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Foreword

The purpose of this report is to investigate the arrangements made by Regional Chambers to
enhance their inclusiveness. Regional Chambers were set up in 1998 and 1999 with a specific
requirement that representatives of business, environmental, and voluntary sector interests
(amongst others) be fully involved in their proceedings. These groups have since become
known as ésocial and economic partnersi or icommunity stakeholdersi. Little is known in the
wider policy community about how effectively they have been included in the mainstream
business of Regional Chambers. This report seeks to begin to rectify this omission.

This research was initiated by the HM Treasury Summer Placement scheme, and took place
during July and August 2002. Due to the limited time available two chambers were selected
as case-studies: Yorkshire and Humber, and the South East. These chambers were selected
due to the difference in the size of their membership (35 in Yorkshire and Humber against
111 in the South East).

Semi-structured interviews with around a dozen respondents in each region formed the
basis of the primary research. Respondents were drawn from chamber officers, social and
economic partner members, and to a lesser extent from local authority members. The
interviews were carried out in the context of a literature review, which attempted to trace the
origins and establishment of the concepts of épartnershipi and éinclusivenessi as they related
to regional and local policy-making. The original intention had also been to trace the
contribution of partner representatives to policy-making by examining previous committee
minutes, but this proved to be an unworkable task: it was not possible to separate out the
contribution of partner members from local authority members from written records, and the
relative informality of committee proceedings meant that ideas and proposals rarely had
clear origins from particular Chamber groupings.

The report is divided into three sections. The first contains the review of literature on local
regeneration partnerships, and in that context examines the creation of the Regional
Chambers and the involvement of stakeholders in the wider process of devolution. The
second and third sections examine the Chamber structures, and experience of inclusion, in
the South East and Yorkshire and Humber respectively. The conclusion draws together and
evaluates the findings from the two regions.

The explicit requirement on regional chambers to extend their membership to social and
economic partners is seen as their most innovative feature. This research seeks to identify
how they operate, and with what impact, so that all chambers can consider possible ways of
improving stakeholder engagement.

Two months before the research for this report began, the Government published its White
Paper on regional government, Your Region, Your Choice: Revitalising the English Regions. The
White Paper requested opinions on only one topic: the question of how to involve social and
economic partners in the work of an elected regional assembly. This report does not address



that question directly. The plan for this report had been written before the publication of the
White Paper, and was not conceived of as a response to the White Paper. However, it is
hoped that its findings will filter in to the policy-making process.

I would like to acknowledge the support of the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister and HM
Treasury in funding this work. I would also like to thank my erstwhile colleagues at ODPM
for their help in searching out long-filed details and documents, in particular Phil Alker,
Jonathon Edwards and Wendy Russell Barter for their comments on an early draft of the
report. Thanks are also due to the interviewees in each region, both officers and members,
who gave up valuable time to explain arcane points of regional functioning, and also gave
valuable information about the actual functioning of the various structures. Finally, thanks
are due to Professor Robert Hazell at the Constitution Unit for enabling the summer
placement to take place, to Helen Daines for efficiently disentangling the necessary
bureaucratic arrangements, and to Matthew Butt for organising printing and publication of
the report.
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Executive Summary

The position of the social and economic partners on Regional Chambers has
affinities with that of non-local authority members on local regeneration
partnerships throughout the 1990s. Though there is no evidence of a direct
link between the two, it is clear that similar thinking shaped both types of
partnership.

In both cases, partners from outside local authorities were frequently selected
through opaque processes; they were selected sometimes to represent a
particular sector and sometimes for their individual qualities; in all cases it
was hoped that they would aid delivery of local strategies and bring expert
knowledge of potential pitfalls and opportunities to bear on the strategy-
making process.

Partnership in Regional Chambers will take a different form from that at local
authority level, as chambers have no executive or funding power. but many
similar issues are recognisable.

Two Regional Chambers were researched for this report: the South East, and
Yorkshire and Humber. The former has 111 full members and the latter only
35: the former region has little regional identity whilst the latteris is amongst
the strongest in England.

The South East England Regional Assembly benefited from having no
predecessor body, allowing it to fully incorporate partners from the beginning
and to become the regional planning body without controversy. The
Assembly makes provisions in its constitution for proportionality on
committees, between the political groups, social and environmental partners,
and economic partners: the latter two are treated as separate groups. Both
Chambers studied made a point of not holding all meetings in local
government venues and of distinguishing themselves from the regional local
government association: symbolically, this emphasises that neither is a local
government-driven body.

Several partner members are elected through umbrella bodies. These groups,
formed to exert influence at regional level, are developing electoral colleges



0

O

O

O

0

impression was that many members were édormanti, turning up to meetings
irregularly and not contributing.

Relations between individual partner members are fundamental to the
transaction of business on Chambers. Both Chambers appear to have a écore
membershipi, made up of individuals who are able to give considerable time
to Chamber business because of the nature of their éday jobsi. Without these
reserves of time Chambers would function far less effectively. Payment of
allowances for chairing committees, or for attendance, is very limited.

The existence of multiple points of access for partner organisations is a feature
of both Chambers studied. Each uses groups outside of the plenary Chamber
and official committees in order to enhance inclusiveness. In the South East
these are advisory groupsi, in Yorkshire and Humber they are éCommissionsi.
The groups permit sectors to exercise greater influence over policy discussions
which are of particular interest to them: membership is fluid and open to any
organisation that can demonstrate an interest.

Both Chambers were generally satisfied with the contribution of their
structures to inclusiveness. Concerns were expressed that greater inclusion of
women, black and minority ethnic groups, and the elderly and youth, was
required. There was some concern in the South East that business
representatives were somewhat semi-detached.

The funding for Regional Chambers announced by the Government in March
2001 was universally welcomed, and cited as the main means through which
Chambers had been able to tackle issues of inclusiveness and increase the
capacity of their partner members to contribute to Chamber business.

Partner members in both regions largely assented that they were treated as
equal to local authority members in th



Introduction

The small amount of available literature on Regional Chambers has focused on studying
their development and achievements since their inception in 1998-99. There have been few
attempts to explain the rationale behind the particular shape in which they were created.
Reasoning behind particular features of the Chambers has tended to grow, unchallenged, out
of various government documents produced during that period. There is little evidence of
strategic thinking behind this documentation, and hence indications of why the Chambers
are shaped as they are are elusive.

The title of this report, Inclusiveness of Regional Chambers, derives from the unusual dual
membership of the chambers. The presence of ésocial and economic partnersi alongside local
government representatives in a notionally democratic body has contributed to a sense that
the Chambers are local government driven, with the less familiar grouping of ésocial and
economic partnersi being a secondary group which has been added on to existing structures
and processes. Regional Chambers are expected to carry out a representative role, of a kind,
at regional level: it is intuitive that, in the absence of direct elections, local government
representatives should fulfil this role. But it is less clear why social and economic partners
have been granted a seat at the regional table.

The origin of the concept of regional partnership appears to lie with the numerous examples
of local regeneration and community-based partnerships since the late 1980s. This report
therefore begins by reviewing several reports on the effectiveness of these partnerships. It
focuses on how effectively the non-local government partners were included, and what
organisational issues arose through efforts to include them. The report then examines the
creation of the Regional Chambers in the light of the experiences of regeneration
partnerships. In many ways the Regional Chambers are éstanding partnershipsi, including
non-local authority representatives as members for similar reasons to those originally given
for inclusion of such people at local level; but they have very different roles from local
partnerships, and comparisons can only be drawn to a limited extent.

The literature on local partnerships does not









This in-coming government rapidly endorsed the social inclusion agenda and the
Third Sector suddenly found itself welcome in debates, discussions and policy
formulation across virtually the whole array of government policy-making. . [It]
also developed a number of major national policy shifts which directly
encouraged a greater role for the Third Sector.5
Though, as many reports testify, the involvement of partners in projects has been variable in
practice, all of these initiatives contributed to establishing the principle: that, for certain
policies, partnership was practically and inherently preferable to government-controlled
schemes. When the Labour government came to create voluntary Regional Chambers, the
presence of social and economic partners, with a legitimate an interest in regional policy

alongside locally-elected politicians, was no longer a foreign concept but a normalised, even
fashionable one.



Involvement of non-local authority partners

If inclusiveness is one of the aims of funding bodies in setting up partnerships, two further
guestions arise: which stakeholders are normally included in partnerships and why, and
how do those stakeholders bring benefits to the process?

In the regeneration partnerships studied by Geddes (1998), the type of partners were similar.
Typically they included public sector, employers, trade unions, voluntary, and community
representatives. In some cases a board would be appointed: often, according to Geddes,
1[board] membership is not open but is designed to secure particular patterns of interest
representation.T.8



is the necessary time-frame for building relationships and trust to a degree that a partnership
can éworki at the local level. This implies a considerable amount of early work that appears
to achieve little, and much in the way of relationship-building. This kind of work is not likely
to attract resource commitment from businesses, with no identifiable benefit in early sight.
This was recognised by the DETRis 1999 Good Practice Guide which stated that iblanket
guidance that states that private sector involvement is, without exception, a good thing, is
unhelpfult.10

Voluntary sector representatives®also including environmental group and écommunityi
representatives®have two functions in partnerships, according to Government guidance.
Firstly, ithe level of community and voluntary activity in an area is often a gauge of the
social health and spirit of that area, and as such is a vital complementary strand to the
provision of decent public services and a quality environmentT.11 Secondly, representatives
of these bodies are likely to have good links with individuals in the local community, and
may be as, or more, directly aware of views, feelings, and requirements of local people as
local elected representatives.

Resources

Both practitioners and researchers are steadily coming to the view that
partnerships, particularly at the strategic level, require some form of dedicated
staff and resources.12

The inadequate resources available to the community and voluntary sector are

seen as a major barrier to accountability. Virtually all interviewees stressed the

fact that it was inadequate financial and staff time resources which were the major

barriers.13
Local partnerships have found that a dedicated secretariat, for co-ordination of meetings and
sharing of information, is vital in enabling partners to work together as intended. Members
of partnerships themselves are very unlikely to be able or willing to establish such positions
themselves: increasingly, grants for partnerships have allowed for the establishment of, for
example, a single secretarial post. This is particularly important to secure the involvement of
voluntary and community organisations. Normally these organisations have very little
money or time to spare.

The need for staff and resources goes further than administration. There was often a need to
develop the capacity of community and voluntary partners to actually contribute effectively.
Frequidgaffve i ps the3ly.



effective partnerst.l* Few were accustomed to working together in policy development,
having previously carried out an adversarial and lobbying role. There was also little
experience of consulting with their éconstituencyi in the manner of a representative.

Lessons for partnerships in Regional Chambers

This report finds a number of similarities between the experiences of partnerships in the
Regional Chambers and the issues encountered by local partnerships, which will become
clear below. The similarities between the two types of body are not overwhelming, however.
Partnerships in the regions of England are likely to function in a very different way to those
at local level, for three main reasons:

o the geographical area covered is far larger;

o Chambers do not have access to funding which is contingent on the
existence of a partnership;

o regional government in England has been, and will continue to be,

concerned with strategy-making and not delivering outputs: hence the
contribution of partners will be in shaping the strategy, not in delivering it.

Possible effects of these differences might include:

o a less direct connection between partner members and the sectors which
they represent;

less initial incentive to create effective partnerships;

0 O

different contributions from partners, and less importance for the concept

of partners ésigning upi to a strategic local plan which each was then
committed to help to deliver.

Since regional structures are so new to England, there has been little opportunity for analysis
of regional partnership. Bridges et al carried out an analysis of structures adopted by RDAs
in 2001. They state:

Ultimately, effective partnership working occurs when a number of criteria are
met, including:

P

O inclusive involvement of partners;

O acknowledgement of existing partner knowledge and experience,
and use as a formulation of future work;

O subsidiarity of roles where appropriate;

O exploitation of potential organisational synergies;

O development of effective and locally sensitive delivery
mechanisms;

O acommitment to equal opportunities.1®

14 DETR, Local Evaluation for Regeneration Partnerships: Good Practice Guide, 1999, p.67

15 Tom Bridges, David Edwards, John Mawson, Chris Tunnell, Strategy Development and Partnership
Working in the RDAs, DETR, London, 2001, p.5



Fundamental to effective partnership was early involvement of partners in the development
of policy. Partners were unhappy when consultation took the form of being asked for their
opinion on a draft policy paper: this was perceived as too little, too late, with the existence of
the paper implying that the general direction of policy had already been decided, and that
the role of partners was to add value at the margins only.

Voluntary and community groups, on the other hand, were found by RDAs to suffer from
similar problems to those that they suffered from with regard to local partnerships. Few had
the resources or expertise to contribute effectively to strategy-making. Bridges et al comment
also that there appeared to be little understanding by RDAs of how their skills might be
used.

Fordham (1998) notes that the success of partnerships is dependent upon the commitment of,
and relationships between, individuals. They argue that inter-personal relations are more
fundamental than the presence of all relevant organisations in the partnership. Partnerships
function, like any other organisations, through good relations between officers, not purely
through a particular formal structure. Moreover, inter-personal working is easier to achieve
where there is a clear rationale for the partnership. There was a tendency to appoint board-
level partners by rote, because of the need to have éa higher education representativei, or
because they were known to carry influence in certain forums.

Ownership

The concept of éownershipi, or ésigning upi, is pivotal to understanding partnerships at all
levels. This refers to a process of dialogue between partners where a consensus is achieved
over a strategy: the partners may not have their ideal strategy but, feeling that their voice has
been adequately heard, will agree to abide by it and use the influence of their own
organisations to work in accordance with it. It is, in effect, a voluntary equivalent of the
process in a democratically-elected assembly

Though this concept&that partners could reach consensus©may have always been an
optimistic one, in Regional Chambers it cannot be expected to take this form, because, as
suggested above, Chambers do not control the delivery functions that make the nature of the
strategy of significant importance. Voluntary, community and environmental groups do not
deliver policy. Business organisations differ: in the South East business representatives come
from a variety of sub-regional economic partnerships, and would only be able to
(theoretically) deliver in those areas (although the totality of members do cover the entire
region between them). In practice, Fordham et al suggest that such delivery is rare:

This can happen when the relevant board member has sufficient authority and
awareness to be able to secure compliance within his or her parent organisation



and to éreadi it for signs of change which are likely to affect the partnership.
Experience shows, however, that such individuals are rare.16

Haughton et al



territories the civic forum enjoys legitimacy but some doubts over its role. Shaw et al (2002)
suggest:

The statutory obligation on the part of the National Assembly to engage with the
economic and social partners is a groundbreaking development. The sanction of
judicial review safeguards the voluntary sector stake in the policy-making
process.18

The definition of éstakeholderi is not consistent across territories. The definitions used by the

Civic Forums are:19

Scotland: TFull membership of the Forum is open to any organisation which is non-
statutory, non-commercial, non-political (these others can have affiliate status).T

Northern Ireland: iThe Civic Forum will consist of 60 members representative of the
business, trade union, voluntary and other sectors of the Northern Ireland community.T

London: iThe only organisations and bodies excluded from joining are local authorities and
political parties since they already have a direct relationship with regional government
outside civil society. Organisations representing and serving tens of thousands of Londoners
have already signed up as members of the London Civic ForumO. These range from highly
influential pan-London bodies to grass roots community organisations.t

Wales: the definitions are contained within the relevant sections of the Government of Wales
Act 1998, as follows:

114. The Assembly must make a scheme setting out how it proposes, in the
exercise of its functions, to promote the interests of relevant voluntary
organisations.

115. The Assembly shall carry out consultation with such organisations
representative of business and such other organisations as it considers
appropriate having regard to the impact of the exercise by the Assembly of its
functions on the interests of business.
The definition of éstakeholdersi used in the English regions, so far as it can be established, is
closest to that of London: any organisation that is not a local authority or a political party
may join. However, the purpose of the Civic Forums in the four éterritoriesi listed above is
different from that of Regional Chambersi social and economic partners. Civic Forums exist
primarily as a conduit between the elected democratic institution and éstakeholdersi. They
do not act as a lobbying force themselves, and do not take direct part in policy development
or recommendation in the manner that social and economic partners do.

18 Keith Shaw, Lynne Humphrey, Peter OiBrien, John Tomaney, The Engagement of Economic and Social
Partners in a Directly Elected Regional Assembly for the North-East, North-East Regional Assembly, 2002,
p.56

19 Note: Each of the definitions used here comes from the website of the relevant organisation.






Agencies and having extensive rights to consultation, by regional executive agencies, on
their spending plans. These powers were not, in the end, forthcoming. Regional Chambers
were set up as extremely weak bodies, referred to only twice on the face of the Regional
Development Agencies Act 1998.23

The 1998 Act, in setting up Regional Chambers, did not specify, on the face of the Act,
anything regarding Regional Chamber memberships, merely stating that the Chamber
should be 1a body which is representative of those in a regional development agency's area

24

with an interest in its worki®.”" Government guidance specified more explicitly the

Governmentis expectations regarding Chambersi memberships:

The local government members should be in the majority within the chamber.
We would expect non-local government members to comprise no less than 30%
of the chamber. The ratio of local government to non-local government
membership should not be allowed to prevent the full range of regional interests
from being involved. The chamberis constitution should provide for an open
process of nomination of non-local authority members, including consultation
with regional partners and the opportunity for those not directly consulted to
make their views known.

OThe chamber's constitution should include a requirement that the regional
partners should achieve an appropriate gender, ethnic and disability balance
among its members. Arrangements should be made to keep this under review.
Ministers will expect to see steady progress towards a position in which men and
women are equally represented on regional chambers and the proportion of
disabled members and members from the ethnic minorities reflects that in the
adult population.

In practice, most Chambers have either used an exact split of 70:30 between local and non-
local authority members, or a split of approximately 2:1. In the instance of the South East, the
2:1 split was used. Each of the 74 local authorities in the region is given one seat: hence 37
seats must be available for the non-local authority members.

The ésocial and economic partnersi were expected to be representatives of business,
environment, and voluntary organisations: these categories appear to have been lifted from
A New Voice for Englandis Regions, although they have not been treated as exclusive by any
region. Chambers were permitted freedom to decide on who the social and economic
partners would be, and how they would be selected. All of the Chambers were designated in
mid-1999.

In many regions, the pre-existing regional local government association had acted as the
Regional Planning Body, with the responsibility of producing Regional Planning Guidance.

2 The Chambers were referred to at section 8 and section 18, in such a manner that their existence was
entirely tied to that of the Regional Development Agencies.

24 Regional Development Agencies Act 1998, 5.8 (1) (a)



A further Government guidance note, Planning Policy Guidance note 11 (PPG1l)
recommended that this role should pass to Regional Chambers;

Given the representation of a range of regional stakeholders on each Regional
Chamber, and the latter's role in relation to the RDA under the RDAs Act, it
makes sense for the Chamber to take on the regional planning function. Indeed a
Chamber supported by a full time regional planning, monitoring and review
team would be in an ideal position to provide the necessary leadership to
produce and implement an integrated spatial strategy for the region. However,
the arrangements to be adopted in any particular region must be for the region to
decideO.. Where a Chamber does not take on this role it should still be seen by
the RPB and other stakeholders as a necessary reference point in the preparation
of draft RPG. The views of designated Chambers should be fully taken into

account in the preparation of RPG.25
Some regional local government associations have been slow to accede to this
recommendation: at the time of writing only five out of eight regions have passed planning
responsibilities to the Regional Chamber. Elsewhere the Chamber retains a consultative role.
The planning role is the only other direct function enjoyed by Regional Chambers.

The Planning Green Paper of late 2001 proposed to give statutory planning powers to the
Regional Chambers, to produce binding Regional Planning Guidance. County structure
plans would no longer be produced. After protests from local government this latter
provision appears to have been dropped, but county plans will still be subordinate to
regional plans produced by Chambers. If legislative space can be found, these proposals will
become law by mid-2003.

Few respondents attempted to make a positive case for the inclusion of partners: it appeared
to be generally accepted as orthodoxy that they should be involved. It should be borne in
mind that local authority members on Regional Chambers, at the same time, do not have
good accountability mechanisms. They are described as éindirectly electedi, but this entails a
very distant relationship with any constituency.

Overall, it appears that local authorities have broadly welcomed the presence of the social
and economic partners on Regional Chambers, despite initial suspicions that their presence
diluted the democratic accountability of the Chambers.26 However, the reasoning as to why
social and economic partners were required to be present on the Chambers®and what value
they were expected to adddhas never been clarified by the Government. A number of
assumptions can be surmised from the literature detailed above:

o That local authority representatives alone were not sufficiently

representative of a region to be solely entitled to take positions or decisions
on its behalf;

25 DETR, Planning Policy Guidance note 11, 2000, paragraphs 2.462.5.
26 See Mark Sandford, Further Steps for Regional Chambers, Constitution Unit, 2001
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That partners have valuable experience and expertise, which adds value at

the regional level. This implies, in the UKis regional structures, the level of
strategic policy-making, not delivery;

That partners were able to represent the views of their ésectori in debates
on strategic decision-making;

That partnersi involvement would aid delivery of regional strategies.

The next two chapters analyse the practice of inclusiveness in the two case-
study regions, and the findings are drawn together in the Conclusion.






body called the South East Regional Forum (SERF)was created in the late 1990s with the task
of exploring how to involve partner organisations during the time in which the new
Regional Chambers in the South East and East of England were replacing the previous body.
In the event SERF had some influence in the writing of the constitution of what became the
South East England Regional Assembly: and some of the partner members who currently sit
on the Regional Assembly were involved in that process. The presence of a voice for non-
local authority representatives this early in the process was undoubtedly a factor in
normalising the existence of a full role for them. This contrasts with the élatei involvement
mentioned in Bridges et alis report on RDA partnership.

An added effect of the change in boundaries was that there was little controversy over the
new Regional Chamber taking on the planning powers that had previously belonged to
SERPLAN. It was the first of the Regional Chambers to do so: in other regions the partners
were initially (and some are still) not permitted to vote or to take part in regional debates on
planning matters. It is important to note that SERPLAN was only a planning organisation,
and not a regional local government association in the manner of those existing in other
regions. Thus the South East had an added advantage as there was no local government
interest group at the regional level which stood to feel threatened by the partnership
principle proposed for the Regional Chambers by government.

Procedures in SEERA

The 74 local authorities in SEERA operate under a weighted voting system. The 55 district
councils have one vote each. The partner members have two votes each. The seven county
councils have one vote per district council, and the 12 unitary authorities have votes
according to population (see Table 1).



Table 1: voting rights on SEERA

Number of votes

Members

Counties

Surrey 11
5

East Sussex




Table 2: allocation of partnersi seats on SEERA

Organisation Means of election Number of
seats
TUC Appointed 2
Confederation of British Industry (CBI) Appointed 1
Chambers of Commerce Elected by umbrella body 1
Federation of Small Businesses Appointed 1
Further Education (FE) Chair of umbrella body 1
Higher Education (HE) Chair of umbrella body 1
South East Economic Partnerships (SEEPS) | Elected by each of the 10 10
Economic Partnership boards

Economic partners 17
Regional Cultural Consortium Appointed by RCC board 3
South East Forum for Sustainability (SEFS) | Elected by SEFS board 3
Regional Action and Involvement South Elected by RAISE members 7
East (RAISE)

Black and minority ethnic Part of RAISE 1
CVS & regeneration Part of RAISE 1
Health and social care Part of RAISE 3
Rural issues Part of RAISE 1
Urban issues / Learning and development Part of RAISE 1
Social Housing Appointed 1
Faith Communities Elected 2
National Health Service Appointed 1
Social and environmental partners 17

SEERA is unusual amongst the eight Regional Chambers in that it distinguishes between
teconomic partnersi and ésocial and environmentali partners. In most other Chambers there
exists a single group known as ésocial and economic partnersi. In SEERA, however, the two



the Assembly. The reasoning behind this decision was purely an assumption during the
creation of the Chamber that the phrase ésocial and economic partnersi related to two groups
of representatives. (This reflects the division in the consultation arrangements in the
National Assembly for Wales.) Nor are there clear rules as to what kind of organisation
should sit with which group. One respondent noted that, counter-intuitively, TUC, FE and
HE representatives sat with the economic partners, and attributed this to a shared interest in
skills and economic issues: whereas the NHS representative shared interests of environment,
housing and regeneration with the social and environmental group.

The means of selection of members to fill these seats vary: they are shown in Table 1. The
procedures of selection are gradually becoming more democratic. Early in the lives of the
Regional Chambers, the members sat as individuals rather than representatives. However,
SEERAIs current constitution requires certain conditions of the partner members:

6.2 Assembly members will be determined by their nominating bodies, i.e. for
local government members, their local authorities, and for social, environmental
and economic partners, their sector-based regional groupings or networks.

6.40Members of the Assembly will be expected to be individually accountable to
their nominating constituency.

6.5 All nominating bodies must ensure that the processes through which they
choose their nominees to the Assembly must be fair, open and transparent. In the
case of social, environmental and economic partners, each Assembly member
must be able to demonstrate their accountability to a clear and distinct

constituency in the region.30
SEERA has aimed to encourage and aid the partners in meeting these aims: for instance, it
has funded a post, within the voluntary sector umbrella body (RAISE), dedicated to
improving communication and information exchange between the 17 social and
environmental partners. One of the priorities of this post is to work with the partner bodies
to examine and improve their methods of selection of members.

The formal inclusion of SEPs in the shape of SEERA

The South East England Regional Assembly operates rules of proportionality on its
committees. There are only four formal committee structures: these are the Executive,
Healthy Region Forum, Regional Planning Committee and the Joint Europe Committee. The
eight boxes at the bottom of figure 3 are known as éAdvisory Groupsi: their role is explained
further below. The executive committee has 27 members, including one chair (Conservative)
and five vice-chairs (one each from the Liberal Democrats, Labour, independents (ie non-
party politicians), Economic Partners, and Social and Environmental Partners). 45 members



of SEERA do not sit on any of the committees, whilst there are 9 who sit on more than one
committee.

Figure 3 : SEERA Organisation Chart

‘ Plenary ‘

‘ Executive Committee ‘

Healthy Region Forum Regional Planning Committee Joint Europe Committee
(with SEEDA and sub-regional partners)
L Strategic Advisory Group
(chairs of all advisory groups)
‘ Natural Resources and Climate Change F{ Economy ‘
‘ Transport F{ Housing ‘
‘ Rural P{ Minerals ‘
‘ Urban Renaissance F{ Waste ‘

Table 4 shows the number of members from each party or group on the four main
committees. This pattern of proportionali