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1.
INTRODUCTION
Graduates for Growth was established in January 1998 as a means of bringing together graduates and SME employers, with the aims of:

· helping companies benefit from new thinking introduced by graduates, particularly in traditional sectors

· influencing more graduates to remain in the local area

· influencing graduates on the opportunities and benefits of working in SME’s

SEEL has supported the project since its inception, being the principal funder. Support has also been made available, to differing degrees from Edinburgh Chamber of Commerce, the four Universities in Edinburgh, Edinburgh City Council and the private sector. Originally it was envisaged that fee income from GfG’s activities would make the project self financing, but this has been difficult to achieve. A condition of SEEL’s funding 2000-2001 was that efforts would be made to identify alternative sources of funds, for example the Scottish Executive and the Scottish Higher Education Funding Council.

Given the difficulties experienced in this area , SEEL has requested Matrix Management Consultancy to review GfG, and to 

· identify whether GfG should be continued based on its performance to date, and the context within which it operates, and if so

· suggest ways in which it might be taken forward.
In particular SEEL wants to know whether external funding could or should be sourced, how GfG fits with emerging national priorities, and if it could or should be expanded throughout Scotland. 

In carrying out this evaluation we have consulted with the Project Director, members of the Advisory committee, other Universities, other LEC’s and SEN. We have obtained relevant quantitative information for review, and also reviewed other existing documents such as the GfG Business Plan for a Scottish service, the evaluation report of September 2000 prepared by Jan Tunnock and the employers’ survey of February 2000. We have supplemented the last by carrying out a small survey ourselves of participating employers.
2. PERFORMANCE AGAINST TARGETS

2.1
Actual performance 1998-2000. 





May  Dec 1998
Jan  Nov 1999

2000

Company visits



  96

  69


80

Companies with vacancies


  76 (yrs. 1&2)


50

Recruitments



16

  34


36

% vacancies filled



  66%



72%

Cost per recruitment 


£2267


£1272

£1467

Graduates interviewed


550


750

625

Promotional events attended
             70


103

*1

Note: cost per recruitment excludes in-kind contributions as costs. 

70% of jobs are classified as ‘new’.

*1 
No count of marketing events done – a list of activities has been


provided

Company visits have increased again this year after a dip in 1999, but on average vacancies identified seem to have increased.  The number of company vacancies as a percentage of visits has also increased from 46% to 62%. Recruitment has gone up, with 72% of vacancies this year being filled. Cost per job is attractive, there being a slight increase this year as opposed to last.  The number of graduates interviewed has dropped from last year, but with a higher return. 

2.2 Year 2000 actuals vs. targets







Target

Actual

Company visits



150


80

Companies with vacancies


60


50

Recruitments




40


36

% vacancies filled



66%


72%

Graduates interviewed


800


625

Income:


SEEL




£45,000

£45,000


City Edinburgh Council

£2,000

£2,000


Recruitment fees


£22,500

£20,975

Sponsorship



£5,000

£5,300



In-kind (*2)

*2

The in-kind contribution from the Universities is difficult to put an accurate figure on, as it includes time and space for careers service input and other intangibles. However, more clearly it does include the part time staff resource provided by Edinburgh University (at £17,000 until July 2002), and £500 from the Universities towards the Scot FM advertising campaign.

Achievements in 2000 have been down against targets, though this analysis was carried out at mid November, so actuals may prove to be nearer target levels. The higher percentage of recruitments against vacancies suggests more effective use of resource, but discussions with various people during this review have highlighted the difficulty in doing this kind of intensive job, with more companies and graduates, with restricted resources. The 150 target for visits also looks possibly ambitious relative to previous years’ achievements. There may be an issue here in terms of reaching companies and then being able to respond to resulting demand.

2.3
Companies and organisations visited




Q1

Q2
Q3

Q4
Total

1998



30

24
22

20
 96

1999



14

15
16

24
 69

2000



17

20
18

25
 80

Total









245

Notes:

1999 Q4 boosted by Scot FM advertising. 2000 Q4 higher due to additional manpower becoming available in September in Midlothian.

Breakdown by type of employer

Computer/web consultancies

35

Engineering & construction


30

Printing/publishing/media


30

Advertising/marketing/PR


25

Finance/accountancy


25

Other manufacturing


20

Retail & catering



20

Misc. property/business services

20

Transport/communications


10

Business consultancy/advice

10

Charities




10

Education/training



10

Total 





245

It is interesting to note the fairly general nature of the companies and organisations visited over the three years. This reflects the original objectives of being focused on sectors where graduate thinking might be expected to make more of a difference, though no actual planned approach to sectors was evident. More ‘modern’ sectors such as biotechnology and software have been covered but not with any depth. Computer companies and web consultancies have been very active areas.

2.4
Jobs recruited (1998 – 2000)

Sectors

Finance




13

Marketing




12

Engineering & construction


12

Other manufacturing


11

Retail/transport/distribution


10

Property/business development

 9

IT





 7

Publishing/media



 7

Other





 5

Types of work

Marketing & sales



30

Computer/web consultancy

19

Finance




12

General management/admin.

12

Engineering




 6

Other





 7

Total





86

The sectors providing most of the recruitment are again fairly general. Similarly the types of work are less technical, with the exception of some in IT and engineering.

2.5
Year 2000 company size

Size of companies (employees)

1-5





5

6-20





14

21-50





16

51-100




8

101-200




2

200-500




5

Summary

While performance may have slipped this year against the targets set, there has been progress made in all of the main target areas. Of most note are the figures for cost per job, vacancies identified as a percentage of visits, and the percentage of vacancies filled. The worthiness of the graduates in these posts is looked at later, as are other elements of the processes and added value provided  by GfG. Most of the jobs filled seem to be more marketing and management oriented as opposed to technical or scientific. The sectors covered seem to be broad, and perhaps clearer definition of the sectors being targeted relative to the profiles of graduates joining the database might prove useful. Resource has been an issue holding back the number of vacancies being identified. There may also be marketing issues connected with this, though responding to big increases in employer interest may be difficult to cope with at times. 

3.
MAIN ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION
3.1
Reactiveness of Service

GfG is aware that it is currently more reactive than proactive, companies approaching it when they have vacancies. If demand dips and effort is put into visiting companies and finding vacancies, demand then increases to difficult levels. Evidence suggests therefore that more jobs could be filled if sufficient resource was available for meeting and convincing companies, and dealing with graduate matching, profiling and mentoring. The recent addition of part time resource in Midlothian has demonstrated that increased graduate recruitment follows. Key skill requirements for additional resource ideally would be business knowledge, plus some personnel/recruitment skills. 

A number of participants have commented that GfG has not reached its potential company audience. While this is partly an issue of resource, there would appear to be scope to increase promotion of GfG through a detailed marketing plan. It’s also not evident that business advisers from the network in contact with companies have promoted or advised companies on GfG – perhaps recently there has been more awareness of sectoral programmes such as for software, though these are more training oriented.

3.2
Specialist sector graduates

The view is that software graduates would tend to approach ‘Graduates into Software’ before contacting GfG. There are cross referrals between GfG and Graduates into Software, but more could be done to clarify and strengthen the links. GfG’s focus on recruitment and support could potentially still supplement the sectoral focus of Graduates into Software, since the services actually provided are different. The latter involves some matching of CV’s against emerging vacancies in IT/software companies, but no interviewing or mentoring is provided. The service is free to companies, and training subsidy is available. Specialised sectoral activities may be able to dovetail, firstly because these activities might provide additional support, and secondly because their emphasis is on training rather than recruitment. We are aware also of developments within the biotechnology sector, with the PREBIO initiative aiming to provide suitable training and assist with recruitment. The emphasis once more is very much on employability and training. Where there is overlap with any sectoral activities, some coordination of the recruitment activity would be helpful.

There may in fact be difficulties in trying to be too sectorally specific with GfG. The argument that certain more traditional sectors might benefit from graduates is still valid, but so too is the potential additional value that could be added to focused initiatives for training e.g. in software or biotechnology. Where there may be more of an issue is where graduates go into certain service sectors (e.g. property development or estate agency)) where there is perhaps more of an argument of underemployment. Application of rules utilised by SE for which sectors it can and cannot engage in might be appropriate. 

Within the overall small business support framework there is also the issue of generic business support to be addressed. While LEC’s focus most resources on priority companies, various services are still required for the larger market as a whole. Many of these are being put on-line, for companies to access information and support self-service style. Others may be offered as group services rather than individual. GfG may be something like the latter where there are shared resources, grouping SME’s, HEI’s, LEC’s and Chambers together under one umbrella for graduate recruitment.  

3.3
Market failure – a voice for SME’s

The existence of GfG and the process it follows are means of assisting ‘good graduates’ get the chance to present to SME employers, where otherwise they might not -

· because SME’s would not normally look in this direction at all

· since they would try to recruit through advertisements and other traditional approaches

· because the good graduates would tend to get picked off first by the larger employers at careers and recruitment fairs. 

Universities find it difficult to maintain liaison with SME’s individually, and larger companies will therefore have an advantage due to their resources. For many of the larger organisations the resource they invest in money and staff time at careers fairs and other activities is substantial, and a number of these companies will be from outwith Scotland. The danger is that top graduates will drain from the country if there are no mechanisms to at least highlight the alternatives locally. GfG therefore provides such a mechanism for bringing good graduates and SME’s together. It is felt graduates would not simply go to SME’s or other recruitment companies of their own volition. Similarly SME’s have difficulties often with effective recruitment procedures. Having someone take care of this for them is an advantage. 

Graduates might not consider looking in the direction of growing and ambitious SME’s due to concerns about career progression, salaries and security. Presenting an alternative picture regarding opportunities and activities in this sector has to be positive. Napier University for example believes GfG has definitely helped change perceptions amongst the students about SME opportunities locally. The GfG stand at careers fairs is said to be one of the most popular, obviously acting as a common resource for SME’s (through GfG) who would not otherwise be there. We interviewed two local Universities, Napier and Edinburgh. Some other comments are covered elsewhere, but both in general rated GfG very highly, in terms of concept and the role it could play, and in terms of the practice, and the work actually done. 

GfG can play a part in stopping leakage of graduates from higher tech sectors as well. By providing a clear access route to local employers it can make a difference, supported by other specialist services for these sectors. As mentioned above, it makes graduates aware of other opportunities compared to individual larger employers, and it provides them with opportunities at a local level. Crucially, it is a combined effort on recruitment and training by a project like GfG in conjunction with SE/LEC activities which will make a difference to graduate leakage. The changing perception of companies through time as to the roles graduates can play will also make a difference, to be influenced by SEN and the LEC’s, as well as projects like GfG. 

Part of the appeal is in providing students with the option of local employment. 

A typical scenario would be where a graduate is looking for local employment, but is unaware of local, good opportunities. He/she moves into a less than ideal job with another employer, not utilising their skills, i.e. they have entered so called ‘underemployment’. GfG presents an alternative to this, increasingly important as the output of graduates continues to increase. 

The quality of graduates being interviewed by GfG appears to be high – see appendix 1. These tend to be graduates who are most keen to get a job and present themselves this way – graduates who can make a difference to the companies concerned. The table shows that the rating of the graduates being seen is, in the experience of the interviewers, higher than ratings of candidates responding directly to company advertisements. 

3.4
Avoiding underemployment – the economic and educational argument

The issue of underemployment is one which the Association of Graduate Careers Advisory Services (Scotland)  - AGCAS – highlights in its submission to the Scottish Executive Lifelong Learning Committee’s review into careers services, stating ‘ it is important for economic and social reasons that we do not lose sight of the needs of the highly qualified, who form a large and growing part of those employed in Scotland ….and it is in the interest of them and the economy that they are not unemployed or underemployed.’ ‘The need for impartial career guidance is especially acute for graduates entering SME’s, where they can be isolated and lacking access to training available in larger organisations’. 

Apart from the need for guidance and information on SME opportunities this also raises the issue of ongoing information and networking for these graduates. The Universities seem genuinely keen and willing to improve their role of linking graduates with SME’s.  Seemingly due to concerns about available funding and resources, they have not yet put much finance behind this as far as GfG is concerned, save for the in-kind support offered through Careers Service activities (and Edinburgh University’s notable exception of the staff secondment), and their own in-house courses. 

Reference is also made by AGCAS to the Dearing report which included recommendations on improving links with SME’s and entrepreneurship, and in particular ‘the benefit of having a direct link with employers and the employment market (gained through the ‘placement’ activities of the Careers Service) .. cannot be overstressed. The personal and career development of students cannot be separated from their academic development’. 

This all points to the growing role for Careers Services and other parts of HEI’s to invest in this area, as a legitimate and key area of activity, requiring a resource commitment to add some kind of ‘authenticity’ to the investment of four years’ undergraduate training. 

3.5 Market failure – private sector gaps

One significant difference between GfG and private recruitment companies is in the levels of fees charged, and related to this, the amount of time invested by GfG to find graduates suitable for the particular vacancy. Commercial recruitment companies would normally charge a much higher fee than GfG, based on a % of starting salary or a minimum fee. The GfG fee of £800 –900 (sometimes less if more than one graduate is recruited) is substantially less. It is debatable, even with the higher fee, whether the recruitment companies could or would provide a level of personal company/graduate service to match that of GfG. 

Companies are also ‘educated’ through the process of discussions. This ‘complete package’ of support needs to be stressed to the companies, as opposed to being offered a cheaper recruitment service. However for the recruitment of a graduate, no matter how good, small companies in particular will have a ceiling over which they feel a recruitment fee is too expensive. At the moment this is felt by GfG to be £1,000. This has never actually been properly tested, and there may be scope to increase the current fees gently. Quick evidence from the small sample of companies interviewed as part of this evaluation confirms high levels of satisfaction with GfG but a probable reluctance to pay much more than they already do for the service.

The time put into the work with companies and graduates, the matching, CV alterations, profiling, sifting and mentoring guidance is difficult to put a value on. This package of support however is the added value which makes GfG participants consider it successful and well appreciated. Ultimately, the cost per job is within acceptable levels at £1,467 for jobs filled in 2000, without taking into account the impact on the companies, which again from our survey is very positive. 

Some agencies currently refer graduates to GfG. Graduates going to agencies have commented, anecdotally, that there isn’t the same interest in their best career paths as there is at GfG (for the benefit of the graduate and the company together – no short term mismatching). 

3.6
Creating successful partnerships for graduate recruitment

One of the real successes of GfG, highlighted by many we interviewed, is that it has managed to bring together a wide spectrum of interests. This primarily includes SEEL in terms of business and economic development, the Universities in terms of making the most of their investment in undergraduate education and careers services, and the Chamber of Commerce & Enterprise in terms of general business and specific member interests. The creation of this partnership around the issue of graduate recruitment for the SME sector is a benefit and an achievement in its own right. In addition to this, for the Lothians, all of these have an economic interest in making graduate entry to SME’s successful, as does the City of Edinburgh Council. At the moment the City Council is the only Lothian local authority supporting the project, mainly through training funding. 

3.7
Ownership and focus

One might argue that this service would be better placed within the University Careers Services to augment their current activity. This is an option but the project would be in real danger of losing the benefits of its focus on working with and for companies (where the Chamber has a better profile) and its independence from any one University. GfG definitely sees its focus as working principally for SME employers rather than the graduates – though large amounts of ‘quality time’ are spent with the graduates. 

3.8
Recruitment vs alternative matching projects

There are significant differences between GfG and other graduate placement programmes such as those operating for example in Glasgow, Renfrewshire and Forth Valley. These offer short term placements in companies, though some matching is attempted. Scottish Enterprise Glasgow estimates 50% - 60% of the graduates are kept on by the companies.  At the moment this type of graduate programme (e.g. ‘Profit Through Knowledge’) is the only one supported by SEG. SEG (GDA) has provided a recruitment service before under the ‘ IT Company Growth’ project, which was well received but ended due to the difficulties in administering it. 

SEG believes there is no doubt that graduates need to be made more aware of job and career opportunities in Scotland, and feels that there is an issue with some Universities having insufficient knowledge about local SME needs.

Currently SEG seems to prefer going down the route of more specialised sectoral training programmes, pre-recruitment, such as the IT Summer School in September 2000. It prefers this to provision of the training afterwards, once graduates are in employment. It hopes to then attach something like ILA’s to graduates to continue their learning once in a job, for example learning new application skills as new software comes onto the market. SEG also supports the Software City Partnership project which has similar activities to Graduates into Software at SEEL. 

In the Lothians, while there could, as mentioned earlier, be more clarity between Graduates into Software and GfG, cross referrals do occur, and one can imagine this happening in other sectors and in other parts of the country. Graduates into Software is itself planning to offer its services nationally to other LEC’s next year, hoping other LEC’s will also provide training funding. Graduates into Software presently links with all Universities in Scotland. 

The issue of ‘employability’ is considered to be crucial – SEG’s view is obviously one of training and preparation for the work environment, learning personal and application skills not being provided during the degree course. GfG’s approach is to try to match companies’ needs with appropriate graduates and provide optional training afterwards. Perhaps there is merit in trying to combine the best of both within future initiatives. 

Other activities uncovered include web-based matching services. However critics suggest that this will always be limited without the power and benefit of human intervention to make a good match, and to prepare the participants for it. 

4.
FUNDING AND STRUCTURE

One of the main issues with GfG as it stands locally, and how it might develop nationally, is the issue of funding. 

SEEL’s support of the project at a local level has been fundamental to its continuation. The ratio of public to private sector funding is very high, much beyond normal acceptable levels. However the project, almost as an extended pilot, has helped demonstrate some very effective practices. The project could  conceivably therefore, be continued locally with a different funding package, or nationally. Locally the alternatives seem limited, requiring a major increase from either the private sector and/or the Universities, probably unlikely for reasons touched on below.

At a national level there would appear to be six main alternative sources:

1. Scottish Enterprise

2. Scottish Higher Education Funding Council

3. Universities

4. Private sector

5. Local authorities

6. Other e.g. European funding

Scottish Enterprise

This would be a main option should the project be run nationally. The required level of resources would not be out of the question, and the argument over intervention can refer to market failure, and the benefits of acting as a link between graduates and SME’s. There may be concerns within SE as to whether this is legitimate longer term funding, as opposed to say SHEFC, since much of the long term value lies as part of the integration of academic and careers services within higher education. Since the activities are focused on the assistance of SME growth however, there is a fit with SE’s objectives of assisting key sectors and ensuring the larger pool for potentially higher growth companies is kept topped up. It also fits with other objectives relating to learning and knowledge. SE funding would probably require demonstration of commitment from Universities and the private sector.

SHEFC

Discussions held with SHEFC suggest sympathy to the view that some of their funding should go towards this type of activity, supporting the Universities’ capabilities better. Impetus towards receiving this support might come better from GfG operating at a national level within an agreed context of where the project fits with other projects and programmes. It may also be assisted by the project demanding that a financial contribution is required from the Universities for them to be part of the project.

Universities

Following on from the above point, Universities at the moment do not contribute financially, with the exception of Edinburgh’s staff contribution. They will claim lack of resource, but given some of the earlier arguments about the long term growth of this area as being important in strategy and policy terms, this may not be sustainable. Concerted effort by the Universities to obtain funding from SHEFC would seem a legitimate route to pursue. Edinburgh University mentions the severe under-funding in Scotland of this interface between education and employment – perhaps it is time this was addressed, GfG being one suitable project to stimulate action. Unified action by the Universities would be required.

Private sector

There are different options here. 

The first is through fees charged to employers. The evidence suggests that for most SME’s this will be an issue. There will be a maximum fee chargeable, and even then this will not recover the cost of all of the services provided. However the fees charged do of course contribute to the whole. 

The second is through company sponsorship. In Edinburgh & Lothians this has been limited, partly due to the resource available to put into raising sponsorship, partly because for significant potential sponsors, there would be much greater attraction in supporting something nationally. There are also good economic arguments for large companies to do this – including contributing overall to a healthier Scottish economy and society, and assisting companies who themselves might be suppliers, partners or customers with the company in question. This would do away with the need for local fund raising activities, since we would suggest the sponsorship would be raised by the leading Advisory Group. 

A third possible option is through the Chambers. However this overlaps with their members funding GfG in their roles as employers of graduates through the project. (In this regard member feedback on the project has been complementary, though more need to know about it.) It is unlikely Chambers would have the resources to provide finance on top of this, though this should not be discounted. Chambers could however be written into a partnership through provision of accommodation, and other in-kind support. In Edinburgh the goodwill of the Chamber is considered to have been crucial in helping the project get off the ground. 

Local authorities

Edinburgh currently funds training and this may be transferable to other areas. Alternatively, training could be supported by SE and the LEC’s, and local authorities make a contribution to the core costs of running the project. It is unlikely in the current context that local authorities should be asked or could contribute major parts of the required funding.

Other e.g. European funding

So far investigations into this have been restrained by the inability of wider Edinburgh to access EU support. If the project went national, there may be scope to explore funding on a national basis, or by support in other local areas contributing to and balancing the funding overall.

Local or national project?

Attempts are being made to promote the spread of GfG to a national level. Members of the Advisory group and the Executive have had discussions with other Chambers and Universities who are apparently supportive, and the concept was promoted at a GfG seminar in September also involving Nicol Stephen MSP. In particular the Universities of Dundee and Abertay expressed strong interest as has SET and the Chamber there. Advantages would include spreading the acclaimed benefits of the local project nationally, overcoming issues over where graduates study, live and work.  Boundaries within Scotland are potentially meaningless, suggesting a centralised database might be developed, providing a project with a future and thus being more reliable in the longer term for both companies and graduates who have invested or are currently investing in it. Currently a number of LEC’s are almost certainly dealing with the same Universities. 

If the project moved to a national basis there are alternatives as to how this could operate. One alternative is to run it centrally with local satellites, where the HEI’s are located, involving partnerships similar to that presently operating. Another is to have local partnerships supported by the current one in Edinburgh. One of the concerns of the Advisory Group at the moment is that the project has too loose and informal a structure and constitution, lacking credibility. It is seen as ‘floating’ and not having the impact on the SME market that it could potentially have, due to lack of profile and contact. Whatever the structure taken forward, this issue must be addressed - perhaps as a charitable status company. The most appropriate route for SE to fund this would therefore either be to the central project for distribution, through Edinburgh, or SEEL. LEC’s could contribute to local partnership projects themselves. Certainly ownership at a local level involving local partnerships would appear to be crucial, setting funding aside as a separate matter.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

In carrying out this review we have consulted with advisory and executive members of the project, reviewed quantitative evidence, reviewed existing reports and plans, and carried out a short employer survey. We have also had limited discussions with others whose views we thought would be useful in coming to some conclusions about the future position of a project like GfG.

In quantitative terms, the project has to be considered relatively successful. In particular the cost per job figures reached, and the decent levels of effectiveness in a few areas are worth highlighting. At a cost per job in 2000 (estimated) of £1467, with 72% vacancies being filled, and a high percentage of visits resulting in confirmed vacancies, the numbers indicate that the project is on a successful track. Still on the numbers, it is not perfect. In particular the project’s penetration of the available market looks weak, and a clearer marketing plan would help. The counter to this is that increased demand cannot be coped with. This is probably true, and more resource would help the situation. However resource will never be infinite for this, a huge market, and there may be a need to ensure proper management of the target market size, without sacrificing or compromising the levels of quality input to the matching process carried out. The market and sectors to be targeted would need more policy clarification, relating also to graduate trends.

It is the qualitative element which stands out in the minds of everyone we interviewed. Nobody had any major criticism of GfG, and all were very complementary of its purpose and the execution. There is no doubt that the combination of a very supportive advisory group and the project Director have had an impact in this regard.

For all parties GfG has made a difference, albeit within a limited market exposure.

The transfer of this local success to a wider stage is challenging, in particular trying to replicate the ingredients elsewhere. This does not mean it’s impossible but the project would require more structure, credibility and planning for a wider, say national level, than has been evident or necessary in the Lothians.

In terms of policy context, the arguments for carrying on with GfG are strong. From the Scottish Enterprise corner, there are clear benefits to assisting the SME sector as well as encouraging graduate ideas and thinking into Scottish firms. This applies to traditional and more modern sectors, where leakage of top graduate talent is an issue, and where strategically GfG can help companies hit many of the IFSO characteristics. In the modern sectors there is increasing attention to graduate issues, in particular employability, and SE attention seems to be focused on ensuring the right portfolio of skills are being taken onto the workplace. In our view this does not conflict with GfG where its recruitment focus can complement this, allowing also for liaison where required, and allowing GfG to deal with a much larger market of graduates where SE will not be focused. Extending GfG to a wider market would also help it contend with issues such as the number of different graduate projects in the market place.

In terms of the Scottish Executive agenda, the encouragement of lifelong learning, the closer integration of the HEI sector with the commercial world, the reduction of graduate underemployment, and the retention of Scottish grown talent for the Scottish economy are all key objectives, and GfG assists each one of them.

It is pretty clear however that the project will be difficult to maintain at a purely local level, even if this was the intent of the advisory group and executive. The replacement of funding to the scale of SEEL’s would require a major change in attitude, fortune, or both. Running the project as a stand-alone commercial venture looks difficult with the perceived ceiling on fees charged, though this could be tested more. It would appear that private sector funding or University/ SHEFC funding might stand a better chance of being increased if the project had a national profile. 

To end the project with nothing to replace it would, we believe, be unfortunate given its successes to date, and the body of graduate and company contact that has been built up. One alternative which would allow it to potentially survive locally (or nationally) would be for the project to be taken under the wing of a commercial recruitment company which recognised it would require subsidy and support, in return for national or local profile and other networking support. The danger with this option lies in how long this would last and whether purely commercial circumstances might lead to the end of the project at some stage. It would be unacceptable for one company’s commercial decisions to affect an important project like this.

More attractive would be a basis for making the GfG service more permanent, and allowing the good practice to spread beyond the Lothians into other parts of Scotland, principally where HEI’s are located. There are alternative structures and models to be debated, including a ‘hub and spoke’ type arrangement, centralised at SEN or in Edinburgh, with local partnerships. These would all need to be listed and reviewed.

Given the options, we believe the ideal funding arrangement would be a partnership funding from SEN (and/or the appropriate LEC’s), the Universities and one or more high profile, substantial private sponsors. Universities’ financial contributions could become a prerequisite for their participation, encouraging Scottish HEI’s to make a concerted effort to SHEFC to allocate funding towards this aspect of careers service, and the academic / employment interface.

GfG has represented very good value for money for SEEL. Apart from the cost per job and knock-on effects of assisting local companies, it has provided a vehicle for an important partnership, with key people, addressing a key issue for the local economic/ educational context. SEEL cannot reasonably however be expected to carry its level and ratio of support on as is.

Recommendation

We suggest that the most appropriate way forward is for SEEL, potentially with the support of SEN or one or more other LEC’s, to underwrite the preparation of a business plan for the project to be extended to a national level. The plan would involve facilitation of dialogue with all interested parties, with the aim of agreeing funding, structures and processes, as well as clarity of objectives and operations. 

SEEL would also need to continue support of GfG in its current form until the new structure was implemented; however a timescale and deadline would need to be applied. This would be some point during 2001. Beyond this, if SEN, SHEFC and private sector funding was evidently not being made available, the project would have to be ended as a pilot for lack of political or commercial goodwill and support. Alternatively it might be continued at a local level as part of a commercial operation, or SEEL could continue to fund on its own – but how long this might be possible is a point for debate. The commitment and enthusiasm of the advisory group who would like to see something more formal and credible develop out of the pilot is also at risk. The project cannot be sustained as a pilot indefinitely, and we would suggest now is the right time for it to be dealt with. 

There is a real danger that unless the nettle is grasped, and a proper plan and funding arrangement established, a successful graduate recruitment project will wither, quite unnecessarily.

APPENDIX 1

QUALITY RATINGS OF GfG CANDIDATES SEEN BY DM

APPENDIX 2

Employer Surveys

GfG carried out its own employer survey in February 2000 and the results of this are attached. 33 companies were contacted, and 23 returned (70%).

Summary of responses were as follows :

Graduate recruitment process and assistance considered highly satisfactory, and highly rated. Regular communication, high quality of candidates and the impartial advice received were worth specific note. 

Aftercare, where used, was considered useful.

Companies generally felt they ahs benefited from having the graduates – settling quickly, bringing new ideas, assisting company growth, benefiting financially and representing very good value for money.

All companies said they would use GfG again.

All bar one said the fee charged was good value for money, e.g. compared to recruitment agencies(particularly given the screening being very thorough). A limit of £1000 was felt to exist.

We also carried out a supplementary survey as part of this evaluation, in December 2000, sending a short questionnaire to ten companies, of which        eight responded.

How did you come to use GfG ?

Personal contact/sale with Margaret Allan
4

From a student




1

Radio advertising




2

Via Chamber





1

Did you consider using any other recruitment method?

Yes






6, including advertising

No






2, only for more experienced staff

How would you compare GfG with recruitment agencies you have used, and with regard to graduate recruitment specifically? Are there advantages with GfG?

Compared well




7

· ascertained clear requirements



2

· majority of graduates offered were well matched
2

· Graduates were pre-interviewed



2

· Cost effective





2

· Professional and personal service


3

· time effectively spent

· understand graduates better than agencies

First time used any agency



1

How do you feel about the level of fees charged? Would you have paid more/how much?

About right – wouldn’t pay more


3

Fair – maybe £50/£100 more


1

£1,000 maximum




1

Fees attractive – can’t say!



1

Attractive





1

What have you found to be the main benefits of recruiting graduates as opposed to someone more experienced or older?

Difficult to compare – each have values;


and main benefit is cost



1

Graduate is older and experienced

1 – mature, self confident

Quick to learn




1

Enthusiasm





2

Self motivation




1

Flexible





2

No inhibitions; take on practices willingly

3

Hard working and bright



1

Lack of experience is a drawback, requiring more company investment
1

Have the graduates made or clearly contributed to specific performance impacts or achievements?

Yes, not specified




6

Yes, more complete, rounded and earlier
1

Contributed as a team member to both

1

Has bringing in graduates altered your views on the potential benefits of a graduate, or on the downsides?

No 







flat structure means limited career progression

1

largely employ graduates anyway



1

Yes, more confidence in considering graduates now
1

Yes, both






3

-
graduates high maintenance requiring close attention and management

-
structured career path reaps more benefits 

Did your graduate go onto GfG training ?

No







4

Yes







3

Yes, some, but unable to motivate others to attend
1

Is there anything about GfG which you think could be improved?

No







5

· found the whole experience very satisfactory

· offer an excellent service and successful for me

Yes







3

· minor ; need answerphone for office

· more explicit definition re. candidates

· could also cover recruitment of specialist

skills.

Would you use GfG again?

Yes







8

-
excellent service and exceptional candidates

Appendix 3

Evaluation of training provided for graduates has been done and is available on file. 

Appendix 4

People Interviewed :

Margaret Allan





Kay Barber, Napier University

Andrew Cubie





Katie Hutton , SEN

Bob Porrer 






Susan Miller, SEG

Ian Gracie
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