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autonumlgl
Introduction

 AUTONUMLGL 
This report outlines the structure and results from a new model to estimate the impacts of Scottish Enterprise Network’s activities.  The primary objective of the assignment was to exploit the growing body of evidence from Scottish Enterprise’s monitoring system (KMIS) on the scale of activity the Network is undertaking.  By using measures of actual activity rather than estimates based on evaluation evidence, the model is expected to produce more robust estimates.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Moreover, the use of KMIS measures to establish more accurate benchmarks for the unit cost of assistance will improve the robustness of estimates of cost-effectiveness as this, in particular, is an area where evaluation evidence has tended to struggle for consistency in the past.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
The development of the model has involved a change of emphasis in the structure and use of evaluation evidence.  Rather than use evidence to drive all estimates of activity, output and impact from information based on costs the new model relates measures of activity and output reported in KMIS to gross employment, gross additional sales, etc as the starting point for estimating net additional impacts.

 AUTONUMLGL  
To achieve this we have:

· Established activity and unit cost benchmarks across the full range of the Network’s activities, based the categorisation of these on Smart, Successful Scotland;

· Used output measures from KMIS where these are available in preference to measures of activity (on the grounds that this will tend to be more robust);

· related these activity benchmarks to other output and impact measures from evaluation evidence, based largely on the evidence available for the previous model with some updating where new evaluations have been produced;

· included estimates for a wider set of impact measures, specifically re-distributed jobs, drawing on evaluation evidence where this is available;

· focused on estimating impacts for the SE Network as a whole as higher levels of aggregation are more robust.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
The next section sets out the basic structure of the model.  Following that we present the impact estimates using the model for the SE Network for 2001/02.  The issues identified with the evaluation summaries are set out in the Annex along wide the revised summaries.
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autonumlgl
Model Specification

Structure of the Model

 AUTONUMLGL  
The basic structure of the model are set out below in Figure 2.1.  The model pivots on measures of activity and uses the relationships determined by KMIS (in the case of inputs and some outputs) and evaluation evidence in the case of other outputs and impacts, to provide estimates of impacts.  

Figure 2.1: Model Structure
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 AUTONUMLGL  
The previous model used inputs (more specifically the unit cost of activity, output and impacts) to drive the estimates.  Using KMIS as a source of information means that the starting point for the estimate is no longer dependent on evaluation evidence concerning the unit cost of assistance but rather on a direct measure of activity.  The KMIS system provides a direct relationship between activities and KMIS output measures and occasionally KMIS measures of impact.  Therefore, in many cases we have been able to draw on output measures directly from KMIS (number of Skillseekers leaving to jobs, etc) which provide a starting point for the gross to net calculations.  In most cases, we have used evaluation evidence to develop new benchmark measures, for example the number of gross jobs created per business assist.  These are shown in Figure 2.1 as the link between KMIS activity and outputs and impacts.

 AUTONUMLGL  
This process has been more complex than originally envisaged.  In part this is because cost per output benchmarks are more familiar than measures of output per assist, but also because the relationships between different measures within KMIS are more complex than we envisaged.  KMIS measures are contemporaneous – they report the inputs, activity and outputs that occur in the same time period.  This is not the same as an output measurement process which takes a starting point (inputs or activities) and builds a relationship to consequent outputs and impacts.  In essence, reported KMIS outputs are a mix of some of this years activity plus some of last year’s activity and perhaps a small proportion of the previous year’s activity. 

 AUTONUMLGL  
We do not believe this invalidates the model estimates, primarily as overall expenditure, and to a large degree, expenditure by theme has remained relatively stable producing something closer to a steady state.  However, while the model has gained robustness from using more direct measures of activity, SE should consider this issue when using the estimates.  Previously the OMF swept much of the difficulties surrounding the timing of benefits into a convenient black box.  This new specification of model unravels some of the problems without  necessarily providing any solutions.

 AUTONUMLGL  
The remainder of this section explores the building blocks of the new model in more detail and presents the key benchmark values used in the model.  We have not attempted to present our reasoning for the calculation of different benchmarks but we do believe these should be scrutinised by those involved in delivering activity for credibility and their future use debated.

Model Benchmarks

 AUTONUMLGL  
Tables 2.1 – 2.3 below present the benchmark values used to translate KMIS activity measures into gross job impacts for each Goal area.  The model uses the most appropriate KMIS measure for each category of activity.  In some cases this is the KMIS measure of the number of gross jobs associated with the activity.  In the majority of categories such a direct measure of gross jobs are not available and so we have developed benchmarks based on the next most appropriate KMIS measure often combining this with evaluation evidence to translate into a measure of gross job impacts.

 AUTONUMLGL  
This process has involved:

· identifying the KMIS (main) measure which:

a. provides an appropriate basis for estimating gross jobs for example, number of people completing a training programme; 

b. appeared consistent with other KMIS measures of activity (ie were not out of line with other values, for example floorspace taken up was not larger than floorspace constructed, etc); and,

c. remained relatively stable through the monthly reporting updates of the KMIS system.

· Using evaluation evidence to determine an appropriate benchmark – for example, the number of gross jobs created per business start up assist.

While the problems have not been insurmountable, working with the KMIS measures has highlighted a couple of issues which are relevant:

· Firstly, not all KMIS measures are internally consistent – some floorspace created estimates did not accord with the measure of the number of jobs accommodated – in one case, the measures implied a density of 1 job per sq m.  In another, the density was very low.  Where these occurred we used benchmark values based on evaluation evidence.

· Secondly, it is clear that measures are ‘spring cleaned’ in advance of the final 12 month reports – so the difference between month 11 and month 12 could be considerable – some measures increased substantially month 11 to month 12, others increased only marginally and yet others fell by varying amounts.

 AUTONUMLGL  
The former suggests that, at least to some degree, that faced with a basket of measures, not all executives complete all (related measures) – perhaps increasing floorspace measures without also increasing the corresponding measure of jobs accommodated.  These are issues for KMIS but it does mean that systematising the model is difficult – in essence the development of the model required us to find the most stable/believable measure which could be used to drive an estimate of gross impacts.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
The latter bullet suggests that only year end figures should be used as a platform for impact estimates – once the KMIS measures have been ratified at the end of the year.  Taken together we would recommend that at this stage the model is more robust for SE Network estimates for the full year.  

Evaluation Evidence

 AUTONUMLGL  
Evaluation evidence was drawn from summaries of previous research provided by Scottish Enterprise.  For the most part these summaries do provide good précis of the research findings.  However, the reporting of gross to net additional parameters was sometimes inaccurate, - ie it was not possible to translate the reported gross outcomes into the reported net outcomes using the additionality parameters.  This appeared to be for a number of reasons:

· Inaccurate reporting of the various parameters – a combination of the research summaries themselves not being clear in presenting certain measures and the occasional typographical error;

· Some confusion over the use of the concept of ‘additionality’. This is a residual (gross outcomes less deadweight) and is open to some interpretation – it was not always clear whether the reported value related to additionality (ie gross impacts less deadweight) or non-additionality (ie deadweight);

· Evaluation parameters were drawn from both survey and population evidence in a number of summaries.  It is possible to work with either sample-based evaluation parameters or population-based parameters but not both.  A mix of sample and population parameters makes it very difficult to (re-)interpret the steps from gross to net;

· In a some cases the parameters for linkages and multipliers appeared to be incorporated into the final net impact but for most these were presented separately.

 AUTONUMLGL  
For the most part we think these problems with the summaries relate to the use of just the evaluation executive summaries.  While most executive summaries do provide an overview of the research findings, they rarely present gross to net additional calculations in detail.  We identified a number of summaries where we were unable to resolve the problems using the evaluation research summaries and were able to access the full reports.  The problems identified and the corrected summaries are attached in Annex A.

 AUTONUMLGL  
More needs to be included in the summaries on the sample sizes relative to the population of clients involved in the activity.  For the specific purposes of re-using the evaluation evidence the credibility of the results is closely related to the number of interviews the evaluations are based on.  We return to this issue more fully below.

 AUTONUMLGL  
In the vast majority of cases, the main report presented the information more fully and/or more consistently.  We suggest that if SE continues to summaries evaluation research that:

1. the process is informed by the full research reports.  This may be slightly more resource intensive but the summarisers should not need to read the report in full;

2. that SE agrees a set format (and definitions, if necessary) for the various evaluation parameters it requires.

 AUTONUMLGL  
In relation to the latter point we would suggest a format along the lines of:

	Sample results
	

	Programme population
	No of clients

	Size of sample
	No of completed interviews

	Gross impact
	No of jobs, Additional sales (£), etc

	Deadweight
	% 

	Displacement
	%

	Net direct jobs (sample)
	Gross impact*(1-deadweight)*(1-displacement)

	Multiplier
	1.XX

	Linkage
	1.YY

	Net additional direct+indirect(sample)
	Net direct impact*multiplier*linkage

	Net additional direct+indirect (popn)
	Gross up net direct sample relative to size of popn, taking account of any bias in the sample


Robustness of the Estimates

 AUTONUMLGL  
The robustness of evaluation evidence has always been an issue for re-application of the evidence.  There are no independent benchmarks against which any particular results can be measured.  However, benchmark values for particular types of activity do tend to cluster and the basis for ‘checking’ the robustness of the estimates has been to see whether any one set of estimates fall into the broad range of values drawn from other studies.  Where few other similar studies exist, the check on robustness also needs to take in the wider picture – the cost per job figures for Skillseekers training up to VQ Level 1 should be above those for Skillseekers VQ Level 2.  In both cases there is no theoretical basis for adjusting the performance according to differences in programme design or client group.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
The size of the sample involved in the research does play a part in judging what weight to give the results.  Where more than one evaluation has been undertaken, studies with larger samples have been given greater weight in determining the average benchmark values.  In general, sample sizes are not large and statistical analysis of the significance of programme results is rarely applied in Scottish Enterprise studies (it is mostly confined to large scale quantitative analyses of mainstream employment programmes).  In part this is a product of research into relatively small scale programmes – if there are only 30-40 participating companies, then it may be difficult to obtain more than 15-20 responses.  Having said this, it is also the case that sample sizes are larger when more significant client populations have benefited from SE activity.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
Increasing sample sizes will not necessarily improve robustness per se (although there are cases when only 20 companies from a population of 150 have been interviewed).  However, greater attention should be paid to any potential sources of bias – one study interview 26 of 64 companies and suggested this was significant as the 26 companies represented 76% of total employment – important in one regard but also a sign that the firms were probably larger on average than most of the other companies not interviewed.  It is difficult to provide any hard and fast rules to the full range of research, however, SE could seek to highlight analysis of who is saying what when:

· there are distinctly different types of clients – company size/ sector, individuals with different needs;

· programmes operate over different types of locations urban/rural, SIP/ non SIP areas, etc;

· the activity can provide distinctly different types of assistance – through the productisation process services are becoming more similar are very much more flexible; and,

· pay particular attention to results where a small number of clients report the majority of the outputs and impacts.  This is especially important when sample sizes are small and the inclusion of outlying results may skew the overall estimates of impact significantly.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
We have not been able to undertake a detailed analysis of all the various benchmarks used, but one example does illustrate the issues involved.  For general business support (through SBGs) there are 8 evaluations included in the summaries which report output and impact estimates.  These produced benchmarks for the number of gross jobs generated per assist between 2 and 14.  Differences in the nature of the activity, type of client companies, the scale of the research and the presence of bias or outliers in the sample might explain the variation between studies but there is no scientific basis to adjust estimates accordingly, especially when relatively few studies report on most of these issues.

 AUTONUMLGL  
We have no reason to suggest that the robustness of evaluation evidence has not deteriorated per se but the shift in the structure of the model does bring the issue into sharper relief.  The limited number of studies available for a number of activities, particularly surrounding SE’s cluster activity has probably weakened the robustness of the overall estimate.  

Timing of Outputs

 AUTONUMLGL  
The model also has to decide how to deal with the timing of outputs arising from activity.  Some forms of activity can lead very directly and quickly to outputs and then impacts – advice and guidance, for example, can have a relatively rapid transition into economic impacts.  Other forms of activity can take a lot longer – environmental improvements, lengthy training courses, business support focusing on R&D etc all require some time (often well over a year) before they have an impact on jobs or value added.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
As far as we are aware there are no set rules in KMIS relating to the timeframe over which outputs from activity will arise.  We have assumed that all reported activity and outputs will occur in the financial year in question.  The previous model, based on the OMF structure assumed that all impacts from this year’s activity would arise within a 3 year timeframe and that this could be bundled into one estimate of impact (ie not discounted over time).  In this model, in keeping with using KMIS measures of actuals (and a presumption of greater robustness in the estimates), we have selected benchmarks which relate more directly to outcomes – for example, the number of clients leaving a training programme to employment, as opposed to the number of people starting the programme, the sqm of floorspace taken up rather than the sqm constructed, etc.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
Over a period o 3-5 years there should be no difference in the total impacts ascribed to SE activity through either route.  However, there are in-year/between year differences, especially where budgets are changing in real terms.  Moreover, it becomes difficult to tie spend in any one year to outputs claimed in that year – they both occur in the same year but it is not the case that the outputs represent the results of the spend.  These issues are important considerations when presenting the results of the model, but we have assumed that they must also be issues when presenting information from KMIS – the measures are contemporaneous but one does not necessarily lead to another within a relatively short timeframe such as a financial year.

Other Measures of Impact

 AUTONUMLGL  
In constructing the model we considered whether it would be feasible to introduce a wider set of impact measures into the estimates.  The concept of net re-distributed jobs has been discussed on many occasions as having some potential to reflect the Networks many activities which seek to overcome social exclusion and other forms of disadvantage.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
We also considered whether it would be feasible to incorporate an environmental impact measure.  The main problem here is that finding a single (or limited number of measures) which could adequately reflect the range of potential environmental benefits is much more problematic.  A review of the evaluations of environmental projects and programmes re-inforced the view that if the Network were sufficiently serious about measuring environmental impacts this would best be done through a fairly sophisticated basket of measures which would not in themselves be easy to embody in a model without considerably more evidence on the relationship between activity and impacts.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Therefore, the model has included for the first time estimates of the net impact on jobs re-distributed – jobs which have been filled by clients of SE activity who would not otherwise have secured similar quality employment without the intervention of the activity.  Our basic assumption is that net re-distributed jobs can only occur where this is an intended effect of the activity.  In practice, all net jobs have the potential to be filled by people who would not otherwise secure a job of similar quality.  However, there is very little evidence of the extent to which mainstream business support may result in net re-distribution of jobs.  Moreover, it is not the expected outcome from the activity.

 AUTONUMLGL  
For the most part (primarily for labour market interventions) we have been able to draw on evaluation evidence, although these estimates were drawn directly from the reports and not the summaries – re-distributed jobs are equivalent to job substitution as the estimate needs to take into account whether the client would otherwise secure a job of similar quality.  In some cases, for example new business start-up support, KMIS provided information on the number of new business starts arising in SIP areas.  These measures were taken as more robust proxies for re-distribution in preference to evaluation evidence where they existed.

Double Counting

 AUTONUMLGL  
We have no reason to expect that double counting of outputs and impacts is any worse or better in this formulation of the model.  In most cases, this will arise to some degree from activity with multiple objectives meaning that benefits may be included under more than one activity or output measure.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
It is perhaps worth noting that the estimate of jobs created will overlap with the estimate of net jobs re-distributed – not all net jobs will be re-distributed nor are all re-distributed jobs net additional.  

Categories with no direct impacts

 AUTONUMLGL  
There are a number of activities where we have not used benchmark values for two reasons:

· in most cases because the activity is unlikely to lead to gross impacts directly but might be expected to have an effect through other activity, for example encouraging enterprising attitudes aims to boost the number start-ups, etc; and,

· in some cases, because there is a lack of any information on the potential scale of gross impacts.

 AUTONUMLGL  
The following sets out each category according to these criteria:

	No impact outside of other activities
	

	Charting changes in IFSOs
	Not clear what effects would be

	Encouraging enterprising attitudes in excluded/potentially excluded groups
Environment
Increasing enterprise in individuals (EBP spend only)
Increasing enterprise in individuals (excluding EBP spend & activity)
Initiatives to promote more start-ups
	Impacts through improved numbers of start ups

	Facilitating regeneration action and removing barriers

Market adjustment by increasing involvement of the private sector
	Feasibility studies etc contributing to better regeneration projects funded elsewhere

SE Land sold.  Requires further investment to deliver impacts

	Provision of learning opportunities (careers/guidance spend only)

Provision of learning opportunities (excl. careers/guidance spend)
	Establishment of learning centres

	Lack of Evidence
	

	Business Mentoring 
	No evidence available and not clear whether activity funded under this heading

	Innovation system analysis
	not sure whether this is just a baseline of delivers activity

	Removing barriers of remoteness
	Not sure whether this involves activity


Table 2.1: Growing Businesses Model Benchmarks

	Category
	
	Benchmark Measure
	Ratio to gross jobs

	Encouraging e-business and e-society
	Creating/restoring access to ICT 
	No. of participants
	0.05

	
	E-business processes 
	No. E-business process assists
	0.2

	
	E-commerce 
	No. of organisations marketing and transacting online
	0.5

	Fostering entrepreneurial dynamism and creativity
	Advance/speculative provision for business start-ups/incubation 
	Sq m of Property taken up
	0.42

	
	Advance/speculative provision for indigenous companies
	Sq m of Property taken up
	0.026

	
	Bespoke Leadership Development 
	No. of individuals undertaking leadership development
	0.25

	
	Bespoke support for indigenous companies 
	No. of jobs accommodated
	0.026

	
	Business Mentoring 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	Business start-up support through SBG (excl. high growth) 
	No. new business start-ups
	1.05

	
	Charting changes in IFSOs 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	Co-creation of Strategic Plans 
	Number of strategic development plans being implemented
	0.3

	
	Developing organisational awareness of IFSO behaviour 
	No. of organisations involved in networking/knowledge exchange activity
	0.05

	
	Developing organisational culture to support innovative and farsighted behaviour 
	No. organisations achieving first time IiP recognition (IFSO)
	1.1

	
	Encouraging enterprising attitudes in excluded/potentially excluded groups 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	Environment 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	High growth start-up support through SBG 
	No. high growth start ups (excluding spin outs from academic research)
	5

	
	Increasing enterprise in individuals (EBP spend only) 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	Increasing enterprise in individuals (excluding EBP spend & activity) 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	Initiatives to promote more start-ups 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	Local support for existing businesses (outwith SBG and IFSO markets) 
	No. participating in assistance locally delivered programmes
	1.7

	
	Mobilising business 
	No. excluded that are recruited by employers through activities to mobilise business 
	1

	
	Small business gateway 
	No. Assists to existing business (business growth)
	0.85

	Promoting commercialisation of research and innovation
	Encouraging new products/processes 
	Increase in Innovation Investment (£000)
	0.029

	
	Innovation system support 
	No. of spin-outs from education and research institutions
	8

	
	Innovation system analysis 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-


Table 2.2: Global Connections Model Benchmarks

	Category
	
	Benchmark Measure
	Ratio to gross jobs

	Encouraging people to live and work in Scotland
	Promotional activity 
	No of target audience reached
	0.0001

	Ensuring Scotland is a globally attractive location
	Advance/speculative provision for mobile investment 
	Sqm property taken up
	0.026

	
	Attract mobile investment 
	No. of planned jobs associated with projects won (LiS only)
	1

	
	Bespoke support for mobile investors (2nd generation) 
	Sqm property developed (bespoke support for 2nd gen mobile investors)
	0.026

	
	Facilitating regeneration action and removing barriers 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	Market adjustment by increasing involvement of the private sector 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	Public realm enhancements (excludes regeneration activities) 
	No. of businesses positively impacted as a result of public realm enhancements
	0.25

	
	Site development/building refurbishment in regeneration/SIP areas 
	Sqm property taken up
	0.042

	
	Tourism enhancements and infrastructure 
	No of tourism related businesses positively impacted
	0.25

	
	Transforming physical infrastructure 
	Sqm property developed/refurbished (regen/SIP - transforming physical infrastructure)
	0.022

	
	Bespoke support for mobile investors (1st generation) 
	Sqm property taken up
	0.026

	Growing the global reach of Scottish companies
	Grow global companies 
	No. companies helped to complete an agreed Globalisation Action Plan (SEN only)
	1.875

	
	New exporters and expanding/growing existing exporters 
	No. of international competitiveness assists (LEC only)
	1.875

	Expanding digital connectivity
	Connectivity and communications 
	No. of bus cases prepared/researched or strategies developed
	2.5


Table 2.3: Learning and Skills Model Benchmarks

	Category
	
	Benchmark Measure
	Ratio to gross jobs

	Ensuring our young people have the best start
	Provision of learning opportunities (careers/guidance spend only) 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	Provision of learning opportunities (excl. careers/guidance spend) 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	
	Training and employability for people at risk/people in vulnerable jobs 
	No. of people taking part in up/reskilling and learning
	0.25

	
	Young people entering the workforce (Modern Apprenticeships) 
	No. programme leavers
	0.75

	
	Young people entering the workforce (Skillseekers level 2 and above) 
	No. programme leavers
	0.45

	Improving the operation of the Scottish labour market
	Developing the learning industry 
	No. of learning establishments pursuing business improvement projects/plans/e-learning opp
	3

	Narrowing the gap between unemployment in the worst areas of Scotland and the Scottish average
	Community initiatives 
	No. of community initiatives contributed  to (Excl physical aspects- see measures under CP
	0.05

	
	Creating/restoring access to finance 
	No. of participants (Creating/restoring access to finance)
	0.05

	
	Developing social economy enterprises 
	No. social enterprise organisation assists
	2.5

	
	Removing barriers to childcare 
	No. participants (Removing barriers to childcare)
	0.8

	
	Removing other barriers to economic inclusion 
	No. of participants (Removing other barriers to economic inclusion)
	0.3

	
	Training and employability for people without jobs - Other (excl. TfW & Skillseekers) 
	No. of leavers from other non-volume training progressing into employment
	1

	
	Training and employability for people without jobs - Skillskeekers up to and incl. level 1 
	No. programme leavers
	0.12

	
	Training and employability for people without jobs - TfW 
	No. of leavers from TFW gaining jobs as Pos
	1

	
	Removing barriers of remoteness 
	Assume no direct outputs
	-

	Promoting demand for high quality in-work training
	Individual learning accounts 
	No. individuals registered for ILAs (reported by SEN only)
	0.02

	
	Positive attitudes through local level interventions (LLP spend & activity only) 
	No. of participants in local projects taking next step
	0.02

	
	Positive attitudes through national level interventions 
	No. participants in national projects
	0.1

	
	Work aimed at companies to promote upskilling of their workforce 
	No of projects
	9
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autonumlgl
Model Estimates

 AUTONUMLGL  
Table 3.1 contains the estimates of impacts based on KMIS activities for the full year 2001-02.  We estimate that in 2001-02, the SE Network created just under 90,000 gross jobs of which just over 21,000 (24%) were net additional at LEC level and 15,000 (17%) at the Scottish level.  We also estimate that just over 11,000 (13%) of the gross jobs are re-distributed towards target client groups.  It should be noted that the model excludes SE management and administration costs and impacts and the Network’s capacity building activity.

 AUTONUMLGL  
These estimates are broadly similar to previous estimates of impacts in terms of both the scale of gross and net outcomes.  However, overall outcomes are slightly lower than those generated from the previous model for 2000-01 when overall gross jobs were estimated at just under 94,000 with 25,000 (27%) net jobs at LEC level and 21,000 (22%) net jobs at the Scottish level.  Although it is not easy to be definitive, we believe the differences in gross impacts can be explained by:

· overall expenditure on activity fell from £390m to £375m but the latter may exclude European funding;

· it is more likely that the introduction of KMIS benchmarks and revisions to evaluation evidence from unit cost to gross impacts per assist is mainly responsible for the lower gross impacts;

· although there was also a higher proportion of spend on relationship/cluster type activity which has very limited evaluation evidence available.

 AUTONUMLGL  
The net impacts also represent a smaller proportion of gross impacts.  This is more likely to be a function of the balance of expenditure between different types of assistance than more fundamental changes in the rate at which gross jobs created translate into net additional employment.  To a large degree very similar evaluation evidence has been used in both models.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Validating the robustness of the estimates is always a difficult issue.  The best approach is to confront this ‘bottom-up’ estimate with top-down models of the economy and available economic statistics for the Scottish economy.  Neither may reflect reality completely accurately but they should bear some relation to each other and it ought to be possible to establish whether the net additional employment growth estimate is at least feasible.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
We have also included estimates of the number of jobs re-distributed to disadvantaged groups for the first time.  Re-distribution of jobs in favour of disadvantaged groups is rarely calculated as a specific concept in available evaluation studies, although KMIS now includes the proportion of clients resident in SIP areas for a number of activities.  There is no external basis for validating this measure and we suggest SE follow up this estimate and perhaps ensure that evaluations include a measure of re-distribution where this is appropriate.  We have already noted that there will be some overlap between the number of net additional jobs created and the number of net jobs re-distributed.  We do not believe that this is necessarily large – most labour market interventions which seek to re-distribute jobs tend to have relatively low net additional jobs created.  However, regeneration (removal of barriers) and business start-up support programmes will have higher rates of net additional impacts.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Overall, we believe that the introduction of the KMIS measures has added a degree of robustness to the overall estimates.  How much more accurate this model’s estimates are in comparison to previous estimates is very difficult to judge.  In part this is dependent on the accuracy of KMIS itself.  We would recommend that the model be used for the Network as a whole and for a full financial year’s figures as this will improve the robustness of the results.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
More work needs to be done to challenge the robustness of evaluation evidence and explore in more depth the potential for bias in reporting results from relatively small samples or from samples which do not fully reflect the characteristics of the population.

SE Impact Estimates for 2001-02

	
	
	Expenditure
	LEC Level
	
	%
	Jobs
	Scottish Level
	%

	
	Gross jobs
	£m
	Net Jobs
	Net VA £m
	Additnl
	Re-distributed
	Net Jobs
	Net VA
	Additnl

	Global connections
	14,647
	96
	7,111
	119.43
	49%
	655
	5,549
	93.22
	38%

	Expanding digital connectivity
	953
	3
	495
	8.42
	52%
	0
	434
	7.37
	46%

	Growing the global reach of Scottish companies
	4,091
	12
	2,371
	40.35
	58%
	0
	2,081
	35.41
	51%

	Encouraging people to live and work in Scotland
	314
	3
	141
	1.41
	45%
	0
	113
	1.13
	36%

	Ensuring Scotland is a globally attractive location
	9,289
	77
	4,104
	69.25
	44%
	655
	2,922
	49.31
	31%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Growing business
	28,030
	100
	7,993
	123
	29%
	1,198
	7,181
	110
	26%

	Encouraging e-business and e-society
	1,760
	9
	875
	14.58
	50%
	0
	572
	9.56
	32%

	Fostering entrepreneurial dynamism and creativity
	23,894
	68
	5,656
	81.98
	24%
	1,198
	5,137
	73.90
	21%

	Promoting commercialisation or research and innovation
	2,376
	24
	1,462
	26.69
	62%
	0
	1,472
	26.77
	62%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Learning & Skills
	45,618
	155
	5,921
	74
	13%
	9,373
	2,604
	33
	6%

	Improving the operation of the Scottish labour market
	63
	3
	12
	0.18
	19%
	0
	7
	0.10
	10%

	Ensuring young people have the best start
	15,443
	62
	2,530
	31.99
	16%
	2,661
	1,919
	24.31
	12%

	Promoting demand for high quality in-work training
	18,163
	21
	1,407
	23.93
	8%
	502
	313
	5.33
	2%

	Narrowing the gap between unemployed in the worst areas of Scotland and the Scottish average
	11,949
	69
	1,972
	18.13
	17%
	6,210
	365
	3.58
	3%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All Themes
	88,295
	351
	21,025
	317
	24%
	11,226
	15,334
	237
	17%
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autonumlgl
Conclusions and Recommendations

 AUTONUMLGL  
The basis of the new model remains a simplified version of the economic development process: inputs pay for activity which delivers outputs and then leads to impacts.  The use of KMIS measures rather than unit cost estimates from evaluation evidence has made at least part of the process more tangible and almost certainly more robust.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
However, it is also true that as a system KMIS does not conform to the simple input to impact relationship.  Establishing a definitive relationship between certain KMIS activities and subsequent outputs is not always straightforward – KMIS is a monitoring system and it does not embody functional links between measures of activity and output.  Indeed, in some cases it is difficult to establish whether there are any relationships between different measures of activity in the same category.  It measures all activity and outputs that take place (in principle) during a financial year and to some extent activity in 2001/02 does not always lead directly to outputs in 2001/02 – some will happen in 2002/03 or even 2003/04 and beyond.  

 AUTONUMLGL  
The timing of benefits was always an issue in previous versions of the model but this specification brings the issue to the fore because the model uses as its starting point the relationship between KMIS measures of activity and outputs.  We have chosen to use, where possible, actual measures of outputs – numbers securing employment on leaving programmes, the take-up of floorspace, etc on the grounds that these are closer to impacts.  There is a choice: we could use the number of clients starting programmes or the floorspace constructed.  Such measures have the advantage that they are more closely related to in-year expenditure but have the disadvantage that evaluation evidence would be required to translate the total number starting into those likely to leave to jobs – pretty much along the lines of the previous model.

 AUTONUMLGL  
In summary, we believe that the approach adopted has made the best use of the available evidence from KMIS.  This does mean that some compromises are made and some care will be required when presenting these estimates to non-specialist audiences.  Some work will be required to challenge these estimates – we understand that whole economy analyses will be undertaken which can provide an alternative top-down assessment of the impact of SE and these may shed some light on how robust these estimates may be.

 AUTONUMLGL  
Throughout the report we have identified a number of areas where SE may wish to consider the potential for introducing the following recommendations:

· re-consider the balance of evaluation research to address the absence of any major studies of cluster development and spin-out evaluation research and the continuing deficit relating to social exclusion interventions;

· place greater emphasis on the statistical robustness of research and evaluations – this probably means larger samples but also more attention to who is saying what in analysis of the results of survey evidence, especially where there are distinctly different client groups, locations or types of support being offered;

· more research on what might appear credible in terms of reported benefits from different forms of assistance might include work on baselines – average turnover per sector, average employment, etc;

· further work on the re-distribution of benefits (in principle jobs), although this may be a reflection of the limited number of social exclusion evaluations;

· some consideration of the time period over which benefits arise.  Few studies address this issue adequately at present and most tend to roll-up actual and forecast benefits into a single outcome.
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Evaluation Evidence Summaries

Growing Businesses – summary evaluations

GB10400

Problem: 
In summary the net sales and employment figures were incorrect.

Response:
The correct figures were inputted.  The correct net employment output is 316.5 instead of the summary’s 261.6, which is ‘net additional direct jobs’.  The correct net sales output in the report is 17,424 instead of 14,400 ‘net additional sales’ used in the summary.

GB11000

Problem:
In summary no leakage deducted from gross employment figure.

Response
The correct figures were inputted.  Instead of using summary’s gross employment figure 145.5 FTEs, the leakage of 70.5 FTEs, stated in the report, was deducted leaving 75 FTEs as a real gross employment.

GB10599

Problem:
Not able to calculate this one – report does not state clearly where does its figures come from.

GB11098

Problem:
In summary, incorrect multiplier figures were used. 

Response:
Correct multiplier and supply linkages inputted.  Instead of combined multipliers including supply linkages as well, correct figures are 1.4 supply linkages and 1.15 multiplier for Glasgow, and 1.4 supply linkages and 1.3 multiplier to Scotland.

GB10798

Problem:
In summary the net job figures were incorrect.  

Response:
The correct figures were inputted.  The sample figures 37 (local) and 27 (Scotland) should have used all through the summary instead of a mix of sample and ‘grossed up’ numbers.

GB11498

Problem:
In summary the gross sales figure as well as additionality were incorrect.

Response:
Correct numbers inputted and calculated.  Used the sales figure of £45.8m instead of ‘gross additional’ £9.3m.  Additionality 38%, calculated through sales additionality figure.

GB10597

Problem:
In summary net measures incorrect because the summary used a mix of sample and ‘grossed up’ figures.

Response:
Sample net figures inputted in the summary to replace ‘grossed up’ figures.

Global Companies – summary evaluations

GC20198

Problem:
In summary, there is no mention that employment and supply additionality effects are calculated with different rates.  In total there are four different rates; local and regional level as well as different rates for jobs and sales.

Response:
Four summary sections inputted for each different rate.

GC20197

Problem:
In summary the expenditure figure is incorrect 

Response:
Inputted the correct net expenditure and calculated the multipliers.  Instead of ‘leveraged expenditure’ by hosts, total gross expenditure figure need to be used (£18.1 at local level and £24.4 at Scottish level).  Need to note that calculates visitor expenditure instead of sales.

GC20397

Problem:
In summary, the local level rates are all incorrect.  Also Scotland level calculations were not correct.

Response:
The correct figures have been calculated and inputted below.

	
	Local level
	Scotland

	Gross employment
	265FTEs
	265

	Deadweight
	27%
	27%

	Displacement
	10%
	23%

	Supply linkages
	1.05
	1.07

	Multipliers
	1.1
	1.2

	Net employment
	201
	192


GC30299

Problem:
The summary does not take into consideration the fact that in the report calculations visitors have been grouped by their origin and different rates have been used to calculate each net expenditure.  However, the detailed and complicated calculations would be difficult to input briefly into the summary, as the report used detailed analysis of visitor expenditure on three regional levels (Edinburgh, Lothian, other Scotland) and used different income and supplier multipliers for each expenditure type.  Additionality is being calculated in terms of number of visits, not in terms of expenditure.  It also uses separate calculations for visitors and residents again on three levels.  Need to note that the report is about visitor expenditure instead of sales.

Learning and Skills – summary evaluation

LS30199

Problem:
Do not know how the calculations work in the report…(deadweight/additionality calculated twice, no multipliers).  Report is about work skills evaluation.

LS40200

Problem:
Do not know how the calculations work in this report.  Multiplier very high, and not clear what is meant by it.  Figures in the summary same as in the report.  The main report very brief.

GB10400

	Project title:
	Review of Targeting Technology Limited (TTL)

	Consultant:  
	EKOS Limited
	
	

	Project lifespan:
	1997/8-1999/2000
	

	Evaluation Period:
	January 2000

	Evaluation: L&E
	KRA – Providing support for new and small businesses to grow


	Gross output and impacts
	Local
	Scotland

	Sales
	£21,654,000
	£21,654,000

	Employment
	393.4
	393.4

	GDP (value added)
	-
	-

	Net Additional Effects
	
	

	Additionality 
	65%
	-

	Displacement
	5% (west of Scotland)
	10%

	Substitution 
	-
	-

	Supply Linkages 
	1.1
	1.2

	Multipliers 
	1.1
	1.2

	Net output and impacts
	
	

	Sales
	£17,424,000
	£12,667,000

	Employment
	316.5
	230.1

	GDP (value added)
	-
	-

	Value For Money
	
	

	Net cost per Job
	£6,558
	-

	Total Public Sector Cost per job
	£13,460
	-


1 ‘grossed up’ from sample

GB11000

	Project title:
	Evaluation of Scion House 2 Stirling University Innovation Park

	Consultant:  
	Leclerc Associates
	
	

	Project lifespan:
	1996 -
	

	Evaluation Period:
	January-February 2000

	Evaluation: CP
	KRA - Supporting locational and property solutions

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts
	
	

	Gross output and impacts 1 
	Local
	Scotland

	Sales
	£62.4m
	

	Employment
	75
	

	GDP (value added)
	
	

	Net Additional Effects
	
	

	Additionality 
	55%
	0%

	Displacement
	12%
	

	Substitution 
	
	

	Supply Linkages 
	
	

	Multipliers 
	1.15
	

	Net output and impacts
	
	

	Sales
	
	

	Employment
	42.0
	

	GDP (value added)
	
	

	Value For Money
	
	

	Net cost per Job
	
	

	Total Public Sector Cost per job
	
	


1 ‘grossed up’ from sample

GB10599

	Project title:
	Evaluation of the Business Advisory Service (BAS)

	Consultant:  
	EKOS Limited
	
	

	Project lifespan:
	1996-
	

	Evaluation Period:
	May 1999

	Evaluation L&E:
	KRA – Providing support for new and small businesses to grow

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts
	
	

	Gross output and impacts 1 
	Local
	Scotland

	Sales
	
	

	Employment
	271 (26 companies)
	

	GDP (value added)
	
	

	Net Additional Effects
	
	

	Additionality 
	35%
	

	Displacement
	
	

	Substitution 
	
	

	Supply Linkages 
	1.15
	1.30

	Multipliers 
	1.15
	1.30

	Net output and impacts
	
	

	Sales
	
	

	Employment
	76
	95

	GDP (value added)
	
	

	Value For Money
	
	

	Net cost per Job
	
	

	Total Public Sector Cost per job
	
	


1 ‘grossed up’ from sample

GB11098

	Project title:
	Evaluation of the Business Start-up Support

	Consultant:
	Segal Quince & Wicksteed
	Code:
	B1/98-4

	Project lifespan:
	April 1995 – November 1997
	
	L&E/9/98

	Evaluation period:
	October 1997-July 1998
	
	

	Evaluation L&E:
	KRA – Providing support for new and small businesses to grow (includes aftercare)
	
	

	Table 4: Gross to net outputs and impacts

	Economic measures
	Glasgow
	Scotland

	Gross output and impacts 
	
	

	Sales

Employment

GDP (value added)
	£45m per annum

1,900 FTEs

-
	No data

	Net additional effects
	
	

	Additionality

Displacement

Substitution

Supply linkages (short run marginal)

Multipliers (short run marginal)
	27% overall additionality

63%

1.4

1.15
	No data

1.4

1.3

	Net output and impacts 
	
	

	Sales

Employment

GDP (value added)
	£7.4m

300 FTEs
	£3.5m

150 FTEs

	Value for money
	
	

	GDA cost per job

Total public sector cost per job
	£8,700

£11,300
	£18,400

£23,800


GB10798

	Project title:
	Economic Evaluation of the Prince’s Scottish Youth Business Trust

	Consultant:
	EKOS
	Code:
	B1/98-1

	Project lifespan:
	July 1993-June 1997
	
	

	Evaluation period:
	March 1998
	
	L&E/6/98

	Evaluation L&E:
	KRA – Encouraging more people to start their own business
	
	

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts

	Gross output and impacts1
	Local
	Scotland

	Sales

Employment

GDP (value added)
	£4.8m

165 FTEs

No data
	No data

165 FTEs

£3.5m

	Net additional effects
	
	

	Deadweight

Displacement

Supply linkages (short run marginal)

Multipliers (short run marginal)
	107 FTEs

26 FTEs

2 FTEs

3 FTEs
	107

37 FTEs

2 FTEs

3 FTEs

	Net output and impacts
	
	

	Sales
	£6m2
	

	Employment
	37 FTEs2
	27 FTEs2

	GDP (value added)
	
	

	Value for money
	
	

	SE cost per job

Total public sector cost per job
	£3,120

£5,530
	£4,300

£7,650


1 Data based on sample evidence only

2 Grossed up from sample to population

GB11498

	Project title:
	Evaluation of Business Advisory Services and the Business Information Source (Final Report)

	Consultant:
	Cambridge Policy Consultants
	Code:
	B”/98-3 L&E/5/98

	Project lifespan:
	1997-98
	

	Evaluation Period:
	October 1997

	Evaluation: L&E
	KRA – Providing support for new and small businesses to grow

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts
	
	

	Gross output and impacts (BAS ONLY)
	Local
	Scotland

	Sales
	£45.8m
	

	Employment
	1875
	

	GDP (value added)
	£0.92m (profit only)
	

	Net Additional Effects
	
	

	Additionality 
	38% 
	

	Displacement
	Estimated but not revealed. Figure differs for sales, profit, jobs and investment
	

	Substitution 
	N/a
	N/a

	Supply Linkages 
	1.10
	1.15

	Local income multiplier 
	1.08
	1.12

	Net output and impacts
	
	

	Sales
	£8.3m
	£4.8m

	Employment before displacement, linkages, multipliers
	520
	95

	Employment after displacement, linkages, multipliers
	615
	125

	GDP (value added)
	£0.42 (profit only)
	£0.33m (profit only)

	Value For Money
	
	

	Net cost per Job (at the local level)
	£3500
	£17,500

	Total public sector spend
	£2.1m
	£2.1m


GB10597

	Project title:
	Evaluation of Lanarkshire Business Growth Initiative 

	Consultant:
	EKOS
	Code:
	D1/97-2

	Project lifespan:
	1993/4-1996/7
	
	

	Evaluation period:
	January-June 1997
	
	IFSO/18/97

	Evaluation IFSO:
	KRA – Encouraging innovation and research and development
	
	

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts

	Gross output and impact
	Local
	Scotland

	Sales

Employment

GDP (value added)
	£28.6m (1)

348 FTEs (1)  (based on 30 companies reporting)


	348 FTEs

	Net additional effects
	
	

	Non-additional (deadweight)

Displacement

Supply linkages (short run marginal)

Multipliers (short run marginal)
	100 FTEs

117 FTEs

(1.1) 15 FTEs

(1.1) 15 FTEs
	100 FTEs

114 FTEs

(1.2) 27 FTEs

(1.2) 32 FTEs

	Net outputs and impacts
	
	

	Sales

Employment

GDP (value added)
	£4.6m (1)

161 FTEs

	Estimates between 791 and 1312 FTEs (2) (3)



	Value for money
	
	

	LDA cost per job

Total public sector cost per job
	£2458 - £3961

£3021 - £4871
	£2050 - £3362

£2521 - £4130


(1)  based on sample

(2)  ‘grossed up’ to population.  Consultants offered a range of net impacts due to small number of companies reporting quantitative data.

(3)  Displacement is lower at the Scottish level in comparison with that local, because there were only few Scottish based competitors.  Majority of competition was located either abroad or in Lanarkshire.

GC20198

	Project title:
	Evaluation of the Export Development Programme 

	Consultant:  
	Segal Quince Wicksteed
	Code
	IFSO/13/98

	Project lifespan:
	Sept. 1995 – Feb. 1996
	

	Evaluation Period:
	Nov. – Dec. 1997

	Evaluation IFSO:
	KRA – Promoting internationalisation

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts
	
	
	
	

	Gross output and impacts 1 
	Local shor term SALES
	Local long term SALES
	Local short term EMPLOYMENT
	Local long term EMPLOYMENT

	Sales
	£2,050,000
	£2,050,000
	
	

	Employment
	
	
	29.4
	29.4

	GDP (value added)
	
	
	
	

	Net Additional Effects
	
	
	
	

	Additionality 
	0.64
	0.64
	0.44
	0.43

	Displacement
	0.15
	0.11
	0.18
	0.3

	Substitution 
	
	
	
	

	Supply Linkages 
	1.31
	1.22
	1.25
	1.66

	Multipliers
	1.1
	1.1
	1.1
	1.1

	Net output and impacts
	
	
	
	

	Sales
	£1,270,000
	£1,270,000
	14.3
	16.2

	Employment
	
	
	
	

	GDP (value added)
	
	
	
	

	Value For Money
	
	
	
	

	Net cost per Job
	£6,300
	£6,000
	
	

	Total Public Sector Cost per job
	
	
	
	


1 ‘grossed up’ from sample

GC20197

	Project title:
	Rotary International Convention

	Consultant:
	System 3, SQW
	Code:
	A2/97-4

	Project lifespan:
	14th-18th June 1997
	
	

	:
	Events Activity
	
	IFSO/12/97

	Evaluation ISFO
	KRA – Promoting internationalisation
	
	

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts

	Gross output and impacts1
	Glasgow
	Scotland

	Sales/delegate expenditure

Employment

GDP (value added)
	£15.3m

No data

No data
	£26.9m

No data

No data

	Net additional effects
	
	

	Average additionality

Average displacement

Substitution

Supply linkages and multipliers
	93%

15%

£5.9m (1.49)
	77%

5%

£4.8m (1.72)

	Net output and impacts 
	
	

	Sales

Employment

GDP (value added)
	£18.1m

74 FTEs

No data
	£24.2m

139 FTEs

No data

	Value for money
	
	


GC20397

	Project title:
	Evaluation of the Company Growth Initiative (CGI)

	Consultant:  
	EKOS
	Code:
	D1/97 - 3

	Project lifespan:
	1993/1994-1996/1997

	Evaluation Period:
	1993/94-1996/97
	ISFO/19/97

	Evaluation IFSO:
	KRA – Promoting internationalisation

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts
	
	

	Gross output and impacts 1
	Local
	Scotland

	Sales 
	£22.2m
	£15.9 exports for project

	Employment
	265 FTEs   
	438 FTEs   (of which 88 protected)

	GDP (value added)
	£12.73m
	£12.73m

	Net Additional Effects
	
	

	Additionality
	
	145 FTEs additional

	Displacement
	27% employment
	26% employment
9% high displacement (sales)
9% medium (sales)
82% low displacement (sales

	Supply Linkages (short run marginal)
	1.05 
	@ 1.10 – 1.25 (51% of sample) 16 FTEs

	Multipliers (short run marginal)
	1.1
	@ 1.2 – 1.25 (51% of sample) 46 FTEs              

	Net Impacts
	
	

	Employment
	201 FTEs 
	278 FTEs  (of which 32 safeguarded)

	Value-added
	£8.6m
	£8.08m

	Value for money
	
	

	NGE of FVE Inputs -  cost per net additional FTE
	£5040
	£5370

	LEC/SEO cost per net additional £1m GDP
	£173,600
	£184,800


1 Based on sample

GC30299

	Project title:
	Edinburgh's Hogmanay 1998/9 Economic Impact Study: Final Report

	Consultant:  
	Segal Quince Wicksteed, System Three, MGA 
	Code
	CP/2a/99

	Project lifespan:
	Tues 29 Dec 1998 - Sat. 2 Jan 1998
	

	Evaluation Period:
	As above

	Evaluation CP:
	KRA – Improving quality of life and Scotland's international image

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts
	
	
	

	Gross output and impacts 1 
	Local: (Edinburgh)
	Lothian
	Scotland

	Sales (expenditure)
	£30.02m 
	£31.68m 
	£40.11m

	Employment
	-
	
	-

	GDP (value added)
	-
	
	-

	Net Additional Effects
	
	
	-

	Additionality 
	51%
	
	-

	Displacement
	19% Edinburgh, 26% Lothians
	
	47%

	Substitution 
	-
	
	-

	Supply Linkages 
	-
	
	-

	Multipliers 
	Various from STMS e.g. ave. supplier and income mult. for Edin. 1.65
	
	-

	Net output and impacts
	
	
	

	Sales
	£25.5m (Edinburgh)
	£27.8m (Lothians)
	£31.4m

	Employment
	729 in Edinburgh for one year (73 FTE)
	794 in Lothians for one year (79 FTE)
	897 for one year (90 FTE)

	GDP (value added)
	-
	
	-

	Value For Money
	
	
	

	Net cost per job year
	£2,194 (Edinburgh)
	£2,015 (Lothians)
	£1,783

	Total Public Sector Cost per job
	
	
	


1 ‘grossed up’ from sample

LS20198

	Table 4: Gross to net outputs and impacts



	Economic measures


	SE
	HIE

	Gross output and impacts1 
	
	

	Sales

Employment

GDP (value added)
	-

6145 FTEs (8425 FTEs2)

£45.9-£65.6m3
	-

539 FTEs (562 FTEs2)

	Net additional effects
	
	

	Deadweight 

Displacement

Substitution
	3637 FTEs

1193 FTEs

557 FTEs
	306 FTEs

135 FTEs

37 FTEs

	Net output and impacts 
	
	

	Sales

Employment

GDP (value added)
	-

971 FTEs
	-

70 FTEs

-

	Value for money
	
	

	LECs/SEO cost per job

Linkage effects 
	£20.6k
	£22.6k (20.73)


1 Based on sample of participating companies

2 ‘Grossed up’ from sample

3 ‘Grossed up’ to represent Scotland

LS30199

	Project title:
	Workskills Evaluation

	Consultant:  
	Frontline
	Code
	L&E/1/99

	Project lifespan:
	1995-
	

	Evaluation Period:
	Aug-Nov 1998

	Evaluation IFSO:
	

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts
	
	

	Gross output and impacts 1 
	Local
	Scotland

	Sales
	
	

	Employment
	253 (185 after 9 months)
	

	GDP (value added)
	-
	

	Net Additional Effects
	
	

	Additionality 
	29%
	

	Displacement
	63%
	89%

	Substitution 
	-
	-

	Supply Linkages 
	-
	-

	Multipliers (short run marginal) 1.18
	-
	-

	Net output and impacts
	
	

	Sales
	
	

	Employment
	13
	4

	GDP (value added)
	
	

	Value For Money
	
	

	Net cost per Job
	
	

	Total Public Sector Cost per net additional job
	£46,000
	£148,000


1 ‘grossed up’ from sample

LS40200

	Project title:
	In-House Business Development and Training Initiative

	Consultant:  
	Jones Economics Ltd
	
	

	Project lifespan:
	1998-mid 2000
	

	Evaluation Period:
	July 2000

	Evaluation: L&E
	KRA – Encouraging companies to invest more in the skills of their employees

	Table 4: Gross to net output and impacts
	
	

	Gross output and impacts 1 
	Local
	Scotland

	Sales
	
	

	Employment
	27
	

	GDP (value added)
	
	

	Net Additional Effects
	
	

	Additionality 
	66%
	

	Displacement
	40%
	

	Substitution 
	
	

	Supply Linkages 
	
	

	Multipliers 
	1.8
	

	Net output and impacts
	
	

	Sales
	
	

	Employment
	11
	

	GDP (value added)
	
	

	Value For Money
	
	

	Net cost per Job
	
	

	Total Public Sector Cost per job
	£4,800
	


1 ‘grossed up’ from sample

1 ‘grossed up’ from sample
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