership of the vision and ambition. Decisions are made after listening to the 
views of others, and the views of others are sought when developing vision, strategies and plans.  
 
The LEP is a good convenor of local partners, collaborating through cross-LEP and regional 
forums. 
 

Requires Improvement The LEP’s future vision lacks clarity, shows limited ambition or vision.  
 
There may be inconsistent ownership of the vision and ambition by the LEP Board. Decisions may 
be made after listening of views of the wider private sector or communities of the area but with 
little consideration of these.  
 
The LEP has some success in convening local partners, but rarely works through cross-LEP or 
regional forums. 
 

Inadequate The LEP’s vision and ambitions are limited and without clarity.  
 
There is little ownership of the vision and ambition by the LEP board. Decisions are made with 
little input or consideration of views of the wider private sector or communities of the area.  
 
The LEP has limited success in convening local partners. 

 


