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1: Introduction

In April 2011 the South East England Developmeneray (SEEDA) commissioned SQW to
evaluate the South East Business Innovation andiBrprogramme. This report summarises
the findings and conclusions of the evaluation.

Background

The Innovation and Growth programme

The South East Business Innovation and Growth progre was launched in 2009/10 with
the establishment of eight Innovation and Growthriig (IGTs). These teams were set up to
operate across the south east region — workingirwahregional framework but driven by
local needs - to:

target the top 2,000 high growth businesses acthses region to achieve a
transformational impact by 2016 by providing intelsbusiness expertise and
collaborative opportunities to SMEs

raise the levels of business to business collaioorand knowledge transfer across
all business sectors and supporting open innovation

bring together the local drivers of innovation tevedlop effective innovation
ecosystems ensuring that all resources in a loeal @e working towards a common
goal.

Each of the eight teams was launched at a diffguemtt in time throughout 2009/10, in a
three phased approach. The teams — and theirfispstzirt dates — were as follows (see
Figure 1-1 which shows the geographical locatiod laoundaries of each of the IGTs within
the context of the emerging Local Enterprise Pastnip (LEP) geography):

Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes — started in J20@9
East Sussex and Brighton & Hove — started in M@0
Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex — started in JgrRgd0
Kent and Medway — started in October 2009
Oxfordshire — started in October 2009

Solent — started in June 2009

Thames Valley — started in June 2009

West Surrey and North East Hants — started in 2008

SQW 1
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Figure 1-1: The location of the 8 IGTs in the context of the emerging LEP geography
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Source: SQW

Enterprise Hubs

Prior to the launch of the IGT programme, SEEDA pealiously invested £7.6 million in 22
local Enterprise Hubs across the region with tine ta “support fast-growing entrepreneurial
companies and to facilitate the exploitation ofhtemogy from the knowledge base”. The
Enterprise Hubs sought to work as a close knit teAmommercial experts and specialists
across the South East. The Enterprise Hubs prdvjgersonalised support, advanced
business insight, technical knowledge and finarioitstment advice to entrepreneurs, start-
up and early stage companies that were seekingnionercialise a technology or knowledge-
based idea. In order to qualify as an Enterpriagb Network member, the entrepreneur or
company had to be: seeking to commercialise a tdogy or knowledge-based innovation;
have a potential market which is at least nati@ma probably international; and, have the
ambition and potential to grow. The Enterprise slwere delivered by local public-private
partnerships from across the region.

Given the nature, location and focus of the EntsgpiHubs, they have had a direct influence
on the shape of the IGT programme, integratingolesdearnt on: how best to provide
support to high growth and innovative business,gbegraphical scope of this support and
the shape and nature of the partnerships and deleams that were developed to deliver the
IGT programme.

Innovation Advisory Service

Alongside — and complementary to — the Enterprigdbbdi] SEEDA also invested £2.83
million (between 2005 and 2007) in the Innovatiodvisory Service (IAS) as part of its

SQW 2



1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

South East Business Innovation and Growth Evaluation
Final Report

wider innovation strategy, which sought to boogtigral productivity by providing high-
guality advice about innovation to knowledge-inieasusinesses. This pan-regional service
offered up to 10-person days of bespoke advicdi¢atdusinesses on a free-of-charge basis,
either through one-to-one mentoring or group eveniEhe service targeted established
enterprises with the potential to grow significgndls a result of increased technological
innovation.

The evolving context

There are also two contextual issues worth higkiighupfront as they have shaped the IGT
programme. The first concerns the timespan an& stalelivery. The IGTs were expected to
run for a three year period, but the decision ley@oalition government elected in May 2010
to close SEEDA in line with all nine English RDAg March 2012 meant that the absolute
programme budget was cut substantially from £20IBomto £11.6 million with a new end
date of August 2011. This budget cut occurrediia phases, one in July 2010 for 2010/11
financial year (which constituted a 25% cut on &maual budget) and one in January 2011
for the 2011/12 financial year (which was worked aufive months of the funding allocated
for that financial year). There is no doubt tha budget cut and premature closure had an
impact on the achievements of the programme, d¢imgamomentum that was beginning to
build and interrupting structures and procedures there beginning to be optimised. In
particular, for those IGTs that had started reidyivate, these changes meant that not only
were they in operation for less than one year thait year was characterised by budget cuts
and related recruitment freezes.

The second contextual issue concerns the wideroegienenvironment. The UK entered a
serious economic recession in late 2008 just ak3Meprogramme was being launched. This
recession saw economic growth not only slow sigaiftly but contract nationally. This had

obvious implications for the programme as a nundfgrotential clients struggled to survive

— let alone grow.

Study objectives

Against this backdrop the Consultancy Brief ideetiffour objectives for the evaluation:
to provide an independent assessment of the econopact of the eight IGTs

to provide an assessment of how far the programamentet its initial objectives, and
has contributed to outcomes and wider regionalabivies

to assess the overall value for money of the progra and how this compares to
similar programmes

to provide a detailed report to share with stakedis on good practice and lessons
learnt to inform future initiatives support highogrth potential businesses.

Method and approach

In order to meet these objectives a methodologypeiming qualitative and quantitative
elements was adopted. Figure 1-2, provides ddt#iese different elements.

SQW 3
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Figure 1-2: Study methodology

A review of key background documentation including IGT business plans, project proposals, appraisals,
evaluations and reviews and other contextual documents (e.g. various NESTA reports and ‘Business
Investments in the South East: Individual Enterprise’ evaluation report).

An email survey of IGT partners and other stakeholders — The email survey was sent to all IGT partners and
relevant stakeholders (109 in total) and asked them to comment on the extent to which they agreed of disagreed
strongly or not) with a series of success measures — statements relating to the success of different aspects of
the programme (see Annex B for a copy of the survey questionnaire). 47 partners responded to the survey — a
response rate of 43%. In general there was little variation in responses between partners from different IGTSs,
although where there was this is specifically highlighted in the report.

A series of in-depth semi-structure interviews with the IGT lead director and other portfolio directors across all
eight IGT. These interviews followed a common topic guide (see Annex A) with the interview focusing on those
questions that were of most relevance to the role and experience of the consultee. The interviews were
undertaken either face to face or on the phone, and where appropriate (largely dependent on availability) we
conducted a focus group with staff in similar roles — for a number of the IGTs the interviews with Portfolio
Directors were undertaken in this way. In total 44 people were consulted, these are detailed in Annex C.

A series of consultations with other wider stakeholders. This included the Department of Business Innovation
and Skills (BIS), the Manufacturing Advisory Service (MAS) Finance South East and SEEDA. These interviews
followed the same topic guide and approach used with the IGT staff.

Analysis of the survey of beneficiaries undertaken independently by Step Ahead Research. Step Ahead
Research was commissioned separately by SEEDA to undertake the annual Customer Satisfaction Survey. It
was agreed at the inception meeting for this project that a number of questions related to the assessment of
economic impact would be added to the 2011 Customer Satisfaction Survey. This report therefore draws
heavily on these economic impact questions and does not focus on the customer satisfaction questions as these
are the subject of a separate report produced by Step Ahead Research.

Analysis of the SEEDA output and expenditure data and relevant data held on the client management tool.

A detailed assessment of the gross and net outputs of the programme and its overall economic impact and
value for money.

Comparison with other similar programmes and types of intervention.

Source: SQW

This report draws together the evidence collectenhfthe different work streams to explore
the extent to which the objectives of the programmaee been met. In interpreting the
findings, it is essential to keep in mind the cilethtimescale of the programme which will
have prevented impacts arising from the full saaie term of activities. Because of the
shorter lifetime of the IGTs this evaluation issome extent assessing progress to date and
drawing out relevant lessons and recommendationdufoire initiatives to support high
growth businesses within the changed environmentrat regional governance. For example,
there may be interest in the findings of this estibn by those currently designing the
national Business Coaching for Growth programmerea for launch in early 2012 (with
the aim of helping “up to 10.000 high growth busises a year to address barriers to growth
and grow more rapidly). Where possible and relevant, this report veklsto look beyond
the IGTs, and indeed the region, to identify witlssons for future investment in support for
high growth businesses.

Report structure

The structure of the rest of this report is asoiw8:

chapter 2 provides an overview of the economicednin which the IGTs operate;
building on this economic context, the chapter tpesvides a commentary on both
the overall rationale for investing in the IGTs ath@ more specific and localised
rationale and objectives of each of the eight IGhe, operating models that have

1 BIS: http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/economic-developmitsyis/lep-toolbox/helping-smes/coaching

SQW 4




1.13

1.14

South East Business Innovation and Growth Evaluation
Final Report

been implemented and the different approaches tagamment and delivery that have
been adopted

chapter 3 provides detailed information on SEEDAuits (primarily in terms of
expenditure) into the IGTs and the outputs thaehasen generated, both actual and
expected

chapter 4 analyses the qualitative evidence deliein the course of the evaluation
project from partners and wider stakeholders andpanticular discusses the
appropriateness, effectiveness and benefits ahtlestment in the IGTs

chapter 5 presents the quantitative evidence, inicplar with respect to the
economic impact of the investment in IGTs

chapter 6 summarises findings on the strategiecddlue of SEEDA and the IGTs

chapter 7 draws together the conclusions emergiomg the analysis and presents a
summary of the findings.

In addition there is a series of accompanying aesdéxat include:

Annex A provides a copy of the topic guide used tfug consultations with IGT
directors, team members and wider stakeholders

Annex B provides a copy of the questionnaire usedhie electronic survey of
partners

Annex C provides a list of those consulted witlpag of this evaluation

Annex D provides a logic model which presents arsany overview of the IGT
programme in diagrammatic form.
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2. Context, rationale and programme
specification

Economic context

Regardless of the economic measure used, the $@aghis an economically strong and
prosperous region. It is the most economically petitive region in the United Kingdom
(UK)? and “one of Europe’s most successful regidnsTable 2-1 provides a headline
summary of key economic indicators for the SoutstEal'hese indicators cover the overall
size of the local economy and four of the HM Tregsufive drivers of productivity as these
resonate strongly with the principles of econonmiimwgh. Where sensible we have compared
the regional figure to the national figure.

Table 2-1: Headline economic indicators

Indicator (source) South East England

Size of the local economy

Working Age Population 5,066,100 -
(Annual Population Survey July 08-June 09)

Total employees 3,757,710 -
(Annual Business Inquiry, 2008)

Employment rate 63.5 60.1
(Annual Population Survey July 08-June 09)

Number of active enterprises 372,800 -
(ONS Business Demography,2008)

GVA (2007, at current basic prices) £176,541m -
(National Statistics 2009)

GVA per capita (2007, at current basic prices) £21,248 £20,458
(National Statistics 2009)

Skills

% of working age population with NVQ 4 plus 30.9 28.1

(Annual Population Survey 2006-2008 — three year average)

% of working age population with below NVQ 2 (NVQ 1 and no 23.8 27.0
qualifications
(Annual Population Survey 2006-2008 — three year average)

% of working age population with no qualifications 9.4 12.9
(Annual Population Survey 2006-2008 — three year average)

Innovation

% of employees in the ‘knowledge based economy’ 20.7 18.6
(Annual Business Inquiry, 2008)

% of business units associated with the ‘knowledge based 25.6 22.5
economy’ (Annual Business Inquiry, 2008)

2 Huggins and ThompsoblK Competitiveness Index 2010

8 South East England Development Agerilye Regional Economic Strategy 2006-2016 — A Framiefoo
Sustainable Prosperity

% The fifth driver not covered is investment as ¢hierinsufficient secondary data to comment sepsiblit.
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Indicator (source) South East England
Competitiveness
Business stock (enterprises) per 10,000 population 445 394
(ONS Business Demography Statistics and Mid Year Population
Estimates 2008)
Entrepreneurship
Business births as a % of enterprises, 2008 10.9 11.8
(ONS Business Demography Statistics and Mid Year Population
Estimates 2008)
Business births per 1,000 population, 2008 4.87 4.64

(ONS Business Demography Statistics and Mid Year Population

Estimates 2008)

Source: SQW — compiled using various data sourseeferenced in the Table

However, these headline indicators ignore the sgimnal variation that exists and hide
much of the local economic context that has heashigped and influenced the operation and

delivery of the eight IGTs.

Table 2-2 summarisbes tocal context by summarising

information from the IGT business plans and projpgoposals.

Table 2-2: Local economic context for the eight IGTs

IGT

Economic Context

Buckinghamshire and
Milton Keynes

East Sussex and
Brighton and Hove

Gatwick Diamond and
West Sussex

Kent and Medway

The north of the sub-region was part of the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Growth
Area, with ambitious targets for housing and employment growth stretching to 2031.

Milton Keynes has a strong representation of knowledge workers and is a thriving
centre for knowledge-based industries.

Range of highly distinctive knowledge assets present in the sub-region, from
Pinewood Studios in the South to the Open University and Cranfield University in the
North.

Brighton & Hove has a heavy reliance on business and financial services, but this
sector is under-represented in East Sussex.

Both areas depend on tourism and public sector employment.

One of the strongest business growth sectors across the IGT area is digital media

Across this IGT area there are however fewer larger firms and foreign owned
companies than any other IGT - by a significant margin.

There is limited local expertise in building international businesses.

Historically the coastal strip has suffered socio-economic deprivation and this is
reflected in lower wage levels than in other parts of the South East.

Historically, unemployment is West Sussex has been lower than the South East
average.

The Gatwick Diamond has the sixth largest airport in the world.

According to Experian data the Gatwick Diamond accounts for a GDP of £13 billion
and around 350,000 jobs.

The Gatwick Diamond is recognised within the SEEDA RES as an area ‘for investment
and growth'.

Two of the three designated Growth Areas in the SEEDA region are located in Kent —
Ashford, and the North Kent part of the Thames Gateway.

The Kent and Medway landscape characterised by micro and small businesses, with
modest numbers of medium sized companies, and relatively few of the large
knowledge generators.

Graduate retention is lower than elsewhere in the region, and whilst the rural economy
is strong, it has a low proportion of technology based businesses.

GVA is below the average for the South East and the number of Kent businesses
exporting regularly is also below the South East average.

SQW
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IGT Economic Context

Oxfordshire . Historically, Oxfordshire’s residents and politicians have often been opposed to
industrial development and inward investment.

Oxfordshire has the fewest foreign owned companies of any of the IGT areas.

The IGT area is home to world-class science and technology capability but is lacking
in business leaders to turn this asset into commercial success.

Start-up rates for innovative businesses are high, but there are few large companies or
foreign investors.

Solent - South Hampshire has been identified as a sub-region that is particularly active in
promoting innovation.

The area is home to a number of world class innovators such as IBM UK, VT Group
and EADS Astrium as well as a plethora of young high growth companies.

Economic performance — across a number of indicators — in the cities of Portsmouth
and Southampton is below the regional average.

Thames Valley . The Berkshire & Basingstoke area is a key part of the global economy and home to
many market-leading multi-national companies.
The area has a very successful economy with high levels of growth and employment.
The area has a large cluster of world-leading R&D companies.

Basingstoke and Reading are two of eight Diamonds for Growth identified in the
Regional Economic Strategy for the South East.

However, despite this, the area was perceived to have a lack of experienced
commercial leaders to drive businesses forward.

West Surrey and - The area is home to three major universities with world-class research facilities.

North East Hants ) . " . - L
Eight of the nine local authorities are in the top 50 most competitive localities in the
UK.

The town of Guildford is the most competitive in the UK.

Source: IGT Business Plans and Project Proposals

Another important contextual indicator relatesite humber and size of businesses in each of
the IGT areas. It is apparent from Table 2-3 thllle the size of businesses was similar
across the region — with a vast majority of smaisibesses (96-99%) and a much smaller
proportion of medium (2-3%) and large businessé$ (& less) — the actual number of
businesses does vary significantly. In Oxfordsttiere were over 6,500 businesses (17% of
all businesses in the South East), which was mwe twice the number in Solent (3,000 —
8% of all businesses in the South East).

SQW :
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Table 2-3: Number and size of business by IGT area

Small Medium Large

(1-49 % of (50-199 % of (over 200 % of
IGT emps) total emps) total emps) total Total % of SE
Buckingham
shire and
Milton
Keynes 45251 96% 1359 3% 368 1% 46978 12%
East Sussex
and Brighton
and Hove 36478 97% 945 3% 180 0% 37603 10%
Gatwick
Diamond
and West
Sussex 52099 97% 1313 2% 304 1% 53716 14%
Kent and
Medway 34430 98% 696 2% 132 0% 35258 9%
Oxfordshire 63604 97% 1692 3% 331 1% 65627 17%
Solent 30353 97% 735 2% 175 1% 31263 8%
Thames
Valley 60250 97% 1631 3% 356 1% 62237 16%
West Surrey
and North
East Hants 45633 97% 1132 2% 228 0% 46993 12%
South East 368098 97% 9503 3% 2074 1% 379675 100%

Source: Annual Business Inquiry (not dated) takemf‘Developing communities of innovation to stiateleconomic growth —
Invitation to Apply for Grant Funding” (August 20P8

Looking across the varied economic context foretght IGTs, two broad observations can
be made. The first is that each IGT had cleamngthes, from the buoyant knowledge
economy in Oxfordshire; to the recognition of thetWick Diamond as an area ‘for
investment and growth’ in the Regional Economiattyy (RES); or to the large cluster of
world-leading research and development (R&D) corngmnin the Thames Valley.
Regardless of what they were, these strengths aremnportant facet of the IGT programme
as they provided both a solid foundation and aikg&tkentifiable opportunity from which to
support innovation and growth.

However, alongside these strengths there were alghapparent economic weaknesses, or —
to use the language of economics — market failufsswith the strengths, these weaknesses
varied between the IGTs but included: a lack ofiéar(over 200 employees) firms in Kent
and Medway; socio-economic deprivation in part€ast Sussex and Brighton and Hove; a
lack of foreign investment in Oxfordshire; and westonomic performance in parts of the
Solent. These weaknesses have, in much the saynasshe strengths, directly shaped and
influenced the rationale and objectives of the I@iogramme and have formed the
justification for SEEDA’s intervention.

SQW :
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Rationale and objectives of the IGTs

The regional context

SEEDA’s RES for 2006-2016 had at its heart the needhe South East to maintain its
“position as a world class regiohby ensuring future growth and sustained prosperlty
order to achieve this the RES identified the nemdnitigate three key challenges to the
region’s economic strength:

the global challenge — maintaining competitiven@ssthe face of intensifying
international competition

smart growth — delivering higher levels of prosperacross the region without
increasing the region’s ecological footprint

sustainable prosperity — securing long-term ecoonomiosperity through the
principles of sustainable development.

It is through the first of these that the over-amgirationale for the IGT programme emerged
as it aimed to:

“Unlock the potential in businesses with real glbbaenbition through
targeted support in order to drive economic growtlthe South Easf”

Programme objectives

The IGT programme reflected these high level emglés by addressing four objectives (as
set out in the invitation to apply for grant fungjn

developing a broader approach to innovation- with innovation definedas the
successful exploitation of new (either to the secothe organisation) ideas and
developments in business processes, models, magkatid technologies that result
in improved products, services and quality. Thedanlying rationale is the
expectation that supporting and encouraging intiowa results in positive
externalitiesfor the regional economy as it is a means of Wifgcgrowth potential
in businesses at every stage of their development

targeting the top 2,000 high growth potential busiesses- with growth definetlas
‘the potential to grow (in terms of either turnowarprofit or GVA) at more than 5%
per annum’; and high growth defined as ‘the potént achieve average annualised
growth of 20% per annum over a three year periéhile for those businesses that
are ‘starting up’ growth is defined as ‘the potahto grow turnover to £500,000 per
annum or higher within three years of startingitrgd The rationale behind this
objective is that by supporting those businessél thie greatest growth capability

% South East England Development Agendye Regional Economic Strategy 2006-2016 — A Framefoo
Sustainable Prosperity

5South East England Development Agerigveloping communities of innovation to stimulatermmic growth
— Invitation to Apply for Grant Fundin@August 2008)

" The programme’s formal definition of innovationbiased on the definition used in the Governmentisvation
Strategy -innovation Nation(March 2008)

8 The programme'’s definition of growth has been mattizectly from the Business Support Simplification
Programme (BSSP)

SQW 10
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and potential to generate high value innovationnd addressing thanformation
asymmetrieshat are hindering or preventing them from growintheir growth will
be accelerated and enhanced, which will ultimatebntribute to economic
competitiveness of the South East regioosftive externalitiés

to raise the levels of business to business collaation and knowledge exchange
— this objective was to be achieved through the fdiomaof local communities of
innovation and the bringing together of high grovetid innovative businesses to
create an elite group mitigating and overcomingdherdination failuresthat exist

It was also hoped that this peer-to-peer supporuldvoassist in addressing
information asymmetrieas connections between businesses — larger, smalkhe
same sector or from different sectors — provideiadale first-hand knowledge and
‘know-how’

to bring together the local drivers of innovation —co-ordination failuresand
information asymmetriehad resulted in a fragmentation of the availakleources
and expertise and as such the rationale behinatijgstive was to bring together all
the interested parties at the local and sub-regienal to work together to create a
globally competitive region.

These objectives were, in turn, developed into fiuecomes — referred to as regional network
targets or key performance indicators — for the I@dgramme as a whole for the period
2009-2012:

intensively assist at least 2,000 businesses beehtee and a half year period
£500 million of new GVA generated by businessegpstied
£250 million cumulative investment raised by busges supported

over 70% of businesses supported reporting incdetigmover attributable to new
products or significantly improved products

over 85% customer satisfaction rating.

Sub-regional variation

Through the development of individual business pland proposal documents each of the
eight IGTs sought to articulate its own key objessi. Some of these objectives directly
reflected the programme objectives and targetsrsthlook the programme objectives and
targets and translated them to the individual ®gian; and others were specific to individual
sub-regions.

The operating model

From its inception it was always the intention &EDA that the IGT programme would
create sub-regional communities of innovation arawgh. In order to facilitate the creation

% This outcome was split into two Key Performancgidators: Number of Portfolio Clients Supporteé.(those
receiving more intensive assistance) and Numbalesivork Clients Supported (i.e. those engaged with a
supported through the wider activities of the IGI bot receiving intensive assistance).

SQW "
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of these ‘communities’, SEEDA invited sub-regiopaktnerships to apply for grant funding

to establish local IGTs. It was hoped that by mégg partnerships to apply, collaboration

rather than competition at the local level woulddmeouraged. Moreover, it was envisaged
that these partners would be embedded in the coitynaind therefore able to collaborate

effectively to identify the priorities and delivethe most appropriate solution for their sub-
region.

Role of the partnership and its membership

The invitation to apply for grant funding set oauf clear roles for the managing partnerships
requiring them to:

bring together all the bodies with an interest isibess innovation and growth and
create a common purpose between them

act as champions for business growth and innovatidimeir area
direct the delivery of SEEDA grant funding as prthe IGT programme

gather in one delivery arrangement all the servaiesed at business growth and
innovation in their area.

In addition, the intention was that the partnershiguld bring together delivery of not just
SEEDA funded activities but also other sub-regiaral local services.

The guidance suggested that the local partnershipsid comprise key stakeholder, business
and delivery organisations in the area. While tlemioership of the local partnerships varied
between the eight sub-regions reflecting the sjscibf their patch, there were some

common characteristics, as membership generallyded:

officers from the relevant local authorities
the local higher education institutions
local economic partnerships (including local inwangestment agencies)

private sector organisations and their represeetabodies (e.g. chambers of
commerce and industry)

local business support providers and those involiedsupporting innovation
(including innovation centre and science park marmagnd Technology Strategy
Board members).

There was a notable variation was in the size efpdrtnerships which ranged from 11 in the
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes IGT to 24 in tBatwick Diamond and West Sussex
and West Surrey and North East Hants IGTs. Theageepartnership size was 18.

Structure of the partnership

To ensure that a strong governance structure wpkaae — rather than partners just ‘signing
up’ and not actively participating — SEEDA expecpartners to be part of either a formally

SQW 12
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constituted organisation or linked together by aretl purpose, underlined by a charter,
consortium or similar agreement. Despite this aleguidance, the formal structure of the
partnerships was to be determined at the local v there was freedom and flexibility to
pursue to most appropriate form for the sub-region.

As a result of this flexible approach, three forofigpartnership arrangements have emerged
across the region:

a legal entity in the form of a company limited ¢gnyarantee or not for profit where
partners are directors of the company

a number of separate organisations linked togetiieugh a written agreement such
as a memorandum of understanding for the purpotegelivering the IGT and
involving all parties in decision making and in hieection of the partnership (with a
lead partner in the grant framework agreementngcdis the accountable body to
SEEDA, on behalf of the other partners)

a number of separate organisations sharing redplitysifor the delivery of the
project and linked together through a consortiuneagent (with a lead partner again
holding the grant framework agreement with SEEDAehalf of the other partners).

Figure 2-1 shows which of the IGTs has adopted Wwiaipproach and also indicates which
organisation is the lead partner where this isirequ

Figure 2-1: IGT partnership structure

Limited company Lead accountable body Consortium
Thames Valley Kent and Medway — Accountable Oxfordshire — Accountable body:
body: Business Support Kent Oxford Innovation

Solent Community Interest Company (BSK-

) . East Sussex and Brighton and Hove
Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex | CIC) 9

— Accountable body: Sussex

West Surrey and North East Hants Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes | Innovation Centre (SInC)
— Accountable body: Open
University

Source: SQW

The appropriateness and effectiveness of thesatpgemodels and the different approaches
is discussed in detail in Chapter 4.

IGT management and delivery

Delivery team

Each IGT put in place a team of experienced busiaelsisors and experts able to deliver
high quality support to clients on a day-to-dayi®ashe size and specific characteristics of
these teams varied across the eight IGTs althdughliroadly comprised the following three
components:

a full time team director responsible for managetnaeidl oversight of the team

a number of full time and part time ‘portfolio duters’ who were attached to specific
clients or who provided specialist support

SQW 13
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a wider network of specialist professionals wholddae brought in on a needs basis.

Some of the teams also had administrative suppapecific roles for network coordination
but this was not common across all eight.

Delivery activities

The delivery team — supported by the partnershias-responsible for integrating a range of
regional and local resources to provide intensiygpert to a targeted group of high growth
businesses. This included the following five braatvities:

a package of support for early stage high growtrtsips such as support for
commercialisation and to develop new products @andces to help these businesses
grow rapidly

highly targeted, advanced business developmentiisgéo businesses to accelerate
their growth

support for businesses to develop a funding styatagd become investment ready

development of communities of high growth businssdacilitating peer to peer
networking to share experience and encourage adeioning

development of a platform for collaboration betwdisinesses in local sub-regions
and across the rest of the region, including statiod open innovation and providing
links to the knowledge base.

In order to provide these activities, the IGTs wal#e to draw on three broad types of
support:

a range of support services funded directly by @ik grant

other local and sub-regional services that parhignnembers were able to leverage
in

wider support that the partnership could bringsnmequired.

While a central element of the IGT approach was tha activties provided to each client
were to be individually tailored to meet their sfiemeeds and address their specific issues,
support had to be included in the Business Supfartplification Programme (BSSP)
portfolio of business support products and had @onmiarketed as “solutions for business
products” (with no other organisational brandingjigure 2-2 provides a summary of the
different types of activites that the IGT could batirectly deliver as well as provide access
to.

Figure 2-2: Summary of the activities provided by the IGTs

Activities delivered exclusively by the IGT . Business start-up and growth

Business expertise for growth (excluding
Manufacturing Advisory Service (MAS))
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Activities delivered in part by the IGT

Understanding Finance for Business

Business Collaboration Networks — helping
businesses to work together to improve
performance and exploit market opportunities

Access to other BSSP products

Innovation Collaborations
Innovation Finance

Capital Investment Grants

Business Creation

Business Collaboration Teams
Environment Business Collaboration
Innovation Collaboration

Access to Finance

Promoting resource efficiency and sustainable
waste management

Protecting the national environment
Globalisation
Skills Solutions for Business

Local Business Coaching

Access to other partner services

Local or sub regional sector or cluster programmes
Business premises and flexible workspace
Training resources and programmes

University Knowledge Transfer Partnerships
Investor Development Managers

Higher Education business programmes

University technical expertise

Access to other services and resources

UK Trade and Investment
SEEDA's Sector Consortia

Regional links to higher education and the
knowledge base

Finance South East
MAS
Grant for Research and Development

Selective Finance for Investment and Enterprise
(SFIE)

Collaborative R&D programmes

Source: SEEDA

Client targeting and segmentation

Given the focus of the programme on targeting iidizls and businesses with growth
potential and the potential to generate high vahm®vation, identifying and targeting the
Each |1®@h&s supposed to work intensively with
approximately 250 clients at any one time and thgeetation was that this group would
comprise a mixture of businesses receiving intensiyport, those that had been supported

‘right’ clients was vital to its success.

in the past and those that were part of the pipalirpotential candidates.

SQW
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In order to guide the targeting of clients, SEEM@Arntified four client ‘segments’ that had the
greatest potential to impact on productivity growtid where intervention would help unlock
this potential:

large knowledge generatorswith £100 million plus turnover — organisationstth
were seen to be vital to the region’s innovatiorfggenance with a wide influence on
both the region’s employment and its supply chain

step change: medium to largevith a £10 million plus turnover — organisatiohsitt
were seen to have the potential to turnover £50amiplus and to be ‘stars of the
future’

step change: small to mediunwith a £1 million plus turnover — organisationstth
were seen to have significant potential for growth without intervention were in
danger of plateauing

high growth starts and scalable microswith £0 - £1 million turnover —
organisations that had generally been in operatwnless than two years, with
limited experience of growth..

This segmentation was not intended to be a rigfthitien but a tool to aid the identification
of clients as the different segments had been fooite the critical stages in business growth
when pinch points can occur. As well as suppadents within each of the segments, the
intention was that the IGT would facilitate connees between them, particularly between
the large knowledge generators and high growtltsséerd small to medium sized firms.

However, regardless of the segment, the primatgrfior assessing client suitability for the
IGT programme was the ability to demonstrate groptbential or high growth potential.
This approach was not about ‘picking winners’ bather ‘spotting potential’ and as such
there were no sectoral constraints, size limitsation requirements or focus on a particular
technology. Instead, the assessment was basdu dmdividual client (rather than aggregate
data), with an emphasis on management team capatilil aspiration and there were various
filter criteria used to assess the desire and patefor growth (such as the ability and
capacity of the leadership team and evidence tbag order book).

The underlying assumption was that all growth camgmwould exhibit one or more of these
criteria, with high growth companies exhibiting miplle indicators. Ultimately though, the
onus on identifying the right clients was on th& ItRemselves and the expectation was that
they would employ people with sufficient relevamperience to use the criteria to support
their professional judgement on whether it was kvanivesting time and expertise on a
business.

SQW 16
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3: SEEDA inputs and outputs

Having described the context, rationale and spetifin of the IGT Programme, this chapter
provides details of the SEEDA inputs (in terms ypenditure) into the programme and the
outputs (in terms of the programme’s key perforneaindicators) that this has generated.

IGT inputs

Table 3-1 provides details of the SEEDA expenditmethe IGT Programme between 2009
and 2011, based on SEEDA’s management information.

Table 3-1 shows that the SEEDA originally allocafi0.5 million to the IGT programme
and that this allocation was to be split relativelyenly across the eight IGTs (about
£2.6million each). However, as noted in chapteth&, decision to close SEEDA and the
early curtailment of the programme meant that théget was cut substantially from £20.6
million to £11.6 million — with the cuts occurririg two phases June 2010 for the 2010/11
financial year and January 2011 for the 2011/1arfamal year — and greater variation
between the amounts allocated to each IGT (ranigorg £1.1 million to £1.7 million). The
scale at which expenditure was reduced for eachw@g largely dependent on the stage they
were in their delivery. So for example while that@ick Diamond and West Sussex IGT had
one of the highest original allocations (£2.6 roiflj it had the lowest revised allocation (£1.1
million) because it was at such an early stage alivety when the funding cuts were
imposed.

Of this revised allocation, Table 3-1 shows thatrall the IGTs spent £9.5 million (82% of
the available budget), with the actual and propasdte level of expenditure varying between
the individual IGTs. The actual IGT spend rangesirf £1.5 million (92% of allocated
budget) in West Surrey and North East Hants IGEQ®9 million in the Gatwick Diamond
and West Sussex IGT (64% of the allocated budgBidne of the IGTs spent all of their
revised allocation, and only one — West Surreydadh East Hants — spent over 90% of the
money they had been allocated.

Table 3-1: IGT Expenditure 2009-2011

Original Revised Actual % of revised

allocation allocation Spend *° actual
Bucks and Milton Keynes £2,552,037 £1,718,097 £1,285,078 75%
East Sussex £2,583,341 £1,109,669 £859,737 7%
Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex £2,600,000 £1,078,270 £693,965 64%
Kent and Medway £2,600,000 £1,311,450 £1,132,643 86%
Oxfordshire £2,600,000 £1,315,190 £1,166,684 89%
Solent £2,548,424 £1,698,875 £1,390,434 82%

1% These spend figures have been estimated by SEBDWhd purpose of this evaluation. They are neffiial
audited expenditure figures.
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Original Revised Actual % of revised

allocation allocation Spend *° actual
Thames Valley £2,538,714 £1,604,551 £1,401,048 87%
West Surrey and NE Hants £2,555,273 £1,736,437 £1,590,566 92%
Total £20,577,789 £11,572,539 £9,520,155 82%

Source: SQW based on SEEDA management information

IGT outputs

Table 3-2 provides details of the outputs delivdrgdhe IGTs between 2009 and 2011 based
on the information returns made by the IGTs throtghClient Management Tool (CMT).

At the programme level, performance vasve targetfor two of the five key performance
indicators:

125% of the target achieved for the cumulative Gyfdwth generated by Portfolio
Clients* (114 million achieved as against £91 million &tjg

183% of target achieved for the value of investmiemiding raised by Portfolio
Clients (£224 million achieved as against £122iamiltarget).

For the remaining four indicators performance walow target
96% achieved in terms of customer satisfaction
86% achieved in terms of the number of Portfoliee@is supported by the IGT
82% achieved in terms of the number of Network @88 supported by the IGT

39% achieved in terms of number of businesses tiagoincreased turnover
performance.

The low proportion of businesses reporting improtiathover coupled with the high amount
of GVA growth suggests that the GVA increase hanldriven by a small number of firms
with high levels of growth. However, without indivalised analysis of the results it is not
possible to be certain and this inconsistency ninply be symptomatic of the issues with
recording and reporting GVA growth (see below).

The performance against target did vary betweemtfigidual IGTs:

while the Bucks and Milton Keynes and Solent IGighgicantly outperformed in
terms of the cumulative GVA growth generated bytfebo Clients (370% and 490%
of target respectively (although the former did dnawne of the lowest targets)), they
struggled on the other indicators, particularly #adue of investment funding raised
by Portfolio Clients and the number of businessesiting increased turnover

1j.e. those clients that received intensive agsigtdrom the IGT — see footnote 9
12j.e. those engaged with and supported throughvitier activities of the IGT but not receiving inséve
assistance — see footnote 9
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the East Sussex IGT performed very well, exceedingmost meeting all of its
targets — it was also the only IGT that achievedatget for the number of businesses
reporting increased turnover performance

West Surrey and North East Hants was particulaffgcgve at supporting its
Portfolio Clients in raising investment fundingceerding its target by 478%

the Oxfordshire IGT was the only IGT to achievet@gyet in terms of the number of
Portfolio Clients supported, and one of only thi@@chieve its target in terms of the
number of Network Clients supported

the performance of Kent and Medway IGT and the TdmNalley IGT broadly
reflected that of the IGT programme as a wholéag achieved their targets for
cumulative GVA growth generated and investmeniexhisut generally struggled on
the remaining four (aside from customer satisfaciiothe Thames Valley IGT which
was above target)

while the Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex IGT hadiighest customer
satisfaction score it struggled to engage and stipth Portfolio and Network
clients.

SQW 19



Table 3-2: SEEDA Output data for IGTs"?

Gatwick
Bgcks and East Sussex Diamond and Kent and Oxfordshire Solent Thames West Surrey Total
Milton Keynes Medway Valley and NE Hants
West Sussex

Target £ 1,000,000 £ 20,000,000 £ 750,000 £ 12,650,363 £ 22,200,000 £ 2,094,010 £ 11,108,393 £ 21,289,349 £ 91,092,115
Cumulative GVA
growth ggnerated Actual £ 3,703,928 £ 31,001,847 £ 832,818 £ 15,679,192 £ 8,598,312 £ 10,274,628 £ 19,146,994 £ 24,325,909 £ 113,563,628
by Portfolio Clients
(&)

% of 370% 155% 111% 124% 39% 491% 172% 114% 125%

Target

Target £ 10,350,000 £ 10,500,000 £ 7,125,000 £ 14,657,790 £ 15,200,000 £ 27,750,000 £ 11,750,000 £ 25,000,000 £ 122,332,790
Value of investment
funding raised by Actual £ 4584891 £ 10,159,830 £ 6,039,397 £ 16,839,710 £ 41,788,660 £ 12,974,472 £ 11,728,500 £ 119,523,838 £ 223,639,298
Portfolio Clients (£)

% of 44% 97% 85% 115% 275% 47% 100% 478% 183%

Target

Target 116 51 58 104 74 115 102 100 720
Number of
Businesses Actual 8 51 6 55 27 36 37 62 282
reporting increased
turnover

% of 7% 100% 10% 53% 36% 31% 36% 62% 39%

Target

Target 176 145 130 133 134 183 209 203 1,313
No. of Portfolio
Clients supported Actual 151 119 93 98 160 139 178 194 1,132
by the IGT

% of 86% 82% 72% 74% 119% 76% 85% 96% 86%

Target
13 These data have been taken at face value fro@libiet Management Tool. They may not fully refléue data held by each IGT.
SQW e



Gatwick

Bucks and . Kent and . Thames West Surrey
Milton Keynes East Sussex Diamond and Medway Oxfordshire Solent Valley and NE Hants Total
West Sussex
Target 231 227 258 342 298 433 410 440 2,639
No. of Network Actual 262 287 144 220 297 130 384 436 2,160
Clients supported
by the IGT % of 113% 126% 56% 64% 100% 30% 94% 99% 82%
Target
Target 86% 85% 85% 85% 84% 90% 85% 85% 86%
% of Clients
satisfied with the Actual 66% 92% 96% 67% 88% 74% 90% 86% 82%
support provided by ctua
the IGT™
% of 76% 108% 113% 79% 104% 83% 105% 101% 96%
Target

Source: SQW based on SEEDA management informatbergd through the CMT

4 The ‘target’ is based on a three year averageoaith the ‘actual’ figures are only based on ayear average for six of the IGTs and a single figare for two of the IGTs. This variance
is due to the availability of robust survey datd &éme fact that the programme was not in operdtothree years.
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Calculating cumulative GVA growth generated

3.10 The key performance indicator relating to cumulti@VA growth was introduced by
SEEDA as a principle measure of the impact of B€ programme, with the intention that
this could be used at the end of the programme e@modistrate SEEDA’s return on
investment. The focus on measuring GVA growth whsesen because this enabled the
impact to be assessed for all client segments dégg of size.  However, throughout this
evaluation a number of issues with calculating GyAwth have emerged, identified by both
SEEDA and the IGTs themselves.

3.11 Company GVA measures are derived from informatioroperating profit, employee costs,
depreciation and amortisation. In order to endat these measures were robust, the decision
was taken at the outset of the programme that sodata must be taken from audited
company accounts.

3.12 This approach proved to be problematic for a nunabeeasons. First, Early stage and start-
up businesses tend not to generate audited accournitg the early stages of their corporate
life. Second, businesses focused on product deweopor R&D do not always generate
turnover and report losses rather than profit. €@sblems were exacerbated by the fact that
together these two types of clients constituteatge proportion of the IGT client group.

3.13 In addition, two further problems with the time r@porting GVA growth were identified —
one which potentially inflates the figures, theestiwhich results in an underestimate:

given the focus on GVA growth, the intention waattfor each client a “baseline”
GVA measure would be taken against which growth ldiobe measured in
subsequent years. However for a number of compamighe CMT the base year is
recorded as zero, and while this will be true foose early stage businesses it is
likely to have resulted in an inflated growth figufor those businesses already in
operation as there would already be generating GVA.

GVA growth was to be measured for up to two yediwsr dhe IGT intervention in
order to allow an appropriate time period for glowb materialise. However,
because the programme ended early, the measure@m@uA had to be based on
one year of growth only, thereby potentially undémeating the accrued impact. The
potential to underestimate GVA is exacerbated leyfitt that it is not possible to
include part year results because of the requirétodmave audited data.

3.14 Given these problems, the Oxfordshire IGT undert@olseparate exercise to calculate
cumulative GVA growth using a method that soughttimimise and mitigate the issues
noted above. On the basis of this method, cunvald@VVA change (over a one year period)
was calculated at £11.8 million which was £3.2 imill(34%) higher than the figure recorded
in the CMT. We have included this calculation diyrtp illustrate the issues involved and the
effect they can have in the case of one partid@dr. This calculation does not provide a
multiplier which could be applied to the figuresTable 3-2 in order to estimate the ‘true’
cumulative GVA growth generated for other IGTslw programme as a whole.
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4. Assessing the evidence — qualitative
feedback from stakeholders and partners

This chapter draws on evidence collected throughiark components:

Forty-four in-depth consultations and focus growgs those directly involved in the
delivery of the IGT, including the team directgportfolio directors and experts for
each of the eight IGTs

consultations with wider programme stakeholdersuting SEEDA, BIS, Finance
South East, and MAS

an email survey with 47 IGT partners across thhtdi@Ts

a number of short client case studies providedstoyUSEEDA and the IGTs.

Rationale and objectives

A strong rationale

The consensus across those involved in deliveriveg grogramme as well as the wider
stakeholder community was that the programme wasdan a strong rationale. Consultees
were referring to a multi-faceted market failurahwihe following components: the fact that
the growth potential of small companies was nohdpeealised — coupled with a reluctance to
use limited budgets to access support; a gap wmigioo of support specifically tailored and
targeted at high growth companies; the significamount of work required to make
businesses ‘investment ready’ which financial imediaries were reluctant to support; a lack
of co-ordination and networking between large anwhlk businesses operating in similar
sectors or supply chains; and a general reluctaneengst business owners of all sizes to
seek out and pay for help — in part because sorkcplly funded support (such as Business
Link) appears not to be valued, but also becauisatprsector support is seen as costly and
not generating value for money.

There was also widespread consensus that the fiddhe IGT programme was appropriate.
Consultees especially valued the fact that therprome sought to move beyond supporting
lifestyle businesses and target those that cowddif&giantly contribute to the economic
competitiveness of the regional economy.

The objectives that sought greater coordination @ildboration were also widely welcome
with the ‘communities of innovation’ and ‘peer tegr support’ seen as vital components not
only to the success of the programme but also woed local partnership working beyond the
lifetime of SEEDA.

It was also noted positively that the IGT programinael been informed by other previous
programmes, most notably the Enterprise Hubs; lloghsuccess and limitations of the
Enterprise Hubs was seen by a number of consulidesve directly influenced the shape and
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nature of the IGTs. Two lessons were most commaidhlighted. First, the importance
and value of providing ‘localised’ support as thigs seen as a key asset in knowing who the
high growth companies are and in understandingdiméext in which they operate. Second,
the need to expand the product offering from thiavided through the Enterprise Hubs; this
included the focus on securing investment, createvorks, and the ability to work with
established and larger firms.

This generally positive view of the programme’saadle and objectives is mirrored by the
responses of partners and wider stakeholders gdugadhe email survey.

When asked to rate the four success measuresngel@tithe programme’s rationale and
objectives over 70% of respondents either ‘agreedstrongly agreed’ (see Figure 4-1). In
particular, all respondents who were partners ef @xfordshire IGT ‘strongly agreed’ that
the programme objectives wetkear and widely understoodimilarly all the partners of the

West Surrey and North Hants IGT (who respondedprsfly agreed’ that the programme
objectivescomplement other business support provision avkslabthe area/region

When invited to comment on their responses, thénpawviews remained positive as they
noted that they valued the focus on the local amethat services were tailored, as well the
wide range of business support available. Partalss felt that‘it was the right product in
the right place”with many commenting that it was a shame that®¥es were stopping.

Figure 4-1: Rationale and objectives — success measures

The criteria for identifying suitable beneficiaries are widely 204
understood -

The programme objectives complement other business support 48.9 262 ]
provision available in the area/region . . By
The programme objectives are clear and widely understood 48.9 38.3 -

The IGT was set up to take advantage of and maximise a particular 447 283 ©

opportunity - . NP

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
mStrongly Agree OAgree mDisagree B Strongly Disagree ODon't Know @ENot Answered

Source: SQW Partner Survey

A realistic target?

Some of those involved in the programme did questihether it was ever going to be
feasible to work with 2,000 high growth potentialsinesses as there was some concern that
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even if 2,000 high growth businesSedid exist in the south east it was never goindpeo
possible to engage them all. Linked to this sotse questioned the logic of simply splitting
the 2,000 evenly across the eight IGTs (i.e. 25hewith no in-depth analysis of the local
context and the variation that exists between diffesub-regions with some of the IGT areas
perceived to be much more fertile ground than athdowever, this latter point requires the
caveat that while these numbers were given asdicaition, the programme specification did
explicitly state that: “the exact targets for eaetlividual partnership, including the stocks
and flows of clients, will be negotiated as parttbé grant application and subsequent
business planning process with SEEDA”.

The operating model

An effective approach

A central characteristic of the IGT programme wes tt would be delivered by ‘sub-regional
partnerships’, thereby fostering local communitésnnovation. It was apparent through the
various consultations and the survey that this @ggr was seen as being effective to deliver
high quality business support. It was argued thatsub-regional approach had brought
together the key local players and created a ‘teaitti the necessary breadth and depth of
experience; the requisite range of skills, compa&=nand knowledge; and the capacity to be
able to identify and work towards addressing need&e partnership approach was also
attributed with reducing local competition (as mded); created a broad but complimentary
knowledge base on which to draw; added credibditg legitimacy to delivery by enabling
issues to be addressed by the most appropriataisagan; and provided access to a much
wider network than would have otherwise been pdsgilhich as discussed below was vital
in identifying referrals to the IGT).

In many instances, the individual partners hadwaked together before, and in some cases
they would not have even spoken to each other. TBd& provided the necessary focus
around which a (somewhat) diverse group of orgdinisa could engage and begin to work
together — highlighting opportunities and challenge the sub-region and joining up to
unlock and address them as appropriate. As a réselliview across consultees was that
generally the partners worked well together wittodyaelationships developing between
them.

These findings were also corroborated by the alaitrsurvey (see Figure 4-2) with over
90% of respondents agreeing that collaboration &etwpartners had been encouraged and
85% agreeing that the right partners were involvédhile the positive responses were high
across the boardJl respondents linked to the Oxfordshire IGT ‘strgragireed’ that the IGT
had encouraged collaboration between partnershatdhe right partners were involved.

5 This target was based on research published by MESat showed that the 6 per cent of UK businesses
with the highest growth rates generated half ofriw jobs created by existing businesses betwe@n 20d
2008. NESTAThe Vital Six Per Cent'October 2009
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Figure 4-2: Operating model — success measures

The IGT programme has encouraged collaboration between
partners

All partners have fulfilled the roles required of them 234 426 213

The right partners are involved in the IGT 426 426

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

B Strongly Agree DAgree mDisagree B Strongly Disagree ODon't Know @ Not Answered

Source: SQW Partner Survey

The drivers of effective partnerships

The formalstructure of the partnership (which was determined at tlcalltevel) was seen to
have had little impact on the subsequent operatrah effectiveness of the partnership; the
general consensus was thmembership rather thanstructure was the greater driver of
effectiveness.

Two aspects that affected the partnership’s suocsess stressed. The first wagho' the
members were, although there was no pattern arpantcular ‘types’ of partner. For
instance in some IGTs the local authority was seea valuable partner while in others their
involvement was seen as more of a hindranceraguired time to be spent providing clarity
about what the IGT was doing rather than focusimgl@ivery.

The second washbw' the partners were engaged, seen to be of higlontapce as it
revolved around the extent to which partners weranitted to making the IGT a success.
Across the IGTs it was apparent that whilst alltpens generally bought into the IGT vision,
a number did not then provide the necessary resamd support to realise this vision. As a
result, a number IGTs generated a situation whenetwas a ‘core’ and ‘peripheral’ group of
partners. The core group was seen as essentla 16 T's success due to their engagement
and commitment. The peripheral group on the otledidid not contribute to achieving the
programme’s objectives because they thought (wy)rtght the IGT was an opportunity for
accessing resources, because they had unrealigtéctations about what the programme
would entail or because they sought to use theftTheir own purposes. The gap between
a core and peripheral group of partners is likelgxplain the electronic survey finding that
just over half (66%) of the respondents felt tHapartners had fulfilled the roles required of
them while 13% felt that they had not and 21% werable to make a judgement (see Figure
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4-2). It may also explain why some consulteestfelt their IGT partnership was too large to
create a highly collaborative relationship.

However, despite this and the added complexity dginbabout by the partnership structure,
the over-riding conclusion was that the advantagfethis operating model outweighed the
disadvantages and added significant value to thepi®gramme.

IGT management

Delivery team credentials

With regard to the effectiveness of the delivelntethere was widespread agreement that all
teams had the necessary skills to deliver the I®&fnamme. Consultees noted in particular:
the complementarity of the skills held by differéaeaam members; the commitment of the
team to delivering the most appropriate and effecsolutions to their clients; the credibility
of their experience and skills derived from dir@atolvement in the management and
operation of a business. As a result, the credlsrif the teams were widely regarded as one
of the strengths of the programme. This finding weflected in the electronic survey where
91% agreed that the team had the requisite skitiscapacity to provide appropriate support
to businesses (57% of whom ‘strongly agreed’ —Fsgere 4-3 below).

Some consultees did question the need and valumdaey of having eight separate teams.
Some consultees argued that a more centralisethnedgeam working with a number of
local experts might have been more cost effectidhers highlighted the fact that there was
little collaboration between the teams (somethhag tvas felt to have worked better with the
22 Enterprise Hubs) and that the initial intentioneach IGT to lead on a different specialist
topic had not materialised (with few exceptionk)is likely that the lack of collaboration and
allocation of lead responsibilities across the I@Es influenced by the premature closure of
the programme which may have made individual oggiuns protective and hold on to their
intellectual property, contacts and networks ag theught about their future prospects in the
new business support landscape.

IGT delivery

There was extensive feedback on the effectivenes$eodelivery activities and six broad
points were made.

Delivery of tailored bespoke support

Across all eight IGTs, support to businesses wasiged in a tailored and bespoke way,
directly addressing the specific needs of individagents.  This approach required a

significant investment of time to understand botatwclients wanted and what they actually
needed (with the two often being different as malignts needed help and support with
issues they had not been aware of). A numbeobp$ultees identified this investment of

time and human contact as central to the prograsefééctiveness as it enabled trust to be
built with the businesses which was considered fifitle advisors were really to ‘get under

the skin’ of the business and for clients to bedsbbout their issues and needs.
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Having identified a client’s particular issues arakds, the IGT programme was then flexible

to provide the necessary support. This includegssng management structures, exploring
specific ways and means of enabling growth, exargisitaffing and human resource issues

or facilitating access to finance. It was a resgothat consultees noted was both agile and
applied — rather than rigid and generalised — andugh enabled specific weaknesses to be
addressed and particular growth drivers to besetili often getting to the heart of the longer

term problem rather than just mitigating short tesymptoms. It was a package of support

that was largely delivered through one to one nmérgand coaching along with some events

and workshops (often focused on specific reoccgitiemes such as product development).

While the bespoke nature of the support was regaadean asset of the programme and was
felt to have enabled individual business needstmbt, it was noted by some consultees that
this made the unit cost of delivery expensive. Seowsultees thought — admittedly with the
benefit of hindsight — that the programme could ehdwenefited from a degree of
‘commoditisation’ of the support provided throughaghostic tools and standardised
solutions. Alternatively, greater cost effectivemesuld have come from grouping companies
with similar issues and needs together and progidime to many mentoring and coaching.

Some IGTs offered such solutions and also inclubedorovision of training programmes as
a tool to increase cost effectiveness. Such trgimias seen to be particularly relevant for
smaller start-up companies for whom the programras not primarily designed but who
nevertheless seem to have constituted a signifmaportion of beneficiaries.

Delivered in line with — but not driven by —the BS  SP portfolio

In order to deliver tailored and bespoke solutitmglients, activities were fitted into and
delivered in line with the BSSP portfolio ratheathbeing driven by it. This had two broad
implications that set the IGT apart from other bhass support provision. First it avoided
confusion amongst clients as the BSSP products marer explicitly referred to and second
it meant that the portfolio directors were not put position of having to ‘sell’ a particular
business support product but could focus their @gnem delivering the most effective
solution for their client. Consultees felt thatrimpable to use the BSSP toolbox but not being
constrained by it made the IGT an attractive suppaygramme for client businesses.

Target clients

Across all eight IGTs, there have been more pre-stad early stage companies with less
than £1 million turnover (‘high growth starts anchkable micros’) than larger and more
mature businesses. Consultees noted that the ‘larg@ledge generators’ and ‘medium to
large companies’ have been significantly harderetgage than expected. A range of
different reasons were given for why this might dndeen the case. Some queried whether
the IGT ‘toolbox’ contained services of interestacge companies, despite the flexible offer;
others referred to a general reticence about pskictor business support and the length of
time required to build credibility with larger ongjaations. Having more large and mature
businesses amongst client companies would havedmbamtageous to the programme, as in
the limited instances where they had been engdgeyl did enable smaller companies to
benefit from the resulting supply chain and netwagykbenefits.
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Identifying high growth potential

Consultees highlighted difficulties in identifyingigh growth potential in companies,
especially in smaller pre-start companies (whichpated, formed a large share of the IGT
client base). Identification of clients relied algl on the judgement call of the relevant
portfolio director. While on balance consulteegugd that the experience and competence of
team members enabled them to make appropriatei@eiabout selecting client companies,
others reasoned that the imperative of recruitmgmanies at the required target levels may
have meant that companies without strong growtleri@il were admitted. This may have
been mitigated by clearer selection criteria and/o¥duction in target client numbers.

A reliance on partner networks for referrals

In considering the effectiveness of the proceseetdrring clients three separate, but inter-
related, points were made.

The first point concerns referrals from BusinesskLiThe original intention of the IGT
programme had been that four out of five refertalsthe programme would come via
Business Link. For a number of reasons, this didh@ppen. Some consultees argued that
Business Link would never been never a viable cabofreferral of high growth businesses
which go elsewhere for support and/or consider i82ss Link a ‘damaged brand’. Others
noted that a massive restructuring of Business lahkhe national level had significantly
reduced its capacity to deliver and preventedainfrengaging fully in the IGT programme.
Whatever the reason, the lack of referrals fromilBags Link had significant implications on
the success of the programme.

The second point, which exacerbated the lack afrralfs coming from Business Link, was
the fact that the IGTs were not able to marketrtbervices as (as noted in chapter 2) under
the rules of BSSP all products had to be markesetb@lutions for business products”, with
no other organisational branding. A number of ctiesg felt that this lack of marketing
negatively impacted on the uptake of the programme.

In order to fill the gap in referrals, the programmas heavily reliant on the wider networks
of its partners which over time became increasingiportant. Developing these referral
networks and identifying the ‘right’ clients did Wwever take up a significant amount of time
and effort — although the general consensus washisanvestment had paid off.

The Client Management Tool (CMT)

There were many comments with respect to the $igmif levels of administration that the

programme required. This was seen to be best difidfand indeed compounded) by the
Client Management Tool which was noted to be diffito use and highly bureaucratic. The
overwhelming view was that it did not add value #mat it was not even functional — with a

number of consultees noting that they created twa spreadsheets to manage client
information, transposing relevant data acrosseddNMT when required.

Overall and despite the issues around targetirfgrreds and administration the general
response from partners responding to the electsamigey was that the IGT was serving local
businesses well, that it had developed effectivialges, that is was well managed and that it
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was on track to achieve its objectives (beforepgtegramme timescale was curtailed) (see

Figure 4-3).

Figure 4-3: Management and delivery — success measures

| am confident that the IGT was on track to achieve its objectives (before
the timescale of the programme was reduced)

The IGT has developed effective linkages and networks with other
business services and support providers

The IGT team has the requisite skills/capacity to provide the appropriate
support to businesses

The partnership has the requisite skills/capacity to manage the IGT
effectively

Without SEEDA investment the IGT programme would not have happened
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Source: SQW Partner Survey

The difference made

When asked about the difference made by the IGTsudtees generally caveated their
responses with two points. The first was thatl@®€s have not been operating long enough
for quantifiable impacts to be readily availabl&€he second was that where impacts were
identified these were primarily anecdotal and basedfeedback or testimonials from
individual clients. In aggregate form across afjheilGTs, the following impacts were most

commonly cited:

providing highly valued support to companies, adsimy long-term underlying
issues rather than short-term symptoms (such asracash flow)

raising investment for high growth companies thitoagcombination of working with

individual clients to improve their investment resss and improving linkages into

angel networks and the wider funding landscapee AT was felt to have created a
more cohesive funding picture in parts of the ragiwan there had been before the
programme

increasing the speed of growth in terms of GVAelsvof investment and size of
business — it was seen likely that a number ohtdivould have grown but it was felt
that without the IGT this would have taken sigrafitly longer to realise

improving the survival chances of clients by pravidaccess to services that they
would not have been able to fund themselves; pipttie role of critical friend and
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advising against bad ideas and opportunities; aedtoning and coaching them
through a period of change and supporting thenet@ldp and grow their business

helping to build and nurture an innovative commyrdgicross key partners and
companies — including businesses of differing sizBlse IGT was praised for having
integrated the right people and organisationsamétworks and to have facilitated
the creation of genuine connections between theatu@ing peer to peer support and
open innovation)

creating belief in the value of business suppod @vercoming the scepticism about
engaging with public sector support.

Additionality and displacement

The majority of consultees thought that the impafcthe IGT was largely additional —
particularly in terms of speeding up growth — witinimal displacement, simply because the
vast majority of companies could not have or waubd have paid for similar support from
the private sector. However, some consultees didevconcern that while there had been
minimal displacement there was a danger that thHe p@gramme had actually ‘spoiled the
market’ for private sector business support as atl ltreated an expectation amongst
businesses that support is free and rather thaouesging businesses to source business
support in future had actually reinforced the matime and reluctance to pay for it.

These findings are supported by the views of tlifer@int partners surveyed electronically
(see Figure 4-4), with:

83% agreeing that the benefits and impacts of @iE &re greater than those that
would have been generated through more generindgsisupport provision — 60%
of whom ‘strongly agreed’

85% agreeing that without the IGT the beneficiangihesses would have struggled
to get innovation support — 53% of whom ‘stronglyeed’

77% agreeing that the IGT is having a positive iotp@an growth, competitiveness
and innovation in the south east — 53% of whonofsily agreed’

85% agreeing that the innovation and growth teamashaving a positive impact on
the target beneficiaries — 66% of whom ‘stronglyeag!’

74% agreeing that the main objectives of the IGIT ve/are being met — 49% of
whom ‘strongly agreed’.

Interestingly, all of the partners who respondemnfrthe Kent and Medway IGT agreed or
‘strongly agreed’ to all of the statements in théxtion. While respondents from the Thames
Valley and Oxfordshire IGTs all ‘strongly agreelat ‘the benefits and impact of the IGT are
greater than those that would have been generhtedgh more generic business support
provision’. When asked to comment on their respspsgtners were positive about the focus
on the ‘local area’ that the IGTs had and compdhesn favourably to the ‘broad brush’,

‘cover all' business support which had receivedegament funding previously. While the
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‘don’t know’ answers were reflective of the factnsm partners felt that funding was cut
before any real impact or value could be felt.

Figure 4-4: Impact and value for money — success measures

The IGT programme is good value for money 55.3 10.6

The benefits and impact of the IGT are greater than those that would
have been generated through more generic business support
provision

Without the IGT the beneficiary businesses would have struggled to
get innovation support

The IGT is having a positive impact on growth, competitiveness and
innovation in the South East

The IGT is having a positive impact on it target beneficiaries

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mStrongly Agree DOAgree mDisagree B Strongly Disagree ODon't Know mNot Answered

Source: SQW Partner Survey
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5: Assessing the evidence — economic impact
and value for money

This chapter analyses thyiantitativeevidence with respect to the programme’s economic
impact and value for money. It is based on thalte$rom the economic impact questions in
the customer satisfaction survey undertaken by $tbpad Research to estimate the
economic benefits to businesses of engaging waH®T programme. While the survey was
undertaken with individual businesses and at trdvidual IGT level, the results are
presented in aggregate form in order to preveniddetification of individual businesses and
to avoid potentially unfair comparisons betweendifferent IGTs.

Statistical reliability

The statistical reliability of the survey resulss driven by two factors: (i) the number of
people responding to the survey, and (ii) the pridmo of the total population of beneficiary
businesses that this group (i.e. those respondieggpesents. Based on a population of
beneficiary businesses of 1,002 and a varying respoate to each of the economic impact
guestions, the survey results have a confideneeviait of between +/-5.8% to +/-9.0% at the
95% confidence level.

Assessing impact

In order to assess the economic impact of the imex®t in the IGT programme, it is
necessary to estimate the additionality of the fisngenerated from receiving support from
the IGT — in other words, what was truly additiorzed compared to what would have
happened anyway in the absence of the IGT.

To enable this calculation to be made the survéed® number of questions around the
extent to which businesses self-assessed the sugpmbintervention provided by the IGT to
have contributed to a change in their performanddese questions covered the various
different elements addditionality. deadweight, displacement, substitution and leakag

What follows is a detailed description and explaomaof the three step methodology involved
in taking these results and using them to assessnbact of the IGT programme investment.

Step 1: Estimating the additionality of the IGT pro  gramme

The first step was to estimate the overall additiiyn of receiving support from the IGT
programme. This is done in Table 5-1 below whieks out the line by line approach to
calculating additionality using the result of thestomer satisfaction survey.
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Table 5-1: Addressing of different components of the additionality logic chain

Component Customer Satisfaction S urvey Survey results

Deadweight equals...  Proportion of beneficiaries indicating would have achieved benefits 20%
in full without the IGT

+ proportion of beneficiaries indicating they would have achieved

some benefits but on a smaller scale multiplied by the proportion
of the benefit that would have been gained anyway (midpoints of

ranges used: 1-25%, 26-75%, 76-99% for partial additionality)

12%

+ proportion of beneficiaries indicating that they would have
achieved benefits later multiplied by 0.5 (0.5 used as a proxy for 13%
partial additionality)

+ proportion of beneficiaries indicating that they would have

0,
achieved benefits in a different way multiplied by 0.5 (0.5 used as 9%
a proxy for partial additionality)
= Total (sum of above) 54%
Leakage equals... This is the average proportion of benefits that have been 19%
generated outside the South East
Displacement This is the average proportion of sales which are made in the 23%
equals... South East multiplied by the proportion of competitors based in
the South East
Substitution equals... Proportion of growth that beneficiaries would have achieved if they 23%
had received other business support instead of that provided by
the IGT (midpoints of ranges used: 1-25%, 26-50%, 51-75%, 76-
99% for partial additionality)
Multiplier effects The IGT Customer Satisfaction Survey did not ask about multiplier 45%

equals... effects as self-assessment of this by businesses is generally
considered unreliable. The multiplier is therefore based on a
benchmark provided by BIS (see below and Footnote 18)

Source: SQW based on Customer Satisfaction Suesejts

Having calculated the figures above, the extenadditionality can then be calculated by
bringing all the elements together to yield an aitezstimate of the proportion of assisted
businesses likely to have generated outputs armbiogs that would not otherwise have been
produced (this is done by subtracting the figure§able 5-1 (excluding multiplier effects)
from 100%). Our evaluation of the IGT programmeneates this proportion to be 32% —
otherwise expressed as a net to gross outputafi32 (see Table 5-2) .

Table 5-2: Additionality factors for survey results and overall ratio

Component Calculation
Non Deadweight , i.e. proportion of benefits that would not have happened without assistance 1-0.54 =0.46
Non Leakage, i.e. proportion of benefits staying in the region 1-0.19=0.81

Non Displacement , i.e. proportion of benefits not causing adverse effects on other businesses 1-0.23=0.77

Non Substitution , i.e. proportion of benefits not causing diversion of resources to take 1-0.23=0.77
advantage of assistance

Multiplier effect , i.e. knock-on effects through supply and income linkages 1.45
Overall ratio , i.e. multiplication of the components above 0.32
Source: SQW

This additionality ratio is derived on the assumptihat everything else is equal, particularly
that the turnover increase is the same for eadhteddusiness. It ignores the fact that those
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businesses for which the business support was atatitional might have experienced higher
(or indeed lower) turnover growth than the othesibesses.

Step 2: Benchmarking the results

In October 2009, the Department for Business Intiona& Skills (BIS) published the results
of research it had commissioned to improve thesassent of additionality. The research
analysed new evidence gathered on additionalitprawvide a series of ‘benchmarks’ with
which evaluation results can be compared and csietta Table 5-3 compares the results
above with the benchmarks provided by BIS for badlditionality at the regional level and
additionality for those interventions specificalfpcused on business development and
competitiveness (again at the regional level).

Table 5-3: Benchmarking the additionality results — national figures

IGT Evaluation BIS — Mean additionality BIS — Additionality of
at the regional level business development
and competitiveness
interventions

Deadweight 54% 43% 46%
Displacement 19% 30% 29%
Leakage 23% 11% 12%
Substitution 23% 3% 3%

Multipliers 45%" 45% 51%
Overall Ratio 32% 50% 50%

Source: SQW and BIS

A quick comparison of the results with the benchtmahows that the IGT evaluation has
generated: a higher leakage ratio, a notably highbstitution ratio and a marginally higher
deadweight ratio; the displacement ratio is howdwerr. However, as noted in the BIS
report, this does not suggest that any of our tesuk ‘wrong’ but it does provide a useful
process of checking the estimates for their plalitsib

It is also pertinent — and indeed perhaps more itapb— to compare the results generated
through this evaluation with the results from amlestion that is similar to this one in both
policy and geographic focus — a comparison thatlévalso provide a further check and
challenge of the results. In our opinion thealuation of SEEDA Business Investments in the
South East: Individual Enterpriseindertaken by Regeneris Consulting in Septemb@8,20
was highly suitable for this purpose. First ifasused on activity delivered entirely in the
South East and second it focuses specifically oBC5E funded business support. More
specifically, the evaluation was a programme-leegbluation that explored the three

16 BIS, ‘BIS Occasional Paper Number 1: Research to imptbeeassessment of additionaljtpctober 2009

1 This is one of three themes against which resudte analysed. The other two were ‘People antbshind
‘Regeneration through physical infrastructure’. &ithis we have assumed that ‘Business development a
competitiveness’ is the most appropriate comparfatathis evaluation.

18 \We felt that it was most appropriate to adoptiteechmark multiplier of 1.45 for this evaluatioatfrer than the
multiplier of 1.51) because it relates to additidyaat the regional level and is therefore morevant to this
programme
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investment themes of Enterprise Gateways, Entergiisbs (the predecessor of the IGT
programme — see paragraphs 1.4 and 1.5) and Brocdwdinal ICT advice.

This evaluation presented an overall additionatdsio for each of the three investment
themes as well as an overall total for all entegthemes. These results are shown in Table
5-4.

Table 5-4: Benchmarking the additionality results — similar SEEDA investment

Enterprise Enterprise Broadband & All Individual Innovation
Gateways Hubs ICT Advice Enterprise and Growth
Themes Teams
Overall 13% 35% 25% 28% 32%

additionality
ratio

Source: SQW drawing on results from the EvaluabbS8EEDA Business Investments in the South Eaktidoal

Enterprise

This comparison shows that the IGT programme hawergéed a similar ratio to those
generated for the previolssaluation of SEEDA Business InvestméBisterprise Gateways

aside). In fact the ratio is virtually the sametest used for the Enterprise Hubs programme.

Step 3: Estimating the impact of the IGT programme

In order to identify the proportion of benefits whiwere additional as a result of the IGT
support, the overall additionality ratio needs ®dpplied to the relevant key performance
indicators (see chapter 3): cumulative GVA generdig Portfolio Clients and value of
investment funding raised by Portfolio Clients. isTbalculation provides an estimate of the
‘net’ impact of the programme and is shown in Tdbke below.

Table 5-5: Regional net impact

Key performance Gross output Additionally ratio Regional net impact
indicator

Cumulative GVA £113,563,628 x 0.32 =  £36,796,593.54
generated by Portfolio

Clients

Value of investment £223,639,298 x 032 = £72,463,027.93

funding raised by
Portfolio Clients

Source: SQW

Table 5-5 shows that the regional net impact ofl@&E programme was an additional £36.8
million of GVA to the regional economy and an additl £72.5 million of investment raised
for businesses in the South East.

A note on the results

Before discussing the value for money of the IGdgoamme based on these results it is
important to note two points:

19 The overall ratios were also split across the wistpf GVA, Turnover and Jobs, however for the psspof this
evaluation we have just used the GVA figure. Tdt@s were also shown as a range based on themudrgiror
associated with the relevant survey questions, filemia order to enable comparison we have simpgrtahe
mid-point of these ranges.
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First, while this is a robust estimate of impattsilikely to be a conservative impact
for two reasons. First, as discussed in chaptrigJikely that the GVA impact has
been under-reported; the second is that this asse$®of impact takes no account of
persistence effects (i.e. the extent to which benafe likely to persist because the
IGT programme has built the capacity of the indibor firm to sustain or continue
to achieve further benefits). It has not been iptsdo take account of persistence
effects because the outputs in question are cuivelatver the (albeit limited)
lifetime of the programme rather than annual snaipahd therefore some degree of
persistence will already be built into the resultslowever, it is not possible to
ascertain from the data available ‘how much’ andseguently not feasible to
calculate a level of persistence that can be appi¢he results.

Second, when commenting on the impact of the progra, it is not possible to

aggregate the impact (i.e. add the cumulative GMgAré to the value of investment
raised) as this would involve double counting tkedfits. Rather, the two indicators
are simply different lenses through which the imi@ax value for money (see below)
of the IGT programme can be viewed.

Assessing value for money

The value for money of IGT programme is assessedérue three headings of effectiveness,
economy and efficiency and compared to relevanttmarks where these are available.

Effectiveness

Effectiveness considers the ratio of achieved dstpgainst the target outputs. Table 5-6
shows the overall performance of the IGT progranagainst each of its key performance
indicators (with chapter 3 providing a discussidrhow this performance varies across the
eight IGTs). Table 5-6 shows that the effectivenafsthe IGT programme was mixed: while
it was effective in generating GVA and raising igtraent, it was less effective in the number
of Portfolio and Network Clients it supported am@it satisfaction with the support, and it
was much less effective at increasing turnover.

Table 5-6: IGT Key Performance Indicators

Key Performance Target Actual % achieved
Indicator

Cumulative GVA £ 91,092,115 £ 113,563,628 125%
generated by Portfolio
Clients (£)

Value of investment £ 122,332,790 £ 223,639,298 183%
funding raised by Portfolio
Clients (£)

Number of Businesses 720 282 39%
reporting increased
turnover

Number of Portfolio 1,313 1,132 86%
Clients supported by the
IGT
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Key Performance Target Actual % achieved
Indicator

Number of Network Clients 2,639 2,160 82%
supported by the IGT

% of Clients satisfied with 86% 82% 96%
the support provided by
the IGT

Source: SQW based on SEEDA management information

This mixed performance is however unsurprising. Timpact of RDA Spendingeport
(2009¥°, prepared by PwWC, reviewed the performance againjsctives for 28 ‘individual
enterprise support interventions’ (14 of which retaspecifically to business assistance) and
found “varied performance” with only 25% of evalioais either exceeding or meeting their
objectives; over a third of the interventions had‘naixed” performance against their
objectives; and 14% of the evaluations “largely "méeir objectives. Also, as noted in
chapter 3, the failure to meet the targets rel&tetthe number of clients supported could in
part be attributable to the early shut-down of ghegramme and the resulting scepticism this
stimulated amongst potential clients around conimgjtto something that will end shortly.

Economy

Economy considers the unit costs of delivery, the. costs per activity undertaken by the
project. In the case of the IGT programme, theveaie figure is the key performance
indicator that relates to the number portfolio migesupported.

In total 1,132 portfolio clients were assisted dhe total cost of the IGT programme was
£9,520,155. Dividing the total cost by the numbigportfolio clients supported show that the
IGT programme cost £8,410 per portfolio client stesl.

Comparing this figure with the results presentethimm PwCimpact of RDA Spendingport

of £8,502 per ‘businesses assisted’ shows thatatlerage cost per business assist is
remarkably similar. Although, comparison wHvaluation of SEEDA Business Investments
in the South Eastid find a lower unit cost of £4,841 per businessist. However this figure
did vary between the three themes covered by thkiation from: £650 for Broadband and
ICT, to £4,200 for the Enterprise Gateways, and®Y for the Enterprise Hubs.

However, we question whether it is wholly approfrieo benchmark this figure against other
programmes as the IGT figure of £8,410 is likelyo&ohigh given that it takes no account of
the less intensive support provided to Network @#e But also, and perhaps more
significantly, these comparisons take no accounwlwdit the ‘assistance’ actually involved:
for some programmes assistance is any supporttaeehours whereas for others — the IGT
included — the support involved could have lastegkdf not weeks.

With these caveats duly noted, this finding doesetizeless add weight to the point made by
various consultees (and noted in chapter 4) that uhit cost of delivery of the IGT
programme was expensive.

2 BERR (now BIS), Impact of RDA Spending — National Repokfarch 2009
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Efficiency

Efficiency is measured by the benefits of the IGdgpamme set against its costs. For the
purpose of this evaluation efficiency has beenuated for both the additional cumulative
GVA generated by Portfolio Clients and the addaionvestment funding raised by Portfolio
Clients (as calculated above).

The estimated net additional cumulative GVA gerestads a result of the IGT support was
£36.796,593, while the total cost of the IGT progne was £9,520,155. Based on these
figures the GVA:SEEDA cost ratio can be calculeasd3.9:1 — or put another way, for every
pound invested by SEEDA £3.9 of GVA was generabedHe local economy.

The same calculation can also be made based aaliine of investment funding raised which
was £72,463,027. Based on this figure the Investrinding raised:SEEDA cost ratio is
7.61:1.

Both of these calculations show that the IGT progree is making a positive return on
investment.

The GVA cost ratit can also be compared with those found inlthgact of RDA Spending
report and thé&evaluation of SEEDA Business Investments in théhSBast. The Impact of
RDA Spendingreport provides averages for GVA:cost ratios fordividual enterprise
support’ across the RDAs and tBealuation of SEEDA Business Investments in théhSou
East provides GVA:cost ratios for each of the three mtse themes and average across
them all. These figures along with the GVA:SEED/Astcmtio for the IGT programme are
shown in Table 5-7.

Table 5-7: Comparison of IGT GVA:cost ratio with available benchmarks

Programme GVA cost ratio
IGT programme 3.91
Enterprise Gateway programme 1.5:1
Enterprise Hub programme 10.7:1
Broadband and ICT programme 1.6:1

All Individual Enterprise Themes (SEEDA) 4.5:1
Individual Enterprise Support (National RDA impact) 4.9:1

Source: SQW

Table 5-7 shows that the return on investment dedigd through the IGT programme is
similar to the national RDA impact and SEEDA figsirfor individual enterprise support;
higher than two of the individual SEEDA themes @ptise Gateways and Broadband and
ICT); but lower than the third (Enterprise Hubgjowever, limited weight should be given to
these comparisons as the IGT programme’s ratiasedon cumulative GVA with the others
based on a single year. Therefore while none efthake account of persistence effects
some persistence is implicitly built into the résubr the IGT programme (as noted above).
As a result this is not a direct ‘like for like’ cparison.

2L Similar comparator figures for investment raises ot available
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Value for money — conclusions

5.31 Overall and based on an assessment of the effeege economy and efficiency of the IGT
programme it is possible to conclude that the IGdgmmme has broadly been good value
for money. The programme has delivered a posigt@n on investment, albeit at a high unit
cost and with mixed performance. Comparisons witter similar programmes also show
that this conclusion is typically true for RDA irstenent in enterprise support.
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6. Assessing the evidence — Strategic Added
Value

The third and final assessment of the evidenceslaikthe extent to which the IGTs have
provided strategic leadership; coordination andvogting opportunities; and influence and
leverage. This chapter uses the findings of thaepth consultation and the partner survey to
discuss the strategic added value of the IGTs. chagter begins with a brief discussion on
the definition and forms of strategic added value.

The definition and forms of SAV

Strategic added value (SAV) is the term used actimssnetwork of the English Regional
Development Agencies (RDAS) to refer to the effedtdheir strategic co-ordinating, catalytic
and influencing role. These effects are over dmolve those generated from direct RDA
project or programme funding (as discussed in tte®ipus chapter). Assessment of SAV
requires consideration of an IGT's contribution éoconomic development through the
strategic influence it exercises on partners’ pedicpriorities and the scale and nature of their
investments.

Due to the significant strategic dimension of RDAgles, the guidance contained in the IEF
Plus states that “the examination of SAV must begral to future RDA evaluations”.
SEEDA acknowledges the importance of SAV in its kvand defines it according to the
three SAV sub-categories, the same typology thatligoted in the most recent version of IEF
Plus:

Leadership and catalyst — which includes articafatand communication of long
term development needs, opportunities and solution®lation to innovation and
high growth business support; articulating the rofethe IGTs and inspiring
confidence in their capacity to deliver; and defigithe roles for partners and
stakeholders

Synergy and engagement — which includes the promadf intelligence sharing
between IGTs and its stakeholders and partnerspueaging greater strategic
alignment or consistency of approach in the desiguglopment and delivery of high
growth business support; and facilitation of mutwast, innovation and adoption of
best practice, or reduced duplication

Influence and leverage — which includes the devalp of knowledge and
intelligence in relation to innovation and high wth business support; influencing
partners’ strategic priorities in relation to inaden and high growth business
support; and influencing the scale, nature anctation of partner funding, activities
and outputs in relation to innovation and high dgitolusiness support.

The remainder of this chapter uses these threeatagories to discuss the SAV of the IGTs.

SQW a



6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

Leadership and catalyst

The leadership and catalytic role played by thed@Tperhaps best exemplified by the role
they had in driving forward the development of Inesis networks and communities of
innovation. The IGTs have not only raised the ingrace attached to innovative and high
growth businesses (see below) which encouragechgrarto engage, but, by requiring a
partnership approach to delivery they have catdlys#laboration between partners at the
sub-regional level. A collaboration that was flidt have helped foster mutual trust and
respect between partners — the value of whichbeiltetained beyond the lifetime of the IGT.

The IGT focus on peer to peer networking and angaéi more cohesive funding landscape
was thought to have had equally significant impactsusinesses. In particular the IGTs
were seen to have played a valuable leadership inolihe initial engagement, and the
subsequent enhancement of credibility, with busirseggel networks and banks. As with the
partners, the value of these networks should brisesl beyond the lifetime of the IGT.

A second aspect of leadership identified by sonmsglbees was the simple fact that the IGTs
have help to ‘create’ — or indeed rekindle — beiirethe benefit of business support. By
providing tailored and bespoke provision, ensuthrag needs and issues are addressed and by
encouraging and supporting growth (as discussechapter 4) the IGTs have played an
important wider role in highlighting the value ofternal support (putting aside temporarily
the concern noted in chapter 4 about the dangerturfe displacement and the spoiling of the
business support market). It is this aspect of 3Bt should perhaps be of most benefit to
the soon to be launched Business Coaching for Grpwigramme as it seeks to engage and
work with a similar ‘high growth’ client group.

Finally, the leadership and catalytic effects ahplly providing the vision and resources to
make it happen cannot be ignored. A number of dteesi noted that without SEEDA’s
involvement and funding the IGT programme would Imate been developed.

Synergy and engagement

While there has been limited synergy and engageamots the IGTs at a regional level (as
noted in chapter 4) and where it has existed itdegs informally driven by the IGT directors
and portfolio directors speaking to one anothenaiathan through a formal, organised and
facilitated process. At the sub-regional level ¢héas been far greater added value, with
consultees noting that the IGTs had:

improved relationships with and access to variousrmediaries including banks,
accountants and lawyers

ensured greater alignment across the myriad daérdifft business support providers

removed the element of competitiveness betweemgrartas they helped to ensure
that there was an understanding and clarity abdet s$trengths, skills and
competencies of each partner — and perhaps mosbrtamply how they can
collaborate to best effect
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6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

created a process of two-way referral between gegtso that clients receive the most
appropriate support for their needs rather thangprotective of their ‘own’ clients

ensured that there is a shared view across paxhéne need to support high growth
and innovative businesses — even though the speaifans of delivering this support
may differ.

Influence and leverage

It is in this final aspect of SAV that the curtadi of the programme has had most impact as
the effective influence and leverage of partneoueses takes time and requires a significant
degree of evidence to change minds and realigndisdgHowever, despite the limited time
the IGTs have had, it is apparent that they hawn lable to exert influence over two main
‘groups’.

The first is the relevant local authorities, andlathere is a mixed picture across the eight
IGTs, it is apparent in at least three that the @B had a significant influence over the
‘thinking’ of the relevant local authority or auttities as they have realised that high growth
companies are a local asset that needs to be $egpand that the IGT is an effective vehicle
through which to do this. As a result, in theseaar the local authority has been lobbying
hard to sustain the IGT in some form or anothed,iarone IGT the local authority has agreed
to sustain the coaching and networking elementtheflGT on an interim basis until the
national picture around future business suppataisfied.

The second group is the emerging Local EnterpraaenBrships (LEPs). For this group, the
IGTs added value has been one of influence, péatiguover the language and focus of the
LEP, with the result that supporting high growtrsimgsses is central strand of their delivery
plans. The IGTs were also felt to have ‘helped’ HEPs to recognise what is needed in their
areas in terms of supporting innovation with thd I&cting as a valuable local knowledge
source: providing clarity around both what the essare and what is in place to address them.
For one IGT all of its partners are also LEP padrso there is potential for even greater
added value in the future.

Conclusions

The IGTs have added strategic value in the Sough iBaboth different forms and different
ways. In terms of their leadership and catalytite rthe IGTs were seen to have driven
forward the development of business networks amdnaenities of innovation. With their
focus on peer to peer networking and creating aenamhesive funding landscape also
considered to have had a catalytic impact on basiggowth. The programme was also
attributed with a valuable leadership role in thegagement with and enhancement of
business angel networks and banks.

With regard to synergy and engagement, the IGTsewdought to have improved

relationships with and access to various intermmasgtiaensured greater alignment across the
myriad of different business support providers — some cases resulting in greater
collaboration; created a process of two-way refdyetween partners; and ensured that there
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is a shared view across partners of the need fmosupigh growth and innovative businesses.
It is early days but there is some evidence thatfdlcus of the programme and its delivery
model have shaped emerging thinking in LEPs onbiés way of providing and focusing
business support.

SQW 44



7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7: Summary and conclusions

Summary

The IGT programme...

Driven by the over-arching aim to maintain the $obast's position as a world class region,
and in particular the need to ‘invest in succetd®, South East Business IGT programme was
launched in 2009/10 to: “unlock the potential irsimesses with real global ambition through
targeted support in order to drive economic growtthe South East®?.

The IGT programme was to be delivered by eightregiienal partnerships that were either a
formally constituted partnership organisation akéd together by an agreed shared purpose.
These partnerships were responsible for puttinglate a team of experienced business
advisors and experts able to deliver high qualifyp®rt to businesses —of varying sizes and
stages of development — on a day-to-day basiss Jupport included both SEEDA funded
services but also other sub-regional and localieesv- all of which were delivered under the
“Solutions for Business” national brand. Thesdnenships and teams were established with
the specific objectives of:

developing a broader approach to innovation

targeting the top 2,000 high growth potential basses

raising the levels of business to business colktimor and knowledge exchange
bringing together the local drivers of innovation.

SEEDA originally allocated £20.5 million to delivérese objectives across the eight teams.
However, the decision to close SEEDA and the subs#qcurtailment of the programme
meant that the budget was cut substantially in 2040 from £20.6 million to £11.6 million.
This premature closure of a programme, that wagiraily expected to run for three years,
had impacts on its achievements as some of thesteame in operation for little over a year.

However, despite the reduced resources and linfifietime of the IGT programme it has
been possible to identify a number of differentdiimgs about the operation, delivery, impact
and value for money of the IGTs.

..Its operation

Across the range of different partners and stakislconsulted there was consensus that the
IGT programme had been based on a strong ratioadldressing a multi-faceted market
failure that limited the growth potential of compasof all sizes. The programme’s intention
to move beyond supporting lifestyle businesses spetifically to target those that could
significantly contribute to the economic compettiess of the regional economy was

2250uth East England Development Agerigveloping communities of innovation to stimulateremic growth
— Invitation to Apply for Grant FundinfAugust 2008)
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7.6

7.7

7.8

7.9

particularly welcome. The programme’s focus on dowtion and collaboration and to
establish communities of innovation were widelyrsas vital components to both the success
of the programme and local partnership working Ioelydhe lifetime of SEEDA. The
programme itself was also felt to have been paditiinformed by other previous business
support programmes (most notably the Enterprise ptagramme).

Perhaps the only major concern with the programmlgiened operation was whether it was
ever going to be feasible to work with 2,000 higbvgth potential businesses as there was
some uncertainty if there was even 2,000 high dndwisinesses in the south east, and that
even if there were it was never going to be posdgiblengage them all.

The partnership approach was seen as an effectamsrof delivering high-quality business

support as it helped bringing together the key ligtayers and created a ‘team’ with the

necessary breadth and depth of experience; thasieqrange of skills, competencies and
knowledge; and the capacity to be able to ideratifg work towards addressing needs. The
partnership approach was also attributed with riedutocal competition between support

providers; creating a broad but complimentary kmalge base on which to draw; adding
credibility and legitimacy to delivery by enablingsues to be addressed by the most
appropriate organisation; and providing access touah wider network than would have

otherwise been possible. The membership of theghip (as opposed to its structure) was
seen as key to its effectiveness, both in termghaf was involved (which varied between the
eight IGTs) but also how they were involved, anéitltommitment to making the IGTs a

success.

Similar findings were also true of the deliveryrteawith partners and stakeholders noting in
particular the complementarity of the skills helddifferent team members; the commitment

of the team to delivering the most appropriate effielctive solutions to their clients; and the

credibility of their experience and skills derivedm direct involvement in the management

and operation of a business. As a result, theeot&s of the teams were widely regarded as
one of the strengths of the programme.

...Its delivery

Across the consultations and electronic survey withide range of partners and stakeholders
there was extensive feedback on the effectivenetseadelivery activities — with six broad
points emerging:

across all eight IGTs, support to businesses wagiqed, within the context of the

five national Solutions for Business (SfB) produdtsa tailored and bespoke way,
directly addressing the specific needs of individili@nts. This required a significant

investment of time to understand both what cliemtésited and what they actually
needed (with the two often being different as malignts needed help and support
with issues they had not been aware of). Thiestment of time and human contact
was seen by some as central to the programme’stigfaess. It did however make
the unit cost of delivery expensive;

whilst the support was delivered in line with thi& $ortfolio, it was tailored to the
individual needs of businesses. This approach fetado set the IGT apart from
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other public funded business support provision. T3f8 products were never
explicitly referred to and the portfolio directokgre not put in a position of having to
‘sell’ a particular business support product builddocus their energy on delivering
the most effective solution for their client;

the IGT programme’s client base has as a whole famrsed more on pre-start and
early stage companies (with less than £1 millionydver rather than larger and more
mature businesses — which were felt to have begnifisantly harder to engage than
expected. A range of different reasons were gfeenvhy this might have been the

case, the most common of which were: doubts abdwgthver the offer contained

services of interest to large companies. Equallyats felt there was a general
reticence about public sector business supporadadk of credibility amongst larger

organisations; and difficulties in engaging withgler companies

it was apparent across all of the IGTs that idgmif high growth potential in
companies is difficult, especially in smaller ptars companies (which formed a
large share of the IGT client base). Identificatiof clients relied solely on the
judgement call of the relevant portfolio directand while on balance consultees
argued that the experience and competence of teambers enabled them to make
appropriate decisions about selecting client congsanothers reasoned that the
imperative of recruiting companies at the requiaget levels may have meant that
companies without strong growth potential were athdi

the IGT programme relied heavily on partner netwdider the referral of clients —

something that was not the intention at the outé¢he programme. In accordance
with the principles of the SfB framework, Busindssk was to act as the primary
access channel for the IGT programme. For a nuiberasons this did not happen.
IGTs were not permitted under the SfB frameworkrarket their services. So, in
order to fill this gap the teams had to press hgawi their partner networks to ensure
that a suitable flow of quality referrals — somaththat, while it took up a significant

amount of time and effort, was felt to have paidesentually.

...Its impact

7.10 Through the evaluation it has been possible totiyeboth qualitative and quantitative
impacts. In terms of the former, the following inop| were apparent through various
anecdotes and client testimonials, as the IGT progre was considered to have:

provided highly valued support to companies, asklrgy long-term underlying
issues rather than short-term symptoms (such asracpsh flow)

raised investment for high growth companies throagiombination of working with
individual clients to improve their investment resss and improving linkages into
angel networks and the wider funding landscape

increased the speed of growth in terms of GVA, lewd investment and size of
business
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7.11

7.12

7.13

7.14

7.15

improved the survival chances of clients by prawidaccess to services that they
would not have been able to fund themselves; ptpilie role of critical friend; and
mentoring and coaching them through a period ohgba

helped to build and nurture an innovative commuratross key partners and
companies

created belief in the value of business support @arefcome the scepticism about
engaging with public sector support.

In terms of the quantitative impacts the evaluatdentified the proportion of benefits which
could be considered additional as a result of @iE $upport. The regional net impact of the
IGT programme has been estimated at an additiaB@8Emillion of GVA to the regional
economy and an additional £72.5 million of investineised for businesses in the South
East.

...Its value for money

Based on an assessment of the effectiveness, egammrefficiency of the IGT programme
the IGT programme has broadly been good value toray. The programme has delivered a
positive return on investment, albeit at a hight wost and with mixed performance in terms
of the outputs delivered. However, comparison$ wither similar programmes show that
this result is typical for RDA investment in entesg support.

...Its Strategic Added Value

The IGTs have added strategic value in the Soust iBaboth different forms and different
ways. In terms of their leadership and catalytite rthe IGTs were seen to have driven
forward the development of business networks amdnaenities of innovation. With their
focus on peer to peer networking and creating aenamhesive funding landscape also
considered to have had a catalytic impact on basirggowth. The programme was also
attributed with a valuable leadership role in thegagement with and enhancement of
business angel networks and banks.

With regard to synergy and engagement, the IGTsewdought to have improved
relationships with and access to various intermestiaensured greater alignment across the
myriad of different business support providers — some cases resulting in greater
collaboration; created a process of two-way refdrefwween partners; and ensured that there
is a shared view across partners of the need fmosupigh growth and innovative businesses.
It is early days but there is some evidence thatfticus of the programme and its delivery
model have shaped emerging thinking in LEPs onbis way of providing and focusing
business support.

Conclusions

Through this evaluation we have been able to drenfdllowing conclusions about the IGT
programme:
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identifying high growth businesses is difficulf particularly when they are at a pre-
or early-start stage. While the general consensas that theexperience,
competence and intuitionof the team members enabled them to make apptepria
decisions around the selection of clients thkills could have been supported with
the use of relevant dah. It is the intention of the soon to be launclBesiness
Coaching for Growth Programme to combine a dateedriapproach with personal
expertise and given the experience of the IGT @nogne this is commendable

for some IGTsthe imperative of recruiting clients — coupled with the difficulty of
identifying high growth businessesteok away from the focus of only working
with high growth innovative businesses Delivery became caught up in the
‘numbers game’ as thachievement of targets became more important thathie
original rationale for the programme to: “unlock the potential in inesses with real
global ambition”

the limitations imposed under the SfB framework, in particular the resimits on
IGTs marketing their services, hamplications on the ability of the IGT's to
engage customersesulting in IGTstruggling to achieve the level of referralghat
enabled them to be truly selective about who thegked with

the positive return on investment delivered by the IGT programneould have
been increased if the high unit cost of delivery ldhbeen reduced This is not to
say that the programme should have lost its focubespoke, tailored support — this
was one of its unique selling points (USP) — btherit could havemproved its
cost-effectiveness with greater ‘commaoditisation’ fothe support provided making
better use of diagnostic tools, standardised swiatiand the provision of training
programmes (as some IGTs did).

further efficiency gains could also have been madarough working with groups

of companies with similar issues and needs\n approach that would have also
enhanced the delivery of peer-to-peer support aglgeld foster communities of
innovation — another of the programmes USPs.

the unit cost of delivery could have been further redued by delivering the
programme through a more centralised, regional teanworking with a number
of local expertsrather than eight separate teams each with their associated
infrastructure/back office

there wadittle collaboration, formal learning or indeed shaing of good practice
between the IGTsand the initialintention of each IGT leading on a different
specialist topic did not work In part this was due to the premature closurthef
programme and the impact that this had on fordegdelivery teams and associated
partners to look inwardly and protect their ‘assetélowever, it does raise the
guestion as to whether such a devolved approacthesmost effective use of
resources and knowledge

each of the IGTs took different approach to engaging large companies and
seeking to drive forward a process of open innovain. For some thehallenge of
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engaging and working with large companies was tooignificant a barrier —
notably harder than originally expected. However,otherswhere they were able
to engage larger businesses there were significalpénefits to smaller companies,
particularly in terms of supply chain opportuniti@sd networking. Had this good
practice been better shared across the IGTs ($eegimve) the benefits could have
been maximised

the IGTs have helped talevelop and foster sub-regional communities of
innovation. The partnership approach has achieved what ib@#eto do as it not
only created an effective and experienced delivery teaiut it helped to reduce
local competition between solutions providers and dd a catalytic effect in
creating a sub-regional network and knowledge basdn doing so the IGTs have
provided access to a much wider network than woulchave otherwise been
possible(including various intermediaries such as banks aswbuntantsas well as
helpingfoster a level of trust and respect between partnerand businesses that
will be retained beyond the lifetime of the IGT

through theprovision of tailored business support, the IGTs hee provided highly
valued support to companiesthat hashelped them to address long-term
underlying issues rather than just short-term sympbms In doing this the IGTs
have also created — or rekindledbelief in the value of business suppoithelping to
overcome a widespread scepticism around engaginly mblic sector support.
However, despite this there is a danger that tAHeg@gramme — and others like it —
have actually‘spoiled’ the business support market as it has ceged an
expectation that support it free and reinforced a eticence and reluctance to pay
for it

the quality of the delivery team has been one of thergngths of the programme
The teams not only had the necessary support, t@aeimd mentoring skills but
many of thenremained directly involved in the management and ogration of a
business This gave them aredibility and respect with clients and was centrhin
building trust and openness

themembership of the delivery partnerships rather thanthe formal structure of
the partnership was the greater driver of effectivaess In particularwho the
members were and how they were engaged as this whg central determinant
in not only how committed they were to making the GT a success but the extent
to which they could make it happen

the interpretation of the performance managemeamdwork, in particular the
measurement of GVA, resulted in data discrepanciesn terms of over- and under-
reporting as well as consistency of the reporting
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Annex A: Consultation topic guide

Rationale and objectives

1. Rationale. Why was this Innovation and Growth Team (IGT) deped? Was it in
response to a particular set of problems/markdurés in the area or a particular
opportunity, how was this evidenced? Did you suppihie rationale behind the
development of local innovation and growth teanmmfrthe outset? Has the rationale
remained valid throughout the operation of the IGT?

2. Programme objectives.What were the main objectives of your local IGThaVis it
seeking to achieve? Are the programme objectives @nd widely understood? How do
the programme objectives complement or compete ethier business support provision
available in the area/region?

3. Target beneficiaries.Who are the intended beneficiaries? What evideve® gathered
on the target market? How did you identify highwgtio businesses in your local area?
Did you prioritise by sector? Did you prioritise bize? How did you segment and target
high growth businesses in your area?

4. Change in rationale and objectivesHas the programme’s rationale and objectives been
adapted to respond to recent changes in: a) econmniitions (e.g. recession, reduced
public finances); b) policy developments (at thealregional/national context); c) other
factors? What impact have these changes had qraferts outputs/outcomes?

Management and delivery

5. IGT delivery. Has the delivery of the IGT been as expected? \dbpécts of the IGT
have been more or less successful? What aredberne for this?

6. Activities and Support. What services and support are unique to your IE8&P What
activities delivered by the IGT have worked patiacly well?

7. Business ProductsHow were services developed in line with the nmalosolutions for
business framework? Which products were deployeahrtbst and of most value?

8. IGT team. What proportion of the team is employed directlynpared to those that are
contractors? How did you attract high quality stéf&t would be credible within the
business community? Do they have the requisitésatdlpacity to provide the appropriate
support? How has the private sector been utiliseli®v were the specialists recruited?
Have they encountered any difficulties in delivgrihe programme and how were these
managed?

9. IGT investment. Has the investment in the IGT been spent as pdffiDid the cost of
the project meet the original target? Has matcllingnbeen drawn down as profiled? If
not why?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

SEEDA involvement. What did the SEEDA investment pay for? How sigmifit was
this in relation to the project as a whole? Whatblchave happened without SEEDA
support? Did this investment help to lever in othrerestment from public or private
sources that would not have been forthcoming otise® Were the objectives of
SEEDA's investment clear?

IGT Governance and partnership management. Who are the key partners? How
effective has the partnership been? Have all partpelled their weight? Are these the
right partners, or should others be involved? Dthes partnership have the requisite
skills/capacity to manage the IGT effectively?

Local Ownership. Do partners feel like they have more ownershipradelivery of
business support on the ground and can influeneeattivities and benefit from the
results?

Regional Collaboration Do you think your IGT work as part or in isolatirom the rest
of the network? How effective did IGTs collaborattowas best practice shared?

IGT linkages. How does the IGT interact with the other businemwices and support
providers? How effective are these linkages?

Achievement of objectives and outcomeddow confident are you that the IGT was on
track to achieve its objectives (before the timksothe programme was reduced)? Has
the project achieved what you expected?

Impact and value for money

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Evidence of impact. Are there any data that suggest that the maiectibes of the IGT
will be/are being met? Is there any evidence toastiat the IGT has had an impact in
general and to its target beneficiaries in paréicl

Levels of additionality. Without the IGT is there any evidence that theseefits would
have: a) been achieved at the same level and isathe time frame; b) been achieved but
at a smaller scale; c) been achieved but at adater or d) not happened at all?

Displacement Is there any evidence that the IC has displacédity from elsewhere in
the area? Is there any evidence that the publesinvent in IGTs has crowded out private
sector investment and activity?

Multiplier effects. Is there evidence of wider benefits from the IGT?

Deadweight. What was likely to happen in the area anyway withthe IGT — is there
any evidence that the private sector would havivereld the support (but perhaps later,
lower quality etc.)? Where do you think benefigifusinesses would have accessed
support had the IGT not existed? What impact do think this would this have had on
business performance and growth?

Leakage.lIs there any evidence that businesses that weateld in the area move out of
the (i) area and (ii) region when support from @& ends?
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22. Particular benefits when compared with other busines support.ls there any evidence
to show the benefits of the IGT in comparison torengeneric business support
provision?

23. Value for money. Is the programme delivering (or on track to deliwalue for money?
Why do you say this?

Strategic Added Value
24. Has the IGT Programme

a. encouraged greater alignment between, or consisteh@pproach in the
design, development and delivery of high growth imess support and
innovation — ensuring more effective collaboration

b. facilitated mutual trust, innovation and adoptidrbest practice, or reduced
duplication in the design, development and delivahigh growth business
support and innovation

c. influenced partners' strategic priorities in raatito high growth business
support and innovation

d. increased the scale, nature and allocation of pafumding, activities and
outputs in relation to high growth business suppod innovation.

Good practice and lessons learnt

25. Lessons learnt.From your experience to date, what lessons cardmmdd (positive or
negative) for the future design and implementatbmigh growth business support and
innovation activities, particularly in respect toetnew Business Coaching for Growth
programme? If there are such lessons, are thegrtlyrbeing disseminated and how do
you expect they will be disseminated in future?

26. Good practice. Are there any examples of genuine good practicergimg? Why do you
say this?

27. Final thoughts. Is there anything else you would like to disculattwe have not
covered?
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Annex B: Partner survey questionnaire

SQW has recently been appointed by SEEDA to undertake the evaluation of the
South East Business Innovation and Growth programme. As part of this work we
would like to gather the views of the different partners involved around a range of
issues including: the rationale and objectives of the programme; its management and
delivery; its impact and value for money; the strategic added value it has brought;
and any good practice and lessons learnt.

The survey should take between 5 and 10 minutes to complete.
How to complete the questionnaire:

You can navigate between the pages of the survey using the 'Next' and 'Back'’
buttons at the bottom of the page.

If you cannot complete the survey all at once, please use the ‘click here to save your
answers and finish later’ button located at the bottom of your screen which will allow
you to then return to the survey when you are ready by using the link in your original
email invite. As long as you access the survey using this link, it will allow you to
continue from your last saved response.

If at any point you do have any questions about the survey please contact Rachel
Redman (telephone: 01223 209 400 or rredman@sqw.co.uk) who will be pleased to
assist you.

Submitting your response:

Once you have completed the survey, please remember to press the 'submit' button
on the final page as the survey will not be submitted unless you have pressed this.

Thank you very much for your willingness to complete this survey.
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Involvement with the Innovation and Growth Team (IG 1)

1. Please explain what kind of involvement you have Wwah the IGT

2. How did you become involved with the IGT

Rationale and objectives

Please say whether you agree or disagree withahewing statements
(1 — Strongly disagree; 2 — Disagree; 3 — Agree; 8trongly agree; 5 — Don’t Know)
28. The IGT was set up to take advantage of and magimgsarticular opportunity
Comment on response (if applicable)
29. The programme obijectives are clear and widely wstded
Comment on response (if applicable)

30. The programme objective complement other businegpast provision available in the
arealregion

Comment on response (if applicable)
31. The criteria for identifying suitable beneficiariase widely understood
Comment on response (if applicable)

7. Do you want to make any other points about themate and objectives of the IGT

Management and delivery

Please say whether you agree or disagree withahewing statements
(1 — Strongly disagree; 2 — Disagree; 3 — Agree; 8trongly agree; 5 — Don’t Know)
8. Without SEEDA investment the IGT programme would Imave happened
Comment on response (if applicable)
9. The IGT programme has encouraged collaborationdevpartners
Comment on response (if applicable)
10. The partnership has the requisite skills/capacithanage the IGT effectively
Comment on response (if applicable)
11. The right partners are involved in the IGT
Comment on response (if applicable)

12. All partners have fulfilled the roles required bém
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Comment on response (if applicable)

13. The IGT team has the requisite skills/capacity tovigle the appropriate support to
businesses

Comment on response (if applicable)

14. The IGT has developed effective linkages and nétsvarith other business services and
support providers

Comment on response (if applicable)

15. | am confident that the IGT was on track to achigy®bjectives (before the timescale of
the programme was reduced)

Comment on response (if applicable)

16. Do you make any other points about the managenmehdelivery of the IGT

Impact and value for money

Please say whether you agree or disagree withdh@fing statements
(1 — Strongly disagree; 2 — Disagree; 3 — Agree; 8trongly agree; 5 — Don’t Know)
17. The main objectives of the IGT will be/are beingtme
Comment on response (if applicable)
18. The IGT is having a positive impact on it targehékciaries
Comment on response (if applicable)

19. The IGT is having a positive impact on growth, cetpseness and innovation in the
South East

Comment on response (if applicable)

20. Without the IGT the beneficiary businesses wouldehatruggled to get innovation
support

Comment on response (if applicable)

21. The benefits and impact of the IGT are greater thaee that would have been generated
through more generic business support provision

Comment on response (if applicable)
22. The IGT programme is good value for money
Comment on response (if applicable)

23. Do you want make any other points about the impadtvalue for money of the IGT
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Strategic Added Value

Please say whether you agree or disagree withahewing statements
(1 — Strongly disagree; 2 — Disagree; 3 — Agree; 8trongly agree; 5 — Don’t Know)

24. The IGT Programme has helped to define and shapeoths for partners in delivering
high growth business support and innovation

Comment on response (if applicable)

25. The IGT Programme has provided coordination ansvawdng opportunities that have
promoted the sharing of knowledge, information gadd practice between partners

Comment on response (if applicable)

26. SEEDA has provided coordination and networking opputies that have facilitated,
innovation and adoption of best practice

Comment on response (if applicable)

27. SEEDA has stimulated the development of knowletggintelligence in relation to high
growth business support and innovation

Comment on response (if applicable)

28. SEEDA has influenced partners' strategic prioritreselation to high growth business
support and innovation

Comment on response (if applicable)

29. SEEDA has influence the scale, nature and allocatfopartner funding, activities and
outputs in relation to high growth business suppod innovation.

Comment on response (if applicable)

30. Do you want to make any other points about thaegiia added value of SEEDA’s
involvement in the management and delivery of GB€d

Good practice and lessons learnt

31. Please identify up to three lessons that you hasent (positive or negative) about
the design and implementation of high growth bussnsupport and innovation
activities

32. Please identify up to three examples of genuinedgo@ctice that have emerged

through the delivery and management of the IGT

Finally

33. Would you we be willing to discuss you responsesnore detail with one of the
SQW team responsible for evaluating the IGTs?
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Annex C: Consultees

Table C-1: List of consultees

Name Organisation

Max Adam BSK-CIC/ Kent and Medway IGT

Mark Addy Surrey and North Hants IGT

Philip Blowfield Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes IGT
David Burns Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes IGT
David Caddle Manufacturing Advisory Service

Jim Christy East Sussex and Brighton and Hove IGT

Costa Chrysson
Steve Cleverly

Ed Cooper

Anne Crean

Martin Dare Edwards
Steve Davis

Tony Diment

Ken Dueck

Susan Elliot

lan Elwick

Placi Espejo
Stephen Fowler
Amanda Geel

Sally Goodsell

lan Goodyer

Anne Gray
Allan Gray

Paul Haley
Colin Hayhurst
Mike Herd
Philip Cox Hyde
Paul Jordan

John Lee

ISIS/Oxfordshire IGT

ISIS/ Oxfordshire IGT

Thames Valley IGT

Surrey and North Hants IGT

Oxfordshire IGT

Solent IGT

Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes IGT
Solent IGT

Thames Valley IGT

The Werkshop CIC/East Sussex and Brighton and Hove

IGT

Oxford Innovation/Oxfordshire IGT
Surrey and North Hants IGT

Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex IGT

Finance South East

Reydoog Consultancy Services/East Sussex and Brighton

and Hove IGT

Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes IGT
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes IGT
Solent IGT

Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex IGT
East Sussex and Brighton and Hove IGT
Thames Valley IGT

East Sussex and Brighton and Hove IGT

Oxford Innovation/Oxfordshire IGT
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Name

Organisation

Don McLaverty
Chris Panas
Malcolm Parry
David Pollard
Warren Ralls
Bob Reid
Gillian Reid
Cally Robson
Peter Russell
Kevin Sharpe
Marie Smith
Kim Tan
Wendy Tindsley

Paul Walsh

Matt Weston

Guy Whitaker
Emma Williams

Stephen Wood

Oxford Innovation/Oxfordshire IGT

Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex IGT

Surrey Research Park/ Surrey and North Hants IGT
Solent IGT

SEEDA

Oxford Innovation/Oxfordshire IGT
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes IGT
Oxfordshire IGT

Oxford Brookes/Oxfordshire IGT

Department for Business Innovation and Skills
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes IGT

Spring Hill Management/ Surrey and North Hants IGT
Oxford Innovation/Oxfordshire IGT

Kent and Medway IGT

The Werkshop CIC/East Sussex and Brighton and Hove

IGT

Solent IGT

Wired Sussex/East Sussex and Brighton and Hove IGT

Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex IGT
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Annex D: Programme Logic Model

or inexperienced in cieveloping and banks, private sector
implementing a business growth providers, otherbusiness
strategy/programme thatwill help them supportproviders)

commercialise theirideas fasterand reduce
their chances offailure

* Improving HE linkages and knowledge transfer
* Improving business to business linkages

» Facilitated business collaboration

networks
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