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We respond to several questions below. Our key, overarching point in response to the Green Paper is any new industrial strategy for the UK needs to link places, sectors and technologies. Effective institutions and policies at a meso-scale (i.e. regional) scale are essential in joining up these dimensions and delivering the objectives of the Green Paper. There is now an opportunity to devolve industrial strategy capacities and policies to regions.
Sector Methodology
1 How should the UK government identify the most important subsectors for delivering our objectives? 
Response: A mapping exercise could identify two types of sectors:  1) sectors in which the UK has a strong competitive advantage and are in need to transiting on to the new digital and/or green technological paradigm (auto, aerospace, pharma, digital, media); and 2) new emerging sector (clean energy, security) that will grow in the future and where clear leading players are still in the making. A third type of sector could be scoped with forecast exercises on for instance aging, urbanisation, mobility, food security or climate change.
All the above sectors are articulated in value chains that are not UK based only but stretch across the EU and worldwide. The smoother that trade is between the UK and these economies, the easier it is to build resilience in the value chain. 
Identifying sectors is not sufficient, what matters is what technologies they will rest on in the next 50 years and how international are their value chains. Barriers to intra-industry trade will damage the ability of deliver UK competitiveness.

2 How should the UK government account for emerging sectors and technologies for which conventional data sources are less appropriate?
Response: The ONS has to step up and provide more accurate, up to date and fine-grained data. An ad-hoc large survey could be run to collect statistically significant data that could be used to scope out possible actions and implications.
Traditional data sources, such as Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes from the ONS, have limitations in capturing emerging sectors due to infrequent updating and misclassification. This data therefore fails to capture the fluid nature of new industries such as AI, quantum computing, or renewable energy technologies and emerging technologies that span multiple sectors (e.g., FinTech which combines finance and technology).
Real-time data platforms, such as the DataCity, offer an innovative solution to these challenges by providing dynamic and granular insights into emerging industries. By integrating DataCity or similar platforms into national statistical and policy frameworks would complement traditional data sources and better account for emerging sectors and technologies. 

Sectors
4 What are the most important subsectors and technologies that the UK government should focus on and why?
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_jO8V5YNveLDL][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ZxOlxoNX2Ug9]Response: Of the 32.6% increase in labour productivity (output per hour) that the UK has experienced since 1998, the cumulative contributions of manufacturing and information & communications (especially telecoms) account for the overwhelming majority (Office for National Statistics, 2024). Moreover, it is these industries that account for the majority of the post-2008 slowdown in productivity growth (Coyle & Mei, 2023). As such, any meaningful attempt to significantly improve aggregate productivity growth will need to address these sectors – particularly the manufacture of pharmaceuticals, transport equipment and telecommunications.
More widely, the Green paper makes no reference to recent developments surrounding Industry 4.0. This is a new manufacturing paradigm, based around firms utilising the latest digital, cyber and information technologies to re-organise manufacturing within so-called ‘smart factories’, alongside a closer alignment of services (including design and post-sale services) and customised products (commonly referred to as ‘servitization’).
These trends could place a greater emphasis upon small-scale local production, and distributed manufacturing which will not only reduce environmental footprints but also offer an opportunity for a re-coupling of manufacturing and innovation (Bailey and De Propris, 2014) as well as possibilities for re-shoring.
The focus in the Green Paper on R&D is very supply-side and ‘sector focused’ – i.e. on sectors of new technology generation. As a result of existing strengths, this approach runs the risk of reinforcing or exacerbating current regional inequalities.  The Paper largely fails to acknowledge the role of the demand side (i.e. on sector for new technology application), particularly for  higher level and enabling technologies (such as robotics and artificial intelligence) that cut across sectors (and places). In this regard, the UK’s industrial strategy needs to be more ambitious in setting out a roadmap for how existing and emerging sectors (and places) can be transformed by these enabling technologies over the next ten to twenty years.  Overall, the injection of technologies into existing sectors is vague, let alone offering any indication of possible new sectors that a ‘UK2035’ agenda might encompass. 
There also needs to be a greater appreciation of the spatial and systemic aspects of R&D. The mission-driven focus on R&D has no spatial dimension and it does not link technologies with sectors. Best practice from Sweden, Finland and Germany which use triple helix and regional innovation models for instance can be insightful. 

5 What are the UK’s strengths and capabilities in these sub sectors?
Response:  Strengths: already very efficient; very high tech and globally competitive; built skilled workforce; integrated in global value chains; connected with UK research infrastructure (Universities and e.g. Catapults). The UK is also well-positioned in value-added parts of the value chain – these are often classified as ‘services’ in nature even if they may be part of manufacturing value-chains.
Weakness: Brexit and barriers to intra-industry trade (along the value chain);  this leads to private underinvestment [business leaders are unsure on the Labour Government’s vision on the pillars of the green and digital transitions, namely, energy, skills, quality of basic research]; lack of aspiration by the Labour Government to activate demand-side and procurement policy to create demand in new markets (regulate the construction sector to add solar panel and energy efficiency planning to all new built homes to ensure energy security and lower energy costs); lack of regional level policy making, regional level bodies (like the RDAs) need to be set up again to design and shape effective cluster and regional innovation policies, alongside regionally based cross-cutting initiatives like Made Smarter.

6 What are the key enablers and barriers to growth in these sub sectors and how could the UK government address them?   
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_KPqLENRCPnqH][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_CoTkDZJbKzVD]Response: Despite notable and longstanding strengths in these areas, Brexit has clearly had a deleterious impact on parts of both the automotive (Bailey et al., 2022) and pharmaceutical sectors (Roscoe et al., 2020) particularly for smaller firms and suppliers. In the case of transport-related industries like automotive, this has impacted especially on smaller firms (Bailey et al, 2023).

Business Environment
7 What are the most significant barriers to investment? Do they vary across the growth-driving sectors? What evidence can you share to illustrate this? 
Response: Brexit and the end of frictionless trade with the EU, our largest trading bloc, continue to be a slow drag on trade and inward investment.  Both quantitative and qualitative studies confirm this. Du et al. (2023), for instance, find Brexit has had a large and continuing negative impact on UK goods exports, especially for smaller firms.  Bailey et al. (2023)’s qualitative data find that the “imposition of new non-tariff barriers through Brexit has proved particularly challenging to smaller firms in manufacturing supply chains”. These trade barriers deter inward investment, as multinational firms are more cautious to invest – the UK is no longer a gateway into the European Single Market. 
The UK has long had a poor investment record – since the mid-1990s the UK has trailed the G7 and now ranks 28th of 31 OECD countries, according to the Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR). Since 1990, the UK’s investment gap with the OECD average is estimated to be around £35 billion a year (IPPR, 2024). Since 2016, the UK’s investment has been especially weak – it is estimated that because of Brexit, investment is around 10% lower than it would otherwise have been (Portes, 2023). 
Removing/mitigating the (non-tariff) barriers to trade with the EU needs to be a priority. This is easier said than done, but a commitment to dynamic alignment of regulatory standards with the EU would be a way forward.  
Any new strategy needs to link supply chains and clusters. The Green Paper mentions supply chains and clusters a several times but treats them as if they are separate entities. Rather, clusters comprise local value chains that in most cases are plugged into global value chains through to the bridging role of multinational firms (large, medium or small sized). Understanding the link between clusters and supply chains for regional growth enables a new industrial policy to address issues related to rebuilding supply chains in manufacturing sectors (this links to the rebalancing agenda) via new firms’ formation that would enable the OEMs (assemblers) to onshore (outsource from suppliers more locally), reshore or nearshore (change suppliers from overseas to UK or locally).[footnoteRef:2] [2:  See Bailey and De Propris (2017) on possibilities in the automotive case for example.] 

In line with our earlier comments, there is the need to build a meso-level regional tier of governance to address these factors, working with Catapults and central government. 

Business Environment – People and Skills
8 Where you identified barriers in response to Question 7 which relate to people and skills (including issues such as delivery of employment support, careers, and skills provision), what UK government policy solutions could best address these? 
Response: Skills are critical enablers for growth. Yet, the UK educational systems are still primarily centrally designed and controlled, and this includes further and technical education which is still dominated by national accreditation systems. A clearer vision and commitment must be shown by the Labour Government to match local employers’ ambition to access the relevant skills.  The Government need to support and finance the development of curricula and training programmes which are tailored to local demands as most FE students remain very local. Germany offers the best template, whereby local educational institutions, firms and chambers of commerce all cooperate with länder governments to provide education-employment channels. See also the example of the Motorvehicle University in Emilia Romagna (Home - Muner), set up as a partnership public-private to feed the right skills into one of the cornerstones of the regional economy. Similarly, universities need to be given major and explicit incentives to engage with local actors beyond individual Civic University Agreements. At present, the higher education research and teaching evaluation frameworks offer no such incentives, based as they are on national criteria. In the UK context responsibility for both identifying skills needs and delivery needs to be devolved to a meso-level governance level.
More widely, the Green Paper’s focus on technology and high-skilled sectors will  leave behind certain industries, workers and places. The strategy’s vision for a high-tech, innovation-driven economy is commendable, but there is a risk that this selective approach focussed only on supporting sectors of existing/potential strength is at odds with the goal of tackling regional inequalities and could in fact widen the divide between high-skilled and low-skilled workers and between successful and left-behind places.  
For workers in foundational sectors (such as retail, hospitality, and care), in traditional manufacturing—sectors that are not necessarily innovation-driven—, or ones in which jobs are at threat from advances in digitalisation and AI the strategy offers little in terms of support or retraining. Yet without a robust plan for upskilling and re-skilling workers throughout their lives, as we see for example in Singapore through its Skills-Future programme, there could be a growing polarisation between those who benefit from the green and high-tech economies and those who do not.

9 What more could be done to achieve a step change in employer investment in training in the growth-driving sectors? 
Response: In line with our position above, whilst support of the most productive sectors and those with the most potential should be the ambition of industrial strategy, we would advocate that industrial strategy should make some provision to ‘lift’ those at the bottom, which may be dragging the UK down, due to their legacies for UK industrialisation.  We see a need not only for a step change in employer investment in training in growth-driving sectors but also for retraining and upskilling in growth-dragging sectors.  For sectors that are not among the currently most productive, or recognised as having  the ‘ most potential’,  their potential may nevertheless be increased by investment in training. For sectors whose eventual decline is foreseeable, provision of re-training so that employees can find future employment in sectors of growth should be done far earlier and more extensively than currently occurs. This would have regional implications to because a smoother transition between declining and growing industrial clusters within a region can be facilitated, leading to less significant job losses when the declining cluster eventually dies. This should be seen as part of a ‘just transition’ (de Ruyter et al, 2024)

Business Environment - Innovation
10 Where you identified barriers in response to Question 7 which relate to RDI and technology adoption and diffusion, what policy solutions could best address these?
Response: As it is argued in the response to Question 7, removing/mitigating the (non-tariff) barriers to trade with the EU needs to be a priority. A commitment to dynamic alignment of regulatory standards with the EU would be a way forward. Indeed, in recent analysis of regional innovation data (Dimos et al., 2024), it is vividly illustrated that regulations – both UK and EU – are a significant barrier to innovation. The misalignment between UK and EU regulations makes the UK a less attractive place for inward FDI which significantly compromises not only innovation but also productivity. Indeed, foreign firms in the UK tend to be more productive than domestic firms (Dimos et al., 2024) and they constitute an important part in generating knowledge spillovers for the UK’s innovation ecosystem.  Besides foreign firms, domestic firms also struggle with UK regulations (Dimos et al., 2024). Therefore, the regulation barriers to innovation not only thin the innovation ecosystem but they also constitute a threat to undertaking R&D and innovation activities. In addition to removing/mitigating the (non-tariff) barriers to trade with the EU, the creation of certain facilities able to provide specialised guidance to firms around overcoming any regulation (UK and EU) challenges would be another policy solution.
Another barrier identified in the response to Question 7 is the UK’s poor investment record. This underinvestment is indeed a pervasive issue also for innovation with firms consistently reporting “economic risk”, “finance availability”, “cost of finance” and “high cost of innovation” as top barriers to investing in innovation (Dimos et al., 2024). The strengthening of existing public R&D support programmes (both R&D grants and R&D tax credits) can be a viable way forward alongside the further development of the three Venture Capital Schemes (VCS) (Venture Capital Trust, Enterprise Investment Scheme and Seed Enterprise Investment Scheme).
Furthermore, recent analysis of regional innovation data (Dimos et al., 2024) shows also a pervasive barrier to innovation being the ‘lack of qualified personnel’ across UK regions and especially for micro establishments and SMEs. However, for certain regions this apparently contradicts Census and other ONS data which document a highly qualified workforce and relatively small skills gaps. This points towards a potential mismatch between workforce qualification / skills and the innovation-specific skills required by employers. Introduction of innovation-oriented modules in the national curriculum and innovation-targeted training programmes potentially run by a meso-level regional tier of governance (see Question 7) would be a way forward.

11 What are the barriers to R&D commercialisation that the UK government should be considering? 
Response:  One significant barrier is the disconnect between academic and commercial skillsets. While university spinouts often originate from groundbreaking research, many academics lack the entrepreneurial expertise required to build and scale a business. In tackling this barrier, linking academic co-founders to the complementary skillset of commercial co-founders is key in successfully commercialising the outcomes of R&D.
Intrinsic institutional practices within universities also pose challenges. Universities publish research for public benefit rather than pursuing defensible intellectual property (e.g., patents). This, however, can deter investors as the outcomes of such R&D suffer from serious appropriability issues. Moreover, the initial equity stakes that universities typically take may give rise to disincentives to private investment. Even if they do invest, there may be issues in successfully running the spin-out arising from incompatible mindsets and different ambitions between academics and investors / shareholders.
Another barrier is the lengthy time required from the research lab to market. This translates into higher commercialisation risk, and it requires substantial patient investment. Early-stage funding gaps exacerbate the difficulty, particularly for projects needing significant resources to develop commercially viable products.

Business Environment - Data
12 How can the UK government best use data to support the delivery of the Industrial Strategy?
Response:  There needs to be a greater appreciation of both the limitations and most practical uses of data within policy circles. Accurate, timely and relevant data are a necessary pre-requisite for effective policy: without them it is impossible to effectively assess results. One example of this is the fact that no subnational deflators (or measures of regional purchasing power) are used (Hearne, 2021).
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_8Nd1h5Nx4iwZ]The natural corollary of this is that nominal productivity (and output) of London appears extremely high due to its elevated price level, leading policymakers to unhelpfully cast London as an exemplar to be emulated and distorting policy decisions as a result (Coffey et al., 2023). 

Business Environment - Infrastructure
14 Where you identified barriers in response to Question 7 which relate to planning, infrastructure and transport, what UK government policy solutions could best address these in addition to existing reforms? How can this best support regional growth?
15 How can investment into infrastructure support the Industrial Strategy? What can the UK government do to better support this and facilitate co-investment? How does this differ across infrastructure classes? 
Response:  The energy, communication, transport, health and education infrastructures need to be fundamentally transformed in this decade to allow the UK economy to prosper and growth. 
London is likely to lose its ‘growth mojo’, due to the loss of its centrality in the global financial sector and the trade frictions added by Brexit which are blocking service exports from the capital. Therefore, prosperity and growth must be promoted across the wider country; for this to happen the UK needs to commit to significant investment in its communication and transport networks. The UK is visibly behind other EU economies that for instance, have already fast trains connecting large cities cheaply and easily (see Italy, France, Spain, let alone, Japan, and many Asian economies), secure 5G access beyond urban areas; or have free, high quality education until 16 (in the UK this not happening due to the two-tier education system) and cheaper university fees. 
GB Energy is a promising starting point to ‘kick off’ the green energy transition in the UK. Access to decentralised (on-the-roof or under-the-feet energy) and cheaper energy enables energy security and energy inclusion (access to affordable energy for everyone). This can be achieved through a number of practical policy initiatives such as: 1) regulating the construction industry to build energy producing and consuming houses; 2) providing subsidies to incentivise the adoption of green energy (solar or heat-pumps); 3) relaxing conservation areas planning regulations to allow the installation of green energy; and 4) incentivising Local Councils to host green energy plants (wind farms).

Business Environment - Regulation
16 Do you have suggestions on where regulation can be reformed or introduced to encourage growth and innovation, including addressing any barriers you identified in Question 7?
Response:  Given the drag on investment caused by Brexit, a reset of EU relations is as pre-condition, alongside a commitment to dynamic alignment of regulatory standards with the EU.
 
Business Environment – Crowding in Investment
21 What are the main factors that influence businesses’ investment decisions? Do these differ for the growth-driving sectors and based on the nature of the investment (e.g. buildings, machinery & equipment, vehicles, software, RDI, workforce skills) and types of firms (large, small, domestic, international, across different regions)?
Response:  There are numerous issues here. The size of the market is critical – this has effectively narrowed since Brexit (see response to Point 7). 
Investment in infrastructure and skills are critical. The UK’s aged infrastructure is in dire need of modernisation, particularly in the context of new technologies and shifting energy needs. By pledging to invest in broadband, electricity supply, rail and roads, the foundations are laid out for a more interconnected economy. Improved connectivity between complementary firms, within and between supply chains, and across space could purposefully boost productivity as well as positive spillovers across space, reduce economic disparities between different regions, and attract investments in areas that have been economically stagnant for years.
Places blessed with strong and capable infrastructures, are more likely to attract new firms and investment that drive local growth. 

Place
26 Do you agree with this characterisation of clusters? Are there any additional characteristics of dimensions of cluster definition and strength we should consider, such as the difference between services clusters and manufacturing clusters?
Response:  The definition of clusters in the Green Paper is misleading in suggesting that clusters are self-contained systems of production. They are instead connected outwardly on many levels (knowledge exchange, intra-industry trade/ value chain exchanges, access to skills, innovation connection). In addition, a cluster can feed into different value chains that rely on similar technologies or knowledge bases (enabling technologies). Finally, the nature of clusters is changing because the nature of industries is changing: the separation between manufacturing and services is important but now there are significant, and value creation overlaps between the two. 
The Green Paper refers many times to ‘high potential clusters’ but they are not defined. There are possibly several types of clusters in the UK depending on whether they are immobile or mobile; locally embedded or very shallow; in obsolescing technologies; export-oriented or not; energy-intensive or not. 

27 What public and private sector interventions are needed to make strategic industrial sites ‘investment-ready’? How should we determine which sites across the UK are most critical for unlocking this investment? 
Response:  A UK industrial strategy aimed at enhancing productivity can only be effective if the strategy connects with the underlying realities of the UK economy. Amongst large OECD economies the UK is almost unique in the extent to which productivity problems are geographical and regional problems rather than being sectoral problems. In the UK’s core regions - London plus its immediate hinterland - almost all sectors perform well while in the rest of the UK’s non-core regions only a few sectors perform well. Indeed, the degree to which productivity spillovers do not transmit or operate across such small distances between the core of the UK economy and the rest of the UK is almost unprecedented amongst OECD nations.
In terms of governance and connectivity issues, the UK’s highly centralised institutional set-up is inappropriate to deal with the many different and multi-faceted challenges faced by its constituent regions. For instance, the combination of an overly London-centric transport infrastructure system along with a highly centralised UK system of government seems, if anything, to have inhibited London-centred productivity spillovers from spreading further northwards. Consequently, London and its hinterland have become largely decoupled from the rest of the UK.  

28 How should the Industrial Strategy accelerate growth in city regions and clusters of growth sectors across the UK through Local Growth Plans and other policy mechanisms?
The green paper bemoans that ‘Too often, the impact of (previous) industrial strategies has been concentrated in certain regions and not shared across communities’ (p.28). At the same time, in England, the proposed Local Growth plans will be set out and administered through Mayoral Combined Authorities (MCAs). However, these only cover just over 40% of England’s population – so, potentially, not all areas will benefit.  
The UK regional productivity problem is now the UK national productivity problem (McCann 2016), but the current institutional and infrastructure settings give government very little traction for addressing the problems. The UK institutional set up for three to four decades has been almost entirely blind to the geographical realities and therefore many policy initiatives are largely unrelated to the problems at hand. 
Indeed, in many ways the UK’s ‘national’ strategies have been a large part of the UK’s productivity problem. An over-emphasis on space-blind and sectoral-type thinking in central government for three decades, combined with a (mistaken in hindsight) belief that a dynamic London will drive the whole UK economy, has allowed the geographical issues to be largely ignored, or at least heavily under-played for decades (Fai and Tomlinson, 2023). 
It is critical the new industrial strategy trajectory does not again repeat these recurring mistakes, by excessively focusing on national sectoral issues. Fostering innovation, productivity, skills and entrepreneurship in the current UK context without seriously considering the spatial and institutional factors underpinning them will just repeat past mistakes. 
Only a place-based approach to industrial policy - where policy is intentionally place-sensitive, place-aware and emphasises bottom-up policy design and tailored policy responses driving entrepreneurship and innovation (smart specialisation) - will allow these other elements outlined in the green paper to take shape. Indeed, building a place-based approach offers the potential to link themes such as R&D, supply chain and skills in a place-based institutional approach.
Yet these issues only really come into the Green Paper at the very end, whereas in the UK case they underpin each of the other productivity drivers. As such, these key features of the UK economy and polity need to be reflected throughout the whole industrial strategy document. Institutions are key to joining up sectors with regions and places. In this regard, fragmentation and uneven capacities mean that MCAs, local authorities and councils are unlikely to serve as an effective framework for delivering this holistic approach.
In order to do this, the UK has to make some major and long-term policy and institutional steps away from the view or vision that enhancing London’s performance is in the ‘national’ interest. London and its hinterland has already largely decoupled itself from the rest of the UK economy, and the benefits of productivity gains in London remain largely in London and its hinterland. 
This will require the building of new regional meso-level institutions and coordinating systems. This is the most important challenge ahead for UK Industrial policy to address and also the most difficult to achieve.
Much of the UK is currently trapped between policies being set at a national level – which is typically far too large to be meaningful – or, when considered at local levels refer only to  MCAs which only cover a minority of the population. Even here, for most MCA’s the degree of true autonomy over local decision making is strongly limited by the need for central government approval of proposed economic growth plans/ local industrial strategies. Going back to our over-arching point, institutions are key to joining up sectors with regions and places. It is the critical meso-level of governance and policy – in which industrial and regional policies are largely symbiotic – which the UK currently lacks. As such, UK governance is often either too large and distant, or too small and local, to be effective. 
Most other successful economies (USA, Australia, Germany, Canada, Belgium, Austria, France, Switzerland Japan) have or are heavily upgrading meso-governance levels spanning populations of 3-5 million people. This allows for genuine local and bottom-up policy-making in conjunction with national top-down policy frameworks. The alternative model evident in many smaller economies (Sweden, Netherlands, Finland, Denmark) is that ostensibly centralised national governance systems are in reality very bottom-up in nature with local policy inputs being incorporated in national frameworks. The UK has until very recently had neither of these features. 
A focus on devolution and empowering local leaders in other regions to shape industrial policies, tailored to their specific needs is a step in the right direction - if it goes far enough. To ensure effective oversight, local industrial strategy councils – with representatives from business, unions, and local universities – could be established to advise and monitor progress (see also, Fai & Tomlinson 2019). 
For a country like the UK with such large interregional inequalities over small distances and in which the core region is decoupling from the rest of the country, the only governance set-up which is worse than a top-down centralised and space-blind system, is a devolved system which is primarily dependent on local finances. Finding ways to encourage decentralisation and devolution in decision making (in order to foster local development incentives, accountability and engagement) without weakening the UK’s (already limited) interregional fiscal stabilisers, is a critical balancing act. 
The principles behind the design of new meso-level institutions are that they should foster and enhance local, city and regional leadership which links across institutions, stakeholders, and political affiliations. Building cross-party, cross-stakeholder and cross-institutional alignment is the most important role for local, city and regional leadership and this should be aimed long-term at maximising civic engagement. Some of this is already developing at the city-region level, but city-region types of set-ups are only realistic for a minority of UK localities. 
In summary, despite different policies and institutional arrangements over the past 30 years from governments of various political persuasions, we observe that little substantive progress has been made in addressing the sub-national economy's two critical but interrelated problems. First, the UK (particularly England) is too fiscally and governmentally centralised. Second, the UK is spatially and sectorally imbalanced. We suggest that there are three key tests for new Labour Government in terms of industrial strategy:
· The first relates to the base of ideas underpinning sub-national economic policy. Despite political differences between Labour, Coalition and Conservative governments since 1997 and shifts in the underlying base of economic ideas, the broad approach has remained essentially neo-classical and place-neutral in practice. There is an urgent need to move beyond this framework to adopt a practical place-based approach. 
· Second, despite consistent rhetoric from all governments about the importance of devolution, little progress has been made in England, and the dominant model remains essentially ‘conditional localism’ in the absence of effective devolution.  This looks set to continue. 
· Third, there is the over-riding need to develop a long-term industrial strategy that brings together technology, sectors and place, and fills the ‘missing middle’ in regional and industrial policy in England (Bailey and Hildreth, 2023).


Partnerships and Institutions
30 How can the Industrial Strategy Council best support the UK government to deliver and monitor the Industrial Strategy? 
31 How should the Industrial Strategy Council interact with key non-government institutions and organisations?  
32 How can we improve the interface between the Industrial Strategy Council and government, business, local leaders and trade unions?
Response:  See Response to Point 28, especially our suggestion of local industrial strategy councils – with representatives from business, unions and local universities – to advise and monitor progress, at the local level. 
The proposal for an Industrial Strategy Council set up on statutory footing to oversee the strategy is a welcome move but needs much more detail if it is to be on a comparable footing to say the Office for Budget Responsibility.
The Council could offer a degree of external oversight, and potentially hardwire the idea of industrial strategy as a partnership between the state and business. This isn’t meant to be a top-down, ‘picking winners’ approach but rather a collaborative effort to discover new opportunities and challenges and to develop new policies accordingly.
In a ‘place-based’ approach, policy has a positive role in stimulating new knowledge and ideas through interactions between local groups (endogenously) and external actors (exogenously). Yet such knowledge is uncertain, is embedded in localities and needs to be uncovered through participatory and bottom-up processes to build consensus and trust. But it is exactly the national state’s lack both an understanding and knowledge of local places (it lacks a ‘sense of communities’) that creates weakness in its capacity to adapt its approach towards local places and mediate local consensus and trust between local actors as well as to mobilise local resources effectively. 
This place-based approach has strong parallels with Rodrik’s (2004, 2008) perspective of industrial strategy as a process of discovery requiring strategic collaboration between the private sector and state in unlocking growth opportunities but set within a framework of multi-level governance so as to enable a process of local collaboration and discovery, while enabling external challenge to local elites engaging in rent-seeking behaviour. So industrial and regional policies which facilitate this process of discovery through strategic collaboration are seen as relevant under place-based perspectives and require appropriate institutions to engender this.  
In fact, this is largely how modern, intelligent industrial strategy is conceived of in contemporary debates. Here, industrial policy focuses on the discovery process, with firms and the state learning about underlying costs and opportunities and engaging in strategic coordination.  In this regard, there is an institutional and capacity failure in the English context inherent at the national level in terms of the lack of resources to design industrial strategy interventions, although the creation of an independent Industrial Strategy Commission under Labour may assist in solving this issue. 
In this sense, given the lack of resources at a national level to develop such policies and given the capacity constraints of many Combined Authorities outside of major cities, there is a role for an intermediate tier in bringing ‘place’ and ‘sectors’ together in terms of industrial and regional policy development. Filling this ‘missing space’ requires regionally based actors and industrial development strategies. Rather than ‘starting from scratch’ or applying ‘one size fits all policies’, regional industrial strategies require tailor-made policy actions embedded in and linked to the specific needs and available resources of regions, starting with the existing knowledge and institutional base in that region.  These need to capitalise on region-specific assets, rather than attempting to replicate and apply policies that may have worked in quite different places (Bailey and Hildreth, 2024).

Additional Information
36 Is there any additional information you would like to provide?
Response:  A major concern is the lack of detail as to how the strategy will be funded. Many of the policies outlined, such as investing in infrastructure, boosting R&D, and supporting regional growth, require a substantial financial commitment. However, the Green Paper does not provide much detail on where the funding will come from or how much will be available. In fact, the National Wealth Fund has been cut by a fifth, even as it is being used to revamp the UK Investment Bank. Without clear financial backing, there is a risk that the proposals remain aspirational rather than actionable.
Overall, the new Green Paper is a welcome forward-looking document that seeks to position the UK for the future in terms of innovation, infrastructure, and clean energy. Its focus on regional development, technological advancement, and sustainability is commendable and much needed in the face of growing global and domestic challenges.
However, the success of this strategy will depend on its ability to translate ideas into concrete actions and on whether it addresses some of the deeper structural issues facing the economy, such as regional inequality, post-Brexit uncertainties, and the divide between high-skilled and low-skilled workers.
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