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Overview 
 
This note should be read only in conjunction with the South East England Development Agency (SEEDA) Evaluation of Physical Regeneration 
Projects FINAL DRAFT (Version 6) presented 2 October 2008. 
 
In response to a request from SEEDA, WM Enterprise (WME) has calculated a series of value for money (VfM) estimations based on net 
investment rather than gross (taking into account the 2007 asset value of SEEDA land and property), and the cumulative net GVA created. 
There is a strong argument to suggest that the use of net investment rather than gross investment generates a more robust estimate of value for 
money as it reflects the full lifetime costs to SEEDA. In all projects covered by the evaluation, SEEDA have or will be able to recoup some of its 
initial investment and this analysis is a way of feeding this into the evaluation.  
 
Three approaches have been used: 
 

 The calculation of VfM using only the GVA achieved within the study period (2002-07); 
 The calculation of VfM using the GVA achieved within the study period and that currently expected to be achieved in the future; and 
 The calculation of VfM using GVA achieved during the whole lifetime of the projects (i.e. also including pre-2002). 

 
In each case the GVA has been calculated using the number of jobs created (as per the full report detailed above), and is a net estimate 
(deadweight, leakage, displacement and multiplier have been taken into consideration) and attributable to SEEDA (other funders have been 
taken into consideration). The GVA is cumulative over the time period (e.g. if a job is created in 2003, then the value is counted in 2004, 2005 
and so on) and the GVA in the future has been discounted into the future using a discount rate of 3.5%. 
 
Approach A - using only the GVA achieved within the study period 
 
Figure 1 shows an estimate of VfM using only achieved net attributable GVA. Realised net SEEDA spend is some £26.4m and GVA created in 
£12.0m giving a ratio of £0.45 for every £1 spent. Within employment led projects this increases to £2.45 for every £1 of expenditure, due to the 
fact that most projects where jobs have already been created are employment led. Using this methodology, 318 jobs have been created at 
£82,914 per job. 
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Figure 1: Approach A: Estimating VfM using realised net attributable to GVA (2002-07) 
 

 a b c d e = b-c-d a/e    

  

Cumulative realised 
net attributable GVA 

to 2007 
Gross SEEDA 

spend 2002-07 
Realised 
receipts 

2007 book 
asset value 

Net SEEDA 
spend 

VfM A 
estimation 

(£1=)  

Net 
realised 

jobs 

Cost / 
net 

realised 
job 

Total £11,958,255 £126,600,000 £10,410,095 £89,823,344 £26,366,562 £0.45  318 £82,914 

Public Realm £0 £15,100,000 £0 £5,126,183 £9,973,817 £0.00  0 - 

Residential Led £1,649,180 £34,100,000 £2,208,202 £19,705,047 £12,186,751 £0.14  77 £158,269 
Employment 
Led £10,309,074 £77,400,000 £8,201,893 £64,992,114 £4,205,994 £2.45  241 £17,452 

 
 
Approach B - using the GVA achieved within the study period and that currently expected to be achieved in the future 
 
Figure 2 shows an estimate of VfM using achieved net attributable GVA + expected GVA. Realised net SEEDA spend remains at £26.4m but 
GVA created is now £322.8m giving a ratio of £12.24 for every £1 spent. Within employment led projects this increases to £60.16 for every £1 of 
expenditure. Using this methodology, 2,157 jobs have or will jobs be created at £12,223 per job. 
 
 
Figure 2: Approach B: Estimating VFM using realised net attributable to GVA (2002-07) + estimated future GVA 
 

  a b c d e = b-c-d a/e    

  

Cumulative 
attributable to 2002-07 

achieved + expected 
GVA 

2002-07 Gross 
SEEDA spend 

Realised 
receipts 

2007 book 
asset value 

Net SEEDA 
spend 

VfM B 
estimation 

(£1=)  

Net 
realised + 
expected 

jobs 

Cost / net 
realised + 
expected 

jobs 

Total £322,814,861 £126,600,000 £10,410,095 £89,823,344 £26,366,562 £12.24  2,157 £12,223 

Public Realm £27,795,032 £15,100,000 £0 £5,126,183 £9,973,817 £2.79  226 £44,131 
Residential 
Led £42,005,304 £34,100,000 £2,208,202 £19,705,047 £12,186,751 £3.45  327 £37,268 
Employment 
Led £253,014,525 £77,400,000 £8,201,893 £64,992,114 £4,205,994 £60.16  1,604 £2,622 
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Approach C - using GVA achieved during the whole lifetime of the projects 
 
Figure 3 shows an estimate of VfM using an estimate of all net lifetime costs and net GVA, including those incurred or created before 2002. 
Total lifetime GVA creation is estimated at over £402m (based on 80.2% of all SEEDA spend to date being during the period 2002-07), against 
a total lifetime net spend of £87.4m. This suggests that £1 of SEEDA investment equates to £4.60 of GVA creation. Note that here we are unable 
to give an estimate of cost per job as pre-2002 job creation has not been captured. 
 
Figure 3: Approach C: Estimating VFM using lifetime net attributable + estimated future GVA 
 

  a b c d e = b-c-d a/e 

  

Cumulative lifetime 
attributable achieved 

+ expected GVA 
Lifetime Gross 
SEEDA spend 

Realised 
receipts 

2007 book 
asset value 

Net lifetime 
SEEDA 
spend 

VfM C 
estimation 

(£1=) 

Total £402,396,652 £187,669,565 £10,410,095 £89,823,344 £87,436,127 £4.60 

Public Realm £34,647,190 £22,383,969 £0 £5,126,183 £17,257,786 £2.01 
Residential 
Led £52,360,643 £50,549,227 £2,208,202 £19,705,047 £28,635,978 £1.83 
Commercial 
Led £315,388,819 £114,736,369 £8,201,893 £64,992,114 £41,542,363 £7.59 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

1    INTRODUCTION 

1.1 STUDY OBJECTIVES  

The Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR) has 
committed to review the activities of all nine Regional Development Agency (RDA) 
activities and requires each RDA to evaluate at least 60% of their relevant 
expenditure between 1 April 2002 and 31 March 2007 within the Impact Evaluation 
Framework (IEF) developed for the RDAs.  

This evaluation, undertaken by WM Enterprise (WME), assesses the impact of the 
South East of England Development Agency’s (SEEDA) physical regeneration 
intervention theme between 1 April 2002 and 31 March 2007, covering all projects 
not already included in IEF compliant evaluations.  This accounts for some £221.4m 
in this period.  The objective of this evaluation is twofold; 

• to assess the impact of SEEDA’s physical regeneration activities, and  

• to understand the contribution of the different investment types and schemes.  

The three investment types, with their broad market failure characteristics, are 

1. public realm interventions: these address problems with interventions in 
public goods which are non-excludable;  

2. land acquisition and remediation for employment: these address coordination 
failures between investors, risk and the attraction of value added businesses, 
and  

3. land acquisition and remediation for housing: these address coordination 
failures between investors, risk and the development of fit-for-purpose homes 

These three themes were used to develop a robust sampling approach and an IEF 
compliant evaluation 

1.2 EVALUATION CONTEXT 

A key aspect of this evaluation is its timing. Whilst the majority of SEEDA 
expenditure has been committed, many projects will not see tangible outputs for 
several years due to the lag between SEEDA’s intervention and the appetite of the 
property market to become involved with projects through which the economic 
impacts will be achieved.  The current state of the property market has only served to 
illustrate this more clearly.  

This evaluation has also been undertaken alongside similar evaluations for Chatham 
Maritime, Hastings and the Kent Coalfields.  
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1.3 STRATEGIC CONTEXT 

The evaluation period encompasses two of SEEDA’s Regional Economic Strategies 
(RES): 

• Regional Economic Strategy for South East England (2002-2012); and 

• Regional Economic Strategy (2006-2016) – A Framework for Sustainable 
Prosperity. 

The former document sets out a 10-year framework for delivering the economic 
aspirations of the vision and highlighted the need for intervention in The Thames 
Gateway, Priority Areas for Economic Regeneration, the Western Policy Area and 
Potential Growth Areas.   

The latter document identified three major challenges for SEEDA’s interventions, the 
Global Challenge, Sustainable Prosperity and “Smart Growth”.  Examples include the 
remediation of contaminated land to produce useable space, public realm investment 
to improve the economic performance of an urban area, or strategic acquisition of 
multiple sites to accelerate and co-ordinate the development of employment or 
residential development. 

SEEDA’s Corporate Plan 

The interventions in the evaluation period also align with SEEDA’s Corporate Plans 
to regenerate the South East, which identify the key objectives of its intervention in 
exerting Strategic Influence, creating Sustainable Economic Growth and building 
Sustainable Communities. Of particular significance for SEEDA’s regeneration 
activities are the Agency’s plans around establishing sustainable communities, with 
particular reference to delivering quality places.  The plans also commit to addressing 
market failures, investing in fewer larger critical projects and addressing barriers to 
delivery. They also recognise the three sub-regions within SEEDA’s area including the 
Coastal South East, where much of SEEDA’s physical regeneration activities are 
focused. 

1.4 GEOGRAPHICAL CLUSTERS  

The vast majority of SEEDA’s physical regeneration activities fall within three 
geographical clusters, each with its own unique characteristics, issues and needs. 
These are:  

• Thames Gateway Kent– a national priority Growth Area incorporating the 
Medway Towns and Isle of Sheppey;  

• Kent Coastal – a number of schemes along the Kent coast in areas of high 
deprivation including isolated seaside towns; and 

• South Hampshire and the Isle of Wight – an area of high untapped potential 
along the M27 corridor with the Portsmouth and Southampton conurbation. 

1.5 INTERVENTION TYPES AND MARKET FAILURE 

Public Realm 

The main rationale for public sector intervention is that the public realm is a public 
good, but can also include elements of co-ordination of other activities, and positive 
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externality impacts.  Public realm interventions are generally accessible and usable by 
all, including businesses and residents, and therefore it is not possible to generate 
any income, or exclude anyone from consumption. As such, public realm works are 
not an attractive product for the private sector and require public resources.  

Land acquisition and remediation for employment 

Land acquisition, remediation, flood protection and masterplanning with the aim of 
bringing forward development to create or safeguard jobs is the focus of several 
current SEEDA initiatives. It typically involves strategic site assembly, acting alone or 
with public and private partners, remediation and the creation of development 
platforms.  

The main rationale for intervention by SEEDA in land assembly is around the need 
for co-ordination and the maximisation of positive externalities (e.g. making sure the 
right kinds of businesses are attracted) on projects with sufficient potential economic 
risk, uncertainty or unattractiveness to put off the private sector. 

Land acquisition and remediation for housing 

Land acquisition and remediation with the aim of facilitating the creation of housing 
is a common aim of projects managed or assisted by SEEDA. It typically involves 
strategic site assembly, acting alone or with public and private partners, land 
remediation and the creation of a development platform and masterplanning. The 
rationale for intervention by SEEDA in land assembly is to bring brownfield land 
back into use to provide good quality housing and the need for co-ordination and the 
maximisation of positive externalities. 

1.6 SUMMARY OF SEEDA’S FINANCIAL COMMITMENT 

Since its inception, SEEDA has invested or committed £294.6 million in physical 
regeneration activities, representing 24.9% of its overall expenditure to the end of 
FY2007/08.  In the period 2002/3-2006/7, the Agency invested £221.4 million, of 
which 57.1% is within the scope of this study.   

2 APPROACH 

2.1 METHODOLOGY 

The evaluation methodology meets the requirements of the IEF and uses project logic 
models to inform the identification of a sample of projects for detailed evaluation. 
This sample is then used to extrapolate findings and provide estimates of high-level 
economic impacts. Using IEF guidance a four phase approach has been used:- 

• Planning and preparation 

• Evaluation of sample projects 

• Analysis and draft reporting 

• Reporting and dissemination 
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2.2 CHOOSING THE SAMPLE 

The ‘relevant spend’; i.e. occurring in the years 2002/3 to 2006/7, was £240.4m 
(which was subsequently revised to £221.4m).  Projects which had been evaluated or 
were small or where there was no accurate expenditure data were removed from the 
sample.  

The selection of the proposed in-scope projects resulted in a grossing up process 
totalling £130.5m. This was subsequently revised to £126.6m. 

A sampling frame approach was used identifying a number of key tests or indicators, 
specifically geographical location, size of project, project activity and project timing. 

Based on these factors, 13 projects were chosen to be evaluated. The sample was then 
revalidated against the criteria of geography, level of expenditure, size of project, 
cluster, type of activity and timing. During the course of the evaluation, SEEDA 
discovered that one of the projects had previously been evaluated and was therefore 
removed from scope, thus reducing the sample size to 12 projects, shown below.  

Project Relevant Expenditure 
(2002/03 – 2006/07) 

1. Rochester Riverside 11.3 

2. Queenborough & Rushenden 4.5 

3. Ropetackle, Shoreham 2.9 

5. Elwick Road, Ashford 5.4 

6. Dover Town Investment Zone 5.5 

7. Margate Town Centre 5.6 

8. Former J&J site, Cosham 0.4 

9. Harts Farm Way, Havant 5 

10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, Gosport 2.2 

11. Ryde Business Park 0.3 

12. Woolston Riverside, Southampton 21.3 

13. Project Cowes, East Cowes 15.9 

 Total 80.3  

Source: Agresso (SEEDA, 2008) 

Notes: During the course of the Evaluation, it was discovered that Project No 4 – Community Workshop, 
Aylesham (SE91104) – expenditure was sourced from the Coalfields Intervention Programme and 
subject to a separate evaluation; therefore it was removed from the sample.  For consistency, the projects 
were not re-numbered. 
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2.3 QUANTIFYING ECONOMIC CONTRIBUTION 

The final aspect of the approach is the quantification of the gross and net impacts of 
the intervention which has been undertaken in five stages: 

1. Collating gross outputs – adding together the economic value of all the 
relevant outputs of the sample projects, taking account of the timescale 
differences. 

2. Measuring impact – adjusting the gross impact to account for leakage, 
displacement and multiplier effects to estimate the net economic impact. 

3. Calculating net outputs – estimating the deadweight (ie what would have 
happened anyway?) 

4. Value for money - an assessment of the cost per output for a number of key 
outputs against both SEEDA investment and the wider public sector 
expenditure on the project.   

5. Extrapolating to regional level – grossing up evidence from the projects 
to provide robust estimates of the high level economic impacts of SEEDA’s 
physical regeneration interventions.    

3 RESULTS 

3.1 PROJECT SPEND 

Overall in-scope spend for this evaluation is £126.6m, which relates to projects with a 
total SEEDA commitment of £154.8m. The projects in the sample account for 
£98.9m of this total spend, and £80.3m within the relevant spend period of 
FY2002/3 to FY2006/7 - 63.4% of in scope spend.  

3.2 GROSS OUTPUTS  

Job creation 

A total of 1,019 gross jobs have been generated through the sampled projects. These 
jobs have been created within six projects at East Cowes, Ryde, Frater Gate, Cosham, 
Ropetackle and Margate.  A further 460 jobs are currently ‘in progress’ – these 
consist of the pending occupation of Phase 2 of the former J&J site by Raymarine, 
and the final phased development of the Ropetackle Business Centre at Shoreham. In 
addition to these confirmed outputs, 5,671 further jobs are planned across the 
sampled projects. 

Leverage 

A total of £69.4m of private sector and £75.8m of public sector expenditure has been 
levered by SEEDA to date across the 12 sampled projects.  In overall terms for the 12 
projects, private sector leverage stands at 1:0.70 and public sector leverage at 1:0.79. 
Should all projects deliver as currently planned, the ratio for SEEDA to private sector 
contribution would become 1:16.5. 

Brownfield land reclaimed 

Within the sample, SEEDA has reclaimed 54.66 hectares of brownfield land to date, 
and current SEEDA plans predict that this figure will increase to 81.46 hectares.  
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Additional and unintended outputs 

There are a series of other, additional, gross outputs including the facilitation of 
housing developments (140 housing units at Ropetackle), including affordable 
housing, the creation of 25,000m2 of commercial floorspace,  public realm 
enhancements, transport and other infrastructure, and skills and business support 
provision 

3.3   NET REALISED IMPACTS 

Net Realised Outputs 

Using the rationale explained above an assessment of net outputs was determined.  

Adjusting for other public sector spend 

The net outputs have been adjusted to account for other public sector expenditure to 
arrive at a figure of net output attributable to SEEDA.  This calculation was 
undertaken at a project level, due to the varying levels of other public sector funding 
by project. The overall average adjustment factor, based on SEEDA’s part of the total 
public sector spend, is 51.9%.  

Adjustment for in-scope expenditure 

Some of the outputs will have occurred because of funding outside the evaluation 
period. To obtain a clear picture of the level of outputs that can be directly attributed 
to the in-scope timescale an output-by-output breakdown was used. The overall 
average adjustment factor, based on the total proportion of SEEDA spend to the end 
of 2008 taking place in the period 1 April 2002 – 31 March 2007 is 81.2%. 

Summary of all achieved outputs in sample 

The figure below summarises the outputs generated as described in the assessments 
above. Within the sample, approximately 200 net attributable jobs have been created, 
7,000m2 of net floorspace and 100 net residential units created, and £36m of net 
private sector leverage.  

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 

Achieved 
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Gross 
   

140.0  
   

54.7  
   

1,019.0  
   

25,225.0  
   

75.8  
   

69.4  

Net  
   

140.0  
   

51.9  
   

422.0  
   

19,514.5  
   

74.3  
   

62.4  

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 

   
131.0  

   
18.7  

   
271.0  

   
11,635.9  

   
24.1  

   
49.7  

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

   
99.9  

   
13.2  

   
201.4  

   
7,089.5  

   
20.5  

   
36.0  

Source: WME calculations 2008 
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3.4 EXTRAPOLATION FROM THE SAMPLE TO WIDER POPULATION 

Extrapolation at regional level 

Two methodologies for the extrapolation of sampled net outputs to the population of 
projects within scope have been used.  

The first, and simplest, is extrapolation at a regional level. Using the 63.4% total 
sample coverage, this extrapolates based on total spend (using a factor of 100/63.4).  
The second method of extrapolation uses project type as its basis. This is problematic 
due to the low number of overall projects, but will augment the above approach to 
help create some meaningful ranges.  

Estimates of population net outputs 

The two methods outlined above generate the following estimates for achieved net 
core outputs attributable to SEEDA expenditure in the period 2002/3 to 2006/7. 

• The creation or safeguarding of 317 – 323  net jobs; 

• The leverage of £32m - £34m public sector expenditure; 

• The leverage of £57m – £64m private sector expenditure; and 

• The remediation of 21 – 23 hectares of brownfield land. 

The indirect outputs which can be quantified include: 

• The development of 158- 182 housing units; and  

• The development of 11,174 - 11,551m2 of commercial floorspace. 

This assessment of net outputs must be used with the caveat that the majority of the 
projects within the sample, and within the population, are at an early stage in the 
project lifecycle and have yet to achieve full outputs. 

Estimates of Gross Value Added and net impact 

According to the Office of National Statistics (2006), the most recent estimate for 
workplace based earnings is £21,514 per person.  This estimate suggests that 
SEEDA’s expenditure has created employment that generates approximately £6.9m 
in annual Gross Value Added (GVA).  

3.5   PLANNED OUTPUTS 

“Planned” outputs include those categorised as either in-progress or planned.  These 
have been assessed by using the best existing data. Future net estimates and 
projections for the proportion of outputs attributable to SEEDA and attributable to 
the period 2002/3 – 2006/7 have been based on the sample gross to net attributable 
ratios. 

Planned outputs 

This analysis suggests that, should projects continue as currently planned, SEEDA 
will be credited with the following net attributable core outputs: 
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• The creation or safeguarding of 1,820 – 1,850  net jobs; 

• The leverage of £1.08bn private sector expenditure; 

• The leverage of £54m – £56m public sector expenditure; and 

• The remediation of 27 – 29 hectares of brownfield land. 

The indirect outputs which can be quantified include: 

• The development of 3,540 – 3,630  housing units; and  

• The development of 140,000 - 144,000m2 of commercial floorspace. 

With the current uncertainty in the property market, and the long term nature of 
several in-scope interventions, the evaluation has been unable to make a judgement 
on the timing of these planned outputs. 

Estimates of future GVA impact 

If all current planned outputs are achieved, the in-scope projects could generate 
almost 10,000 gross jobs, of which almost 20% are net attributable to SEEDA spend 
in 2002/3 – 2006/7.  This suggests that SEEDA’s in-scope activities could be worth 
£39.5m of GVA through employment creation (based on a midpoint estimate of 1,835 
jobs). According the Office for National Statistics (2006 figures), the South East is a 
£166 billion economy.  

3.6 SUMMARY OF TOTAL OUTPUTS 

The figure below illustrates the impact timing of this evaluation. Overall achieved 
outputs are relatively modest due to the nature of physical regeneration activities. 
Whilst the majority of SEEDA expenditure has been committed, many projects will 
not see tangible outputs for several years.  

• 9,800 housing units

• 132 ha remediated 
land

• 11,300 jobs

• 594,000 m2

commercial 
floorspace

• £192m public and 
£2.61bn private sector 
leverage

SEEDA 
Annual 
Investment

Time

Evaluation 
Timing

In
ve

st
m

en
t 

/ 
O

u
tp

u
ts

Total Gross 
Outputs

Net Attributable 
Outputs (02-07)

• 3,750 housing units

• 50 ha remediated land

• 2,150  jobs

• 153,000 m2 commercial 
floorspace

• £88m public and 
£1.14bn private sector 
leverage

 

Source: WME Calculations, 2008 
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3.7 CONFIDENCE LEVELS 

Only 5 of the 12 projects within the sample of the evaluation have reached full output 
stage and this has a serious impact on confidence levels. The assumption is that the 
findings are accurate to 95% (+/- 7.5%) for these projects and even lower for the 
planned output projections. Uncertainties in relation to the property market make it 
difficult to estimate with any certainty the size and timing of developments. 

3.8 CONTRIBUTION TO RES OBJECTIVES 

SEEDA’s RES (2002-2012) identified a number of key parts of the region that 
required specific physical regeneration policies.   

The majority of in-scope projects have demonstrated a wider strategic fit that has 
been driven by and is consistent with the objectives of the 2006-2016 RES.  This was 
particularly the case in projects where SEEDA has made a strategic decision to invest 
in a particular geography over a sustained period.   

However, the timing of this evaluation is such that it is impossible to determine 
whether some or all projects will deliver against their own objectives and the wider 
strategic objectives within the RES. 

3.9 VALUE FOR MONEY AND BENCHMARKING  

This was assessed in two ways.    

1. An examination of actual measured outputs and impacts, and  

2. An assessment of the expected lifetime impacts of SEEDA’s investment, which 
can be conducted on a population and theme level.  

Actual spend and measured impacts  

Given the range of outputs created by the in-scope projects, it is appropriate to make 
a ‘basket of outputs’ approach to value for money.  For every £1m of SEEDA 
investment, 2.5 jobs were created, 0.17ha of land was remediated, £0.26m of public 
and £0.47m of private funds were levered, and 89.7m2 of commercial space and 1.3 
housing units were developed. 

Based on an attributable annual GVA impact of £6.9m, £1m of SEEDA investment 
has so far created £54.5k of annual GVA. 

Expected lifetime impacts of investments  

Adopting a similar ‘basket of outputs’ approach to expected lifetime investments, 
£1m of SEEDA’s investment equates to 17 net jobs, 0.4 ha of remediated land, £9m in 
private sector leverage, 1,200m2 of commercial floorspace and just short of 10 
housing units. 

Based on an attributable annual GVA impact of £46.4m (realised plus planned), £1m 
of SEEDA investment is forecast to create £366k of annual GVA. 

Cost per job benchmarking  

Five projects within the study sample have generated 201 net attributable jobs at an 
average cost per job of approximately £107,000. This is expensive in comparison to 
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comparable projects and to the English Partnerships (EP) benchmark figure (of 
£42,000), but must be caveated by the fact that some of these projects are still 
planned to delivery further outputs. Including the 154.8 additional planned jobs 
across these sites, the cost per job would decrease to £35,700 

The average cost per job across all projects for realised and planned employment 
creation is £59,000, but this includes public realm and residential led schemes. 
Removing these, the cost per net job falls to £49,000, again comparable with EP’s 
benchmark and other peer projects. 

Incorporating Land Receipts 

The importance of the timing of this evaluation is illustrated when full lifetime net 
costs and net attributable benefits for the three in-scope projects that have generated 
land receipts are included. This reduces lifetime costs per job to £2,700 at 
Ropetackle, £27,000 on the former J&J site and £4,000 at Frater Gate – all 
significant improvements in value for money. This exercise has not been undertaken 
for any of the projects where land receipts are forecast due to lack of rigorous 
projections.  
 
Taking this one step further and understanding possible project lifecycle value for 
money by incorporating planned spend and receipts dramatically enhances the value 
for money argument.  Using project case papers and SEEDA asset valuations as a 
proxy for future receipts, the average cost per net job across the sampled projects is 
estimated at £34,738. Adopting the net ‘basket’ of outputs approach, £1m of SEEDA 
spend (after receipts) would be worth, in net attributable terms over the entire 
lifespan of the project: 
 

• 29 jobs 
• 0.7 ha of  remediated land 
• £13.8m of private sector leverage 
• £1.1m of public sector leverage 
• 2,000m2 of commercial floorspace 
• 46 housing units. 

 
This estimated ‘basket’ of outputs should be heavily caveated in that the economy is 
in a state of financial uncertainty and land and property values have decreased 
significantly in recent times. 
 
Value for money summary  
 
Three levels of confidence have been used to summarise this value for money 
analysis, which are aligned to the quality and reliability of the data available. These 
are detailed in section 3.11 of the main report but in summary: 
 

• VfM1 (low uncertainty) suggests that £0.06m  of annual GVA  is created per 
£1m SEEDA expenditure, based primarily on achieved attributable outputs 
and receipts for the relevant spend period; 

 
• VfM2 (medium uncertainty) suggests that  £0.40m of annual GVA is created 

per £1m SEEDA expenditure, based on achieved and expected attributable 
outputs for the relevant spend period; and  

 
• VfM3 (high uncertainty) suggests that £0.62m  of annual GVA is created per 

£1m SEEDA expenditure, based on all achieved and expected attributable 
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outputs across the lifecycle of projects and all spend and receipts in the past 
and in the future. 

 

4.   CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 ADDRESSING KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

The evaluation process has provided a response to each of the IEF evaluation 
questions, as evidenced by the information presented in the body of this document. 

4.2 KEY FINDINGS 

Quantitative headlines 

From a quantitative perspective, in-scope SEEDA physical regeneration projects 
accounted for £126.6m of spend in the period 2002/3 to 2006/7 and it is estimated 
achieved the following net core attributable outputs: 

• The creation or safeguarding of 317-323  net jobs; 

• The leverage of £32-34m public sector expenditure;  

• The leverage of £57-64m private sector expenditure; and 

• The reclamation of 21-23 hectares of brownfield land. 

Added to this SEEDA are directly responsible for 11,174 – 11,511m2 of commercial 
floorspace and 158 - 182 housing units. 

The jobs above equate to the creation of an additional £6.9m of attributable annual 
GVA for the South East region.  

If current projects deliver planned outputs, early estimates of total attributable 
outputs for spend in 2002/3 to 2006/7 include 2,150 jobs (creating £46.4m of GVA), 
50 ha of remediated land, 3,750 housing units and £1.14bn of private sector leverage. 

Qualitative headlines  

Despite the premature timing of this study in relation to many of the projects, a 
number of headline findings have emerged, specifically: 

• In general terms, it is clear that SEEDA have taken on board a series of difficult 
challenges in its physical regeneration activities.   

• The original circumstances and associated level of strategic planning 
appear to have had an influence on the pace and success of projects.  

• Consultees have consistently commented on the strength of SEEDA’s 
professional property team, and this is evident in the relationships that have 
been developed. It seems, however, that a relatively small SEEDA team is spread 
thinly across many projects in many locations. 

• It is clear that SEEDA have a policy to deliver a “joined up” approach to areas, 
leveraging other schemes.  
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• Some consultations have highlighted issues around the importance of 
establishing how unexpected costs will be shared amongst project partners.   

• The most successful projects have also been those that placed a strong emphasis 
on community engagement  

• Whilst the quality of projects’ cases files was generally strong, two noticeable 
areas of improvement are evident, particularly in some of the older examples - the 
quality of the extent project reference cases and an over-optimistic view of 
market conditions 

In summary, it is important to note that given the early nature of this evaluation 
within the life cycle of a number of these interventions, it is problematic for the 
evaluator to make a firm overall assessment of whether the project’s intervention 
rationale has been achieved.  However, over the five year evaluation period, SEEDA 
project performance has varied on a case by base basis, in terms of delivering against 
contracted outputs.  Those that have had most success have had the common threads 
of a clear and transparent business case, local and national stakeholder buy-in, 
business and community engagement and comprehensive risk and issue 
management.  

4.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations are presented to SEEDA: 

1. SEEDA should be aware that it will not always receive a financial return and  
appraisal documentation should reflect this.  

2. There is a need to clearly establish a better project risk system.  

3. There needs to be a consistent approach to the understanding of market 
failure.  

4. A full counterfactual is essential for the rigour of any investment - some older 
cases included some questionable case-making. 

5. The SEEDA team is clearly very competent but there has been a high turnover 
of staff in relation to some projects.  The team may be too small to handle 
such a large and geographical disperse portfolio of projects. 

6. There are some excellent examples of community engagement which should 
be used as standards for future activity.  

7. A further IEF compliant evaluation of SEEDA’s physical regeneration 
activities should be undertaken in the mid-to-long term when more of the 
Agency’s interventions have produced significant outputs. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides the context to this evaluation, setting out its 
aims and objectives and the nature of physical regeneration in the 
South East of England. 
 

1.1 STUDY OBJECTIVES 

The Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR) has 
committed to review the activities of all nine Regional Development Agencies 
(RDA’s). The study commenced in December 2007 and will report in November 
2008. To support this strategic review, each RDA will ensure that at least 60% of 
their relevant expenditure between 1 April 2002 and 31 March 2007 is covered by the 
evaluations, which will be compliant with the Impact Evaluation Framework (IEF) 
developed for the RDAs1. This relevant expenditure excludes administrative costs, 
expenditure on national programmes and legacy commitments. This evaluation aims 
to address this need for the South East of England Development Agency (SEEDA) 
physical regeneration intervention theme between 1 April 2002 and 31 March 2007, 
covering all projects not already included in stand alone IEF compliant evaluations. 

Physical regeneration is one of the activities that RDAs were established to undertake 
and is a key area of SEEDA spend in the South East over the relevant period, 
accounting for some £221.4m. WM Enterprise (WME) has been commissioned by 
SEEDA to evaluate a sample of those projects in order to provide a robust estimate of 
the Agency’s impact in this theme, examining those projects not being covered by 
other IEF compliant evaluations2. The sampling approach was agreed at the outset, 
with the aim of producing an evidenced assessment of the likely aggregate impact on 
a number of key measures from SEEDA’s physical regeneration projects.  In total, 
£126.6m in scope spend had not been evaluated, of which WME’s sample covers 
£80.3m (63.4%) over twelve projects. 

The objective of this evaluation is twofold. To assess the impact of SEEDA’s physical 
regeneration activities and to understand the contribution of the different investment 
types and schemes. The three investment types relate to the market failure arguments 
set out in section 1.4.5.  In broad terms these interventions comprise: 

1. public realm interventions: these address problems with interventions in 
public goods which are non-excludable;  

2. land acquisition and remediation for employment: these address coordination 
failures between investors, risk and the attraction of value added businesses 
(in sub-prime locations); and  

3. land acquisition and remediation for housing: these address coordination 
failures between investors, risk and the development of quality homes (rather 
than those creating the highest return).  

These three intervention categories are used as the framework to develop a sample 
population which is representative of the characteristics of the overall project 
population. 

The evaluation will be compliant with the IEF, in that it: 

                                                      
1 The IEF was developed by SQW and PA Consulting in 2006 
2 SEEDA’s activities at Chatham Maritime (SE90907), Hastings (SE90914/5/6), University of 
Medway (SE90919) and Kent Coalfields (SE91102) account for £92m of relevant spend and 
are being evaluated separately 
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• is built around a logic chain showing how objectives and inputs are expected 
to lead to outputs and outcomes; 

• identifies the rationale for the intervention and what market failures it is 
addressing; 

• details the baseline conditions which set the context for the intervention; 

• uses processes to determine the impact of SEEDA and the relevant 
additionality; 

• reports net outputs, where achieved, built on survey data where appropriate; 

• measures performance in line with the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) 
objectives and benchmarks value for money; and 

• identifies any unintended impacts and strategic added value. 

The sampling approach employed will also extrapolate the evaluation evidence from 
the project sample, assessing the net additional impact of the aggregated projects 
under the thematic intervention types.  

1.2 EVALUATION CONTEXT 

1.2.1 Timing 

An important factor to be considered is the relatively early stage at which this 
evaluation is taking place of the planned life-cycle of many of the in-scope projects.  
This is particularly important when considering outputs achieved to date and related 
value for money (vfm) performance.  In order to take account of this timing issue, it 
will be necessary to compare these outputs against planned outputs for the entire 
project life-cycles.  Figure 1.1, below, provides an indicative illustration of cumulative 
realised outputs against SEEDA’s annual investment and an indication of timing 
against entire project life-cycle. 

 
Figure 1.1: Evaluation timing in relation to investment and outputs 
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Source: WME, 2008 
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Figure 1.2, below, provides further details of the importance of the overall evaluation 
timing issue when considering the findings from this study.  The diagram indicates 
that output delivery for eight of the 12 in-scope projects occurs after both the in-scope 
period (2002-2007) and the date of this impact assessment (September 2008).   This 
is particularly important when the relative size of the projects with later output 
delivery are identified.  For example, the outputs associated with the three biggest 
projects – in terms of total SEEDA spend, lie in the future, specifically: Woolston 
Riverside, Southampton (£22m total spend); Project Cowes, East Cowes (£16.5m); 
and Rochester Riverside (£13.5m). 
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Figure 1.2: Main SEEDA investment / Main output delivery for in-scope projects 

 

Project
Geographical 
Cluster Theme

1999/0
0

2000/
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2001/0
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2009/1
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1

2011/1
2

2012/1
3

2013/1
4

2014/1
5

2015/1
6

2016/1
7

2017/1
8

2018/1
9

1. Rochester Riverside Thames Gateway Residential Led

2. Queenborough & 
Rushenden

Thames Gateway Residential Led

3. Ropetackle, 
Shoreham

Kent Coastal Residential Led

5. Elwick Road, Ashford Kent Coastal Employment Led

6. Dover Town 
Investment Zone

Kent Coastal Public Realm

7. Margate Town 
Centre*

Kent Coastal Public Realm

8. Former J&J site, 
Cosham

Hampshire / IoW Employment Led

9. Harts Farm Way, 
Havant

Hampshire / IoW Employment Led

10. Frater Gate Royal 
Navy, Gosport

Hampshire / IoW Employment Led

11. Ryde Business Park Hampshire / IoW Employment Led

12. Woolston Riverside, 
Southampton

Hampshire / IoW Employment Led

13. Project Cowes, East 
Cowes

Hampshire / IoW Employment Led

* No current confirmed plans at Margate

Main SEEDA Investment

Main output delivery 

 
Source: WME based on project approval documents and, where necessary, amended following consultation with SEEDA Project Managers, 2008 

Notes: During the course of the Evaluation, it was discovered that Project No 4 – Community Workshop, Aylesham (SE91104) – expenditure was sourced from the Coalfields 
Intervention Programme and subject to a separate evaluation; therefore it was removed from the sample.  For consistency, the projects were not re-numbered. 
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1.2.2 Other related evaluations 

Prior to describing the strategic context within which SEEDA’s physical regeneration 
activities were developed, it is important to highlight the other major regeneration 
programmes being developed across the region.  This review is necessary to 
understand the linkages between the Agency’s in-scope regeneration activities for this 
evaluation and the other major schemes across the region.   

Other major evaluation programmes being conducted by SEEDA, which overlap the 
in-scope evaluation period, include: 
 
• East Kent Coalfields;  
• Hastings and Bexhill; 
• Chatham Maritime; and 
• Ashford Growth Area. 
 
Figure 1.3, below, details SEEDA’s major regeneration programmes and their 
potential linkages with the Agency’s in-scope regeneration projects within this 
evaluation. 
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Figure 1.3: Summary of SEEDA’s major regeneration programmes  
Regeneration Programme 

Activities 
Net Outputs identified in relevant recent 
evaluation  Relevant local in-scope projects 

East Kent Coalfields (EKC): 
 
SEEDA aimed to regenerate EKC in order to greatly 
improve the economic prospects of the area and 
bring lasting benefits to the wider economy. 

Largest derelict land reclamation project in the 
region, involving reclamation of land in East Kent 
on four colliery sites: Betteshanger, Snowdown, 
Tilmanstone and Chislet.   

• 615 jobs created*; and 
• 149.7 ha brownfield land remediated*; 
 

• Dover Town Investment Zone 

Hastings and Bexhill: 

Number of regeneration initiatives have been 
delivered in the Hastings and Bexhill area, which 
covers the areas of Hastings Borough Council and 
part of Rother District Council. 

Regeneration vehicle established (Hastings and 
Bexhill Renaissance Ltd – trading as Sea Space) to 
deliver activities focusing on developing the 
infrastructure for regeneration – new commercial, 
industrial and educational facilities and new housing 
and the promotion of initiatives to support business 
development and develop transport infrastructure. 

• 992 new jobs created**; 
• 5.8ha brownfield land remediated**; 
• £22.6m private sector leverage**; and 
• £6.9m public sector leverage**. 

 

Chatham Maritime: 
SEEDA’s flagship regeneration scheme. Initiative involves the redevelopment of 140 

hectares of the former Royal Naval Dockyard.  The 
Chatham Maritime masterplan involves a series of 
different development areas, including: St.Mary’s 
Island (residential); Waterside (mixed leisure and 
residential); Brunel (residential, leisure and small 
offices); Eastbridge and Pembroke (campus related 
developments) and Quayside. 

• 1,910 – 3,290 FTE jobs created (Private sector 
accommodation)***; 

• 370 FTE jobs created (Academic Institutions) 
***; 

• 260-270 FTE jobs created (Retail Units)***; 
and 

• 95-695 FTE jobs created (Leisure 
Accommodation)***. 

• Rochester Riverside; and 
• Queenborough and Rushenden 

Ashford Growth Area: 

Ashford in Kent has been identified by the 
Government’s Sustainable Communities Plan as one 
of England’s Growth Areas. 

 

A major study into the town’s capacity for growth 
over the next 30 years was completed in December 
2002. It stated that the town has the potential to 
accommodate up to 31,000 new homes and 29,000 
jobs by 2031. A team of representatives from 
regional and national agencies including English 
Partnerships, Ashford Borough Council, SEEDA and 
Kent County Council has been established under the 
name Ashford’s Future to co-ordinate the 
development of the town in a sustainable way. 

No evaluation undertaken to date. 
 
 

• Elwick Road, Ashford. 

Source: WME, 2008 

*Achieved local net outputs to 2006/07, Evaluating the impact of SEEDA – East Kent Coalfields, BBP Regeneration, 2008 
** Combined outputs for Phases I & II, Sea Space: Evaluation of Early Wins and Phase Two Projects, Grant Thornton UK LLP, 2008 
***SEEDA Strategic sites evaluation – Chatham Maritime Case Study (ECOTEC) 
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1.3 STRATEGIC CONTEXT 

This section provides an overview of the strategic context within which SEEDA have 
established the 12 in-scope projects under evaluation.  Figure 1.4, below, highlights 
our understanding of the main strategies which have informed the strategic 
objectives of each of the in-scope interventions.   

Figure 1.4: SEEDA’s strategic framework for physical regeneration 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Source: WME, 2008 

1.3.1 Regional Economic Strategy (RES) 

The evaluation period encompasses two of SEEDA’s Regional Economic Strategies 
(RES), specifically: 

• Regional Economic Strategy for South East England (2002-2012); and 

• Regional Economic Strategy (2006-2016) – A Framework for Sustainable 
Prosperity. 

(i) Regional Economic Strategy for South East England (2002-2012); 

The Regional Economic Strategy (RES) for South East England (2002-2012) outlined 
a vision for the region, specifically: 

‘A prosperous region delivering high quality of life and environment for everyone, 
now and in the future’. 

The RES (2002-2012) sets out a 10-year framework for delivering the economic 
aspirations of the vision, within a broader context of Sustainable Development.   

The key regeneration challenge facing SEEDA prior to 2002 and highlighted in the 
RES (2002-2012), related to the size and diversity of the region and the need to work 
with the grain of that diversity to ensure its relevance across the region.  In order to 
address this economic diversity issue, the RES (2002-2012) endorsed and adopted a 
spatial framework for the Agency’s activities, which focused on the following key 
parts of the region as requiring a particular policy approach, specifically: 

• The Thames Gateway – the largest single regeneration initiative in North 
West Europe and an area of acknowledged national importance, where the 

SEEDA in-scope physical 
regeneration 

project X

SEEDA in-scope physical 
regeneration 

project X

SEEDA’s other major 
regeneration programmes

(e.g. East Kent Coalfields or 
Chatham Maritime)

SEEDA’s other major 
regeneration programmes

(e.g. East Kent Coalfields or 
Chatham Maritime)

Relevant diamond for 
investment and growth, RES 2002, 2006 

plus related Corporate Plans. 
(e.g. Urban South Hampshire 

or Sussex Coast)

Relevant diamond for 
investment and growth, RES 2002, 2006 

plus related Corporate Plans. 
(e.g. Urban South Hampshire 

or Sussex Coast)

Local / regional 
regeneration strategies

Local / regional 
regeneration strategies

Informs development of:

Informs development of:

SEEDA in-scope physical 
regeneration 

project X

SEEDA in-scope physical 
regeneration 

project X

SEEDA’s other major 
regeneration programmes

(e.g. East Kent Coalfields or 
Chatham Maritime)

SEEDA’s other major 
regeneration programmes

(e.g. East Kent Coalfields or 
Chatham Maritime)

Relevant diamond for 
investment and growth, RES 2002, 2006 

plus related Corporate Plans. 
(e.g. Urban South Hampshire 

or Sussex Coast)

Relevant diamond for 
investment and growth, RES 2002, 2006 

plus related Corporate Plans. 
(e.g. Urban South Hampshire 

or Sussex Coast)

Local / regional 
regeneration strategies

Local / regional 
regeneration strategies

Informs development of:

Informs development of:



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise          20 

task is to release the area’s potential to make a vital and major contribution to 
the growth of the regional economy and the enhancement of its environment; 

• Priority Areas for Economic Regeneration – where the task is to tackle 
deprivation in order to achieve social inclusion, raise overall economic 
performance and reduce disparities in prosperity across the region; 

• The Western Policy Area – where the task is to build on existing economic 
strengths in order to achieve sustainable growth with minimum additional 
pressures on labour and land; and 

• Potential Growth Areas – where the task is to concentrate growth at 
Ashford and Milton Keynes in a sustainable and planned way. 

These priorities have driven the geographical ‘cluster’ approach whereby SEEDA have 
concentrated physical regeneration activities in a/ The Thames Gateway, b/ The Kent 
and Sussex Coast and c/ the Hampshire and Isle of Wight sub-region. 

(ii) Regional Economic Strategy (2006-2016) – A Framework for 
Sustainable Prosperity 

SEEDA’s RES (2006-2016) – ‘A Framework for Sustainable Prosperity’ sets out the 
Agency’s remit to achieve sustainable prosperity for all who live and work within the 
South East of England. The document highlights that by most economic measures, 
the South East is one of Europe’s most successful regions, but, as stated in the 2006 
Regional Economic Strategy (RES), it faces three major challenges: 

• The Global Challenge or “investing in success” – the South East must 
maintain its competitiveness in the face of greater international competition. 
To achieve this SEEDA is assisting businesses to operate internationally, 
maximising the region’s foreign direct investment (FDI), increasing business 
expenditure on research and development, investing in necessary 
infrastructure and encouraging greater collaboration.  

• Sustainable Prosperity or “supporting quality of life”– long term economic 
prosperity can only be secured through the principles of sustainable 
development, recognising the role of innovation and competitiveness in the 
pursuit of growth, within environmental limits.  Key tools used by SEEDA 
here are the reduction in CO2 emissions and water consumption whilst 
increasing the contribution of renewable energy to the overall supply of the 
region, improving the quality, accessibility and biodiversity of open space, and 
reducing polarisation between communities.  

• Smart Growth or “lifting underperformance” – higher levels of prosperity 
across the region without increasing the region’s ecological footprint can only 
be delivered through higher productivity and by bringing more of the 
residential population into economic activity.  SEEDA is working toward this 
goal by increasing the region’s business stock, maximising the number of 
people ready for employment at all skills levels, increasing the prospects for 
the region’s SMEs to secure public sector contracts, improving travel choice 
/public transport and ensuring sufficient and affordable housing and 
employment space of the right type and size to meet the needs of the region 
and create long term investment through the efficient use of land resources. 

The spatial framework endorsed and adopted in the previous RES (2002-2012), was 
developed further in SEEDA’s RES (2006-2016).   The rationale for concentrating the 
Agency’s spatial approach presented in the document, focused on the misleading 
nature of the South East’s consistently better than UK average economic 
performance.  Specifically, the RES (2006-2016), utilising its evidence base, argued 
that the region contains a number of underperforming areas, with substantial 
numbers of individuals and communities achieving below their potential. 
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In response to this identification of underperforming locations, the RES (2002-2012) 
makes the connection between existing centres of economic activity providing a focus 
for accommodating sustainable growth (as consistent with the South East Plan), 
which, in turn, should be supported by appropriate and timely investment in 
infrastructure. 

Building on the South East Plan’s 21 Regional Hubs – as centres of economic activity 
and transport services – the RES (2002-2012) identifies 8 Diamonds for Investment 
and Growth, all relating to relevant sub-regional strategy areas of the draft South East 
Plan: 

• Basingstoke; 

• Brighton & Hove; 

• Gatwick Diamond; 

• Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale; 

• Oxford / Central Oxfordshire; 

• Reading; 

• Thames Gateway Kent (including 
Medway and Ebbsfleet); and 

• Urban South Hampshire (including 
Portsmouth and Southampton). 

Figure 1.5, below, illustrates SEEDA’s Hubs and Diamonds for investment and 
growth.  The RES (2006-2016) commits to support these Hubs and Diamonds in 
developing and implementing their plans to unlock the potential for sustainable 
growth.    

 

Figure 1.5: SEEDA’s Hubs and Diamonds for Investment 

 

 
 
Source: Regional Economic Strategy – A Framework for Sustainable Prosperity (2006-2016) 
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Of particular relevance to the 12 in-scope projects are the Thames Gateway Kent and 
the Urban South Hampshire diamond as demonstrated in Figure 1.6 (below). 

Figure 1.6:  SEEDA’s relevant diamonds for investment & growth   

Diamond for Investment & Growth Relevant in-scope project 

Thames Gateway Kent (including 
Medway and Ebbsfleet) 

• Rochester Riverside; and 
• Queenborough & Rushenden. 

Urban South Hampshire (including 
Portsmouth and Southampton) 

• Former J&J site, Cosham; 
• Harts Farm Way, Havant; 
• Frater Gate Business  Park, Gosport; 
• Ryde Business Park, Isle of Wight; 
• Woolston Riverside, Southampton; 

and 
• East Cowes, Isle of Wight. 

Source: WME, 2008 

1.3.2 Corporate Plan 

The evaluation period runs in parallel with four of SEEDA’s Corporate Plans, 
specifically: 

• SEEDA Corporate Plan 2002-2004; 
• SEEDA Corporate Plan 2003-2006; 
• SEEDA Corporate Plan 2005-2008; and 
• SEEDA Corporate Plan 2008-2011. 

  
(i) SEEDA Corporate Plan 2002-2004 
 
SEEDA’s Corporate Plan for 2002-2004 was written in the context of a forthcoming 
review of the RES (2002-2012) and was designed to set out more fully the 
implications of the Single Pot agenda3.  The document clearly states that the Agency’s 
short-term goal will be to improve performance of existing activities, whilst 
considering new activities and new modes of working in the longer term; as SEEDA’s 
government funding increases. 
 
The Plan clearly links SEEDA’s activities with the Agency’s spatial priorities of the 
time, specifically:   
 
• Areas of economic success – primarily to improve competitiveness and skills 

availability, and to overcome the pressures that result from economic success 
(through the focused deployment of region-wide initiatives); 

• Thames Gateway Kent – to recognise the national and regional importance of this 
large regeneration programme involving these regions; 

• Major regeneration areas – to continue the task of tackling deprivation beyond 
existing SRB programmes; 

• Urban areas outside major regeneration areas – to address the broader issue of 
urban renaissance; and 

• Priority rural areas – to ensure sustainable economies and communities. 
 

                                                      
3 In March 2001 it was announced that there would be no further rounds of Single 
Regeneration Budget (SRB) funding, instead the Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) 
would be given greater flexibility in how they use funds allocated to them via ‘single pot’ 
funding. 
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The document commits SEEDA to implementing the Single Pot to address the 
Regional Output Targets according to the principles and spatial priorities (outlined 
above and within the RES (2002-12) document).  It also confirmed the Agency’s 
commitment to managing the transition of a substantial number of legacy 
programmes and increasing partnership working to prioritise and deliver its 
investments in accordance with shared Regional Outcome Targets. 
 
(ii) SEEDA Corporate Plan 2003-2006 
 
This Corporate Plan detailed SEEDA’s proposed activities during the period 2003-
2006.  It was developed in the context of the RES (2002-12), which had been formally 
approved by Ministers in November 2002, and the wider framework of the Regional 
Sustainable Development Framework: A better quality of life in the South East.  
 
The document proposes a number of key revisions to the 11 Regional Outcome 
Targets previously agreed with regional partners and Government in 2001 and 
included in the Corporate Plan (2002-2004), see above.  Specifically, these 
amendments reflected: 
 
• Definitional changes in several of the targets, adopted by the Department of 

Trade & Industry (DTI) in October 2002, following the Comprehensive Spending 
Review 2002 (CSR02); 

• Progress and improvements in measuring baselines for several of the targets; and 
• The need to now roll these targets forward to March 2006.  
 
Linked to the RES (2002-2012), nine priority regeneration areas were set out in the 
Plan, specifically: 
 
• Thames Gateway Kent; 
• East Kent – including the former East Kent Coalfield; 
• Channel Corridor; 
• Coastal East Sussex (including Hasting and Bexhill as the subject of a distinct 

Task Force); 
• Brighton and Hove; 
• Coastal West Sussex; 
• Portsmouth and South East Hampshire;  
• Southampton; and  
• The Isle of Wight. 
 
The document commits the Agency to preparing or completing Area Investment 
Frameworks in each of these priority regeneration areas and to working closely with 
the relevant Local Strategic Partnerships (LSP) to ensure consistency with emerging 
Community Strategies.   
 
(iii) SEEDA Corporate Plan 2005-2008 
 
SEEDA’s Corporate Plan for 2005-08 sets out how SEEDA will deliver the RES 
(2002-2012) and the delivery of national objectives.  The document also details the 
three objectives where the Agency can deliver maximum added value, specifically: 
 

1. Strategic Influence: identifying clear goals and actions to support the region’s 
economic future in a revised RES, working with other RDA’s to influence 
strategic frameworks and policies in Whitehall and in Europe, whilst working 
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with Partnerships across the region to join up the work of public, private and 
voluntary sectors. 

 
2. Sustainable Economic Growth: helping drive up productivity as the basis for 

wealth creation, supporting innovation and enterprise. 
 

3. Sustainable Communities: helping build economic, social and environmental 
sustainability into all our communities, through creating quality places and 
area-focused regeneration. 

 
Of particular significance for SEEDA’s regeneration activities are the Agency’s plans 
around establishing sustainable communities; with particular reference to delivering 
quality places.  SEEDA’s approach is defined as spreading the learning and expertise 
through a wide range of urban renaissance initiatives, under the umbrella brand of 
“South East Excellence”. 
 
The Corporate Plan sets out SEEDA’s programme of developments, specifically: 
 

• an action plan to use the Agency’s strategic direct development as a catalyst 
for the progressive regeneration of the coastal towns, to transform their image 
and reality, from Cowes and Shoreham in the west, to Margate and Medway in 
the east; 

• continued support for the Hastings & Bexhill regeneration plan, as a leading 
exemplar of coastal town renewal; and 

• delivering residential and mixed use development as part of building new 
sustainable communities in the Growth Areas in Thames Gateway Kent and 
Ashford as well as with partners in Milton Keynes and Aylesbury. 

 
The document also details SEEDA’s aspirations in relation to an Area-Focused 
approach to regeneration, in particular focusing on the Agency’s aim to deliver 
sustained improvement in prosperity for all in the concentrations of deprivation 
throughout the South East.  The Plan also commits SEEDA to continued support for 
the Area Investment Frameworks (AIF) and the Partnerships being developed in the 
10 Priority Regeneration Areas. 
 
(iv) SEEDA Corporate Plan 2008-2011 
 
The Corporate Plan 2008-2011 defined SEEDA’s contribution to the RES (2006-
2016) over the three years to 2011.  The document identified three headline indicators 
to measure progress against the RES’ vision, specifically: 
 

• Achieving an annual increase in Gross Value Added (GVA) per capita of at 
least 3%; 

• Increasing productivity per worker by an average 2.4% annually, from 
£39,000 in 2005 to at least £50,000 by 2016 (in constant prices); and 

• Reducing the rate of increase in the region’s ecological footprint, stabilising 
the footprint and ultimately, seeking to reduce it overall by 2016. 

 
In relation to regeneration, the Corporate Plan made a number of relevant proposals 
in relation to Enabling Infrastructure and Development, specifically commitments to: 
 

• address market failure, particularly in relation to the provision of 
infrastructure, the economic development of disadvantaged areas and 
mitigating and adapting to climate change; 
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• invest in fewer, larger critical projects to deliver transformational 
developments that meet local priorities and influence the wider market, 
particularly in encouraging and demonstrating sustainable design and 
construction;  

• address barriers to delivery as a key part of SEEDA’s enabling role.  This will 
involve working with partners including the Regional Transport and Housing 
Boards, the Homes and Communities Agency, Local Authorities, the South 
East Regional Improvement and Efficiency Partnership and the private 
sector; and 

• seek the Secretary of State’s confirmation to use Compulsory Purchase Order 
(CPO) powers to facilitate regeneration interventions if deemed necessary. 

 
SEEDA’s place-shaping priorities highlighted in the relevant RES and Corporate Plan 
documents have directly informed the Agency’s sub-regional approach to physical 
regeneration activities identified in Section 1.3.3 (below).  

1.3.3 Regenerating the South East 

The geographic and demographic characteristics of the South East influence the focus 
of physical regeneration intervention across the region.  The Office for National 
Statistics (ONS) Mid-Year Population Estimates (2006) indicated that the population 
of the South East was 8,237,800, which represents 16% of the population in England.   

The region can be broadly divided into three sub-regions, the Inner South East, the 
Rural South East, and the Coastal South East. The Inner South East forms a generally 
affluent core around London, where maximising productivity is crucial. The Rural 
South East accounts for 80% of the land mass, but only 25% of the population and a 
third of the business base. The challenge here is environmental management and 
connecting isolated communities and pockets of deprivation. It is the third area 
however, The Coastal South East, where much of SEEDA’s physical regeneration 
activities are focused.  Despite various physical attributes, the RES states that this 
area is one of untapped potential, characterised by low productivity relative to 
elsewhere in the UK, generally lower economic activity and employment rates, with 
corresponding concentration of economic inactivity. A number of coastal cities and 
towns in the region are dependant on more traditional industrial activities, including 
low value manufacturing or the visitor economy.  Others have a high dependence on 
the public sector as an employment source. A number of locations are further 
characterised by an aging population, low skills levels, low business start-up rates 
and poor business density. Many areas, including Coastal Kent and Sussex, are also 
poorly connected by public transport and are amongst the most isolated parts of the 
region. 

The challenge of regeneration in coastal areas is, therefore: 

• Creating locations  where people choose to live through investing in an 
urban renaissance, redeveloping and regenerating key town centre sites to 
stimulate the development of local economies; 

• Raise the quality of the offer to visitors and release the enterprise potential 
of the creative industries, leisure facilities and the visitor economy and 
expand the cultural offer; 

• Support enterprise and stimulate new business formation; 

• Improve connectivity along the coast and with key hinterlands and London; 
and 

• Raise educational attainment and aspirations, and improve access to 
workplace learning to enable labour market progression and work with 
employers and other support agencies to bring the economically active back 
into employment.  
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The RES documents two specific aims which are of particular importance in relation 
to physical regeneration in coastal areas:  

• Ensure that sufficient employment land is provided through redevelopment 
of brownfield land and refurbishment of existing stock, to provide new and 
flexible employment space; and 

• Invest in the long term sustainable growth of key ports, particularly the 
major ports of Southampton, Portsmouth, Dover and Thamesport and 
explore future prospects for smaller ports, such as Shoreham and 
Newhaven. 

(RES 2006-2016, P35-36) 

 

1.4 CLUSTER BACKGROUND 

1.4.1 Background 

The vast majority of SEEDA’s physical regeneration activities fall within three 
geographical clusters, each with its own unique characteristics, issues and needs. 
These are:  

• Thames Gateway Kent4– a national priority Growth Area incorporating the 
Medway Towns and Isle of Sheppey;  

• Kent Coastal5 – a number of schemes along the Kent coast in areas of high 
deprivation including isolated seaside towns; and 

• South Hampshire and the Isle of Wight6 – an area of high untapped potential 
along the M27 corridor with the Portsmouth and Southampton conurbation. 

Prior to describing these areas in greater detail, Figure 1.7, below, provides a 
summary of comparator economic indicators for the geographical clusters against the 
South East, England and Great Britain. In each instance, the figure for 20017 is 
presented, along with the latest available data. In addition, a change figure is 
presented to demonstrate the difference in performance between the baseline year 
and the current picture. Where an area has shown significantly better performance, 
the cell is highlighted in green, whereas a significant decrease in performance is 
indicated by a red cell. 

Figure 1.7: Comparator economic indicators for SEEDA’s three geographical 
clusters 

                                                      
4 Defined as Dartford, Gravesham, Medway Towns and Swale 
5 Defined as Canterbury, Dover, Shepway and Thanet 
6 Defined as East Hampshire, Eastleigh, Fareham, Gosport, Havant, Isle of Wight, New Forest, 
Portsmouth, Southampton, Test Valley and Winchester 
7 With the exception of deprivation, where 2000 is the nearest comparable baseline year 
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Source: See footnotes 18-24 

 
WME would make the following observations in relation to new business 
formation rates8: 
 

• The indicator covers the proportion of all businesses that registered for VAT 
in 2001 and 2006; 

• This is an indicator of entrepreneurialism, where a higher score is better and 
indicates higher levels of enterprise; 

• The change figure presents the percentage difference in the new business 
formation rate between 2001-2006; 

• Thames Gateway Kent has the highest new business formation rate, whilst 
South Hants and IoW is below the South East figure; and 

• Coastal Kent is the only area to demonstrate an increase in its new business 
formation rate (of approximately 7%), whereas the new business formation 
rate in South Hants and IoW has declined by over 9%. 

 
WME would make the following observations in relation to IMD average score9: 
 

• The indicator demonstrates average levels of absolute deprivation in 2007; 
• The figure is an average of the scores of all Lower Super Output Areas (LSOA) 

in the area (wards in the 2000 IMD); 
• The change figure presents the percentage difference in the average IMD 

score between 2000-2007, although it should be noted that the definitions 
used for the 2000 and 2007 IMD’s are significantly different; 

• Figures for the three sub-regions have been calculated by modelling a 
population weighted aggregation; and 

• Coastal Kent is the most deprived area, whilst all sub-regions are more 
deprived than the South East overall. 

 
WME would make the following observations in relation to IMD average rank10: 

                                                      
8 2001/2006 VAT Registration/Deregistrations, ONS; Crown Copyright 
9 Indices of Deprivation 2000/2007, DCLG 
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• The figure is an average rank of the ranks attributable to all LSOAs in the area 

(wards in the 2000 IMD); 
• There are 32,482 LSOAs in England, so nationally scores range from 1-

32,482, with a higher rank indicating more deprivation; 
• The change figure shows the difference in ranks between 2000 and 2007, 

where a positive number indicates the number of ranks an area has become 
more deprived by, whilst a negative score shows the number of places an area 
has become less deprived by 

• Figures for the three sub-regions have been calculated by modelling a 
population weighted aggregation;  

• Coastal Kent again has the highest average rank and all sub-regions are more 
deprived than the South East overall; and 

• Whilst the region as a whole has become slightly more deprived, the average 
ward rank in Thames Gateway Kent has gone from 159 to 147, whilst Coastal 
Kent has become less deprived, with the average ward rank decreasing by 10.  

 
WME would make the following observations in relation to the proportion of 
working age population with NVQ4+11: 
 

• This indicator provides the proportion of the working age population residing 
in areas who have at least NVQ4 and above qualifications;  

• The change figure shows the percentage increase/decrease in the proportion 
of the working age population who have at least NVQ4 and above 
qualifications; 

• South Hants and IoW has the highest score, indicating that residents in the 
area are the best qualified;  

• Thames Gateway Kent is significantly below the South East and GB figures, 
indicating a relatively under-qualified workforce; and 

• As illustrated in Figure 1.8 below, the proportion of residents with a degree or 
equivalent in South Hants and IoW has increased by 45%, whilst the same 
figure has declined by nearly 10% in Thames Gateway Kent. 

 

                                                                                                                                                        
10 Indices of Deprivation 2000/2007, DCLG 
11 2001 Census, ONS and Jan 2007-Dec 2007 Annual Population Survey, ONS; Crown 
Copyright 
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Figure 1.8: High level skills in comparator areas 
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Source: Census 2001 (ONS) and Annual Population Survey 2007 (ONS) 

WME would make the following observations in relation to economic activity 
rates12: 
 

• This indicator shows the proportion of the resident working age population 
who are either employed or claiming Jobseekers Allowance; 

• The change figure shows the percentage increase/decrease in the economic 
activity rate between 2001-2007; 

• A higher score on this indicator indicates greater economic activity in the 
area;  

• All sub-regions are below the South East figure, but are above the GB score; 
and 

• The region as a whole has increased in line with the national figure, whilst 
Thames Gateway Kent and South Hants and IoW have both increased 
significantly and Coastal Kent has declined slightly. 

 
WME would make the following observations in relation to employment rates13: 
 

• This indicator shows the proportion of the resident working age population 
who are employed; 

• The change figure shows the percentage increase/decrease in the employment 
rate between 2001-2007; 

• A higher score on this indicator indicates greater levels of employment in the 
area; and 

                                                      
12 2001 Census, ONS and Jan 2007-Dec 2007 Annual Population Survey, ONS; Crown 
Copyright 
13 2001 Census, ONS and Jan 2007-Dec 2007 Annual Population Survey, ONS; Crown 
Copyright 
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• All sub-regions are below the South East figure, but above the GB score. 
 
WME would make the following observations in relation to unemployment rates: 
 

• This indicator shows the proportion of the residents working age population 
who are claiming Jobseekers Allowance;  

• A higher score on this measure shows greater levels of unemployment;  
• The change figure shows the percentage increase/decrease in the 

unemployment rate between July 2001-July 2008; 
• All areas have higher unemployment levels than the overall South East figure, 

although all areas are below the GB figure; and 
• Whilst absolute figures remain low in all areas, the relative increase in 

unemployment in South Hants and IoW has been high (increase of 0.8 
percentage points), whilst the unemployment rate in Coastal Kent has 
declined significantly (1.1 percentage point decrease).  

 
WME would make the following observations in relation to gross weekly pay14: 
 

• This indicator shows the median gross weekly earnings for employees working 
within the area; 

• Thames Gateway Kent has the highest earnings and is the only sub-region 
with higher earnings than the South East;  

• The change figure shows the percentage increase/decrease in earnings 
between 2001-2007;  

• Coastal Kent has significantly lower earnings than the regional figure and GB 
figure;  

• Earnings in Thames Gateway Kent have risen by a third, whilst the increase in 
all other areas is slightly below the national increase; and 

• Figure 1.4 further demonstrates that whilst growth in Coastal Kent and South 
Hants and IoW is comparable to the South East, actual increase in the amount 
of money earned (as illustrated by the size of the bubble) by workers in 
Thames Gateway Kent, far outstrips that in other sub-regions, the region and 
England as a whole. 

                                                      
14 2001 and 2007 Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings, ONS; Crown Copyright 



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise          31 

Figure 1.9: Gross weekly earnings in comparator areas15 
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Source: Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings 2001 and 2007 (ONS) 

 

1.4.2 Thames Gateway Kent 

The Thames Gateway Growth Area is the largest regeneration project of its type in 
Europe, incorporating large areas of London, North Kent, Medway and South Essex. 
The overall aspiration is to use the Thames Gateway to raise the prosperity of the 
Greater South East and the UK economy and create an additional £30 billion GVA by 
2021. Targets include 120,000 new homes and 180,000 new jobs by 2016. 

Thames Gateway Kent forms a major part of the wider project, and is the largest 
single area of physical regeneration investment for SEEDA.  The Agency aimed to 
maximise the area’s proximity to London and build on heavy investment by the 
Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG), whilst at the same 
time reducing the inequality of economic performance here in comparison to most of 
the rest of the South East.  For example, in 2000, Thames Gateway Kent’s IMD 
average rank was 159th compared to a South East (243rd) and South Hampshire and 
the Isle of Wight (214), see Figure 1.7 (above).  Central to the plan was the 
development of Medway as a city of learning, culture, tourism and enterprise, and a 
new transport gateway at Ebbsfleet. This area was also considered to have a series of 
distinct priorities and characteristics, including: 

• the development of the new Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL); 

• a large supply of brownfield sites with opportunities for housing and 
employment development; 

• the need for skills led growth – attracting new higher value add employers 
and ensuring existing residents can benefit from economic growth;  and 

• the opportunity, particularly for North Kent, presented by the 2012 
Olympic Games. 

                                                      
15 The size of the bubble in Figure 1.4 indicates the difference in pounds between earnings in 
2001 and 2007 
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SEEDA has invested in a number of projects across Thames Gateway Kent, including 
large projects in Chatham, Rochester, Dartford, Northfleet and the Isle of Sheppey. 
The consistent themes within these projects were the improvement of connectivity, 
the utilisation of brownfield land for high-quality development, the attraction of 
knowledge intensive sectors, and the generation of sustainable skills led growth.  

1.4.3 Kent Coastal 

Many of the challenges facing the towns on the Kent Coast were different to those in 
the Thames Gateway.  The Kent Coastal area, which stretches from Margate in the 
North Eastern most point across the border into East Sussex to Hastings (and in the 
case of our sample for this evaluation, to Shoreham-by-Sea), was characterised by 
lower productivity, economic activity rates and skills levels than the rest of the South 
East.  For example, in 2001, business formation rates in Kent Coastal region (9.33) 
were lower than in both Thames Gateway East (11.14) and South Hampshire and the 
Isle of Wight (9.81), see Figure 1.7 (above).  The economy was dominated by low 
value-added manufacturing and an ongoing reliance on a declining visitor economy.  
In addition, Coastal Kent was amongst the most geographically isolated parts of the 
region, with long public transport journey times into London and relatively poor 
infrastructure and connectivity.  

SEEDA’s strategy in relation to the coastal area was one of maximising economic 
potential by removing pockets of persistent low skills attainment (through the AIFs 
and other mechanisms), promoting the potential of existing creative and technology 
clusters, upgrading key infrastructure and housing, and focusing on connectivity as a 
basis for growth. The Agency’s investment in physical regeneration in this area has 
primarily been focused on making strategic investments to revitalise town centres 
such as Margate, Dover and Hastings. The aim was to deliver a ‘step change’ in the 
quality of these town centres, promoting town centre living and attracting new 
retailers and employers. A major market failure that must be overcome is that, on the 
surface, the private sector sees no attractive return on investment with low property 
yields. 

1.4.4 South Hampshire & the Isle of Wight 

South Hampshire & the Isle of Wight forms part of SEEDA’s coastal strategy which is 
focused on maximising the area's economic potential in a sustainable and inclusive 
way.  Urban South Hampshire is also one of SEEDA’s 8 Diamond for Investment and 
Growth. South Hampshire & the Isle of Wight are the locations for a number of 
schemes which have been evaluated as part of this process. Within this area, Urban 
South Hampshire included two diamonds for growth: Southampton and Portsmouth.  
It was felt that these cities had the potential to stimulate economic growth in their 
sub-regions and also benefit from two regionally significant ports and an airport. The 
‘Urban South Hampshire’ area is considered to be particularly advanced, having 
developed a large partnership of 11 local authorities in order to drive GVA increases 
in the areas economy.  

In contrast, the Isle of Wight is covered by a special policy area, Section E10, in the 
South East Plan16.    The Island has a slightly different set of priorities, it has 
unemployment higher than the UK average and youth unemployment is a particular 
problem.  The Island also has a high dependency on seasonal and part time 
employment.     

                                                      
16 Section E10 - A clear vision for the South East – The South East Plan Core Document, 
March 2006, South East England Regional Assembly. 
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Policies to deal with these specific issues include Policy IW117: Enabling Economic 
Regeneration. This policy advocated direct support from regional development 
agencies in:  

• developing infrastructure;  

• support for centres of vocational excellence to drive growth in key sectors; and  

• support for investment in key areas including Ryde, Ventnor and Sandown 
Bay.   

Policies to deal with these specific issues include Policy IW118: Enabling Economic 
Regeneration. This policy advocated direct support from regional development 
agencies in:  

• developing infrastructure;  

• support for centres of vocational excellence to drive growth in key sectors; and  

• support for investment in key areas including Ryde, Ventnor and Sandown 
Bay.   

SEEDA has invested in numerous strategic projects in the South Hampshire and Isle 
of Wight sub-region.  For example, the Cowes Framework Plan, which set out the 
need to diversify and strengthen the Isle of Wight economy and directly informed 
SEEDA’s investment in the Cowes Waterfront Initiative.  In addition, land released by 
the MOD has provided opportunities to regenerate areas such as Gun-Wharf Quays at 
Portsmouth and Fratergate Business Park at Gosport; both of these sites were 
developed by SEEDA.  The sub-region’s strong Marine cluster (for example, marine 
technology companies and leisure craft) has resulted in a high demand for water 
frontage and SEEDA has responded to this demand in its investment at Woolston in 
Southampton. 

 

1.4.5 Market failure and SEEDA’s role 

There are a number of market failures which necessitate intervention by SEEDA or 
another public sector organisation.  Whilst these are described in some detail in 
sections 1.5 to 1.7, they can be summarised as follows: 

• Public realm works are, by definition, public goods, and whilst they create 
positive externalities in relation to quality of life indicators, there is no means 
of enforcing payment or exclusion by using these interventions. Hence these 
goods are underprovided by the private sector and require public resources. 
In addition, in certain circumstances when particular outcomes are sought, 
the enhancement and coordination of public realm improvements may 
require the public sector to reinforce local economic development priorities.  
An example of where SEEDA has intervened to address a public realm market 
failure is illustrated in case study 1 (see Section 1.5 below). 

• Land acquisition and remediation takes place within the private sector 
on a regular basis. On many occasions, however, market failures occur in 
relation to co-ordination of partners, difficulties or unforeseen costs 
encountered in land assembly, developer’s perception of risk and ultimately 
the economic viability of schemes. SEEDA, or other organisations, intervene 
to make acquisitions and remediation where the private sector would not. 
This may be due to the economic viability of developments (e.g. the 

                                                      
17 Ibid. 
18 Ibid. 
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prohibitive cost of assembling a number of small sites, or expensive 
remediation costs).  In addition: 

o The public sector has a role to play in maximising ‘value-added’ of an 
investment by increasing the size and accessibility of the sites (e.g. by 
buying parcels of land with particular difficulties in bringing it to the 
market, or those that require specialist expertise). This can serve to 
raise aspirations; improving the prospect of attracting ‘quality’ 
employers and skilled labour as well as increasing the scale of the 
outputs. This is particularly important for commercial led 
schemes.   An instance of where SEEDA has intervened to address a 
market failure relating to land acquisition and remediation for 
employment is illustrated in case study 2 (see Section 1.6 below). 

o The added value of intervention is that by acquiring land, making sites 
appealing and taking control, the public sector has greater control over 
the broad mix of uses on a development and the quality of the scheme. 
This is particularly important for residential led schemes.  An 
example of where SEEDA has intervened to address a market failure 
relating to land acquisition and remediation for housing is detailed in 
case study 3 (see Section 1.7 below). 

• By investing in public realm or in site acquisition and remediation, the public 
sector can encourage the private sector to invest in disadvantaged locations 
and deprived towns (in which otherwise there would be a reduced or marginal 
economic rationale for the developer). 

• SEEDA’s role is to remove risk and market sites to the private sector to 
develop within an agreed timeframe. 

• These sites would otherwise remain under utilised.  

The areas where SEEDA takes a lead role in relation to this market failure include: 

• Ensuring that physical development supports sustainable prosperity by 
investing in success and releasing untapped potential. This means that 
accessible and well located sites for employment and mixed uses should be 
retained and developed where there is a good prospect of use. 

• Ensuring that all surplus public land is put to the best possible use – 
highlighting the importance of redeveloping brownfield space and setting the 
standards around quality and sustainability. 

• Building the capacity of local authorities (and partners) to deliver physical 
regeneration programmes – appreciating that the public sector is at the 
forefront of re-invigorating the built environment. 

In addition to this SEEDA has a supporting role in the development of local and sub-
regional housing strategies, thinking around sustainable housing and housing 
renewal, creation of infrastructure around developments, improvement of 
construction and design standards and skills development in the built environment 
industry.  

Ultimately intervention in physical regeneration is not an end in itself but is typically 
linked to other activities to reach an operational and economically valuable outcome. 
As such the results of this evaluation should be placed in the context of other linked 
activities around skills support, business development and social, cultural and 
community activities. 

Details of all of SEEDA’s key partners and partner types are listed in Section 1 of each 
of the Case Papers (see Appendix 1 to 12).  SEEDA has been working with its project 
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partners in a variety of ways from the establishment of formal development 
partnerships (e.g. the Margate Renewal Partnership) to more informal partnership 
working where correspondence and/or memorandum of understanding have been 
used to progress projects (e.g. Harts Farm Way).  

Figure 1.10, below, summarises the market failure types for each of the in-scope 
projects. 
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Figure 1.10: Types of market failure covered by 12 sample projects 

 Types of Market failure  

Intervention 
Category 

Public  
goods 

Externalities Imperfect 
information 

Equity Sample project 

Public realm  

 

    • Dover Town Investment Zone; and 

• Margate Town Centre. 

Bringing land back into 
use – employment sites 

    • Elwick Road, Ashford;  

• Former J&J site, Cosham;  

• Harts Farm Way, Havant;  

• Frater Gate Business Park;  

• Ryde Business Park;  

• Woolston Riverside, Southampton; 
and 

• Project Cowes, East Cowes. 

Bringing land back into 
use – housing sites 

 
  

    • Rochester Riverside;  

• Queenborough & Rushenden; and 

• Ropetackle, Shoreham. 

Source: WME, 2008 

1.5 INTERVENTION TYPES: PUBLIC REALM 

1.5.1 Description 

Public realm interventions improve and diversify the locations which people live, 
work and spend their leisure time, and those where businesses operate. They include 
public spaces, cultural and leisure facilities, landscaping and street furniture. 
SEEDA’s activities in this typically involve the rehabilitation of a town centre through 
the expansion of any existing scheme, or the injection of quality built environment. It 
is common for a public realm element to be incorporated in another scheme, built 
around residential, employment or a combination of the two. 

The projects within the in-scope sample that are included in this category of 
intervention type are: Dover Town Investment Zone (see Case Study below) and 
Margate Town Centre.  

 

 

Market Failure Case Study 1: Dover Town Investment Zone 
There are a number of socio-economic issues with Dover and the surrounding 
district.  Owing to the town’s relatively isolated location and small economic 
catchment area, Dover has experienced difficulties in attracting new levels of 
investment.  Consultation has indicated that development costs are higher than 
expected yields which have undermined investor confidence in the town centre.  
Owing to the scale of redevelopment required, Dover District Council is unable to 
manage this risk alone and therefore there is a market failure case for SEEDA’s 
involvement.  Therefore the necessary public realm improvements have been 
underprovided by the private sector and require public resources to stimulate the 
market and address this issue. 
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1.5.2 Rationale for intervention 

The main rationale for public sector intervention is that the public realm is a public 
good, but can also include elements of co-ordination of other activities, and positive 
externality impacts. 

Public realm interventions are generally accessible and usable by all, including 
businesses and residents, and therefore it is not possible to generate any income, or 
exclude anyone from consumption. As such, public realm is not an attractive product 
for the private sector and require public resources. When private sector actors are 
involved, within a large mixed use scheme for example, a single body is required to 
co-ordinate investments to produce the desired outcomes efficiently and effectively. 
Where there is no single private body (such as a developer) to act in this role, it must 
be filled by the public sector. 

The final rationale for investment is that there are wider social and economic 
externalities associated with public realm which may not accrue to the close 
beneficiaries. The ‘feel good factor’ of an improved town centre, for example, can 
have a positive impact on residents and visitors, and enhance attractiveness to 
businesses. Other welfare benefits through better facilities, communication and 
streetscape include safety, health and wellbeing – all of which can have a positive 
impact on the local economy.  

An example of a public realm logic chain could be as follows: 

 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

To acquire sites to enable the development of a public realm 
improvement scheme (e.g. environmental improvements 
such as public parks or walk ways). 

Inputs Funding and expertise. 
Activities Land acquisition and demolition. 
Outputs Brownfield land reclamation, private sector leverage, jobs 

created and/or safeguarded and new businesses 
created/supported. 

Outcomes Improved quality of life through public realm 
improvements.  

Wider impacts Benefits to local population of improvements to quality of 
life and cultural heritage making the location more attractive 
to investment.   

Source: WME, 2008 

1.5.3 Do nothing scenario 

Given that most public realm interventions are part of wider developments, the ‘do 
nothing’ argument to counter public intervention is that the wider development 
would proceed without a marked improvement to the fabric of the town, meaning 
comparable direct outputs (around housing units or jobs for example) with fewer 
positive externalities and indirect outputs (such as feel good factor, image, 
reputation, spin off business attraction etc). There is also a quality argument, 
suggesting that, if left in the hands of the private sector, public realm becomes 
marginalised (as there is little direct return on investment from it), and is developed 
to minimum standard rather than being of better quality that was in existence 
previously.  For example, in Margate and Dover there is little incentive for the private 
sector to invest in public realm improvements because this type of intervention will 
not produce adequate return on their investment to be commercially viable. 
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1.6 INTERVENTION TYPES: LAND ACQUISITION AND 
REMEDIATION FOR EMPLOYMENT 

1.6.1 Description 

Land acquisition, remediation, flood protection and masterplanning with the aim of 
bringing forward development to create or safeguard jobs is the focus of several 
current SEEDA initiatives. It typically involves strategic site assembly, acting alone or 
with public and private partners, remediation and the creation of development 
platforms.  

The projects within the in-scope sample that are included in this category of 
intervention type are: Elwick Road, Ashford; Former J&J site, Cosham; Harts Farm 
Way, Havant; Frater Gate Business Park; Ryde Business Park; Woolston Riverside, 
Southampton; Project Cowes, East Cowes.  

 

 

1.6.2 Rationale for intervention 

The main rationale for intervention by SEEDA in land assembly are around the need 
for co-ordination, the prevention of ‘rent-seeking’ and the maximisation of positive 
externalities (e.g. making sure the right kind of businesses are attracted).  

In terms of co-ordination, SEEDA makes an acquisition that the private sector would 
not be prepared to, given potential economic risk, uncertainty or unattractiveness. 
This may often be in a location which is not particularly economically appealing but, 
from an equity or public good perspective, is a priority for the public sector. It may be 
that the site is in heavily fragmented ownership, is particularly polluted or has some 
other feature that would be costly or difficult to remedy (e.g. flood risk needs to be 
addressed or extensive additional land requirement to remove lack of access). 

Rent-seeking is where individual investors will attempt to corner all the additional 
benefit for themselves despite offering limited economic value themselves. This can 
be particularly difficult when only a small number of sites remain that need to be 
acquired to complete the development. 

There is often a mismatch between the aims of the private sector, and the demands of 
the public sector in terms of job creation. For example, the private sector may see a 
greater return by building sheds for low grade employment on a site, whilst it may be 
in the public sector’s interest to create high quality premises for ‘value-add’ 
employment. In this case it is in the public sector’s interest to take control of the site. 

An example of a land acquisition and remediation for employment logic chain could 
be as follows: 

Market Failure Case Study 2: Harts Farm Way  
The former Havant Borough Council Depot site in Harts Farm Way faced a 
number of historical development constraints which have informed the market 
failure case for this site.  These constraints include the need for significant 
funding for necessary highway improvements to two separate junctions to address 
increased traffic volume and related congestion issues and the significant cost of 
relocating HBC’s depot due to the need for suitable local alternative 
accommodation.  Therefore the market failure case in this case study relates to the 
economic viability of developments (e.g. the prohibitive cost of developing the 
site)  
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Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

To acquire and remediate a site for employment use as part of a 
wider regeneration strategy. 

Inputs Funding. 
Activities Land acquisition, remediation, junction and infrastructure works. 
Outputs Brownfield land remediation and private sector leverage. 
Outcomes Private sector investment and related employment/business 

creation. Direct and indirect jobs and GVA creation. 
Wider impacts Benefits to local population of increased economic activity in the 

area. 
Source: WME, 2008 

1.6.3 Do nothing scenario 

Often in this case the ‘do-nothing’ scenario is that an aspirational development will 
not take place were it not for SEEDA intervention. Alternatively development may 
proceed on the site, but the end product would be sub-optimal in terms of the type of 
employment created, and whether this is indeed net additional employment. 

1.7 INTERVENTION TYPES: LAND ACQUISITION AND 
REMEDIATION FOR HOUSING 

1.7.1 Description 

Land acquisition and remediation with the aim of facilitating the creation of housing 
is a common aim of projects managed or assisted by SEEDA. It typically involves 
strategic site assembly, acting alone or with public and private partners, land 
remediation and the creation of a development platform and masterplanning.  

The projects within the in-scope sample that are included in this category of 
intervention type are: Rochester Riverside; Queenborough & Rushenden; and 
Ropetackle, Shoreham.  

 
 

1.7.2 Rationale for intervention 

The rationale for intervention by SEEDA in land assembly is to:  

• bring brownfield land back into use, to provide good quality housing to 
support a growing working population. Most of SEEDA’s sites are of a mixed 
use nature supporting employment uses as well as houses.  

• the need for co-ordination, and the maximisation of positive externalities. For 
example, the creation of the right kind and volume of housing, which attracts 
economically value-adding residents and benefits the local community.  

Market Failure Case Study 3: Rochester Riverside  
The case for market failure in Rochester Riverside - a major physical regeneration 
initiative located on a waterside site close to the centre of Rochester - related to 
the financial risk associated with the scheme.  The financial development 
constraint was linked to the need to purchase outstanding parcels of land, 
obtaining planning consents, remediating the site and installing flood defences.   
Consultation has indicated that Medway District Council have twice reached 
preferred bidder stage with potential developers but have failed to secure a deal. 
Since SEEDA’s investment in the project, the full site has been assembled and the 
Agency has been instrumental in securing DCLG funding for, and project 
managing, the full remediation and flood defending of the site. Negotiations are 
now at an advanced stage with a preferred developer for the project. 
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The co-ordination and rent-seeking arguments are as the intervention for business 
creation purposes. 

There is a comparable mismatch between the aims of the private sector, and the 
demands of the public sector in terms of housing creation. The advantage of public 
sector control is that it can dictate the: size, density and make-up of the residential 
masterplan; relationship between local business creation schemes, and other housing 
schemes and wider strategies; and nature of related community facilities and 
infrastructure. 

An example of a land acquisition and remediation for housing logic chain could be as 
follows: 

 
Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

Remediate brownfield site and return to the market through disposal 
of the site to a developer.  

Inputs Funding, specialist expertise. 
Activities Land acquisition, infrasture and engineering works. Development of 

a masterplan for the site. 
Outputs Brownfield land remediation and private sector leverage. New 

residential units including affordable housing and mixed use 
employment generating floorspace. 

Outcomes Development of a new high quality, flagship development in 
prominent location. Linking new community into the existing town 
centre. Increase investor confidence in location and enhance the 
town’s leisure and cultural offer.  

Wider impacts Deliver new homes in the area and raise the profile of the town and 
the quality of the local residential stock  

Source: WME, 2008 

 

1.7.3 Do Nothing Scenario 

The simple ‘do-nothing’ scenario is that  development will not take place were it not 
for the SEEDA intervention. Alternatively the site may come forward for 
development, but the end product would be sub-optimal. By taking control of the 
site(s), the public sector is often able to gain a greater degree of control over the type, 
scale and configuration of development, or pursue particular strategic aims for a 
locality, ensuring it falls in line with strategic objectives and maximises benefits for 
the local community. 

 

1.8 SUMMARY OF SEEDA’S FINANCIAL COMMITMENT 

Since SEEDA’s creation in 1999 it has invested or committed to invest £294.6 million 
in physical regeneration activities, representing 24.9% of its overall expenditure to 
the end of FY2007/08. In the period 2002/3-2006/7, the Agency invested £221.4 
million, of which 58.4% is within the scope of this study.  Figure 1.11 summarises 
SEEDA spend on physical regeneration and how this compares to its total 
commitment. 
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Figure 1.11: SEEDA single pot spend on physical regeneration 
 
All £m Total budget Commitment on 

physical 
regeneration 

In scope 
expenditure 

Pre 2002/3 230.3 49.6 - 
2002/3 – 
2006/7 

771.1 221.4 129.4 

2007/8 182.5* 23.6* - 
Total 1,183.9 294.6 129.4 
Source: SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: *2007/08 figures are unofficial - based on Aggresso data. 
 

1.9 STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT 

Following this introduction: 

• Section 2 outlines WME’s approach to the evaluation, including description of 
how the sample was chosen, collecting the primary and secondary data and 
defining inputs, outputs, outcomes and impact; 

• Section 3 summarises the findings of our evaluation, including gross and net 
outputs, subsequent outcomes and impacts, and strategic added value; and 

• Section 4 draws together key findings to answer the key evaluation questions 
and makes appropriate recommendations. 

Project based evaluations, presented in the form of case papers for each of the twelve 
physical regeneration schemes are included as appendices within this report. The 
remaining appendices cover: 

• Appendix 1 to 12: Project Case Papers; 

• Appendix 13: Summary of Sample Project Outputs 

• Appendix 14: Research Tools 

• Appendix 15: Full List of Stakeholders 

• Appendix 16: Survey Results & Confidence levels 

• Appendix 17: Development of Additionality Ratios 

• Appendix 18: The Project Filtering Process 

• Appendix 19: WME’s assessment of SEEDA’s In-scope Projects  

• Appendix 20: Full Project List 
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2. APPROACH 
This chapter defines the methodology used to evaluate SEEDA’s 
physical regeneration activities, explaining how a sample of 
projects was chosen and how findings were aggregated to the 
regional level. 
2.1 OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY 

In order to deliver the objectives of the commission, WME established an evaluation 
system that would meet the requirements of the IEF and provide a strong basis for 
learning and future planning.  In particular, the methodology utilised project logic 
models to inform the identification of a sample of projects for detailed evaluation. 
This sample was then used to extrapolate findings and provide estimates of high-level 
economic impacts. 

Figure 2.1, below, demonstrates WME’s four phase approach to evaluate SEEDA’s 
physical regeneration activities. 

Figure 2.1: WME’s Evaluation System 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: WME, 2008 

Notes: In addition to the three distinct spatial clusters - A, B & C - (shown above) a further additional 
group was created (Cluster D) to cover any cross-regional interventions.  

This section provides an overview of the activities undertaken during each phase.  

 

PHASE 1: PLANNING AND PREPARATION 

Stage 1.1 - Collation of Basic Project Data and Contextual Review 

Following the project inception meeting, WME began the contextual assessment 
which enabled the project team to: 

• gather sufficient information to undertake the sampling exercise; 

• build upon and update existing research / strategies relating to the various 
categories of physical regeneration intervention; 
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• provide a qualitative evidence base to help identify the issues likely to affect the 
projects within each cluster; 

• develop an understanding of the rationale behind the projects to be evaluated; 
and 

• collate all available financial and management information data relating to all 
interventions to be evaluated. 

The phase involved the following activities: 

• An extensive desk-based analysis of existing project level evaluations, empirical 
literature and relevant regional and sub-regional policy strategies across the 
various intervention categories; and 

• Collection, assembly and analysis of available financial and management 
information data on all projects within the scope of this evaluation. 

The contextual review produced the following outputs: 

• A full understanding of the national, regional and sub-regional policy framework 
and strategic agenda related to SEEDA’s physical regeneration theme; 

• A detailed understanding of the policy rationale, by sub-intervention, behind the 
projects to be evaluated;  

• A comprehensive collation and assessment of all available financial and 
management information data, again, by sub-intervention, relating to all projects 
within the scope of the evaluation; 

• A comprehensive database of information about each of the projects within the 
evaluation scope; and 

• Production of a series of outline logic models (with associated data where 
available). 

Stage 1.2 - Initial Stakeholder Consultation 

The initial consultation exercise was used by the WME project team to: 

• inform the sampling process by helping to collate data on project size, geography, 
timescale and logic chain profile; 

• understand stakeholders’ priorities relating to the evaluation process from a 
thematic perspective; 

• understand key operational issues such as the availability of financial and 
performance data; the level, type and availability of beneficiaries; each project’s 
progress against plan to date; and the availability of informed Project Managers 
to contribute to the evaluation. 

• identify particular projects that stakeholders believe should be included in the 
evaluation process.  This may be because of their particular nature (e.g. highly 
contentious and/or risky) or because of particular events or concerns within the 
SEEDA region or particular policy choices that require evaluative evidence; and 

• test the suitability of, and highlight any pertinent issues in relation to, the cluster 
areas, that WME should be aware of and account for in their proposed 
methodology. 

The phase involved the following activities: 

• An initial round of preliminary mix of face-to-face and telephone interviews with 
key stakeholders and delivery partners from across the cluster areas.   
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The initial consultation produced the following outputs: 

• Significant input (and sign-off) from key project partners and stakeholders across 
the cluster areas in relation to their views on: 

• the objectives and priorities for the evaluation process; 

• the proposed approach to sampling projects to be evaluated – including an 
opportunity for them to highlight particular interventions that they believe 
should be included in the evaluation process. 

Stage 1.3 – Project Sampling 

The project sampling phase of the methodology enabled the Project Team to identify 
a sample of projects which was representative of the total population (and minimised 
the chances of bias or distortion).  

Full details of how WME established the final project sample is outlined in Section 
2.2 (below). 

 

PHASE 2: EVALUATION OF SAMPLE PROJECTS 

Stage 2.1 – Further Information and Consultation Programme 

During this stage the WME project team collated information to inform the analysis 
of the selected sample of projects. This formed part of a broadly common approach to 
the individual evaluations, with scope for adjustment to take account of individual 
project circumstances.   
 
The activities conducted during this stage were delivered through four discreet sub-
activities: 
• Further information gathering; 
• Detailed interviews with partner or stakeholder organisations; 
• Detailed interviews with a selected set of businesses; and 
• Large sample surveys of beneficiaries (primarily businesses, but also individuals 

and/or intermediary organisations). 
 
(i) Further information gathering 
WME collated and analysed all available information from SEEDA’s project appraisal 
documentation and other relevant information sources.  In particular, this desk-
research exercise focused on the details of interventions delivered, beneficiaries and 
any information regarding the subsequent performance of assisted businesses or 
partners.   
 
(ii) Detailed interviews with partner or stakeholder organisations: WME conducted 
a wide-ranging programme of over 50 face-to-face and telephone consultations with 
project partners and stakeholders. These focused on the basis for the interventions 
within the sample.   
 
(iii) Detailed interviews with a selected set of businesses: we conducted interviews 
with those businesses (and individuals) classified as ‘beneficiaries’, and those that 
may be non-beneficiaries, in the formal project reporting documentation. 
 
(iv) Large sample surveys of beneficiaries (primarily businesses, but also 
individuals and/or intermediary organisations): here we conducted a broader 
survey of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries to understand the long-term 
effectiveness of the sample projects. A summary of our consultation is shown in 
Figure 2.2 below. 
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Figure 2.2: Consultation  
 
 Project 

partners and 
stakeholders 

On-site 
business 
occupiers 
(and % 
engaged) 

Local 
businesses* 

Local 
residents* 

Face to face 40 8 - 55 
Telephone 12 54 42 - 
Total 52 62 (72.1%) 42 55 
Source: WME, 2008 
Notes: 
*This exercise was not intended to provide a statistically significant sample size but rather collate a 
cross section of views from local residents and businesses indirectly affected by the relevant projects. 
 
A breakdown of the total number of on-site business beneficiaries and where they 
were located is shown in Figure 2.3 below. 
 
Figure 2.3: Breakdown of businesses consulted by project 
 On-site 

businesses 
Business 
Consulted 

% engaged 

Frater Gate 20 14 70% 
Ropetackle 36 27 75% 
Former J&J 4 4 100% 
East Cowes 8 6 75% 
Ryde Business Park 16 11 69% 
Total 84 62 73.9% 
Source: WME, 2008 
 
Stage 2.2 – Analysis and Reporting: Project Evaluation 
 
This stage involved desk-based assessment of all the intelligence gathered. 
Subsequently, assessments were made of the additional economic impact and Value 
for Money (VFM) for each of the sample projects. A consistent approach to reporting 
was adopted to ensure a standardised information collation and analysis. 
 
Full details of how WME quantified the economic contribution of SEEDA’s physical 
regeneration activities are outlined in Section 2.3 below. 
 
PHASE 3 - ANALYSIS AND DRAFT REPORTING 
 
This phase involved the WME project team undertaking an assessment of outputs 
from the Project Case Papers to gross up estimates. These provided: 
 
• robust estimates of the high level economic impacts of SEEDA’s physical 

regeneration interventions; 
• an assessment of how physical regeneration interventions has contributed to the 

main themes and priorities of the RES; and 
• an assessment of the extent to which physical regeneration investment has 

addressed the market failures that gave rise to an identified need for public 
funding. 

 
Full details of how WME have undertaken this extrapolation exercise are outlined in 
Section 2.3.5 below. 
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Stage 3.1 – Estimating Strategic Added Value 
 
In addition to the quantitative analysis, WME also assessed the extent to which 
SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration programme had delivered Strategic Added Value 
(SAV). This was based on the SAV definition from the physical infrastructure section 
of the IEF guidance document.  The assessment focused on the extent to which the 
Agency had provided: 
 
• strategic leadership and catalytic impact (e.g. setting the regeneration agenda); 
• strategic influence (e.g. undertaking activities which define the distinctive roles of 

the partners); 
• leverage (e.g. stimulating other public and private sector investment); 
• engagement (e.g. bringing stakeholders together to work on projects); and  
• synergy (e.g. bringing in expertise from elsewhere in SEEDA to increase VFM). 
 
Stage 3.2 – Stakeholder Workshop 
 
As part of the consultation process, WME also facilitated a Stakeholder Workshop on 
2 September.  This event, hosted by SEEDA, allowed the Project Team to present 
their initial estimates of economic impact and facilitate an interactive discussion 
regarding what lessons may be learned for the future development of physical 
regeneration initiatives across the region. 
 
PHASE 4 – REPORTING AND DISSEMINATION 
 
WME produced 12 detailed Case Papers for each of the projects in the sample.  These 
documents informed the development of our evaluation findings   
 

2.2 CHOOSING THE SAMPLE 

This section outlines the process used by WME to select a sample of projects to 
inform the evaluation of physical regeneration projects. Here we summarise the 
process undertaken to identify the final project population list (i.e. the SEEDA 
physical regeneration projects considered in-scope). We also set out the sampling 
frame process for finalising the selection of the project sample. 

2.2.1 Initial information gathering  

The initial data provided from SEEDA’s project management system, Agresso, 
indicated that since 1997/98 SEEDA had funded physical regeneration projects to the 
value of £322.1m through its single pot. The ‘relevant spend’; i.e. occurring in the 
years 2002/3 to 2006/7, was £240.4m.  
 
N.B. It should be noted that these numbers were amended during the 
course of the evaluation; however, they are represented here accurately 
as it was these numbers that directly informed the sampling process. 
 
In order to establish a list of projects within the scope of this evaluation, the following 
spend areas were removed: 
 
At programme level: 
 
• programmes which were the subject of a completed or ongoing IEF compliant 

evaluation; 
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• programmes that had received total SEEDA funding of less than £1m; and 
• programmes that addressed a primary theme outside the area of physical 

regeneration.  
 
At project level: 
 
• projects where the primary theme was not physical regeneration;  
• projects that had received total SEEDA funding of less than £100,000; and 
• projects where there was no spend data. 
 
Full details of WME’s project filtering process can be found in Appendix 19.  Figure 
2.4, summarises the outputs from this initial project filtering process. 
 
Figure 2.4: Summary of programme filtering outputs 
Original No. of programmes falling under physical 
regeneration category 

18 

No. of programmes  removed because of spend less 
than £1m 

3 

No. of programmes removed because they have 
been or are currently subject to an IEF-evaluation 

6* 

No. of programmes removed because they had a 
primary objective outside realm of physical 
regeneration 

4 

Final no. of in-scope programmes 5 

 

Source: WME, 2008 
*includes 3 programmes for Hastings 

2.2.2  Refining the long-list of projects 

The selection of the proposed in-scope projects resulted in a grossing up process 
totalling £130.5m. 
 
WME identified the sample of projects for in-depth evaluation using a sampling 
frame process.  National Audit Office (NAO) guidelines advise that the sample frame 
should make use of the characteristics of the final project population list but is not 
required to be proportionally representative.  The aim of the sample frame, therefore, 
was to achieve an appropriate balance between a sample representative of SEEDA’s 
activity and available project data.   

 

2.2.3 Assessment of the in-scope projects 

Prior to undertaking the sampling process, WME conducted an assessment of the in-
scope projects. This was intended to identify a number of informing indicators,  
which would be used to test the representation of the proposed sample later in the 
process. 
 
Full details of this assessment can be found in Appendix 19 of this report. 
 
2.2.4  The Sampling Frame Approach  
 
WME conducted the sampling frame approach using a number of key tests or 
indicators, specifically: 
 
• Geographical location; 
• Size of project in terms of total expenditure; 
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• Project activity; and 
• Project timing (i.e. progress against plan to date). 
 
WME also considered a number of additional factors during the sampling frame 
approach, including: 
 
• The availability of financial and performance data (e.g. appraisal documents and 

monitoring reports);  
 
• The level, type and availability of beneficiaries; and the existence of Project 

Managers to contribute to the evaluation; 

• The need to ensure that the sample covered at least 60% of SEEDA overall 
expenditure on Physical Regeneration interventions during the period under 
evaluation; and 

• Face-to-face interviews with the key SEEDA Programme Directors responsible for 
each of the clusters.  These discussions focused on the operational issues 
described above.  

Initially, WME selected 15 projects (approximately 50% of our 29 in-scope projects) 
at random19 from across the four clusters.  Two projects were subsequently removed 
from the original sample because WME’s representation analysis and consultation 
with senior SEEDA stakeholders indicated that they were not representative of the 
wider population (i.e. both projects fell outside of the sampling frame’s key 
indicators: size of project in terms of expenditure; project activity and/or project 
timing) and, therefore, by including them in the sample extrapolated results could 
potentially be skewed.   This was confirmed by a discussion with the SEEDA staff 
overseeing these specific projects.  The two projects eliminated were: 

• Sandwich Industrial Estate; and 

• Shearway, Folkestone.  

Based on these factors, WME finally selected a total of 13 projects to be evaluated, 
These accounted for a total expenditure of £86.6m; approximately 66% of the total 
expenditure of all in-scope projects.  A full list of the in-scope sample can be found in 
Appendix 20 of this document. 

 

2.2.5  Validating the proposed sample 

In order to test the robustness of the proposed sample it is necessary to re-examine 
the indicators previously identified.   

(i.) Geographical location 
 
Figure 2.5 below, compares the geographical location of the proposed sample with a 
ideal representative analysis.    
 

                                                      
19 The projects were numbered 1 to 29 and WME selected 15 at random (i.e. each project had  
an equal probability of being chosen). 
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Figure 2.5: Geographical Representation 
 

Location 
No of Projects 
(Representative 
analysis) 

No of Projects 
(Proposed sample 
coverage)  

Difference 

Cluster A 1 2 +1 
Cluster B 5 5 0 
Cluster C 7 6 -1 
Total 13 13 0 

Source: WME, 2008 
 
This sample provided good geographical representation with minimal (+/- 1) 
differences across the region. Clusters C and B contain the most projects from the 
sample group. 
 
Following WME’s representation analysis of spend data, geographical location and 
activity type, the decision was taken not to include any projects from Cluster D in the 
proposed sample.  
 
Figure 2.6 below, compares the total and proportion of expenditure by cluster area 
for the total interventions and the proposed sample coverage. 
 
Figure 2.6: Representation by Expenditure 
  
 Total interventions Proposed sample coverage 
Location £m % £m % No of 

projects 
Cluster A 18,351,317 14 15,719,642 18 2 
Cluster B 29,505,752 23 21,823,783 25 5 
Cluster C 76,166,885 58 49,018,623 57 6 
Cluster D 6,439,921 5 0 0 0 
Total 130,463,875 100 86,562,048 100 13 

Source: Agresso/WME, 2008 
 
This indicated good representation with a very similar proportion of spend for the 
total and sample of the two main clusters B (23 and 25%) and C (58  and 57%).  
 
(ii.) Size of Project 
 
Figure 2.7, below, compares the breakdown of size of project by total interventions 
and the proposed sample coverage. 
 
Figure 2.7:  Representation by Size of Project.  
 
 Total interventions Proposed sample coverage 
 £m % £m % No of 

projects 
<£1m 2,110,811 1.6 299,709 0.3 1 
£1m – 
£9.9m 

62,064,465 47.6 33,159,784 
 

38.3 9 

£10m 
plus 

66,288,600 50.8 53,102,554 61.4 3 

Total 130,463,876 100.0 86,562,047 100.0 13 
Source: Agresso/WME, 2008 
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This analysis indicated reasonable representation with the £1m - £9.9m (38.3%) and 
£10m plus (61.4%) categories. These had the greatest proportion of projects in the 
proposed sample coverage. 
 
Figures 2.8 to 2.10 below, compare the size of project by cluster areas A, B and C with 
a representative analysis. 
 
Figure 2.8: Cluster A 
 
 
 
 

No of Projects 
(Representative 
analysis) 

No of Projects 
(Proposed 
sample 
coverage)  

Difference 

<£1m 0 0 0 
£1m – £9.9m 0 1 +1 
£10m plus 0 1 +1 
Total 0 2  

Source: WME, 2008 
 
Figure 2.9: Cluster B 
 
 No of Projects 

(Representative 
analysis) 

No of Projects 
(Proposed 
sample 
coverage)  

Difference 

<£1m 1 0 -1 
£1m – £9.9m 4 5 +1 
£10m plus 0 0 0 
Total 5 5  

Source: WME, 2008 
 
Figure 2.10: Cluster C 
 
 No of Projects 

(Representative 
analysis) 

No of Projects 
(Proposed 
sample 
coverage)  

Difference 

<£1m 2 1 -1 
£1m – £9.9m 4 3 -1 
£10m plus 1 2 +1 
Total 7 6  

Source: WME, 2008 
 
This indicated good representation in terms of size of project with minimal (+/- 1) 
differences across the clusters. 
 
(iii.) Activities 
 
Figure 2.11 below, illustrates the balance of activities across the proposed sample of 
projects versus the overall balance across the population.  Whilst in reality, many 
projects are effectively ‘mixed use’ and include an element of residential, commercial 
and public realm, the diagram attempts to categorise them according to the main 
driver. These categories are used later to extrapolate sample findings to the wider 
population. 
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Figure 2.11: Thematic split of SEEDA spend in sample (left) and population (right) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: WME, 2008 
 
(iv.)  Timing 
 
Figure 2.12 below, compares the timing of projects by total interventions and the 
proposed sample coverage. 
 
Table 2.12:  Timing of Intervention  
 
 Total interventions Proposed sample coverage 
 £m % £m % No of 

projects 
Early 50,698,199 39 43,858,026 51 8 
Late 79,765,676 61 42,704,022 49 5 
Total 130,463,875 100 86,562,048 100 13 

Source: Agresso/WME, 2008 
 
 
The proportionate balance between Early and Late projects is different between the 
in-scope projects and the proposed sample. In line with impact evaluation good 
practice, this shift has occurred following WME analysis and consultation with 
SEEDA’s Programme Directors to allow more early life-cycle activity to be assessed 
during the evaluation.     

2.2.6  The loss of Aylesham from the Project Sample 

During the course of the Physical Regeneration Evaluation, it was discovered that one 
of WME’s sample projects – Community Workshop, Aylesham (SE91104) – 
expenditure was sourced from the Coalfields Intervention Programme, which was 
subject to a different evaluation by another Consultancy as part of the wider East 
Kent Coalfields Evaluation.  
 
Once SEEDA informed us of this, in order to avoid double-counting of outputs and 
outcomes, it was decided that this project should be transferred in full to the East 
Kent Coalfields Evaluation.  Following this decision, the WME Project Team 
transferred all relevant data to the evaluators, including appraisal documentation, 
meeting notes and any completed consultation findings.  It was decided not to replace 

Commercial Led 
Schemes

66%

Public Realm
13%

Residential Led 
Schemes

21%

Public Realm
9%

Commercial Led 
Schemes

44%

Residential Led 
Schemes

33%

Other (BLAT)
14%
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the Community Workshop, Aylesham project because – as demonstrated in Figure 
2.13 (below) – its loss from the sample did not significantly reduce total in-scope 
expenditure and still represented over 60% of the total expenditure of the whole 
population. 
 
Figure 2.13: % impact of the loss of Aylesham from the project sample  
 No. of Projects Total 

Expenditure of 
in-scope sample 

% of total 
expenditure 

Previous sample 13 £86.6m 66% 
Amended sample 12 £85.4m* 65%* 
Source: WME, 2008 
Notes: *During the course of the evaluation – and the detailed development of the Project Case Papers -  
the total expenditure of in-scope sample was reduced to £80.3m, which represented 63.4% of total 
expenditure (£126.6m). 

2.2.7  Treatment of BLAT 

The Brownfield Land Assembly Trust (BLAT) programme was not included in the 
random sample chosen, and subsequently, following consultation with SEEDA, it was 
decided that this was most closely aligned with the Commercial Led Schemes. BLAT 
expenditure has, therefore, been included in the commercial led scheme during the 
extrapolation process. 
 
2.3  Quantifying economic contribution 

2.3.1 Collating gross outputs 

The first stage of the additionality logic chain involved the estimation of gross outputs 
from the in-scope sample projects.  To estimate the gross outputs, WME assessed all 
the relevant intelligence gathered from the appraisal documentation and the 
consultation programme, making reference to the SEEDA Tasking Framework. This 
was used to estimate their Gross Direct Effect by combining the economic value of all 
of the relevant outputs (business formation, jobs, business growth, land remediation 
etc).  These gross outputs were also adjusted to take account of timescale differences 
(e.g. outputs sustained over four years will have a greater value than outputs that 
occurred in year 5). 

2.3.2 Measuring impact 

Having calculated the total gross outputs for all the 12 projects in the sample, WME 
applied  the additionality logic chain to estimate the economic impact for each 
project.  Specifically, this process involved:  
 
• The addition of a leakage factor to take into account, for example, the fact that 

some beneficiary businesses may have moved out of the region following the 
interaction with one of the SEEDA funded initiatives; 

• An estimation of displacement effects from interviews with employers and 
through consideration of geographical distribution of support; and 

• An assessment of the multiplier effects of physical regeneration investments to 
establish a realistic and defensible estimate of the extent to which SEEDA 
investments lead directly to further economic activity  on the part of individuals 
and/or employers.  

 
Combining the above calculations enabled WME to estimate the Net Economic 
Impact. 
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2.3.3 Calculating net outputs 

To estimate the net output for each of the projects in the sample, WME developed 
detailed project specific counterfactuals within each Case Paper.  These 
counterfactuals informed WME’s estimate of deadweight (i.e. – what would have 
happened anyway?) derived primarily from interviews with stakeholders and 
businesses, in order to arrive at a Net Output estimate.  
 
Deadweight estimates varied depending on project type so different deadweight 
factors were applied to projects within different clusters. 

2.3.4  Value for money  

WME also undertook a review of value for money (vfm) in relation to spend across 
physical regeneration and its projects. This made allowance for broader public sector 
funding and identified leverage brought into the programme.   This analysis involved 
an assessment of the cost per output for a number of key outputs against both SEEDA 
investment and the wider public sector expenditure on the project.   
 
Comparison of these metrics with the equivalent measures: 
• For other SEEDA funded programmes; 
• For other RDA (and partner) interventions around physical regeneration; and 
• Within EP, Office of Government Commerce (OGC), HM Treasury and BERR 

guidelines. 
 
Analysis of Vfm was also enhanced by information gathered through the qualitative 
techniques.  WME also examined the level of added value created by the projects in 
terms of addressing market failure and filling gaps in mainstream provision. 

 

2.3.5 Extrapolating to regional level 

This process involved WME grossing up estimates from the project Case Papers to 
provide robust estimates of the high level economic impacts of SEEDA’s physical 
regeneration interventions.   This extrapolation also informed WME’s assessment of: 
 
• how physical regeneration interventions has contributed to the main themes and 

priorities of the RES; and 
• the extent to which physical regeneration investment has addressed the market 

failures that gave rise to an identified need for public funding. 
 
The extrapolation process was informed by a number of key inputs, specifically: 
 
• Financial value of project: the economic impact (employment, productivity 

(GVA), businesses created) of each cluster was estimated using the outputs of the 
sample projects.  

• Logic chain: the logic chain was used to inform the grossing up process and to 
ensure that a robust and defensible set of figures were generated, that is 
consistent with the ‘theories of change’ underpinning projects, clusters and the 
intervention category as a whole.  

• WME assessed how physical regeneration interventions have contributed to 
the main themes and priorities of the RES. This was based on both the 
Economic Impact findings in relation to business growth, employment, land 
remediation and GVA, and took into account the views of SEEDA and stakeholder 
representatives interviewed during the evaluation,  

• WME assessed the extent to which physical regeneration investment has 
addressed the market failures that gave rise to an identified need for public 
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funding.  This process focused primarily on additionality, assessing the extent to 
which public sector investment in physical regeneration provision has addressed 
commonly-cited failures in the market. Again this was based on a combination of 
informed analysis of the evaluation findings and high-level discussions with 
SEEDA staff. 

 
This extrapolation assessment produced the following outputs: 
 
• Grossed up estimates of high level economic impacts of SEEDA’s physical 

regeneration interventions including the financial value of the project and the 
outputs from the additionality logic chain. 

• An assessment of how physical regeneration interventions have contributed to the 
main themes and priorities of the RES. 

• An assessment of the extent to which physical regeneration investment has 
addressed the market failures that gave rise to an identified need for public 
funding. 

• Development of a series of additionality ratios for SEEDA’s use moving forward. 
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3. SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
The section summarises the performance of a sample of SEEDA’s 
physical regeneration investments in terms of gross and net 
outputs, extrapolates this to the regional level and links to wider 
outcomes and impact. It also includes commentary of consistent 
areas of strategic added value across projects. 
3.1 PROJECT SPEND 

Overall in-scope spend for this evaluation is £126.6m, which relates to projects with a 
total SEEDA commitment of £154.8m. The projects which fall into our sample 
account for £98.9m of this total spend, and £80.3m within the relevant spend period 
of FY2002/3 to FY2006/7. This means that our sample accounts for 63.4% of in 
scope spend. This is illustrated in Figure 3.1 below. 
 
Figure 3.1: Breakdown of sample and population spend 
 

Sample Breakdown    

 
Total SEEDA 
Spend (£m) 

Relevant Spend 
2002/3 to 

2006/07 (£m) 

Proportion in 
relevant spend 

period Sample Coverage 
Public Realm 13.5 11.1 82.2% 73.5% 
Employment Led 62.6 50.5 80.7% 65.2% 
Residential Led 22.8 18.7 82.0% 54.8% 
Total 98.9 80.3 81.2% 63.4% 
     
Population Breakdown    

 Total 

Relevant Spend 
2002/3 to 

2006/07 (£m)   
Public Realm 17.9 15.1   
Employment Led 96.3 77.4   
Residential Led 40.6 34.1   
Total 154.8 126.6   

Source: WME calculation based on Agresso data for sample and project level refinement  

3.2 GROSS OUTPUTS  

3.2.1 Direct outputs 

Gross direct outputs relate to the measurable performance of an intervention. The 
following RDA Core Outputs are relevant to SEEDA’s investment in physical 
regeneration: 
 
• Measure 1. Job creation – Number of jobs created or safeguarded;  
• Measure 5. Leverage - Public and private regeneration infrastructure 

investment levered; and 
• Measure 5(a). Brownfield land reclaimed and/or redeveloped. 
 
The performance of sampled projects is described in the case papers provided as 
Appendices 1 to 12. The remainder of this section discusses cumulative performance 
for each of these direct outputs in more detail. 
 
Job creation 
 
A total of 1,019 gross jobs have been generated through the sampled projects, as 
illustrated in Figure 3.2 below. These jobs have been created within six projects 
including: 
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• 273 jobs at East Cowes, where SEEDA have acquired a number of sites, primarily 
the former GKN works and, in partnership with English Partnerships, developed 
a comprehensive masterplan for a mixed use development. The long term project 
is in the early stages of development and, as an interim measure, a number of 
businesses have been accommodated on the site prior to the longer term 
development of the area; 
 

• 241 jobs at Ryde Business Park, where SEEDA invested in the creation of a 
sustainable drainage solution to remove a key development blockage and allow 
the remediation of the site to progress; 
 

• 186 jobs at Frater Gate in Gosport, where SEEDA acquired, remediated and 
commissioned infrastructure works for 4.7 ha of brownfield land to facilitate the 
disposal of serviced plots to owner occupiers and developers; 
 

• 157 jobs at the former Johnson & Johnson site in Cosham, where SEEDA acquired 
the site from the former owners, reclaimed it and improved the transport 
connections to allow the site to be sold to developers for employment uses; 
 

• 155 jobs at Ropetackle in Shoreham, where SEEDA delivered of a mixed use / 
mixed tenure scheme including land acquisition, assembly and the development 
of a joint venture with a developer;  
 

• 7 jobs in Margate Town Centre, where SEEDA have acquired a former Marks and 
Spencer store with the view to create a mixed use residential and commercial 
development, driven by the need to improve public realm and urban 
environment. These 7 jobs have been created by the Turner Gallery, who are 
occupying the site in an interim capacity.  

 
A further 460 jobs are currently ‘in progress’ – these consist of the pending 
occupation of Phase 2 of the former J&J site by Raymarine, and the final phased 
development of the Ropetackle Business Centre at Shoreham. In addition to these 
confirmed outputs, 5,671 further jobs are planned across the sampled projects. 
 
Figure 3.2: Gross jobs created within sample 
 

 Realised In progress Planned Total 
Thames Gateway                   -                      -             1,750            1,750  

Kent Coastal               162                 110            1,460            1,732  

Hampshire / IoW              857                 350            2,461            3,668  

Total           1,019                 460            5,671            7,150  

Source: WME consultation/business surveys, 2008  
 
Regeneration investment levered 
 
A total of £69.4m private sector and £75.8m public sector expenditure has been 
levered by SEEDA to date across the 12 sampled projects.  
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Figure 3.3: Gross regeneration investment levered within sample 
 

Private Sector Realised In progress Planned Total 

Thames Gateway                              -                                 -                         750.0                       750.0  

Kent Coastal                         41.9                               -                         153.9                       195.8  

Hampshire / IoW                         27.5                          25.0                       607.5                       660.0  

Total                        69.4                          25.0                    1,511.4                   1,605.8  

     
Public Sector  Realised   In progress   Planned   Total  

Thames Gateway                         57.0                               -                                 -                            57.0  

Kent Coastal                           8.6                               -                                 -                              8.6  

Hampshire / IoW                         10.2                               -                           43.0                          53.2  

Total                        75.8                               -                           43.0                       118.8  

     
Total Leverage  Realised   In progress   Planned   Total  

Thames Gateway                       57.0                               -                         750.0                       807.0  

Kent Coastal                       50.5                               -                         153.9                       204.4  

Hampshire / IoW                        37.7                          25.0                       650.5                       713.2  

Total                      145.2                          25.0                    1,554.4                   1,724.6  

 
Source: Project case files & PM consultation 
 
In the Thames Gateway, where the sample projects have not yet reached development 
stage, leveraged funds have been generated through the public sector, whilst in the 
other two clusters some projects have been developed, as reflected in the levels of 
private sector leverage achieved. In overall terms for the 12 projects, private sector 
leverage stands at 1:0.70 and public sector leverage at 1:0.79. Should all projects 
deliver as currently planned, the ratio for SEEDA to private sector contribution would 
become 1:16.5. 
 
Brownfield land reclaimed 
 
Within the sample, SEEDA has reclaimed 54.66 hectares of brownfield land to date, 
and current SEEDA plans predict that this figure will increase to 81.46 hectares.  
 
Figure 3.4: Gross brownfield land reclaimed within sample  
 

 

Realised In progress Planned Total 

Thames Gateway 38.2 0 0 38.2 

Kent Coastal 2.44 0 6.2 8.64 

Hampshire / IoW 14.02 12.5 8.1 34.62 

Total 54.66 12.5 14.3 81.46 

 
Source: Project case files & PM consultation 
Notes: Re: the Thames Gateway, there is no more brownfield land to be reclaimed within the sample but 
there are other planned outputs (e.g. commercial floor space and job creation). 
 
The largest single plot of reclaimed land is at Rochester Riverside, where SEEDA 
facilitated the remediation of 30 hectares in preparation for a residential led mixed 
use development. There are a number of projects where land has been acquired by 
SEEDA, and partners, but not yet reclaimed. For some of these projects there are 
plans in place to remediate the land (such as Dover), as reflected in the table, but in 
others there are no definite plans in place (such as Margate or East Cowes). 
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Appendix 13 gives more detailed information on the realised, in progress and planned 
outputs for each of the 12 sampled projects. 

3.2.2 Additional or unintended outputs 

There are a series of other, additional, gross outputs that should be factored into this 
evaluation. These include: 
 
• The facilitation of housing developments, including affordable 

housing – Whilst housing is not a core RDA output, there are clear social and 
economic advantages of increasing and improving the housing stock within an 
area. As shown in Appendix 13, 140 housing units have been completed at 
Ropetackle, of which 40 are affordable. In addition, there are plans in place for a 
number of other housing developments, which will bring an estimated 5,921 
housing units, that fit with local demand, across the sample of projects. The 
emphasis for SEEDA here is not only to encourage the development of residential 
areas, but to influence its quality, fit with local demand and the way that it can be 
used as a lever to enhance public realm and infrastructure.  

 
• The creation of commercial floorspace – As shown in Figure 3.5, across the 

in-scope projects, 25,225m2 of commercial floorspace has been created, 
13,511m2 is in the process of being completed and 323,270m2 is planned for the 
future (of which 180,000m2 is planned at Queenborough & Rushenden). Whilst 
there is no evidence of business creation anywhere within the 12 sampled 
projects, the developments supported by SEEDA permanently house a total of 84 
businesses (36 at Ropetackle, 20 at Frater Gate, 16 at Ryde Business Park, 8 at 
East Cowes and 4 on the former J&J site). Again, it is anticipated that the other 
projects within the sample will support further businesses, but the early timing of 
this evaluation means that no estimate of this can be made. Those businesses 
currently on site at sampled projects were questioned in relation to the impact 
that the projects have had on business turnover, but such a small response was 
captured, that it is not possible to estimate this with any accuracy. 

 
Figure 3.5: Gross commercial floorspace within project sample  
 

  Realised In progress Planned Total 

Thames Gateway 0 0 218,800 218,800 

Kent Coastal 3,301 1,861 24,583 29,745 

Hampshire / IoW 21,924 11,650 79,887 113,461 

Total 25,225 13,511 323,270 362,006 

Source: Project case files & PM consultation 
 
• Public realm enhancements – The development of public realm is a key 

driver for many of the projects, and forms part of almost all of SEEDA’s 
interventions. Several of the projects yet to be developed, such as Margate, Dover, 
Rochester and Queenborough and Rushenden have significant public realm 
elements. The removal of eyesores and opening up of sites to public uses has 
already taken place on many of these, and at Ropetackle there has been a 
transformation from low grade industrial property, to housing, workshops and 
community facilities. The development of public realm often accompanies 
housing or employment creation, and can have a further additional impact of 
making a location more attractive and investible for potential businesses. 

 
• Transport and other infrastructure – Part of the reason for SEEDA 

becoming involved in developments is to maximise the impact that a site can have 
on improving transport and infrastructure. Examples of this include Frater Gate 
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Business Park, the Former J&J, and Harts Farm Way projects, all of which 
involved significant infrastructure and junction works to facilitate adequate 
servicing of sites. The large and strategically important development at 
Queenborough and Rushenden was dependent on the creation of a new link road 
into the area, this is still pending and is contingent on permission for employment 
development at nearby Neats Court.  

 
• Related skills and business support provision – There are several 

examples of where SEEDA’s intervention to support a physical regeneration 
scheme has led to skills, business support or community related benefit. In 
Queenborough & Rushenden, for example, the SEEDA-backed site office (a 
converted warehouse) now provides IT and sports facilities and has become a 
local community hub. In Ropetackle, SEEDA have been instrumental in the 
delivery of the Adur Business Centre, and adjacent Community Arts Centre, as 
part of a wider residential development. 

 
Some unintended outputs have also been realised including benefits in relation to 
interim uses or occupiers. For example, the market downturn and associated cooling 
of interest in SEEDA’s Margate site has allowed a local library and the Turner Gallery 
to use the space on an interim basis. 
 
Other less tangible additional benefits are included as part of the SAV section in 3.9. 
 

3.2.3 Gross outputs by theme 

Figure 3.6 summarises all gross outputs by project theme.  
 
Figure 3.6: Total gross outputs arranged by theme 
 

Gross 
Achieved       

 
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 

     (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Public Realm 
   

-                             -   
   

7.0  
   

-   
   

6.4  
   

0.5  

Residential Led 
   

140.0  
   

40.6  
   

155.0               3,301.0  
   

57.2  
   

41.4  

Employment Led 
   

-   
   

14.0  
   

857.0             21,924.0  
   

12.2  
   

27.5  

Total 
   

140.0  
   

54.7  
   

1,019.0  
   

25,225.0  
   

75.8  
   

69.4  

       

Gross Planned       

 
 Residential 
Units  

 Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares)  

 FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  

 
Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed  

 Public 
Sector 
Leverage  

 Private 
Sector 
Leverage  

      (m2)   (£m)   (£m)  

Public Realm 
   

-   
   

3.7  
   

860.0             12,583.0  
   

-   
   

65.9  

Residential Led              3,753.0                            -   
   

1,860.0          220,661.0  
   

-   
   

750.0  

Employment Led 
   

2,028.0  
   

23.1  
   

3,411.0          103,537.0  
   

43.0  
   

720.5  

Total 
   

5,781.0  
   

26.8  
   

6,131.0  
   

336,781.0  
   

43.0  
   

1,536.4  
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Gross Total       

 
 Residential 
Units  

 Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares)  

 FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  

 
Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed  

 Public 
Sector 
Leverage  

 Private 
Sector 
Leverage  

      (m2)   (£m)   (£m)  

Public Realm 
   

-   
   

3.7  
   

867.0             12,583.0  
   

6.4  
   

66.4  

Residential Led 
   

3,893.0  
   

40.6  
   

2,015.0          223,962.0  
   

57.2  
   

791.4  

Employment Led 
   

2,028.0                      37.1  
   

4,268.0           125,461.0  
   

55.2  
   

748.0  

Total 
   

5,921.0  
   

81.5  
   

7,150.0  
   

362,006.0  
   

118.8  
   

1,605.8  

 
 
Source: Project appraisal documents and consultation with project managers /stakeholders  

3.3 ADDITIONALITY FACTORS 

3.3.1 Calculating additionality 

An important component of this evaluation is the calculation of the net impact of the 
sampled physical regeneration projects. This is the value of SEEDA’s interventions 
over and above what would have happened anyway, taking into account leakage 
from the South East, displacement of other activities, the assumption that must be 
made for ‘spin-off’ or multiplier effect of the projects and consideration of the 
outputs that would have been created regardless of SEEDA’s input (deadweight). 
Figure 3.7 illustrates how net additional impact is calculated. Substitution, where 
an output is created at the expense of a similar one, has not been included as we have 
not found any evidence of beneficiaries  (in this context third party developers) 
undertaking activity to attract SEEDA’s assistance at the expense of other 
unsupported activity. We have, therefore, used the additionality logic chain defined in 
Figure 7.4 of the IEF20. 

Figure 3.7: Net impact calculation 

Impact of 
Intervention

Impact of 
Reference 

Case 
(Deadweight)

Net Additional 
ImpactLess =

Gross Direct effects
Less leakage from 
target group
Less displacement
Plus multiplier 
effects

= Total net local 
effects

Gross Direct effects
Less leakage from 
target group
Less displacement
Plus multiplier 
effects

= Total net local 
effects

= Total net local 
effects

Make deadweight 
assumption for each 

intervention

Make deadweight 
assumption for each 

intervention
 

Source: WME adapted from EP Additionality Guide Second Edition (2004) 
 

Due to the fact that many projects have not reached the stage of creating tangible 
outputs such as jobs, the additionality factors have not been collected for each and 
every intervention. Where applicable, these have been developed from source, using 

                                                      
20 The IEF was developed by SQW and PA Consulting in 2006 
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business and other beneficiary interviews. Sections 3.3.2 to 3.3.5 below outline each 
component of this impact evaluation. 

3.3.2 Leakage 

Leakage is the component that takes into consideration that some of the benefits of a 
project will be lost outside of the South East.  
 
This measure is only relevant to the five projects where net jobs have been created. 
Following business interviews, it was determined that only 3 (out of 79) jobs at 
Ropetackle, and 60 (out of 273) jobs at East Cowes should be excluded for leakage, 
and that on the remaining sites it is zero. These jobs were excluded because, whilst 
they were new jobs created as a result of the developments, the employees concerned 
live outside of the South East region and hence the economic benefit of these jobs is 
not retained within the SEEDA region.  
 
As illustrated in Figure 3.8, below, the overall leakage factor calculated was 6.20% 
(i.e. 63 leaked jobs divided by 1,019 gross jobs created or safeguarded).  In 
comparison with the ready reckoners highlighted in the EP Additionality Guide 
(September 2004), this leakage factor is low (i.e. the majority of benefits have gone to 
people living within the South East region).  

3.3.3 Displacement 

Displacement refers to the fact that by creating benefits on site, SEEDA displaces 
some activity from others around the South East, hence creating no overall net 
benefit for the region. For the purposes of this study this could mean two things: 
 
• First, that investment made by the public or private sector in a site at the expense 

of another, within the South East; and 
 
• Second, that jobs are created on a site at the cost of others elsewhere in region (as 

a business moves). 
 
No examples of the first type of displacement were found, as it was felt by all 
consultees, and re-enforced by our market analysis, that SEEDA did not displace 
investment activity elsewhere by delivering these projects.  
 
The second category of displacement applies to four of the five of net employment 
creating projects as in these cases; many of the business vacated a previous premise 
in the South East to move. This data was collected as part of our business surveys on 
the sites where employment had been created. The displacement rates were 61 jobs 
for Ropetackle, 76 jobs for Frater Gate, 66 jobs for East Cowes and 102 for Ryde 
Business Park.  For each of these, respondents commented that jobs had been 
‘moved’ rather than ‘created’ and hence the net overall impact of these 305 jobs is nil.  
 
As illustrated in Figure 3.8, below, the overall displacement factor calculated was 
30.00% (i.e. 305 displaced jobs divided by 1,019 gross jobs created or safeguarded).  
In comparison with the ready reckoners highlighted in the EP Additionality Guide 
(September 2004), this displacement factor is low (i.e. limited displacement effects 
from SEEDA’s physical regeneration activities). 

3.3.4 Multiplier 

An economic multiplier is only relevant to the five projects where jobs have been 
created, Ropetackle (Shoreham), Former J&J (Cosham), Frater Gate (Gosport), Ryde 
Business Park and East Cowes. In line with the SQW/PA Consulting Guidance 
‘Implementing the RDA Impact Evaluation Framework’, a multiplier of 1.44 has been 
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used for these projects. This guidance was specifically designed for physical 
regeneration related activities and draws on extensive research of other projects. This 
multiplier estimate has been tested with the project managers closest to the projects 
where tangible economic outputs have been created and feedback suggests that it is 
appropriate.  In comparison with the composite multiplier effects highlighted in the 
EP Additionality Guide (September 2004), the multiplier adopted for this evaluation 
is in line with the Guide’s regional multiplier of 1.44 for B1, B2 and B8 developments 
and is considered to a medium multiplier effect. 

3.3.5 Deadweight 

Deadweight or the ‘do nothing’ scenario is applicable to all projects. For some of the 
sampled projects, consultations suggest that there is a deadweight associated with the 
remediation of brownfield land (i.e. public or private sector actors would have 
remediated some or all of some sites regardless of SEEDA’s intervention). The 
reverse is the case on many other projects, where nothing would have happened 
without SEEDA’s intervention. At Rochester, for example, the majority of the land 
had been acquired prior to SEEDA’s involvement, but it was only the Agency that 
levered the funding to remediate the whole site.  For all outputs apart from jobs 
creation, therefore, the level of deadweight is based on interviews with project 
managers and stakeholders. The overall deadweight ratio for the non-employment 
outputs is a combination of project level estimates, as referenced in the case papers 
provided in Appendices 1 to 12.  
 
For the six sites with employment related outputs, an estimate of deadweight has 
been generated by asking employers what they would have done had it not been for 
the SEEDA supported site.  Responses reflected their thoughts on the number of jobs 
they would have created in the South East were it not for relocating to the SEEDA 
supported site. The average deadweight for employment creation, based on 
interviews, was 56.2%.  
 

3.4 CALCULATIONS TO NET REALISED IMPACTS 

3.4.1 Net Realised Outputs 

Using the rationale explained above, figure 3.8 illustrates, for each output type, how 
gross outputs have been converted to net outputs.  The following formula was used to 
calculate the net realised outputs: 
 
Gross x (1 - deadweight) x  (1- displacement) x (1 - leakage) x multiplier = 
net 
 
For the details relating to each of the additionality factors, see appendices 1-12 (each 
project case paper), 13 and 17. 
 
Leakage, displacement and the economic multiplier are only applicable to 
employment creation or safeguarding.  Deadweight applies to all outputs, with 
stakeholders agreeing that in many cases the counterfactual position would have 
resulted in some outputs. This has been calculated on a business by business basis for 
those interviewed, and for the other outputs estimated through consultation with 
appropriate project managers, partners and stakeholders.  
 



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise          63 

Figure 3.8: Converting sample gross outputs to net outputs 
 

  Gross 
Outputs 

Dead-
weight21 

Displace-
ment 

Leakage Multipli
er* 

Additionality 
Ratio 

Net 
Outputs 

Core Outputs 

1.Jobs created/  
safeguarded  

1019 56.2% 

305/1,019
22 

(30.00%) 

   
63/1,01923 

(6.20%) 1.44 41.44% 
   

422.3  
5. Private investment 
levered 

69.4 10.1% N/A  N/A  N/A  89.91% 
   

62.4  
5. Public investment 
levered  

75.8 2.0% N/A  N/A  N/A  98.05% 
   

74.3  
5(a).  Brownfield land 
reclaimed  

54.66 5.0% N/A  N/A  N/A  95.01% 
   

51.9  
Other quantifiable outputs 

Housing Units 
140 -  N/A  N/A  N/A  100% 

   
140  

Commercial floorspace 

25,225 22.6% N/A  N/A  N/A  77.36% 
   

19,514  

 
Source: Primary data collection and *SQW/PA Consulting Guidance  
 
Using the projects as categorised in Appendix 20, it is possible to calculate the net 
outputs for sampled projects by sub-region. Figure 3.9 provides an overview of the 
results. 
 
Figure 3.9: Net Outputs by sub-region 
 

  Thames 
Gateway 

Kent 
Coastal 

Hampshire & 
IoW 

Total Gross Additionality 
Ratio 

Core Outputs 

1. Jobs created/  
safeguarded     

-   
   

68.0  
   

354.0  
   

422.0       1,019.0  41.41% 
5. Private investment 
levered    

-   
   

41.9  
   

20.5  
   

62.4  
   

69.4  89.91% 
5. Public investment 
levered     

57.0  
   

7.9  
   

9.5  
   

74.3             75.8  98.05% 
5(a).  Brownfield land 
reclaimed     

38.2  
   

2.4  
   

11.3  
   

51.9             54.7  95.01% 
Other quantifiable outputs 

Housing units    
-   

   
140.0  

   
-   

   
140.0          140.0  100.0% 

Commercial 
floorspace 

   
-   

   
3,301.0  

   
16,213.5  

   
19,514.5   25,225.0  77.4% 

 
Source: Primary data collection and *SQW/PA Consulting Guidance  
 
 
3.4.2  Adjusting for other public sector spend 
 
The output data collected as part of this evaluation had not already been attributed to 
SEEDA, as in most cases it is primary data gathered from source.  The net outputs 

                                                      
21 Captured through business beneficiary interviews for jobs, and through consultation with 
project managers and stakeholders  
22 Captured in beneficiary business interviews 
23 Captured in beneficiary business interviews 
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above, therefore, need to be adjusted to factor in other public sector expenditure, and 
arrive at a figure of net output attributable to SEEDA.  
 
This calculation needs to be undertaken at a project level, due to the varying levels of 
other public sector funding by project. Figure 3.10, below, shows all outputs 
attributable to SEEDA across the twelve projects. 
 
Figure 3.10: Attribution of net realised outputs to SEEDA 
 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Project 

SEEDA 
Spend 
02-07 
(£m) 

% Public 
Sector 
from 

SEEDA 
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 
(£m) 

1. Rochester 
Riverside 11.3 22.9% 

   
-   

   
6.88  

   
-   

   
-   

   
8.71  

   
-   

2. 
Queenborough & 
Rushenden 4.5 19.1% 

   
-   

   
1.57  

   
-   

   
-   

   
3.64  

   
-   

3. Ropetackle, 
Shoreham 2.9 93.5% 

   
130.97  

   
2.28  

   
63.61  

   
3,088.03  

   
0.19  

   
38.73  

5. Elwick Road, 
Ashford 5.4 73.0% 

   
-                                 -   

   
-   

   
-   

   
1.46  

   
-   

6. Dover Town 
Investment Zone 5.5 56.4% 

   
-                                 -   

   
-   

   
-   

   
1.97  

   
0.28  

7. Margate Town 
Centre 5.6 72.3% 

   
-                                 -   

   
-   

   
-   

   
1.55  

   
-   

8. Former J&J 
site, Cosham 0.4 14.0% 

   
-   

   
0.51  

   
21.19  

   
1,192.91  

   
0.24  

   
1.57  

9. Harts Farm 
Way, Havant 5 95.2% 

   
-   

   
3.97  

   
-   

   
-   

   
0.24  

   
-   

10. Frater Gate 
Royal Navy, 
Gosport 2.2 100.0% 

   
-   

   
3.52  

   
76.00  

   
6,153.00  

   
-   

   
6.50  

11. Ryde 
Business Park 0.3 100.0% 

   
-                                 -   

   
54.00  

   
-   

   
-   

   
0.80  

12. Woolston 
Riverside, 
Southampton 21.3 88.6% 

   
-                                 -   

   
-   

   
-   

   
2.44  

   
1.77  

13. Project 
Cowes, East 
Cowes 15.9 77.0% 

   
-                                 -   

   
56.21  

   
1,201.93  

   
3.66  

   
-   

 80.3 51.9% 
   

130.97  
   

18.73  
   

271.01  
   

11,635.88  
   

24.10  
   

49.65  

 
Source: WME calculation  
 

The overall average adjustment factor, based on the total proportion of public sector 
spend sourced from SEEDA is 51.9%. 

 3.4.3 Adjustment for in-scope expenditure 

Some of the outputs will have occurred because of funding outside the evaluation 
period. To obtain a clear picture of the level of outputs that can be directly attributed 
to the in-scope timescale (1 April 2002 to 31 March 2007), an output by output 
breakdown must be used. Using a similar process to 3.4.2, the attribution of net 
outputs to in-scope expenditure years is shown in Figure 3.11.  
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Figure 3.11: Attribution of SEEDA net outputs to in scope years (2002/3 – 2006/7) 
 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Project 

SEEDA 
Spend 
02-07 
(£m) 

% 
SEEDA 
in 02-07 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 
(£m) 

1. Rochester 
Riverside 11.3 83.7% 

   
-                      5.76                         -                          -   

   
7.29  

   
-   

2. 
Queenborough & 
Rushenden 4.5 81.8% 

   
-                      1.28                         -                          -   

   
2.98  

   
-   

3. Ropetackle, 
Shoreham 2.9 76.3% 

   
99.95                     1.74  

   
48.55  

   
2,356.66  

   
0.14  

   
29.56  

5. Elwick Road, 
Ashford 5.4 85.7% 

   
-                          -                          -                          -   

   
1.25  

   
-   

6. Dover Town 
Investment Zone 5.5 71.4% 

   
-                          -                          -                          -   

   
1.41  

   
0.20  

7. Margate Town 
Centre 5.6 96.6% 

   
-                          -                          -                          -   

   
1.50  

   
-   

8. Former J&J 
site, Cosham 0.4 8.7% 

   
-                      0.04                     1.84  

   
103.73  

   
0.02  

   
0.14  

9. Harts Farm 
Way, Havant 5 61.0% 

   
-                      2.42                         -                          -   

   
0.15  

   
-   

10. Frater Gate 
Royal Navy, 
Gosport 2.2 56.4% 

   
-                      1.99  

   
42.87  

   
3,470.92  

   
-   

   
3.67  

11. Ryde 
Business Park 0.3 100.0% 

   
-                          -   

   
54.00                         -   

   
-   

   
0.80  

12. Woolston 
Riverside, 
Southampton 21.3 93.4% 

   
-                          -                          -                          -   

   
2.28  

   
1.65  

13. Project 
Cowes, East 
Cowes 15.9 96.4% 

   
-                          -   

   
54.16  

   
1,158.23  

   
3.52  

   
-   

 80.3 81.2% 
   

99.95  
   

13.23  
   

201.43  
   

7,089.54  
   

20.54  
   

36.02  
Source: WME calculation  
 

The overall average adjustment factor, based on the total proportion of SEEDA spend 
to the end of 2008 taking place in the period 1 April 2002 – 31 March 2007 is 81.2%. 

 

3.4.4 Summary of all achieved outputs in Sample 

Figure 3.12, below, summarises the outputs generated as described in sections 3.1 to 
3.4. Within the sample, approximately 200 net attributable jobs have been created, 
7,000m2 of net floorspace and 100 net residential units created, and £36m of net 
private sector leverage.  
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Figure 3.12: Summary of all outputs 
 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 

Achieved 
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Gross 
   

140.0  
   

54.7  
   

1,019.0  
   

25,225.0  
   

75.8  
   

69.4  

Net  
   

140.0  
   

51.9  
   

422.0  
   

19,514.5  
   

74.3  
   

62.4  
Net attributable to 
SEEDA 

   
131.0  

   
18.7  

   
271.0  

   
11,635.9  

   
24.1  

   
49.7  

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

   
99.9  

   
13.2  

   
201.4  

   
7,089.5  

   
20.5  

   
36.0  

Source: WME calculation 

 

3.5 EXTRAPOLATION OF SAMPLE NET IMPACTS TO WIDER 
POPULATION 

3.5.1 Extrapolation at regional level 

There are two possible methodologies for the extrapolation of sampled net outputs to 
the population of projects within scope, both based on spend. The first, and simplest, 
is extrapolation at a regional level. This is shown in Figure 3.13 below. Using the 
63.4% total sample coverage, this extrapolates based on total spend (using a factor of 
100/63.4). 
 
Figure 3.13: Extrapolation of realised net outputs 
 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 

Achieved 
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Extrapolation Factor 
                          
1.58  

                          
1.58  

                          
1.58  

                          
1.58  

                          
1.58  

                         
1.58  

Gross 
                      
220.7  

                          
86.1  

                  
1,606.0  

                
39,756.9  

                       
119.5  

                       
109.4  

Net  
                      
220.7  

                          
81.8  

                       
665.1  

               
30,756.6  

                       
117.1  

                         
98.3  

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 

                      
206.4  

                         
29.5  

                       
427.1  

                
18,339.2  

                         
38.0  

                         
78.3  

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

                      
157.5  

                        
20.9  

                      
317.5  

                 
11,173.7  

                        
32.4  

                        
56.8  

 
Source: WME calculation  

3.5.2 Extrapolation by project type 

The second method of extrapolation uses project type as its basis. This is problematic 
due to the low number of overall projects, but will augment the above approach to 
help create some meaningful ranges. The results of this second approach are shown 
in Figure 3.14 below. Note that this technique uses a different extrapolation factor for 
each type of output due to the different output mix by theme. 
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Figure 3.14: Extrapolation by project type 
 

Sample Coverage 

Relevant 
Spend 

(Population)  

Relevant 
Spend 
(Sample) 

Sample 
Coverage 

Public Realm 15.1 11.1 73.5% 

Employment Led24 77.4 50.5 65.2% 

Residential Led 34.1 18.7 54.8% 

Total 126.6 80.3 63.4% 
 
 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 

Extrapolation to 
population based 
on theme 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Extrapolation Factor 
                          
1.82  

                         
1.75  

                          
1.58  

                         
1.57  

                         
1.74  

                         
1.70  

Gross 
                       
255.3  

                         
95.6  

                  
1,605.7  

                
39,621.8  

                       
131.7  

                       
118.3  

Net  
                       
255.3  

                          
91.4  

                       
666.6  

                
30,869.5  

                       
129.6  

                      
107.6  

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 

                       
238.8  

                          
31.8  

                       
433.9  

                
18,732.2  

                         
40.0  

                         
87.3  

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

                      
182.3  

                        
22.8  

                     
322.8  

                 
11,551.4  

                        
34.0  

                        
63.8  

Source: WME calculation  
 

3.5.3 Estimates of population net outputs 

The two methods outlined above generate the following estimates for achieved net 
core outputs attributable to SEEDA expenditure in the period 2002/3 to 2006/7. 
 
• The creation or safeguarding of 317 – 323  net jobs; 
• The leverage of £32m - £34m public sector expenditure; 
• The leverage of £57m – £64m private sector expenditure; and 
• The remediation of 21 – 23 hectares of brownfield land. 
 
The indirect outputs which can be quantified include: 
 
• The development of 158- 182 housing units; and  
• The development of 11,174 - 11,551m2 of commercial floorspace. 
 
These net outputs have been assessed only from those projects where outputs have 
been identified and must be used with the caveat that the majority of the projects 
within the sample, and within the population, are at an early stage in the project 
lifecycle, and have yet to achieve full outputs. Section 3.6 explores the possible impact 
of these projects in the future.  
 

3.5.4 Estimates of Gross Value Added and net impact 

According to the Office of National Statistics (2006), the most recent estimate for 
workplace based earnings in the South East is £21,514 per person.  On this basis, the 
associated impact on GVA of achieved employment is shown in figure 3.15. 
 

                                                      
24 Brownfield Land Assembly Trust categorised as employment led 
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Figure 3.15: Estimated GVA impact of employment created 
 
 Population  job 

creation estimate 
GVA estimate 
(Annual £m) 

Gross 1,606             34.6  
Net  666            14.3  

Net attributable to SEEDA 430            9.3  

Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07 320           6.9  
Source: WME calculation  
 
This estimate suggests that SEEDA’s expenditure has created employment that 
generates approximately £6.9m in annual GVA. According the Office for National 
Statistics (2006 figures), the South East is a £166 billion economy. This GVA change 
equates to 0.004% of regional GVA. The scale of this achievement to date is not 
sufficient to confidently link it to the economic characteristics of the target 
geographies as shown in section 1.4.  It is important to note that this study has not be 
able to capture the additional possible impact on GVA through increased business 
productivity and profits. This is primarily due to the lack of responses from 
interviewed businesses in relation to questions around changes in turnover and 
efficiency. 
 

3.6 ASSESSMENT OF PLANNED OUTPUTS 

“Planned” outputs include those categorised as in-progress or planned in Appendix 
13. Given the timing of this evaluation, it is important to supplement the analysis of 
outputs achieved to date with best estimates of future gross and net outputs. These 
have been developed by using the best existing data available including: data 
contained in original case papers development by SEEDA; feedback from 
consultations with SEEDA project managers; and information collected from a range 
of stakeholder interviews. Future net estimates and projections for the proportion of 
outputs attributable to SEEDA and attributable to the period 2002/3 – 2006/7 have 
been based on the sample gross to net attributable ratios. At this stage, due to 
uncertainties in the property market and other issues on a project level, it is unclear 
exactly when these outputs will be delivered. 

3.6.1 Planned outputs 

A summary of the planned outputs for the projects within the sample and for the 
wider population is shown in figure 3.16. 

Figure 3.16: Estimates for future gross and net outputs 
 

 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 

 
‘In-progress’ + 
Planned 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Gross 
                  
5,781.0  

                         
26.8  

                   
6,131.0  

             
336,781.0  

                       
43.0  

                   
1,536.4  

 
 
Sample 
 

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

                   
2,246.2  

                          
18.3  

                   
1,171.7  

                
88,829.6  

                     
35.6  

                      
685.0  

        

Population Gross 
                    
9,111.4  

                         
42.2  

                  
9,663.0  

             
530,797.1  

                       
67.8  

                   
2,421.5  

Based on total 
sample 

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

                 
3,540.2  

                        
28.8  

                  
1,846.8  

           
140,003.4  

                     
56.1  

                  
1,079.6  

        

Population Gross 
                  
9,952.0  

                         
40.4  

                  
9,789.6  

             
578,187.6  

                       
65.9  

                   
2,561.6  

Based on 
themes 

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

                  
3,632.1  

                        
27.8  

                   
1,817.4  

            
143,877.9  

                     
54.5  

                  
1,079.7  

Source: WME calculation  
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This analysis suggests that, should projects continue as currently planned, SEEDA 
will be credited with the following net attributable core outputs: 
 
• The creation or safeguarding of 1,820 – 1,850  net jobs; 
• The leverage of £1.08bn private sector expenditure; 
• The leverage of £54m – £56m public sector expenditure; and 
• The remediation of 27 – 29 hectares of brownfield land. 
 
The indirect outputs which can be quantified include: 
 
• The development of 3,540 – 3,630  housing units; and  
• The development of 140,000 - 144,000m2 of commercial floorspace. 
 
With the current uncertainty in the property market, and the long term nature of 
several in-scope interventions, we are unable to make a judgement as to the timing of 
these planned outputs. 

3.6.2 Estimates of future GVA impact 

 
If all current planned outputs are achieved, the in-scope projects could generate 
almost 10,000 gross jobs, of which almost 20% are net attributable to SEEDA spend 
in 2002/3 – 2006/7.  Figure 3.17, below, summarises the possible GVA impact of 
this, based on Office of National Statistics (ONS) (2006) indicator of GVA per 
population of £21,514 per annum. 
 
Figure 3.17: Possible GVA contribution of in-scope projects 
 
 Population 

estimate 
GVA estimate 
(Annual £m) 

Gross 9,531 205.0 
Net  4,195 90.3 

Net attributable to SEEDA 2,300 49.5 

Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07 1,835 39.5 
Source: WME calculation  
 
This suggests that SEEDA’s in-scope activities could be worth £39.5m of attributable 
GVA through employment creation. According the Office for National Statistics 
(2006 figures), the South East is a £166 billion to the economy. This GVA change 
equates to 0.02% of regional GVA.  
 

3.7 SUMMARY OF TOTAL OUTPUTS 

Tabular and diagrammatic total achieved and planned outputs for the projects within 
the scope of this evaluation are shown in figures 3.18 and 3.19. Together, the net 
attributable jobs created to date, and forecast for the future, could be worth a total of 
£46.4m in GVA to the South East economy per year.  The combined gross impact is 
£239.6m in annual GVA. 
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Figure 3.18: Total achieved and planned outputs 
 

 Total 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 

  
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Gross 
                   
5,921.0  

                          
81.5  

                  
7,150.0  

            
362,006.0  

                       
118.8  

                   
1,605.8  

Sample 
 

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

                   
2,346.1  

                          
31.5  

                   
1,373.2  

                 
95,919.1  

                          
56.1  

                      
721.0  

Population Gross 
                  
9,332.0  

                       
128.4  

                
11,269.0  

             
570,553.9  

                       
187.2  

                  
2,530.9  

(based on total 
extrapolation) 

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

                 
3,697.7  

                        
49.7  

                  
2,164.2  

              
151,177.2  

                        
88.4  

                   
1,136.4  

Population Gross 
               
10,207.3  

                       
136.0  

                 
11,395.3  

             
617,809.4  

                       
197.6  

                  
2,679.9  

(based on theme 
extrapolation) 

Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

                  
3,814.3  

                        
50.6  

                  
2,140.2  

            
155,429.3  

                        
88.5  

                   
1,143.4  

Source: WME calculation  
 
Figure 3.19 illustrates the timing of this evaluation. Overall achieved outputs are 
relatively modest due to the nature of physical regeneration activities. Whilst the 
majority of SEEDA expenditure has been committed, many projects will not see 
tangible outputs (such as jobs, housing and business creation) for several years. In 
this respect Physical Regeneration differs from many other types of RDA 
intervention, such as business support or skills development, where an injection of 
funding usually correlates with the delivery of ‘hard’ outputs.   
 
Figure 3.19: Total achieved and planned outputs – timeline 
 

• 9,800 housing units

• 132 ha remediated 
land

• 11,300 jobs

• 594,000 m2

commercial 
floorspace

• £192m public and 
£2.61bn private sector 
leverage

SEEDA 
Annual 
Investment

Time

Evaluation 
Timing

In
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Total Gross 
Outputs

Net Attributable 
Outputs (02-07)

• 3,750 housing units

• 50 ha remediated land

• 2,150  jobs

• 153,000 m2 commercial 
floorspace

• £88m public and 
£1.14bn private sector 
leverage

 
Source: WME, 2008 
 
Total lifetime gross and net attributable outputs by theme are shown in Figure 3.20. 
As expected, the majority of gross residential units are generated through residential 
schemes such at Rochester Riverside and Queenborough and Rushenden.  
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The fact that SEEDA contributes a relatively small share of the public sector funding 
for these schemes (23% for Rochester and 19% for Q&R), in comparison to 
employment led schemes, actually means that in net terms the latter contributes 
more residential units.  This has a similar impact in terms of net jobs created, with 
73% of the total sourced from employment led schemes and private sector financial 
leverage, with 72% from employment led projects. 
 
Figure 3.20: Total lifetime gross and net attributable outputs by theme 
 

  

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 

  
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Public Realm Gross 
   

-   
   

5.0  
   

1,179.4  
   

17,117.4  
   

8.7  
   

90.3  

 
Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

   
-   

   
1.9  

   
195.2  

   
5,335.7  

   
4.0  

   
44.0  

Residential Led Gross 
   

7,099.0  
   

74.1  
   

3,674.4  
   

408,401.3  
   

104.3  
   

1,443.1  

 
Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

   
1,369.8  

   
16.0  

   
378.3  

   
57,005.3  

   
19.0  

   
275.4  

Employment Led Gross 
   

3,108.3  
   

56.9  
   

6,541.4  
   

192,290.7  
   

84.6  
   

1,146.4  

 
Net attributable to 
SEEDA 2002-07 

   
2,444.5  

   
32.7  

   
1,566.7  

   
93,088.2  

   
65.6  

   
824.0  

Source: WME calculation  
 
A full breakdown of gross and net outputs, and associated additionality factors is 
shown in Appendix 17. 
 

3.8 CONFIDENCE LEVELS 

The major issue in relation to the calculations above is the timing of the evaluation. 
Only 5 of the 12 projects within the sample of the evaluation have reached full output 
stage and this has a serious impact on confidence levels.  
 
Of the £126.6m in-scope spend (2002/3-2006/7), the projects evaluated as part of 
this study cover £80.3m (63.4%). Out of a total of 84 on-site businesses, we have 
consulted with 62 (73.8%). Based on these sample sizes and standard statistical 
guidelines, we can we assume that our findings are accurate to 95% (+/- 7.5%). This, 
however, only relates to realised outputs (including jobs for only five of the sampled 
projects). The confidence level for the work around planned gross, net and net 
attributable planned outputs (i.e. the projections above in Figure 3.20) is low at this 
stage, with uncertainties in relation to the property market making it difficult to 
estimate with any certainty the size and timing of developments. Despite this low 
confidence level, these planned outputs were included to fully reflect the nature and 
potential value of all projects. 
 

3.9 STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE 

A key measure, particularly in the context of the IEF, is assessment of Strategic 
Added Value (SAV) provided by an intervention.  In particular this provides 
qualitative indicators of how an RDA has leveraged funding and influenced partners’ 
and stakeholders’ behaviour, decisions and outcomes in ways that would not 
otherwise have occurred25.   

                                                      
25 Evaluating the impact of England’s Regional Development Agencies: Developing a Methodology and Evaluation 
Framework (DTI, February 2006) 
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First it is necessary to define the RDA’s activities with respect to the initiative being 
evaluated.  In the case of the physical regeneration activities it is evident that the 
main role played by SEEDA (in addition to the actual provision of funding) has been 
to: 

• take the lead role in launching and progressing interventions by providing 
strategic vision and leadership; 

• work closely with project partners to identify and deliver cost effective and 
innovative development solutions; 

• provide operational day-to-day leadership and support by establishing and 
engaging with local partnerships (either formally or informally) and supporting 
the diverse project partners and/or stakeholders to work together to deliver the 
project’s objectives; 

• promote interventions with key project partners, stakeholders and the private 
sector to help build confidence and raise expectations in projects particularly 
requiring strategic vision; and 

• capture additional funding for projects through public and private sector 
channels by effectively selling the intervention’s potential benefits and/or 
working with key partners to remove critical development restrictions.   

It is worth noting that in many instances each ‘category’ of SAV may interlink or cross 
over with another. Despite this, below we have attempted to draw out examples 
where an element of the project demonstrates one or more aspects of SAV, as 
identified in the IEF. 

3.9.1 Strategic leadership and catalyst  

The IEF defines the strategic leadership and catalyst function of SAV as: 

‘Articulating and communicating regional development needs, opportunities 
and solutions to partners and stakeholders in the region and elsewhere’. 

Based on the above definition, SEEDA has demonstrated strategic leadership on a 
consistent basis across all 12 projects within the in-scope sample.  In particular, this 
is evident in terms of the Agency’s catalytic role in the origin of an intervention. This 
includes where SEEDA has identified an opportunity themselves or responded to one, 
which has been aligned with either the Agency’s, or other public sector partner’s own 
strategic objectives.  Having identified the opportunity, the Agency have then used 
their strategic influence to promote and communicate the intervention and 
encourage other partners and stakeholders to get involved and progress the project. 

The following examples appear to demonstrate SEEDAs role in this category.  

Harts Farm Way: following an initial approach by Havant Borough Council (HBC), 
SEEDA provided the strategic leadership to facilitate, through negotiation and 
expertise, the relocation of the Council’s Depot to a site recently been acquired by the 
Agency.  The majority of consultees suggested this would not have been possible 
without SEEDA’s involvement and this intervention was informed by the wider 
strategic objectives of the area, specifically the Broadmarsh Regeneration Strategy. 
During the project, the Agency has also demonstrated continuing leadership. 
SEEDA’s project management team have provided capacity, expertise and advice to 
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project partners to help them address particular difficulties or barriers during this 
project’s implementation.   

Queenborough and Rushenden: this appears to be a particularly good example 
demonstrating SEEDA’s strategic leadership and catalyst. This scheme is a 
particularly complicated one with a number of interlinking elements.  Case paper 
number two provides details of this scheme. In summary, SEEDA identified the area 
as a priority for investment some two years prior to their first acquisition.  After 
SEEDA made an initial acquisition, envisaging some 200 residential units on the site, 
changes in both Local Planning Policy and transportation infrastructure meant a 
much higher order of development for the site was possible. SEEDA led the 
development of a masterplan, alongside project partners Swale BC to crystallise a 
proposed development of some 180,000 m2 commercial floorspace and some 2,000 
residential units. SEEDA subsequently made a series of land acquisitions 
strengthening their position since 2003.     

There are other examples where the business case for SEEDAs investment relied, to a 
greater or lesser extent, on the catalytic effects the investment would generate on the 
local economy. Delays starting on site for many of the projects examined mean we are 
unable to examine this fully. Pertinent examples in this case appear to be Dover Town 
Centre Investment Zone and Margate (M & S site). 

3.9.2 Strategic influence  

The IEF defines the strategic influence function of SAV as: 

‘Carrying out or stimulating activity that defines the distinctive roles of 
partners, gets them to commit to shared strategic objectives and to behave 
and allocate their funds accordingly.’ 

On a number of occasions within the in-scope project sample, WME have found 
evidence of SEEDA exerting its strategic influence to ensure that project partners’ 
roles, responsibilities and expected outputs are agreed, recorded and monitored. In 
many cases this has been through instilling confidence in private sector partners or 
helping to influence central government to accelerate projects. Clearly there are links 
here with the Leverage category below.  

At Elwick Road, Ashford SEEDA have been able to influence the delivery of the 
Growth Area proposals through the acquisition of key sites and ensuring that the 
development is able to support the towns regeneration agenda in a holistic way. We 
also understand that SEEDAs activity has influenced DCLG and English Partnerships 
plans for the town.    

Similarly in the Dover Town Centre Investment Zone, local partners considered 
that SEEDAs activities here, and the relatively advanced stage of the proposals 
provided evidence of local partners ‘ability to deliver’. This in turn supported their 
application for growth point status.   

Additional examples include the Margate Town Centre project. Here SEEDA led 
the establishment of the Margate Renewal Partnership (MRP) in 2006, whose 
membership included Thanet District Council (TDC), Kent County Council (KCC) 
Government Office for the South East (GOSE), EP, The Arts Council, and English 
Heritage.  

A different, slightly less structured approach was adopted in the successful 
redevelopment of the Frater Gate Business Park in Gosport, where, rather than 
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establish a formal partnership with Gosport Borough Council (GBC) and Hampshire 
County Council (HCC), SEEDA worked closely with the project partners to deliver the 
necessary planning consents to take forward the site.  

3.9.3 Leverage 

The IEF defines the leverage function of SAV as: 

Providing financial and other incentives to mobilise partner and stakeholder 
resources – equipment as well as funding. 

The in-scope sample of projects has demonstrated significant evidence of SEEDA 
mobilising partner and stakeholder financial resources to progress a number of the 
projects.  In total, gross leveraged expenditure totalled £120-130m from the public 
sector and £110-118m from the private sector. These ultimately translate into net 
leverage attributable to SEEDA of some £78-87m (private) of which £56-64m relates 
to the in-scope period, and £38-40m (public) of which £32-34m relates to the in-
scope period. 

An example of private sector leverage relates to the Ropetackle project in 
Shoreham-by-Sea, where SEEDA led the formation of a Joint Venture (JV) with 
Berkeley Homes to redevelop the waterfront location, which had been derelict for 35 
years.  The successful JV levered some £40 million of private sector investment from 
the developer.   

The Rochester Riverside project provides an instance of where SEEDA has been 
able to lever in public sector funding.  In this case this project will, once developed 
release an important strategic site for residential development in the Thames 
Gateway. Consultation indicated that some £38 million DCLG funding was 
contingent if SEEDA had invested both expertise and funds, and were leading 
delivery26. This investment enabled partners to remediate the land and install 
essential, and costly, flood defences. 

3.9.4 Synergy  

The IEF defines the synergy function of SAV as: 

‘Using organisational capacity, knowledge and expertise to improve 
information exchange and knowledge transfer and coordination and/or 
integration of the design and delivery of interventions between partners’ 

WME’s assessment of the in-scope sample projects highlighted a number of good 
examples showing synergies between interventions and of knowledge transfer.  For 
example, in the Queenborough and Rushenden project, the combined 
investment of SEEDA and DCLG and the project management and technical expertise 
of the delivery team, led a series of separate negotiations to enable the development 
of the Rushenden relief road. This would, in turn release capacity at a nearby site, 
Neats Court. This site would support a large amount of new employment, an 
important element of the proposed new community. 

A further example of SEEDA using its capacity to facilitate synergetic impact relates 
to the Former J&J site where the Agency played a significant role in improving the 
traffic management with the Highways Agency and thereby unlocking some critically 
important additional land for Phase II of the development.  Again expertise from 

                                                      
26 Direct quote from DCLG 
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within SEEDA was used to present an argument for the intervention, which is looking 
to create a significant impact on local commercial activities.  

The Margate Town Centre scheme, although currently suffering from current market 
conditions, nevertheless provides a good example of synergy between partners. Here 
activities were initially driven by the intention of leveraging over £2 million in 
Objective Two funding into the project. Various factors resulted in this not being 
realised, although this funding was captured elsewhere in Margate and Thanet. 
Despite this the project had a clearly articulated role in relation to the work of the 
Margate Renewal Partnership, and in relation to various other schemes in Margate, 
supporting its wider repositioning.          

3.9.5 Engagement  

The IEF defines the engagement function of SAV as: 

‘Setting up the mechanisms and incentives for more effective and 
deliberative engagement of stakeholders in the design and delivery of 
regional and sub-regional priorities and programmes.’ 

Nearly all consultees interviewed were satisfied with the level of engagement that 
SEEDA had delivered during the projects to date. 

A particularly good example, relates to the Queenborough and Rushenden 
project. In this instance consultees stated that one of the strongest elements of the 
project related to the way the community were consulted and engaged during the 
development of the sites masterplan. This has been recognised by the British Urban 
Regeneration Association (BURA). In both quantitative and qualitative terms the 
community engagement programme is perceived to have been effective.  In addition, 
various partners routed funding to support the employment of a community 
engagement officer. Simultaneously, SEEDA purchased a vacant site as part of a 
series of site acquisitions for the scheme. This facilitated the community engagement 
process, by providing a permanent base for this activity enabling community facilities 
(such as a boxing club and basic skills provision) to be delivered from the site. It also 
furthered SEEDA position in relation to the public sector control over the wider site.  
 

3.10 CONTRIBUTION TO RES OBJECTIVES 

SEEDA’s RES (2002-2012) identified a number of key parts of the region that 
required specific physical regeneration policies.  Figure 3.21, sets out those policy 
requirements and how the Agency’s physical regeneration activities have contributed 
to addressing them. 
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Figure 3.21: RES (2002-2012) policy requirements and SEEDA’s physical 
regeneration activities contribution 

Location with 
the region 

Policy 
requirement 

In-scope physical regeneration activities contribution 

The Thames 
Gateway 

to release the area’s 
potential to make a 
vital and major 
contribution to the 
growth of the regional 
economy and the 
enhancement of its 
environment 

SEEDA have already made a lasting tangible economic impact in 
the Thames Gateway through the successful delivery of the 
Chatham Maritime project (evaluated separately).  

As an area of growth and higher than average economic 
performance, residential developments have been earmarked as 
crucial and are the basis of those projects examined as part of 
this study. There is sufficient anecdotal evidence to suggest that 
the Rochester Riverside and Queenborough and Rushenden 
projects will be delivered in line with plans, creating 3,750 gross 
new homes and 1,750 gross new jobs. Of these, 650 homes and 
125 jobs are directly attributable to SEEDA’s investment in 
2002/3 – 2006/7.  

Priority Areas 
for Economic 
Regeneration 

to tackle deprivation 
in order to achieve 
social inclusion, raise 
overall economic 
performance and 
reduce disparities in 
prosperity across the 
region 

SEEDA have tackled those areas with highest deprivation in the 
South East, the Kent and Sussex coastlines with a number of 
public realm and mixed use schemes. Two of these, in Hastings 
and the East Kent Coalfields, have been evaluated separately. 
This study has covered major public realm schemes in Margate 
and Dover, both focused on revitalising tired town centres with 
major mixed use schemes. Whilst both of these are at an early 
stage they have the potential of contributing towards social 
inclusion and overall economic performance. SEEDA have also 
been particularly prominent in the formation of local strategic 
partnerships; the Margate Renewal Partnership and Dover Pride. 

In Shoreham-by-Sea, SEEDA’s involvement in the Ropetackle 
project has led to the creation of 155 gross and 63 net 
attributable (02-07) jobs. Over 3,000m2 of commercial 
floorspace (accommodating 36 small businesses) and 140 
housing units have been created (including 40 affordable units). 
As yet this has not contributed to an improvement in local 
deprivation, with the IMD suggesting that Shoreham is more 
deprived now than was the case in 2001. 

The Western 
Policy Area 

to build on existing 
economic strengths in 
order to achieve 
sustainable growth 
with minimum 
additional pressures 
on labour and land 

All six of the sampled Hampshire and Isle of Wight projects are 
employment focused, falling into line with the needs of the 
Western Policy area. Across these, 850 gross and 240 net 
attributable jobs have already been created, mostly in light 
industrial, warehousing and distribution. Over £20m of gross 
(£10m net) private sector investment has been levered to date. 

Looking forward, the sampled projects have the potential to 
create up to 2,800 gross jobs (over 700 of which are attributable 
to the relevant SEEDA spend). 

Potential 
Growth Areas 

to concentrate growth 
at Ashford and Milton 
Keynes in a 
sustainable and 
planned way 

Only one sampled project, Elwick Road, falls within the potential 
growth areas of the South East as per the 2002 RES. This project 
is at an early stage, but is expected to generate almost 400 
housing units, 600 jobs and 12,000m2 of commercial floor space 
(all in gross terms). Approximately 250 of these jobs will be 
directly attributable to relevant SEEDA spend. 

Source: WME, 2008  
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The RES documents two specific aims which are of particular importance in relation 
to physical regeneration in coastal areas:  

• Ensure that sufficient employment land is provided through redevelopment 
of brownfield land and refurbishment of existing stock, to provide new and 
flexible employment space; and 

• Invest in the long term sustainable growth of key ports, particularly the 
major ports of Southampton, Portsmouth, Dover and Thamesport and 
explore future prospects for smaller ports, such as Shoreham and 
Newhaven. 

The majority of in-scope projects have demonstrated a wider strategic fit which has 
been driven by (and is consistent with) the objectives as of the 2006-2016 RES.  This 
was particularly the case in projects where the Agency has made a strategic decision 
to invest in a particular geography over a sustained period.  All twelve sampled 
projects fit, in part, the first RES objective, around employment land, and ten of the 
twelve are in the vicinity of key ports (Ashford and Margate being the exceptions). 
However, the timing to this evaluation is such that it is impossible to determine 
whether some or all projects will deliver against their own objectives and the wider 
strategic objectives within the RES. 
 
In addition to the RES documentation, SEEDA’s physical regeneration activities were 
also required to address the policy requirements of the two relevant corporate plans, 
specifically: SEEDA Corporate Plan 2005-2008; and SEEDA Corporate Plan 2008-
2011.  Figures 3.22 and 3.23 set out the key policy commitments – relating to 
Sustainable Communities and Enabling Infrastructure and Development contained in 
these Corporate Plans and how the Agency’s physical regeneration activities have 
contributed to addressing them. 

Figure 3.22: SEEDA’s Corporate Plan (2005-2008) Sustainable Communities 
commitments and SEEDA’s physical regeneration activities contribution 

SEEDA’s Sustainable Communities 
policy commitments 

In-scope physical regeneration activities 
contribution 

An action plan to use the Agency’s strategic 
direct development as a catalyst for the 
progressive regeneration of the coastal towns, 
to transform their image and reality, from 
Cowes and Shoreham in the west, to Margate 
and Medway in the east. 
 

The coastal theme is central to the sampled projects 
(and reflects the wider population). Ten of the 12 
sampled projects are located on or very close to the 
coast (Ryde and Ashford being the exceptions). Some 
interventions, such as Dover and Margate, have a town 
centre image focus, whilst others, such as East Cowes 
and Harts Farm Way, have focused on adding to the 
employment prospects of coastal locations. 

Continued support for the Hastings & Bexhill 
regeneration plan, as a leading exemplar of 
coastal town renewal. 
 

We understand that SEEDA’s interventions in Hastings 
are extensive and have contributed significantly to the 
local economy. This is, however, included in a different 
evaluation. 

Delivering residential and mixed use 
development as part of building new 
sustainable communities in the Growth Areas 
in Thames Gateway Kent and Ashford as well 
as with our partners in Milton Keynes and 
Aylesbury. 
 

Two of the projects sampled as part of this evaluation 
are focused on the Thames Gateway, the Rochester 
Riverside and Queenborough and Rushenden 
initiatives. Responding to the local need for quality 
housing and associated facilities, these are residential 
driven schemes designed to integrate with existing 
communities. In the case of Q&R, an additional 
objective involved integrating existing but isolated 
communities and enhance local sustainability by linking 
with new local employment sites.   

 Source: WME, 2008 
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Figure 3.23: SEEDA’s Corporate Plan (2008-2011) Enabling Infrastructure and 
Development commitments and SEEDA’s physical regeneration activities 
contribution 

Enabling Infrastructure and 
Development commitments 

In-scope physical regeneration activities 
contribution 

Address market failure, particularly in 
relation to the provision of infrastructure, the 
economic development of disadvantaged 
areas and mitigating and adapting to climate 
change. 

The kinds of market failure addressed, or in the process 
of being addressed within the project sample include: 
 
• Market failures with public realm goods being 

underprovided by the private sector and requiring 
public resources – this is particularly evident in 
some of the more deprived parts of the region; or  

 
• Market failures occurring in relation to co-

ordination of partners, difficulties or unforeseen 
costs encountered in land assembly, developer’s 
perception of risk and ultimately the economic 
viability of schemes.  

 
Invest in fewer, larger critical projects to 
deliver transformational developments that 
meet local priorities and influence the wider 
market, particularly in encouraging and 
demonstrating sustainable design and 
construction. 

Many of the projects that were funded early in the 
relevant spend period and have generated significant 
outputs to date, such as Ropetackle, Ryde and Harts 
Farm Way, are relatively small in comparison to some 
of the later interventions, involving a typical spend of 
less than £5m. Recent Projects such as Woolston, 
Rochester Riverside and East Cowes, where investment 
has taken place over the past 2-3 years, each involve 
SEEDA investments of £15m or more. This 
demonstrates the change in the scale of projects in 
which SEEDA is involved: overall the projects 
categorised as ‘early’ average £5.2m of investment, 
whilst those categorised at late average £8.7m of 
investment. It is also a reason why the realised outputs 
are small in comparison to the large planned outputs 
across the project sample and wider population. 

Address barriers to delivery as a key part of 
SEEDA’s enabling role.  This will involve 
working with partners including the Regional 
Transport and Housing Boards, the Homes 
and Communities Agency, Local Authorities, 
the South East Regional Improvement and 
Efficiency Partnership and the private sector. 

Based on the projects within the sample, SEEDA are 
actively engaging with a vast number of partners and 
local stakeholders. At almost every project the Local 
Authority is or has been involved. There are examples of 
coordination and delivery with the Highways Agency 
(Harts Farm Way, Former J&J), with central 
Government (EP, DCLG) (Rochester, East Cowes, 
Woolston).  
 
In many cases SEEDA has been instrumental in 
bringing stakeholders together (e.g. Rochester, Q&R, 
Dover, Margate, Woolston, Ropetackle).  

Seek the Secretary of State’s confirmation to 
use Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) 
powers to facilitate regeneration interventions 
if deemed necessary. 

SEEDA became the first RDA to use powers of CPO at 
Ropetackle in May 2001. It has not had to use these on 
any of the other sampled projects to date.  

Source: WME, 2008 
 
SEEDA’s Corporate Plans for 2002-04  and 2003-06 were written in the context of a 
forthcoming review of the RES (2002-2012) and were designed to set out more fully 
the implications of the Single Pot agenda. The nine priority regeneration areas were 
set out in the Plan (Thames Gateway Kent; East Kent – including the former East 
Kent Coalfield; Channel Corridor; Coastal East Sussex; Brighton and Hove; Coastal 
West Sussex; Portsmouth and South East Hampshire;  Southampton; and the Isle of 
Wight) are clearly reflected in the projects being evaluated as part of this exercise.  
There is a definite geographical focus on these parts of the region, as illustrated in 
this documents and in the other IEF compliant evaluations being undertaken in 
Hastings, Chatham and the Kent Coalfields. Similarly the Corporate Plans emphasise 
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the importance of Area Investment Frameworks and relevant Local Strategic 
Partnerships (LSPs) in each of these priority regeneration areas. The evidence 
collected as part of this evaluation suggests that collaboration has indeed been strong 
and that physical regeneration activities have been linked in with other SEEDA 
activities.   
 

3.11 VALUE FOR MONEY AND BENCHMARKING  

There are two ways of looking at value for money. First, an examination of actual 
measured outputs and impacts, and second is an assessment of the expected lifetime 
impacts of SEEDA’s investment, which can be conducted on a population and theme 
level. A benchmarking exercise for those projects that have created net jobs, and for 
the projections for this output, is also included. 
 
3.11.1 Actual spend and measured impacts  

Given the range of outputs created by the in-scope projects, it is appropriate to make 
a ‘basket of outputs’ approach to value for money. 

This is illustrated in Figure 3.24 below. 
 
Figure 3.24: Achieved outputs per £1m of SEEDA investment 
 
 Total Population £1m of investment is worth… 
 Gross Net attributable to 

SEEDA in 02-07 
Gross Net attributable to 

SEEDA in 02-07 
Relevant spend £126.6m 
Jobs 1,606 320 12.7 2.5 
Remediated land 91 ha 22 ha 0.72 ha 0.17 ha 
Private sector leverage £113.5m £59.5m  £0.90m £0.47m  
Public sector leverage £125.5m £33m £0.99m £0.26m 
Commercial floorspace 39,700m2 11,350m2 313.6m2 89.7m2 
Housing Units 232 170 1.8 1.3 
Source: WME, 2008 
 
Based on an attributable annual GVA impact of £6.9m, £1m of SEEDA investment 
has so far created £54.5k of annual GVA. 
 

3.11.2 Expected lifetime impacts of investments  

Adopting a similar ‘basket of outputs’ approach to expected lifetime investments, 
£1m of SEEDA’s investment equates to 17 net jobs, 0.4 ha of remediated land, £9m in 
private sector leverage, 1,200m2 of commercial floorspace and just short of 10 
housing units. 

This is illustrated in Figure 3.25 below. 
 
Figure 3.25: Lifetime outputs per £1m of SEEDA investment 
 
 Total Population £1m of investment is worth… 
 Gross Net attributable to 

SEEDA in 02-07 
Gross Net attributable to 

SEEDA in 02-07 
Relevant spend £126.6m 
Jobs 11,300 2,150 89.2 17.0 
Remediated land 132 ha 50 ha 1.04 ha 0.39 ha 
Private sector leverage £2,610m £1,140m £20.6m £9m 
Public sector leverage £192m £88m £1.52m £0.70m 
Commercial floorspace 594,000m2 153,000m2 4,691m2 1,208m2 
Housing Units 9,800 3,750 77.4 9.5 
Source: WME, 2008 
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Based on an attributable annual GVA impact of £46.4m (realised plus planned), £1m 
of SEEDA investment is forecast to create £366k of annual GVA. 

3.11.3 Cost per job benchmarking  
 
A simple cost per job comparison at project, then at population level is shown for 
achieved in figure 3.26, and then at population level for lifetime outputs, along side 
some benchmark measures, in figure 3.27. 
 
Five projects within the study sample have generated 201 jobs at an average cost per 
jobs of approximately £107,000. This is expensive in comparison to comparable 
projects around the region and to the EP benchmark figure, but must be caveated by 
the fact that some of these projects are still planned to deliver further outputs. 
Including the 154.8 additional planned jobs across these sites, the cost per job would 
decrease to £35,700, which falls into line with the best available benchmark 
(Hastings) and is better than EP benchmark. 
 
Examining the projected employment creation in more detail, the average cost per 
job across all projects is £59,000, but this includes public realm and residential led 
schemes. Removing these, the cost per net job falls to £49,000, again comparable 
with EP’s benchmark and other peer projects. 
 
Figure 3.26: Cost per net attributable job analysis – realised outputs 
 
Project Relevant spend 

(£m) 
Net jobs 
attributable to 
SEEDA in 02-07 

Cost/job 

3. Ropetackle, Shoreham27 2.9 48.5 £59,736 
8. Former J&J site, Cosham28 0.4 1.8 £217,053 
10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, Gosport 2.2 42.9 £51,316 
11. Ryde Business Park 0.3 54.0 £5,556 
13. Project Cowes, East Cowes29 15.9 54.2 £293,551 
These Five Projects 21.7 201.4 £107,732 
All in-scope projects 126.6 320 £395,625 
Source: WME, 2008 
 

Figure 3.27: Cost per net attributable job analysis – lifetime outputs 
 
 Relevant spend 

(£m) 
Net jobs 
attributable to 
SEEDA in 02-07 

Cost/job Estimated GVA by 
theme attributable 
to SEEDA in 02-07 
(£m) 

Annual GVA 
to £1m 
SEEDA 
spend (£m) 

Public realm 15.1 200 £75,500 4.3 0.28 
Residential led 34.1 380 £89,737 8.2 0.24 
Employment led 77.4 1,570 £49,299 33.8 0.44 
All projects 126.6 2,150 £58,883 46.4 0.37 

Creative Media Centre / Innovation Centre (Hastings) £34,549   
Kent Coalfields £47,747   
English Partnerships benchmark £42,000   
Source: WME calculation plus other relevant evaluations and EP 
 
An aspect to this which has not been considered during this evaluation is the quality 
of jobs that have been created through SEEDA’s investments. Anecdotal evidence 
within the Agency has suggested that SEEDA targets higher quality jobs than some 
peer organisations. The data to substantiate or disprove this is, however, not 
available. 
 

                                                      
27 A further 110 gross jobs are planned at Ropetackle (34.5 net attributable) 
28 A further 350 gross jobs are planned at the former J&J site (4.1 net attributable) 
29 A further 596 gross jobs are planned at Project Cowes (116.2 net attributable) 
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3.11.4 Treatment of realised receipts  
 
Whilst this evaluation has examined spend for the period 2002/3 to 2006/7, there 
are three sampled projects where significant net outputs have been achieved, where 
receipts have been made from land sales. It is important to contextualise the value for 
money assessments made above with this data, and include an assessment of full 
lifetime net costs and net attributable benefits. 
 
This analysis is shown in Figure 3.28 below. 
 
Figure 3.28: Full lifetime net attributable costs for projects with land receipts 
 
Project Total spend to end 

FY2007/08 
Land 
Receipts 

Net  
Lifetime 
Spend 

Net attributable 
jobs (all years) 
created 

Cost / job created 

 To 
07/08 

Future Total To 
07/08 

Future Total  Achieved Lifetime Achieved Lifetime 

3. 
Ropetackle, 
Shoreham 

3.8 0.1 3.9 1.4 2.4 3.6 0.3 63.6 108.7 £4,717 £2,760 

8. Former 
J&J site, 
Cosham 

4.6 1.2 5.8 4.0 - 4.0 1.8 21.1 68.3 £85,308 £26,354 

10. Frater 
Gate Royal 
Navy, 
Gosport 

3.9 - 3.9 1.2 2.4 3.6 0.3 76.0 76.0 £3,947 £3,947 

Source: WME, 2008 
 
This analysis further demonstrates the importance of the timing of this evaluation. 
Incorporating lifetime net spend by including land sales significantly reduces the cost 
per job created to well below the benchmarks described in section 3.11.3. This 
exercise has not been undertaken for any of the projects where land receipts are 
forecast due to lack of rigorous projections. Evaluations taking place in the future, 
where more projects are at a mature stage, will be able to incorporate real land 
receipt data across SEEDA’s programme, which will clearly improve the value for 
money metrics.   
 
3.11.5 Including planned receipts  
 
The final step in the process to understand possible project lifecycle value for money 
is the incorporation of planned receipts. In the absence of more accurate projects, the 
SEEDA asset valuation has been used as an estimate of future land and property 
receipts from projects. The impact of including these is shown in Figure 3.29 below. 
 
Figure 3.29: Full lifetime net vfm including planned receipts 
 
Project Total spend  Land and property 

Receipts 
Net 
SEEDA 
Spend 

Net Jobs 
Attributable 
to SEEDA 
(achieved 
+planned) 

Estimated 
Lifetime 
cost/job 

 To 
FY07/8 

Future Total Achieved Planned Total  £m  

1. Rochester 
Riverside 13.5 6.2 19.7 - 5 5 14.7 71.2 £206,461 
2. Queenborough 
& Rushenden 5.5 3.7 9.2 - 4.2 4.2 5 79.3 £63,052 
3. Ropetackle, 
Shoreham 3.8 0.1 3.9 1.4 2.4 3.6 0.3 108.8 £2,757 
5. Elwick Road, 
Ashford 6.3 1 7.3 - 1.2 1.2 6.1 181.3 £33,646 
6. Dover Town 
Investment Zone 7.7 - 7.7 - 1.4 1.4 6.3 200.9 £31,359 
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7. Margate Town 
Centre 5.8 0.6 6.4 - - - 6.4 0 - 
8. Former J&J 
site, Cosham 4.6 1.2 5.8 4 - 4 1.8 68.4 £26,316 
9. Harts Farm 
Way, Havant 8.2 0.1 8.3 - 1.5 1.5 6.8 183.4 £37,077 
10. Frater Gate 
Royal Navy, 
Gosport 3.9 - 3.9 1.2 2.4 3.6 0.3 76 £3,947 
11. Ryde Business 
Park 0.3 - 0.3 - - - 0.3 54 £5,556 
12. Woolston 
Riverside, 
Southampton 22.8 8.1 30.9 - 20 20 10.9 513.5 £21,227 
13. Project Cowes, 
East Cowes 16.5 - 16.5 - 15.8 15.8 0.7 178.9 £3,913 
 98.9 21 119.9 6.6 53.9 60.3 59.6 1715.7 £34,738 
Source: Agresso / SEEDA Asset Register, 2008 
 
This analysis suggests that the average cost per net job across the sampled projects 
could be £34,738 once future spend and receipts have been taken into account. 
Adopting a similar approach to 3.11.1 and 3.11.2, Figure 3.30 estimates the net 
‘basket’ of outputs generated by SEEDA, should all projected outputs and planned 
land receipts be realised. This makes the assumption that total land receipts are 
extrapolated to the population level at the same rate at outputs (using a 154.8/98.9 
factor in line with the sample total spend as a proportion of total spend across the 
population30). 
 
Figure 3.30: Lifetime outputs per £1m of SEEDA investment including all land 
receipts 
 
 Total Population £1m of investment is worth… 
 Gross Net attributable to 

SEEDA (all years) 
Gross Net attributable to 

SEEDA (all years) 
Estimated lifetime total 
SEEDA gross spend in 
population 

£187.7m 

Estimated lifetime total 
receipts 

£94.4m** 

Estimated total SEEDA 
net lifetime spend 

£93.3m 

Jobs 11,300 2,690 121.1 28.8 
Remediated land 132 ha 62ha 1.4ha 0.7ha 
Private sector leverage £2,610m £1,292m  £28.0m £13.8m 
Public sector leverage £192m £98m £2.1m £1.1m 
Commercial floorspace 594,000m2 188,000m2 6,367m2 2,015m2 
Housing Units 9,800 4,250 105 46 
Source: WME, 2008 
* Estimates future spend in line with sample i.e. 154.8 x (119.9/98.9) 
**Estimates future receipts across population i.e. (154.8/98.9) x £60.3m 
 
Based on this analysis, over the lifetime of the project, and assuming that SEEDA’s 
projected land receipts are realised, £1m of SEEDA spend is worth: 
 

• 121 gross or 29 net attributable jobs 
• 1.4 ha of gross or 0.7 ha of net attributable remediated land 
• £28.0m of gross or £13.8m of net attributable private sector leverage 
• £2.1m of gross or £1.1m of net attributable public sector leverage 
• 6,400m2 of gross or 2,000m2 of net attributable commercial floorspace 
• 105 gross or 46 net attributable housing units. 

 

                                                      
30 Note that this is the best available grossing up methodology given that future spend for projects 
outside the sample is an unknown. An assumption has therefore been made that these follow the same 
pattern as sampled projects. 
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This estimated ‘basket’ of outputs should be heavily caveated in that the economy is 
in a state of financial uncertainty and land and property values have decreased 
significantly in recent times. 
 
3.11.6 Value for money summary  
 
There are three levels of confidence we can place on this value for money analysis, 
which are aligned to the quality and reliability of the data available. These are defined 
as follows: 
 
VfM1 (low uncertainty) =  

Net attributable benefits achieved during relevant period  
relevant period spend – relevant period receipts 

 
 
VfM2 (medium uncertainty) =  

Net attributable benefits achieved (relevant period) + expected (attributable to relevant spend period) 
relevant period spend – relevant period receipts 

 
VfM3 (high uncertainty) =  

Net attributable lifetime benefits 
full lifetime spend – full lifetime receipts 

 
Using the data collected and shown throughout section 3 of this report, these VfM 
estimations are: 
 
VfM1 (low uncertainty) =  £6.9m / (£126.6 –(£5.6m x 100/63.4*)) = £0.06m   of 
annual GVA per £1m SEEDA expenditure 
 
VfM2 (medium uncertainty) = (£6.9m + £39.5m) / (£126.6 – (£5.6m x 100/63.4*)) = 
£0.40m of annual GVA per £1m SEEDA expenditure 
 
VfM3 (high uncertainty) =  (2,690 total net attributable jobs x £21,514 GVA per job) / 
(£187.7m - £94.4m) =  £0.62m  of annual GVA per £1m SEEDA expenditure 
 
* Note that this grosses up known receipts of £5.6m to the wider population. 
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4. CONCLUSIONS & 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
This section summarises the evaluation findings, highlights key 
lessons learned and makes recommendations to optimise impact 
moving forward. 
4.1 ADDRESSING KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

Figure 4.1, below, provides a response to each of the IEF evaluation questions, as 
evidenced by the information presented in this document. 

Figure 4.1: Key evaluation questions 

Key evaluation area Extent to which this has been achieved 

The intervention rationale 
has been achieved 

 

 

 

 

 

The objectives have been 
achieved 

Given the early nature of this evaluation within the life cycle of a number of 
these interventions, it is problematic for the evaluator to make a firm overall 
assessment of whether the project’s intervention rationale has been achieved.  
However, it is possible to confirm that each individual project has been 
developed in the context of SEEDA (and the Agency’s project partners) wider 
strategic priorities and rationale.  A further factor which is important to 
consider relates to the direction of the market, which has a significant role to 
play in the timing of project outputs.  

 

Examining those projects that are close to completion, it is possible to say 
that they have had an economic bearing on their local communities in terms 
of job creation and safeguarding. The five projects that have created net 
employment have generated 422 net jobs, and across the population, SEEDA 
can be credited with 271 net jobs, of which 201 apply to spending between 
2002/3 and 2006/7. High level estimates based on future projected outputs 
suggest that 2,150 net jobs could be attributable to SEEDA through 
investments made in the in-scope period. 

 

The contracted outputs have 
been delivered 

Over the five year evaluation period, SEEDA have achieved a mixed 
performance in terms of delivering against contracted outputs (i.e. those 
projected outputs approved within the original business case appraisal 
documentation). Many projects are now behind the schedule originally set 
out in project appraisal documents (e.g. Rochester, Margate), but in several 
cases it is far too early to make a judgement as to whether contracted outputs 
will be achieved.  

There are instances where SEEDA’s output performance has exceeded its 
original targets.  For example, the Former J&J site, where the original Form 
A1 targets for land reclamation and commercial floor space were eventually 
exceeded. 

Outputs versus original targets for the five projects that have created net jobs 
are shown below: 

 Case Paper 
projections 

Actual Gross 
(Net 
attributable 
02-07) 

Future 
Planned 
Gross 

Frater Gate 300 indirect new 
jobs created / 
retained  

186 (76) - 

Ropetackle 100 new jobs 142 (55) 110 
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Key evaluation area Extent to which this has been achieved 

Ryde Business 
Park 

None stated 241 (54) - 

East Cowes 200 jobs created or 
safeguarded31 

273 (54) 596 

 

Timing remains an issue here, with many of the jobs still not yet realised, but 
the overall picture, with the exception of Frater Gate, is one where case paper 
projections have or are being achieved. 

 

The gross and net outputs 
are attributable to SEEDA 

The analysis is set out in section 3.4.2 illustrates the proportion of outputs 
attributable to SEEDA, and in 3.4.3, to the relevant time period. For the five 
projects that have achieved tangible economic impacts, the majority of 
outputs are attributable to SEEDA (including 64% of jobs for example). For 
other outputs the mix is less SEEDA focused, and across the entire sample 
approximately 52% of public sector spend originates from SEEDA. Our 
analysis suggests that of the estimated annual GVA of £239.6m, should all 
projects continue as planned, £46.4m will be attributable to SEEDA for 
spend for the period 2002/3-2006/7.   

Delivery has been effective, 
economic and efficient 

Effective 

Section 3.9 outlines the effectiveness of SEEDA’s delivery against a number 
of SAV criteria. SEEDA has demonstrated strategic leadership across all 
sampled projects and encouraged other partners and stakeholders to work 
together to meet the common goal. The Agency has repeatedly demonstrated 
the provision of strategic in-project leadership, whereby SEEDA’s project 
management team have provided capacity, expertise and advice to project 
partners to help them address particular difficulties or barriers during a 
project’s implementation.   

Economic 

Gross and net outputs are presented in Sections 3 above.  Estimates suggest 
that SEEDA’s regeneration activities have created an annual gross GVA 
impact of £39.5m and £6.9m attributable to SEEDA spend between 2002/3 
and 2006/7. This low figure is a reflection of the timing of this evaluation 
with many of the in-scope projects still at an early stage of the project 
lifecycle. Our forecasting suggests that, should existing projects continue and 
achieve planned outputs, then the value to regional GVA could be £239.5m, 
with £46.4m attributable to the Agency’s spend in the relevant years.  In 
addition, the in-scope sample of projects has demonstrated significant 
evidence of SEEDA mobilising partner and stakeholder financial resources to 
progress a number of the projects.   

Efficient 

The strength of SEEDA’s technical team has been consistently highlighted 
during the evaluations consultation exercise.  The in-scope sample projects 
highlighted a number of good examples of positive synergetic effects of 
SEEDA project management team’s knowledge transfer of the Agency’s 
knowledge and expertise.  However, there have been a number of factors 
which have impacted on SEEDA’s ability to efficiently deliver its physical 
regeneration activities during the evaluation period.  For example, it appears 
that SEEDA’s technical team is faced by challenges to deliver its current 
project portfolio with a relatively small group of professionals spread thinly 
across the region.  In addition, the detrimental impact of key project 
managers leaving the Agency should not be underestimated.   

  

The intervention has 
contributed to RES 
objectives and other key 
targets 

The interventions contribution to the RES objectives is discussed in section 
3.10 above. Most projects within the scope of the sample have demonstrated 
a wider strategic fit which has been driven by and is consistent with the 
above objectives as per the 2002-12 and 2006-2016 RES, and associated 
Corporate Plans.  This was particularly the case in projects where the Agency 
has made a strategic decision to invest in a particular geography over a 

                                                      
31 Revised to 596 in subsequent BPP project appraisal 
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Key evaluation area Extent to which this has been achieved 

sustained period.  The timing of this evaluation, however, is such that it is 
impossible to determine whether some or all projects will deliver against 
their own objectives and the wider strategic objectives within the RES. 

The net outputs translated 
into outcomes 

Those net outputs that would have a demonstrable impact on the local and 
regional economies, both within the project sample and subsequently the 
extrapolation (i.e. 271 net jobs) are sufficiently low as to not translate into a 
causal macro-economic impact.  The economic value of these jobs is 
estimated at £8.2m.  

What is the VFM of the 
programmes/projects as a 
whole against the available 
benchmarks? 

VFM is described in section 3.11. The five projects within the study sample 
that have generated jobs have done so at an average £107,000 per job. This is 
high in comparison to comparable projects around the region and to the EP 
benchmark figure, but must be caveated by the fact that some of these 
projects are still planned to deliver further outputs. Including the 154.8 
additional planned jobs across these sites, the cost per job would decrease to 
£35,700, which falls into line with the best available benchmark (Hastings) 
and is better than EP benchmark. 
 

Including planned jobs, the average cost per job across all projects is 
£59,000. Removing public realm and residential led schemes, which create 
jobs but also focus on other outputs, the cost per net job falls to £49,000, 
comparable with EP’s benchmark (£42,000) and other peer projects (such as 
East Kent Coalfields at £47,747 per job). 
 

Using project case papers and SEEDA asset valuations as a proxy for future 
receipts, the average cost per net job across the sampled projects is estimated 
at £34,738 – this is significant better than the benchmarked described above 
but does depend on receipts being realised. 
 
Section 3.11.6 summarises the vfm arguments in three levels of confidence: 
 
VfM1 (low uncertainty) = £0.06m  of annual GVA per £1m SEEDA 
expenditure 
 
VfM2 (medium uncertainty) = £0.40m of annual GVA per £1m SEEDA 
expenditure 
 
VfM3 (high uncertainty) =  £0.62m  of annual GVA per £1m SEEDA 
expenditure 
  

What has worked well and 
not so well and what lessons 
can be learnt? 

A number of key lessons have emerged from this evaluation, specifically: 

• the importance of establishing in detail how any unexpected costs will be 
shared amongst project partners prior to the project commencing. 

• the importance of community engagement (up to and beyond the 
development of a scheme) to ensure that the local community are 
amongst those who benefit from the project. 

• the need to take a pragmatic approach to project delivery to ensure that 
the interventions objectives are achieved.  For example, the introduction 
of a phased approach if the project is not feasible in its entirety. 

• the possibility to leverage previous regeneration projects within the 
locality of the intervention.  For example, the successful Gosport 
Business Centre, adjacent to the Frater Gate Business Park.  

These are listed in full in sections 4.2 and 4.3 below. 

Have programme/partner 
inputs and outputs been 
delivered to target in terms 
of volume and quality and by 
target beneficiaries and 
location? 

The timing of this evaluation means that many projects have not yet reached 
the stage of full output generation. The case papers detail progress against 
original timing expectations, and the property market downturn and cooling 
interest from developers have slowed down progress on many projects, such 
as Rochester, Q&R, Margate, Dover, Woolston, East Cowes and Harts Farm 
Way. 

In many cases the planned outputs outlined as section 3 have been taken 
from project approval documentation, so this illustrates as-is plans. 
Employment related outputs versus targets for relevant projects are shown 
earlier in this table.   
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Key evaluation area Extent to which this has been achieved 

Have partner contributions 
been as intended and how 
have they performed against 
targets? 

During the course of data collection, no evidence has been collected to 
suggest that any of the in-scope projects have been delayed or suspended due 
to a lack of public sector partner contributions.  

The recent downturn in the commercial property market has slowed several 
projects – partly because of developer interest. These include Margate, where 
the project is on hold pending a new round of developer competition, and at 
East Cowes and Woolston, where on each occasion developers have pulled 
out due to funding contraints. 

Source: WME, 2008 

4.2 KEY FINDINGS 

4.2.1 Overview 
 
The lessons emerging from this evaluation must be heavily caveated due to the timing 
of the exercise. Of the 12 projects that formed the sample for evaluation, only five 
were at a stage where employment related outputs had been realised, and many were 
at an early stage in terms of the typical physical regeneration lifecycle. For many 
projects it is close to impossible for the evaluator to make a judgement call on 
‘success’ or ‘failure’ and the impact of the long term nature of physical regeneration 
should not be discounted. 
 
4.2.2 Quantitative headlines 
 
From a quantitative perspective, in-scope SEEDA physical regeneration projects 
accounted for £126.6m of spend in the period 2002/3 to 2006/7 and it is estimated 
achieved the following net core attributable outputs: 
 
• The creation or safeguarding of 317-323  net jobs; 
• The leverage of £32-34m public sector expenditure;  
• The leverage of £57-64m private sector expenditure; and 
• The reclamation of 21-23 hectares of brownfield land. 
 
Added to this SEEDA are directly responsible for 11,173 – 11,551m2 of commercial 
floorspace and 158 - 182 housing units. 
 
The jobs above equate to the creation of an additional £6.9m of attributable annual 
GVA for the South East region. This is low due to the fact that only five out of 12 
sampled projects had reached development stage.  
 
If current projects deliver planned outputs, early estimates of total attributable 
outputs for spend in 2002/3 to 2006/7 include 2,150 jobs (creating £46.4m of GVA), 
50 ha of remediated land, 3,750 housing units and £1.14bn of private sector leverage. 
 
4.2.3 Qualitative headlines  
 
Despite the premature timing of this study in relation to many of the projects, a 
number of headline findings have emerged, specifically: 
 
• In general terms, it is clear that SEEDA have taken on board a series of difficult 

challenges in its physical regeneration activities.  This has involved tackling 
disadvantaged parts of the region, where progress may be difficult, rather than 
focusing on the more achievable projects located in the region’s strong 
geographies. This is reflective in the areas where SEEDA are active, with the 
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Agency’s major focus on deprived areas such as Margate, Dover, Sheppey, 
Shoreham and the Isle of Wight. 

 
• The origin and motivation for projects appear to have had, and are having, an 

influence on the pace and success of projects. Where SEEDA have been strategic 
from the outset and chosen a project on the basis of opportunity, they have, or 
will, be successful (as is the case in Shoreham or Rochester, for example). Where 
the Agency’s intervention has been linked to another event (such as the departure 
of M&S from Margate, or the closure of Vosper Thornycroft from Woolston), 
progress has been slower and the path forward less clear. 

 
• Consultees have consistently commented on the strength of SEEDA’s 

professional property team, and this is evident in the relationships that have 
been developed at a local level and the faith shown in SEEDA to be the spearhead 
of projects. Linked to this is the strength of SEEDA’s collaborative working, and 
support for local partnerships. A consistent message has been that “…the project 
would not have progressed without SEEDA…”. It seems, however, that a relatively 
small SEEDA team is spread thinly across many projects in many locations. 

 
• Whilst the nature of this evaluation has meant that some projects have been 

examined in isolation, it is clear that SEEDA have a policy to deliver a “joined 
up” approach to areas, leveraging other schemes. This is particularly the case in 
areas such as Medway and the Isle of Wight, where there are a number of SEEDA 
influenced initiatives. SEEDA are instrumental on a number of strategic 
partnership linked to projects, either as founders or funders (e.g. Margate 
Renewal Partnership), or as key participants (e.g. Dover Pride). 

 
• Some project consultations have highlighted issues around the importance of 

establishing in detail how any unexpected costs will be shared amongst project 
partners prior to the project commencing. 

 
• The most successful projects have also been those that placed a strong emphasis 

on community engagement (up to and beyond the development of a scheme) 
to ensure that the local community are amongst those who benefit from the 
project. 

 
• Whilst the quality of project cases files was generally strong, two noticeable areas 

of improvement are evident, particularly in some of the older examples: 
 

o First, the extent to which project reference cases are considered in 
the process is limited – within in many cases the ‘do nothing’ case 
suggesting that nothing happens rather than the development of a full 
counterfactual. Similarly the rationale behind market failure 
arguments is mixed; and 

 
o Second, and in light of recent changes to the property market, there 

has been an over-optimistic view of market conditions with 
projects being given the go ahead on the view that SEEDA will recover 
its investment over time. Projects such as Margate and Dover illustrate 
that this is not necessarily the case. 

 

4.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 
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Based on the evidence and analysis presented in this evaluation report, the following 
recommendations are presented to SEEDA: 
 

1. The property market is clearly becoming more volatile and SEEDA should be 
aware that it will not always receive a return on its investment (or generate a 
profit). Project appraisal documentation should reflect this changing market 
and the assumption that interventions can be made at zero cost should be 
challenged. 

 
2. There is a need to clearly establish a better project risk system that flags 

possible project cost increases at an early stage and provides suitable 
contingency that are signed off by all project partners. 

 
3. It is evident from project documentation that there is a mixed level of 

understanding of market failure within SEEDA. It is essential, moving 
forward, that there is a consistent approach to this. 

 
4. The argument for projects based on the counterfactual case is questionable for 

some interventions, especially in older case papers. A full counterfactual is 
essential for the rigour of any investment. 

 
5. Whilst the SEEDA team is clearly very competent, there has been a high 

turnover of staff in relation to some projects and it may be the case that the 
team is too small to handle such a large and geographical disperse portfolio of 
projects. Whilst the balance of staff within SEEDA is not a topic for this 
evaluation, it is felt that the Land and Property team would benefit from 
additional project managers. 

 
6. There are some excellent examples of community engagement which should 

be used as standards for future similar activity where required. 

7. A further evaluation of SEEDA’s physical regeneration activities should be 
undertaken in the mid-to-long term when more of the Agency’s interventions 
have produced significant outputs. 
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APPENDIX 1 TO 12 PROJECT CASE PAPERS 
 
Please see attached document for case papers relating to the twelve projects forming 
the evaluation sample.



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise          92 

APPENDIX 13 SUMMARY OF SAMPLE PROJECT OUTPUTS 
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Achieved Outputs 
 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed

Public Sector 
Leverage

Private Sector 
Leverage

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed

Public Sector 
Leverage

 (m2) (£m) (£m)  (m2) (£m)

1. Rochester Riverside TG
13.5 11.3 30 38 30 38 Removal of gasworks plant, 

public access to river front

2. Queenborough & 
Rushenden

TG
5.5 4.5 8.2 19 8.2 19

Removal of vacant industrial 
site unit

3. Ropetackle, 
Shoreham

KC
3.8 2.9 140 2.44 155                   3,301 0.2 41.4 140 2.44 68 3301 0.2 41.4

Removal of eyesore, riverside 
walk

5. Elwick Road, Ashford KC
6.3 5.4 2 2

6. Dover Town 
Investment Zone

KC
7.7 5.5 4.25 0.5 3.5 0.5

7. Margate Town Centre KC
5.8 5.6 7 2.15 2.15 Interim uses as temporary 

library and art gallery.

8. Former J&J site, 
Cosham

H

4.6 0.4 5.15 157 12,159 2.45 16 3.6 151                 8,499 1.72 11.2
Repair of worst performing 
roundabout in Portsmouth.

9. Harts Farm Way, 
Havant

H
8.2 5 4.17 0.25 4.17 0.25

10. Frater Gate Royal 
Navy, Gosport

H
3.9 2.2 4.7 186 8204 8.7 3.52 76 6153 6.5 Provision of highway access 

and new junction

11. Ryde Business Park H
0.3 0.3 241 0.8 54 0.8

12. Woolston Riverside, 
Southampton

H
22.8 21.3 2.75 2 2.75 2

13. Project Cowes, East 
Cowes

H
16.5 15.9 273 1561 4.75 73 1561 4.75

TOTAL                 98.9                80.3             140.0                  54.7             1,019.0          25,225.0                   75.8                69.4           140.0                    51.9                  422.0          19,514.5               74.3               62.4 

Project

Gross Outputs Net Outputs

Public Realm & Other Outputs
Residential 
Units

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares)

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded

Residential 
Units

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares)Cluster

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded

Private Sector 
Leverage 
(£m)

Total SEEDA 
Spend to 
March 2008
(single pot) 
(£m)

SEEDA Spend 
02-07 (£m)
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Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed

Public Sector 
Leverage

Private Sector 
Leverage

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed

Public Sector 
Leverage

 (m2) (£m) (£m)  (m2) (£m)

1. Rochester Riverside TG

13.5 11.3 1750 750 38,800 500
Improved access o station, school, nursery, 
health and community facilities, parks, car 
park

2. Queenborough & 
Rushenden

TG

5.5 4.5 2000 1000 180,000 250
Public access to waterfront. Removal of 
vacant industrial estate, new school, 
community facilities.

3. Ropetackle, Shoreham KC
3.8 2.9 3 110 1,861

5. Elwick Road, Ashford KC
6.3 5.4 398 2.5 600 12,000 88

6. Dover Town Investment 
Zone

KC
7.7 5.5 3.7 860 12,583 40.9 Improved linkages with town centre 

Improved footpaths, cycle ways, signage

7. Margate Town Centre KC
5.8 5.6 25

8. Former J&J site, Cosham H
4.6 0.4 350 11650 25

9. Harts Farm Way, Havant H
8.2 5 465 16,275 22.5

An internal access road for site 4 and 
traffic signals on the Rusty Cutter 
roundabout

10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, 
Gosport

H
3.9 2.2 10 0.5 2

11. Ryde Business Park H
0.3 0.3

12. Woolston Riverside, 
Southampton

H
22.8 21.3 12.5 1620 1400 43,312 43 500

13. Project Cowes, East 
Cowes

H
16.5 15.9 7.6 596 20,300 83

TOTAL                  98.9              80.3                    3.0                     12.5                 460.0             13,511.0                          -                      25.0              5,778.0                     14.3               5,671.0           323,270.0                    43.0                1,511.4 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded

Residential 
Units

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares)

Total SEEDA 
Spend to March 
2008
(single pot) 
(£m)

SEEDA 
Spend 02-07 
(£m)Cluster

Private Sector 
Leverage (£m)

Future Outputs

Project

‘In progress’ Outputs Planned Outputs

Public Realm & Other Outputs Planned
Residential 
Units

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares)

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded
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APPENDIX 14 RESEARCH TOOLS 
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1. DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LOCAL RESIDENTS 
 
N.B. It is envisaged that this survey will delivered either as part of a street survey or a 
house-to-house residents survey.   
 
The final draft will be coded by WME’s market research team. 
 
Name of site   
Cluster Location  
Date  
WME interviewer(s)  
 
Initial introductory text: 
 
Hello, sorry to disturb you, my name is [TBC].  We are carrying out a survey of local residents 
from [name of locality] to help us understand what people think about [name of regeneration 
project].  Any information that you give will be treated in the strictest confidence. 
 
Could you spend just 15 minutes with me to answer a short questionnaire?   
 
 
Can we go ahead? 
 
Additional information (if asked): 
 
The results of this survey will form part of an evaluation of South East of England 
Development Agency*’s physical regeneration projects.  An important part of this assessment 
is to understand the views of residents living locally to the project. 
 
*Provide definition of SEEDA’s roles and objectives if required. 

 
Understanding of the Project 
 
1. Are you aware of [name of the project]? 

 
Yes Go to question 2 
No Give brief outline of the project 
 
To people answering no: 
 
To clarify, [name of project] is… 
 
 
2. In your view, what is [name of the project] about? 

 
Probe the respondents views on: 
• project objectives and original rationale for the intervention; 
• project partners and their roles; 
• Understanding of project outputs; 

 
 
 
To all respondents: 
 
To clarify, [name of project] is… 
 
Project outputs 
 
3. In your opinion, are you supportive of [name of the project] going ahead? 
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Probe: 
• VFM; 
• Need; 
• Usage; 

 
 
 
4. In your opinion, who do you believe are the major beneficiaries of the 

project? 
 
 
 
5. Do you know of any complementary projects that [name of the project] is or 

should be linking in with? 
 
 
 
6. In your opinion, what do you think [name of the project] has achieved to 

date? 
 
 
 
7. In your opinion, has [name of the project] impacted positively or negatively 

on the local area?   Please give reasons for your answer. 
 
Probe: 
• Image/eyesore; 
• Environmental effects;  
• Public realm; 
• Job creation; 
• Congestion; 
• House prices; 
• Capacity issues; 
 

 
 
 
 
 
8. What is the best / worst thing about [name of the project]? 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Outcomes 
 
9. In your opinion, what do you think would have happened to the local area 

and the site if SEEDA had not got involved?  
 
 
 
 
10. In your opinion, has the project resulted in any additional benefits?  If yes, 

what are they? 
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11. In your opinion, as a result of the intervention, has any activity been 

transferred to the site from elsewhere in the locality?  If yes, what activity? 
 
 
 
 
Demographics 
 
12. Finally, can I please take some details to help us with profiling? 

Is the respondent? 
Male  
Female  
 
13. May I ask how old you are?   (Write in below, then tick in box).   

If refused then try and get an indication of the age band 
 
16 – 24  
25 – 34  
35 – 44  
45 – 54  
55 – 64  
65 – 74  
75+  
 
End. 
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2. DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LOCAL BUSINESSES 
 
N.B. It is envisaged that this survey will delivered as a telephone survey to local businesses.   
 
The final draft will be coded by WME’s market research team. 
 
Name of Site   
Cluster Location  
Date  
WME interviewer(s)  
 
Introductory text: 
 
WM Enterprise (WME) are undertaking a confidential survey of businesses operating in the 
locality of [TBC].  This survey is being conducted on behalf of the South East of England 
Development Agency* (SEEDA).  The purpose of the study is to provide data to inform an 
evaluation of the Agency’s physical regeneration projects.  An important part of this 
assessment is to understand the views of businesses operating locally. 
 
Can I speak to the proprietor or the person responsible for property matters? 
 
Could you please spare around ten to fifteen minutes in order to complete a brief 
questionnaire?  Your responses will be treated in strictest confidence and will not be released 
to anyone else in a way that would allow either you or your firm to be identified. 
 
Should you wish to verify that what I have told you is correct and that this is a bona fide 
survey being conducted on behalf of SEEDA, then please telephone Donna Buxton, on 01483 
500708. 
 
*Provide definition if required. 
 
Introduction and background 
 
1. Please could you provide us with the following information? 

 
Respondent name  
Job title 
(or level of responsibility) 

 

Company name To be completed prior to the interview. 
Address To be completed prior to the interview. 
Postcode To be completed prior to the interview. 
Tel No. To be completed prior to the interview. 
 
About your business 
 
2. For how long has your business been trading? 
Less than one year  
1-2 years  
3-5 years  
6-10 years  
More than 11 years  
 
3. How many people do you employ full time and part time? 
Full time  
Part time  
 



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise          100 

 
4. How many of those people fall into the following categories? 
Male employees  
Female employees  
Skilled/semi-skilled  
Manual  
 
5. Of those, How many live: 
Locally? (within 10 miles)  
Regionally? (within the South East)  
Outside the region? (outside the South East)  
 
6. Approximately, what is the current annual turnover of your total business? 

 
Probe with ranges: 
• Less than £1m; 
• £1m – £2.5m 
• £2.5 – £5m 
• £5m – £10m 
• £10m + 

 
 
 
 
7. In which of the following markets does your business operate?   

 
Probe: 
• Yes/No choices and request an approximate % split. 

Yes/No % divide 
Local   
Regional   
National   
Overseas   
 
8. In which of the following areas are your main competitors located?  

 
Probe: 
• Yes/No choices and request an approximate % split. 

Yes/No % divide 
Local   
Regional   
National   
Overseas   
 
9. In which of the following areas are your main suppliers located?  

 
Probe: 
• Yes/No choices and request an approximate % split. 

Yes/No % divide 
Local   
Regional   
National   
Overseas   
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10. How would you describe the nature of your business? 

 
Probe: 
• Heavy Manufacturing 
• Light Manufacturing/Assembly; 
• Construction; 
• Wholesale/Trade Sale; 
• Storage/Distribution; 
• Transport/Repairs; 
• Household/General Tradesman; 
• ICT/Software; 
• Other Business Service (e.g. consultancy); 
• Other. 

 
 
 
 
About your business and [the name of the site]  
 
11. Are you aware of [name of the project]? 

 
Yes Go to question 12 
No Give brief outline of the project 
 
To people answering no: 
 
To clarify, [name of project] is… 
 
 
12. In your view, what is [name of the project] about? 

 
Probe the respondents views on: 
• project objectives and original rationale for the intervention; 
• project partners and their roles; 
• Understanding of project outputs; 

 
 
 
 
To all respondents: 
 
To clarify, [name of project] is… 
 
Project outputs 
 
13. In your opinion, are you supportive of [name of the project] going ahead? 

 
Probe: 
• VFM; 
• Need; 
• Usage; 

 
 
 
14. In your opinion, who do you believe are the major beneficiaries of the 

project? 
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15. Do you know of any complementary projects that [name of the project] is or 

should be linking in with? 
 
 
 
 
16. In your opinion, what do you think [name of the project] has achieved to 

date? 
 
 
 
 
17. In your opinion, has the redevelopment of [name of the project] impacted 

positively or negatively on your business?   Please give reasons for your 
answer. 
 
Probe: 
• Image/eyesore; 
• Environmental effects;  
• Availability of skills locally; 
• Increased demand for your goods; 
• Improved supply chain linkages; 
• Public realm; 
• Job creation; 
• Congestion; 
• House prices; 
• Capacity issues; 
 

 
 
 
 
18. What is the best / worst thing about [name of the project]? 

 
 

 
 
 
 
19. Overall, has the redevelopment of [the name of the site] meet your original 

expectations?  
 
Probe:  
• For reasons why. 

Not at all  
To a limited extent  
To some extent  
To a large extent  
Entirely  
Why? 
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Impact of [the name of the site] on your business 
 
20. In your opinion, to what extent has the redevelopment of [the name of the 

site] improved the scope of your business? 
 
Probe to identify and rank* each area, for example: 
• Increased revenue; 
• Higher skilled staff availability; 
• Enhanced geographical markets; 
• Improved suppliers; 
• Bigger projects; 
• Enhanced connectivity. 
• Image/eyesore; 
• Environmental effects;  
• Increased demand for your goods; 
• Public realm improvement (i.e. Quality of life); 
• Congestion; 
• House prices; 
• Capacity issues; 

Business Area: Ranking*: 
  
  
  
  
  
* No improvement, Marginal Improvement, Somewhat improved, to a large extent 
improved and entirely improved. 
 
21. Prior to [the name of the site] being redeveloped was your company 

turnover increasing, decreasing or stable? 
 
 
 
 
 
22. Since the redevelopment of [the name of the site], has your company 

turnover increased, decreased or stayed the same, and by how much? 
 
 
 
 
23. Since the redevelopment of [the name of the site], has your company 

turnover increased, decreased or stayed the same, and by how much? 
 
Circle the answer and probe for reasons why. 
 

• Increase; 
• Decrease; or  
• the same. 

1-2 %/ 3-5%/ 5-10%/ 10-20%/ 20-50%/ 50-100%/ Over 100% 

Why?  
 
 

 
24. Since the redevelopment of [the name of the site], has your total costs 

increased, decreased or stayed the same, and by how much? 
 
Circle the answer and probe for reasons why. 
 

• Increase; 1-2 %/ 3-5%/ 5-10%/ 10-20%/ 20-50%/ 50-100%/ Over 100% 
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• Decrease; or  
• the same. 
Why?  

 
 

 
 
25. Since the redevelopment of [the name of the site], has your labour 

productivity increased, decreased or stayed the same, and by how much? 
 
Circle the answer and probe for reasons why. 
 

• Increase; 
• Decrease; or  
• the same. 

1-2 %/ 3-5%/ 5-10%/ 10-20%/ 20-50%/ 50-100%/ Over 100% 

Why?  
 

  

26. 
 

In each case, on a scale of 1 to 5* can you estimate the extent to which these 
changes are due directly to the redevelopment of [the name of the site]? 
 
Circle the answer and probe for reasons why. 
 

 Ranking 1 – 5 / Don’t know 
Turnover  
Total costs  
Labour productivity  
*1 = Not at all due to relocating to [the name of the site] 
*5 = Entirely due to relocating to [the name of the site] 
 
Job creation 
 
27. Before the redevelopment of [the name of the site], was your workforce 

increasing, decreasing or stable?  By how much in the 12 months prior to the 
site’s redevelopment? 
 
Circle the answer and probe for reasons why. 
 

• Increase; 
• Decrease; or  
• the same. 

Number 

Why?  
 

 
28. How many new jobs have been created since the redevelopment of [the 

name of the site]?  And what type of jobs have they been (i.e. full/part-
time)? 

Total  
Full-time  
Part-time  
 
29. In your opinion, what proportion of those jobs would you estimate have 

been created as a direct result of the redevelopment of [the name of the site] 
 
 
 
30. How many jobs have been safeguarded since the redevelopment of [the 

name of the site]? 
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31. In your opinion, what proportion of those jobs would you estimate have 

been safeguarded as a direct result of the redevelopment of [the name of the 
site] 

 
 
 
Research and development and innovation 
 
32. Since the redevelopment of [the name of the site] have you introduced and 

new innovative processes services or products? 
 
Probe specific: 
• Processes; 
• Services; and 
• Products. 

 
 
 
33. To what extent has the redevelopment of [the name of the site] enabled your 

company to introduce these new innovative processes services or products? 
 
Probe: 
• Rank this answer – Scale of 1 – 5 (1 least significant – 5 most significant)  
 

 
 
 
 
 
34. In your opinion, what would your company have done had the [the name of 

the site] not been redeveloped? 
 
Probe for potential alternative answers. 

We would have 
remained in our 
previous location 
and not realised the 
subsequent 
benefits. 

 

We would have 
relocated elsewhere 
(locally / regionally  
or outside the 
region). 

 

Other  
 
 
 
 

 

 
Market share 
 
35. In your opinion, has your customer base changed since the redevelopment 

of [the name of the site]? 
 
Probe: 
• Increased geographical reach; 
• Decreased geographical reach; 
• More customers within the company’s geographical area; 
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• Fewer customers within the company’s geographical area; 
• Bigger orders from previous customer base; 
• Smaller orders from previous customer base; 
• Others? 
• No change? 

 
 
 
 
36. To what extent were these changes to your customer base a direct result of 

the redevelopment of [the name of the site]?  
 
Probe: 
• Rank this answer – Scale of 1 – 5 (1 least significant – 5 most significant)  
 

 
 
 
 
 
37. In your opinion, since the redevelopment of the [the name of the site]…  
i.) What proportion of turnover have you achieved winning business from other 
businesses located in the South East region? 
 
 
ii.) What proportion of increased income have you achieved winning business 
from competitors outside the region? 
 
 
iii.) What proportion of increased income have you achieved from customers 
new to the market? 
 
 
 
 
38. Has your supply chain changed since [the name of the site] has been 

redeveloped? 
 
Probe: 
• Greater savings from efficiencies in the supply chain? 
• New supply chain from within the local area? 
• Cheaper suppliers found? 
• Better quality suppliers found? 
• New suppliers found for new products / services? 
• Better monitoring of supply chain? 
• Others? 
• No change? 

 
 
 
39. To what extent were these changes to your supply chain a direct result of the 

redevelopment of [the name of the site]?  
 
Probe: 
• Rank this answer – Scale of 1 – 5 (1 least significant – 5 most significant)  
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40. In your opinion, were there any other impacts from the redevelopment of 
[the name of the site]? 

 
 
 
 
 
41. In your opinion, what was the overall impact of the redevelopment of [the 

name of the site]? 
 
Probe: 
• Negligible / None; 
• Marginal; 
• Some; 
• Large impact; 
• A significant impact; 
• Negative impact; 
• Don’t know. 
 
Probe for the reasons why? 
 

 
 
 
 
42. Would you be able to estimate a figure for the financial impact (positive or 

negative) on your business of the [the name of the site] redevelopment? 
 

 
 
 
43. Is there any further information that you would feel would be useful in 

judging the impact (positive or negative) of [the name of the site] 
redevelopment? 
 

 
 
 
End. 
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3. DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR OCCUPIER BUSINESSES 
 
Name of Site   
Cluster Location  
Interviewee   
Business / Sector  
Job Title  
Date  
WME interviewer(s)  
 
Introduction and background 
 
1. Could you please provide us with some background on your relocation to 

[name of the site]? 
 
Probe: 
• When the company relocated; 
• Where they were located previously (i.e. locally, regionally or further 

afield); 
 
 
 
 
2. What were the key drivers for re-locating to [name of the site]? 

Probe and rank* the following reasons: 
• Start-up the business; 
• Expand the company; 
• Down-size the company; 
• Space to overcome former capacity issues; 
• Availability of skills / workforce; 
• Cluster effect; 
• Accessibility to clients or supply chains; 
• Improved premises (i.e. modern etc); 
• Improved security; 
• Lower business costs; 
• Improved transport connectivity; 
• Other reasons. 

 
 
 
*For each reason probe for ranking of importance (e.g. very important, important, neutral, 
unimportant, very unimportant). 
 
3. What would you have done if [name of site] had not been available? 

 
Probe: 
• Not started the business; 
• Remained in previous location; 
• Sought alternative premises locally (ask respondent to give examples); 
• Sought alternative premises regionally or nationally (ask respondent to 

provide examples). 
 
 
 
 
About your business 
 
4. For how long has your business been trading? 
Less than one year  
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1-2 years  
3-5 years  
6-10 years  
More than 11 years  
 
5. How many people do you employ full time and part time? 
Full time  
Part time  
 
6. How many of those people fall into the following categories? 
Male employees  
Female employees  
Skilled/semi-skilled  
Manual  
 
7. Of those, How many live: 
Locally? (within 10 miles)  
Regionally? (within the South East)  
Outside the region? (outside the South East)  
 
8. Does the whole of your business operate from this location? 
Yes Go to question 10 
No  Go to question 9 
 
9. If no, what percentage of your total business turnover operates from the 

units located on [name of the site]? 
 
 
 
 
 
10. Approximately, what is the current annual turnover of your total business? 

 
Probe with ranges: 
• Less than £1m; 
• £1m – £2.5m 
• £2.5 – £5m 
• £5m – £10m 
• £10m + 

 
 
 
 
 
11. In which of the following markets does your business operate?   

 
Probe: 
• Yes/No choices and request an approximate % split. 

Yes/No % divide 
Local   
Regional   
National   
Overseas   
 
12. In which of the following areas are your main competitors located?  

 
Probe: 
• Yes/No choices and request an approximate % split. 

Yes/No % divide 
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Local   
Regional   
National   
Overseas   
 
13. In which of the following areas are your main suppliers located?  

 
Probe: 
• Yes/No choices and request an approximate % split. 

Yes/No % divide 
Local   
Regional   
National   
Overseas   
 
 
14. How would you describe the nature of your business? 

 
Probe: 
• Heavy Manufacturing 
• Light Manufacturing/Assembly; 
• Construction; 
• Wholesale/Trade Sale; 
• Storage/Distribution; 
• Transport/Repairs; 
• Household/General Tradesman; 
• ICT/Software; 
• Other Business Service (e.g. consultancy); 
• Other. 

 
 
 
 
About your business and [the name of the site]  
 
15. On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being most satisfied and 1 being least satisfied), how 

satisfied are you with following aspects of [the name of the site]?  
 
Probe: 
• For other aspects and request satisfaction ratings. 

Satisfaction rating (1 to 5) 
Quality of your workspace  
Quality of the meeting rooms  
Size of the space  
On-site Security arrangements  
ICT connectivity  
Quality of local environment  
Range of on-site facilities  
Quality of any business support 
services available 

 

Others: 
 

 

 
16. What do you think were the key strengths of [the name of the site]? 
 
 
 
 
17. What do you think are the key weakness or particular failings of [the name 
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of the site]? 
 
 
 
 
18. Overall, has [the name of the site] meet your original expectations?  

 
Probe:  
• For reasons why. 

Not at all  
To a limited extent  
To some extent  
To a large extent  
Entirely  
Why? 
 
 

 

 
*Question for ex-occupiers (or those considering leaving) only 
 
19. Why are you intending / have you relocated from [the name of the site]?  

Probe: 
• Relocation to (larger/smaller/cheaper/alternative) (local / regional / 

national / overseas) premises; 
• Expand the company; 
• Down-size the company; 
• Seeking space to overcome capacity issues; 
• Need for skills / workforce; 
• Alternative cluster effect; 
• Accessibility to clients or supply chains; 
• Improved premises (i.e. modern etc); 
• Improved security; 
• Lower business costs; 
• Improved transport connectivity; 
• Other reasons (Probe what these are). 
 

 
 
 
 
Impact of [the name of the site] on your business 
 
20. In your opinion, to what extent did relocating to [the name of the site] 

improve the scope of your business? 
 
Probe to identify and rank* each area, for example: 
• Increased revenue; 
• Higher skilled staff; 
• Enhanced geographical markets; 
• Improved suppliers; 
• Bigger projects; 
• Enhanced connectivity. 

Business Area: Ranking*: 
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* No improvement, Marginal Improvement, Somewhat improved, to a large extent 
improved and entirely improved. 
21. Prior to relocating to [the name of the site] was your company turnover 

increasing, decreasing or stable? 
 
 
 
22. Since relocating to [the name of the site] has your company turnover 

increased, decreased or stayed the same, and by how much? 
 
 
 
 
23. Since relocating to [the name of the site] has your company turnover 

increased, decreased or stayed the same, and by how much? 
 
Circle the answer and probe for reasons why. 
 

• Increase; 
• Decrease; or  
• the same. 

1-2 %/ 3-5%/ 5-10%/ 10-20%/ 20-50%/ 50-100%/ Over 100% 

Why?  
 
 

 
24. Since relocating to [the name of the site] has your total costs increased, 

decreased or stayed the same, and by how much? 
 
Circle the answer and probe for reasons why. 
 

• Increase; 
• Decrease; or  
• the same. 

1-2 %/ 3-5%/ 5-10%/ 10-20%/ 20-50%/ 50-100%/ Over 100% 

Why?  
 
 

 
25. Since relocating to [the name of the site] has your labour productivity 

increased, decreased or stayed the same, and by how much? 
 
Circle the answer and probe for reasons why. 
 

• Increase; 
• Decrease; or  
• the same. 

1-2 %/ 3-5%/ 5-10%/ 10-20%/ 20-50%/ 50-100%/ Over 100% 

Why?  
 
 

26. 
 

In each case, on a scale of 1 to 5* can you estimate the extent to which these 
changes are due directly to relocating to [the name of the site] ? 
 
Circle the answer and probe for reasons why. 
 

 Ranking 1 – 5 / Don’t know 
Turnover  
Total costs  
Labour productivity  
*1 = Not at all due to relocating to [the name of the site] 
*5 = Entirely due to relocating to [the name of the site] 
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Job creation 
 
27. Before relocating to [the name of the site] was your workforce increasing, 

decreasing or stable?  By how much in the 12 months prior to your 
company’s relocation? 
 
Circle the answer and probe for reasons why. 
 

• Increase; 
• Decrease; or  
• the same. 

Number 

Why?  
 
28. How many new jobs have been created since your company’s relocation?  

And what type of jobs have they been (i.e. full/part-time)? 
Total  
Full-time  
Part-time  
 
29. In your opinion, what proportion of those jobs would you estimate have 

been created as a direct result of relocating to [the name of the site] 
 
 
 
30. How many jobs have been safeguarded since your company’s relocation to 

[the name of the site]? 
 
 
 
31. In your opinion, what proportion of those jobs would you estimate have 

been safeguarded as a direct result of relocating to [the name of the site] 
 
 
 
Research and development and innovation 
 
32. Since relocating to [the name of the site] have you introduced and new 

innovative processes services or products? 
 
Probe specific: 
• Processes; 
• Services; and 
• Products. 

 
 
 
33. To what extent did relocating to [the name of the site] enable your company 

to introduce these new innovative processes services or products? 
 
Probe: 
• Rank this answer – Scale of 1 – 5 (1 least significant – 5 most significant)  
 

 
 
 
34. In your opinion, what would your company have done had the opportunity 

to relocate to [the name of the site] not existed? 
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Probe for potential alternative answers. 

We would have 
remained in our 
previous location 
and not realised the 
subsequent 
benefits. 

 

We would have 
relocated elsewhere 
(locally / regionally  
or outside the 
region). 

 

Other  
 
Market share 
 
35. In your opinion, has your customer base changed since relocating to [the 

name of the site]? 
 
Probe: 
• Increased geographical reach; 
• Decreased geographical reach; 
• More customers within the company’s geographical area; 
• Fewer customers within the company’s geographical area; 
• Bigger orders from previous customer base; 
• Smaller orders from previous customer base; 
• Others? 
• No change? 

 
 
 
36. To what extent were these changes to your customer base a direct result of 

relocating to [the name of the site]?  
 
Probe: 
• Rank this answer – Scale of 1 – 5 (1 least significant – 5 most significant)  
 

 
 
 
37. In your opinion, since relocating to [the name of the site]…  
i.) What proportion of turnover have you achieved winning business from other 
businesses located in the South East region? 
 
 
ii.) What proportion of increased income have you achieved winning business 
from competitors outside the region? 
 
 
iii.) What proportion of increased income have you achieved from customers 
new to the market? 
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38. Has your supply chain changed since relocating to [the name of the site]? 

 
Probe: 
• Greater savings from efficiencies in the supply chain? 
• New supply chain from within the local area? 
• Cheaper suppliers found? 
• Better quality suppliers found? 
• New suppliers found for new products / services? 
• Better monitoring of supply chain? 
• Others? 
• No change? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
39. To what extent were these changes to your supply chain a direct result of 

relocating to [the name of the site]?  
 
Probe: 
• Rank this answer – Scale of 1 – 5 (1 least significant – 5 most significant)  
 

 
 
 
40. In your opinion, were there any other impacts from your company’s 

relocation to [the name of the site]? 
 
 
 
41. In your opinion, what was the overall impact of your company’s relocation 

to [the name of the site]? 
 
Probe: 
• Negligible / None; 
• Marginal; 
• Some; 
• Large impact; 
• A significant impact; 
• Negative impact; 
• Don’t know. 
 
Probe for the reasons why? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
42. Would you be able to estimate a figure for the financial impact (positive or 

negative) on your business of your company’s relocation to [the name of the 
site]? 
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43. Is there any further information that you would feel would be useful in 

judging the impact (positive or negative) of your company’s relocation to 
[the name of the site]? 
 

 
 
 
 
End. 
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4. DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PROJECT PARTNERS 
 
Name of site   
Cluster Location  
Interviewee   
Partner Organisation  
Job Title  
Date  
WME interviewer(s)  
 
Introduction and background 
 
1. Could you please provide us with some background to your (or your 

organisation’s) involvement in [the project]. 
 
Probe: 
• How did the partner organisation get involved initially? 
• What is the nature of their involvement (i.e. has it changed during the 

lifetime of the project). 
 
 
 
 
2. What was your organisations financial contribution to the project (if any)? 
 
 
 
 
Strategic objectives and business case/rationale 
 
3. What is your understanding of the project’s original objectives? 
 
 
 
 
4. In your opinion, have those objectives changed since the beginning of the 

project? 
 
 
 
 
5. What do you understand the original rationale / business case for the 

project to have been? 
 
 
 
 
Project outputs 
 
6. What do you consider to be the main outputs from the project achieved to 

date? 
 
 
 
 
7. What do you consider to be the main outputs “in progress” and 

“aspirational”? [WME to provide definition] 
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8. To what extent do you believe the project has achieved against its original 

objective? 
 
 
 
 
9. What have been the impacts of the project on local economic / property 

market conditions? 
 
 
 
 
10. What do you think the impacts of the project have been at a local and 

regional level? 
 
 
 
 
11. Has the project resulted in additional public sector leverage, if so, how 

much, from what source and when? 
 
 
 
 
12. Has the project resulted in additional private sector leverage, if so, how 

much, from what source and when? 
 
 
 
 
Outcomes 
 
13. In your opinion, what do you believe would have happened to the site if 

SEEDA had not got involved? 
 
 
 
 
14. In your opinion, has the project resulted in any unforeseen / unintended 

benefits?  If yes, what? 
 
 
 
 
15. In your opinion, has the project resulted in any noticeable local property 

market adjustments?  If so, what? 
 
 
 
 
16. In your opinion, has the project impacted on local supply chain / supply 

linkages? If so, what? 
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17. In your opinion, as a result of the intervention, has any activity been 

transferred to the site from elsewhere in the locality?  If yes, what activity? 
 
 
 
 
18. In your opinion, were there other projects being promoted at the time 

which didn’t make the progress expected because of this project?   
 
 
 
 
19. Has the project resulted in any wider environmental impacts? 

 
Probe: 
• removal of an eyesore; 
• improved physical design; 
• lower congestion; 
• higher use of public transport. 

 
 
 
 
Strategic Added Value 
 
20. To what extent do you believe the project has facilitated and provided 

incentives for public or private sector leverage? 
 
Probe: 
The extent to which the project has facilitated and provided incentives for: 
• Investment to provide infrastructure; or 
• Expert opinion and assistance with innovative design; or 
• Investor or developer interest in the project site. 

 
 
 
 
21. How effectively do you believe SEEDA’s project team have coordinated the 

activities of project partners to achieve joint objectives?  Can you provide 
specific examples of good / bad practice?  

 
 
 
 
22. How effectively have SEEDA brought together the Project Partners?  For 

example, how effectively have the mechanisms adopted worked?  Can you 
provide specific examples of good/bad practice? 

 
 
 
 
Good practice / Lessons Learnt 
 
23. What do you think were the main challenges in relation to this project and 

how were they overcome? 
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24. What do you think were the key strengths of the project? 
 
 
 
 
25. Does the project have any weakness or particular failings? 
 
 
 
 
26. What do you think were the key lessons learnt from this project? 
 
 
 
 
 
27. Were there any examples of innovative or good practice that should be 

highlighted and repeated? 
 
 
 
 
End. 
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5. DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR RELEVANT STAKEHOLDERS 
 
Name of site   
Cluster Location  
Interviewee   
Stakeholder Organisation  
Job Title  
Date  
WME interviewer(s)  
 
N.B. WME acknowledge that as a stakeholder, and not an active project partner, 
stakeholder consultees may not have the detailed knowledge of the project 
required to answer some of the questions below.  However, the contextual 
understanding that relevant stakeholders contribute will provide an important 
input to our evaluation assessment.   
 
Introduction and background 
 
1. Could you please provide us with some background to your (or your 

organisation’s) involvement in [the project]. 
 
 
 
 
Strategic objectives and business case/rationale 
 
2. What is your understanding of the project’s original objectives? 
 
 
 
 
3. In your opinion, have those objectives changed since the beginning of the 

project? 
 
 
 
 
4. What do you understand the original rationale / business case for the 

project to have been? 
 
 
 
 
Project outputs 
 
5. What do you consider to be the main outputs from the project achieved to 

date? 
 
 
 
 
6. What do you consider to be the main outputs “in progress” and 

“aspirational”? [WME to provide definition] 
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7. To what extent do you believe the project has achieved against its original 

objective? 
 
 
 
 
8. What have been the impacts of the project on local economic / property 

market conditions? 
 
 
 
 
9. What do you think the impacts of the project have been at a local and 

regional level? 
 
 
 
 
10. Has the project resulted in additional public sector leverage, if so, how 

much, from what source and when? 
 
 
 
 
Outcomes 
 
11. In your opinion, what do you believe would have happened to the site if 

SEEDA had not got involved? 
 
 
 
 
12. In your opinion, has the project resulted in any unforeseen / unintended 

benefits?  If yes, what? 
 
 
 
 
13. In your opinion, has the project resulted in any noticeable local property 

market adjustments?  If so, what? 
 
 
 
 
14. In your opinion, has the project impacted on local supply chain / supply 

linkages? If so, what? 
 
 
 
 
15. In your opinion, as a result of the intervention, has any activity been 

transferred to the site from elsewhere in the locality?  If yes, what activity? 
 
 
 
 
16. In your opinion, were there other projects being promoted at the time 

which didn’t make the progress expected because of this project?   
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17. Has the project resulted in any wider environmental impacts? 

 
Probe: 
• removal of an eyesore; 
• improved physical design; 
• lower congestion; 
• higher use of public transport. 

 
 
 
 
Strategic Added Value 
 
18. To what extent do you believe the project has facilitated and provided 

incentives for public or private sector leverage? 
 
Probe: 
The extent to which the project has facilitated and provided incentives for: 
• Investment to provide infrastructure; or 
• Expert opinion and assistance with innovative design; or 
• Investor or developer interest in the project site. 

 
 
 
 
19. How effectively do you believe SEEDA’s project team have coordinated the 

activities of project partners to achieve joint objectives?  Can you provide 
specific examples of good / bad practice?  

 
 
 
 
20. How effectively have SEEDA brought together the Project Partners?  For 

example, how effectively have the mechanisms adopted worked?  Can you 
provide specific examples of good/bad practice? 

 
 
 
 
Good practice / Lessons Learnt 
 
21. What do you think were the main challenges in relation to this project and 

how were they overcome? 
 
 
 
 
22. What do you think were the key strengths of the project? 
 
 
 
 
23. Does the project have any weakness or particular failings? 
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24. What do you think were the key lessons learnt from this project? 
 
 
 
 
25. Were there any examples of innovative or good practice that should be 

highlighted and repeated? 
 
 
 
 
End. 
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APPENDIX 15 FULL LIST OF CONSULTEES 
 
SEEDA Internal Staff 
 
Allert Riepma 
Chris Moore 
Clare Chester 
Craig Heavens 
David Holifield 
Jane Pearson 
Jeremy Herring 
Jonathan Sadler 
Julian Perry 
Martin Barrow 
Nick Marston 
Nick Young 
Peter Cusdin 
 
Project Partners 
 
Andrew McPhillips, Berkeley Homes 
Ann Hodgeson, Ropetackle Arts Centre Trust 
Barbarah Compton, Southampton City Council Housing Authority 
Barbarah Thompson, Swale BC 
Derek Harding, Margate Renewal 
Frank Campbell, Havant Borough Council (HBC) 
Linda Dine, Gosport Borough Council 
Marianne Luckhurst, Medway Renaissance 
Nick Evans, Durngate 
Paul Hudson, DCLG 
Richard Alderton, Ashford BC 
Sam Thomas,Thanet DC 
Sarah Beck, Medway Renaissance 
Simon Bandy, EP 
Steven Checkly, Portsmouth City Council 
Tim Ingleton, Dover DC 
Tim Levenson, Southampton City Council Planning Authority 
Wayland Pope, Crest Nicholson 
 
Local agents and developers 
 
Daniells Harrison 
Mark Robinson Warwick Baker 
Michael Green, King Sturge 
Michael Green, King Sturge 
Michael Wood, King Sturge 
Paul Wornham Harrison Brant 
Simon Ward, Vale Williams 
Tim Clement, King Sturge LLP 
 
Relevant project stakeholders  
 
Austin Clays, Community Engagement Officer 
Charlie Chappelle, Hellier Langston 
Clive Lynton, Bond City Developments 
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Dave Moore, Isle of Wight Council 
Derek Wyatt, MP for Sittingbourne and Sheppey 
Guy Beresford, Highways Agency 
Keith Morgan Adur District Council 
Raglan Housing Association 
Steve Jenkins, Hampshire County Council 
William Miller, Amicus Horizon 
 
Project beneficiaries 
 
25 Local Residents of Queenborough and Rushenden. Random (non representative) 
resident survey. 
Janet Houldcroft, GWE Business West  
Space maker, Highbury College 
Raymarine, Trade Depot 
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APPENDIX 16 SURVEY RESULTS  
 
This appendix details the responses given by on-site beneficiary businesses. It 
contains a sub-set of the questions shown in Appendix 14, reflecting the consultees 
unwillingness to share commercially sensitive information and their time constraints 
which resulted in shortened interviews.
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Frater Gate Questionnaire Findings 
 
 Q1. How long have you been located on the site?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 <3 months   1 7  
 3-6 months   1 7  
 6-12 months   2 14  
 1-2 years   4 29  
 2 years plus   6 43  
   14   
 Q2. How long has your business been trading?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Less than one year   1 7  
 1-2 years   2 14  
 3-5 years   7 50  
 6-10 years   3 21  
 More than 11 years   1 7  
      
 Q3.How would you describe the nature of your business?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Heavy Manufacturing     0  
 Light Manufacturing/Assembly   3 21  
 Construction  1 7  
 Wholesale/Trade sale  1 7  
 Storage/Distribution    0  
 Transport/Repairs    0  
 Household/General Tradesman    0  
 ICT/Software  2 14  
 Other Business Service   4 29  
 Other     3 21  
      
 Q4.What were the key drivers for relocating to the site?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Space to overcome former capacity issues 9 64  
 Availability of skills/workforce    0  
 Cluster effect    0  
 Accessibility to clients or supply chains 1 7  
 Improved premises  7 50  
 Improved security  2 14  
 Lower business costs  4 29  
 Improved transport connectivity    0  
 Lease expired on previous site  1 7  
 Other   3 21  
      
    
    
    
    



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise          129 

 
 Q5.What were the circumstances of your arrival on the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Start-up the business   3 21  
 Expand the company   10 71  
 Down-size the company     0  
 As-is transfer   1 7  
      
 Q6.Where was your business previously located?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Local (within 10 miles)   8 57  
 Within South East   2 14  
 Outside South East   1 7  
 Outside UK    0  
 N/A   3 21  
      
 Q7. How many people do you employ currently?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 1-2 people     0  
 3-5 people   6 43  
 6-10 people   3 21  
 11-24 people   5 36  
 25+     0  
      
 Q8. Where do the people you currently employ live?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Local (within 10miles)        
 0-25%     0  
 26-50%   1 7  
 51-75%   3 21  
 76-100%   10 71  
 Within the South East     0  
 0-25%   3 21  
 26-50%     0  
 51-75%   1 7  
 76-100%     0  
 Outside the South East     0  
 0-25%     0  
 26-50%     0  
 51-75%     0  
 76-100%     0  
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 Q9. How many people did you employ prior to relocating to the site?  
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 1-2 people   4 29  
 3-5 people   3 21  
 6-10 people   1 7  
 11-24 people   3 21  
 25+     0  
 N/A   3 21  
      

 
Q.10 In your opinion, what proportion of those jobs would you estimate have 
been created as a direct result of relocating to the site? 

     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 0   2 14  
 1-25%  7 50  
 26-50%  5 36  
 51-75%    0  
 76-100%     0  
      
 Q11. What do you think are the key strengths of the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Quality of workspace   9 64  
 Size of space  6 43  
 On-site security arrangements  4 29  
 ICT connectivity    0  
 Transport connectivity  2 14  
 Congestion    0  
 Quality of local environment  4 29  
 Range of on-site facilities  2 14  
 Quality of business support available    0  
 Other     0  
      
 Q12.What do you think are the key weaknesses of the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Lack of space     0  
 Poor security arrangements  4 29  
 Car parking  5 36  
 Inadequate ICT connectivity    0  
 Poor on-site facilities  1 7  
 Lack of business support available    0  
 Transport connectivity  1 7  
 Congestion  3 21  
 Other     0  
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Q13. In your opinion what has been the overall impact of your company's 
relocation/start-up on the site? 

     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Negligible/None   1 7  
 Marginal  5 36  
 Some  8 57  
 Large impact    0  
 A significant impact    0  
 Negative impact     0  
 Don't know     0  
      
 Q14. What would you have done if the site had not been available?  
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Not started the business     0  
 Remained in the previous location     0  
 Sought alternative premises locally   10 71  
 Sought alternative premises regionally 2 14  
 Sought alternative premises in the rest of the UK 1 7  
 Sought alternative premises internationally      
 Closed the business        
 Don't know   1 7  
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Former J&J Questionnaire Findings 
 
 Q1. How long have you been located on the site?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 <3 months     0  
 3-6 months     0  
 6-12 months     0  
 1-2 years   4 100  
 2 years plus     0  
      
 Q2. How long has your business been trading?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Less than one year     0  
 1-2 years   3 75  
 3-5 years     0  
 6-10 years     0  
 More than 11 years   1 25  
      
 Q3.How would you describe the nature of your business?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Heavy Manufacturing     0  
 Light Manufacturing/Assembly     0  
 Construction    0  
 Wholesale/Trade sale  2 50  
 Storage/Distribution  1 25  
 Transport/Repairs    0  
 Household/General Tradesman    0  
 ICT/Software    0  
 Other Business Service     0  
 Other     1 25  
      
 Q4.What were the key drivers for relocating to the site?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Space to overcome former capacity issues   0  
 Availability of skills/workforce    0  
 Cluster effect    0  
 Accessibility to clients or supply chains   0  
 Improved premises    0  
 Improved security    0  
 Lower business costs    0  
 Improved transport connectivity    0  
 Lease expired on previous site  1 25  
 Other   3 75  
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 Q5.What were the circumstances of your arrival on the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Start-up the business   3 75  
 Expand the company   1 25  
 Down-size the company     0  
 As-is transfer     0  
      
 Q6.Where was your business previously located?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Local (within 10 miles)   3 75  
 Within South East   1 25  
 Outside South East     0  
 Outside UK     0  
      
 Q7. How many people do you employ currently?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 1-2 people     0  
 3-5 people   1 25  
 6-10 people     0  
 11-24 people   1 25  
 25+   2 50  
      
 Q8. Where do the people you currently employ live?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Local (within 10miles)        
 0-25%     0  
 26-50%     0  
 51-75%   1 25  
 76-100%   3 75  
 Within the South East     0  
 0-25%   3 75  
 26-50%   1 25  
 51-75%     0  
 76-100%     0  
 Outside the South East     0  
 0-25%     0  
 26-50%     0  
 51-75%     0  
 76-100%     0  
      
 Q9. How many people did you employ prior to relocating to the site?  
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 1-2 people     0  
 3-5 people     0  
 6-10 people     0  
 11-24 people     0  
 25+   1 25  
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Q.10 In your opinion, what proportion of those jobs would you estimate have 
been created as a direct result of relocating to the site? 

     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 0     0  
 1-25%    0  
 26-50%  1 25  
 51-75%    0  
 76-100%   3 75  
      
 Q11. What do you think are the key strengths of the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Quality of workspace     0  
 Size of space  3 75  
 On-site security arrangements    0  
 ICT connectivity    0  
 Transport connectivity  3 75  
 Congestion    0  
 Quality of local environment    0  
 Range of on-site facilities    0  
 Quality of business support available    0  
 Other     0  
      
 Q12.What do you think are the key weaknesses of the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Lack of space     0  
 Poor security arrangements    0  
 Car parking    0  
 Inadequate ICT connectivity    0  
 Poor on-site facilities    0  
 Lack of business support available    0  
 Transport connectivity  1 25  
 Congestion    0  
 Other     0  
      

 
Q13. In your opinion what has been the overall impact of your company's 
relocation/start-up on the site? 

     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Negligible/None   3 75  
 Marginal    0  
 Some    0  
 Large impact  1 25  
 A significant impact    0  
 Negative impact     0  
 Don't know     0  
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 Q14. What would you have done if the site had not been available?  
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Not started the business     0  
 Remained in the previous location     0  
 Sought alternative premises locally   3 75  
 Sought alternative premises regionally   0  
 Sought alternative premises in the rest of the UK   0  
 Sought alternative premises internationally      
 Closed the business   1 25  
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East Cowes Questionnaire Findings 
 
Q1. How long have you been located on the site?     
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
<3 months   1 17   
3-6 months   0 0   
6-12 months   1 17   
1-2 years   2 33   
2 years plus   2 33   
      
Q2. How long has your business been trading?     
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
Less than one year   1 17   
1-2 years   1 17   
3-5 years   1 17   
6-10 years   2 33   
More than 11 years   1 17   
      
    
Q3.How would you describe the nature of your business?    
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
Heavy Manufacturing   0 0   
Light Manufacturing/Assembly   3 50   
Construction  0 0   
Wholesale/Trade sale  0 0   
Storage/Distribution  0 0   
Transport/Repairs  0 0   
Household/General Tradesman  0 0   
ICT/Software  1 17   
Other Business Service   0 0   
Other     2 33   
      
Q4.What were the key drivers for relocating to the site?     
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
Space to overcome former capacity issues 4 67   
Availability of skills/workforce  0 0   
Cluster effect  0 0   
Accessibility to clients or supply chains 0 0   
Improved premises  2 33   
Improved security  0 0   
Lower business costs  0 0   
Improved transport connectivity  0 0   
Lease expired on previous site  1 17   
Other   1 17   
      
Q5.What were the circumstances of your arrival on the site?    
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
Start-up the business   1 17   
Expand the company   4 67   
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Down-size the company   0 0   
As-is transfer   1 17   
      
Q6.Where was your business previously located?    
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
Local (within 10 miles)   6 100   
Within South East   0 0   
Outside South East   0 0   
Outside UK   0 0   
      
Q7. How many people do you employ currently?    
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
1-2 people     0   
3-5 people   0 0   
6-10 people   0 0   
11-24 people   3 50   
25+   3 50   
      
Q8. Where do the people you currently employ live?    
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
Local (within 10miles)         
0-25%   0 0   
26-50%   2 33   
51-75%   1 17   
76-100%   3 50   
Within the South East     0   
0-25%   1 17   
26-50%   2 33   
51-75%   0 0   
76-100%   0 0   
Outside the South East     0   
0-25%   0 0   
26-50%   0 0   
51-75%   0 0   
76-100%   0 0   
      
Q9. How many people did you employ prior to relocating to the site?   
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
1-2 people   1 17   
3-5 people   0 0   
6-10 people   1 17   
11-24 people   1 17   
25+   1 17   
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Q.10 In your opinion, what proportion of those jobs would you estimate have been created as a 
direct result of relocating to the site? 
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
0   2 33   
1-25%  4 67   
26-50%  0 0   
51-75%  0 0   
76-100%   0 0   
      
Q11. What do you think are the key strengths of the site?    
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
Quality of workspace   1 17   
Size of space  3 50   
On-site security arrangements  1 17   
ICT connectivity  0 0   
Transport connectivity  0 0   
Congestion  0 0   
Quality of local environment  0 0   
Range of on-site facilities  0 0   
Quality of business support available  0 0   
Other   2 33   
      
Q12.What do you think are the key weaknesses of the site?    
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
Lack of space   0 0   
Poor security arrangements  1 17   
Car parking  0 0   
Inadequate ICT connectivity  0 0   
Poor on-site facilities  1 17   
Lack of business support available  2 33   
Transport connectivity  0 0   
Congestion  0 0   
Other   2 33   
      
Q13. In your opinion what has been the overall impact of your company's relocation/start-up 
on the site? 
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
Negligible/None   2 40   
Marginal  4 67   
Some  0 0   
Large impact  0 0   
A significant impact  0 0   
Negative impact   0 0   
Don't know   0 0   
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Q14. What would you have done if the site had not been available?   
    Base: All respondents   
    Num %   
Not started the business   2 40   
Remained in the previous location  4 67   
Sought alternative premises locally  0 0   
Sought alternative premises regionally 0 0   
Sought alternative premises in the rest of the UK 0 0   
Sought alternative premises internationally 0 0   
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Ryde Business Park Questionnaire Findings 
 
 Q1. How long have you been located on the site?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 <3 months     0  
 3-6 months     0  
 6-12 months   1 9  
 1-2 years   2 18  
 2 years plus   8 73  
      
 Q2. How long has your business been trading?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Less than one year     0  
 1-2 years     0  
 3-5 years   3 27  
 6-10 years   5 45  
 More than 11 years   3 27  
      
 Q3.How would you describe the nature of your business?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Heavy Manufacturing     0  
 Light Manufacturing/Assembly   3 27  
 Construction  1 9  
 Wholesale/Trade sale    0  
 Storage/Distribution    0  
 Transport/Repairs  1 9  
 Household/General Tradesman  2 18  
 ICT/Software  1 9  
 Other Business Service   1 9  
 Other     3 27  
      
 Q4.What were the key drivers for relocating to the site?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Space to overcome former capacity issues 8 73  
 Availability of skills/workforce    0  
 Cluster effect    0  
 Accessibility to clients or supply chains   0  
 Improved premises  7 64  
 Improved security  2 18  
 Lower business costs  3 27  
 Improved transport connectivity    0  
 Lease expired on previous site  3 27  
 Other     0  
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 Q5.What were the circumstances of your arrival on the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Start-up the business     0  
 Expand the company   10 91  
 Down-size the company     0  
 As-is transfer   1 9  
      
 Q6.Where was your business previously located?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Local (within 10 miles)   9 82  
 Within South East   2 18  
 Outside South East     0  
 Outside UK     0  
      
 Q7. How many people do you employ currently?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 1-2 people     0  
 3-5 people   3 27  
 6-10 people   2 18  
 11-24 people   3 27  
 25+   3 27  
      
 Q8. Where do the people you currently employ live?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Local (within 10miles)        
 0-25%     0  
 26-50%     0  
 51-75%   1 9  
 76-100%   10 91  
 Within the South East     0  
 0-25%     0  
 26-50%     0  
 51-75%     0  
 76-100%     0  
 Outside the South East     0  
 0-25%     0  
 26-50%     0  
 51-75%     0  
 76-100%     0  
      
 Q9. How many people did you employ prior to relocating to the site?  
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 1-2 people   2 18  
 3-5 people   4 36  
 6-10 people   1 9  
 11-24 people   2 18  
 25+   2 18  
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Q.10 In your opinion, what proportion of those jobs would you estimate have been created 
as a direct result of relocating to the site? 

     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 0   2 18  
 1-25%  7 64  
 26-50%  1 9  
 51-75%    0  
 76-100%   1 9  
      
 Q11. What do you think are the key strengths of the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Quality of workspace   6 55  
 Size of space  9 82  
 On-site security arrangements  3 27  
 ICT connectivity  1 9  
 Transport connectivity  1 9  
 Congestion    0  
 Quality of local environment  4 36  
 Range of on-site facilities    0  
 Quality of business support available    0  
 Other     0  
      
 Q12.What do you think are the key weaknesses of the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Lack of space     0  
 Poor security arrangements  1 9  
 Car parking  6 55  
 Inadequate ICT connectivity    0  
 Poor on-site facilities  3 27  
 Lack of business support available  2 18  
 Transport connectivity  2 18  
 Congestion  4 36  
 Other     0  
      

 
Q13. In your opinion what has been the overall impact of your company's relocation/start-
up on the site? 

     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Negligible/None   2 18  
 Marginal  4 36  
 Some  4 36  
 Large impact    0  
 A significant impact  1 9  
 Negative impact     0  
 Don't know     0  
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 Q14. What would you have done if the site had not been available?  
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Not started the business     0  
 Remained in the previous location     0  
 Sought alternative premises locally   10 91  
 Sought alternative premises regionally   0  
 Sought alternative premises in the rest of the UK   0  
 Sought alternative premises internationally      
 Closed the business   1 9  
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Ropetackle Questionnaire Findings 
 
 Q1. How long have you been located on the site?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 <3 months   1 4  
 3-6 months   4 15  
 6-12 months   5 19  
 1-2 years   8 30  
 2 years plus   9 33  
      
 Q2. How long has your business been trading?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Less than one year   4 15  
 1-2 years   7 26  
 3-5 years   9 33  
 6-10 years   8 30  
 More than 11 years   2 7  
      
 Q3.How would you describe the nature of your business?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Heavy Manufacturing     0  
 Light Manufacturing/Assembly   1 4  
 Construction    0  
 Wholesale/Trade sale    0  
 Storage/Distribution  1 4  
 Transport/Repairs    0  
 Household/General Tradesman    0  
 ICT/Software  7 26  
 Other Business Service   10 37  
 Other     8 30  
      
 Q4.What were the key drivers for relocating to the site?    
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Space to overcome former capacity issues 10 37  
 Availability of skills/workforce    0  
 Cluster effect    0  
 Accessibility to clients or supply chains   0  
 Improved premises  9 33  
 Improved security  3 11  
 Lower business costs  2 7  
 Improved transport connectivity    0  
 Lease expired on previous site  3 11  
 Other   3 11  
      



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise          145 

 
 Q5.What were the circumstances of your arrival on the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Start-up the business   4 15  
 Expand the company   18 67  
 Down-size the company     0  
 As-is transfer   5 19  
      
 Q6.Where was your business previously located?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Local (within 10 miles)   23 85  
 Within South East     0  
 Outside South East     0  
 Outside UK        
 N/A   4 15  
      
 Q7. How many people do you employ currently?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 1-2 people   11 41  
 3-5 people   9 33  
 6-10 people   6 22  
 11-24 people   1 4  
 25+     0  
      
 Q8. Where do the people you currently employ live?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Local (within 10miles)        
 0-25%     0  
 26-50%     0  
 51-75%     0  
 76-100%   27 100  
 Within the South East     0  
 0-25%   1 4  
 26-50%     0  
 51-75%     0  
 76-100%   1 4  
 Outside the South East     0  
 0-25%   1 4  
 26-50%     0  
 51-75%     0  
 76-100%     0  
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 Q9. How many people did you employ prior to relocating to the site?  
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 1-2 people   10 37  
 3-5 people   9 33  
 6-10 people     0  
 11-24 people     0  
 25+     0  
      

 
Q.10 In your opinion, what proportion of those jobs would you estimate have been created as 
a direct result of relocating to the site? 

     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 0   9 33  
 1-25%  7 26  
 26-50%  8 30  
 51-75%    0  
 76-100%   3 11  
      
 Q11. What do you think are the key strengths of the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Quality of workspace   9 33  
 Size of space  11 41  
 On-site security arrangements    0  
 ICT connectivity    0  
 Transport connectivity    0  
 Congestion    0  
 Quality of local environment  5 19  
 Range of on-site facilities  6 22  
 Quality of business support available  8 30  
 Other     0  
      
 Q12.What do you think are the key weaknesses of the site?   
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Lack of space     0  
 Poor security arrangements    0  
 Car parking  15 56  
 Inadequate ICT connectivity    0  
 Poor on-site facilities    0  
 Lack of business support available    0  
 Transport connectivity    0  
 Congestion  8 30  
 Other     0  
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Q13. In your opinion what has been the overall impact of your company's relocation/start-up 
on the site? 

     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Negligible/None   8 30  
 Marginal  9 33  
 Some  10 37  
 Large impact    0  
 A significant impact    0  
 Negative impact     0  
 Don't know     0  
      
 Q14. What would you have done if the site had not been available?  
     Base: All respondents  
     Num %  
 Not started the business     0  
 Remained in the previous location   2 7  
 Sought alternative premises locally   25 93  
 Sought alternative premises regionally   0  
 Sought alternative premises in the rest of the UK   0  
 Sought alternative premises internationally      
 Closed the business     0  
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APPENDIX 17 CALCULATIONS 
 
This appendix includes data for: 
 
Achieved outputs 

• Sample gross outputs 
• Sample net outputs 
• Sample net outputs attributable to SEEDA 
• Sample net outputs attributable to SEEDA for relevant time period 
• Population level extrapolation 
• All outputs by theme 

 
Planned outputs 

• ‘In progress’ and Planned Gross outputs 
• Estimated additionality ratios 
• Net outputs 
• Net outputs attributable to SEEDA 
• Net outputs attributable to SEEDA for relevant time period 
• Extrapolating to population level 
• All outputs by theme 

 
Total outputs 
Total outputs (by theme) 
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Achieved outputs 
 
Sample gross outputs 
 

Gross Outputs 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 

Project 

  
  
  
Cluster 

Total SEEDA 
Spend to March 
2008 
(single pot) 
(£m) 

SEEDA Spend 
02-07 (£m) 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

1. Rochester Riverside TG 
13.5 11.3   30     38   

2. Queenborough & Rushenden TG 
5.5 4.5   8.2     19   

3. Ropetackle, Shoreham KC 
3.8 2.9 140 2.44 155                3,301  0.2 41.4 

5. Elwick Road, Ashford KC 
6.3 5.4         2   

6. Dover Town Investment Zone KC 
7.7 5.5         4.25 0.5 

7. Margate Town Centre KC 
5.8 5.6     7   2.15   

8. Former J&J site, Cosham H 
4.6 0.4   5.15 157 12,159 2.45 16 

9. Harts Farm Way, Havant H 
8.2 5   4.17     0.25   

10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, 
Gosport 

H 
3.9 2.2   4.7 186 8204   8.7 

11. Ryde Business Park H 
0.3 0.3     241     0.8 

12. Woolston Riverside, 
Southampton 

H 

22.8 21.3         2.75 2 

13. Project Cowes, East Cowes H 
16.5 15.9     273 1561 4.75   

TOTAL   
                   98.9                    80.3                  140.0                     54.7               1,019.0            25,225.0  

   
75.8  

   
69.4  
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Sample net outputs 
 

Net Outputs 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Project 

  
  
  
Cluster 

Total SEEDA 
Spend to March 
2008 
(single pot) 
(£m) 

SEEDA Spend 
02-07 (£m) 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 
(£m) 

1. Rochester Riverside TG 
13.5 11.3   30     38   

2. Queenborough & Rushenden TG 
5.5 4.5   8.2     19   

3. Ropetackle, Shoreham KC 
3.8 2.9 140 2.44 68 3301 0.2 41.4 

5. Elwick Road, Ashford KC 
6.3 5.4         2   

6. Dover Town Investment Zone KC 
7.7 5.5         3.5 0.5 

7. Margate Town Centre KC 
5.8 5.6         2.15   

8. Former J&J site, Cosham H 
4.6 0.4   3.6 151                8,499  1.72 11.2 

9. Harts Farm Way, Havant H 
8.2 5   4.17     0.25   

10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, 
Gosport 

H 

3.9 2.2   3.52 76 6153   6.5 

11. Ryde Business Park H 
0.3 0.3     54     0.8 

12. Woolston Riverside, 
Southampton 

H 

22.8 21.3         2.75 2 

13. Project Cowes, East Cowes H 
16.5 15.9     73 1561 4.75   

TOTAL   
                   98.9                    80.3                  140.0                     51.9                  422.0             19,514.5  

   
74.3  

   
62.4  
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Sample net outputs attributable to SEEDA 
 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Project 
SEEDA Spend 

02-07 (£m) 
% Public Sector 

from SEEDA Residential Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private Sector 
Leverage (£m) 

1. Rochester 
Riverside 11.3 22.9%                               -   

   
6.88                                -                                 -   

   
8.71                                -   

2. Queenborough & 
Rushenden 4.5 19.1%                               -                            1.57                                -                                 -   

   
3.64                                -   

3. Ropetackle, 
Shoreham 2.9 93.5%                    130.97  

   
2.28                        63.61                 3,088.03  

   
0.19                        38.73  

5. Elwick Road, 
Ashford 5.4 73.0%                               -                                 -                                 -                                 -   

   
1.46                                -   

6. Dover Town 
Investment Zone 5.5 56.4%                               -                                 -                                 -                                 -   

   
1.97  

   
0.28  

7. Margate Town 
Centre 5.6 72.3%                               -                                 -                                 -                                 -                            1.55                                -   

8. Former J&J site, 
Cosham 0.4 14.0%                               -   

   
0.51  

   
21.19                  1,192.91  

   
0.24                           1.57  

9. Harts Farm Way, 
Havant 5 95.2%                               -                           3.97                                -                                 -   

   
0.24                                -   

10. Frater Gate 
Royal Navy, 
Gosport 2.2 100.0%                               -   

   
3.52                       76.00                 6,153.00                                -                           6.50  

11. Ryde Business 
Park 0.3 100.0%                               -                                 -                        54.00                                -                                 -   

   
0.80  

12. Woolston 
Riverside, 
Southampton 21.3 88.6%                               -                                 -                                 -                                 -   

   
2.44                          1.77  

13. Project Cowes, 
East Cowes 15.9 77.0%                               -                                 -                         56.21                  1,201.93  

   
3.66                                -   

Total 80.3 51.9% 
   

130.97  
   

18.73  
   

271.01  
   

11,635.88  
   

24.10  
   

49.65  
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Sample net outputs attributable to SEEDA for relevant time period 
 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Project 
SEEDA Spend 
02-07 (£m) 

% SEEDA in 
02-07 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private Sector 
Leverage (£m) 

1. Rochester 
Riverside 11.3 83.7%                               -   

   
5.76                                -                                 -   

   
7.29                                -   

2. Queenborough & 
Rushenden 4.5 81.8%                               -   

   
1.28                                -                                 -   

   
2.98                                -   

3. Ropetackle, 
Shoreham 2.9 76.3% 

   
99.95  

   
1.74                        48.55                 2,356.66  

   
0.14  

   
29.56  

5. Elwick Road, 
Ashford 5.4 85.7%                               -                                 -                                 -                                 -   

   
1.25                                -   

6. Dover Town 
Investment Zone 5.5 71.4%                               -                                 -                                 -                                 -   

   
1.41  

   
0.20  

7. Margate Town 
Centre 5.6 96.6%                               -                                 -                                 -                                 -   

   
1.50                                -   

8. Former J&J site, 
Cosham 0.4 8.7%                               -   

   
0.04                           1.84                     103.73  

   
0.02  

   
0.14  

9. Harts Farm Way, 
Havant 5 61.0%                               -   

   
2.42                                -                                 -   

   
0.15                                -   

10. Frater Gate 
Royal Navy, 
Gosport 2.2 56.4%                               -   

   
1.99                        42.87                 3,470.92                                -   

   
3.67  

11. Ryde Business 
Park 0.3 100.0%                               -                                 -                        54.00                                -                                 -   

   
0.80  

12. Woolston 
Riverside, 
Southampton 21.3 93.4%                               -                                 -                                 -                                 -   

   
2.28  

   
1.65  

13. Project Cowes, 
East Cowes 15.9 96.4%                               -                                 -                         54.16                  1,158.23  

   
3.52                                -   

Total 80.3 81.2% 
   

99.95  
   

13.23                    201.43  
   

7,089.54  
   

20.54  
   

36.02  
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Population level extrapolation 
 

Commercial 
Floorspace Developed Public Sector Leverage 

Project Residential Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private Sector 
Leverage (£m) 

1. Rochester Riverside 

                       -                      9.07                         -                          -                     11.49                         -   
2. Queenborough & 
Rushenden                        -                      2.02                         -                          -                      4.69                         -   
3. Ropetackle, Shoreham 

                157.53                     2.75                    76.51               3,714.30                     0.23                    46.58  
5. Elwick Road, Ashford 

                       -                          -                          -                          -                      1.97                         -   
6. Dover Town Investment 
Zone                        -                          -                          -                          -                      2.22                     0.32  
7. Margate Town Centre 

                       -                          -                          -                          -                      2.36                         -   
8. Former J&J site, Cosham 

                       -                      0.07                     2.90                  163.49                     0.03                     0.22  
9. Harts Farm Way, Havant 

                       -                      3.82                         -                          -                      0.23                         -   
10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, 
Gosport 

                       -                      3.13                    67.57               5,470.49                         -                      5.78  
11. Ryde Business Park 

                       -                          -                     85.11                         -                          -                      1.26  
12. Woolston Riverside, 
Southampton 

                       -                          -                          -                          -                      3.59                     2.61  
13. Project Cowes, East Cowes 

                       -                          -                     85.37               1,825.47                     5.55                         -   
TOTAL                 157.53                    20.86                  317.46             11,173.74                    32.37                    56.76  
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All realised outputs by theme 
 

Public Realm Achieved 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  Residential Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Sample Gross                                -                                   -                               7.0                                 -                                6.4                              0.5  

 Net                                 -                                   -                                   -                                   -                                5.7                              0.5  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                                -                                   -                                   -                                   -                                3.5                              0.3  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                                -                                   -                                   -                                   -                                2.9                              0.2  

        

Population Gross                                -                                   -                                9.5                                 -                                8.7                             0.7  

 Net                                 -                                   -                                   -                                   -                               7.7                             0.7  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                                -                                   -                                   -                                   -                                4.8                              0.4  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                                -                                   -                                   -                                   -                                4.0                              0.3  
 

Residential Led Achieved 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  Residential Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Sample Gross                       140.0                           40.6                         155.0                    3,301.0                           57.2                            41.4  

 Net                        140.0                           40.6                           68.0                    3,301.0                           57.2                            41.4  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                        131.0                           10.7                           63.6                    3,088.0                            12.5                           38.7  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                          99.9                              8.8                           48.5                    2,356.7                           10.4                           29.6  

        

Population Gross                        255.3                           74.1                         282.6                     6,019.5                         104.3                           75.5  

 Net                         255.3                           74.1                         124.0                     6,019.5                         104.3                           75.5  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                        238.8                            19.6                         116.0                     5,631.1                           22.9                           70.6  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                        182.3                           16.0                           88.5                    4,297.4                           19.0                           53.9  
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Employment Led Achieved 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  Residential Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Sample Gross                                -                             14.0                        857.0                  21,924.0                            12.2                           27.5  

 Net                                 -                              11.3                        354.0                   16,213.5                            11.5                           20.5  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                                -                                8.0                        207.4                    8,547.8                              8.0                           10.6  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                                -                                4.5                         152.9                    4,732.9                              7.2                              6.3  

        

Population Gross                                -                              21.5                     1,313.5                  33,602.3                           18.7                            42.1  

 Net                                 -                             17.3                         542.6                 24,850.0                           17.6                            31.4  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                                -                              12.3                         317.9                   13,101.1                            12.3                            16.3  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                                -                                6.8                         234.3                    7,254.0                            11.1                              9.6  
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Summary of realised population outputs 
 
 

 Achieved 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Sample Gross                       140.0                           54.7                     1,019.0                  25,225.0                           75.8                           69.4  

 Net                        140.0                            51.9                        422.0                   19,514.5                           74.3                           62.4  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                        131.0                           18.7                        271.0                   11,635.9                            24.1                           49.7  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                          99.9                            13.2                         201.4                    7,089.5                           20.5                           36.0  

        

 Extrapolation Factor                           1.58                            1.58                            1.58                            1.58                            1.58                            1.58  

Population Gross                       220.7                            86.1                    1,606.0                  39,756.9                         119.5                         109.4  

(total extrap) Net                        220.7                            81.8                         665.1                 30,756.6                         117.1                           98.3  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                       206.4                           29.5                         427.1                  18,339.2                           38.0                           78.3  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                       157.5                          20.9                        317.5                   11,173.7                          32.4                          56.8  

        

 Extrapolation Factor                           1.82                           1.75                            1.58                           1.57                           1.74                           1.70  

Population Gross                        255.3                           95.6                    1,605.7                  39,621.8                         131.7                         118.3  

(theme extrap) Net                         255.3                            91.4                         666.6                  30,869.5                         129.6                        107.6  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                        238.8                            31.8                         433.9                  18,732.2                           40.0                           87.3  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                       182.3                          22.8                       322.8                   11,551.4                          34.0                          63.8  
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Planned outputs 
 
‘In progress’ and Planned Gross outputs 
 

‘In progress’ Outputs Planned Outputs 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Project 

  
  
  
Cluster 

Total 
SEEDA 
Spend to 
March 
2008 
(single 
pot) (£m) 

SEEDA 
Spend 
02-07 
(£m) 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private 
Sector 
Leverag
e (£m) 

1. Rochester 
Riverside 

TG 
13.5 11.3             1750   750 38,800   500 

2. 
Queenborough 
& Rushenden 

TG 
5.5 4.5             2000   1000 180,000   250 

3. Ropetackle, 
Shoreham 

KC 3.8 2.9 3   110 1,861                 

5. Elwick Road, 
Ashford 

KC 6.3 5.4             398 2.5 600 12,000   88 

6. Dover Town 
Investment 
Zone 

KC 
7.7 5.5               3.7 860 12,583   40.9 

7. Margate Town 
Centre 

KC 5.8 5.6                       25 

8. Former J&J 
site, Cosham 

H 
4.6 0.4     350 11650   25             

9. Harts Farm 
Way, Havant 

H 
8.2 5                 465 16,275   22.5 

10. Frater Gate 
Royal Navy, 
Gosport 

H 
3.9 2.2             10 0.5       2 

11. Ryde 
Business Park 

H 0.3 0.3                         

12. Woolston 
Riverside, 
Southampton 

H 
22.8 21.3   12.5         1620   1400 43,312 43 500 

13. Project 
Cowes, East 
Cowes 

H 
16.5 15.9               7.6 596 20,300   83 

TOTAL      
98.9  

   
80.3  

   
3.0  

   
12.5  

   
460.0  

        13,511.0     
-   

   
25.0  

   
5,778.0  

                14.3           5,671.0      323,270.0     
43.0  

   
1,511.4  
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Estimated additionality ratios 
 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Project 

  
  
  
Cluster 

Total 
SEEDA 
Spend to 
March 
2008 
(single 
pot) (£m) 

SEEDA 
Spend 02-
07 (£m) 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private Sector 
Leverage (£m) 

1. Rochester Riverside TG 13.5 11.3 100.0% 100.0% 41.4% 77.4% 100.0% 89.9% 

2. Queenborough & Rushenden TG 5.5 4.5 100.0% 95.0% 41.4% 77.4% 100.0% 89.9% 

3. Ropetackle, Shoreham KC 3.8 2.9 100.0% 100.0% 43.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

5. Elwick Road, Ashford KC 6.3 5.4 100.0% 95.0% 41.4% 77.4% 100.0% 89.9% 

6. Dover Town Investment Zone KC 7.7 5.5 100.0% 95.0% 41.4% 77.4% 82.4% 100.0% 

7. Margate Town Centre KC 5.8 5.6 100.0% 95.0% 0.0% 77.4% 100.0% 89.9% 

8. Former J&J site, Cosham H 4.6 0.4 100.0% 69.9% 96.2% 69.9% 70.2% 70.0% 

9. Harts Farm Way, Havant H 8.2 5 100.0% 100.0% 41.4% 77.4% 100.0% 89.9% 

10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, Gosport H 3.9 2.2 100.0% 74.9% 40.9% 75.0% 98.0% 74.7% 

11. Ryde Business Park H 0.3 0.3 100.0% 95.0% 22.4% 77.4% 98.0% 100.0% 

12. Woolston Riverside, Southampton H 22.8 21.3 100.0% 95.0% 41.4% 77.4% 100.0% 100.0% 

13. Project Cowes, East Cowes H 16.5 15.9 100.0% 95.0% 26.7% 100.0% 100.0% 89.9% 

TOTAL      
98.9  

   
80.3  100.0% 95.0% 41.4% 77.4% 98.0% 89.9% 

          

       Based on category average  

 
Notes: The table above demonstrates how the additionality ratios were calculated for each of the core outputs (i.e. Jobs created/safeguarded; private investment levered; public 
investment levered; and brownfield land reclaimed) and other quantifiable outputs (i.e. housing units and commercial floorspace) illustrated in Figure 3.8 (above). 
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Net future outputs 
 

Net Future Outputs 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Project 

  
  
  
Cluster 

Total 
SEEDA 
Spend 
to 
March 
2008 
(single 
pot) 
(£m) 

SEEDA 
Spend 
02-07 
(£m) 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 
(£m) 

1. Rochester Riverside TG 
13.5 11.3 

    1,750.0               -              310.6       30,016.3             -          449.6  
2. Queenborough & Rushenden TG 

5.5 4.5 
    2,000.0               -              414.1     139,251.1             -          224.8  

3. Ropetackle, Shoreham KC 3.8 2.9            3.0               -                48.3        1,861.0             -               -    
5. Elwick Road, Ashford KC 6.3 5.4        398.0              2.4            248.5        9,283.4             -           79.1  
6. Dover Town Investment Zone KC 

7.7 5.5 
            -                3.5            356.2        9,734.4             -           40.9  

7. Margate Town Centre KC 5.8 5.6             -                 -                   -                  -               -           22.5  
8. Former J&J site, Cosham H 

4.6 0.4 
            -                 -              336.6        8,143.7             -           17.5  

9. Harts Farm Way, Havant H 
8.2 5 

            -                 -              192.6       12,590.6             -           20.2  
10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, Gosport H 

3.9 2.2 
         10.0              0.4                 -                  -               -             1.5  

11. Ryde Business Park H 0.3 0.3             -                 -                   -                  -               -               -    
12. Woolston Riverside, Southampton H 

22.8 21.3 
    1,620.0            11.9            579.8       33,506.9         43.0        500.0  

13. Project Cowes, East Cowes H 
16.5 15.9 

            -                7.2            159.4       20,300.0             -           74.6  
TOTAL      

98.9  
   

80.3      5,781.0            25.4  
       
2,646.0     264,687.5         43.0     1,430.7  
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Net future outputs attributable to SEEDA 
 

Net Future Outputs Attributable to SEEDA 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Project 

  
  
  
Cluster 

Total 
SEEDA 
Spend to 
March 
2008 
(single 
pot) 
(£m) 

SEEDA 
Spend 
02-07 
(£m) 

% Public Sector 
from SEEDA 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 
(£m) 

1. Rochester Riverside TG 13.5 11.3 22.9%        401.1              -             71.2        6,880.0             -         103.0  

2. Queenborough & Rushenden TG 5.5 4.5 19.1%        383.0              -             79.3       26,665.1             -          43.0  

3. Ropetackle, Shoreham KC 3.8 2.9 93.5%            2.8              -             45.1        1,740.9             -              -   

5. Elwick Road, Ashford KC 6.3 5.4 73.0%        290.4             1.7          181.3        6,774.4             -          57.7  

6. Dover Town Investment Zone KC 7.7 5.5 56.4%             -              2.0          200.9        5,491.2             -          23.1  

7. Margate Town Centre KC 5.8 5.6 72.3%             -               -                -                 -              -          16.2  

8. Former J&J site, Cosham H 4.6 0.4 14.0%             -               -             47.2        1,143.0             -            2.5  

9. Harts Farm Way, Havant H 8.2 5 95.2%             -               -           183.4       11,991.1             -          19.3  

10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, Gosport H 3.9 2.2 100.0%          10.0             0.4               -                 -              -            1.5  

11. Ryde Business Park H 0.3 0.3 100.0%             -               -                -                 -              -              -   

12. Woolston Riverside, Southampton H 22.8 21.3 88.6%     1,434.8           10.5          513.5       29,675.6         38.1        442.8  

13. Project Cowes, East Cowes H 16.5 15.9 77.0%             -              5.6          122.7       15,630.5             -          57.5  

TOTAL      
98.9  

   
80.3  

51.9%     2,522.1           20.2        1,444.7   105,991.8         38.1        766.6  
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Net future outputs attributable to SEEDA for relevant time period 
 

Net Future Outputs Attributable to SEEDA in 2002/07 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Project 

  
  
  
Cluster 

Total 
SEEDA 
Spend 
to 
March 
2008 
(single 
pot) 
(£m) 

SEEDA 
Spend 
02-07 
(£m) % SEEDA in 02-07 

Residential 
Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private Sector 
Leverage 
(£m) 

1. Rochester Riverside TG 
13.5 11.3 83.7%       335.7             -          59.6       5,758.8             -          86.3  

2. Queenborough & Rushenden TG 
5.5 4.5 81.8%       313.3             -          64.9     21,816.9             -          35.2  

3. Ropetackle, Shoreham KC 3.8 2.9 76.3%          2.1             -          34.5       1,328.6             -              -   

5. Elwick Road, Ashford KC 6.3 5.4 85.7%       248.9           1.5        155.4       5,806.6             -          49.5  

6. Dover Town Investment Zone KC 
7.7 5.5 71.4%            -            1.4        143.5       3,922.3             -          16.5  

7. Margate Town Centre KC 5.8 5.6 96.6%            -              -              -               -              -          15.7  

8. Former J&J site, Cosham H 
4.6 0.4 8.7%            -              -            4.1           99.4             -            0.2  

9. Harts Farm Way, Havant H 
8.2 5 61.0%            -              -         111.8       7,311.6             -          11.7  

10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, Gosport H 
3.9 2.2 56.4%          5.6           0.2             -               -              -            0.8  

11. Ryde Business Park H 0.3 0.3 100.0%            -              -              -               -              -              -   

12. Woolston Riverside, Southampton H 
22.8 21.3 93.4%    1,340.4           9.8        479.7     27,723.2         35.6        413.7  

13. Project Cowes, East Cowes H 
16.5 15.9 96.4%            -            5.4        118.2     15,062.1             -          55.4  

TOTAL      
98.9  

   
80.3  

81.2%    2,246.2         18.3     1,171.7     88,829.6         35.6        685.0  
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Extrapolating to project level 
 

Extrapolating to Population level 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public 
Sector 
Leverage 

Project 

  
  
  
Cluster 

Total 
SEEDA 
Spend to 
March 
2008 
(single 
pot) 
(£m) 

SEEDA 
Spend 
02-07 
(£m) Residential Units 

Brownfield 
Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs 
created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) 

Private 
Sector 
Leverage 
(£m) 

1. Rochester Riverside TG 13.5 11.3     529.17            -        93.92       9,076.43            -       135.94  

2. Queenborough & Rushenden TG 5.5 4.5     493.86            -       102.26     34,385.40            -        55.51  

3. Ropetackle, Shoreham KC 3.8 2.9        3.38            -        54.30       2,094.01            -             -   

5. Elwick Road, Ashford KC 6.3 5.4     392.36         2.34      244.95       9,151.74            -        78.00  

6. Dover Town Investment Zone KC 7.7 5.5           -          2.23      226.18       6,181.89            -        25.97  

7. Margate Town Centre KC 5.8 5.6           -             -             -                 -             -        24.72  

8. Former J&J site, Cosham H 4.6 0.4           -             -          6.48         156.65            -          0.34  

9. Harts Farm Way, Havant H 8.2 5           -             -       176.25     11,523.78            -        18.52  

10. Frater Gate Royal Navy, Gosport H 3.9 2.2        8.89         0.33            -                 -             -          1.33  

11. Ryde Business Park H 0.3 0.3           -             -             -                 -             -             -   

12. Woolston Riverside, Southampton H 22.8 21.3  2,112.54       15.49      756.06     43,694.28       56.07      652.02  

13. Project Cowes, East Cowes H 16.5 15.9           -          8.44      186.37     23,739.26            -        87.27  

TOTAL   
       98.9  

   
80.3  

 3,540.19       28.84   1,846.77  
 

140,003.43  
     56.07   1,079.61  
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All future outputs by theme 
 

Public Realm Planned 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  Residential Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Sample Gross                                -                                3.7                        860.0                  12,583.0                                 -                             65.9  

 Net                                 -                                3.5                         356.2                    9,734.4                                 -                             63.4  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                                -                                2.0                        200.9                     5,491.2                                 -                             39.3  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                                -                                1.4                         143.5                     3,922.3                                 -                             32.2  

        

        

Population Gross                                -                                5.0                     1,169.9                  17,117.4                                 -                             89.6  

 Net                                 -                                4.8                         484.5                  13,242.3                                 -                             86.2  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                                -                                2.7                        273.3                   7,470.0                                 -                             53.5  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                                -                                1.9                         195.2                    5,335.7                                 -                             43.8  
 
 

Residential Led Planned 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  Residential Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Sample Gross                   3,753.0                                 -                      1,860.0               220,661.0                                 -                          750.0  

 Net                    3,753.0                                 -                          773.0                171,128.5                                 -                          674.4  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                       786.9                                 -                           195.6                  35,286.1                                 -                           146.1  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                        651.2                                 -                           158.9                  28,904.3                                 -                           121.5  

        

 Extrapolation Factor       

Population Gross                   6,843.7                                 -                       3,391.8               402,381.8                                 -                       1,367.6  

 Net                    6,843.7                                 -                       1,409.6               312,057.8                                 -                       1,229.7  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                    1,434.9                                 -                           356.8                  64,345.2                                 -                           266.4  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                    1,187.5                                 -                           289.8                 52,707.9                                 -                           221.5  
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Employment led Planned 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  Residential Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Sample Gross                   2,028.0                            23.1                     3,411.0               103,537.0                           43.0                        720.5  

 Net                    2,028.0                            21.8                     1,516.8                  83,824.6                           43.0                        693.0  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                    1,735.2                            18.2                     1,048.2                  65,214.5                            38.1                         581.2  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                    1,595.0                            16.9                         869.3                 56,003.0                           35.6                         531.4  

        

        

Population Gross                    3,108.3                           35.4                    5,227.9                158,688.4                           65.9                     1,104.3  

 Net                     3,108.3                           33.5                     2,324.8               128,475.8                           65.9                     1,062.1  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                    2,659.5                           27.9                     1,606.5                  99,952.5                           58.4                        890.9  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                    2,444.5                           25.9                     1,332.4                  85,834.3                           54.5                         814.4  
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Summary of future population outputs 
 

 Planned 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Sample Gross                   5,781.0                           26.8                     6,131.0               336,781.0                           43.0                     1,536.4  

 Net                    5,781.0                           25.4                    2,646.0               264,687.5                           43.0                    1,430.7  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                    2,522.1                           20.2                     1,444.7                105,991.8                            38.1                        766.6  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                    2,246.2                            18.3                     1,171.7                  88,829.6                           35.6                        685.0  

        

 Extrapolation Factor                           1.58                            1.58                            1.58                            1.58                            1.58                            1.58  

Population Gross                     9,111.4                           42.2                    9,663.0               530,797.1                           67.8                     2,421.5  

(total extrap) Net                      9,111.4                           40.0                    4,170.3                417,171.2                           67.8                     2,254.9  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                   3,975.0                            31.8                    2,277.0               167,052.5                           60.0                     1,208.3  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                  3,540.2                          28.8                    1,846.8             140,003.4                           56.1                    1,079.6  

        

 Extrapolation Factor                          1.72                            1.51                           1.60                           1.72                            1.53                           1.67  

Population Gross                   9,952.0                           40.4                    9,789.6               578,187.6                           65.9                     2,561.6  

(theme extrap) Net                    9,952.0                           38.3                     4,218.9               453,775.9                           65.9                    2,378.0  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                   4,094.4                           30.6                     2,236.6               171,767.7                           58.4                     1,210.7  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                   3,632.1                          27.8                     1,817.4              143,877.9                          54.5                    1,079.7  



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise          166 

Total outputs (All) 
 

 Total 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Sample Gross                    5,921.0                            81.5                    7,150.0              362,006.0                         118.8                     1,605.8  

 Net                     5,921.0                           77.3                    3,068.0               284,202.0                         117.3                     1,493.1  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                    2,653.1                           38.9                     1,715.7               117,627.6                           62.2                         816.3  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                    2,346.1                            31.5                     1,373.2                   95,919.1                            56.1                        721.0  

        

 Extrapolation Factor                           1.58                            1.58                            1.58                            1.58                            1.58                            1.58  

Population Gross                   9,332.0                         128.4                  11,269.0               570,553.9                         187.2                    2,530.9  

(total extrap) Net                    9,332.0                         121.8                     4,835.4               447,927.8                         184.9                     2,353.3  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                    4,181.5                            61.3                    2,704.1                185,391.7                           98.0                     1,286.6  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                  3,697.7                          49.7                    2,164.2                151,177.2                          88.4                     1,136.4  

        

 Extrapolation Factor                          1.72                           1.67                            1.59                            1.71                            1.66                           1.67  

Population Gross                10,207.3                         136.0                   11,395.3               617,809.4                         197.6                    2,679.9  

(theme extrap) Net                 10,207.3                         129.7                     4,885.4               484,645.3                         195.5                     2,485.6  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                    4,333.2                           62.4                    2,670.4               190,499.9                           98.3                     1,298.1  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                   3,814.3                          50.6                    2,140.2              155,429.3                          88.5                     1,143.4  
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Total outputs (by theme) 
 

Public Realm Total 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  
Residential 
Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Public Realm Gross                                -                                5.0                     1,179.4                  17,117.4                              8.7                           90.3  

Population Net                                 -                                4.8                         484.5                  13,242.3                             7.7                           86.9  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                                -                                2.7                        273.3                   7,470.0                              4.8                           53.9  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                                -                                1.9                        195.2                   5,335.7                             4.0                          44.0  
 

 Total 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  Residential Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Residential Led Gross                   7,099.0                           74.1                    3,674.4               408,401.3                         104.3                     1,443.1  

Population Net                    7,099.0                           74.1                     1,533.6               318,077.2                         104.3                     1,305.2  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                    1,673.8                            19.6                        472.8                  69,976.3                           22.9                        337.0  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                   1,369.8                           16.0                       378.3               57,005.3                           19.0                       275.4  
 

 Total 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed 

Public Sector 
Leverage 

Private Sector 
Leverage 

  Residential Units 

Brownfield Land 
Remediation 
(Hectares) 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded  (m2) (£m) (£m) 

Employment Led Gross                    3,108.3                           56.9                     6,541.4               192,290.7                           84.6                     1,146.4  

Population Net                     3,108.3                           50.8                    2,867.4                153,325.8                           83.5                     1,093.5  

 Net attributable to SEEDA                    2,659.5                           40.1                     1,924.4                113,053.6                          70.7                        907.2  

 Net attributable to SEEDA 2002-07                  2,444.5                          32.7                    1,566.7                93,088.2                          65.6                       824.0  
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APPENDIX 18 THE PROJECT FILTERING PROCESS 
 
N.B. It should be noted that these numbers were amended during the 
course of the evaluation; however, they are represented here accurately 
as it was these numbers that directly informed the sampling process. 
 
Programme level refinement 
 
At a programme level, Agresso highlighted the following as falling under the ‘physical 
regeneration’ category: 
 

SE90305 Redundant Building Grant 

SE90904 Art In Public Places 

SE90905 Urban Renaissance 

SE90907 Chatham Maritime 

SE90908 Rochester Riverside 

SE90912 Planning and Infrastructure 

SE90913 Housing 

SE90914 Hastings - Pre Development and Infrastructure 

SE90915 Hastings - Infrastructure Improvements  

SE90916 Hastings - Hastings Millennium Commission 

SE90919 University of Medway 

SE91101 Property Advice Service 

SE91102 Kent Coalfields 

SE91103 Land & Property West 

SE91104 Land & Property East 

SE91105 Asset Management 

SE91106 BLAT (Brownfield Land Assembly ) 

SE91107 Rural - Access to Services  
 
The following programmes were removed from the sample because they had a total spend of 
less than £1m. 
 

Programme Total Spend 
(£m) 

Relevant Spend 2002/3 to 
2006/07 (£m) 

SE90305 Redundant Building Grants 0.9 0.7 

SE90912 Planning and infrastructure 0.9 0.5 

SE90913 Housing 0.1 0.1 

Total 1.9 1.3 

 
The following programmes were removed from the sample because they have been or are 
currently subject to an IEF compliant evaluation. 
 

Programme Total 
Spend 
(£m) 

Relevant 
Spend 
2002/3 to 
2006/07 
(£m) 

Notes 

SE90907 Chatham Maritime 31.8 19.1 Evaluated by ECOTEC 

SE90914/5/6 Hastings 50.9 40.7 Being evaluated by Grant 
Thornton 

SE90919 University of Medway 15.0 15.0 Evaluated by SQW 

SE91102 Kent Coalfields 26.8 17.2 Being evaluated by BBP / 
SQW 

Total 124.5 92.0  
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The following programmes were removed from the sample because they had a primary 
objective outside the realm of physical regeneration. 
 

Programme Total 
Spend 
(£m) 

Relevant 
Spend 
2002/3 to 
2006/07 
(£m) 

Details 

Art in Public Places 0.8 0.8 Primary focus on culture 
/ arts 

Urban Renaissance 3.9 2.7 Primary focus on culture 
/ arts 

Asset Management 6.6 2.6 Management costs, not 
actual projects*.   

Rural – access to services 1.7 1.5 Primary focus on 
transport 

Total 13.0 7.6  

Notes: *Because WME were not able to assign all of these costs to specific projects, a decision was taken to adopt a 
consistent approach of not assigning any of these costs to any projects. 
 
Project Level refinement 
 
Following the programme level filter, the following valid programmes were considered within 
scope for the Impact Evaluation: 
 
• SE90908 Rochester Riverside 
• SE91101 Property Advice Service 
• SE91103 Land & Property West 
• SE91104 Land & Property East 
• SE91106 BLAT (Brownfield Land Assembly) 
 
Each programme contained a series of interventions that were filtered to define a sample 
population.  The table below illustrates the process. 
 

 Spend Items Total Spend (£m) Relevant Spend 
2002/3 to 
2006/07 (£m) 

Relevant spend <£100k 89 11.2 0.3 

Project already evaluated 6 6.4 7.3 

Non-regeneration spend 6 2.1 1.4 

No spend data available 3 - - 

Total 101 19.7 9.0 
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The table below summarises the project filtering process: 
 

 Total Spend (£m) Relevant Spend 
2002/3 to 
2006/07 (£m) 

Total Sample from Aggresso 322.1 240.4 

Spend removed at 
programme Level 

139.4 100.9 

Spend removed at project 
level  

19.7 10.1 

Net projects for sample 163.0 129.4 

 
The in-scope projects are as summarised in the table below. 
 

Project Project Code Total (£m) 
Relevant Spend 
2002/3 to 2006/07 
(£m) 

Woolstone Riverside, Southampton SE17684      22.81       21.36  

Project Cowes, East Cowes SE17713, 18274, 21440      21.08       20.48  

Daedalus Airfield, Lee on Solent SE21475      13.83       13.19  

Rochester Riverside SE90908      13.45       11.26  

Harts Farm Way, Havant SE13867, 14960, 22914      12.19         4.65  

Dover Town Investment Zone SE22580        7.66         5.52  

Elwick Road, Ashford  SE18271, 23460, 22486, 22543        7.52         6.62  

Brownfield Land Assembly Trust SE91106        6.79         6.44  

Hythe Marine Park SE23179        6.11         5.02  

Margate Town Centre SE22310        5.81         5.62  

Queenborough & Rushenden SE17929, 20065, 22311, 22883, 23213        5.48         4.46  

Shearway, Folkestone SE04175        4.06         0.78  

Marshwood Marine Park SE17711        3.98         3.90  

Frater Gate Royal Navy, Gosport SE14896        3.87         2.23  

Ropetackle, Shoreham SE08419, 13097        3.81         2.89  

Buckland Paper Mill, Dover SE14008        3.50         1.78  

West Medina Mills, Cowes SE17409        3.25         2.63  

TT Electronics, Northfleet SE21395        2.92         2.63  

Dover Place, Ashford  SE22168, 18531, 20154        2.75         2.60  

Tipner, Portsmouth SE20352, 21470        2.72         2.69  

Sandwich Industrial Estate SE07561        2.42         2.41  

Former J&J site, Cosham SE12945        1.88       (2.35)  

Eurokent Business Park, Broastairs SE22309        1.49         0.12  

Three Gates, Cowes SE17700        1.17         1.16  

Northern Above Bar, Southampton SE22862        0.45         0.42  

Ryde Business Park SE15073        0.32         0.30  

Drivers Wharf, Southampton SE20419        0.30         0.30  

Cliffe Pools, Medway SE22913        0.19         0.19  

 Total       161.9      129.4  
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APPENDIX 19 ASSESSMENT OF SEEDA’S IN-SCOPE PROJECTS 
 
 
N.B. It should be noted that these numbers were amended during the 
course of the evaluation; however, they are represented here accurately 
as it was these numbers that directly informed the sampling process. 
 
Prior to undertaking the sampling process, WME conducted an assessment of the in-scope 
projects to identify a number of informing indicators or tests.  Specifically, we considered: 
 
• Geographical location; 
• Size of projects; 
• Project activity; and 
• Intervention timing. 
 
(i.) Geographical location 
 
Following initial consultation with the SEEDA Project Steering Group and relevant 
Programme Directors, it was decided that the sampling frame process should be spatially 
structured to reflect SEEDA’s cluster approach to physical regeneration.  As a result, the final 
list of in-scope projects was divided into three distinct spatial clusters (plus an additional 
group to cover any cross-regional interventions), specifically: 
 
• Cluster A: Thames Gateway;  
• Cluster B: Kent and Sussex Coast;  
• Cluster C: Southampton, Solent and Oxfordshire; and 
• Cluster D: Region-wide projects. 
 
The table, below, illustrates how the 29 in-scope projects were divided into the four clusters. 
 

Cluster A Cluster B Cluster C Cluster D 

1. Rochester Riverside 1. Folkstone 1. 
Northern Above 
Bar 

1. BLAT 

2. 
Queensborough & 
Rushenden 

2. Ropetackle 2. Cliffe Pools   

3. Northfleet 3. Buckland Paper Mill 3. Hythe Marine Park   
  4. Aylesham & District 4. Former JJ site   

  5. 
Ashford – Elwick 
Road 

5. Harts Farm Way   

  6. Ashford – Dover Place 6. 
Frater Gate Royal 
Navy 

  

  7. 
Eurokent Business 
Park 

7. 
Ryde Business 
Park  

  

  8. Margate Town Centre 8. West Medina Mills   

  9. Dover 9. 
Woolston 
Riverside 

  

  10. 
Sandwich Industrial 
Estate 

10. Three Gates   

    11. 
Marshwood 
Marina Park 

  

    12. East Cowes   
    13. Tipner Portsmouth   
    14. Drivers Wharf   
    15. Daedalus Airfield   

 
The table, below, illustrates the spatial breakdown in terms of relevant spend by cluster.   
 

Location Total relevant spend No of projects 
 £ % No. % 
Cluster A 18,351,317 11 3 10 
Cluster B 29,505,752 26 10 34 
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Cluster C 76,166,885 58 15 52 
Cluster D 6,439,921 5 1 3 
Total 130,463,875 100 29 100 

 
Following this analysis, WME made the following observations: 
 
• Cluster C represented the most significant group in terms of number of projects (15) and 

spend (£76.2m). 
• The majority of projects were located within Clusters C (52%) and B (34%). 
 
 
(ii.) Size of projects 
 
The size of the in-scope projects was also compared in terms of their project expenditure.  
Specifically, the projects were divided between the following categories: 
 
• <£1m; 
• £1m – £9.9m; and 
• £10m plus. 
 
The table, below, indicates the expenditure breakdown for all of the in-scope projects. 
 

Location Total relevant spend No of projects 
 £ % No. % 
<£1m 2,110,811 1.6 6 20.7 
£1m - £9.9m 62,064,465 47.6 19 65.5 
£10m plus 66,288,600 50.8 4 13.8 
Total 130,463,875 100 29 100 

 
Following this analysis, WME made the following observations: 
 
• The majority of the spend was located in £1m – £9.9m (47.6%) and £10m plus (50.8%) 

categories. 
• The tables, below, illustrates the breakdown of expenditure by Cluster areas A, B, C and D. 
 
Cluster A 
 

Total relevant spend No of projects 
Spend 

£ % No. % 
<£1m 0 0 0 0 
£1m - £9.9m 7,093,972 39 2 67 
£10m plus 11,257,345 61 1 33 
Total 18,351,317 100 3 100 

 
Cluster B 

 
Total relevant spend No of projects Spend 

£ % No. % 
<£1m 897,472 3 2 20 
£1m - £9.9m 28,608,280 97 8 80 
£10m plus 0 0 0 0 
Total 29,505,752 100 10 100 

 
Cluster C 

 
Total relevant spend No of projects Spend 

£ % No. % 
<£1m 1,213,339 2 4 27 
£1m - £9.9m 19,922,292 26 8 53 
£10m plus 55,031,255 72 3 20 
Total 76,166,886 100 15 100 
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Cluster D 
 

Total relevant spend No of projects Spend 
£ % No. % 

<£1m 0 0 0 0 
£1m - £9.9m 6,439,921 100 1 100 
£10m plus 0 0 0 0 
Total 6,439,921 100 1 100 

 
(iii.) Project activity 
  
Based on the data received from SEEDA, the activities of the projects had been sub-divided 
into a number of categories, specifically: 
 
1. Land remediation; 
2. Business and employment use; 
3. Renaissance; 
4. Housing development; 
5. Educational infrastructure; 
6. Incubation sites; 
7. Strategic site acquisition; 
8. Public realm and infrastructure; and 
9. Urban regeneration companies. 
 
Each project involved more than one activity.  The diagram, below, illustrates the balance of 
activities across the 29 in-scope projects.   
 

25%

22%

12%

10%

4%

3%

4%

10%

10%

1. Land remediation

2. Business and employment use

3. Renaissance 

4. Housing development

5. Educational Infrastructure

6. Incubation sites

7. Strategic sites acquisition

8. Public realm infrastructure

9. Urban regeneration companies

 
WME would comment as follows: 
 
• The two most significant activities are land remediation and business and employment 

use. 
• The second group of activities most prevalent are Renaissance; Housing development; 

Public realm infrastructure and Urban Regeneration Companies. 
 
It will be necessary for the final sample to be reflective of these macro activities. 
 
(iv.) Intervention timing 
 
Where projects are in their life cycle is another indicator to be considered during the sampling 
process.   WME’s assessment categorised  the in-scope projects as either: 
 
• Early (higher spend in 2002/03 – 2003/4); and 
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• Late (higher spend in 2005/06 and 2006/07). 
 
The table, below, indicates the division of in-scope projects by timing of expenditure. 
 

Location Total relevant spend No of projects 
 £ % No. % 
Early 50,698,199 39 14 48 
Late 79,765,676 61 15 52 
Total 130,463,875 100 29 100 

 
 
Following this analysis, WME made the following observations: 
 
• Whilst there is a greater proportion of expenditure at a late stage (61%), the number of 

projects within the early (48%) and late (52%) is relatively equal. 
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APPENDIX 20 FULL SAMPLE LIST 
 
 
Project Category Spatial 

Cluster 
Timing Relevant Expenditure 

(2002/03 – 2006/07) 
1. Rochester 

Riverside 
Residential 
Led Schemes 

A Late 
11.3 

2. Queenborough & 
Rushenden 

Residential 
Led Schemes 

A Early 
4.5 

3. Ropetackle, 
Shoreham 

Residential 
Led Schemes 

B Early 
2.9 

5. Elwick Road, 
Ashford 

Commercial 
Led Schemes 

B Late 
5.4 

6. Dover Town 
Investment Zone 

Public Realm B Late 5.5 

7. Margate Town 
Centre 

Public Realm B Late 5.6 

8. Former J&J site, 
Cosham 

Commercial 
Led Schemes 

C Early 
0.4 

9. Harts Farm 
Way, Havant 

Commercial 
Led Schemes 

C Early 
5 

10. Frater Gate 
Royal Navy, 
Gosport 

Commercial 
Led Schemes 

C Early 
2.2 

11. Ryde Business 
Park 

Commercial 
Led Schemes 

C Early 
0.3 

12. Woolston 
Riverside, 
Southampton 

Commercial 
Led Schemes 

C Early 
21.3 

13. Project Cowes, 
East Cowes 

Commercial 
Led Schemes 

C Late 
15.9 

 Total    80.3  

 
Notes:  
* During the course of the Physical Regeneration Evaluation, it was discovered that one of WME’s sample projects – 
Community Workshop, Aylesham (SE91104) – expenditure was sourced from the Coalfields Intervention 
Programme, which was subject to a different evaluation by another Consultancy as part of the wider East Kent 
Coalfields Evaluation.  In order to avoid double-counting of outputs and outcomes, it was decided that this project 
should be transferred in full to the East Kent Coalfields Evaluation.   
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1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1  Overview 
  

Rochester Riverside is a major physical regeneration initiative located on a 
waterside site close to the centre of Rochester, Medway.  It represents a 
flagship scheme within the Thames Gateway and forms a large part of 
Medway’s Waterfront Strategy. To date the project has involved the 
acquisition and remediation of approximately 30 hectares of land. The 
ultimate intention is to develop a residential led development, 
accommodating some 2,000 new homes, employment space and associated 
community facilities. 
 
This document presents the results of an evaluation the Agency’s contribution 
to the project, a joint venture between Medway Council, SEEDA and the 
Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG).  This study is 
part of a sample of all SEEDA physical regeneration activities being conducted 
as part of the Department for Business, Economy and Regulatory Reform 
(DBERR) impact evaluation of all SEEDA activity. This is one of twelve case 
papers undertaken as part of this evaluation.  
 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the key characteristics of the Rochester 
Riverside project. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Rochester Riverside Project 

Programme Code SE90908 
Project Type Land acquisition and remediation for 

residential and employment use. 
SEEDA Project Manager Julian Perry 
Original proposed Start Date* January 2003 
Original proposed End Date* Completion of development on site 2008. 
Project Partners Medway DC, DCLG 

*Source: Stage 2 Appraisal and Approval Document dated 15th April 2002. 
 
1.2 Local Commercial Market  
 

This section presents a brief review of the local commercial market in 
Rochester and the Medway Towns. It draws on data provided by the Valuation 
Office Agency (VOA) between 2002 and 2007.  These secondary data sources 
have been supplemented with interviews with commercial property agents 
active in the local area as well as taken from secondary sources.  This 
assessment includes a brief assessment of the industrial market in the 
Medway Towns, to inform the reference or ‘do nothing’ case, as well as 
present a series of statistics on the local property market.   

 
In terms of the industrial market, local agents indicate this extends across the 
Medway towns, in particular Rochester, Chatham and Strood.  Agents report 
that industrial floorspace has been letting consistently well in the area over 
the past five years. Stronger demand is experienced for freehold units, whilst 
leaseholds have seen limited demand. Most of the stock is relatively small 
units, with only a small number of large new developments coming on the 
market in the past three to five years. Principal amongst them is Stirling Park, 
a development of 16 B1(c)/B2 units ranging from c.1,000 m2 up to c. 2,000 
m2 sq ft. We understand that units on this scheme let very quickly and agents 
considered this was a reflection of pent up demand for new industrial 
accommodation in the area.  
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In terms of offices, although there are omissions in the data, the figures 
available implies rental values are stagnant, with town centre floorspace 
commanding rents of up to £135 per m2, unchanged between 2002 and 2007.  
Again, the data suggests the local area is not particularly popular with rents 
roughly half that of locations such as Southampton and Guilford.   

 
Figure 1.2 Rental Values – Offices 2002 - 2007 

£/m2  2002 2007     
Location Town Centre 

(over 1,000 m2) 
Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

Town Centre 
(over 1,000 
m2) 

Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (1,000 
m2 +) 2002 - 
2007 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (150 400 
m2) 2002 - 
2007 

Basingstoke 200 165 160 160 -20 -3 
Portsmouth  110 120 140 135 27 13 
Chatham N/A 135 125 135 ~ 0 
Canterbury 75 90 85 90 13 0 
Southampton 210 230 225 230 7 0 
Eastbourne 58 62 N/A N/A ~ ~ 
Guildford N/A N/A 270 275 ~ ~ 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 
 

Figure 1.3 below shows the comparative change in retail rents between 2002 
and 2007 in selected centres across the South East. Clearly much of the 
increase in rental prices is attributable to inflation. Despite this, the 
comparative increases can highlight changes within the local market. 
Chatham prime retail rents increased by some 13% within the evaluation 
period. This rate of increase outstripped that of Canterbury (decrease of 
nearly 20%), Portsmouth, Guildford and the Isle of White. The data shows a 
similar change in secondary rents, but a 52% increase in retail rents for out of 
town non-food units in the evaluation period.  

 
Figure 1.3. Change in Retail Rents 2002 - 2007.  

Location % Increase in 
Principal Rents 

%    Increase in 
Secondary Rents 

% Increase in 
out of town rents 

Eastbourne 21 10 30 
Basingstoke 20 -27 81 
Southampton 20 0 33 
Chatham 13 13 52 
Newport 
(IOW) 

11 56 106 

Portsmouth  6 0 8 
Guildford 0 0 0 
Canterbury -18 0 0 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. 
 

Figure 1.4 shows residential building land values in the South East. In 2002 
large sites for residential uses, of over 2 ha were valued at just over one 
million pounds per Hectare. By 2007, the value had increased by almost three 
times, to £2.7 million. The increases experienced in the Medway towns were 
amongst the largest across the region and are likely to reflect of the Thames 
Gateway growth agenda, the buoyant market at this time and the ongoing 
popularity of the Medway towns.  
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Figure 1.4.  Residential Building Land Values.  
  2002 2007   
Location Small 

Sites (for 
less than 
5 houses) 
£ per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 Ha) 
£ per Ha 

Small Sites 
(for less 
than 5 
houses) £ 
per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 Ha) 
£ per Ha 

% Average 
Change 
Small Sites 

% 
Average 
Change 
Bulk 
Land 

Medway Towns 
(Rochester)* 

1,075,000 1,025,000 2,900,000 2,700,000 170 163 

Eastbourne 1,750,000 1,025,000 2,400,000 2,100,000 37 105 
Ryde, Isle of White  1,000,000 850,000 1,750,000 1,650,000 75 94 
Folkestone 1,460,000 1,225,000 2,400,000 2,150,000 64 76 
Guildford 3,150,000 3,150,000 5,750,000 5,500,000 83 75 
Southampton 2,500,000 2,400,000 3,950,000 3,850,000 58 60 
Portsmouth  2,100,000 2,000,000 3,100,000 3,100,000 48 55 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 
1.3 Local Economic Context  

 
This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period. Table 1.5 shows unemployment numbers and 
rates in selected Local Authority Districts across the South East between 2002 
and 2007. At the start of the evaluation period, The Medway Town’s claimant 
count rate (2.3%) was slightly above the Kent average (2.0%), but below that 
of Great Britain. This equated to some 3,500 claimants in the District. By 
2007 the District’s claimant rate had increased to 2.7%. This compares to 2% 
in Kent, 1.6% in the region and 2.5% nationally.   

 
Figure 1.5. Claimant Counts 2002-2007.  

  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
In terms of skill levels, in 20051, some 12.3% of the working age population in 
the Medway Towns possessed no qualifications. By 2007, this had decreased 
by 0.6%, to 11.7%. This was comparable to Kent (12.1%), slightly higher than 
regionally (9.6%) but lower than nationally (13.1%). In terms of higher skill 
levels, in 2007 20.7% of the working age population possessed NVQ Level 4 

                                                      
1 This was the earliest data available that was consistent with 2007 data.  
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qualifications or higher. This increased by some (2.6%) between 2005 and 
2007. This compares to a 1.3% increase regionally and 2.1% increase 
nationally in the same period.  Overall the Medway towns appear to have 
reasonable skills profile, those with no qualifications are decreasing, those 
higher qualifications increasing during the evaluation period (Figure 1.6). 

 
Figure 1.6. Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS 

 
In 2002, there were some 90,500 employees in the Medway Towns. By 2006 
this had decreased to some 86,300, a decrease of 4.6%. This compares to a 
small net loss in Kent during this period, of 0.8%. The region also witnessed a 
small net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst national job growth was a 
steady 2.8%. 

 
Figure 1.7. Employment Growth 2002 – 2006.  

  2002 2006 
% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 
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In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002 residents of the Medway 
Town’s average wage was £404.4, by 2007 this had increased to £472.5 (an 
increase of 17%). This compares to a 20% increase in wages in Kent,  a 15% 
increase regionally, and an increase of 17% nationally (Figure 1.8). 

 
Figure 1.8. Gross Weekly Earnings 2002 -2007 

 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 

 
1.4 Project Background 
 

The origins of the Rochester Riverside project date back to 1994, when 
Rochester upon Medway City Council (one of the predecessors of Medway 
Council) made the decision to utilise financial reserves and invest in sections 
of the waterside north of the City Centre, next to Rochester station. The site 
was identified as an opportunity for development due to its strategic location 
near to the station, proximity to facilities within the town centre and 
advantageous riverside aspect. The site was viewed as potentially one of 
Rochester’s “best assets”. Despite this, in the early 1990’s, the site was 
characterised by: 
 

• Poor vehicular access; 
• No pedestrian access to the River Medway; 
• Low grade industrial and ‘bad neighbour’ along with some potentially 

unauthorised uses; 
• Vacant, derelict and contaminated land; 
• Poor environment; 
• Fragmented land ownership (with over 30 land owners); and 
• Significant flood risk.  

 
Rochester Council’s strategic land assembly continued up until the creation of 
Medway Council (as a Unitary Authority) in 1998. By this stage, over half the 
current site had been purchased (18 hectares) at a cost of £25m. It became 
evident at around this time that the level of fragmentation, and issues with 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects  

WM Enterprise  
 

11

existing land owners, meant that a Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) was 
required. This was granted on the last day of Rochester Council’s existence. 
Responsibly was passed to the new Medway Council.  
 
Due, in part to the sale of council housing stock, the financial situation fo the 
two District Council’s being merged, differed. The result was ‘new’ Council 
was unable to continue land assembly at Rochester Riverside. Therefore, a 
large proportion of the current site was put to the private sector development 
market for the first time in 2000. It was hoped a private sector development 
partner would then complete land assembly, apply for and achieve Planning 
Consent, clean and develop the site. After showing initial interest, the 
preferred development partner, Berkeley Homes, withdrew from the process. 
We understand the main reason was an unwillingness to fund the outstanding 
land acquisition without a Planning Consent and put in place the necessary 
flood defence measures. A second developer, Wimpey PLC, was engaged in 
2001, and subsequently withdrew for similar reasons. 
 
In the absence of a development partner, Medway Council took responsibility 
for serving the CPO on the remaining land owners and by 2003 the site had 
been included in the Government’s Thames Gateway Growth Area and 
Medway Local Plan. SEEDA and Central Government, through the Thames 
Gateway Initiative, were engaged in the project from 2003.  
 
SEEDA’s contribution to date has included: 
 

• Reimbursing Medway Council in respect of compulsory purchase 
claims arising from some of the land acquisition; 

• Negotiating and funding the acquisition of the gas lands site owned by 
Transco, which were deemed ‘operational’ and therefore were not 
included in the CPO; 

• Funding the professional teams working on the project, including a 
Project Director and legal team;  

• Cooperating with Medway Council in securing a Planning Consent for 
the Masterplan and the flood defence works; and 

• Project managing the engineering works for the construction of flood 
defences, land raising by 1-2m and remediation of the entire site (most 
of which was funded by DCLG at a cost of £38m).  

 
SEEDA’s financial contribution is £19.7m out of a total of £85m of public 
investment. At present SEEDA retains ownership of the gas lands plot, with 
Medway Council owning the remainder of the site. In 2006 outline planning 
permission was granted for a proposed masterplan covering the entire site. 
This was to include 2,000 homes, recreational and community facilities which 
included a hotel and school.  A developer selection process was carried out in 
2007, and Crest Nicholson selected as the preferred partner for the first phase 
of the scheme in January 2008.  
 
The housing market downturn has slowed progress through 2008, and work 
is yet to start on phase one of a four/five phase development.  Whilst the land 
has been fully remediated and is ready for development, consultees suggest 
that a start on site is unlikely until late 2009 at the earliest. 
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1.5  Original objectives of the project 

 
Medway Council set out its objectives for the Rochester Riverside project in 
its 1998 Development Prospectus.  It sought to use this ‘strategically 
important’ site to: 
 

• Open up the riverside for public access on foot and by cycle; 
• Develop a new and distinctive community which is complementary to 

the function of Rochester High Street; 
• Create a sustainable community where development achieves high 

standards in energy efficiency and waste reduction; demonstrates low 
car use and innovation building techniques; 

• Create a development of high quality in the design and layout of 
buildings and spaces; and  

• Provide a range of jobs. 
 
SEEDA’s objectives as per the Stage 2 approval form in 2002/3 were 
documented as: 
 

• To remediate 9.6 acres (3.88 hectares) of brownfield site and return it 
to the market for mixed-use development; 

• For the selected developer to acquire the site and incur liability for an 
uplift payment; 

• To improve the capital receipts expected form the disposal of the 
Rochester Riverside site by removing a potential hazard, both 
materially and financially to the regeneration; and 

• To remove any risks to health and the environment posed by the 
contaminated land. 

 
Consultation suggests that, in addition to these documented aims, the shared 
aim of all parties concerned is the development of a residential-led mixed use 
area that adds quality to existing housing stock.  The original plan stated that 
the site should deliver: 
 

• 1,750 new dwellings including 370 affordable homes; 
• Two new primary schools; 
• A river wall 6.1m in height; 
• A multi-story car park containing 300 car spaces and an 18 spaces 

coach park; 
• Public open space and play areas; 
• A four-star hotel and conference facility; 
• 20,000 sq metres of other commercial floorspace, exact use to be 

confirmed; 
• Public art; and 
• An additional entrance to Rochester train station. 

 
Proposals have changed slightly since this early aspiration, as described in 
section 2. 
 

1.6  Business case / Market failure argument 
 
In 2003, the Deputy Prime Minister announced Sustainable Communities: 
Building for the Future which highlighted the Thames Gateway as one of four 
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key national growth areas.  Within it, Rochester Riverside has been identified 
as one of the most significant opportunities for urban renaissance. This is a 
reflection of the site’s location on the riverside, and position close to the 
existing town centre and railway station. 
 
The business case for the site has been made using four components: 
 
The need for additional housing – The Kent Structure plan states that 
Medway should provide 16,000 new dwellings by 2011 to accommodate an 
increasing population. Local demand will be supplemented by increased 
demand resulting from improved rail links between Rochester and London. 
 
The need for additional commercial and leisure accommodation – 
Market evidence collected by SEEDA in 2002 highlighted a shortage of good 
quality small tailored office suites and managed workplace in Rochester. 
 
The need for additional jobs – At the time of SEEDA’s investment 
appraisal in 2002, unemployment was relatively high in Medway at 4.1% 
compared to the South East average of 4%. 
 
The need for public intervention – The market failure argument for the 
Rochester Riverside site is strong, with Medway having twice been to 
preferred developer stage and failed to secure a deal. The financial risk 
associated with the scheme, primarily through purchasing outstanding 
parcels of land, obtaining Planning Consents, remediating the site and 
installing flood defences, has been the main stumbling block each time. The 
main barriers to development that have been removed through public 
intervention include: 
 

• Multiple ownerships; 
• Contamination and high clean up costs; 
• Required river wall works; 
• An uncertain planning outcome for prospective developers; and 
• Low end values.  

 
In the absence of public intervention, consultees suggest the site would have 
remained in low industrial and unauthorised uses, with a large area of vacant 
land. Avoiding this outcome has also created positive externalities around 
access to the river and the removal of an eyesore. In addition there is an 
argument that suggests that the public sector retaining control of the site in 
increases the chances of optimum, high quality end uses. 

 
1.7 Summary of project spend  
 

Total expenditure on the Rochester Riverside has been approximately £85m. 
This is broken down as illustrated in Figure 1.6 overleaf. 
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Figure 1.6: Total spend at Rochester Riverside 
 

Funding Body Total Expenditure 
Committed 

Purpose 

Medway Council  
(and Rochester Council 
pre-1998) 

£27m Historic land purchases 

ODPM (now DCLG) 
through Sustainable 
Communities Plan 

£38m Site remediation and 
flood defences 

SEEDA £19.7m Acquisition of two sites, 
reimbursement of CPO 
claims, professional 
support. 

Total £84.7m  
Source: SEEDA Funding Approval Forms. 
 
In an agreement dated 26 November 2003, the SEEDA Board approved an 
investment by the Agency on the Rochester Riverside site of £16.915m.  This 
was revised in 2007 to £19.7m, to take into account land management and 
masterplanning costs.  
 

1.8 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.7, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the Rochester 
Riverside project. 
 
Figure 1.7: Rochester Riverside Logic chain 
 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

Remediate brownfield site and return to the market through 
disposal of the site to a developer.  

Inputs Funding, specialist expertise. 
Activities Land acquisition, engineering works. Development of a 

masterplan for the site. 
Outputs Brownfield land remediation and private sector leverage. 

Anticipated new residential units including affordable 
housing and mixed use employment generating floorspace. 

Outcomes Development of a new high quality, flagship development in 
prominent location. Linking new community into the 
existing town centre. Increase investor confidence in 
Rochester/Medway towns. Enhanced Rochester’s leisure 
and cultural offer.  

Wider impacts Deliver c.2,000 new homes in the Thames Gateway. Raise 
the profile of Rochester, and the quality of the local 
residential stock  

Source: WME, 2008 
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2.  PROJECT GROSS OUTPUTS  
 
2.1 Summary of SEEDA outputs 
 

Figure 2.1 summarises all SEEDA outputs associated with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of all SEEDA outputs 

 Achieved In progress Planned 
Brownfield land 
acquired 

3.88 hectares  Zero Zero 

Brownfield land 
remediated (and 
flood protected) 

30 hectares  Zero Zero 

Public sector spend 
leveraged 

£38m (DCLG) £0 £0 

Public access Public access to 
riverfront 

None Improved access 
to Rochester 
station 

Removal of eyesore Removal of gas 
works plant 

None None 

Private sector spend 
leveraged 

None None c£500m (Crest 
Nicholson and 
others) 

Jobs 
created/safeguarded 

Zero Zero 7502 

Total housing units None None 2,000  
Affordable housing 
units 

None None 500 

Other facilities None None 2 hotels, 1 school, 
nursery, health 
and community 
facilities, business 
space, parks and 
play areas, car 
park.  

Source: WME 
 
2.2 Outputs achieved to date 
 

As things stand, the Rochester Riverside site is assembled, remediated and 
flood protected, and is now ready to be developed. Figure 2.2 overleaf outlines 
outputs achieved to date. 

 
Figure 2.2: Project outputs achieved 

 SEEDA 
outputs 

Other outputs Total outputs 

Brownfield land 
acquired 

3.88 hectares  26.12 hectares 
(Medway)  

30 hectares  

Brownfield land 
remediated 
(raised and 
flood protected) 

30 hectares  Zero 30 hectares  

Public sector 
spend leveraged 

£38m (DCLG) – 
ratio 1:1.93 

Zero Zero 

Public access Public access to Zero Zero 

                                                      
2 Source: Project Approval Papers 
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riverfront 
Removal of 
eyesore 

Removal of gas 
works plant 

Zero Zero 

 
Only the Gas Works site (3.88 Hectares) can be included as a direct SEEDA 
output in relating to land assembly. Despite this, consultees suggests that 
DCLG would not have invested in the site had SEEDA not been involved, so 
SEEDA can be credited with the remediated and flood protection of all 30 
hectares. In addition, SEEDA can claim a direct output in relation to the 
£38m invested by DCLG in the site. 
 

2.3 Outputs “in progress” 
 

Outline planning permission has been granted for the entire site and Crest 
Nicholson has been selected as the preferred partner for development of the 
1st Phase. No construction has started, and due to the recent downturn in the 
market, consultation suggests that this is unlikely until at least late 2009.  
 
In progress outputs are therefore zero. 

 
2.4 Planned outputs 
 

The outline plans for the site include: 
 

• The construction of a residential led mixed use development including 
1,750 homes, 380 of which will be ‘affordable’; 

• Other facilities including a hotel, school, nursery, health and 
community facilities, employment space, parks and play areas, a car 
park and a series of other leisure facilities; 

• Improved access to Rochester station; and 
• Leveraging of approximately £500m of private sector investment 

through the developer (Crest Nicolson). 
 
The project approval forms also estimate the project will generate some 750 
FTE jobs in total.  
 
At this stage, given the uncertain market situation, it is not possible to say if 
and when these planned outputs will be realised.  Figure 2.3 overleaf outlines 
how the current masterplan for the site is broken down between uses. 
 
Figure 2.3: Current masterplan 
 

Land use Square 
metres 

Residential 170,000 
Retail & food/drink 7,800 
Business 12,000 
Live/work 3,600 
Hotel 19,000 
Community facilities 9,000 
Car parking 15,500 

Source: SEEDA: Thames Gateway: Enabling Infrastructure and Development: Rochester 
Riverside. 
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The current plan is for a four or five phase implementation of the 
development. The first stage at the western end of the site, by Crest 
Nicholson, will include 600 homes as well as parks, shops, offices and cafes, 
at a cost of £108m3. The remaining site will then be developed out eastwards, 
with the final stages including the SEEDA-owned gas works site.

                                                      
3 Source: SEEDA: Thames Gateway: Enabling Infrastructure and Development: Rochester Riverside. 
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3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
3.1 Total and in-scope expenditure data 
 

In an agreement dated 26 November 2003, the SEEDA Board approved an 
investment by the Agency on the Rochester Riverside site of £16.915m.  This 
was revised in 2007 to £19.6m, to take into account land management and 
masterplanning costs. Agresso data suggests that £13.4m of this has been 
spent to the end of FY2007/8. This funding has been committed as illustrated 
in Figure 3.1. 
 
Figure 3.1: Breakdown of SEEDA funding   
 
Component Expenditure 

Committed 
Acquisition and remediation of remaining land 
within confirmed CPO 

£7.8m 

Acquisition and remediation of Transco Site (3.88 
Hectares) 

£4.9m 

Other spend to end FY2007/8 £0.7m 
Total outturn spend £13.4m 
Approved spend outstanding £6.2m 
Total £19.6m 

 Source: SEEDA 
 

In the period covered by this evaluation, £11.3m was invested as illustrated in 
Figure 3.2. This represents of 84% o f spend to date and 57% of total SEEDA 
commitment. 
 
Figure 3.2: Timing of SEEDA investment 
 
Financial Year SEEDA 

spend 
(£000) 

2002/3 24 
2003/4 1,363 
2004/5 6,588 
2005/6 1,239 
2006/7 2,043 
Total in-scope spend 11,257 
2007/8 2,193 
Post 2007/8 or not yet spent 6,241 
Total SEEDA Commitment 19,691 

 Source: SEEDA 
 
3.2 Leveraged spend 
 

Total expenditure on the Rochester Riverside has been approximately £85m. 
This is broken down as illustrated in Figure 3.3. 
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Figure 3.3: Total spend at Rochester Riverside 
 

Funding Body Total Expenditure 
Committed 

Purpose 

Medway Council  
(and Rochester 
Council pre-1998) 

£27m Historic land 
purchases 

ODPM (now DCLG) 
through Sustainable 
Communities Plan 

£38m Site remediation and 
flood defences 

SEEDA £19.7m Acquisition of two 
sites, reimbursement 
of CPO claims, 
professional support. 

Total £84.7m  
 Source: SEEDA 
 

The investment made by Medway Council (and by Rochester City District 
Council prior to the creation of the UA), was made prior to SEEDA’s 
involvement and could not be claimed as leverage. As noted above, we 
consider SEEDA can claim the DCLG funding as leveraged funding. 

 
3.3  Income received from land sales 
 
 No land sales have been made.  
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4.  CONSULTATION FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Project partners and stakeholders 
 

In addition to consultation with the SEEDA project management team, WME 
interviewed senior representatives from the key project partners, Medway 
Renaissance and DCLG. From these consultations, the following findings 
emerged. 
 
SEEDA consider that without their involvement the site would have continued 
in its previous low value industrial use. They base this claim on the following: 
 

• There have been two unsuccessful attempts to develop the site. 
Berkeley Homes pulled out in 2000 and Wimpey in 2001; 

• The cost of developing the site for residential requires a higher 
standard of flood protection measures than is the case for other uses. 
At Rochester Riverside this required the construction of a flood wall 
along the entire eastern side of the site, which is also now accessible 
to the public. The cost of this was prohibitively expensive; and 

• The site was in diverse ownership and required CPO of two 
companies on site as part of the site assembly. 

 
The two previous attempts by Developers who subsequently pulled out of the 
site seriously dented market perceptions of the site.  Officers at Medway 
Council consider the additional benefit that SEEDA brought to the project 
benefits were the funding they had access to, the fact that DCLG funding 
could be routed through them, and the expertise they could bring to the 
project. They consider SEEDA’s input was particularly useful in drawing up, 
managing and letting engineering contracts for the flood defence aspect of the 
project and in providing advice and support in the land acquisition stages.   
 
In the absence of SEEDA’s intervention, Medway considered the site would 
have continued to be used for low value uses, with continued dereliction. 
PPS25 categorise various uses according to their degree of vulnerability for 
flooding. Residential is categorised as ‘more vulnerable’ compared to other 
uses, whilst B2 is categorised is ‘less vulnerable’. On this basis, the site would 
most likely have been developed for uses not requiring the same quality of 
flood defence required for residential development.  
 
Whilst it is too early for the scheme to generate direct beneficiaries, the 
remediation/assembly of the site has resulted in the construction of a public 
walkway along the eastern side of the site. Whilst not the long-term intention, 
this amenity is apparently popular with local residents. At the same time, the 
clearance of the site has demonstrated action by local partners, to the 
community. A large site has been cleared and prepared for development. 
Medway Council’s view was that this was a positive, albeit interim result.  
 
In terms of good practice, Medway officers considered that benefits were 
accrued in the early stages of this project as a result of Council officers 
working within SEEDA’s offices in Chatham.     

 
Prior to SEEDA becoming involved Medway  had achieved: 

• Partial site assembly; 
• A partially complete Compulsory Purchase Order; 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

 21

• Provided strategic leadership through bringing together a diverse 
group of local stakeholders. 

 
As a result of the creation of Medway as a Unitary Authority, the financial 
position of the new Authority, combing two previous administrative 
boundaries, had changed.  Consequently, the process of developing the 
Rochester Riverside site stalled around 1998. Medway  approached both 
SEEDA and English Partnerships. As a result of the Thames Gateway agenda, 
DCLG were able to route significant funding, in the order of £47 million, 
through SEEDA, and the project was taken forward as a joint venture between 
SEEDA and Medway.  
 
Consultation with CLG confirmed that they would have only got involved in 
Rochester Riverside “if SEEDA had invested both expertise and funds, and 
were leading delivery”. DCLG now consider their role to ensure that the 
obligations of all stakeholders are properly implemented and that outputs are 
achieved.  
 
In the absence of SEEDA’s involvement the DCLG consultees consider that 
the site would still be used for the low grade – low value industrial uses that 
were located on the site prior to SEEDA’s involvement. This is due to the 
diverse land ownership on the site and the nature of uses there.  Even if the 
Local Authority acting alone had been able to fully assemble the site, it would 
still have to overcome the problems of: obtaining Planning Consent; 
decontaminating the site; ensuring flood protection; installation of flood wall; 
and site clearance. 

 
4.2 Project beneficiaries 
 

The major output achieved to date is site assembly and remediation. As such 
at this point there are no project beneficiaries. Once the scheme is developed 
it is anticipated that the project will benefit: 
 

• Those living and working within the new development; 
• Those visiting Rochester and using the new hotel and leisure facilities; 
• The families utilising new school and community facilities; and 
• Those businesses moving to the new development. 

 
A far more detailed project beneficiary consultation will be possible following 
the completion of the scheme. 
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5.  NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 

In order to quantify the actual economic impact of SEEDA’s intervention, we 
assess a series of factors in the IEF logic chain. In the absence of any 
occupants on site, precluding any survey work, we set out below the gross 
impacts of the intervention. Subsequently, a series of net effects are 
considered. These are adjustments based on discussions with key 
stakeholders involved in the project   
 
These adjustments include: 
 

• Deadweight: the proportion of output that would have been 
achieved anyway.  In this example, the development may have 
proceeded without SEEDAs intervention; 

• Displacement: the extent of output accounted for by lost market 
share (reduced outputs) elsewhere in the target area. In this example, 
the development might generate product market displacement (where 
a proposed hotel on site takes market share from an existing hotel of 
poorer quality in the local area); or factor market displacement (where 
the development take up scare local construction employment – 
bidding up the cost of local construction labour to the detriment of 
local firms).  

• Leakage: The proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the 
projects target area/group.  In this example, this may include local 
residents who decide to sell their homes, the value of which may have 
increased as a result of the intervention, and leave the area.   

• Multiplier effects: Further economic activity, be it jobs, income or 
supply chain expenditure associated with additional income and local 
supplier purchases.   

 
5.1 Gross Impact 
 

We consider the following to be the gross outputs to date: 
 

• SEEDA have acquired 3.88 hectares on site with known developer 
interest, where previous attempts to bring forward the site by the 
private sector have failed; 

• they have enabled the remediation of some  30 hectares of brownfield 
land; 

• they have enabled the leverage of some £38 million of public money; 
• they have enabled public access to the Riverfront; and 
• they have removed a gas works plant from the site and cleared a range 

of other industrial uses from a prominent land mark site adjacent to 
Rochester town centre. 

 
5.2 Deadweight  
 

There are two ways to assess deadweight in this case. First, the impact if 
Medway hadn’t proceeded with the initial partial CPO/assembly of the site 
and it remained in low grade industrial use. Second, assuming Medway had 
achieved partial site assembly, but that SEEDA had not subsequently 
intervened on the site. We are evaluating the net impact of SEEDA’s 
involvement. On that basis we assume deadwight in the second instance.   
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Based on consultations with key stakeholders, we understand that prior to 
SEEDA’s intervention, Medway  had achieved a partial assembly of the site; 
some 18ha. They subsequently went to the market twice, and on both 
occasions the preferred developer pulled out of the scheme. The reasons cited 
include the fact that the site was in diverse ownership, the cost of site 
clearance, uncertainty of the Planning position and the cost of flood defending 
the site to the level required for residential use.  
 
Whilst it is difficult to estimate deadweight for a scheme such as this, on 
balance, we consider that in the absence of SEEDA’s intervention, the site 
would most likely be in continued low value industrial uses, or be standing 
vacant. On this basis, we assume deadweight to be that without SEEDA’s 
intervention no scheme would have been developed on the site. 

 
5.3 Assessment of Displacement  
 

The site is currently prepared for development, but vacant. On this basis 
displacement is considered to be zero. 

 
5.4 Assessment of Leakage  
 

Since development has not started on site, leakage is zero.   
 
5.4  Multiplier effects 

 
Development stages have been completed so far include contracts awarded for 
site clearance, land remediation and engineering works to raise the level of 
the site and to construct the floodwall. It is likely this temporary activity may 
have generated some limited multiplier effects, through engineering 
contractors taking on more staff, or increased expenditure in local 
shops/cafes as a result of these additional employees, for example. Despite 
this, such impacts are likely to be limited. Additionally, the short term nature 
of these impacts means they cannot be considered in this evaluation.  
 
On this basis, we consider it is too early to assess multiplier effects generated 
from this scheme.  

 
5.5 Summary of net outputs and outcomes 
 

On the basis of the above we consider that the same gross outputs noted 
above are net outputs.  
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 
6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
 

As demonstrated in section 4, the Rochester Riverside project is a prime 
example of where SEEDA have provided the leadership to drive forward a 
project that has hit difficulties. A combination of a lack of funding at a local 
level, within Medway Council, and a gap in technical expertise in project 
delivery, meant that the project was floundering in 2002. Two failed 
development attempts meant that the public sector needed to get involved 
and SEEDA provided direct funding and enabled the leverage of further 
funding.  
 
Through this combined £58m of investment and the project management and 
technical expertise of the delivery team, the site is now a suitable development 
platform and will be developed when market conditions dictate. 

 
6.2  Strategic influence 
 

SEEDA have recognised Rochester Riverside in the wider Medway and 
Thames Gateway context and helped to set the regeneration agenda, 
generating interest from developers in creating a high quality scheme in a 
strategically important location. This is evidenced by our consultations with 
the stakeholders, who emphasised the importance of SEEDA’s involvement in 
unlocking CLG funding. 

 
6.3 Leverage 
 

We note above the important role played by SEEDA in unlocking DCLG 
funding . Without the £38m contribution towards remediation, land raising 
and flood defences, the project would have stalled.  

 
6.4 Synergy 
 

Whilst the project has been jointly managed by Medway Renaissance (with 
the Council) and SEEDA, the latter’s technical and management expertise has 
been crucial. Consultees have complimented the SEEDA project management 
team for their efficient management of the land raising, flood defence and 
remediation process, and for the way that they have co-ordinated 
stakeholders and partners. 

 
6.5 Engagement 
 

Working jointly with Medway Council, SEEDA have successfully brought 
stakeholders together including the three funding organisations but also local 
stakeholders such as Medway Council, Medway Renaissance and Local 
Community Representatives.   

 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

 25

7.  LESSONS LEARNT FROM THE PROJECT 
 
7.1 Summary review of good practice 
 

A number of positive messages have emerged from this evaluation, despite the 
fact that this is relatively early in the project life-cycle and nothing has yet 
been built on site. These are summarised below. 
 

1. SEEDA, and partners, have created a development platform 
on a site that was in multiple ownership and not suitable for 
residential uses. 

 
2. SEEDA, working in partnership with Medway, have 

successfully transformed a derelict site into an excellent 
development opportunity and a strategically important 
location within the Thames Gateway. 

 
3. The Agency has successfully engaged with CLG, and 

leveraged significant level of resources from central 
Government. This demonstrates the added value that can be 
brought by an RDA through the resources and technical 
expertise they possess. 

 
4. SEEDA identified the land remediation and flood defence 

activities as central to the long term viability and success of 
the project. 

 
 
7.2 Summary of weaknesses and lessons learned 
 

The points that follow must be read in the context that this is very early to be 
conducting an evaluation. There are, however, a number of emerging learning 
points of note. 
 

1. The process of transforming the site has been a long one, 
and several years after initial investment, there are still no 
beneficiaries of note. 

 
2. The current state of the market has resulted in uncertainty 

over when construction will start. Although we understand 
SEEDA have factored in market downturns, the original 
timescales for this scheme appear to be over optimistic.   

 
3. It is still not clear who will ultimately benefit from the 

scheme. 
 
7.3 Recommendations 
 

Given the current property market, it is understandable that the scheme has 
not progressed to construction stage. As a result of the research feeding this 
evaluation, however, it is recommended that: 
 

• As things stand the development is at the hands of the property 
market, and as such there is a minimal amount that SEEDA can do to 
accelerate the process and start creating outputs. 
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• Given that quality is key, SEEDA should work with the development 

partner to ensure that this is maintained and that the scheme does not 
follow the profit maximisation model rather than current aspirations. 

 
• SEEDA should work with Medway to ensure that the community, and 

local businesses, are informed around upcoming developments and 
the start of works on site. 

 
• Lessons should be learned around property market expectations and 

optimism over timescales. 
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ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 
 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
1B Proposal Form N/A  
1B Presentation to PAB N/A  
2A Operational Delivery Form N/A  
3A Appraisal Form N/A  
3B Additional Expenditure Form N/A  
4 Completion Form N/A  
State 1 and 2 Appraisal and Approval 
Forms. 

Y  
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Julian Perry SEEDA 
 
Project Partners 
 
Sarah Beck  Medway Renaissance 
Marianne Luckhurst Medway Renaissance 
Paul Hudson DCLG 
 
 
Local agents and developers 
 
Tim Clement King Sturge LLP 
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1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1 Overview 
 

The Queenborough and Rushenden Regeneration Project is a major physical 
regeneration scheme, located between the two small towns of Queenborough 
and Rushenden (Q&R), on the Isle of Sheppey, Kent.  To date, SEEDAs 
involvement in the project has involved the acquisition of approximately 8 
hectares of brownfield land. Their first acquisition was an industrial site 
standing vacant after the closure and relocation of the Twyfords bathroom 
factory. Subsequently, a SEEDA developed masterplan has been worked up 
for the site, evolving in accordance with the new Swale Local Plan. This 
advocated a substantially larger scale of development in the area than 
previously envisaged. Consequently, SEEDA’s activity in Q&R expanded. 
These activities involved the assembly of smaller adjoining sites, and 
collaborating with partners to enable the new Rushenden Link Road (RLR). 
The development of this new road is a prerequisite to ‘opening up’ the area to 
enable development. 
 
The development is guided by the emerging masterplan. This is expected to be 
formally approved in December 2008 and has been developed with a high 
level of community engagement. The intention is to construct some 2,000 
new residential houses and apartments, a Marina, retail/leisure floorspace 
and community facilities to revitalise the area and physically connect the 
communities of Queenborough and Rushenden. In addition, the masterplan 
proposes the construction of some 180,000 m2 new commercial and 
industrial floorspace. In total the area covered by the masterplan is over 
100ha. 
 
This document presents the results of an evaluation of the Agency’s 
contribution to the project. Partners in the project include Swale Borough 
Council, SEEDA and the Department for Communities and Local Government 
(DCLG).  This study is part of a sample of all SEEDA physical regeneration 
activities being conducted as part of the Department for Business, Economy 
and Regulatory Reform (BERR) impact evaluation of all SEEDA activity. 
 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the projects key characteristics. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Q&R Project 

Programme Code SE91104 
Project Type Land acquisition and remediation for 

employment and residential use. 
SEEDA Project Managers Nick Young and Jonathan Sadler 
Original proposed Start Date* 5/02/03 – Stage 1 acceptance of Twyfords 

Acquisition. 
Original proposed End Date 2006. (Month not stated). 
Project Partners Swale BC, DCLG, KCC, Amicus Horizon. 

*Source Stage 2 Appraisal and Approval Form 15/04/02.  
 
1.2 Local Commercial Market  
 

To provide context to the evaluation, this section presents a brief review of the 
local commercial market in the Isle of Sheppey. In the absence of publicly 
available data, we have made reference to secondary commentary, 
supplemented by interviews with project partners, as well as information 
taken from the various funding approval forms.   



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

 31

 
Residential property prices in Swale rose at an above average rate during the 
evaluation period, probably reflecting the opening of the new Bridge. We 
understand that across Swale there is reasonable demand for industrial units, 
from local firms, and demand, in places, outstrips supply. Despite this, 
locations like Sittingbourne on the mainland are perceived as more popular 
than the Island. There has been no major commercial development on the 
Island for approximately 25 years.  The island is a relatively self contained 
market and in terms of the office market; demand is very low.  
 
We understand the new bridge coupled with SEEDA’s plans, have increased 
interest in the area.  
 
In addition to the above, we summarise the conclusion of a property market 
review, undertaken by local agent on behalf of SEEDA, in section 1.7 below.   
   

1.3 Local Economic Context  
 
This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period. It is included for content and to provide a 
very broad commentary on economic conditions in the Local Authority in 
which the intervention is located, relative to other parts of the region.   
 
Figure 1.2 shows unemployment numbers and rates in selected Local 
Authority Districts across the South East between 2002 and 2007.  

 
Figure 1.2. Claimant Counts 2002-2007.  

  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
At the start of the evaluation period Swale’s claimant count was 2.3%, above 
the regional rate (1.5%), but slightly below nationally (2.7%).  This compares 
to a Kent average of 2.0%. By 2007 the District’s claimant rate had increased 
slightly to 2.5%. This was in contrast to the slight decrease witnessed 
nationally. Kent and the South East claimant rates changed little in this 
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period. This points to relatively stable local labour market, with slightly above 
average unemployment.  
 
Figure 1.3 Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS Note: 2002-2004 data was unavailable. 
 

In terms of skill levels, in 20054 some 13.5% of the working age population in 
Swale possessed no qualifications (Fig 1.3). By 2007, this figure had increased 
by 5.7%, to 19.2%. This compares to decreases of 0.9% in Kent and the South 
East during the same period. In terms of higher skill levels, in 2007 28.6% of 
the working age population possessed NVQ Level 4 qualifications or higher. 
This decreased by (0.6%) between 2005 and 2007. This compares to a 1.3% 
increase regionally and 2.1% nationally in the same period.  Overall, by 2007 
Swale had one of the highest proportions of its working age population with 
no qualifications. At the same time, it had a low proportion with higher skill 
levels.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
4 This was the earliest data available that was consistent with 2007 data.  
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Figure 1.4.  Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 
  2002 2006 

% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

 
The rate of employment growth indicates the health and dynamism of the 
local economy. In 2002, there were some 43,700 employees in Swale (Figure 
1.4). By 2006 this had decreased to some 42,600; a decrease of 2.6%. This 
compares to a small net loss in Kent during this period, of 0.8%. The South 
East witnessed a small net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst national job 
growth was more buoyant, at 2.8%.  

 
Figure 1.5. Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 

 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 

 
In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002, residents of Swale’s 
average wage was £404.7. By 2007 this had increased to £476.7 (17.8%). This 
compares to a 19.7% increase in wages in Kent,  a 14.8% increase regionally, 
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and an increase of 16.9% nationally (Figure 1.5). Overall, Swales residents 
earn on average less the average wage of residents of Kent, or the South East. 
Despite this the average wage is still above the national rate.   
  

1.4 Project Background 
 

The closure of the Sheerness dockyard in the early sixties, along with the 
Pilkington Glass factory prompted economic decline on the Island of Sheppey. 
Sheerness now contains some of the most deprived wards in the country. 
Subsequently, the Isle of Sheppey was identified as a priority area for 
investment, as part of the Swale Priority Investment Programme, in 2003.  A 
prerequisite to the economic development of the Island was a new bridge 
between it and the mainland. This opened to Traffic in June 2006, and cost 
some £100 million. The improved transport links to the mainland increased 
the perceived risk of the Island becoming a dormitory town for the other 
Medway Towns.  This risk is compounded by the limited new employment 
development seen on the Island for a considerable period. On this basis, 
SEEDA, in conjunction with Swale Borough Council (SBC) prepared a draft 
development framework, published alongside Swale Borough Council’s Local 
Plan Review. This allocates some 16 ha of waterfront land for mixed use 
residential and community use, as well as 64 ha for employment uses; and a 
new Rushenden Link Road improving access between the mainland and the 
two towns.    
 
SEEDA’s project,  set out in 2002, was to ‘enhance the quality of life of those 
who live and work there in the form of improved transport links to and from 
the mainland, new employment and community facilities, major 
environmental improvements, and the provision of new homes'.   
 
In 2003, a major local employer, the Twyford’s bathroom factory announced 
it was closing, shedding some 200 jobs. SEEDA has since purchased its site, 
7.5 ha of land, adjacent to the Swale Estuary and between Queenborough and 
Rushenden.  SEEDA has subsequently purchased additional land to enable 
the construction of the Rushenden Link Road.  Prior to SEEDA’s involvement 
part of the site was allocated for housing, with capacity estimated at some 275 
new homes.  
 

1.5 Masterplan 
 
The current masterplan, which is likely to be formerly adopted in December 
2008 advocates a much higher order of growth. It proposes the following: 
 

• 2,000 residential units, with approximately 50% being houses; 50% 
apartments.  

• 25% affordable housing; 
• A tidal locked marina; 
• New health centre, retail/leisure floorspace and community facilities; 
• Some 180,000 m2 of new employment floorspace, including an Aldi 

distribution centre and new offices for Amicus Horizon; 
• A new Rushenden Link road; and 
• A site for a new school, if required. 

 
SEEDA’s earliest contribution to the Q&R regeneration scheme was £3 
million for the acquisition of the former Twyfords site. There were a series of 
further approvals for various investments in the area. Some of these 
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investments came from SEEDAs ‘Single Pot’, other routed through a grant of 
£7 million provided by DCLG. We set out below all in scope activities related 
to the Q&R scheme.  
 
The principle concern of this evaluation are the investments made with 
SEEDAs single pot funding. The other investments are set out for context and 
to accurately describe the activities undertaken as part of this scheme.  
 
SEEDA single pot investments: 
 

• Acquisition of the former Twyfords site. A £3m million investment 
to acquire and demolish the vacant Twyfords factory (7.5ha).  

 
• Masterplanning and Preparation of Planning Applications. 

This was an investment of £1.535 million for the development of a 
masterplan for Q&R, as well as the preparation and submission of 
three planning applications for the Rushenden Link Road, Q&R 
employment area and Q&R residential area. The original intention was 
for 735 homes along with 90,000 m2 of employment floorspace. 
SEEDA subsequently requested a further £250,000 to reflect the more 
ambitious masterplan described above.  

 
• Regina Works. This was an investment for the freehold acquisition 

of Regina works (0.09ha). This forms part of the land assembly 
programme for the Q&R masterplan area. The £554,000 acquisition 
was part funded by SEEDA (£324,000) and DCLG (£230,000). 

 
• Neats Court. An investment to deliver developable employment land 

to the market. It will also deliver part of the RLR, described above. The 
total investment is £6.8 million, with £3 million funded by DCLG, 
£3.8 million from SEEDA. The project is being delivered through a 
Joint Venture with the landowner.  The agreement will enable SEEDA 
to begin constructing the first section of the RLR and carry out 
preparatory works on the first phase of Neats Court. The project will 
also fund land exchange between the Neats Court landowner (Crown 
Estates) and the Medway Ports Authority. These works will enable 
ALDI and Amicus take up employment space totalling some 55,300 
m2 in the first phase. The remaining site is expected to be developed 
for a hotel and PFS and for B1,B2 and B8 uses.  

 
• Stourmac site. An investment for the freehold acquisition of the 

Stourmac site (0.14ha).  This forms part of the land assembly 
programme for the Q&R Masterplan area. The gross investment is 
£289,495. SEEDA has stated they expect to sell the plot for £220,000 
and have written off a contribution from DCLG of £57,195.  Leaving 
the net contribution estimated at nil. According to appraisal form 3a 
dated 5th December 2006, SEEDA will not be undertaking any site 
clearance or re-development. As such the 0.14 ha will not be claimed 
by SEEDA as Brownfield land remediated. 

 
SEEDA Investments – Funding routed through DCLG Grant: 
  
• Sites 1 & 2, First Avenue. An investment of £500,000 for the 

freehold acquisition of two sites to enable the development of the 
masterplan. These sites total 0.6 ha.  
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• Rushenden Link Road (RLR).  An investment of £13. 20m for the 

construction of the 1.2km (RLR), a key component in the delivery of 
the masterplan. The new road also enables power supplies to be 
connected to the Neats Court employment area. The lack of power 
capacity to this site is a key development constraint. The first phase is 
likely to be undertaken by ALDI and Amicus.  The 3a funding approval 
form dated November 2006, states that without the RLR none of the 
2,000 proposed houses can be developed. KCC will manage the 
construction process and a S106 Traffic system will be in place to 
recover the costs of the development. SEEDA admits it may not 
recover all of the cost. 

 
• Regina Cottages. An investment of £585,000 for the freehold 

acquisition and demolition of Regina Cottages (1, 2 and 3). SEEDA will 
then ‘hold’ the land (0.4ha) until the masterplan can be implemented.   

 
• Acquisition of Jewsons Site (Now Gateway Building). 

Freehold acquisition of a vacant builders merchant (0.64ha). The 
original 3b approval form suggested SEEDA were considering letting 
the site to a local building suppler merchant. This site was 
subsequently used as the ‘Gateway Building’, a centre for use by the 
local community for a range of activities as well as enabling 
community engagement work. SEEDA invested £996,750 on this site.     

 
• Community Engagement. SEEDA invested £180,000, out of a 

total £360,000 investment to support the community engagement, 
deliver an on site office with multi-use facilities (the Gateway 
Building) and to secure a dedicated Full Time Community 
Development Officer.     

 
Some £7 million DCLG funds were allocated to the Q&R project up to April 
2006. These funds have been routed through SEEDA and have funded the 
activities described above.  
 
In terms of the current position, negotiations over assembling the land 
required for the link road and town planning requirements have delayed 
development on site. Despite this, the Local Planning Authority is currently 
considering planning applications for the proposed Aldi and Amicus Horizon 
accommodation.  On this basis, there is still uncertainty over the timing of 
development, but stakeholders considered that development is likely to start 
around 2010. It is not considered likely that the current downturn in the 
market will delay the development unduly.  
 

1.6 Original objectives of the project  
 

SEEDA’s objectives, as per the Stage 2 approval form for its first acquisition, 
in the Q&R area, in February 2003, were documented as: 
 

• Enable a strategic development site to be brought into public 
ownership; 

• Comprehensive regeneration of a brown field site, thereby bringing a 
site of strategic importance back into full and effective use; 
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• To address environmental issues presented by the site through 
physical works to improve the physical appearance of the site and 
satisfy any Health and Safety requirements; 

• To enable the site to contribute to the provision of local employment 
opportunities in a priority location benefitting deprived communities 
in the Rushenden area; 

• To create a development site for small businesses workshops to 
encourage growth in this area. SEEDA proposes to work in close 
partnership with Priority Sites and/or Network Space to deliver this 
facility. The feasibility of this end use element is subject to ongoing 
study; 

• To facilitate a suitable mixed-use scheme, which will reinforce the role 
of the area and contribute to its vitality; 

• Secure environmental enhancement through high quality design and 
new buildings and landscaping treatment; and 

• To enable the Twyfords site to contribute to achieving the economic 
development and regeneration policy objectives as presented in the 
RES (Regional Economic Strategy), AIF (Area Investment Framework) 
and other relevant policy framework.  

 
1.7 Business case / Market failure argument (Single Pot Investments) 
 

In 2003, the Deputy Prime Minister announced Sustainable Communities: 
Building for the Future which highlighted the Thames Gateway as one of four 
key national growth areas.  Within it, Queenborough and Rushenden, and the 
North West coast of the Isle of Sheppey has been identified as a priority.  At 
the time of the first approval SEEDA stated that the Q & R site is intended to 
play a key role in the regeneration of Rushenden and support the Isle of 
Sheppey in its wider regeneration objectives. As described above, various 
approvals were sought for the different elements of this scheme. The market 
case for each is as follows: 
 
Twyfords Site: 
 
The business case for SEEDA’s acquisition of the former Twyfords site was 
based on the following points, as described in SEEDA’s stage 2 appraisal 
form. All subsequent approvals were based on similar grounds. 
 
Poor market perception of the Island: It was considered that 
comprehensive regeneration would not have been provided by the private 
sector for the foreseeable future.  The Island is currently not perceived as a 
prime industrial location due to its location, poor accessibility and high 
unemployment levels. Low values resulting from this poor perception have 
undermined the markets ability to deliver speculative commercial 
development. Q&R contains the largest employment area on the island. 
Existing floorspace is ageing in appearance and considered to be of poor 
quality. Commentary in SEEDA’s approval forms state that these sites are 
inefficiently used, with low density, with large amounts of hard standing 
/open storage.  The specific use of the Twyfords site, for bathroom 
manufacturing could not easily be converted once the company’s machinery 
has been removed.  SEEDA state that their investment will begin the process 
of changing this perception, will kick-start the commercial market in this area 
of Sheppey and generate confidence amongst other developers. 
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To support this view, SEEDA commissioned locally based commercial agents 
Harrisons to conduct a market assessment of the site. They concluded: 
 

• With the exception of residential use, there was insufficient demand 
for the site to de redeveloped for a single use/occupier; 

• There was insufficient demand to develop the site for office premises 
or destination leisure or retail development; 

• Demand was reported in the area for light industrial units, of which 
there was a shortage. There was particular demand reported for 
small/flexible workshop units; and 

• Demand from the residential development sector was considered to be 
good at the time of writing.  

 
The funding approval form states that where commercial units of a higher 
quality exist, there is evidence of growing demand which is exceeding supply.  
They state that Swale BC is aware, through contacts with local occupiers and 
agents, of a consistent demand for smaller units from local SME’s; as well as 
‘move on; space from firms wishing to expand. The limited stock on the island 
its poor quality is forcing some firms to look for space on the mainland.   
The council consider the growth of the Port at Sheerness and certainty over 
the new crossing5, and improvements to the A249 are resulting in increasing 
interest in the island for inward investment.  Despite this, the opportunities 
available for new commercial development are not considered to be of high 
quality and SEEDA raise doubts if these will meet occupiers’ needs.  
 
Doubts, at the time of the appraisal, over the certainty of the new bridge, and 
temporary problems for local firms during its construction were also raised as 
likely to delay any new investment on the Island. 
 
On balance, the Appraisal form states that these issues have resulted in 
piecemeal development lacking any coherence or masterplan.  There has been 
limited speculative accommodation, or sufficient quality, for a number of 
years.  

 
The need for public intervention: SEEDA’s market failure argument for 
intervention on this site is based on: 
 

• Commercial activity on the Twyfords site ceased from September 
2003. This was predicted to have a severe impact on an already 
deprived area; 

• The site presented a major opportunity for re-use. It was in single 
private sector ownership, who were willing to sell to the Public Sector; 

• To bring the site forward for development, significant demolition was 
required, although only limited remediation and infrastructure works 
are required; 

• The need for pump priming in masterplaning and financial terms; 
• The need for the Island to take advantage of the growth of Sheerness 

port and the new Swale crossing; and 
• Much of Sheppey’s land bank is ‘land locked’ and serving specific 

occupiers’. 
 

                                                      
5 At the time of SEEDAs stage 2 appraisal document the new crossing had not yet been 
constructed., It was opened in June 2006. The approval form is dated February 2002.  
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SEEDA state that a mixed use scheme was unlikely without public sector 
intervention at the early stages of development, to address the funding 
shortfall. The site would have remained vacant for a considerable length of 
time, and contribute to the physical deterioration of the Island. Consultees 
agree that the mixed use development certainly would not have happened 
without SEEDA’s intervention.  
 
In its options appraisal, SEEDA argue that if it did not intervene, the owners 
of the site would either: mothball it, on the basis that re-development is too 
complicated or expensive to procure; recycle/redevelop parts of the site for 
lower value uses, leaving other parts of the site vacant; or attempt to secure 
outline planning consent for higher value uses.  
 
The acquisition of the Twyfords site was the first acquisition in the Q&R area. 
Subsequently the ambitions for the area were increased to the scale of 
development set out in Section 1.5. The following business cases were made in 
that context. 
 
First Avenue: 
 
This site was needed to enable the development of the Q&R masterplan. This 
site was described by SEEDA as an important site for the delivery of the 
scheme. Once developed, this plot would provide a link between the existing 
community of Rushenden and the new residential element of the proposed 
scheme.     
 
Stourmac 
 
No development has taken place in Q&R due to lack of market interest and 
site specific issues. In the absence of a strategic vision and pump priming of 
the development site by the public sector, the potential consequence was a 
piecemeal development, prejudicial to future development opportunities. 
Without public sector investment enabling the wider masterplan, funding 
form 3a, (dated December 2006) states sites may be ‘cherry picked’ 
undermining the long term development of the area.  SEEDA state, that 
although this site could be acquired by Swale BC or KCC, it has already 
acquired sites nearby. Retaining the acquisition and management of this site 
within SEEDA helps maintain a joined up approach to the Q&R regeneration 
area.   
 
Neats Court: 
 
The Neats Court site has been allocated for employment development for a 
number of years, without attracting private sector investment.  There are high 
costs related of site servicing, preparation and obligations relating the RLR 
which mean private sector investment is unlikely to be forthcoming. The 
project will address the specific issues and enable employment development 
on the site. This is prerequisite for the delivery of SEEDAs vision of a mixed 
use community at Q&R.   

 
Regina Works: 
 
The funding for the acquisition of Regina works citied ‘continued market 
failure’. Regina Works is described in the February 2007 3a funding approval 
form as a strategic area of land, enabling SEEDA and partners to bring 
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forward the strategic vision for the area and to pump prime investment into 
the scheme.    

 
Market Failure Case (ODPM Routed Investments) 
 
Regina Cottages: 
 
This investment was justified to enable the implementation of the masterplan. 
The Regina Cottages site will form part of the Rushenden Square planning 
application for residential development for c.350 out of the 2000 homes. 

 
Jewsons Site. 
 
Another site required for the implementation of the masterplan.  

 
Rushenden Relief Road (RLR): 
 
The funding approval form 3a states that the private sector has been unwilling 
to invest in specific development opportunities prior to the provision of key 
infrastructure. Early phases of development lack the ability to contribute to 
major off site infrastructure works such as the RLR.  This situation has been 
compounded by low property values and high development costs. The RLR is 
a key component in the realisation of the masterplan for the area.  
 
The investment addresses these in the following way: 
   

• The investment delivers the material increase in capacity needed to 
realise the Q&R strategy. This currently cannot proceed on traffic 
grounds. Individually, the developments lack the capacity to 
contribute the costs needed to realise such a major scheme; 

• The RLR enables the improvement of electricity facilities at Neats 
Court, a second key requirement for employment development at that 
site; 

• Existing business will experience a quantitative improvement in 
transport links. This will increase the likelihood they will remain in the 
area and may facilitate their expansion; 

• The new RLR removes the need for HGVs to use the Main Road 
through Queenborough;  

• The RLR seeks to ensure that the economic benefits achieved by the 
new Swale crossing do not by-pass Queenborough and Rushenden; 
simply ensuring that the Island is not just ‘easier to leave’.     

 
1.8 Summary of project spend and timing 
 

Total expenditure on the Queenborough and Rushenden Project has been 
approximately £25m from all sources. This is broken down as illustrated in 
Figure 1.6 overleaf. 
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Figure 1.6: Total spend at Queenborough and Rushenden  
Funding Body Total Expenditure 

Committed 
Purpose 

SEEDA £3.om Acquisition of Twyfords 
site, and associated 
costs. 

SEEDA £1.785m Masterplanning and 
Planning 
Advice/Applications 

SEEDA  
DCLG 

£3.8m 
£3.0m 

Neats Court 
 

SEEDA 
Including DCLG (write-
down cover) 

£289,495 
£49,495 

Stourmac  

SEEDA 
DCLG 

£324,000 
£230,000 

Acquisition of Regina 
Works 
 

Total – SEEDA 
Single Pot 

£9.198m  

SEEDA – routed through 
DCLG 

£500,000 Acquisition of two sites 
(Sites 1 and 2, First 
Avenue) totalling 0.6 ha 

SEEDA – routed 
through DCLG 

£996,750 Acquisition of Jewsons 
Site 

SEEDA – routed 
through DCLG 
Other Public Sector. 
Form 2a indicates these 
are: SBC, QTC, Swale 
Forward, Arts Council. 

£180,000 
 
£180,000 

Fit out of Community 
Engagement Building 
(Gateway Building) and 
associated Community 
Engagement Costs 

SEEDA – routed 
through DCLG 
DCLG 

£1.120m 
 
£9m* 

Rushenden Link Road 
 
(Discounts £3m of 
recycled funding) 

SEEDA – routed 
through DCLG 

£585.000 Acquisition of Regina 
Cottages 

Total – all sources £25,039,000  
Source: SEEDA Funding Approval Forms.  
* Total DCLG funding for the Rushenden Relief Road was £12 million. This is in addition to 
£3m for the Neats Court element of the Q&R project. We understand DCLG agreed to allow 
SEEDA to recycle the Neats Court £3m which would be recouped by SEEDA prior to the 
release of further funding for the RLR. This makes a total of £9m ‘new funding’.    
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1.9 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.7, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the 
Queenborough and Rushenden project. 
 
Figure 1.7:Queenborough and Rushenden Logic chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

Originally to acquire and remediate a vacant industrial site 
for residential development. This was subsequently 
expanded to purchasing a series of adjoining/nearby sites 
to support the development of a new sustainable 
community with employment and residential development, 
along with major infrastructure improvement and 
community facilities.  

Inputs Funding, strategic leadership and technical expertise.  
Activities Masterplan development, land acquisition, demolition and 

remediation and infrastructure works. 
Outputs Brownfield land remediation and private sector leverage. 

Once development is complete, new residential 
development, new employment opportunities.  

Outcomes Physical integration of the two communities of 
Queenborough and Rushenden, raised aspirations amongst 
local people for the future of the Island, improved business 
confidence, new commercial floorspace and job 
opportunities for local people. Improved transport links 
between Sheerness, Q&R and the mainland. 

Wider impacts Deliver c.2,000 new homes in the Thames Gateway, 
increase profile of the Isle of Sheppey, increase economic 
activity of local people, improve the urban fabric. 

Source: WME 
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2.  PROJECT GROSS OUTPUTS  
 
2.1 Summary of SEEDA outputs 
 

Figure 2.1 summarises all SEEDA outputs associated with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of all SEEDA outputs 
 

 Achieved In 
progress 

Planned 

Brownfield land 
acquired 

7.5 hectares (ha) 
(Twyfords)  
0.6 ha (Sites 1 & 2 First 
Avenue) 
0.14 ha (Stourmac) 
0.09ha (Regina Works) 
Total: 8.33 

Zero Zero 

Brownfield land 
remediated 

8.19 ha   
(Discount Stourmac) 

Zero Zero 

FTE jobs 
created/safeguarded 

Zero Zero 1,0006 

Public sector spend 
leveraged 

£12m (DCLG for RLR)  
£7 million, funding a 
number of interventions 
listed in table 1.6 

£0 £0 

Public access None None Public access to 
waterfront. 

Removal of eyesore Removal of vacant 
Industrial Unit on 
Twyfords site 

None Removal of further 
industrial units to the 
north of Twyfords site 

Private sector spend 
leveraged 

None None c. £250 million7 - 
Residential scheme 
c. £20 million – Amicus 
and ALDI 

Total housing units None None 2,000 
Affordable housing 
units 

None None 25% - 500 

Other facilities None under single pot None 
under 
single pot 

ALDI Distribution 
Centre 
Amicus Horizon Office, 
Mixed use B1/B2/B8 
floorspace 
Rushenden Relief Road,  
New School, Community 
Facilities 

 Source: WME 
 
2.2 Outputs achieved to date 
 

As things stand, the Twyfords site has been acquired and cleared, ready for 
development. Other smaller sites adjacent to the site have also been acquired 
totalling 7.7ha. Figure 2.2 outlines outputs achieved to date. 

 

                                                      
6 Source: Estimate taken from SEEDA Approval papers. 
7 We understand that a developer for the site is not yet in place for the residential element of 
the scheme and SEEDA have not carried out any assessment of the likely construction cost 
of the masterplan. Based on a pro – rata of cost of a similar scheme in the Midlands, we 
consider a conservative estimate of £250 million reasonable in this case.  
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Figure 2.2: Project outputs achieved 
 
 SEEDA 

outputs 
Other outputs Total outputs 

Brownfield land 
acquired 

8.33 hectares  None 8.33 hectares  

Brownfield land 
remediated 
(demolition 
works) 

8.19 hectares  None 8.19 hectares  

Public sector 
spend leveraged 

£19m (DCLG) – 
ratio 1:1.7 

None £19 million 
DCLG 

Public access None None None 
Removal of 
eyesore 

Removal of 
vacant industrial 
site 

None None 

Source: WME 
 
The acquisition and clearance of the Twyfords, First Avenue and Regina 
works site (8.3 Hectares) can be included as a direct SEEDA output in relating 
to land remediation. They can also claim the leverage of a total of £19 million 
DCLG funding. 
 

2.3 Outputs “in progress” 
 

The masterplan is currently out for consultation, expecting to obtain formal 
agreement by December 2008. SEEDA have acquired a series of sites, and 
have completed the deals/acquisition required for the Rushenden relief road. 
ALDI are in the process of obtaining outline planning permission for a new 
56,000 m2 distribution depot, as are Amicus Horizon for their new offices. As 
such, construction on site has not yet commenced on either the residential 
and employment aspect of the scheme. In terms of the residential element, a 
developer has yet to be procured to develop out the scheme.  Consultation 
indicates that delays in planning and land assembly, combined with the 
complexity of the scheme have caused delays. Despite this, the letting of 
contracts to begin construction work on the Neats Court element of the 
scheme are understood to be imminent. In terms of the residential aspect of 
the scheme construction on site originally intended for 2008, is now unlikely 
to start until at least 2010. Current market conditions have also introduced a 
degree of uncertainty. In progress outputs are therefore zero. 

 
2.4 Planned outputs 
 

The outline plans for the site include: 
 

• The construction of a residential led mixed use development including 
2,000 homes, 500 of which will be ‘affordable’; 

• Some 180,000m2 of employment generating floorspace including new 
distribution centre, office floorspace, retail and food & 
drink/restaurants and pubs; 

• The generation/safeguarding of some 1,000 FTE gross jobs; 
• Other facilities including 1 school – if required, health and community 

facilities; 
• Construction of the Rushenden relief road opening up the site for 

residential development; and 
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• Leveraging of approximately £250m8 of private sector investment 
through the developer. 

 
It is likely that as the scheme develops there will be some change in the 
planned outputs. At this stage, before a residential developer has been signed 
up and taking into account current uncertain market situation, it is not 
possible to say when these planned outputs will be realised.  Figure 2.3 
outlines how the current masterplan for the site is broken down between uses. 
 
Figure 2.3: Current masterplan 
 
Land use Square metres 
Residential 187,000 
Retail/ food & drink/business/industrial and other 
commercial  

180,000 

School incl. community space 1,750 
Healthcare Facility 2,300 
Sports Hall 750 
Open Space  21.9 (ha) 

Source: Queenborough and Rushenden Masterplan Volume 1 Consultation Document 
November 2007. 
  
The current plan is for construction in three phases. The timing of these could 
change depending on levels of demand for additional residential or 
employment space at the site. Phase one involves the construction of the 
Rushenden relief road, upon which most of the other outputs depend. The 
second and third stages will deliver the residential and employment 
floorspace.  

 

                                                      
8 SEEDA have not undertaken any estimates of the likely construction costs of the scheme. 
Despite this consultation with the SEEDA project manager indicated this was a sensible 
working assumption.  



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects   Draft Project Case Paper 

 46

3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
3.1 Total and in-scope expenditure data 
 

In the stage 2 expenditure approval form dated February 2002, SEEDA 
approved an investment by the Agency to acquire the Twyfords site of £3.0m.  
A further investment of £1.785m was invested for Masterplanning and the 
submission of three planning applications; £3.8m for the Neats Court site; 
£289,495 for Stourmac; and £324,000 for Regina works.  

 
Figure 3.1: Breakdown of SEEDA funding   
 

Component Expenditure 
Committed 

Acquisition of Twyfords site and demolition of 
vacant industrial unit  

£3.0m 

Masterplanning and Planning Applications £1.785m 
Neats Court £3.8m 
Stourmac – First Avenue £289.495 
Regina Works £324.000 
Total  £9.198m 

 Source: SEEDA Funding Approval Forms. 
 

Agresso data suggests that there was an expenditure on this project of £4.459 
million on this project’ in scope’ and total expenditure of £7.516m to the end 
of FY2007/8. This funding has been committed as illustrated in Figure 3.1 
and 3.2. In scope expenditure represents of 81% of spend to date and 48% of 
total SEEDA commitment. 
 
Figure 3.2: Timing of SEEDA investment 
 
Financial Year SEEDA spend 

(£000) 
2002/3 2,755 
2003/4 368 
2004/5 9 
2005/6 15 
2006/7 1.312 
Total in-scope spend 4.459 
2007/8 1,017 
Post 2007/8 or not yet spent 3,722 
Total SEEDA Commitment £9.198 

 Source: Agresso 
 
3.2 Leveraged spend 
 

Total leveraged expenditure on the Queenborough and Rushenden site has 
been approximately £19m from the DCLG. This is broken down as illustrated 
in Figure 3.3. 
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Figure 3.3: Total spend at Queenborough and Rushenden 
 

Funding Body Total Expenditure 
Committed 

Purpose 

DCLG £12 RLR 
ODPM (now DCLG) 
through Sustainable 
Communities Plan 

£7m Various activities set 
out in Fig 1.6. 

Total £19m   
 Source: SEEDA Funding Approval Forms. 
 

SEEDA have leveraged some £19m public funding from DCLG to deliver the 
Queenborough and Rushenden project. 

 
3.3  Income received from land sales 
 
 No land sales have been made.  
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4.  CONSULTATION FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Project partners and stakeholders 
 

In addition to consultation with the SEEDA project management team, WME 
interviewed senior representatives from the key project partners, Swale 
Borough Council and representatives from Amicus Horizon.  We also 
interviewed the local Member of Parliament, staff at the gateway building; 
and 25 local residents on their knowledge and opinions of the proposed 
development. From these consultations, the following findings emerged. 
 
SEEDA acquired the Twyfords site in 2003. At this stage there was no 
masterplan for the wider regeneration of Queenborough and Rushenden and 
the ODPM (now DCLG) were not involved in the scheme and had not at this 
stage provided funding.   
 
The original intention was to develop some 275 homes on the site. SEEDA’s 
intention was a much higher order or development, with some 2,000 homes 
and much larger provision of employment space. SEEDAs view is that this 
masterplan was enabled by the acquisition of the Twyfords site, which is 
centrally located within the masterplan area.  Once this was agreed, SEEDA 
acquired other parcels of land adjacent to this site. SEEDAs view, based on 
the number of parties involved and the gap funding required, was that neither 
the Local Authority, nor the private sector would have undertaken these 
activities.  
 
All consultees we spoke to agreed that one of the strongest elements of this 
project was the way the community were consulted and engaged as the 
proposals for the site were developed, and in particular the ‘Planning for Real’ 
element of the project. Based on the local population of Queenborough and 
Rushenden, the community engagement officer estimates that about 30% of 
the Queenborough and Rushenden population have directly provided their 
views on the proposals, through public exhibitions and meetings, with a larger 
number kept informed through leaflets/newsletters etc.  
 
To facilitate this process SEEDA acquired the ‘Gateway building’, a small 
warehouse/storage unit which has been converted into a project office and 
community hall/centre.  SEEDA pay the business rates and utility bills for the 
building without which, the centre manager said, the Gateway would struggle 
to survive.  The building contains public exhibition space, with models of the 
scheme proposals and is run by two members of staff; one to manage the 
centre, the second to act as a community engagement officer. The community 
engagement officer whilst currently funded by SEEDA, will be funded in 
future by the DCLG.  
 
Community engagement element included a ‘planning for real’ exercise where 
a model of the site was developed with local school children. The model was 
taken to various site across the Island, seeking comments on the proposals 
and feedback as to the local issues of concern to residents. In total some 5,000 
comments on the proposals were received. The consultation and engagement 
work is ongoing. This element of the scheme has been awarded a BURA Best 
Practice award and we understand SEEDA are considering rolling the model 
out to other large scale regeneration schemes they are involved in.  

 
Facilities offered at the centre include: 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects   Draft Project Case Paper 

 49

 
• A Boxing Club attended by 35 people, held three times a week; 
• A Kick boxing club attended by 20 people, twice a week; 
• A full-time employment skills course run by Canterbury College in a 

small computer suite on site, with 10 attendees; 
• Meeting rooms; 
• A community/cyber café; 
• A fork lift truck driving course, which some 130 people have 

completed; 
• Other community clubs/activities such as archery/parents club 

painting and theatre; and 
• We understand that the Gateway Centre managers are also looking 

into operating metalwork classes in an adjacent building.  
 

From the interviews with local residents, the following themes emerged: 
• Levels of awareness of the scheme was high, almost all those 

interviewed were aware of the scheme; 
• There was a high level of support for the scheme ‘ its good for 

Queenborough, we are in need of regeneration’ being a common 
comment;  

• There were concerns the amount of housing proposed could generate a 
large increase in traffic; 

• There were concerns that a sufficient number of new jobs were being 
created alongside the housing; and 

• There were concerns whether the scheme contained enough public 
amenity space, and the impact of the development on demand for 
school places.  

 
We understand that the local MP was heavily involved in providing support to 
enable the Rushenden Relief Road was constructed.  
  
The Local Member of parliament considers the current problems in the area 
include: 

• Poor transport links; 
• Lack of community facilities, especially a school or nursery; 
• Physical separation of the two communities; Queenborough and 

Rushenden. 
 
Despite this, Queenborough is perceived to have a great deal of potential. The 
existing community is Queenborough is thought to be stronger than that at 
Rushenden, the latter having few facilities.  

 
4.2 Project beneficiaries 
 

It is anticipated that the project will benefit: 
 

• New residents attracted to the Isle of Sheppey as a result of the new 
facilities and the quality of the development; 

• Existing businesses needing to upgrade their premises, we also 
understand that some of the larger business struggle to recruit higher 
skilled staff;   

• The local resident population: who will benefit from an improved 
physical environment upon the completion of the masterplan and 
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from reduced intrusion from HGVs. Local residents will benefit from 
improved access to community and educational facilities; 

• Increased local employment opportunities:  The number of local 
employment opportunities  is particularly important as SEEDA state, 
that the local economy has above average unemployment, has suffered 
from redundancies, and has a lower propensity to travel to find work 
(as evidenced by 18% out-commuting from the Isle of Sheppey, 
compared to 33% from Swale); 

• Benefits to Priority Wards:  The Site is located in Queenborough and 
Halfway ward, ranked the 73rd worst in Kent, whilst Rushenden is also 
a priority ward for the Local Strategic Partnership. The neighbouring 
ward Sheerness West, is also a SEEDA priority ward.    

 
A far more detailed project beneficiary consultation will be possible following 
the completion of the scheme. 
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5.  NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 

In order to quantify the actual economic impact of SEEDAs intervention, we 
assess a series of factors in the IEF logic chain. In the absence of any 
occupants on site, precluding any survey work, we set out below the Gross 
Impacts of the intervention. Subsequently, a series of net effects are 
considered. These are adjustments based on discussions with key 
stakeholders involved in the project.   
 
These adjustments include: 
 

• Deadweight: the proportion of output that would have been 
achieved anyway.  In this example, the development may have 
proceeded without SEEDAs intervention; 

• Displacement: the extent of output accounted for by lost market 
share (reduced outputs) elsewhere in the target area. In this example, 
the development might generate product market displacement (where 
a proposed retail unit on site takes market share from an existing 
retail unit of poorer quality in the local area); or factor market 
displacement (for example where the development takes up scarce 
local construction employment – bidding up the cost of local 
construction labour to the detriment of local firms).  

• Leakage: The proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the 
projects target area/group.  In this example, this may include local 
residents who decide to sell their homes, the value of which may have 
increased as a result of the intervention, and leave the area.   

• Multiplier effects: Further economic activity, be it jobs, income or 
supply chain expenditure associated with additional income and local 
supplier purchases.   

 
5.1 Gross Impact 
 

We consider the following to be the gross outputs to date: 
 

• SEEDA have acquired 8.3 ha hectares of Brownfield land; 
• They have cleared some 8.19ha of Brownfield land; 
• The development and funding of the masterplan has enabled the wider 

development of some 60ha; 
• They have facilitated the leverage of some £19 million of public money 

from other sources; 
• They have removed a gas works plant from the site and cleared a range 

of other industrial uses; 
• They have directly benefited the users of temporary facilities at the 

gateway building. These outputs relate to the non single pot 
expenditure. 

 
5.2 Deadweight  
 

Prior to purchasing the first site, SEEDA undertook a property market 
assessment on the local area, to inform their acquisition of the Twyfords site. 
The conclusions are set out in section 1.4. Their conclusions include: 
 

• With the exception of residential use, there is insufficient demand to 
support redevelopment of the site for a single occupier use; 
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• General levels of reported demand for residential development was 
good; 

• There is consistent demand for small/flexible industrial units from 
local companies. 

 
Consultees indicate that prior to SEEDA’s involvement there were proposals 
on the site for a purely residents development, of around 275 houses. There 
was no employment space proposed as part of this scheme. We understand 
this did not reach planning application stage.  Taking this, and the market 
analysis reproduced above into account, in the absence of SEEDA’s 
intervention, the site would most likely have remained vacant or be used for 
low value industrial development serving local needs.   
 

5.3 Assessment of Displacement  
 

The site is currently prepared for development, but vacant. Planning 
applications for the new employment generating elements are currently being 
sought. On this basis displacement, at this stage, is considered to be zero.  

 
5.4 Assessment of Leakage  
 

Since development has not started on site, we consider that leakage, at this 
stage, is zero.   

 
5.5 Multiplier effects 
 

Development stages have been completed so far include contracts awarded for 
demolition and site clearance.  Two employees have been hired to staff the 
Gateway Building. It is likely this temporary activity may have generated 
some limited multiplier effects, through demolition contractors taking on 
more staff, or increased expenditure in local shops/cafes as a a result of these 
additional employees, for example. Despite this, such impacts are likely to be 
limited. Additionally the short term nature of these impacts means they 
cannot be considered in this evaluation. On this basis, we consider it is too 
early to assess multiplier effects generated from this scheme.  
 
In addition, some of the skills provision delivered within the Gateway building 
may increase the employment opportunities of local residents. This has been 
discounted as it was not delivered with single pot expenditure.   

 
5.6 Summary of net outputs and outcomes  
 

On the basis of the above, we consider that the gross and net outputs to be the 
same. 
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 
6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
 

As demonstrated in section 4, the Q&R project is a good example of where 
SEEDA have provided strategic leadership and acted as a catalyst for a large 
mixed use regeneration scheme. The scheme is a particularly complicated 
one, with diverse land ownership and a number of discreet elements.  
 
SEEDA identified the Isle of Sheppey as a priority area for their investment in 
2003. After SEEDA had acquired the first site (Twyfords) SEEDA worked with 
Swale BC through the adoption of their new Local Plan which envisaged a 
much higher order of growth for the site. Subsequently, the new bridge 
opened to Traffic in 2006; releasing the economic potential of the Island. 
Consultees have all suggested that the in the absence of SEEDAs involvement, 
the current scheme would not have come forward for development. SEEDA 
have taken a lead role in the development, and promotion of the masterplan, 
increasing confidence and securing the leverage of public funds. It is clear in 
this case, that SEEDA’s day to day project management of a series of deals 
related to the Rushenden relief road; essentially enabling the sites 
development, has also provided concrete evidence of action and provided a 
catalyst to the practical  delivery of the scheme.       

 
6.2 Strategic influence 
 

SEEDA has played a lead role in developing shared goals for the area, 
alongside Swale BC. The first SEEDA land acquisition, the former Twyfords 
site provided partners with a greater degree of control in the development of 
the masterplan than would otherwise have been the case.  The Masterplan 
was subsequently developed with partners and the local community.   
 
Consultees considered that the SEEDA team have provided partners with the 
capacity and expertise to support them in driving the scheme forward. 
Through the combined investment of SEEDA and DCLG and the project 
management and technical expertise of the delivery team, a number of sites 
have been acquired, planning permission is currently being sought for the 
Rushenden relief road and Amicus and ALDI have been secured, with 
planning applications pending.   

 
6.3 Leverage 
 

A significant achievement of this project has been the leveraging of some £7 
million of funding from DCLG. SEEDA’s role in this process was pivotal and 
we understand the case is being made to DCLG, by SEEDA for additional 
funding for this scheme. SEEDA have not carried out any estimates of the cost 
for a developer to build out the masterplan, but we consider a reasonable 
estimate to be c. £250 million, likely to be realised after 2015.  Our consultees 
said this scheme would not have been possible without SEEDAs involvement.   

 
6.4 Synergy 
 

Whilst the project has been jointly managed by SBC and SEEDA, the latter’s 
technical and management expertise has been crucial. Consultees have 
complimented the SEEDA project management team for their efficient 
management, the open and frank relationship partners have had with them, 
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and for the way that they have co-ordinated stakeholders and partners. The 
progress of other projects has not been negatively impacted by SEEDAs work 
in Q&R.  The process has been managed jointly, through a monthly steering 
group meeting.  

 
6.5 Engagement 
 

In this project, to date we consider this to be a particularly strong area of SAV. 
Quantitatively a high level of engagement has been achieved; qualitatively, 
this was designed in a way that involved a wide range of people. Moreover, 
SEEDA purchased a vacant unit for community use and to facilitate 
community events. SEEDA continue to subsidise its operation. The quality of 
this engagement has been nationally recognised as well as by all stakeholders 
we interviewed.   We consider this to be an example of best practice. 
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7.  LESSONS LEARNT FROM THE PROJECT 
 
7.1 Summary review of good practice 
 

A number of positive messages have emerged from this evaluation, despite the 
fact that this is relatively early in the project life-cycle and nothing has yet 
been built on site. These are summarised below. 
 

1. SEEDA, and partners, have engaged a complex and large development 
site and negotiated with numerous parties to enable a strategic 
development to take place. 

 
2. SEEDA have acquired a site strategically important to the 

development of the masterplan, increasing their control over the 
nature, quality and scope of development and Queenborough and 
Rushenden. They supplanted their control with the acquisition of 
smaller sites adjacent to the Twyfords site. 

 
3. The Agency has successfully engaged with DCLG, and leveraged 

significant level of resources from central Government. This 
demonstrates the added value that can be brought by an RDA through 
the expertise of its staff. 

 
4. SEEDA have made available resources throughout the project to 

consult and engage with the local community.  
 
 

7.2 Summary of weaknesses and lessons learned 
 

The points that follow must be read in the context that this is very early to be 
conducting an evaluation. There are, however, a number of emerging learning 
points of note. 

 
5. The process of transforming the site has been a long, and several years 

after initial investment, there are still no beneficiaries of note.  
 
6. Although the scale and complexity of the scheme meant it was always 

a long term development, uncertainty remains on when construction 
will start, given the state of the market.  

 
7. Community consultation suggests some concern whether the number 

of new jobs are sufficient to allow for the additional residents in Q&R.  
 
7.3 Recommendations 
 

As a result of the research feeding this evaluation, however, it is 
recommended that: 

 
• Given that quality is key, SEEDA should work with the development 

partner to ensure that this is maintained and that the scheme does not 
follow the profit maximisation model rather than the current 
aspirations. 
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• The link between the residential development site in Q&R and the 
employment sites and Neats Court is essential and should be 
maintained.  

 
• The excellent community engagement work should continue up to and 

beyond the development of this scheme, to ensure the local 
community are amongst those that benefit from the scheme. 
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ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 

 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
1B Proposal Form Y  
1B Presentation to PAB N/A  
2A Operational Delivery Form Y  
3A Appraisal Form Y  
3B Additional Expenditure Form Y  
4 Completion Form N/A  
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Nick Young SEEDA 
Jonathan Sadler SEEDA 
 
Project Partners 
 
Barbarah Thompson Swale BC 
 
Relevant project stakeholders  
 
Austin Clays Community Engagement Officer 
Derek Wyatt MP for Sittingbourne and Sheppey 
William Miller Amicus Horizon 
 
Project beneficiaries 
 
25 Local Residents of Queenborough and 
Rushenden 

Random (non representative) resident 
survey. 
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1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1 Overview 

 
This project involved SEEDA’s delivery of a mixed use / mixed tenure scheme 
on the Ropetackle site in Shoreham-By-Sea.  The development solution for 
the project involved land acquisition and assembly and the development of a 
joint venture (JV) with the developer Berkeley Homes. The intention was for a 
mixed-use development scheme comprising residential uses, office space and 
a facility for community use.  
 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the key characteristics of the project. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Ropetackle Project 
Programme Code SE 18194 
Project Type Land acquisition and remediation for 

housing, community and employment 
use. 

SEEDA Project Managers Chris Moore  
Original proposed Start Date August/September 2003* 
Original proposed End Date March 2005* 
Project Partners Berkeley Homes, Adur District Council  

 Source: SEEDA/WME  
 Notes: *Stage 2 Appraisal and Approval Form (September 2003) 
 
1.2 Project Background and history 
 

The Ropetackle site was first assessed as a potential site for intervention by 
English Partnerships (EP) in the late 1990s.  Following this assessment, an EP 
Development Programme Case Paper, dated March 1999, sought £1.9m 
approval to: 
 
• acquire the Adur District Council’s (ADC) former Depot, gas works and 

mortuary (The site was then used as a car park and also contained some 
derelict land); and 

• reclaim 1.45ha of land and improve infrastructure on site. 
 
Following SEEDA’s establishment in 1999, the Agency inherited the proposed 
development.  ADC’s Depot site was subsequently purchased in January 2000 
by SEEDA at a cost of £800,000. Following this, a compulsory purchase order 
(CPO) on third party lands was made in May 2001. This was the first use of 
this power by and RDA in England or Wales, and completed the land 
assembly for the developer. The final site area was 2.44ha as stated in the 
Stage II full Appraisal Form.  
 
Figure 1.2, below, illustrates the site’s location on the High Street in 
Shoreham-by-Sea.  The site is in a key location, due to its visibility from the 
main shopping centre, and its position on one of the main thoroughfares of 
the town.  
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Figure 1.2: Ropetackle site location 

 
Source: Googlemaps  
 
The Stage 2 Appraisal and Approval Form highlights the project’s original 
objectives was to  develop a mixed-use / mixed-tenure development including 
residentail, office space, community space, some retail floorspace and also a 
town square.  The project aimed to regenerate a brownfield site which had 
been derelict for some 35 years.  The collection of sites acquired from ADC 
were largely derelict, with the exception of a small piece of land, which had 
been used as a garage, which was subject to a CPO from SEEDA as part of the 
land assembly stage .  In addition, a 2001 site survey found contamination, 
with evidence of variable heavy metal and other contamination, along with 
some soil contamination. SEEDA then took the decision to remediate the site 
to prepare it for immediate development. 
 
Following a competitive tendering process Berkeley Homes were selected as 
SEEDA’s development partner in 2000.  Following this, SEEDA and Berkeley 
Home signed an agreement forming a JV to take the project forward.  
Originally there was a 50:50 split of any proceeds of land sales agreed but this 
was subsequently amended to reflect changes in cost to SEEDA.  The new 
agreement meant that SEEDA would recoup 100% of the first 5% of land 
value coverage (to a maximum of £949,278) and thereafter any further 
coverage was to be split 50:50.9 
 
The appraisal documentation identified the following stakeholders: 
 

• Development partner/ contractor: Berkeley Partnership Homes; 
• Local Planning Authority: Adur District Council; 
• Highways Authority: West Sussex District Council; and 
• Shoreham Maritime Steering Group: SEEDA, Adur district council, 

Brighton & Hove Council, West Sussex County Council, Shoreham 
Port Authority, Government Office South England, Sussex Enterprise.  

 
In terms of beneficiaries, the Stage 2 appraisal and approval form identified 
these as: 

  

                                                      
9 Form F2, dated July 2003 
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• Local unemployed; 
• Local construction contractors and employees; 
• Local businesses’ looking to expand; 
• Local traders / shop keepers / business through improved supply 

chain linkages; 
• Local residents who will benefit form the environmental and highway 

improvements to the area as well as access to new amenities and the 
waterfront; and 

• Cyclists. 
 
The Shoreham Harbour area had been recognised as an area of strategic 
importance in SEEDA’s Regional Economic Strategy 2002 -2012 and is one of 
the key development opportunities in the Brighton and Hove sub-region.  The 
development of an unused brownfield site within an existing urban area with 
good transport links was consistent with the aspirations of the Urban White 
Paper: Our Towns and Cities: Delivering the Urban Renaissance. The project 
is in a Tier 2 assisted area. Furthermore, the project aimed to address a 
number of the objectives within the South East of England Regional Assembly 
Sustainability Framework.  

 
1.3 Original objectives of the project 
 

The Stage 2 Appraisal and Approval Form set out the following project 
objectives : 
 

• Introduction of a mixed use/mixed tenure development that will 
attract modern, residential and business activities and strengthen the 
existing economy; 

• Creation of a ‘social and environmental structure’ that responds to the 
Shoreham Regeneration Strategy and also to Urban Design guidelines; 

• Pursuit of appropriate design innovation and new technology were 
practical and economically feasible; 

• Sustainable development in relation to energy conservation in both 
building construction and building operation; 

• Shared use of the site for residential and business activities, public 
access to the waterfront, and associated facilities and new art / 
education based community facilities.  

 
1.4 Business case/Market failure argument 

 
The Stage 2 Appraisal and Approval Form lays out the rationale for SEEDA’s 
intervention.  It states that the site has been derelict for 35 years. ADC had 
attempted to attract private developers to the site on a number of occasions, 
but have failed to produce a scheme. This was corroborated by our interview 
with ADC. 

 
A demand and need study was commissioned from Oakley Commercial, a 
local firm of Chartered Surveyors. The report concluded that there was: 
 

• very good demand for any form of residential development; 
• good demand for small nursery ‘start up’ unit and offices; and 
• minimal retail demand relating to a small number of stand alone 

retail units which were originally proposed.  
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There is an equity argument to be made for this development. Compared to its 
neighbours Brighton and Worthing, Adur District is relatively deprived, as the 
figures in section 1.8 below show. This makes Shoreham a priority for public 
sector spend, and combined with the above market failure strongly suggests a 
rationale for public sector involvement. 
 

1.5 Summary of project spending and timing 
 

Figure 1.3, below, indicates total SEEDA expenditure on the project to be 
approximately £3.8m to date. 
 
Figure 1.3: Total spend at the Ropetackle site 
Funding Body Total Expenditure 

Committed 
Purpose 

SEEDA £3,805,922 Purchase of depot, 
CPO, works, and 
professional fees. 

Berkeley homes £41,482,888 Building costs 
Ropetackle Arts Trust £200,000 Arts centre related 

expenditure 
Total £ 45,488,810  

Source: SEEDA Appraisal documentation/WME consultation 
 
In an agreement dated November 2004, SEEDA approved an investment of 
£3,885,500, and expected an income of £4.2m, so overall they expect the net- 
cost to SEEDA to be -£0.3m. 
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1.6  Historic review of local property 
  

We understand that the Ropetackle scheme has had a strong effect on the 
housing market in Shoreham-by-Sea. The effect is considered to on the town 
itself, rather than acorss a wdier area. Therefore there are no property indices 
that give historical housing prices at this level. However, from speaking to 
local agents Harrison Brant and Warwick Baker,we undertasnd that whilst 
Shoreham has historically lagged behind its affluent neighbour, Brighton and 
Hove, in the housing market property prices have steadily risen from 2004- 
2008. Local commercial agents, Harrison Brant, are currently seeing prices 
for two-bedroom riverside flats for between £350,000 and £360,000. They 
confirmed Shoreham has been 'edging up', with some prices now comparable 
to central Brighton. 

 
Similarly, Warwick Baker considered Ropetackle has had a positive effect on  
house prices in the town. He attributes the rise in people from outside the 
town buying houses and flats, to Shoreham’s improved image. People have 
seen Shoreham since the development as an alternative to Brighton or 
Worthing, which was not the case before.  

 
1.7 Local Economic Context 
 

This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period.  Figure 1.4, below, illustrates unemployment 
numbers and rates in selected Local Authority Districts across the South East 
between 2002 and 2007.  At the start of the evaluation period Adur District 
had some 430 claimants, a rate of just 1.3%. This was one of the lowest rates 
in the region. This rate was comparable to West Sussex, slightly lower than 
the South East, and some 1.5% lower than the national rate. In 2007, the rate 
had increased by 0.3%; comparable to the region and still below that of Great 
Britain (Figure 1.4). 
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Figure 1.4: Claimant Counts 2002-2007 
  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
In terms of skill levels, in 200510, some 13.5% of the working age population 
in Adur District possessed no qualifications.   This is a higher rate that the 
West Sussex average (8.1%) as well as regionally (10.1%). By 2007, this had 
reduced by 5%, to 8.9%, still slightly higher than West Sussex (7.5%), but now 
lower than regionally (9.6%) and nationally (13.1%). In terms of higher skills, 
in 2005 just under one third of the working age population (29.2%) held NVQ 
Level 4 qualifications or higher. This had decreased by 1% by 2007, although a 
comparable rate to nationally (28.6%) (Figure 1.5).  

  

                                                      
10 This was the earliest data available that was consistent with 2007 data.  
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Figure 1.5: Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS 
 

In 2002, there were some 18,700 employees in Adur District. By 2006 this 
had increased to just over 19,000, a 2.2% increase. This compares to a loss of 
5.5% of the jobs in West Sussex during the same period. The region witnesses 
a small net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst national job growth was 
2.8% (Figure 1.6) 

 
Figure 1.6: Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 

  2002 2006 
% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

 
In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002 residents of Adur District 
average wage was £399, by 2007 this has declined to £397.9, some 3%. This 
compares to a 17% increase in wages in West Sussex, a 14.8% increase 
regionally, and an increase of 16.9% nationally (Figure 1.7). 
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Figure 1.7: Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 

 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 
 

1.8 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.8, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the Ropetackle 
project. 
 
Figure 1.8: Ropetackle Logic chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

To acquire derelict land to develop for employment and 
residential use, to act as a catalyst for regeneration in 
Shoreham. 

Inputs Funding. 
Activities Land acquisition, demolition and remediation, 

infrastructure works, brokering a Joint Venture with a 
developer. 

Outputs Brownfield land remediation, private sector leverage, 
residential units and employment generation. 

Outcomes A high profile development of residential units with high eco 
rating, the development of a community arts centre and 
business centre, and regeneration of a significant area within 
Shoreham. 

Wider impacts Increased economic activity in Shoreham, improved 
perception of Shoreham as a good place to live, and influx of 
people from outside the locality to live and work. 

Source: WME, 2008 
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2.  PROJECT OUTPUTS  
 

2.1 Summary of SEEDA outputs 
 

Figure 2.1 summarises all of SEEDA’s outputs associated with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of all SEEDA outputs 
 Achieved In progress Planned 
Brownfield land 
acquired 

2.44 ha 0 0 

Brownfield land 
remediated (and 
flood protected) 

2.44 ha 0 0 

Public sector 
spend leveraged 

£0.2m 0 0 

Removal of 
eyesore 

Removal of 
derelict land 
along the river 

0 0 

Private sector 
spend leveraged 

£41.5m 0 0 

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

155 110* 0 

Total housing 
units 

140 units 
 

3 units 
 

0 

Other facilities a new riverside 
walk, 
a community arts 
centre, business 
incubation centre 
hosting 35 
businesses 
the housing 
development 
received 
BREEAM and 
ECO HOMES 
rating of 
‘excellent’ 

1,861 m2 
commercial 
floorspace 
 

0 

Source: SEEDA Appraisal Documentation / WME research, 2008 
Notes: *English Partnerships 2003 / SERPLAN, the use of Business Space, R, Tym and 
Partners, 1997 
** SEEDA Update Report, Ropetackle, Shoreham, May 2006 
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2.2 Outputs achieved to date 
 

Figure 2.2, below, details the outputs achieved to date on site at Ropetackle. 
  

Figure 2.2: Project outputs achieved 
 SEEDA 

outputs 
Other outputs Total outputs 

Brownfield land 
acquired 

2.44 ha 0 2.44 ha 

Brownfield land 
remediated 
(raised and flood 
protected) 

2.44 ha 0 2.44 ha 

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

155* 0 155* 

Total housing 
units 

140 units 
 

0 140 units 
 

Private sector 
spend leveraged 

£41.4m £0 £41.4m 

Public sector 
spend leveraged 

£0.2 m £0 £0.2 m 

Public access New traffic lights 
put in 

None New traffic lights 
put in 

Removal of 
eyesore 

Removal of 
derelict depot 
and 
miscellaneous 
other land 

None Removal of 
derelict depot 
and 
miscellaneous 
other land 

Commercial 
Floor-space 
Developed (m2) 

3,301 m2 None 3,301 m2 

Other facilities a new riverside 
walk, 
a community arts 
centre,  
the housing 
development 
received 
BREEAM and 
ECO HOMES 
rating of 
‘excellent’ 

None a new riverside 
walk, 
a community arts 
centre,  
the housing 
development 
received 
BREEAM and 
ECO HOMES 
rating of 
‘excellent’ 

Source: SEEDA Appraisal Documentation / WME research, 2008 
Notes: *WME business consultation, 2008 
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2.3 Outputs “in progress” 
 

Figure 2.3, below, details the outputs “in progress” at Ropetackle. 
  

Figure 2.2: Outputs “in progress” 
 SEEDA 

outputs 
Other outputs Total outputs 

Residential Units 
(affordable) 

3 units None 3 units 

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

110* None 110* 

Commercial 
Floorspace 
Developed (m2) 

1,861 m2** None 1,861 m2 

Source: SEEDA Appraisal Documentation / WME research, 2008 
Notes: *English Partnerships 2003 / SERPLAN, the use of Business Space, R, Tym and 
Partners, 1997 
** SEEDA Update Report, Ropetackle, Shoreham, May 2006 

 
2.4 Planned outputs 
 

The project is nearly complete, and there is not expected to be any further 
outputs. 



3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
3.1 Total and in-scope expenditure data 
 

The original approved spend from the Approval of Investment form F2 was 
£1,957,000 for the purchase of the Adur District Council’s land and its 
remediation.  
 
This was later added to with further purchases and expenditure for CPO’s 
coming to a total of £2,857,500 in September 2001’s Stage II appraisal 
documentation. Form 3b dated November 2004 raised this spend to 
£3,885,500. From this Form 3b, it was suggested that the Private Sector 
spend on this project would be £34,145,080, although no explanation of this 
figure was given in this form.   

 
In the period covered by this evaluation, £2,889,377 was invested as 
illustrated in Figure 3.1.  
 
Figure 3.1: Timing of SEEDA investment 
Financial Year SEEDA spend (£000) 
2002/3 2,191,432 
2003/4 587,952 
2004/5 122,609 
2005/6 (17,688) 
2006/7 5071 
Total in-scope spend 2,889,377 
Pre-2002 760,138 
2007/8 156,407 
Post 2007/8 or not yet spent 79,578 
Total SEEDA Commitment 3,885,500 

Source: Agresso  
 
3.2 Leveraged spend 
 

Total expenditure on the Ropetackle development has been approximately 
£41,909,353, as of April 2006.  This is broken down as illustrated in Figure 
3.2. 
 
Figure 3.2: Total spend at Ropetackle 
Funding Body Total Expenditure 

Committed 
Purpose 

Berkeley homes £39,362,670 Sales costs, 
construction costs, 
professional fees, other 
costs 

SEEDA £3,805,922 Acquisition of two 
sites, reimbursement of 
CPO claims, 
professional support. 

Total £43,168,592  
Source: SEEDA Appraisal Documentation 
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3.3  Income received from land sales 
 

As of April 2006 the current appraisal of revenue is: 
 

 Current Appraisal as of 28th April 
2006 

Private sale 36,330,200 
Affordable 3,155,219 
Commercial 2,161,434 
Residential investment sale 262.500 
Total 41,909,353 

Source: SEEDA Appraisal Documentation 
 
The payments to SEEDA made by November 2005 totals £1,358,182. 



 
4. CONSULTATION FINDINGS 

 
 Project Partners and Stakeholder 

 
As noted above, the schem was developed under a Joint Venture between 
SEEDA and Berkeley Homes. Berkeley homes understood the development to 
be about ‘kick starting regeneration in Shoreham on sea’. They considered the 
project was very successful, putting a quality development on a location that 
was previously derelict.  
 
They considered that if SEEDA had not made the investment the land would 
not have been assembled in that way, as there were ransom strips of land in 
the development.  SEEDA removed these through use of its CPO powers. It is 
possible that some of the area would have been redeveloped in a piecemeal 
process through private sector investment. This is unlikely to have been to the 
extent of the current Ropetackle development, and without delivering the 
same level of economic, environmental and social benefits to the town.  
 
ADC recognised the need for development to take place at the site as it had 
been derelict for 30 years. It had tried to bring the site to market a number of 
occasions, most recently in the mid nineties, but the private sector did not 
take the site on. Adur District Council believed that there was market failure 
in this case.  
 
The council was involved in negotiating the Section 106 agreement of the 
scheme, seeking sufficient social housing and also a community building. The 
development was seen as successful and having met its original objectives, if 
units B and C are completed as currently proposed.   
 
The Ropetackle Arts Centre Trust was formed to promote community arts and 
to meet the opportunity provided by the community building in the S106 
agreement.  This body took on the community building and developed an Arts 
Centre on the site after consultation from the community. It was important 
that the site complemented existing activity in the area, but did not compete 
with the existing community centre.  
 
The Trust has found it difficult to survive after the building was complete. 
There were multiple issues with the fit out and quality of construction of the 
building – what are they?. They gave up 50% of their space to the Adur 
Gateway Business centre, and in return SEEDA paid for the fit out of the 
centre. Consultees considered the space is not used as efficiently as it could 
be, and due to decisions made on ongoing costs such as air conditioning, the 
trust has struggled to balance its books.  
 
Adur Business Centre is managed by GWE Business West Ltd, who maintains 
the building, manages the tenants and provides some administration services 
to them. There are currently 36 business operating out of the centre.  
Originally there was also a business support service based in the building, but 
this has since been relocated to another building in Bognor Regis. Despite 
this, its services are still available to businesses at the Adur Business Centre.   
  
There is very little office space for start up businesses in the area. A needs 
analysis highlighted the local demand for office space. It appears these 
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conclusions have been verified by the swift take up of the office space and the 
high retention of businesses.  

 
 On-site business occupiers  

 
As part of our consultation exercise we interviewed 27 businesses on-site who 
provided details on job outputs and the relative impacts of the Adur Businesss 
Centre on their business and their views on the project generally. 
 
Figure 4.1, below, provides a summary overview of those consultations. 
 
Figure 4.1: Outputs from on-site business occupiers 

 Gross 
jobs on 
site 

Leakage Displacement Multiplier Deadweight 
(%) 

Net Jobs 

Company 1 1 0 1 1.44 0 0.0 
Company 2 11 0 2.5 1.44 59 5.0 
Company 3 5 0 1.5 1.44 57 2.2 
Company 4 4 0 3 1.44 100 0.0 
Company 5 

2 0 2 

1.44 

0 0.0 
Company 6 1 0 1 1.44 0 0.0 
Company 7 2 0 0 1.44 0 2.9 
Company 8 6 3 0 1.44 50 2.2 
Company 9 1 0 0 1.44 0 1.4 
Company 10 1 0 0 1.44 0 1.4 
Company 11 1 0 0 1.44 0 1.4 
Company 12 5.5 0 2.5 1.44 33 2.9 
Company 13 2 0 0 1.44 50 1.4 
Company 14 8.5 0 5 1.44 86 0.7 
Company 15 4 0 0 1.44 0 5.8 
Company 16 1 0 1 1.44 0 0.0 
Company 17 5 0 3 1.44 50 1.4 
Company 18 3 0 0.5 1.44 40 2.2 
Company 19 10 0 4 1.44 50 4.3 
Company 20 5 0 3 1.44 50 1.4 
Company 21 4 0 2 1.44 100 0.0 
Company 22 6 0 3 1.44 100 0.0 
Company 23 2 0 2 1.44 0 0.0 
Company 24 7 0 3 1.44 50 2.9 
Company 25 3 0 1 1.44 50 1.4 
Company 26 4 0 0 1.44 25 4.3 
Company 27 2 0 1 1.44 0 1.4 
TOTAL 107 3 42 ~  46.8 

Source: WME, 2008 
Notes: *In line with the SQW/PA Consulting Guidance ‘Implementing the RDA Impact 
Evaluation Framework’, a multiplier of 1.44 has been assumed for these projects.   
 
As we were unable to contact a total of nine businesses on site we have 
estimated their outputs based on findings from our primary research.  These 
outputs are summarised in Figure 4.2 (below). 
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Figure 4.2: Estimated outputs for non-contactable on-site business occupiers 
 Gross jobs on 

site 
Leakage Additionality 

ratio from 
interviewed 
sample 

Net Jobs 

Company 28 5.3 0 0.44 2.3 
Company 29 5.3 0 0.44 2.3 
Company 30 5.3 0 0.44 2.3 
Company 31 5.3 0 0.44 2.3 
Company 32 5.3 0 0.44 2.3 
Company 33 5.3 0 0.44 2.3 
Company 34 5.3 0 0.44 2.3 
Company 35 5.3 0 0.44 2.3 
Company 36 5.3 0 0.44 2.3 
TOTAL 48   21 

 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 provide a combined total of 155 gross jobs and 68 net 
jobs. 
 
Detailed below is a case study based on an interview with a businesses that 
has relocated to the Adur Business Centre.   
 
 
 
 

Business X 
Business X is a design firm. They moved to the Adur Business Centre from Brighton 
as they needed space to expand, and Brighton was too expensive. Since moving they 
have gone from employing two full time staff to three full time staff, and four 
freelancers, approximately 5 FTEs. They like Shoreham as a town, it is easy for clients 
to reach from Worthing, Brighton, or London. The directors have bought houses in 
the area, and feel that they have gotten ‘more for their money’ than nearby Brighton. 
They love the design of the development, and feel that it adds to the feel of the town, 
and is a smart place to bring clients to. They like the management of the centre, and 
feel that being in an environment with other similar size businesses has brought them 
extra business. Their one concern is lack of parking, particularly now the 
development is getting busier.  



 Project beneficiaries 
 

In addition to the above, 24 resident surveys were conducted in Shoreham-by-
sea. We summarise below an example of the comments made: 

 
 
“I chose to move to Shoreham-by-sea and not Brighton because of the development, I 
now live in one of the Ropetackle flats” 
 
“I think a supermarket would have been a better use of land that benefitted 
Shoreham residents more that just more flats and a business centre” 
 
“…[the development] is good for modernising Shoreham, maybe now more of the 
town will be updated” 
 
“A town square and restaurants were promised in the plans, but there is nothing 
really to benefits the people of Shoreham” 
 
“It is a missed opportunity for Shoreham” 
 
“I had no idea that SEEDA were involved in the development, I though it was just 
Berkeley homes” 
 
“It is an eyesore and has ruined the view over the downs and to the college 
(Lancing)” 
 
“The business/ art centre should have been more flats – it is an unused building that 
is never open and pointless to the community” 
 
“It is a 100% improvement to Shoreham” 
 
“It only seems to have benefitted Berkeley Homes” 
 
“It’s modern and has a sympathetic design for this coastal area – although it is a 
little bit too big” 
 
“It’s a great improvement to the rickety pub and run-down cottage that were there 
before” 
 
“It’s an eyesore and the new traffic lights have increased in the local area” 
 
“The town feels much more alive now – there are more people about” 
 
“The council housing is good, but there should have been more” 
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5.  NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 

In order to quantify the actual economic impact of SEEDA’s intervention, we 
assess a series of factors in the IEF logic chain. We set out below the Gross 
Impacts of the intervention. Subsequently, a series of net effects are 
considered. These are adjustments based on discussions with key 
stakeholders involved in the project and based on guidance were appropriate.  
 
These adjustments include: 
 
• Deadweight: the proportion of output that would have been achieved 

anyway; 
• Displacement: the extent of output accounted for by lost market share 

(reduced outputs) elsewhere in the target area;  
• Leakage: The proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the 

projects target area/group;   
• Substitution:  If a firm substitutes one activity for another (within firm 

displacement); and 
• Multiplier effects: Further economic activity, be it jobs, income or 

supply chain expenditure associated with additional income and local 
supplier purchases.   

   
5.1 Gross Direct Effect 
 
 The realised gross direct outputs from the Ropetackle project are: 
 

• SEEDA have acquired 2.44 hectares from Adur District Council, and 
through using their CPO powers, where previous attempts to bring 
forward the site by the private sector have failed; 

• They have facilitated the building of 140 residential dwellings,; 
• They have facilitated the leverage of some £41.4 million of private 

sector money; 
• They have enabled public access to the Riverfront; 
• They have removed a derelict depot from the site, and created a 

vibrant new district of Shoreham; and 
• Creation of 155 jobs. 
 

5.2 Leakage 
 

Based on our business consultation findings, we estimate that the proportion 
of the gross outputs – achieved to date - that have benefited residents from 
outside the target area is just 3 jobs.  

 
5.3 Displacement assessment 
 

Informed by our interviews with on-site businesses we have made 
adjustments for deferred economic activity in relation to the Adur Business 
Centre development.  Details of this displacement assessment can be found in 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2. 

 
5.4 Multiplier effects 
 

To estimate the additional economic activity produced by the Adur Business 
Centre development, we have applied a standard multiplier in line with the 
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SQW/PA Consulting Guidance ‘Implementing the RDA Impact Evaluation 
Framework’. 
 

5.5 Assessment of deadweight 
 

Based on consultations with key stakeholders, we understand that prior to 
SEEDA’s intervention, ADC tried on a number of occasions in the previous 
ten year period to obtain private sector investment. This met with no success. 
Furthermore, it was only through SEEDA’s use of their CPO powers that a 
significant development constraint (a number of ransom strips) were able to 
be dealt with. 
 
Whilst it is difficult to assess the deadweight situation for a scheme such as 
this, on balance, we consider that in the absence of SEEDA’s intervention, the 
site would most likely have continued to be derelict.  On this basis, we assume 
deadweight in this case to be that without SEEDAS intervention no scheme 
would have been forthcoming on the site.  
 
An estimate of deadweight for employment numbers has been generated by 
asking employers what they would have done had it not been for the SEEDA 
support.  

 
5.6 Summary of net outputs and outcomes 
 

On the basis of the above, we consider that the net outputs to be: 
 

• Remediation of 2.44ha derelict land. 
• 140 residential units, a new town square, a new riverside walk, 

Community arts centre, Business incubation centre hosting 35 
businesses; 

• Private sector leverage of £41.4 million; 
• They have enabled public access to the Riverfront; 
• They have removed a derelict depot from the site, and created a 

vibrant new district of Shoreham; and 
• They have created 68 net jobs. 
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 
6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
  

SEEDA provided practical leadership in this project through the appointment 
and management of the delivery partner, Berkeley Homes.   This use of a JV 
to share risks with the private sector was a key example of Strategic Added 
Value (SAV) instigated and managed by SEEDA. 
  
There was a willingness to use the full extent of SEEDA’s powers through a 
CPO to address a case of market failure. The project kick started the 
renaissance of Shoreham, and brought new life to the town. This was the first 
use of CPO powers by and RDA in England and Wales.  
 
The business centre was originated by SEEDA, and is one of the most 
successful parts of the development, providing a significant source of 
employment in Shoreham.  
 
There was a strong awareness by SEEDA of environmental and social 
sensitivities of the community in Shoreham. This impacted the design of the 
project, even if the delivery did not always fulfil expectations. As part of this, 
the design received an ECO HOMES and BREEAM rating of excellent, one of 
the first in the country. As such this impacted on wider regional and national 
projects proving that a major developer would work with the public sector to 
deliver a high quality environmentally friendly development.  The quality of 
the final design also contributed significantly to the overall sustainability of 
the project.  This was a key SAV contribution from SEEDA. 

  
6.2  Strategic influence 
 

SEEDA worked within existing strategic frameworks such as the Shoreham 
Maritime Project and Shoreham Renaissance to identify and deliver a 
development in a key location in Shoreham that met many of the objectives of 
these strategic plans. 

 
6.3 Leverage 
 

SEEDA leveraged in a considerable amount of investment from Berkeley 
Homes; some £35m. This is significant considering the scale of SEEDA 
investment in the project and represents a major investment in the town’s 
economic future. Furthermore, the investment made by SEEDA was recouped 
through the land sales of the development, providing extremely good value for 
money. 
 
SEEDA further leveraged £700,000 from the Arts Trust and money for the 
improvements to the Highway. 

 
6.4 Synergy 
  

SEEDA’s project management has enabled the various partners to feel 
connected and involved in the development process, including work with the 
community to engage them in the development. The idea of the community 
space being an Arts Centre was conceived through community consultation.  
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The infrastructure / site remediation contract was procured by SEEDA using 
an innovative 'partnering' approach to achieve better value for money in line 
best practice. 
 
 

6.5 Engagement 
 

SEEDA joined the aspirations of ADC, the Shoreham Maritime Steering 
Group, the Shoreham Arts Trust and Berkeley Homes to produce a significant 
investment in Shoreham-by-Sea. 
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7.  LESSONS LEARNT FROM THE PROJECT 
 

Summary review of good practice 
 

A number of positive messages have emerged from this evaluation. These are 
summarised below. 
 

1. SEEDA has delivered a quality development that has had a strong 
impact on the vibrancy and economic development of the town. 

 
2. The business centre has delivered significant outputs and benefits for 

the town. 
 

3. There was a case made for genuine market failure combined with a 
strong equity argument for public sector intervention. 

 
4. There was recognition of the environmental credentials of the project. 

 
 

Summary of weaknesses and lessons learned 
 

There are a number of emerging learning points of note. 
 

4. There has been a lack of consistency in project management due to 
staff moving on which has left a gap in the momentum of the project. 

 
5. The community aspects of the development needed to have been 

better thought through –particularly post development sustainability 
and support.   

 
6. A number of consultees highlighted some concerns in relation to the 

sustainability of the Arts Centre building, for example, issues with the 
air conditioning system, the floor in the foyer and problems with 
external advertising space. 

 
Recommendations  
 
As a result of the research feeding this evaluation, it is recommended that: 
 
• This project shows a clear rationale for intervention, with demonstrated 

market failure that was recognised by SEEDA at the outset of the project.  
 

• There were key staff in SEEDA that understood the local landscape, and 
who made a strong case for intervention in this situation. There was 
clearly a good understanding of how to push the project forward, with a 
strong emphasis on community engagement. 

 
• The flipside of the above point is that there needs to be better processes in 

place to handover projects such as these so that momentum is not lost. 
This is also important to ensure that the stakeholders and partners feel 
that obligations and responsibilities are upheld on both sides. Due to the 
nature of physical regeneration projects it is very important to ensure that 
there continues to be attention to detail with continuity provided despite 
staff changes. 
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ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 
 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
1B Proposal Form N  
1B Presentation to PAB N  
2A Operational Delivery Form N  
3A Appraisal Form N  
3B Additional Expenditure Form Y  
4 Completion Form N  
Stage II Full Appraisal Document Y  
MPC Minutes Y Dated  
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Chris Moore SEEDA 
 
Project Partners 
 
Andrew McPhillips Berkeley Homes 
Ann Hodgeson Ropetackle Arts Centre Trust 
 
Relevant project stakeholders  
 
Keith Morgan Adur District Council 
Raglan Housing Association  
 
Project beneficiaries 
 
Janet Houldcroft, GWE Business West Shoreham on sea Residents  
Ropetackle Residents  
 
Local agents and developers 
 
Paul Wornham Harrison Brant 
Mark Robinson Warwick Baker 
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1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1 Overview 

 
SEEDA has an extensive involvement in the development or proposed 
development of a number of sites in this part of Ashford.   The part of the 
project that falls within the sample selected for this evaluation involves the 
purchase of three parcels of land at Elwick Road, Ashford adjacent to the 
International Railway Station.  The purchases, and therefore the majority of 
the expenditure, incurred towards the end of the evaluation period and the 
largest spend – that involved in the purchase of the former Cattle Market – 
was completed on 31st March 2007. 
 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the key characteristics of the project. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Project 

Programme Code SE91104 
Project Type Land acquisition and site assembly, 

masterplanning and design, land 
remediation and mixed-use development. 

SEEDA Project Managers Peter Cusdin and Martin Barrow 
Original proposed Start Date* February 2006 (Former DC Site) 

February 2007 (Elwick Road) 
Original proposed End Date* March 2008 (Former DC Site) 

March 2010 (Elwick Road) 
Project Partners Ashford Borough Council; Kent County 

Council; English Partnerships; Ashford 
Delivery Board 

 
1.2 Project Background 

 
Ashford was successful in obtaining Growth Area Funding from DCLG.  The 
town is expected to double in both size and population by 2031 and there is a 
multi-agency approach to put the infrastructure in place to accommodate this 
growth.  EP and Kent CC own smaller sites, though not adjacent to Elwick 
Road, for housing schemes and other uses.  The development of Ashford 
within this context is a strategically driven project of regional and national 
significance.  The development of fast rail links to London announced on 1st 
August underlines this.   
 
Ashford Borough Council together with other public sector partners identified 
the parcels of land in Elwick Road as a key component of the growth plans 
due to their location close to the railway station and sought control of the land 
for office and other employment uses.  As such, they were identified within 
the Interim Delivery Plan drawn up for Ashford following the announcement 
of the Sustainable Communities programme in 2003. It was agreed that out of 
all the public parties involved with Ashford’s growth, SEEDA were best 
equipped to take on the responsibility of the land assembly programme. As a 
result, SEEDA agreed to press forward with securing the sites initially with 
Growth Area Funding provided by CLG but latterly utilising their own 
resources. The sites were previously owned by London and Continental 
Railways to facilitate the construction of the Channel Tunnel rail link. 
 
The planned approach for the sites is to appoint a private sector development 
partner to deliver the Elwick Road development.  The appointment process is 
currently underway.  
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Approved expenditure for the Cattle Market site was £5.233m to include the 
purchase of the site for £4.5m plus fees, tax, holding costs and 
masterplanning.  Approved expenditure for the Discovery Centre site was 
£928,200.  Approved expenditure for the International House Void Costs was 
£825,000 although for reasons noted below, this has been excluded from the 
main analysis. 
 
The sites currently lie vacant in the most part, although some temporary 
lettings including car parking uses have been arranged to secure short-term 
income. 
 

1.3 Clarification of in-scope activities 
 

Figure 1.1, below, illustrates the in-scope expenditure for the 4 Project codes 
within the evaluation of the Ashford Elwick Road and International House 
Projects. 
 
Figure 1.2: Ashford Projects In-Scope Expenditure 
 

Project 
Code 

Project 
Description 

Total 
2002/03 

Total 
2003/04 

Total 
2004/05 

Total 
2005/06 

Total 
2006/07 

Total 
In-scope 

SE18271 Ashford 
Elwick Road 
South 

£2,686 £41,497   £209,981 £254,163 

SE23460 Former Cattle 
Market Site 

   £4,245,055  £4,245,055 

SE22486 International 
House Void 
Costs 

   £647,506 £562,642 £1,210,14811 

SE22543 Former DC 
Site 

   £913,155  £913,155 

Source: SEEDA Agresso financial system, 2008 
 
This in-scope expenditure has enabled WME to make a judgement of what 
activities can be considered in-scope for this evaluation.  The following 
activities are considered in-scope for this evaluation: 
 

• Outputs associated with the acquisition of the Elwick Road South Site; 
• Outputs associated with the acquisition of the former Cattle Market 

Site; and 
• Outputs associated with the acquisition of the Former Discovery 

Centre Site. 
 

The costs associated with the original acquisition of International House 
resulted in SEEDA being required to meet a proportion of void costs within 
the building, including rates and service charges on several floors, which were 
being marketed to let.  These costs fall within the scope of the evaluation 
sample, as per Figure 1.2, above, having been placed into a new project (which 
falls within the in-scope spend for this evaluation) and this was not appraised 
“as it was a matter of accounting rather than a project in its own right.”  No 
outputs were anticipated or have been achieved against this spend as it was 
purely an accounting mechanism.  Having clarified the in-scope expenditure, 
this has been excluded from the evaluation process from this point as it is 
considered to be irrelevant to the main Elwick Road project. 
 

                                                      
11 Excluded from the overall analysis 
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1.4 Original objectives of the project 
 

The original objectives of the project were the creation of 600 gross jobs (400 
net) £88m of private sector leverage and 398 residential units. The intention 
at the time of purchase (Spring 2007) was that development would commence 
in 2009.  
 
Indirect outputs to be achieved including contribution to the wider outputs 
for the Ashford Growth Area through the following objectives: 
 
• Consolidate and support the actions of the Ashford’s Future Delivery 

Board in moving forward with the growth proposals for the town. 
• Delivering some 398 residential units (35% affordable) in the Ashford 

Growth area. 
• Delivery of the objectives of SEEDA’s Quality Built Environment 

Standards. 
• Improving private sector confidence in Ashford by masterplanning a 

quality mixed use scheme of significant quantum that would improve the 
wider appeal of Ashford among investors. 

• Enabling comprehensive development by combining the sites to bring the 
entire holding forward in 2007 to secure a development partner. 

 
1.5 Business case/Market failure argument 
 

The rationale for the main intervention on Elwick Road was that these key 
sites needed to be brought in public ownership in order to control 
development.  The concern of the project sponsors was that the market alone 
would develop the sites in a piecemeal manner with low-specification 
property.  
 
JLL recommended to SEEDA that the need to provide a site of “sufficient 
magnitude to be of interest to private sector developers and/or investors and 
to deliver the calibre of partner required…that the Elwick Road site needed to 
be under the control of a single public agency. 

 
The Discovery Centre site was originally sold by SEEDA to Kent County 
Council in April 2005 following strong pressure to facilitate the development 
of the Discovery Centre Project that was being funded by ODPM.  This was 
done under strict conditions for Kent County Council to commence the 
development of the site within 18 months, which it failed to do so and the 
project has been abandoned.  SEEDA therefore took advantage of a condition 
to repurchase the site to bring the Elwick Road site back into one assembled 
site in November 2005.   

 
 
1.6  Historic review of local property 
 

Data obtained from the VOA on rental values for industrial units in Figure 1.3, 
below, shows rental values of industrial floorspace in a number of locations 
across the South East. While directly comparable data is not available for 
Ashford, in 2003/04, average industrial rental values were £67 per sq m 
which had increased to £73 per sq m by 2006/07 (Kent Property Market 2007 
www.kentpropertymarket.co.uk).  These rates are broadly comparable with 
those shown for other areas of the region in Figure 1.3, below.  It represents 
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growth of 9% over a similar timescale to that in Figure 1.3 and this indicates 
that the industrial rental market in the town is slightly more affordable and 
that it may be perceived as a secondary location. 

 
Figure 1.3: Rental Values Industrial Floorspace 2002 - 2007 

£/m2  2002 2007  
Location 25-75 

m2 
150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

1,000 
m2 

25-75 
m2 

150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

c. 
1,000 
m2 

 % Average 
Change 
2002-2007 

Eastbourne 80 65 52 35 85 85 64 57 25 
Medway Towns 72 62 54 52 80 69 63 55 11 
Portsmouth  100 90 70 63 102 90 85 80 11 
Southampton 110 90 75 65 105 90 85 80 6 
Guildford/ 
Egham* 

140 113 103 100 140 113 108 100 1 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. October 2002 – January 2007 * 2002 data is 
Guildford only. 

 
In terms of offices, the figures available in Figure 1.3 show rental values for a 
number of locations across the South East.  While directly comparable data is 
not available for Ashford, in 2003/04, average office rental values were £160 
per sq m which had increased to £170 per sq m by 2006/07 (Kent Property 
Market 2007 www.kentpropertymarket.co.uk).  This rental rate is amongst 
the highest in Kent according to this source and are considerably higher than 
centres such as Canterbury although lower than for larger centres, for 
example Southampton.  The 6% growth in rentals is higher than for those 
centres in Figure 1.4 and also outperforms other centres such as Medway, 
Tunbridge Wells and Dover, for example, all of which have lower rental rates 
and remained static between 2003 and 2007 (Kent Property Market 2007 
www.kentpropertymarket.co.uk).     

 
Figure 1.4: Rental Values – Offices 2002 - 2007 

£/m2  2002 2007     
Location Town Centre 

(over 1,000 m2) 
Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

Town Centre 
(over 1,000 
m2) 

Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (1,000 
m2 +) 2002 - 
2007 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (150 400 
m2) 2002 - 
2007 

Basingstoke 200 165 160 160 -20 -3 
Portsmouth  110 120 140 135 27 13 
Canterbury 75 90 85 90 13 0 
Southampton 210 230 225 230 7 0 
Eastbourne 58 62 N/A N/A ~ ~ 
Guildford N/A N/A 270 275 ~ ~ 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 

In terms of retail rents, Figure 1.5 shows rental achieved for different types of 
sites for a number of centres across the region.  While directly comparable 
data is not available for Ashford, in 2003/04, average rental values were 
£800per sq m which had increased to £850 per sq m by 2006/07 (Kent 
Property Market 2007 www.kentpropertymarket.co.uk).  When compares 
with data in Figure 1.4, this shows that demand for retail space is considerably 
lower in Ashford than for other centres in the region and that rental rates are 
generally lower.  It is outperformed considerably by other centres in Kent, for 
example Canterbury.     
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Figure 1.5: Retail Rents 2002 -2007  
£/m2/ann  2002   2007   
Location Prime 

Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre 
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse 
(£/m2/ann) 

Prime 
Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse  
(£/m2/ann) 

Canterbury 2,750 1,000 175 2,250 1,000 175 
Southampton 2,500 650 225 3,000 650 300 
Guildford 2,300 1,150 290 2,300 1,150 290 
Portsmouth  1,700 600 180 1,800 600 195 
Basingstoke 1,250 750 160 1,500 550 290 
Eastbourne 975 500 100 1,175 550 130 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. 
 

Figure 1.6, below, shows the comparative change in retail rents between 2002 
and 2007 in selected centres across the South East. Clearly much of the 
increase in rental prices is accountable to inflation. Despite this, the 
comparative increases can highlight changes within the local market.  While 
directly comparable data is not available, average retail rents for Ashford only 
increased by around 6% in a similar time period (Kent Property Market 2007 
www.kentpropertymarket.co.uk). 

 
Figure 1.6: Change in Retail Rents 2002 - 2007 

Location % Increase in 
Principal Rents 

%    Increase in 
Secondary Rents 

% Increase in 
out of town rents 

Eastbourne 21 10 30 
Basingstoke 20 -27 81 
Southampton 20 0 33 
Portsmouth  6 0 8 
Guildford 0 0 0 
Canterbury -18 0 0 

 Source: VOA. 
 

1.7 Economic Context 
 

This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period. Figure 1.7 shows unemployment numbers and 
rates in selected Local Authority Districts across the South East between 2002 
and 2007.  
 
At the start of the evaluation period Ashford District had just under 1,000 
claimants, a rate of just 1.6%. This was marginally higher than the regional 
rate, although lower than that of Great Britain. By 2007 the claimant count 
was unchanged, still one of the lowest across the region.  
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

WM Enterprise  
 

90

Figure 1.7: Claimant Counts 2002-2007.  
  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
In terms of skill levels, in 200512, some 13.5% of the working age population in 
Ashford District possessed no qualifications. By 2007, this had reduced by 
7%, to 6.5%, lower than the Kent average (12.1%), and lower than regionally 
(9.6%) and nationally (13.1%). In terms of higher skill levels, in 2005 some 
23.6% of the working age population possessed NVQ Level 4 qualifications or 
higher. This has increased by 8.4% between 2005 and 2007. This compares to 
a 1.3% increase regionally and 2.1% nationally (Figure 1.8).   

 
Figure 1.8: Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS 

                                                      
12 This was the earliest data available that was consistent with 2007 data.  
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Figure 1.9: Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 
  2002 2006 

% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

 
In 2002, there were some 44,500 employees in Ashford District. By 2006 this 
had increased to just over 47,000, a 5.5% increase. This compares to a loss of 
0.8% of the jobs in Kent during the same period. The region witnessed a small 
net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst national job growth was 2.8%. 
(Figure 1.9) 

 
Figure 1.10. Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 

 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 
 

In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002, residents of Ashford 
District’s average wage was £413.5, by 2007 this had increased to £445.2, 
(7.7%). This compares to a 19.7% increase in wages in Kent, a 14.8% increase 
regionally, and an increase of 16.9% nationally  (Figure 1.10). 
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1.8 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.11, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the Ashford 
Elwick Road Project. 
 
Figure 1.11: Ashford Elwick Road Project Logic Chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

To acquire and assemble sites on Elwick Road, Ashford to 
facilitate a high quality mixed-use development and a 
higher specification outcome than what could be achieved 
through private sector intervention and piecemeal, lower 
specification redevelopment of these sites. 

Inputs Funding. 
Activities Land acquisition and site assembly, demolition and 

remediation, masterplanning and design, mixed-use 
development. 

Outputs Brownfield land remediation, housing, business 
accommodation and public and private sector leverage. 

Outcomes Improved town centre economy for Ashford through a 
mixed use development with employment uses and housing 
to increase the vitality of and extend the town centre. 

Wider impacts Benefits to local population of increased economic activity 
in the area and public realm improvements. 

Source: WME, 2008 
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2.  PROJECT OUTPUTS  
 
2.1 Summary of SEEDA outputs  
 

Figure 2.1, below, summarises SEEDA outputs associated with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of SEEDA outputs 

 Achieved In progress Planned 
Brownfield land 
remediation  

0 0 2.5ha 

Private sector 
leverage 

£0 £0 £88m 

Public sector 
leverage 

£2m 0 0 

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

0 0 600 

Housing units 0 0 398 
Other outputs None None Delivery of SEEDA’s 

Quality Built Environment 
Standards 
Improving private sector 
confidence in Ashford 

Source: WME/SEEDA (Form 3A Appraisal), 2008 
 

The outputs associated with the project are those for the Elwick Road sites as 
it was not anticipated that outputs would be achieved for the Void Costs 
Project for International House, but would facilitate the achievement of 
outputs for other projects associated with that site. 

 
2.2 Outputs achieved to date 
 

No outputs have been achieved to date other than £2m of public sector 
leverage through the ODPM/DCLG Growth Area funds. 

 
2.3 Outputs “in progress” 
 

There are not any outputs currently “in progress” as the process to appoint a 
development partner is still underway.  Following the appointment then the 
planning and development processes can commence although the timescales 
against which remediation of land and private sector leverage outputs can be 
attained will be dependent on this selection process.  

 
2.4 Planned outputs 
 

The Growth Area Funding from DCLG means that the town is expected to 
double in both size and population by 2031 and this is the long-stop date 
identified by the public sector for the delivery of the outputs.   
 
SEEDA’s appraisal documentation refers to the expectation that the 
redevelopment of these sites will commence from 2009.  During consultation. 
Ashford BC stated that it expects outputs to be delivered “by 2014.”  These 
outputs are as follows:  
 
• 2.5ha of brownfield land remediated; 
• £88m of private sector leverage; 
• 600 jobs created or safeguarded; and 
• 398 housing units completed; 
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• Some 12,000 commercial floorspace13.  
 

In addition, the development aims to deliver the objectives of SEEDA’s 
Quality Built Environment Standards and improve private sector confidence 
in Ashford. 

 

                                                      
13 Source: Form 3a 29/03/2007. Based on a site capacity study. 
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3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
3.1 Total and in-scope Agresso expenditure data 
 

Figure 3.1 shows the breakdown of SEEDA expenditure.  The expenditure in 
scope from Agresso in scope is £6,622,522.   
 
Figure 3. 1. Breakdown of SEEDA Funding 

Project Description SEEDA 
spend  

Acquisition of Ashford Elwick Road South 254,163 
Acquisition of Former Cattle Market Site 4,245,055 
Acquisition of Former DC Site 913,155 
Total outturn spend 5,412,373 

Approved spend outstanding 1,002,990 

Total £6,415,363 

 
In the period covered by this evaluation, £6.62m was invested as indicated in 
Figure 3.2 (below).   

 
 Figure 3.2. SEEDA Expenditure  

Financial Year SEEDA spend  
2002/3 2,686 
2003/4 41,497 
2004/5 0 
2005/6 0 
2006/7 5,368,191 
Total in-scope spend 5,412,373 
2007/8 894,097 
Total SEEDA Commitment 6,306,470 

 
 
3.2 Leveraged spend 
 

There has been leveraged spend 0f £2,077,079 from ODPM/DCLG Growth 
Area Funding. 

 
3.3  Income received from land sales 
 
 There have been no land sales 
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4.  CONSULTATION FINDINGS 
 
 Project partners and stakeholders 
 

The key project partner is Ashford Borough Council, which leads the Ashford 
Delivery Board which also comprises EP and Kent CC.  Key findings were 
that: 
 
• Through the Growth Area programme of works, there is significant work 

being undertaken to assemble strategically important sites, link the town 
centre with the stations and grow the town centre to cope with Ashford 
doubling in size to 2031. 

• Elwick Road is becoming a national exemplar ‘shared space’ with the 
reconfiguration of the Ring Road and traffic calming. 

• There has been a very close working relationship with SEEDA in relation 
to the development of proposals for the site and, for example, in the 
selection of development partners. 

• Through its investment SEEDA has been able to set minimum amounts of 
employment space to be included within the site. 

• In the absence of SEEDA intervention Ashford BC would have struggled to 
meet its planning aspirations for the site and it would have been likely to 
have been developed as retail ‘sheds.’ 

• The location of Debenhams opposite the Elwick Road Site has been driven 
in investment terms by this proposed development and confidence in its 
delivery. 

• It is SEEDA’s job to take risks in relation to land acquisition and carry 
these risks in relation to a falling property and land market. 

 
 Project beneficiaries 
 

The land is vacant and SEEDA, in conjunction with its partners, is in the 
process of appointing developers.   
 
There are no project beneficiaries 
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5.  NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 

In order to quantify the actual economic impact of SEEDA’s intervention, we 
assess a series of factors in the IEF logic chain. In the absence of any 
occupants on site, we set out below the Gross Impacts of the intervention. 
Subsequently, a series of net effects are considered. These are adjustments 
based on discussions with key stakeholders involved in the project   
 
These adjustments include: 
 
• Deadweight: the proportion of output that would have been achieved 

anyway; 
• Displacement: the extent of output accounted for by lost market share 

(reduced outputs) elsewhere in the target area;  
• Leakage: The proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the 

projects target area/group;   
• Substitution:  If a firm substitutes one activity for another (within firm 

displacement); and 
• Multiplier effects: Further economic activity, be it jobs, income or 

supply chain expenditure associated with additional income and local 
supplier purchases.   

  
5.1 Gross Direct Effect 
 

There have not been any gross outputs and therefore no net outputs or 
outcomes. 
 

5.2 Leakage 
 

It is estimated that the proportion of the gross outputs – achieved to date - 
that have benefited residents from outside the target area is zero. 

 
5.3 Displacement assessment 
 

We estimate that this absence of on-site development means that that zero 
activities have been displaced.  
 

5.4 Multiplier effects 
 

Given that few outputs have been generated, the multiplier is not relevant. 
 
5.5 Assessment of deadweight 
 

According to Ashford BC, the likely use of the land without SEEDA’s 
intervention would probably now be a series of low-specification, ad-hoc 
developments including retail warehousing, which previously occupied the 
site.  It was considered that this would detract from the current public realm 
improvements being completed on Elwick Road, whereas SEEDA’s 
intervention will protect design quality and sustainability.  
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 
6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
 

Once the decision had been taken to take control of the sites (an action 
supported by DCLG) it was stated that SEEDA worked “impressively hard” to 
buy the land and assemble the site.  
 
SEEDA has the resources to deliver this type of project.  The local authority 
could have performed the same role but does not have the capital funds to act 
nor the commercial property expertise to manage a project of this nature.  
 
The investment in the land by SEEDA was considered by Ashford BC to have 
been the catalyst for the development of the Debenhams store opposite and 
potentially also the traffic calming works being undertaken on Elwick Road. 

 
6.2  Strategic influence 
 

SEEDA has been able to influence the delivery of the Growth Area proposals 
for Ashford through the acquisition of these key sites and ensuring that they 
meet the town’s regeneration and growth needs in a holistic rather than 
piecemeal way.  As a result, it has also influenced both DCLG and English 
Partnerships in their strategic plans for the town. 

 
6.3 Leverage 
 

SEEDA has levered in investment from DCLG for the purchase of part of the 
Elwick Road site.  It is also likely that the current works to Elwick Road 
represent leverage to support the development of the site in the longer-term. 

 
6.4 Synergy 
 

SEEDA has used its expertise to acquire the sites and this was especially in 
relation to the former Discovery Centre site, for which it imposed stringent 
conditions on Kent County Council to ensure that it that project stalled, it 
would be able to re-acquire the site and facilitate the development subject to 
evaluation. 

 
6.5 Engagement 
 

SEEDA has engaged with Ashford BC fully throughout the process and has 
engaged with it in the purchase, masterplanning and developer selection 
processes to ensure that the objectives for the town are met.  In addition, it 
has consequently worked closely with the Ashford Delivery Board and other 
stakeholders during this process. 
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7.  LESSONS LEARNT FROM THE PROJECT 
 
7.1 Efficacy of working relationships 
 

Working relationships appear to be strong within DCLG’s led Growth Area 
Funding initiative. 

 
7.2 Overcoming barriers to implementation 
 

Implementation hasn’t commenced. Taking control of the land is the key to 
protecting the development of the site in a holistic way. 
 

7.3 Summary review of good practice 
 

There has been no real innovation or good practice to date in the delivery of 
this project, although project partners believe that there has to be risk taking 
amongst the public sector agencies to get things moving.   
 

7.4 Recommendations 
 
At this early stage there are no specific recommendations. 
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ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 

 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
1B Proposal Form Y  
1B Presentation to PAB N  
2A Operational Delivery Form Y  
3A Appraisal Form Y  
3B Additional Expenditure Form N  

4 Completion Form N  
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Martin Barrow SEEDA  
 
Project Partners 
 
Richard Alderton Ashford BC 
 
 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

WM Enterprise  
 

102

 
 
 
 
 

 
PROJECT CASE PAPER NO 6:   

DOVER TOWN CENTRE 
INVESTMENT ZONE 

 

 
 
 

Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical 
Regeneration Projects  
(2002/03 – 2006/07) 

 
 
 

Draft Final  
 

August 2008 
 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

WM Enterprise  
 

103

1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1  Overview 
  

The Dover Town Centre Investment Strategy project involves the provision of 
grant funding to Dover District Council (DDC) to secure a number of sites in 
Dover Town Centre. The development proposed on this site is knows the St 
James Development or the ‘Dover Town Centre Investment Zone’ (DTCIZ).  
 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the key characteristics of the DTCIZ project. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the DTCIZ Project 

Programme Code SE91104 
Project Type Land acquisition and remediation for 

employment and residential use. 
SEEDA Project Managers Chris Moore and Nick Young 
Original proposed Start Date* 1st October 2006 
Original proposed End Date* 31st March 2010 
Project Partners DDC, EP, KCC 

Notes: 
*Source: Form 3a. 18/01/2007. 

 
1.2 Economic Context  

 
This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period. Figure 1.2 shows unemployment numbers 
and rates in selected Local Authority Districts across the South East between 
2002 and 2007.   
   
At the start of the evaluation period, Dover’s claimant count rate (2.4%) was 
slightly above that of Kent (2%), but still below that of Great Britain (2.7%). 
This equated to some 1,500 people. By 2007 the District’s claimant count rate 
had increased to 2.7%, exceeding that of Great Britain (2.5%).      

 
Figure 1.2. Claimant Counts 2002-2007.  

  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 
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In 2002, there were some 40,100 employees in Dover District. By 2006 this 
had decreased to just under 37,000, a loss of 8.1%. This compares to a loss of 
0.8% of the jobs in Kent during the same period. The region witnessed a small 
net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst national job growth was 2.8% 
(Figure 1.3) 

 
Figure 1.3. Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 

  2002 2006 
% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

 
In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002, residents of Dover 
District’s average wage was £379.8, by 2007 this had increased to £483.7 
(27.4%). This compares to a 19.7% increase in wages in Kent, a 14.8% increase 
regionally, and an increase of 16.9% nationally (Figure 1.4). 
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Figure 1.4. Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 
 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 

 
1.3 Project Background 
 

DDC first approached SEEDA in 2002 with a request for assistance to secure 
a private sector development partner for the extensive redevelopment of the 
St James area of the town centre. In line with SEEDA policy, the Agency could 
see no reason for public sector investment and saw a minimal market failure 
argument for intervention at that time.  
 
Following this advice, in 2002 DDC procured Bond City Limited (BCL) as 
development partner, through an open tender exercise. Bond City were 
shortlisted from 4 bidders. Together DDC and Bond City began to negotiate a 
number of site acquisitions and pre-letting/pre-sale arrangements with 
occupiers.  A planning application for the St James site followed in July 2005. 
This was supported by SEEDA, on the basis of its intended contribution to the 
Dover Pride Regeneration Strategy and its likely impact on local economic 
conditions which included low economic activity, high unemployment and 
high dependence on port related employment.  
 
With the success of the planning application came the issue of the quality of 
the proposed investment which ultimately led to SEEDA’s investment. From 
the outset SEEDA, backed by Kent County Council (KCC), have emphasised 
the importance of integrating the new scheme into the urban structure of 
Dover, and using it to increase the quality of the built environment. This 
presented a problem for the DDC / BCL consortium in terms of meeting the 
design and quality criteria whilst still making the scheme commercially viable. 
Following discussions, the SEEDA Major Projects Group concluded that:  
 
a) SEEDA should invest in the proposed project; and  
b) To maximise value for money, additional funds should be released to 

purchase and develop a second tranche of land to deliver a more 
comprehensive scheme whilst sustaining the quality of design, 
architecture and tenant mix.  
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In July 2006 SEEDA commissioned a masterplanning study to consider how 
the scheme could best integrate with the rest of the town centre and adjoining 
sites. Consequently, it was agreed on 7 December 2006 that SEEDA would 
invest a total of £7.69m comprising: 
 

• A contribution of £5m in March 2007 to enable initial property 
acquisitions;  

• A contribution of £2.53m in September 2007 to complete all property 
acquisitions and detailed masterplanning; and 

• A further allowance of £150,000 was reserved for appraisal, legal and 
management costs. 

 
In March 2007 the first of these investments was made, with the acquisition 
of a first tranche of sites bounded by Castle Street, King Street and Townhall 
Street for £5.52m (including fees).  A second set of sites were acquired in 
2007/8, totalling 2.14m, taking total SEEDA expenditure in Dover to 
£7,663,354.   
 
As things stand, full planning permission for the scheme has now been 
granted, but a section 106 agreement, to cover associated facilities is still 
being negotiated.  Discussions are ongoing with ASDA over occupying 
approximately 9,300m2 as the anchor retail tenant. Consultations suggest 
that another retail occupier is also interested in the scheme. 
 
Demolition of existing buildings will start in late 2008. 
 

1.4  Original objectives of the project 
 
At the time of SEEDA’s investment, the project’s objectives were to: 
 

• Provide a new retail anchor for the town centre by way of a large food 
store that is integrated with the town centre and complements its 
existing offer; 

• Provide new retail floor space of the quality and size that will attract 
high quality multiples; 

• Provide new commercial leisure space that will attract quality national 
operators; 

• Take control of key strategic sites that are underused, vacant or 
derelict and bring them back into productive use; 

• Reclaim the River Dour for public use and create high quality public 
space; 

• Create a strong pedestrian link from the site to the existing town 
centre; 

• Configure the site so that linkages to the south, and other development 
sites, are optimised; 

• Capitalise on assets such a the existing port increase the ‘dwell time’ of 
users of the site; 

• Increase local spending power by creating a new permanent, 
sustainable urban community; 

• Work along side other initiatives to realise the Dover Pride Vision; and 
• Help Dover town centre compete with recent out of town retail 

schemes at Westwood Cross in Thanet and at Canterbury. 
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On-the-ground these objectives translate to the following aims: 
 

• Assembling, reclaiming and servicing approximately 2.44 hectares of 
derelict land in Dover Town Centre; 

• Generating an estimated £41.4m of private sector investment in the 
form of a joint venture with BCL; 

• Leveraging investment of £0.75m from DDC, £0.5m from KCC and 
£3m from English Partnerships(EP);  

• The development of 73 new residential units; and 
• Creating or safeguarding a total of 860 jobs in retail, hospitality and 

leisure. 
 
These would be created through the delivery of a mixed use development that 
adopts high standards of quality and finish, and incorporates open space and 
improved public realm. The key features of this masterplan are shown in 
Figure 1.5. 

 
Figure 1.5: Key features of the Dover Town Centre masterplan 
 

Major Usage Size 
Food retail 7,553m2 
Non food retail 4,098m2 
Hotel  100 beds 
Residential 1,720m2 
Restaurants 932m2 
Car parking 640 spaces 

Source: Form 3a: 18/01/2007 (Page 4) 
 
A number of improvements to the wider public realm form part of the 
scheme, these include an improved waterside frontage, a new public square 
and better linkages with other parts of the town centre. 
 

1.5  Business case / Market failure argument 
 
There are a number of clear socio-economic issues with Dover and the wider 
district. As a result of Dover’s relatively isolated location and small economic 
catchment area, the town has experienced difficulties in attracting new levels 
of investment. We understand that development costs are higher than 
expected yields which as undermined investor confidence in the town centre.  
In this case, the scale of the redevelopment requirement is such that DDC is 
unable to manage this risk alone, and hence there is a case for SEEDA’s 
involvement. 
 
The economic appraisal commissioned by SEEDA in 2006 states that: 
 

• Dover town centre is struggling to compete with the retail offer of 
other town centres and out of town developments in the region; 

 
• In spite of a (market research supported) demand from retailers 

locating in Dover, suitable space is not forthcoming. This is due to a 
lack of incentives for the private sector to develop schemes 
independently; and 

 
• Dover suffers from high retail expenditure leakage with out of town 

stores such as Tesco currently pursuing expansion plans.  A retail led 
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town centre scheme represents the best opportunity to claw back some 
of this lost expenditure.  

 
1.6 Summary of project spend  
 

Figure 1.6 summarises SEEDA spend on the project to date. 
 
Figure 1.6: Total spend on the Dover Town Centre Investment Strategy 

Component Expenditure Committed 
(£000) 

First phase site acquisitions  5,521 
Second phase site acquisitions 5,143 
EP contribution to second phase (3,000) 
Total outturn spend 7,664 
Spend outstanding as at April 2008 25 
Total 7,689 

Source: SEEDA finding approval forms/MPC Minutes. 
 
1.7 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.7, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the DTCIZ 
project. 
 
Figure 1.7: DTCIZ Logic chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

To acquire sites to enable the development of a mixed use 
scheme. 

Inputs Funding and expertise. 
Activities Land acquisition and demolition. 
Outputs Brownfield land reclamation, private sector leverage jobs 

created and/or safeguarded and new businesses 
created/supported. 

Outcomes Improved public realm. Improved links between the port 
and town centre. New flagship development and signal of 
investor confidence.  

Wider impacts Evidence of aspiration and ability to deliver for economic 
growth to support growth point status. Support wider 
regeneration aspirations of Dover.  Clawback lost 
expenditure from trips to Dover port currently bypassing 
Dover Town Centre.  

Source: WME, 2008 
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2.  PROJECT GROSS OUTPUTS  
 
2.1 Summary of SEEDA outputs 
 

Figure 2.1 summarises all SEEDA outputs associated with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of all SEEDA outputs 
 

 Target 
Outputs 

Achieved In progress Planned 

Brownfield 
land acquired 

2.44 hectares 2.44 hectares Zero Zero 

Brownfield 
land 
remediated 

2.44 hectares Zero Zero 3.7 hectares 

Other public 
sector funding 
leveraged 

£4.25m £4.25m Zero Zero 

Private sector 
spending 
leveraged 

£41.4m £0.5m Zero £40.9m* 

Public access Improved 
linkages with 
town centre 
New 
footpaths and 
cycleways 
Improved 
signage 

Zero Zero Improved 
linkages with 
town centre 
New 
footpaths and 
cycleways 
Improved 
signage 

New 
residential 
units 

73 Zero Zero 73** 

New 
businesses 
created or 
attracted 

Not specified Zero Negotiations 
are ongoing 
with a number 
of retailers. 

Not yet 
known 

Jobs created / 
safeguarded 

860 Zero Zero 860** 

Source: SEEDA/WME.  
Notes:**Source Form 3a. DTCIZ 18/01/2007. **Derived from anticipated private sector 
leverage less £0.5 m. 
 

2.2 Outputs achieved to date 
 

SEEDA’s investment has leveraged funds of £4m from other public sector 
organisations and led to the acquisition of 2.44 hectares of vacant or derelict 
land in central Dover. In addition, development partners BCL estimate that 
they have invested approximately £0.5m in the project to date. 

 
2.3 Outputs “in progress” 
 

Current market conditions have delayed the start of demolition on-site, but 
the successful planning application and positive negotiations with possible 
site occupier suggest that the scheme will proceed or the next 12-18 months.  
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2.4 Planned outputs 
 

The timing of this evaluation means that the majority of outputs must be 
categorised as ‘planned’. These include: 
 

• The remediation of 2.44 hectares of brownfield land; 
• The leverage of over £40m of private sector investment through BCL; 
• The creation of an enhanced public realm and better town centre 

access; 
• The development of 73 residential units; 
• The creation or safeguarding of 860 jobs. 

 
Whilst consultees suggest that there is a good chance that this project will 
move to construction stage in the next 12-18 months, current market 
conditions means that no certainty can be placed on this. We also understand 
that a S1o6 agreement has yet to be signed.  
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3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
3.1 Total and in-scope expenditure data 
 

SEEDA has invested £7.66m to the end of 2007/8 on two phases of land 
acquisitions, covering 12 sites, taking place in early and late 2007 respectively. 
Figure 3.1 illustrates the funding breakdown. 
 
Figure 3.1: Breakdown of SEEDA funding   
 
Component Expenditure Committed 

(£000) 
First phase site acquisitions + fees (2.23 
hectares) 

5,521 

Second phase site acquisitions + fees 
(0.21 hectares) 

5,143 

(Less) EP contribution to second phase (3,000) 
Total outturn spend 7,664 
Spend outstanding as at April 2008 25 
Total 7,689 

Source: SEEDA Funding Approval Forms. 
 
Of spend to date, £5.52m is in scope, representing 72.0% of spend to date and 
71.8% of total SEEDA budget for the project. 
 
Figure 3.2: Timing of SEEDA investment 
 

Financial Year SEEDA spend 
(£000) 

2002/3 - 
2003/4 - 
2004/5 - 
2005/6 - 
2006/7 5,521 
Total in-scope spend 5,521 
2007/8 2,143 
Outstanding spend 25 
Total SEEDA Commitment 7,689 

 Source: Agresso 
 
3.2 Leveraged spend 
 

In addition to the spend committed by SEEDA, to date, the following public 
sector funds have been leveraged: 
 

• £0.75m from DDC in historic sunk costs; 
• £0.5m from KCC to cover small site acquisitions; and 
• £3m from EP to contribution towards second phase site acquisitions 

in FY 2007/8.14 
 
3.3  Income received from land sales 
 
 No land sales have been made.  

                                                      
14 Source: Form 3a (18/01/2007).Page 29. 
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4.  CONSULTATION FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Project partners and stakeholders 
 

Local stakeholders considered that Dover has a series of problems. These 
include:  
 

• a poor retail offer; 
• poor linkages between the port and town; 
• poor linkages between the Castle, one of the main visitor attractions, 

and the town; 
• traffic congestion, especially HGV’s; 
• insufficient yields to justify new commercial investment; 
• linking existing employment site and opportunities with facilities in 

the town. 
 

The aim from Dover DC’s point of view was to create conditions where the 
regeneration of the town centre could take place. They consider the DTCIZ 
was an important catalyst in this process. The plans for major new 
development of a second terminal at the port provide an important 
opportunity for the town if the scheme can effectively link the town with the 
port, as EP claims it does.  Dover DC stated it was ‘easier to convince 
stakeholder’s’ of the scheme, with SEEDA’s support.  
 
As noted above, English Partnerships (EP) contributed £3 million to the 
project. This investment was the result of a request to EP by Dover DC in early 
2006. EPs funding aimed to improve links between the waterfront and the 
Town. EP subsequently acquired, through negotiation rather than CPO, the 
Centurion House site, as well as a nearby public house.   
 
Consultation with EP indicates that investing in the Dover project ‘ticks 
various boxes’ from their perspective, namely:  
 

• The project supports economic growth in Dover; 
• The investment supports the Coastal Towns initiative; 
• Dover is a deprived area and as such a focus for investment; and  
• The investment supports spin off opportunities; specifically improving 

links between the port and the town. 
 

Their aims for the investment were as follows: 
 

• Town Centre development; 
• Increased footfall in Dover – more people using it as their primary 

shopping/leisure destination;  
• Expanding the range of uses in the centre; 
• Improving the quality of the public realm; 
• Increase the number of houses – this is considered an especially 

important output for EP; and 
• To make a statement about Dover, raising its profile through a 

landmark development.  
 

EP were also interested in outcomes, such as changing market perceptions of 
Dover, and improving opportunities for the resident population and 
workforce. EP claim there was some evidence this was improving, although 
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this has been undermined by recent market conditions. Their role was to 
provide advice on the acquisitions, and to improve the scheme, through 
widening the benefits. EP claim that both their and SEEDAs involvement has 
given the development credibility to partners and helped convince 
stakeholders the scheme would be delivered. Their provision of expert advice, 
especially during the land acquisition stage has also facilitated the 
development.  
 
In the absence of SEEDAs involvement, EP consider that the developer and 
the Council might have been ‘able to come up with a scheme’; but it would not 
be as large and of the same quality that is now proposed. This was also the 
view of Dover DC. Developers of other schemes in Dover were also considered 
to have greater flexibly as a result of the DTCIZ scheme, which will improve 
links between the waterfront and the Town Centre, once complete.  

 
In terms of partnership working EP consider their relationship with SEEDA 
and Dover DC to be very good. They also consider that having SEEDA and EP 
working together has added value as both agencies complement one another:  
SEEDA are focusing on Economic Regeneration, EP more on Housing.  The 
fact that the combination of a national and a regional development agency on 
broad, were also considered to add weight to the proposals.   
 
Dover has now been awarded growth point status. Consultees considered that 
through the DTCIZ (as well as other schemes), local stakeholders could show 
central government that growth was an aspiration in Dover, and that local 
partners were able to deliver it.  

 
4.2 Project beneficiaries 
 

There are currently no project beneficiaries.  
 
4.3 Local agents and developers 
 

Consultation with the preferred developer for his scheme highlighted 
frustrations with the time the project was taking to get started on site and the 
time taken to complete the signing of the development agreement. This was a 
particular frustration due to the current state of the market and the increase 
in construction costs.  

 
At the same time the developer raised concern over SEEDAs handling of the 
relocation of Stagecoach from the DTCIZ to another site in the area. We 
understand from SEEDA that the issue here was that during the development 
of the DTCIZ scheme  an alternative site was identified by Bond City to 
relocate the Stagecoach operation to another SEEDA owned site at Buckland 
Mill. SEEDA were not convinced that this was the only suitable site and 
resisted the proposal as SEEDA was in contract with a developer to bring 
forward a mixed-use scheme on the Buckland Site. SEEDA considered this 
would have had a detrimental effect on that site.  
 
The issue from the developer was that this took considerable time to resolve. 
SEEDA state this was not based on an upfront payment to Stagecoach with an 
assumption that the relocation would happen. SEEDA worked with DDC and 
Bond to identify alternative sites and the funding agreement was not entered 
into until this had been achieved, when a site was identified close by at 
Whitifled. Subsequently Dover has completed the purchase of the Stagecoach 
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site and they have successfully relocated. Despite this issue, the developers 
did acknowledge subsequent improvement in SEEDAs handling of the DTCIZ 
project. They also acknowledge SEEDA did need to intervene in the site, and 
the role they played in gap funding.   



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

WM Enterprise  
 

115

5.  NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 

 
5.1 Gross Direct Effect 
 

The realised gross direct outputs are: 
 

• The acquisition of 2.74 hectares of vacant or derelict land in central 
Dover; 

• The leverage of £4.25m funding from other public sector 
organisations; and 

• The leverage of approximately £0.5m of private sector funding. 
 
5.2 Deadweight  
 

SEEDA first became involved in the Dover Town Centre project in 2002/03 
when DDC were seeking a development partner. The chosen partner, BCL, 
have made it clear that they would not have entered into a join venture with 
DDC had it not been for SEEDA involvement. Hence, it is fair to make the 
assumption that little or nothing would have happened in the St James site 
without initial SEEDA involvement. 
 
The second counterfactual must be considered at the time of SEEDA’s 
financial commitment in late 2006. The primary driver for getting involved 
was to enhance the impact of the scheme from a scale and quality perspective, 
and to do this, it was necessary to make a financial commitment. For this 
reason it can be assumed that without SEEDA’s involvement, a far less 
ambitious project would have been undertaken. The only way that a scheme 
would have been delivered would be through the achievement of significant 
cost savings that would reduce the quality of the scheme both in terms of built 
environment and retail mix. The impact would be a lower quality retail mix 
characterised by low-end or ‘discount’ retailers which would not improve on 
current retail stock. This would have been undertaken by a developer other 
than BCL, which only became involved because of SEEDA. 
 
In terms of land purchase, it can be assumed that some of the sites 
(equivalent to SEEDA’s first phase of investment) would have been 
purchased. No public sector funding would have been leveraged, however. 

 
5.3 Assessment of Displacement  
 

The site has currently been assembled, but the existing buildings have not 
been demolished, the land is not remediated. On this basis displacement is 
considered to be zero. 

 
5.4 Assessment of Leakage  
 

Since development has not started on site, leakage is zero.   
 
5.5 Multiplier effects 

 
Given that limited outputs have been created to date, it is difficult to quantify 
any specific multiplier effect. Anecdotal evidence suggests that SEEDA’s 
investment in the St James site may, in an indirect way, have had an influence 
on decisions by other to invest in sites such as the White Cliffs Business Park. 
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Despite this, it is not appropriate to factor multiplier impacts from this 
development at this stage. 

 
5.6 Summary of net outputs and outcomes 
 

The realised net direct outputs relating to leverage are close to the gross 
outputs, namely: 
 

• The leverage of £3.5m funding from other public sector organisations 
(assuming the DDC sunk costs would have happened anyway); and 

• The leverage of approximately £0.5m of private sector funding. 
 

Given that some of the land acquired by SEEDA would have been bought and 
developed, albeit with inferior development aspirations, the net land 
acquisition is equivalent to the second phase, or 0.21 hectares. 
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 
6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
 

From a strategic perspective, the identification of Dover as an area in need of 
support is supported by a raft of evidence, and SEEDA’s intervention has 
helped the District achieve ‘growth point’ status within the region. Anecdotal 
evidence, primarily from DDC, suggests that SEEDA’s investment in the town 
has supported other initiatives, primarily in relation to a new ferry terminal 
and enhancements to the A2 link road. 
 
As of yet there are no real outputs to this project, but in addition to the 
enhanced public realm, jobs and homes, all consultees described the 
improved sense of place and social cohesiveness they hoped this scheme 
would bring. 
 

6.2  Strategic influence 
 
The primary area where SEEDA has successfully used its strategic influence is 
around instilling confidence in the development partner, BCL, that the project 
could be a success. During consultation it became clear that BCL would not 
have been interested in the project had it not been for SEEDA’s involvement. 
The main ultimate benefit of this will be in the form of a quality built 
environment that makes a step change in the town (rather than a scheme that 
is simply designed to generate the highest possible profit). 
 
In addition SEEDA has played an instrumental role at part of the Dover Pride 
Strategy team where it has also encouraged EP’s involvement. Many 
commentators emphasised the importance of having regional and national 
regeneration organisations involved and engaged. 

 
6.3 Leverage 
 

Whilst there had been some direct leverage through investment of various 
scales through KCC, English Partnerships and DDC, there is no solid evidence 
that the DTCIZ scheme has generated interest in other schemes. As stated 
above, however, SEEDA’s central role with Dover Pride has been essential to 
the progress of many schemes. 

 
6.4 Synergy 
 

Consultations suggest that SEEDA have deployed appropriate, skilled staff on 
the management of this project. There have, however, been some issues 
around the relocation of StageCoach within the town and the suggestion that 
their transition to a new site could have been handled better. SEEDA have 
defended their position, as set out above. 

 
6.5 Engagement 
 

There is little evidence of any specific community engagement prior to 
acquiring the first tranche site acquisitions. SEEDA’s did, however, insist that 
DDC fully test the developer market in 2002/3. 

 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

WM Enterprise  
 

118

7.  LESSONS LEARNT FROM THE PROJECT 
 
 
7.1 Summary review of good practice 
 

A number of positive messages have emerged from this evaluation, despite the 
fact that SEEDA has only been involved from a financial perspective for the 
past 18 months. These are summarised below. 
 

1.  SEEDA have identified a scheme of critical importance that 
could be used as a catalyst for a infrastructure and 
regeneration projects in the town (such as the second ferry 
port).   

 
2 Market failure was demonstrated on this project, as it 

became clear that the private sector, alone, would be unable 
to create a scheme of sufficient quality to generate the 
necessary retail, leisure and residential ‘step change’ 
required in Dover. 

 
3. SEEDA has played a leading role on the Dover Pride team, 

driving the regeneration agenda forward, and has formed a 
strong partnership with DDC and EP on the project.  

 
7.2 Summary of weaknesses and lessons learned 
 

At this early point in the project lifecycle, there are minimal comments to 
make in terms of lessons learned. All evidence points towards a project that 
will make a substantial difference to Dover and its residents. The next 12-18 
months, including the finalisation of plans and the section 106 agreement, are 
key to the project. 

 
7.3 Recommendations 
 

As a result of the research feeding this evaluation, it is recommended that: 
 

• SEEDA works with DDC and BCL to ensure that ASDA, and other 
interested parties of sufficient quality, commit to Dover in the long 
term; 

 
• SEEDA maintains its central position on the Dover Pride Board, 

ensuring that this project is linked up with others in the town; 
 

• SEEDA monitor the progress of the project to ensure that the 
developer maintains the desired quality and produces a scheme of 
genuine value to the town, acting as a catalyst for other schemes; and 

 
• Sufficient pressure is put on partners to ensure that appropriate 

community and business engagement takes place between now and 
the launch of the build phase of the scheme. 
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ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 

 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
1B Proposal Form N  
1B Presentation to PAB N  
2A Operational Delivery Form N  
3A Appraisal Form Y Dated 18/01/207 
3B Additional Expenditure Form N  
4 Completion Form N  
SEEDA-Dover DC Grant Agreement  Y 19th March 2007 
MPC Minutes Y 15th June 2006/7th 

December 2006 
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Chris Moore  SEEDA 
  
 
Project Partners 
 
Tim Ingleton Dover DC 
Simon Bandy EP 
 
Relevant project stakeholders  
 
Clive Lynton Bond City Developments 
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1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1  Overview 
  

In 2006 SEEDA acquired a large town centre site, the former Marks and 
Spencer Site, in Margate on behalf of Thanet District Council (TDC). The aim 
of the project is to enable the development of a major mixed use scheme 
which will integrate Margate’s traditional retail centre with the ‘old town’ and 
coastline, linking this with a new site for the Turner Gallery.  Given Margate’s 
position as one of the most deprived parts of the south east region, this 
project should be viewed in a wider context of physical and cultural 
regeneration within the town. 
 
A key driver of this specific acquisition has been the development of a new out 
of town shopping centre at Westwood Cross near Broadstairs, opening in 
2005.  This has provided the communities living in North East Kent with an 
enhanced and accessible shopping offer, but has also drawn major stores 
away from traditional town centres in Ramsgate and Margate.  In part as a 
result of this retail vacancy rates are at 30% in Margate, with few large 
multiples remaining within the town.  
 
This document presents the results of an evaluation of the Agency’s 
contribution to the project, a joint venture between SEEDA and TDC working 
in partnership with Kent County Council (KCC), Government Office for the 
South East (GOSE), English Partnerships (EP), The Arts Council and English 
Heritage. Together these organisations formed the Margate Renewal 
Partnership (MRP) in 2006.  This study is part of a sample of all SEEDA 
physical regeneration activities being conducted as part of the Department for 
Business, Economy and Regulatory Reform (DBERR) impact evaluation of all 
SEEDA activity. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Site 4 Project 

Programme Code SE91104 
Project Type Land acquisition for residential and 

employment use. 
SEEDA Project Managers Allert Riepma 
Original proposed Start Date* 1st December 2005 
Original proposed End Date* 1st December 2009 
Project Partners Thanet DC, Margate Renewal 

Notes: 
*Source: MPC Meeting minutes 8th December 2005.  

 
1.2 Economic Context 
 

This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period. Figure 1.2 shows unemployment numbers 
and rates in selected Local Authority Districts across the South East between 
2002 and 2007.  

 
At the start of the evaluation period, Thanet’s claimant count was 4.1%, one 
the highest rates in the region. This compared to a regional average of 1.5% 
and was also higher than the national average (2.7%). This compares to a Kent 
average of 2.0%. By 2007 the District’s claimant rate had decreased slightly to 
3.6%. In contrast, the Kent and the South East claimant rates changed little in 
this period.  
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Figure 1.2. Claimant Counts 2002-2007.  
  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
In terms of skill levels, in 200515, some 17.3% of the working age population in 
Thanet possessed no qualifications. By 2007, this figure had decreased by 
1.1%, to 16.2%. This compares to decreases of 0.9% in Kent and the South East 
during the same period. In terms of higher skill levels, in 2007 18.0% of the 
working age population possessed NVQ Level 4 qualifications or higher. This 
increased by (3.7%) between 2005 and 2007. This compares to a 1.3% 
increase regionally and 2.1% nationally in the same period (Figure 1.3). 

 
Figure 1.3. Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS 

                                                      
15 This was the earliest data available that was consistent with 2007 data.  
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In 2002, there were some 37,200 employees in Thanet. By 2006 this had 
increased to some 38,500, an increase of 3.7%. This compares to a small net 
loss in Kent during this period, of 0.8%. The region witnessed a small net job 
loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst national job growth was 2.8%. (Figure 1.4).  

 
Figure 1.4. Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 

  2002 2006 
% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

 
In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002, residents of Thanet’s 
average wage was £352.7, by 2007 this had increased to £424.7 (20.4%). This 
compares to a 19.7% increase in wages in Kent,  a 14.8% increase regionally, 
and an increase of 16.9% nationally.   

 
Figure 1.5. Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 

 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 
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1.3 Project Background 
 

Partners came together for the first time in 2002 to create a suitable delivery 
structure for a series of regeneration proposals. These were designed to 
improve Margate Town Centre, as part of an ambitious commitment to 
achieve comprehensive renewal and urban renaissance of the town. BBP 
Regeneration were commissioned to review investment options, and in 2005 
presented an Action Plan for the town which highlighted around 20 key 
priority projects and those organisations best to ‘own’ each of them. Under 
this framework, SEEDA agreed to take control of a project to acquire and 
develop the former Marks & Spencer (M&S) site in the town centre. 
 
In 2006, M&S vacated its Margate town centre site to relocate to the new 
Westwood Cross Shopping Centre near Broadstairs. The vacant site is located 
within the High Street / Cecil Square area, as illustrated in Figure 1.1. This site 
was deemed as being strategically important for a number of reasons: 
 

• Its proximity to Margate’s “old town”, a significant area for wider 
regeneration proposals; 

• Its position in between the traditional retail hub of the town, and the 
coastline; 

• Its high profile frontages onto the High Street and Cecil Square; and 
• Its substantial size in comparison to other retail premises in the town.   

 
On 8 December 2005, the SEEDA Board approved an investment of £8.61m 
to fund a series of property acquisitions including the M&S site and adjoining 
plots, this included a contribution of £2.15m from ERDF Objective 2 funding. 
The M&S site was acquired in March 2006 for £4.5m plus disbursements and 
other smaller acquisitions followed in 2007 and 2008. Due to SEEDA’s asset 
write-down requirements from central government, it was unable to hold 
these properties directly, and the purchases were made by TDC using a 
SEEDA grant. 
 
Immediately after the acquisition of the site, CTM Architects were 
commissioned to conduct a master planning exercise with a view to 
submitting a planning application for the site, which totalled 0.71 hectares.  
One of the conditions of this funding was that planning permission needed to 
be in place before any monies would be released.  As all Objective 2 funding 
expires in September 2008, with no prospect of extending this deadline for 
draw down, planning permission needed to be obtained before this date.  This 
would fund site enabling works such as demolition and increases in utility 
services capacity.  We understand as a result the partners agreed that all 
efforts should be focussed in obtaining planning permission, first testing the 
market viability of the scheme through their advisers CTM Architects and 
Drivers Jonas. 
 
Figure 1.6 outlines the features of the masterplan. During the master planning 
exercise it became evident that the M & S site would not attract sufficient 
interest from the right calibre of developers. Subsequently a Thanet District 
Council car park north of New Street was included in the scheme as a 
proposed second phase. 
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Figure 1.6: Key features of the CTM masterplan 
Site (and total space) Major Proposals 
M&S building (12,435m2) Anchor Store (4,485m2) 

Retail unit shopping (1,685m2) 
Offices (1,400m2) 
Residential (3,405m2) 

Other buildings (6,567m2) Residential (4,029m2) 
Retail unit shopping (812m2) 

 
The proposal included two phases. The first to be completed by 2011 consisted 
of an anchor comparison goods trader and small/medium sized food store. 
The second would be smaller retail units with residential above.  
 
Due to site specific issues, the masterplan process took longer than expected 
and the partners felt it was important to procure a development partner 
before a masterplan was formally adopted.   A selection process followed in 
Autumn 2007, this attracted strong developer interest, we understand more  
than 20 parties requested information packs.  However, largely due to the 
credit crunch and associated fears in respect of the residential sales market, 
developer interest weakened considerably in early 2008.  
 
We understand that by early 2008 only two developers remained on the 
shortlist. SEEDA state these developers remained keen to proceed, and 
expressed this in correspondence to them. Despite this, two developers was 
considered an insufficient number for a satisfactory selection process.  It was 
decided that the developer selection process would cease and be reviewed in 
12 months time or whenever the market has regained confidence to attract a 
larger number of interested parties.  In the meantime, the partners are now 
continuing work to make further strategic acquisitions in the town centre, and 
developing a more detailed planning brief to provide more guidance to the 
development market. 
 
Rather than leaving the site vacant prior to development, interim occupiers 
have utilised the space. First, in late 2006, TDC used the premises as a 
temporary public library whilst the permanent library was renovated. For the 
past six months the Turner Gallery has used the space as a temporary modern 
art gallery.  Turner have just over a year remaining on their lease, which has a 
break clause if needed. 
 
Consultees suggests that the exact nature of the mixed use scheme has not 
been finalised and is still evolving. This not only depends on the developer 
submissions in due course and partners’ preferences for those but also on 
regeneration initiatives elsewhere in Margate.  SEEDA also consider that 
changing demand in terms of for retail, residential, commercial and other 
uses such as creative industries and social enterprise will also have a bearing 
on the final outcome. 
 

1.3  Original objectives of the project 
 
SEEDA identified a series of headline outputs associated with the £8.61m 
(inclusive of £2.15m ERDF objective 2 funding) investment for the primary 
purpose of purchasing and remediating the M&S site. In form 3a, the core 
outputs were: 
 

• The assembly, reclamation and service of approximately 0.4 hectares 
of development land; 
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• The generation of £30m of private sector investment; and 
• The attraction of £2.152m of other public sector funding (Objective 2). 

 
Optional outputs included the potential to create up to 83 new town centre 
residential units, 1,300m2 of town centre offices and 4,320m2 of retail 
accommodation. It was suggested that the investment could create 234 new 
gross jobs in the town centre. 
 
The mandatory outputs identified in the Board approval paper included: 
 

• The creation or safeguarding of 50 jobs; 
• The assistance of 100 people into new jobs by SEEDA’s partnership 

working arrangements with the LSC in Thanet; 
• The creation of 6 new businesses; 
• The generation of £25m of leveraged private sector investment; 
• The reclamation of 0.5 Hectares of brownfield land; 
• The support to 100 local people in their skills development; 
• The development of 100 new town centre units, all with an Eco-homes 

rating of “very good”; and 
• The creation of 1,000m2 of new commercial floorspace. 

 
Later versions of the  funding documents include slight deviations on this; 
from between 80 and 175 residential units.  We understand this is mainly due 
to the inclusion of the Council car park into the Master Plan, increasing the 
residential units proposed to 170. 
 
The anticipated project beneficiaries were stated as: 
 

• Town Centre businesses in Margate which have suffered a significant 
downturn in trade as a result of several multiple retailers leaving town 
to relocate to Westwood; 

• Margate residents who now need/choose to travel out of town for basic 
shopping; 

• Those in need/aspiring for higher quality housing than already exists 
in the Town Centre; 

• Local residents employed in the town centre retail sector who now 
have to travel out of town to work; 

• Those in the local community that have been made redundant 
following the shift in local businesses; and 

• Those currently unemployed or in short term or insecure employment 
who may have access to a new range of job opportunities. 

  
1.4  Business case / Market failure argument 

 
The business case for SEEDA’s investment in Margate is based around need 
as well as long term investment opportunity. All of Margate’s Super Output 
Areas (SOAs) are in the top 10% most deprived areas in the Index of Multiple 
Deprivation for the South East, with Margate Central ward being the most 
deprived in the entire region. The business case was made as follows: 
 

• There is a need to reconfigure the retail offer within Margate Town 
Centre to ensure the effects of Westwood Cross are mitigated as far as 
possible (this was substantiated in a Drivers Jonas Retail Market 
Audit conducted in December 2006 which stated that a scheme of 
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sufficient critical mass would be required to draw trade back from 
Westwood Cross; and 

• There is good demand for modern residential accommodation in Town 
Centre locations as evidenced by other residential developments 
taking place such as the Royal Sea Bathing Hospital. 

 
Despite this, the retail audit stated there was ‘very limited evidence of 
retailers seeking to expand over and above their existing representation in 
Margate (P10) and ‘little confirmed demand for retail space in Margate from 
retailers not currently represented’. Admittedly this information does reflect 
relatively short term retail requirements, and in both cases retailers stated 
they would consider taking new space as part of major town centre 
development proposals in the future. This included a number of major 
retailers.16 Discussions with the authors highlight that this document was a 
review of the market in Margate as it currently stood, reflecting immediate 
requirements.   
 
Drivers Jonas also conducted a more detailed Economic Appraisal of Margate, 
in April 2007. This document looked further and included expenditure 
forecasts for the town as well as estimates of the turnover impact of the 
SEEDA proposals, as they stood at that time.  In terms of comparison 
floorspace, the appraisal stated:  
 
‘[DJ estimate]…the town centre’s comparison goods turnover potential 
growing from an actual turnover estimate of £60 million in 2006, to a 
turnover potential of £76 million in 2011 and £98 million in 2016. This is a 
very significant increase in turnover’.17    
 
Further, the estimated comparison goods turnover of the SEEDA scheme is 
estimated at £13.5 million at 2011, growing to £20 million at 2016.18 
 
Similarly, DJ state convenience goods expenditure in Margate is forecast to 
grow from £102 million in 2006, to £114 between 2006-2016.  The SEEDA 
proposal could thus achieve convenience sales turnover of £6.8 million at 
2011, rising to £6.9 by 2011.  They conclude that the SEEDA scheme could 
thus capture a large proportion of this estimated increase in expenditure.  
 
In addition to the preferred option, SEEDA considered a ‘do nothing’ option, 
alternative sites, ‘do less’, and intervention relating to non physical 
regeneration projects. The ‘do nothing’ option was considered during 
SEEDA’s appraisal process of the M&S site. It was deemed that, without 
intervention, there would be “no further development in the area in the 
foreseeable future”. The analysis conducted suggests that the private sector: 
 

• Would be unwilling and unable to assemble a site of sufficient size on 
which to carry out the development required; 

 
• Would not be capable of generating sufficient end values and profit to 

justify the costs of assembly and development; and 
 

                                                      
16 Source: Margate Initial Retail Market Audit. Drivers Jonas. December 2006. 
17 Margate Town Centre Economic Appraisal. April 2007 (Page 23).   
18 Ibid. 
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• Would be hesitant to make any investment due to low values, which 
has stalled much of new commercial development in Margate. 

 
Another alternative would have been for another public sector body to invest 
in the site. Of the possible options, TDC and EP were unable to consider the 
investment as it was not considered a priority for them. Additionally  KCC are 
already investing in the Turner Gallery  and would be unable to finance the 
M&S site as well as this. 
 
A reduction in the scale of the investment was considered, involving the 
acquisition of the M&S building but not any surrounding sites. This was 
dismissed because of dramatically reduced potential outputs, and a reduced 
opportunity to create a link between Cecil Square and the Lower High Street. 
 
SEEDA also considered an alternative site, but concluded that very few 
realistic options were available. The ‘Rendezvous’ site adjacent to the 
proposed Turner Galley was considered but then dismissed due to a very high 
acquisition price and likelihood that the site would be developed by another 
party anyway. Investment in other, non physical regeneration, projects such a 
FE and HE provision was dismissed because of a lack of interest amongst 
partners. 
 
Ultimately the business case was built on a mixed use scheme, as described in 
section 1.3, with the majority of spend taking place in 2006. The business case 
for the preferred option included a £4.12m investment in the M&S site , and a 
sale of the assembled site for £6.5m, which is still to be realised. 

 
1.5 Summary of project spend and timing 
 

Total expenditure on the Margate Town Centre project has been 
approximately £5.8m. This is broken down as illustrated in Figure 1.7. 

 
Figure 1.7: Total spend on the Margate Town Centre Project 
 

Component Expenditure 
Committed (£000) 

Acquisition of M&S site in March 2006 (including fees 
and disbursements) 

4,720 

Acquisition of adjacent Thornley House site including 
fees 

278 

Acquisition of adjacent Shah site including fees 356 
Other costs including maintenance and professional 
advice 

460 

Total outturn spend 5,814 
Approved spend outstanding 2,796 
Total 8,610 

Source: SEEDA funding approval forms 
 
In an agreement dated 8 December 2005, the SEEDA Board approved an 
investment by the Agency on the former M&S site of £8.61m.  Of this, 2.15m 
was leveraged from ERDF Objective 2 funding. 
 
Due to the complexities with the planning process and the subsequent wish by 
the partners to procure a development partner sooner rather than later, it 
became evident that it would be very difficult to obtain planning permission 
in time for the September 2008 deadline to draw down and spend the 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

WM Enterprise  
 

130

Objective 2 funding.  The partners therefore decided in the summer of 2007 
to inform GOSE that the funding would be better deployed elsewhere 
probably on smaller less complex projects.  As a result a substantial part of the 
funding was retained and drawn down in Thanet on a range of regeneration 
projects including some public realm works for the Rendez Vous site adjacent 
to the Turner Gallery. 

 
1.6 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.8, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the Margate M&S 
site project. 
 
Figure 1.8: Margate Logic chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

To acquire the vacant M&S site and enable a mixed use 
development to support the wider regeneration of Margate.  

Inputs Funding. Expertise. 
Activities Land acquisition, and intended demolition of existing unit. 
Outputs Private sector leverage, jobs created/safeguarded, new 

businesses created. 
Outcomes Improve residential offer and commercial activities in 

Margate Town Centre. Increase/retain footfall between old 
town and the waterfront. Retain retail expenditure.  

Wider impacts Respond to the loss of key anchor retail tenant. Generate 
benefits to local population of increased economic activity, 
support the wider regeneration of Margate, achieving 
synergies with other regeneration projects.  

Source: WME, 2008 
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2.  PROJECT GROSS OUTPUTS  
 
2.1 Summary of SEEDA outputs 
 

Figure 2.1 summarises all SEEDA outputs associated with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of all SEEDA outputs 
 

 Target 
Outputs 

Achieved In progress Planned 

Brownfield 
land acquired 

Not Stated 0.4 hectares None None 

Brownfield 
land 
remediated 

0.4 hectares None None None 

Other public 
sector funding 
leveraged 

£2.15m  £0 £0 £0 

Private sector 
spending 
leveraged 

None None None c. £25 
million** 

Public access None Interim uses 
as temporary 
library and 
art gallery 

None None 

New 
residential 
units 

83 None None Not yet 
known 

New 
businesses 
created or 
attracted 

34 None None Not yet 
known 

Jobs created 234 7 temporary 
jobs 

None Not yet 
known 

Source: SEEDA/WME.  **Source: MPC Minutes 8th December 2005. We have used this as 
SEEDA have stated a mixed use scheme is still the intended outcome. Therefore this figure is a 
sensible working assumption. As the master plan is evolving the outputs relating to jobs and 
new business created are not considered accurate and have been omitted.  
 
Of the original objectives, the acquisition of brownfield land has been 
achieved so far.   It is anticipated that further outputs will be achieved at a 
later date than originally intended largely due to a downturn in the market 
and subsequent reduced interest in the site. Rather than facilitate the 
development of a sub-optimal scheme, the selection process is being delayed 
and will be reviewed when the market picks up. In the meantime the suite 
acquisition strategy and development of the planning brief will proceed where 
possible.  
 

2.2 Outputs achieved to date 
 

As things stand, the major outputs relate to the acquisition of the site, and its 
use first as a temporary library, and second as a temporary art gallery. (Fig 
2.2). 
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Figure 2.2: Project outputs achieved 
 

 SEEDA 
outputs 

Other outputs Total outputs 

Brownfield land 
acquired 

0.4 hectares None 0.4 hectares 

Public access Interim uses as 
temporary 
library and art 
gallery 

None Interim uses as 
temporary 
library and art 
gallery 

Jobs 10 temporary 
jobs (3 full time 
and 7 part time) 

None 7 temporary 
jobs* 

 Source: SEEDA/WME  *We assume each part time job equates to 0.5 of an FTE.  
 

Aside from the acquisition of the site, the current tangible benefits realised 
have been the unintended outputs relating to the temporary use of the site as 
an Art Gallery/Exhibition. Consultees suggest that the main benefit for the 
Turner Gallery has been the opportunity to use the M&S site as a temporary 
exhibition space. This has required Turner to, bringing forward 10 ‘casual’ 
jobs in Margate by eighteen months. and interacting with the resident 
population. Turner considers that this has assisted them to prepare for their 
move to the new Turner Gallery, to be constructed on the seafront in Margate 
anticipated to open by 2010. We understand the first exhibition held at the 
former M&S site, from February to June 2008 attracted 12,000 visitors. 
Turner pay only rates on the site and have stated that 9 of the 10 staff 
employed reside within Thanet. 
 

2.3 Outputs “in progress” 
 

The project is currently being reviewed by the partners as described above 
and at present the M&S site is occupied by the Turner Gallery on an interim 
basis. There are, therefore, at present no further outputs to report. 

 
2.4 Planned outputs 
 

Consultations suggest that the ‘planned outputs’ will need to be continually 
reviewed in a changing market although all partners accept that a mixed use 
scheme will form the basis of the eventual scheme as set out in SEEDA’s 
original proposals.  It is therefore difficult to say given the uncertain market 
situation,  how the planned outputs will be affected and when they will be 
realised until a preferred developer has been selected and planning 
permission has been obtained. 
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3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
3.1 Total and in-scope expenditure data 
 

In an agreement dated 8 December 2005, the SEEDA Board approved an 
investment by the Agency on the M&S site, and adjoining plots, of £8.61m.  
Agresso data suggests that £5.81m of this has been spent to the end of 
FY2007/8. This funding has been committed as illustrated in Figure 3.1. 
 
Figure 3.1: Breakdown of SEEDA funding   
 

Component Expenditure 
Committed 
(£000) 

Acquisition of M&S site in March 2006 (including 
fees and disbursements) 

4,720 

Acquisition of adjacent Thornley House site 
including fees 

278 

Acquisition of adjacent Shah site including fees 356 
Other costs including maintenance and 
professional advice 

460 

Total outturn spend 5,814 
Approved spend outstanding 646 
Total 6,460 

 Source: SEEDA Funding Approval Forms 
 

In the period covered by this evaluation, £5.62m was invested as illustrated in 
Figure 3.2.  
 
Figure 3.2: Timing of SEEDA investment 
 
Financial Year SEEDA spend 

(£000) 
2002/3 - 
2003/4 - 
2004/5 - 
2005/6 5,017 
2006/7 599 
Total in-scope spend 5,616 
2007/8 198 
Post 2007/8 or not yet spent 646 
Total SEEDA Commitment 6,460 

 Source: Agresso 
 
3.2 Leveraged spend 
 

The £8.61m commitment made to the project by SEEDA originally included 
£2.15m of ERDF Objective 2 funding.  As discussed earlier, this funding has 
now been deployed elsewhere due to planning complexities with the site and 
there has been no other directly leveraged spend in relation to this project. It 
has been suggested, however, that SEEDA’s investment in Margate could have 
had a catalytic effect elsewhere in the town, and this is discussed in section 
6.3. 
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3.3  Income received from land sales 
 
 No land sales have been made.  
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4.  CONSULTATION FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Project partners and stakeholders 
 

In addition to consultation with the SEEDA project management team, WME 
interviewed SEEDA’s project manager and Land and Property East Director 
as well as Major Development Regeneration Officer at Thanet DC as well as a 
senior representative of Margate Renewal.  
 
Consultation with SEEDA’s project manager indicated that the estimated 
outputs are now not likely to be seen before 2010.  The decision when to 
resume the selection process will be reviewed in 12 months’ time. During this 
period Thanet DC will incur security and maintenance costs albeit at lower 
levels as Turner Contemporary are occupying the unit.  They pay a reduced 
business rate, negotiated with Thanet DC, but do not pay rent.    
 
Thanet DC sees the M&S site as part of the wider regeneration of Margate, 
albeit with synergies between the various schemes.  The M&S site is 
considered to occupy a key location, linking important area of the town with 
the Turner site, seafront and old town. The loss of M&S also had a serious 
impact on footfall in the town centre.  We understand over the last year, local 
economic conditions and extent of deprivation has been worsening in 
Margate.  In addition, TDC consider that the town is in need of new owner 
occupied residential accommodation, as much of the stock is private rented 
and consequently much of it is in need of investment.  
 
Thanet DC felt that a strong working relationship existed between project 
partners. A more honest relationship was possible with SEEDA, than would 
have been possible with a private sector developer.  In addition TDC 
considered the leadership shown by SEEDA in investing in the town centre at 
a difficult time had strengthened partners’ willingness to work with the 
scheme. At the same time, the investment provided a statement to the town 
that action was being taken and investment was being achieved.        
 
Good practice identified was the close working relationship and expertise 
provided by SEEDA during the masterplan development, and the fact that 
SEEDA retained some funding to engage planning and other consultants for 
technical and specialist expertise.  

 
4.2 Project beneficiaries 
 

There has been limited post acquisition activity on site, aside from the 
temporary uses in relation to the library, and subsequently the Turner 
Gallery. WME interviewed the Exhibition Manager to identify any interim or 
unintended benefits arising from the delay in the project and the Turner 
Gallery’s involvement. 
 
We understand that SEEDA approached the Turner Gallery to offer them the 
vacant M&S site on a temporary basis. The benefits to Turner would be the 
larger space which would enable them to gain experience of planning and 
holding larger scale exhibitions, prior to moving into their larger gallery. This 
has recently obtained planning permission but construction is not due to be 
completed until 2010. They admit the site presents certain challenges for 
undertaking art exhibitions, although they consider the benefits have enabled 
staff to gain experience/skills from Turner’s ability to hold larger exhibitions 
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on the site. This includes front of house and security staff, as well as curatorial 
and exhibition planning experience. Turner also state that the use of this 
space have assisted them in identifying new audiences and to more accurately 
predict the size of audiences that may visit the gallery’s new site when they 
move there in 2010.   

 
Based on information received from Turner Contemporary (TC), we 
understand that there were 11,984 visitors to the project spaced (M&S site) 
during the first exhibition held at the site.  Between January and May 2008, 
Turner contemporary commissioned research19 on visitors to the site. The 
research does not show the number of linked trips as a percentage of the 
overall sample. Despite this, from a total sample of 565 people, key findings 
include: 
 

• In addition to the Turner Contemporary Space, 26% also visited shops 
in Margate; 

• 21% also visited the beach; 
• 21% also visited the Old Town; 
• The researchers categorised Turner Contemporary’s ‘core catchment 

area’ as Birchington, Margate, Broadstairs, Ramsgate, Canterbury, 
Herne Bay and the edge of Whitstable. This area generated 57% of 
visitors to TC. The remaining 43% come from areas between London 
and the core catchment area. 

 

                                                      
19 Amh. Turner Contemporary Quantitative Audience Research. May 2008. 
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5.  NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 
 
5.1 Gross Direct Effect 
 

The realised gross direct outputs are: 
 

• The acquisition of 0.4 hectares of land and; 
• The creation of 3 full time and 7 part time jobs on site through a 

temporary occupier. 
 
5.2 Assessment of Leakage  
 

One of the ten employees on site lives outside of Thanet, but still within Kent. 
Aside from this, leakage is zero.  

 
5.3 Displacement assessment 
 

Turner were invited, by SEEDA, to make temporary use of the M&S site as a 
result of its unintended availability. We set out above how Turner have 
benefitted from this. In the absence of the M&S unit being available, we 
consider it unlikely that they would have sought temporary exhibition space, 
outside of Margate. On this basis, we consider that no outputs have been 
displaced from elsewhere. 

 
5.4  Multiplier effects 
 

Given the nature of the outputs that have been generated, at this stage 
multiplier effects are not relevant.  

 
5.5 Assessment of deadweight 
 

Given that few outputs have been generated so far, the need to create a 
deadweight case is minimal. The business case for the project suggested that 
the ‘do nothing’ scenario would have led to the previous site owner holding it 
in vacant possession.  Based on the conclusions of the Drivers Jonas economic 
appraisal described above, SEEDA and local partners consider demand exists 
for residential, commercial and other uses as described above. The current 
market conditions notably the scarcity of loan finance to fund new property 
development of this nature have led to reduced demand and a slower pace of 
the development of this site than could reasonably have been foreseen at the 
inception stage. However, once the market picks up the partners are 
convinced that the development market will be interested (as they were when 
the scheme was initially marketed).  Other developments in Margate, notably 
the construction of the Turner Gallery in the near future should support this.   
 
In terms of the jobs created, consultation with the Turner Gallery suggests 
that these jobs would be created anyway, regardless of the SEEDA investment, 
and have been staffed with existing employees (albeit on more hours). The key 
impact of this temporary space is that these enhanced jobs have been brought 
forward by some 18 months.  

 
5.6 Summary of net outputs and outcomes 
 

The net direct outputs are: 
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• The acquisition of 0.4 hectares of land; and 
• More hours for 2 local full time and 7 local part time jobs forward by 

18 months. 
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 
6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
 

SEEDA has clearly shown strategic leadership in first identifying Margate as a 
disadvantaged area that requires intervention, second, bringing together a 
partnership of public sector organisation and, third, helping to establish the 
MRP. Consultees agree that Margate is heading in the right direction, whilst 
that is due to a number of factors. SEEDA’s role elsewhere in Margate in 
relation to Turner and public realm works, has had a positive impact. 

 
6.2  Strategic influence 

 
SEEDA played a large role in formalising the arrangements to create the 
MRP, and we understand they have a good working relationship with TDC. 
Whilst the project commenced with the view that outputs supporting RES 
targets around job creation, business creation and regeneration could be 
achieved, there is uncertainly over when these will be realised as well as the 
exact nature of the outputs that could be realised from a mixed use 
development on this site.  

 
6.3 Leverage 
 

There is anecdotal evidence, from partners and stakeholders, to suggest that 
SEEDA’s role in the Town Centre project has contributed to a wider 
willingness to invest in Margate. Figure 6.1 summarises the investment being 
made elsewhere in the town.  
 
Figure 6.1: Summary of all regeneration activities in Margate 
 
Project Description Source Investment 
Dreamland Deliver a viable masterplan 

for the site 
English 
Partnerships 

£50k 

Queens Yard Arms Development of old town site 
into artists studios 

TDC £2.5m 

Fort Road Conversion of old town site 
into mixed use development 

Private sector Unknown 

Turner New gallery celebrating JMW 
Turner’s links with the town 

Turner £17.4m 

Rendezvous & 
Winter Garden 

Business plan to develop site 
next to Turner 

KCC £30k 

Royal Seabathing Refurbishment of listed 
building into residential 

Private sector Unknown 

Lido Mixed use Private sector Unknown 
Cecil Square Redesign of the square 

allowing for better access 
Private sector TBC 

Lower High Street Improvement of footway TDC £425k 
Creative Quarter Establishing a creative and 

cultural centre in Margate 
GOSE/KCC £2m 

Margate Harbour 
Arm 

Bring the pier back into the 
public realm 

KCC £150k 

SSCF programme Community building in 
Cliftonville West and Margate 
Central 

TDC £3.7m 

Public realm 
programme 

High quality spaces and 
public art interventions 

TDC £3.7m 
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Housing renewal 4 phase housing programme 
in Cliftonville West and 
Margate Central 

TDC £742k 

De-duelling Fort 
Hill 

Narrowing major 
thoroughfare on coast 

KCC TBC 

Lower High Street 
pedestrianisation 

Closure to vehicle traffic TDC TBC 

Parking, 
movement and 
access plan 

Traffic study KCC £38k 

Source: Thanet DC/Margate Renewal. 
 
Consultation suggests that those projects shaded in the table above, totalling 
£8.6m, are linked directly to the M&S development. It is not possible to say 
that they would not have happened anyway, but SEEDA’s investment has 
certainly increased their chances of success. 

 
6.4 Synergy 
 

Consultations suggest that SEEDA have deployed appropriate, skilled staff on 
the management of this project, and have providing high quality guidance 
throughout. MRP and TDC have stated that the partnership are making ‘joint 
decisions’ and share ‘common goals’, much of which is down to SEEDA 
efforts. 

 
6.5 Engagement 
 

There is little evidence of significant private sector engagement prior to 
approaching the market with the M&S site in 2007. Some stakeholders have 
been critical, suggesting that SEEDA should have tested the market prior to 
drawing up plans for a mixed use scheme. With the project on hold, this can 
be remedied in the future.  

 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    Project Case Paper 

 141

7.  LESSONS LEARNT FROM THE PROJECT 
 
 
7.1 Summary review of good practice 
 

A number of positive messages have emerged from this evaluation, despite the 
fact that the project has officially been put on hold. These are summarised 
below. 
 

• SEEDA has been instrumental in building a strong partnership.  
 

• There is anecdotal evidence to suggest that SEEDA’s commitment at 
the M&S site has led to further investment elsewhere in Margate.  

 
• Rather than delivering a sub-optimal solution, SEEDA has supported 

the view that the developer selection process should be delayed until 
the property market has recovered and in the meantime  interim uses 
for the space are created and the planning brief for the site is further 
refined.   

 
7.2 Summary of weaknesses and lessons learned 
 

The points that follow must be read in the context that this is very early in the 
project lifecycle to be conducting an evaluation. There are, however, a number 
of emerging learning points of note. 
 

• SEEDA have been optimistic on pace of development based on the 
then accepted market projections.  As a result of the downturn, the 
original timing of outputs is no longer valid. 

 
• Some of the financial assumptions underpinning the development at 

inception are no longer valid –  In the current market conditions it is 
unlikely that SEEDA  will re-coup all of its outlay. 

 
• Commercial developers could have been engaged at an earlier stage, 

but partners at the time were keen to press ahead with the planning 
process and viability advice from Drivers Jonas to secure the Objective 
2 funding. 

 
• Objective 2 funding was lost to the project due to the tight timescales 

involved and the complex planning context.  Partners did identify this 
issue early to ensure that funding was not lost completely but deployed 
on other regeneration projects including some in Margate 

 
7.3 Recommendations 
 

Given the state of the property market in Margate, SEEDA has taken a 
justified view not to proceed with the developer selection process  for at least 
twelve months.   As a result of the research feeding this evaluation, it is 
recommended that: 
 

• Informal advice is sought from a number of commercial property 
developers to establish what is economically feasible on the M&S site 
and surrounds; 
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• A more detailed planning brief for the site needs to be produced in the 
context of other developments within Margate; 

 
• Within the next 12 months, the long term strategy for the site needs to 

be reviewed, including a revised estimate of projected outputs and 
outcomes; and 

 
• Turner should be considered for further use of the site until the new 

Gallery opens in 2010.  
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ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 
 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
1B Proposal Form Y 1st November 2006 
1B Presentation to PAB N  
2A Operational Delivery Form N  
3A Appraisal Form Y 9th February 2006 
3B Additional Expenditure Form N  
4 Completion Form N  
MPC Minutes  8th December 2005 
Margate Initial Retail Market Audit  Drivers Jonas December 

2006 
Margate Town Centre Economic 
Appraisal 

 Drivers Jonas April 2007 
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Allert Riepma SEEDA 
 
Project Partners 
 
Sam Thomas Thanet DC 
Derek Harding Margate Renewal  
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1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1 Project Background and History 
 

The former J&J factory site in Cosham has been re-developed to provide high 
quality industrial space, a campus for Highbury College and a headquarters 
and production unit housing Raymarine. It also incorporated changes to a 
nearby junction off the M27 that previously was considered one of the most 
dangerous in Portsmouth. SEEDA bought the leasehold from J&J, and 
brought the site to market.  
 
This document presents the results of an evaluation of the Agency’s 
contribution to the project, a Joint Venture between SEEDA, Portsmouth City 
Council and the Highways Agency. This study is in the sample selected from 
of SEEDA physical regeneration activities. It is being conducted as part of the 
Department for Business, Economy and Regulatory Reform (DBERR) impact 
evaluation of all SEEDA activity.  
 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the key characteristics of the Former J&J 
project. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Former J&J Project 

Programme Code SE17704 
Project Type Land acquisition and remediation for 

employment use. 
SEEDA Project Managers Peter Cusdin and Jane Pearson 
Original proposed Start Date September 2000 
Original proposed End Date December 2001 
Project Partners Portsmouth City Council, Highways Agency 

 
1.2 Project Background 

 
The 5.15 ha site is located in Cosham, north of Portsmouth, immediately to 
the north of Southampton Road (A27) and Junction 12 of the M27 (see Figure 
1.2, below).    
 
Figure 1.2: Location of Former J&J Site 

 
Source: Google Maps. Copyright. 

 
The J&J factory in Cosham manufactured and distributed cosmetics and baby 
products from the 1950s to the late 1990s. It was closed down in the late 
1990s due to the firm’s relocation of production to Belgium. The loss of 
employment to the area, the key location of the 3.75 ha site and the 
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unsuitability of the buildings for modern employment needs made 
redeveloping the site important strategically for Portsmouth City Council and 
SEEDA alike. During 1999 SEEDA approached Portsmouth City Council 
regarding this site.  
 
Annexe A Appraisal Report notes that Portsmouth City Council suggested a 
re-design of the roundabout to the north of J12 of the M27 would achieve 
significant safety improvements and release further land to the development. 
Through WME’s stakeholder and partner consultations we confirmed that 
this is one of the most dangerous junctions in Portsmouth, and so the re-
design of the road layout was inevitable. It impacted the project as the new 
junction released further land for development along with the original site. 
 
Owing to the changes at Junction 12, the project was split into two phases.  
The first phase was brought to market after being subject to a competitive 
tendering process whereby ASDA Properties and Cirrus Properties were 
successful. 

 
As of the project inception in February 2000, Portsmouth City Council (PCC) 
owned the freehold and Johnson and Johnson (J&J) owned a 99 year 
leasehold from 29 September 1956 at a fixed ground rent of £1,220 per 
annum. In the Case Paper, dated March 2000 King Sturge valued three 
interests on an open market basis: 
 

• Freehold interest subject to the occupational lease £150,000 
• Leasehold interest subject to vacant possession £1,400,000 
• Freehold interest with vacant possession £3,400,000 

 
These figures suggested that there was a marriage value of £1,850,000. 
Further, King Sturge proposed that SEEDA acquires an interest in the PCC’s 
freehold (a tenancy in common) and that the parties jointly accept a surrender 
of J&J’s leasehold interest for £2.87m. This represents £1.4m for the 
leasehold plus £1.47m marriage value.  
 
SEEDA’s original justification statement indicated that the site, prior to 
project inception, comprised 14,661 m2 of outdated industrial (classes B1, B2 
and B8) accommodation in five buildings on the 3.75 ha site.  The property 
was vacant and the buildings offered limited potential for re-use. 

 
The original proposed outputs for the site were related to maximising 
employment follow J&J relocation out of the Portsmouth area. SEEDA’s 
original Appraisal Form (A1) stated that the proposed end use for the site was 
to be business and commercial uses. 

 
Initial property advice for the development was provided by King Sturge and 
summarised in Form A1. King Sturge’s opinion of the site’s potential for 
redevelopment was that despite the allocation of the site for use classes B1, B2 
and B8 purposes, developers are likely to promote quasi retail uses such as a 
trade or auto park. Although the case is not explicitly made in Form A1, the 
implication from this advice is that the net jobs generated from quasi-retail 
uses is usually less than B1, B2 and B8, and hence the potential economic 
regeneration benefits from the project would be limited.  

 
The project was delivered following the establishment of a Joint Venture 
partnership between SEEDA, the Highways Agency and PCC.  Equity was split 
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3 ways on a % basis of any disposal to the original partners. The original 3.75 
ha site before the highways agency land was released was split 85.41% 
(SEEDA) and 14.59% (PCC), as detailed in the justification statement attached 
to Form F2 in December 2002. 

 
The original F1 Form approved project expenditure of £15k to undertake 
preliminary investigations into acquisition of the site. This was followed by 
SEEDA’s A1 Form (March 2000) which approved further project expenditure 
of £4.1 m for the acquisition, demolition and site clearance of the former 
factory site; and for the provision of new services and infrastructure, 
marketing and disposal of serviced sites. 
 
Figure 1.3, below, outlines a breakdown of the original approval expenditure 
against budget lines from Form F1 dated March 2000. 

 
 Figure 1.3: Breakdown of original approval expenditure 

A: Site (£) 
1. Purchase Price 

 
2,870,000 

2. Legal fees on Purchase 
 

14,350 
 

3. Stamp Duty (Rate 4%) 
 

114,800 
 

4. Non-recoverable VAT (PIP JVs only) 
 

 

5. Other site purchase costs * 
 

 

 Total Site Purchase 2,999,150 
B: Feasibility, Design, Appraisal (Non-recurring) 
1. Site investigations Total 

 
25,000 
 

2. Masterplan, Market Research, Economic 
Studies 
 

50,000 
 

3. Design and Architects Fees 
 

80,000 
 

4. Development Appraisal Non-Purchase 
Valuations 
 

20,000 
 

5. Other Fees, Planning & Building 
Regulations Fees, Other Legal, Licenses, 
Payments, Wayleaves*  
 

5,000 
 

 Total Appraisal Costs 180,000 
C: Works and Reclamation 
1. Site reclamation and Remediation 

Contracts 
 

300,000 
 

2. Demolition Contracts (If separate from 
above) 

 

600,000 
 

3. On-site Infrastructure / Utilities  
4. Off-site Infrastructure / Utilities  
5. Landscaping / Planting Contracts 

(Including walls and boundaries) 
 

6. Building Envelope / Construction Work 
Contracts 

 

7. Fitting Out  
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8. Contract Works Insurance  
9. Other Works Insurance  
10. Landfill Tax  
11. Works Management (including Clerk 

of Works etc.) 
 

12. Other Works  
13. Non recoverable VAT on WORks (PIP 

JVs only) 
 

 Sub Total Works 
 

 

 Contingency on all Works 
 

 

 Total Works 900,000 
D: Project Facilities Management (Recurring) 
1. Project Management 

 
 

2. Facilities (Estate) Management and 
Maintenance 

 

 

 Total Project Facilities 
Management 

25,000 

E: Contingency Liability 
F: Marketing Costs e.g. Agency and signage* 
  25,000 
G: TOTAL ALL COSTS (gross cost to SEEDA) 
  4,129,150 
H: Income 
1. Rents 3,000,000 
2. Land Sales (Forecast Value of completion 

per HA / per sqm) 
 

 

 Sub Total Income   3,000,000 
I: Other Public Funds to be Paid to SEEDA 
J: Other Income to be paid to SEEDA 
K: TOTAL INCOME TO SEEDA 
  3,000,000 
L: NET COST TO SEEDA 
  1,129,150 

 Source: SEEDA Approval Forms 
 

Included within the original proposed expenditure was £600k for service and 
initial infrastructure costs of which £350-400k allowance for a new junction 
on Southampton Road. 

 
The original appraisal documents did not specify specific proposed delivery 
partners or stakeholders. 

 
Form A1 stated that the original outputs for this project would be as follows: 
 
• Reclamation and servicing of the 3.75 ha brownfield site; 
• 10,300 m2 of new business / commercial floorspace; and 
• 500 new jobs, assuming 1 job per 200 m2. 
 
The strategic context for SEEDA’s intervention was stated in the original 
SEEDA Case Paper. It highlights the high levels of social deprivation and the 
need to reduce dependence on a declining defence industry in the area.  It also 
identified the immediate and acute shortage of easily developable sites in the 
Portsmouth area and the demand from new businesses and local companies 
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wanting to expand and/or relocate. The Solent area had been recognised in 
the RES 2002-2012 as a priority area for regeneration, and the intervention is 
congruent with SEEDA’s land and property strategy for action in Portsmouth. 
Furthermore, SEEDA’s land and property strategy is complementary to the 
SRB initiatives which tackle social inclusion at the “grassroots” and 
community level. SEEDA’s strategic focus, as identified in the Case Paper, 
continues to be on large brownfield employment sites such as Tipner, 
Blueprint and Fratton Goods Yard. The rationale for this is to provide an 
adequate supply of serviced employment land for the area. 

 
Phase I of the project is complete. ASDA Properties and Cirrus Properties 
have built four units, two of which were pre-let to Highbury College and Space 
Maker Self-storage.  The other units were let to CPD Plc and Trade Depot Ltd.   
 
Phase II was brought to market following completion of the infrastructure 
works whereby the property developers Durngate (in partnership with 
Shepherd Developers) were successful in early 2006. Following marketing of 
the potential office development by Durngate, Raymarine Electronics agreed 
to take out a pre-let if the plans were changed to a slightly smaller office and 
production unit, which they duly were. 
 
As of August 1 2008, it is expected that Raymarine will acquire the Production 
Unit on 31 October 2008 and the office building in December 2008. 

 
1.3 Original objectives of the project 
 

SEEDA set out its objectives for the problem in the original Form A1. These 
were: 
 
• Acquisition of former factory premises; 
• Demolition and site clearance; 
• Provision of new services and infrastructure; and 
• Marketing and disposal of serviced sites. 
 
The proposed Project start date stated in Form F1 was September 2000, and 
the project completion date was December 2001.  The project was split into 
two stages: 
 
• Stage 1: Acquisition of disused former factory premises; demolition and 

site clearance; and 
• Stage 2: Provision of new services and infrastructure; marketing and 

disposal of serviced sites.  
 
1.4 Business case/Market failure argument 

 
The Case Paper outlines the advice provided by King Sturge in relation to the 
existing leasehold interest being unlikely to be attractive to the market. The 
majority of the buildings are obsolete with poor access and floor loading. 
Whilst the site is appropriate for redevelopment, the short lease (56 years at 
the start of the project) would inhibit ability to finance or provide the 
necessary return.  
 
Furthermore they advise that the only real demand will be for developers 
looking to let or sell to an owner occupier for the main building and demolish 
the other buildings to provide areas for open storage.  
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There is no clear evidence of market failure shown in the case paper, as it is 
acknowledged that the market would have developed the site, but to a less 
desirable output. Furthermore the lease was bought from J&J by SEEDA 
before it could go to market, and it is unknown whether the council would 
have been willing to sell the freehold of the site to a private sector developer. 
There is no evidence that there was failed developer activity on the site, and 
given the similarly obsolete IBM building near by was bought, renovated, and 
brought to market successfully by the private sector during the same time 
period, it is not clear that this would not have been the fate of the J&J factory 
site.  

 
1.5 Local Commercial Market 

 
This section presents a brief review of the local commercial market in 
Portsmouth. It draws on data provided by the Valuation Office Agency (VOA) 
between 2002 and 2007.  These secondary data sources have been 
supplemented with interviews with commercial property agents active in the 
local area.  

 
Interviews with local agents suggest the local market is sub-regional, and 
follows the M27. Due to the constraints of the sea to the south, and the very 
rural nature of the land to the north, there is a natural corridor along the M27 
from Portsmouth to Southampton. There is a smaller corridor along the A3 
from Portsmouth into East Hampshire, but this is less of a commercial 
corridor.  
 
Agents report that demand for renting industrial floorspace has been growing 
steadily year on year. Portsmouth has reinvented its image from one that is 
quite ‘second rate’, especially when compared to Southampton, to a premier 
location.  Rents have risen as part of this. The main commercial markets in 
the area are marine or defence orientated. Due to the geographical constraints 
development land does not often come onto the market, and when it is 
developed it tends to be let quickly.  

 
Data obtained from the VOA on rental values for industrial units shows rental 
values of industrial floorspace in the Portsmouth from £100 per m2 for small 
units to £63 per m2 for units of over 1,000 m2. This suggests that Portsmouth 
is perceived as a secondary industrial location, with industrial rents 
increasing by some 11% between 2002 and 2007, the same rate as Crawley 
and Medway Towns. This compares to a 42% increase experienced in 
Canterbury, and 32% in the Isle of White during our evaluation period (Figure 
1.4). 
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Figure 1.4: Rental Values Industrial Floorspace 2002 - 2007 
£/m2  2002 2007  
Location 25-75 

m2 
150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

1,000 
m2 

25-75 
m2 

150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

c. 
1,000 
m2 

 % Average 
Change 
2002-2007 

Eastbourne 80 65 52 35 85 85 64 57 25 
Medway Towns 72 62 54 52 80 69 63 55 11 
Portsmouth  100 90 70 63 102 90 85 80 11 
Southampton 110 90 75 65 105 90 85 80 6 
Guildford/ 
Egham* 

140 113 103 100 140 113 108 100 1 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. October 2002 – January 2007 * 2002 data is 
Guildford only. 

 
In terms of offices, agents considered Portsmouth to have become a good 
location, thanks to developments such as the Spinnaker Tower. Historically, 
however, it was seen as less attractive than Southampton. 
 
The figures available bear this out, with an increase of 27% on rental prices for 
over 1,000 m2. Southampton, although it still has more expensive office sites 
in absolute terms only grew by 7%. For smaller office space, the figures for 
Portsmouth are a growth of 13%, and no growth at all for Southampton. In 
spite of this growth, the values of office rental are still considerably below 
Southampton, or locations such as Guildford (Figure 1.5). 

 
Figure 1.5: Rental Values – Offices 2002 - 2007 

£/m2  2002 2007     
Location Town Centre 

(over 1,000 m2) 
Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

Town Centre 
(over 1,000 
m2) 

Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (1,000 
m2 +) 2002 - 
2007 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (150 400 
m2) 2002 - 
2007 

Basingstoke 200 165 160 160 -20 -3 
Portsmouth  110 120 140 135 27 13 
Canterbury 75 90 85 90 13 0 
Southampton 210 230 225 230 7 0 
Eastbourne 58 62 N/A N/A ~ ~ 
Guildford N/A N/A 270 275 ~ ~ 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 

In 2002, Prime location town centre rents were some £1,700 per m2 per year; 
approximately £1,000 lower than Canterbury. Prime rents had increased to 
some £1,800by 2007, substantially lower than other centres of a similar size 
in the region (Figure 1.6).  
 
Figure 1.6: Retail Rents 2002 -2007 

£/m2/ann  2002   2007   
Location Prime 

Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre 
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse 
(£/m2/ann) 

Prime 
Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse  
(£/m2/ann) 

Canterbury 2,750 1,000 175 2,250 1,000 175 
Southampton 2,500 650 225 3,000 650 300 
Guildford 2,300 1,150 290 2,300 1,150 290 
Portsmouth  1,700 600 180 1,800 600 195 
Basingstoke 1,250 750 160 1,500 550 290 
Eastbourne 975 500 100 1,175 550 130 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. 
 

Figure 1.7 below shows the comparative change in retail rents between 2002 
and 2007 in selected centres across the South East. Clearly much of the 
increase in rental prices is accountable to inflation. Despite this, the 
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comparative increases can highlight changes within the local market. 
Portsmouth prime retail rents increase by only 6% within the evaluation 
period, despite the huge investment for the Gunwhalf Quays retail 
development. Southampton is clearly outstripping Portsmouth in terms of 
retail rental values, in both absolute terms and growth. 

 
Figure 1.7: Change in Retail Rents 2002 - 2007 

Location % Increase in 
Principal Rents 

%    Increase in 
Secondary Rents 

% Increase in 
out of town rents 

Eastbourne 21 10 30 
Basingstoke 20 -27 81 
Southampton 20 0 33 
Portsmouth  6 0 8 
Guildford 0 0 0 
Canterbury -18 0 0 

 
 
Figure 1.8 shows residential building land values in the South East. In 2002 
large sites for residential uses, of over 2 ha were valued at just over two 
million pounds per Hectare. By 2007, the value had increased by 55% to £3.1 
million. This growth was amongst the lowest in the region, although values 
were fairly high in 2002. One possible reason for this is the constrained 
nature of land availability in Portsmouth and the rarity of it coming to market. 
 
Figure 1.8: Residential Building Land Values.  

  2002 2007   
Location Small 

Sites (for 
less than 
5 houses) 
£ per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 Ha) 
£ per Ha 

Small Sites 
(for less 
than 5 
houses) £ 
per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 Ha) 
£ per Ha 

% Average 
Change 
Small Sites 

% 
Average 
Change 
Bulk 
Land 

Eastbourne 1,750,000 1,025,000 2,400,000 2,100,000 37 105 
Ryde, Isle of White  1,000,000 850,000 1,750,000 1,650,000 75 94 
Folkestone 1,460,000 1,225,000 2,400,000 2,150,000 64 76 
Guildford 3,150,000 3,150,000 5,750,000 5,500,000 83 75 
Southampton 2,500,000 2,400,000 3,950,000 3,850,000 58 60 
Portsmouth  2,100,000 2,000,000 3,100,000 3,100,000 48 55 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 
1.6 Economic Context 
 

This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period.  Figure 1.8, below, shows unemployment 
numbers and rates in selected Local Authority Districts across the South East 
between 2002 and 2007.  
 
At the start of the evaluation period, Portsmouth’s claimant count was 2.3%, 
above the regional rate (1.5%), but slightly below nationally (2.7%).  This 
compares to a Hampshire average of just 1.1%. By 2007 the District’s claimant 
rate had remained unchanged at 2.3%. Portsmouth mirrored the performance 
of Southampton on this measure (Figure 1.9). 
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Figure 1.9: Claimant Counts 2002-2007.  
  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
In terms of skill levels, in 200520, some 14.0% of the working age population 
in Portsmouth possessed no qualifications. By 2007, this had decreased by 
0.3%, to 13.7%. This was higher than Hampshire (8.7%), regionally (9.6%) 
and nationally (13.1%). In terms of higher skill levels, in 2007 24.7% of the 
working age population possessed NVQ Level 4 qualifications or higher. This 
increased by 1.2% between 2005 and 2007. This compares to a 1.3% increase 
regionally and 2.1% increase nationally in the same period (Figure 1.10). 

 
Figure 1.10; Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS 

                                                      
20 This was the earliest data available that was consistent with 2007 data.  
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In 2002, there were some 102,800 employees in Portsmouth. By 2006 this 
had decreased to some 96,600, a decrease of 6.0%. This compares to an 
increase in Hampshire of 2.9%during the same period. The region witnessed a 
small net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst national job growth was 2.8% 
(Figure 1.11). 
 
Figure 1.11: Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 

  2002 2006 
% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002, residents of Portsmouth’s 
average wage was £380.4, by 2007 this had increased to £401.4 (5.5%). This 
compares to a 14.5% increase in wages in Hampshire,  a 14.8% increase 
regionally, and an increase of 16.9% nationally (Figure 1.12).  
 
Figure 1.12: Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 

 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 
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1.7 Summary of project spending and timing 
 

In an agreement dated 13th December 2006, SEEDA approved an investment 
of £5,834,744.  Figure 1.13, below, summarises SEEDA’s total approved 
expenditure with the additional public sector leverage on the site.  
 
Figure 1.13: Total spend at the Former J&J site 
Funding Body Total Expenditure 

Committed 
Purpose 

SEEDA* £5.8 Purchase of leasehold, 
works, and 
professional fees. 

Local Transport Plan 
funding 

£1.5 

Highways Agency £0.75 
Government Office 
South East 

£0.2 

Roundabout 
improvements** 

Total £8.25m  
Source: WME, 2008 
Notes:  
*Total approved SEEDA expenditure (Agreement dated 13 December 2006) 
**PCC Report to Executive (October 2002) 
 

1.8 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.12, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the Former J&J 
project. 
 
Figure 1.12: Former J&J Logic chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

Acquisition of leasehold on the site, demolition of factory 
buildings, infrastructure improvements, marketing and 
disposal of land. 

Inputs Funding and expertise. 
Activities Demolition and site clearance, infrastructure improvements, 

disposal of land to developers. 
Outputs Brownfield land remediation, public and private sector 

leverage, employment use, removal of eyesore. 
Outcomes Facilitated economic activity in the area, safeguarded jobs. 
Wider impacts Benefits to local population of increased economic activity. 

Source: WME, 2008 
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2.  PROJECT OUTPUTS  
 
2.1        Summary of SEEDA outputs 
 

Figure 2.1 summarises all of SEEDA’s outputs associated with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of all SEEDA outputs 
 Achieved In progress Planned 
Brownfield land 
acquired 

3.75 hectares 0 0 

Brownfield land 
remediated (and 
flood protected) 

5.15 hectares  0 0 

Public sector 
spend leveraged 

£2.45m* 0 0 

Public access Improved 
infrastructure 
access north of 
the M27   

0 0 

Removal of 
eyesore 

Removal of 
former J&J 
factory 

0 0 

Private sector 
spend leveraged 

£16m** £25m*** 0 

Commercial floor 
space developed 

12,159 m2  11,650m2 0 

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

157 350 0 

 Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: 
 *PCC Report to Executive (October 2002) 
**Total sales receipts £4,037,203 (see Figure 3.4) plus£12m GDV estimate from GVA Grimley 
(April 2002)  
*** GDV estimate Hellier Langston development appraisal, 2003  

 
2.2        Outputs achieved to date 
 

Phase I of the former J&J site is complete, with a 100% occupancy level of 4 
industrial units.  Figure 2.2 outlines outputs to date. 
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Figure 2.2: Project outputs achieved 
 SEEDA 

outputs 
Other outputs Total outputs 

Brownfield land 
acquired 

3.75 hectares 
[leasehold] 

0 3.75 hectares 
[leasehold] 

Brownfield land 
remediated 
(raised and flood 
protected) 

5.15 hectares  0 5.15 hectares  

Public sector 
spend leveraged 

£2.45m* 0 £2.45m* 

Private sector 
spend leveraged 

£16.0m** 0 £16.0m** 

Commercial floor 
space developed 

12,159m2 0 12,159 m2  

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

157 0 157 

Public access Improved 
infrastructure 
access north of 
the M27   

0 Improved 
infrastructure 
access north of 
the M27   

Removal of 
eyesore 

Removal of 
former J&J 
factory 

0 Removal of 
former J&J 
factory 

 Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: 
 *PCC Report to Executive (October 2002) 
**Total sales receipts £4,037,203 (see Figure 3.4) plus£12m GDV estimate from GVA Grimley 
(April 2002) 

 
2.3        Outputs “in progress” 
 

WME literature review and consultation programme have identified the 
following outputs ‘in progress’: 
 
Figure 2.3: Outputs “in progress” 
 SEEDA 

outputs “in 
progress” 

Other outputs Total outputs 

Commercial floor 
space developed 

11,650m2 0 11,650m2 

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

350 0 350 

Private sector 
spend leveraged 

£25m* 0 £25m* 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: * GDV estimate Hellier Langston development appraisal, 2003  

 
2.4        Planned outputs 
 

Following occupation by Raymarine this project will be complete, therefore, it 
is not expected that there would be any additional outputs. 



3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
3.1 Total and in-scope Agresso expenditure data 
 

In an agreement dated March 2000, the SEEDA board approved an 
investment by the Agency on the former J&J site of £4.1m. This was revised in 
several times to £5.8m, to take into account increased highways agency and 
works costs.  

 
Figure 3.1 below sets out SEEDA’s expenditure as recorded by Agresso.  In the 
period covered by this evaluation (2002-2007) SEEDA invested a total of 
£0.4m (see below).  Total SEEDA expenditure, as recorded by Agresso was 
£4.6m. 

 
Figure 3.1: Timing of SEEDA investment 
Financial Year SEEDA spend 

(£000) 
1999/2000 3,001,250 
2000/1 218,126 
2001/2 1,005,806 
2002/3 (6,632)* 
2003/4 104,011 
2004/5 95,171 
2005/6 60,259 
2006/7 102,920 
Total in-scope (02-07) spend 356,030 
2007/8 2,960 
Post 2007/8 or not yet spent 1,215,828** 
Total SEEDA Commitment 5,800,000 

 Source: Agresso 
Notes: *SEEDA’s land receipt of £2.7m for Phase I land sale has been removed. 
**Includes SEEDA’s contribution to the Roundabout works - PCC Report to Executive 
(October 2002) 

 
3.2 Leveraged spend 
 

Total leveraged spend on the former J&J site achieved to date has been 
approximately £18.5m. This leveraged expenditure is set out in Figure 3.2 
(below). 
 
Figure 3.2: Leveraged spend achieved to date at Former J&J 
Private Total Expenditure 

Committed (£m) 
Purpose 

Land sales 4.0 Sales to developers 
Gross Development 
Value 

12m Development of the 
sites 

Public Total Expenditure 
Committed (£m) 

Purpose 

Local Transport Plan 
funding 

£1.5 

Highways Agency £0.75 
Government Office 
South East 

£0.2 

Roundabout works 

Total £18.5m  
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3.3  Income received from land sales 
 

Figure 3.3, below, sets out the income received by SEEDA from the Phase I 
and Phase II land sales during the Former J&J project. 

 
 Figure 3.3: Land sales for Former J&J 

 Total sale (£m) SEEDA’s allocation (£m) 
Phase I £3,178,400 2,701,640 
Phase II 2,500,000 1,335,563 
Total 5,678,400 4,037,203 

  Source: SEEDA, 2008 
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4.  CONSULTATION FINDINGS 
 

In addition to meeting with the Project Manager at SEEDA, the evaluators 
met with the Highways Agency, Portsmouth City Council, Durngate, Shepherd 
Development, Hellier Langston, King Sturge, Vale Williams, and project 
beneficiaries Highbury College, Raymarine, CPD, Spacemaker and Trade 
Depot. 
 

4.1 Project Partners 
 

The project partners for Phase I included the Highways Agency, Portsmouth 
City Council, ASDA Properties and Cirrus Properties.  
 
Portsmouth City Council considered the former J&J factory site a key location 
for Portsmouth development. However they identified potential blockages to 
the development of the site, namely that there was only part of the leasehold 
interest left to run. That, combined with the major road scheme that needed 
to be undertaken and the large set up costs due to the nature of the site, meant 
that they considered it unlikely to appeal to a private sector develop at the 
time. A key objective for Portsmouth CC was to attract employment to the site.  
 
They considered that the performance of Phase I was less successful than 
hoped, due to the low employment value of the tenants. However, they felt 
that Raymarine taking on the lease of Phase II was a ‘coup’ for the developer 
and SEEDA. Overall, however they consider that the aspirations for the site, 
namely a high quality development that provides employment, and is highly 
visible – has been met.  
 
Furthermore they consider that there has been a catalyst effect on the local 
area that encouraged development along the Southampton Road. Portsmouth 
City Council believed that the roadworks would have happened without 
SEEDA’s intervention due to the junction being the most dangerous in 
Portsmouth.  

 
The project partners for Phase II include the Highways Agency, Portsmouth 
City Council (PCC) and Durngate and Shepheard Development. 

  
Durngate originally bid for the contact for Phase I. It feels that it has a good 
idea of what SEEDA’s objectives are, and that although the development 
agreements are unnecessarily stringent, that SEEDA are a good partner to 
work with. Durngate thought that Phase II was a brave office location that 
could function as an iconic gateway to the city. Due to its good visibility from 
the motorway the site would have a very high exposure, and be a good 
location for a high profile head office.  
 
Durngate considers that due to the Highways Agency owning some land on 
site that only SEEDA could have created the nearly 5 acres of land that 
comprised Phase II. Without this extra land the site would have been very 
small and awkwardly shaped. It would have been a much less attractive 
development opportunity. 
 
Raymarine would not have been interested in a smaller building on a smaller 
site, and so would probably have moved out of the area. They possibly would 
have gone to the IBM building, but they wanted a higher profile bespoke 
building and this was the only site in the area that fulfilled their needs.  
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The relevant project stakeholders included the Highways Agency, Hellier 
Langston and King Sturge. 
 
The Highways Agency (HA) stated that the land under the roundabout was 
owned by the State, and that responsibility for the roundabout was partly the 
HA and partly PCC.  He confirmed there expenditure of £750,000 on the site. 
They were involved from 2001 until 2004/05.  
 
Although the roundabout was considered the most dangerous in Portsmouth, 
the HA does not believe that it would have happened without SEEDA’s 
contribution. The works needed around £3m to be contributed from PCC, and 
he does not believe that they had the money to fund this. This is in direct 
contradiction to the consultation with PCC, but the consultee from PCC was 
not the budget holder for this expenditure, and so may not have known this.  
 
The HA believes that this roundabout is the first collaborative delivery of 
infrastructure improvement of this kind. It is a good example of joined up 
thinking. SEEDA led this collaboration, and in the opinion of the HA showed 
good project management and leadership ability. 

 
Hellier Langston marketed Phase I of the site. It quickly achieved a 100% 
occupation rate, with Highbury College and Spacemaker as pre-lets. This 
development acted as a catalyst for development in the area, with this private 
development happening, in Hellier Langston’s opinion, more quickly and of 
higher quality than would have been the case without SEEDAs involvement.  
 
Hellier Langston echoed Portsmouth County Council’s opinion that due to the 
difficulties with the leasehold, the nature of the site, and the necessary 
roadworks, it is unlikely that the private sector would have been able to 
achieve this kind of development. It is possible that there would have been 
some private development on site, but that this would be a retail use, such as 
an IKEA.  
 
King Sturge provided the report that looked at the possible uses of the Former 
J&J site. They felt that it was a good opportunity for SEEDA as there was a 
clear need to unlock the site for development, citing complications with the 
roundabout and the leasehold as the main barriers to bringing the site 
forward for development.  
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4.2         Project beneficiaries 
 
As part of our consultation exercise we interviewed 4 on-site businesses who 
provided input on job outputs and the relative impacts of the Former J&J Site 
on their business and their views on the project generally. 
 
Figure 4.1, below, provides a summary overview of those consultations. 
 
Figure 4.1: Outputs from on-site business occupiers 
 Gross jobs 

on site 
Leakage Multiplier* Deadweight 

(%) 
Net Jobs 

Company 1 3 0 1.44 67 1 
Company 2 14 0 1.44 71 6 
Company 3 25 0 1.44 80 8 
Company 4 115 0 1.44 17 136 
TOTAL 157    151 

Source: WME, 2008 
Notes: *In line with the SQW/PA Consulting Guidance ‘Implementing the RDA Impact 
Evaluation Framework’, a multiplier of 1.44 has been assumed for these projects.   
 
In addition, we interviewed the remaining business to relocate to the Former 
J&J site.  Figure 4.2, provides a summary of this. 
 
Figure 4.2: Outputs from the prospective business occupier 

 Gross jobs 
projected 

Company 5 350 
TOTAL 350 

 
Themes emerging from the beneficiaries include the location of the site and 
the quality of the development. The location is visible, on a well used route, 
and very easy to access via the motorway. The development is felt to be of 
high quality, and suitable for the needs of the beneficiaries. 
 
Figure 4.1 below shows the results of the consultation with business currently 
on site.  
 
Case Study 1: Company X 
 
Company X is currently based in Portsmouth. It will relocate its Head Office 
and Production Unit to the Phase II of the Former J&J site in mid 2009. 
Company X needed to relocate to another site in Portsmouth due to moving 
some of its production overseas. It was looking for proximity to existing sites, 
and a high quality visible building tailored to their business needs. If suitable 
premises could not be found then they would have looked outside Portsmouth, 
but still within the South East for premises. 
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Case Study 2: Company Y 
 
Company Y was evicted from their previous accommodation in Portsmouth. 
They needed space that was accessible and suitable for a range of workshops, 
classrooms and offices. They found that due to Portmouth’s land locked nature 
it was extremely difficult to find new space to move to, and that when there 
was suitable space they were gazumped. They could not move out of 
Portsmouth and were facing the reality of closure of this part of their 
operations. They were successful with a £950,000 grant from SRB to move to 
the site, and with this money moved in 2002.  Without the combination of the 
suitable site being available and the grant they would have to close the 
construction training they offered, affecting 3000 students a year. 
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5 NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 

In order to quantify the actual economic impact of SEEDA’s intervention, we 
assess a series of factors in the IEF logic chain. We set out below the Gross 
Impacts of the intervention. Subsequently, a series of net effects are 
considered. These are adjustments based on discussions with key 
stakeholders involved in the project   
 
These adjustments include: 
 
• Deadweight: the proportion of output that would have been achieved 

anyway; 
• Displacement: the extent of output accounted for by lost market share 

(reduced outputs) elsewhere in the target area;  
• Leakage: The proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the 

projects target area/group;   
• Substitution:  If a firm substitutes one activity for another (within firm 

displacement); and 
• Multiplier effects: Further economic activity, be it jobs, income or 

supply chain expenditure associated with additional income and local 
supplier purchases.   

  
5.1 Gross Direct Effect 
 
 The realised gross direct outputs from the Former J&J project are: 
 

• The remediation of 5.15 hectares of brownfield land;  
• The leverage of £2.45m of public sector investment; 
• The leverage of £16m of private sector investment;  
• The development of 12,159 m2 of commercial floorspace; and  
• 157 jobs currently on site. 
 

5.2 Leakage 
 

Based on our consultation findings, we estimate that the proportion of the 
gross outputs – achieved to date - that have benefited residents from outside 
the target area is zero. 

 
5.3 Displacement assessment 
 

Informed by our interviews with on-site businesses we have made 
adjustments for deferred economic activity in relation to the Former J&J 
development.   
 

5.4 Multiplier effects 
 

In line with the SQW/PA Consulting Guidance ‘Implementing the RDA 
Impact Evaluation Framework’, a multiplier of 1.44 has been assumed for this 
project. This guidance was specifically designed for physical regeneration 
related activities and draws on extensive research of other projects. 
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5.5 Assessment of deadweight 
 

The original business case for the site indicated that the “do nothing” scenario 
would have resulted in the site remaining undeveloped owing to its two major 
private sector development constraints, specifically: 
 
• The length of remaining leasehold being too short for a private sector 

developer to recoup their money; and  
 

• The roundabout taking up part of the land, and being a block for 
developers. 

 
The deadweight case for the former J&J factory is complicated by several 
factors. Firstly, the original case made for acquiring the site included a report 
by King Sturge that argued that the land would have had a retail use had 
SEEDA not been involved. The site itself never went on the open market, but 
the leasehold was bought by SEEDA from Johnson and Johnson, and the 
freehold held by Portsmouth City Council. This suggests that there would 
have been retail development on the site had SEEDA not intervened, this was 
confirmed by various stakeholder interviews.  

 
The roundabout and junction by the site, however, was thought to be a serious 
problem for the community due to the high number of accidents it caused. 
Whilst Portsmouth City Council believed that this roundabout would have 
been redeveloped anyway, it has become clear through other interviews, 
including with the Highways Agency, that this roundabout would not have 
been redeveloped without SEEDA’s input. This impacts the reference case as 
it clearly makes the site more attractive to developers and tenants. It also 
released the land for the Phase II development. The impact on the Phase I 
development is that the retail use of the land would have probably had less 
floorspace, through the development of single story retail use. 

 
On balance, the reference case for the Former J&J site is that Phase I would 
likely have proceeded, but with a reduced floorspace. Nothing would have 
happened on Phase II plot as the land was only available as a result of the 
roundabout works. We have estimated the deadweight of job outputs by 
asking employers what they would have done had it not been for the SEEDA 
support site.  This results in a deadweight amongst sampled business of 132 
jobs. 

 
5.6 Summary of net outputs and outcomes 
 

On the basis of the above, we consider that the net outputs are: 
 
• The remediation of 3.6 hectares of brownfield land;  
• The leverage of £11.2m of private sector investment; 
• The leverage of £1.72m of public sector investment;  
• The development of 8,499 m2 of commercial development; and 
• The number of net jobs is 151. 
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 
6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
 

Portsmouth County Council felt that SEEDA took a strong strategic lead in the 
project. SEEDA showed a strong vision for what the development’s objectives 
should be, in line with PCC’s. SEEDA led the process of finding and choosing 
developers to take the scheme forward, and provided leadership for the 
coalition of the three ownership interests in the scheme. 
 
Both Durngate and Hellier Langston mentioned the effect of the development 
on the local market by raising the areas profile and acting as a catalyst for 
local development.  
 
Durngate commented that SEEDA dealt with problems as they came up, for 
example they paid up front for a pipe to be moved, which could have delayed 
the project. As these problems were dealt with quickly as they arose, this 
allowed the development to continue on track and on time.  
 

6.2  Strategic influence 
 

SEEDA has responded to Portsmouth’s reinvention as a quality location for 
business and investment. Historically it had been seen as a second rate 
location, perhaps in comparison to Southampton, however in the last few 
years it has had a renaissance of image and investment into the city. Former 
J&J is one of a number of high quality developments that has helped to bring 
about this change in fortunes.  

 
6.3 Leverage 
 

SEEDA acted a lead partner in bringing together the Highways Agency, and 
Portsmouth City Council that brought in leverage of £750,000 from the 
Highways Agency, and took forward Portsmouth City Council’s freehold of a 
derelict site to market.  

  
6.4 Synergy 
  

SEEDA brought forward the roundabout development with the Highways 
Agency and further unlocked that land for development. This would not have 
occurred without them bringing together the objectives of PCC and the HA, 
and finding the common ground between them and SEEDA’s economic 
development objectives.   

 
6.5 Engagement 
 

SEEDA successfully brought together public and private partners to deliver a 
successful development from a site with complex ownership issues and 
barriers to it being brought to market. The consultees have shown a good 
understanding of the project objectives and SEEDA’s objectives. Durngate 
and Hellier Langston praised SEEDA’s partnership working and rapid 
decision making processes. PCC felt that they have a good current working 
relationship with SEEDA, although this has not always been true historically.  
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7.  LESSONS LEARNT FROM THE PROJECT 
 

7.1 Summary review of good practice 
 
A number of positive messages have emerged from this evaluation. These are 
summarised below. 
 

1. The importance of strategic considerations in choosing appropriate 
investment opportunities. 

 
2. Triumvirate of public sector partners acted shrewdly and delivered a 

good partnership. The project showed the best of public sector 
partnerships with aligned strategic objectives. 

 
3. Quickness and decisiveness of problem solving approach. 

 
4. Allowed smaller developer an equal chance to tender and did not 

discriminate due to factors of size. This allowed a high quality design to 
take place for Phase II. 

 
7.2 Summary of weaknesses and lessons learned 
 

These are the summary of key lessons to be learnt from this development. 
 
1. Agree in detail which partner will cover any unexpected costs before the 

project commences. 
 
2. Employment created from Phase I was less than expected due to letting to 

lower employment density sectors such as Spacemaker. This was felt to 
have moved away from the spirit of the original objectives for the site.  

 
3. The process of tendering to suppliers on the SEEDA panel may not have 

been the best value for money.  
 
7.3 Recommendations 
 

As a result of the research feeding this evaluation, it is recommended that: 
 
• SEEDA should ensure that firm agreement is in place regarding the 

allocation of any unexpected additional costs prior to the outset of any 
physical regeneration interventions. 

 
• SEEDA should continue to not disqualify any prospective developer on the 

basis of size as this has proved an irrelevant issue during the progression 
of this project.  

 
 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects   Project Case Paper 

 169

ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 
 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
1B Proposal Form Y  
1B Presentation to PAB N  
2A Operational Delivery Form Y  
3A Appraisal Form Y  
3B Additional Expenditure Form Y  
4 Completion Form N  
 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects   Project Case Paper 

 170

ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Peter Cusdin SEEDA 
Jane Pearson SEEDA 
 
Project Partners 
 
Steven Checkly Portsmouth City Council 
Nick Evans Durngate 
 
Relevant project stakeholders  
 
Charlie Chappelle Hellier Langston 
 
Project beneficiaries 
 
Space maker Highbury College 
Raymarine Trade Depot 
 
Local agents and developers 
 
Michael Green,  King Sturge 
Simon Ward Vale Williams 
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1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1  Overview 
 

This project concerns SEEDA’s proposals for the re-development of the 
former Havant Borough Depot site (“Site 4”) in Harts Farm Way.  The 
Agency’s proposed development solution for the site was relatively complex. It 
involved a series of interlinked activities, as part of a wider programme to 
enhance the Broadmarsh Industrial Estate and increase land values in the 
area.  Specifically, these activities involved an adjacent site (Penner Road or 
Site 6) and a series of junction improvement works linked to the planning 
application for Site 4. 
 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the key characteristics of the Site 4 project. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Site 4 Project 

Programme Code SE91103 
Project Type Land acquisition and remediation for 

employment use. 
SEEDA Project Managers Peter Cusdin and David Holifield 
Original proposed Start Date* 27 March 2002 
Original proposed End Date* March 2003 
Project Partners Dwyer Plc, Havant Borough Council (HBC), 

Highways Agency and Hampshire County 
Council (HCC). 

Notes: 
*As indicated on the original Form F2 (dated 25 March 2002). A later report to the Major 
Projects Committee (dated July 2006) revised this original end date to Spring 2007. 
 

1.2  Project background and history 
  
 Figures 1.1 and 1.2, below, provides a chronological summary of relevant 

development activities directly relevant to SEEDA’s involvement with Site 4. 
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Figure 1.1: Site 4, Site 6 and the Highway improvements  
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 Source: WME, 2008 
  
 Figure 1.3: Harts Farm Way – a chronological summary 

Key 
dates 

Site Activities 

1. June 2001 Site 6 SEEDA acquired Site 6 from IBM.  Purchase price 
was £4.9m.  Following this acquisition, SEEDA 
undertook infrastructure, remediation and 
services work to Site 6. 

2. April 2003 Site 6 SEEDA secured outline planning consent for Site 
6.   

3. - Site 6 SEEDA parcelled Site 6 up into six development 
plots. 

4. March 
2002 

Site 4 SEEDA acquired Site 4 from HBC at purchase 
price of £2.3m.   

5. - Site 4 SEEDA grant HBC a short-term excluded lease to 
HBC for Site 4 to enable them to continue service 
provision.   

6. - Site 6 SEEDA license development of 1.68 ha site for a 
new HBC Depot at nil consideration. 

7. - Site 6 HBC obtain planning permission for new Depot 
and let contract for its construction. 

8. April 2006 Site 6 HBC’s new Depot complete and fully occupied. 
9. November 

2004 
Site 4 Outline planning consent received for Site 4 which 

includes Section 106 improvements to Teardrop 
Junction and Rusty Cutter Roundabout. 

10. April 2007 Teardrop 
Junction 

Teardrop junction work completed and the road 
fully open to traffic.  This cost  
 

11. March 
2006 

Site 4 Dwyer Plc signed a Development Agreement for 
Site 4 (Former Depot) with a disposal price of 
£4.5m (including 10% deposit).    

12.  Rusty Cutter 
Roundabout 

Work still to be completed.   

 Source: WME, 2008 
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Havant Borough Council (HBC) approached SEEDA about relocating their 
Depot from Site 4 to land at Southmoor Lane (1.68 ha site located on SEEDA’s 
recently acquired Penner Road (“Site 6”)).  The proposed relocation was to 
form the first part of the HBC’s overall strategy for the Broadmarsh Area of 
Havant.  Delivery partners involved in this project are: Dwyer Plc; HBC; 
Highways Agency; and Hampshire County Council (HCC).  
 
In March 2002, SEEDA acquired Site 4 in Harts Farm Way from HBC.   Site 4 
is 4.17 ha in size and is located on the north side of Harts Farm Way within 
the Broadmarsh Industrial Estate in Havant.  On acquisition, the site was 
occupied by HBC’s Direct Works Department (the depot).  The site included: 
• a car parking area;   
• four residential properties (subsequently demolished);  
• a pond;   
• a watercourse; and  
• a number of mature and semi-mature trees including a valuable tree 

screen adjacent to the A27 trunk road to the north.   
 
At project inception, the site’s freehold was owned by Havant Borough 
Council (HBC).   
 
Following SEEDA’s acquisition of Site 4, HBC constructed a new depot on the 
Penner Road site and, whilst construction was taking place, entered into an 
occupational lease with SEEDA to enable their depot to remain on Site 4. 

  
In November 2004, SEEDA obtained outline planning consent for a new 
business and industrial development for Site 4, which included new access 
from Harts Farm Way.  The planning permission included a number of 
Section 106 Agreement obligations, specifically the provision of: 

 
• a traffic signal controlled “tear drop” roundabout junction at the A27 

westbound off-slip road junction with Harts Farm Way. 
• Traffic signals on the “Rusty Cutter” roundabout at Bedhampton. 
• The “overlaying” of the surface of Harts Farm Way (from junction with 

A27 westbound off-slip to the Layant Stream bridge). 
• Footway/cycleway and street lighting on Harts Farm Way (from junction 

with A27 westbound off-slip to the Layant Stream Bridge). 
• Four bus shelters and associated infrastructure. 

 
As part of their contribution toward the section 106 obligations, Hampshire 
County Council (HCC) agreed to complete the overlaying work, the 
footway/cycleway and the bus shelter and associated infrastructure works.  
Consultation with HCC indicated that this work cost approximately £250k. 
 
These works were deemed necessary to enable the road network to absorb the 
additional traffic to be generated by the development of Site 4, off Harts Farm 
Way.  Importantly, the planning consent also contained a condition 
preventing a developer or tenant from occupying the premises (i.e. Site 4) 
until any development linked off-site highway works have been completed. 
 
In order to address this planning condition, SEEDA undertook to construct 
the Teardrop junction works and signed a Section 278 Agreement with the 
Highways Agency, Hampshire County Council (HCC) and HBC, which 
obligated the Agency to carry out these works. 
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SEEDA paid the capital cost of the Teardrop junction works project and as a 
result were considered exempt from paying any associated s106 contributions 
to HBC.   
 
In September 2005, the costs for the proposed Teardrop junction works were 
estimated to be approximately £2m by the SEEDA’s advisors.  This proved to 
be a significant underestimation, resulting in a change of advisor and an 
increased estimated cost of approximately £3.7m.  This significant rise in 
costs was due to the original engineering consultants recommending 
remediation solutions that were not technically feasible.  
 
In March 2006, SEEDA received four tenders for the project and following an 
appointment the teardrop junction work was completed in April 2007.   
 
Prior to completing the Teardrop junction works, SEEDA sought to select a 
development partner and dispose of the site.  In March 2006, Dwyer Plc 
signed a Development Agreement for Site 4 (Former Depot) with a disposal 
price of £4.5m (including 10% deposit).   The liability for the Rusty Cutter 
roundabout was passed to Dwyer under the Development Agreement; 
including a capped contribution of £418,000; with any costs above this figure 
falling to SEEDA. 
 
The development of Site 4 is currently delayed until the improvements works 
to the Rusty Cutter Roundabout have been completed.  Site 4 has been cleared 
and is secure but no activity is currently happening on the site.  Consultation 
with the relevant highway authorities has indicated that whilst preliminary 
design has been approved, detailed design package approval remains 
outstanding; despite its submission in June 2007.  Latest information 
suggests that the work on the Rusty Cutter Roundabout will not begin until 
January 2009 at the earliest.  
 

1.3 Clarification of in-scope activities 
 

Figure 1.4, below, illustrates the in-scope expenditure for the 3 Project codes 
within the Harts Farm Way programme. 
 
Figure 1.4: In-scope SEEDA expenditure 

Project 
Code 

Project 
Description 

Total 
2002/03 

Total 
2003/04 

Total 
2004/05 

Total 
2005/06 

Total 
2006/07 

Total 
In-scope 

SE13867 Southmoor 
Park and 
Havant 
Borough 
Council Land 

463,863 (592,186) (181,926) 153,880 (166,312) (322,681) 

SE14960 Harts Farm 
Way and 
Broadmarsh 
Industrial 
Estate 

504,473 955,955 23,609 380,569 709,510 2,574,116 

SE22914 Harts Farm 
Way Junction 
Improvement 
Works 

- - - - 2,394,877 2,394,877 

Source: SEEDA Agresso financial system, 2008 
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This in-scope expenditure has enabled WME to make a judgement of what 
activities can be considered in-scope for this evaluation.  The following 
activities are considered in-scope: 
 
• Outputs associated with the infrastructure works on the teardrop junction 

works at the A27/Harts Farm Way interchange.   The bulk of this 
expenditure is represented by £2.4m in 2006/07 (see Figure 1.4 above).   

 
• Outputs associated with various planning and technical activities related 

to Site 4 from 2002 onwards.  The majority of this expenditure occurs in 
2002/03 (£504,473), 2003/04 (£955,955) and 2006/07 (£709,510) (see 
Figure 1.4 above). 

 
The following major activities are considered out-of-scope for this evaluation 
because they occurred prior to 1 April 2002, specifically: 
 
• SEEDA’s acquisition of Site 6 in June 2001.  This purchase is represented 

by the £4.3m in 2001/02 (Source: Agresso financial system).  Havant’s 
eventual purchase of this site (linked to the relocation of the relocation of 
the Depot) accounts for the negative spend recorded in 2003/04; 
2004/05; and 2006/07 (see Figure 1.4 above).   

• SEEDA’s acquisition of Site 4 in March 2002.  This is represented by 
£2.5m in 2001/02 (Source: Agresso financial system).   

 
1.4  Original objectives of the project 

 
The Broadmarsh Industrial Estate, located within the Broadmarsh area of 
Havant, was widely acknowledged to have deteriorated as an area for industry 
and commerce. It is characterised by poorly managed estates, un-neighbourly 
activities, open storage and a distinct lack of new development to meet the 
needs of the business community within the Borough. 
 
Given its prominent location – adjacent to the A27 – Site 4 represented one of 
the most prominent locations in the Broadmarsh area. It also had historically 
underperformed owing to its inappropriate land use.  Therefore HBC were 
keen to relocate from this site to free the site for more appropriate 
development.  HBC were keen to relocate the Depot to a smaller more 
efficiently utilised site as close as possible to their existing facility.   
 
SEEDA’s acquisition of the local site at Site 6 provided an opportunity for this 
relocation to occur.   
 
However, HBC did not have the capital funds to available to facilitate the 
purchase of the site in Penner Road or fund the construction of the New 
Depot.  Therefore, a development solution was proposed whereby SEEDA 
would purchase the freehold of the existing Depot site, therefore providing the 
funds for HBC to purchase the plot on Site 6 and the construction of the new 
Depot.    

 
1.5  Business case / Market failure argument 

 
The business case for Site 4 is based on the two key site related development 
constraints. SEEDA argued these effectively prevented the private sector from 
seeking to develop the site and which SEEDA were in position to remove, 
specifically: 
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• Congestion due to poor road access to the site – outline planning consent 

had significant highways implications involving two separate junctions, 
which SEEDA argue a developer would have been extremely reluctant to 
fund; and 

 
• The need to relocate HBC’s depot – a critical element of unlocking Site 4 

was the provision of suitable local alterative accommodation – at 
significant cost - for the Depot.  This, SEEDA argue was imperative to 
unlocking the site as HBC lacked the resources internally to relocate the 
Depot.  SEEDA argue that their transfer solution for the Depot not only 
enabled the Council to proceed financially but also allowed them to do so 
with the necessary 100% service provision at a reduced rent due to the 
short-term excluded lease introduced by the Agency. 

 
1.6  Historic review of local property market 
 

This section presents a brief review of the local commercial market in 
Portsmouth. It draws on data provided by the Valuation Office Agency (VOA) 
between 2002 and 2007.  These secondary data sources have been 
supplemented with interviews with commercial property agents active in the 
local area.  
 
Interviews with local agents suggest the local market is sub-regional, and 
follows the M27. Due to the constraints of the sea to the south, and the rural 
nature of the land to the north, there is a natural corridor along the M27 from 
Portsmouth to Southampton. There is a smaller corridor along the A3 from 
Portsmouth into East Hampshire, but this is less of a commercial corridor.  
 
Agents report that demand for renting industrial floorspace has been growing 
steadily year on year. Portsmouth has reinvented its image from one that is 
quite ‘second rate’, especially when compared to Southampton, to a premier 
location.  Rents have risen as a consequence. The main driver of demand in 
the area are marine or defence orientated uses. Due to the geographical 
constraints development land does not often come onto the market, and when 
it is developed it tends to be let quickly.  

 
Data obtained from the VOA on rental values for industrial units shows rental 
values of industrial floorspace in the Portsmouth from £100 per m2 for small 
units to £63 per m2 for units of over 1,000 m2. This suggests that Portsmouth 
is perceived as a secondary industrial location, with industrial rents 
increasing by some 11% between 2002 and 2007, the same rate as Crawley 
and the Medway Towns. This compares to a 42% increase experienced in 
Canterbury, and 32% in the Isle of White during the evaluation period (Figure 
1.5). 
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Figure 1.5: Rental Values Industrial Floorspace 2002 - 2007 
£/m2  2002 2007  
Location 25-75 

m2 
150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

1,000 
m2 

25-75 
m2 

150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

c. 
1,000 
m2 

 % Average 
Change 
2002-2007 

Eastbourne 80 65 52 35 85 85 64 57 25 
Medway Towns 72 62 54 52 80 69 63 55 11 
Portsmouth  100 90 70 63 102 90 85 80 11 
Southampton 110 90 75 65 105 90 85 80 6 
Guildford/ 
Egham* 

140 113 103 100 140 113 108 100 1 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. October 2002 – January 2007 * 2002 data is 
Guildford only. 
 
In terms of offices, agents considered Portsmouth to have become a good 
location, thanks to developments such as the Spinnaker Tower. Historically, 
however, it was seen as quite ‘shabby’ compared to Southampton. 
 
The figures available bear this out, with an increase of 27% on rental prices for 
over 1,000 m2. Southampton, although it still has more expensive office sites 
in absolute terms, increased by 7%. For smaller office space, the figures for 
Portsmouth show growth of 13%, and no growth at all for Southampton. In 
spite of this growth, the values of office rental are still considerably below 
Southampton, or locations such as Guildford (Figure 1.6).  

 
Figure 1.6: Rental Values – Offices 2002 - 2007 

£/m2  2002 2007     
Location Town Centre 

(over 1,000 m2) 
Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

Town Centre 
(over 1,000 
m2) 

Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (1,000 
m2 +) 2002 - 
2007 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (150 400 
m2) 2002 - 
2007 

Basingstoke 200 165 160 160 -20 -3 
Portsmouth  110 120 140 135 27 13 
Canterbury 75 90 85 90 13 0 
Southampton 210 230 225 230 7 0 
Eastbourne 58 62 N/A N/A ~ ~ 
Guildford N/A N/A 270 275 ~ ~ 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 

In terms of retail uses, in 2002 prime location town centre rents were some 
£1,700 per m2 per year; approximately £1,000 lower than Canterbury. Prime 
rents had increased to some £1,800by 2007, substantially lower than other 
centres of a similar size in the region (Figure 1.7).  

  
Figure 1.7: Retail Rents 2002 -2007  

£/m2/ann  2002   2007   
Location Prime 

Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre 
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse 
(£/m2/ann) 

Prime 
Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse  
(£/m2/ann) 

Canterbury 2,750 1,000 175 2,250 1,000 175 
Southampton 2,500 650 225 3,000 650 300 
Guildford 2,300 1,150 290 2,300 1,150 290 
Portsmouth  1,700 600 180 1,800 600 195 
Basingstoke 1,250 750 160 1,500 550 290 
Eastbourne 975 500 100 1,175 550 130 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. 
 

Figure 1.8, below, shows the comparative change in retail rents between 2002 
and 2007 in selected centres across the South East. Clearly much of the 
increase in rental prices is accountable to inflation. Despite this, the 
comparative increases can highlight changes within the local market. 
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Portsmouth prime retail rents increase by only 6% within the evaluation 
period, despite the huge investment for the Gunwhalf Quays retail 
development. Southampton is clearly outstripping Portsmouth in terms of 
retail rental values, in both absolute terms and growth. 

 
Figure 1.8: Change in Retail Rents 2002 - 2007 

Location % Increase in 
Principal Rents 

%    Increase in 
Secondary Rents 

% Increase in 
out of town rents 

Eastbourne 21 10 30 
Basingstoke 20 -27 81 
Southampton 20 0 33 
Portsmouth  6 0 8 
Guildford 0 0 0 
Canterbury -18 0 0 

 Source: VOA 
 
Figure 1.9, below, shows residential building land values in the South East. In 
2002 large sites for residential uses, of over 2 ha were valued at just over two 
million pounds per hectare. By 2007, the value had increased by 55% to £3.1 
million. This growth was amongst the lowest in the region, although values 
were fairly high in 2002 in Portsmouth and the rarity of it coming to market. 
 
Figure 1.9: Residential Building Land Values  

  2002 2007   
Location Small 

Sites (for 
less than 
5 
houses) 
£ per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 
Ha) £ per 
Ha 

Small Sites 
(for less 
than 5 
houses) £ 
per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 Ha) 
£ per Ha 

% Average 
Change 
Small Sites 

% 
Average 
Change 
Bulk 
Land 

Eastbourne 1,750,000 1,025,000 2,400,000 2,100,000 37 105 
Ryde, Isle of White  1,000,000 850,000 1,750,000 1,650,000 75 94 
Folkestone 1,460,000 1,225,000 2,400,000 2,150,000 64 76 
Guildford 3,150,000 3,150,000 5,750,000 5,500,000 83 75 
Southampton 2,500,000 2,400,000 3,950,000 3,850,000 58 60 
Portsmouth  2,100,000 2,000,000 3,100,000 3,100,000 48 55 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 
1.7 Local Economic Context 
 

This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period.  Figure 1.10, below, illustrates unemployment 
numbers and rates in selected Local Authority Districts across the South East 
between 2002 and 2007.  
 
At the start of the evaluation period, Havant’s claimant count rate (2.4%) was 
almost double the Hampshire rate (1.1%) although still below that of Great 
Britain (2.7%). This equated to around 650 claimants. By 2007 the District’s 
claimant count rate had increased to 1.8%, exceeding that of Hampshire 
(1.2%) and the regional rate (1.6%) (Figure 1.10). 
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Figure 1.10: Claimant Counts 2002-2007 
  2002 2007   

  Number Rate Number Rate Change in Claimant 
Rate 02-07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
In terms of skill levels, in 200521, some 13.8% of the working age population 
in Havant District possessed no qualifications. By 2007, this had decreased by 
3.3%, to 10.5%. This was above the rate for Hampshire (8.7%), comparable to 
regionally (9.6%) but lower than nationally (13.1%). In terms of higher skill 
levels, in 2007 some 25.5% of the working age population possessed NVQ 
Level 4 qualifications or higher. This increased by some (7.5%) between 2005 
and 2007. This compares to a 1.3% increase regionally and 2.1% increase 
nationally in the same period (Figure 1.11).   

  
Figure 1.11: Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS 
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In 2002, there were some 38,900 employees in Havant District. By 2006 this 
had decreased to some 38,500, a decrease of 0.9%. This compares to an 
increase in Hampshire of 2.9% during the same period. The region witnessed 
a small net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst national job growth was 
2.8% (Figure 1.12). 

 
Figure 1.12: Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 

  2002 2006 
% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

 
In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002, residents of Havant 
District’s average wage was £374.3, by 2007 this had increased to £425.0 
(13.5%). This compares to a 14.5% increase in wages in Hampshire,  a 14.8% 
increase regionally, and an increase of 16.9% nationally (Figure 1.13).  
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Figure 1.13: Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 
 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 
 

1.8 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.14, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the Harts Farm 
Way project. 
 
Figure 1.14: Harts Farm Way Logic chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

To acquire and remediate Site 4 for employment use as part 
of a wider regeneration strategy for the Broadmarsh area.  

Inputs Funding. 
Activities Land acquisition, demolition and partial remediation, 

junction and infrastructure works. 
Outputs Brownfield land remediation and private sector leverage. 
Outcomes Improved access to Broadmarsh Industrial Estate - 

following infrastructure works at Teardrop junction – has 
facilitated investment activity in the area. 

Wider impacts Benefits to local population of increased economic activity 
in the Broadmarsh area. 

Source: WME, 2008 
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2.  PROJECT OUTPUTS  
 
2.1 Summary of SEEDA outputs 
 

Figure 2.1, below, summaries SEEDA outputs associate with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of SEEDA outputs 

 Achieved In progress Planned 
Brownfield land 
remediation  

4.17 hectares 0 0 

Highways 
infrastructure  

New traffic signal 
controlled “tear 
drop” roundabout 
junction. 
 

0 0 

Private sector 
leverage 

0  0 £22.5m* 

Public sector 
leverage 

£0.25m 0 0 

Commercial 
floorspace 
developed 

0 0 16,275m2** 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded 

0 0 465*** 

Highways  0 0 Traffic signals on 
the “Rusty Cutter” 
roundabout at 
Bedhampton. 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: 
*£4.5m Development Agreement with Dwyer (March 2006) plus £0.5m Dwyer expenditure 
on planning/masterplanning plus £17.5m GDV estimate (Dwyer Plc’s Development Proposal, 
2006).    
** Outputs informed by Site 4’s Masterplan developed by Rummey Design Associates. 
***Job numbers estimated on basis of average of standard employment densities for B1 
Office; B2 General Industrial and B8 Storage and Warehousing (see Figure 2.3 below). 
 

2.2 Outputs achieved to date 
 

Currently, Site 4 has been assembled, demolished and made secure. Despite 
the Development Agreement being in place, the sites planning requirements 
mean that the Site cannot be developed until the Traffic signal works at Rusty 
Cutter Roundabout have been completed.  As a direct result of SEEDA’s 
activity on Site 4, HCC have constructed a new cycle way from the Teardrop 
junction to the Harts Farm Way site at a cost of approximately £250,000. 
 
Figure 2.2, below, indicates the outputs achieved to date. 
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Figure 2.2: Project outputs achieved to date 
 SEEDA 

outputs 
Other 
outputs 

Total 
outputs 

Brownfield land 
remediation 

4.17 ha 0 4.17 ha 

Highways 
infrastructure  

New traffic signal 
controlled “tear 
drop” roundabout 
junction. 

0 New traffic signal 
controlled “tear 
drop” roundabout 
junction 

Private sector 
leverage 

0 0 0 

Public sector 
leverage 

0.25 0 0.25 

Removal of an 
eyesore 

Relocation of the 
HBC Depot 

0 Relocation of the 
HBC Depot 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
 
2.3 Outputs “in progress” 
 

Without confirmation of a formal start date for the Rusty Cutter 
infrastructure works there are no outputs which can be considered “in 
progress”. 

 
2.4       Planned outputs 
 

This section sets out the Project’s planned outputs.  These outputs have been 
informed by Site 4’s Masterplan developed by Rummey Design Associates.  
The proposal is at outline stage and therefore the mix is likely to change when 
detailed planning consent is sought.  At present, the proposed development is 
a maximum of 16,275m2 floorspace comprising a mixture of B1, B2 and B8.  

 
In the absence of further information, we have used an average of standard 
employment densities for B1 Office; B2 General Industrial and B8 Storage and 
Warehousing. This is set out below (Figure 2.3) and provides an average 
employment density of 1 job per 35 m2.   On this basis, in very broad terms, 
the proposed development is likely to generate in the region of 465 gross jobs 
if the application seeks the full 16,275m2 of floorspace.   

 
Figure 2.3: Average standard employment densities for B1, B2 and B8 

Use Class Employment Density Source 
B1 - General office 1 job per 21m2  (gross) SERPLAN, 1997 
B2 – General Industry  1 job per 34m2  (gross) EP, 2003 
B8 – Storage and 
Distribution 

1 job per 50 m2 (gross) EP, 2003 

Average 1 job per 35 m2  
 

The planned outputs also include the infrastructure works at the Rusty Cutter 
roundabout which are crucial to unlocking Site 4 for development from a 
planning perspective. 

 
Figure 2.4, below, details the Project’s planned outputs.   
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Figure 2.4: Planned outputs 
 SEEDA outputs Other outputs Total outputs 
Commercial 
floorspace 
developed 

16,275m2* 0 16,275m2* 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded 

465** 0 465** 

Private Sector 
leverage 

£22.5m*** 0 £22.5m*** 

Infrastructure An internal access 
road for Site 4. 
 

0 An internal access 
road for Site 4. 
 

Highways  
 
 

Traffic signals on 
the “Rusty Cutter” 
roundabout at 
Bedhampton. 

0 Traffic signals on 
the “Rusty Cutter” 
roundabout at 
Bedhampton. 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: 
*£4.5m Development Agreement with Dwyer (March 2006) plus £0.5m Dwyer expenditure 
on planning/masterplanning plus £17.5m GDV estimate (Dwyer Plc’s Development Proposal, 
2006).    
** Outputs informed by Site 4’s Masterplan developed by Rummey Design Associates. 
***Job numbers estimated on basis of average of standard employment densities for B1 
Office; B2 General Industrial and B8 Storage and Warehousing (see Figure 2.3 below). 
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3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
3.1   Total and in-scope Agresso expenditure data 
 

In March 2002, Site 4’s original expenditure of £3,836,086 was approved 
through an F2 Form.   
 
A subsequent Form 3B, dated 5 May 2005, requested an increase of approved 
expenditure from £3,836,086 to £5,480,000.  This enabled SEEDA to meet 
its planning obligations prior to selection of a development partner and 
disposal of the site.   
 
A further Form 3B, dated 19 June 2006, requested a further increase of 
expenditure from £5,655,000 to £6,466,635.  This was requested to enable 
the SEEDA to cover the actual tendered costs of the road junction and fees. 
 
As the costs for the Teardrop Junction continued to increase, SEEDA made 
the decision to establish a separate project for this aspect of work (SE22914) 
and Form 2a (dated August 2006) approved expenditure of £4.3m for this 
infrastructure work. 
 
Figure 3.1, below, provides a breakdown of SEEDA’s approved expenditure. 
 
Figure 3.1: Breakdown of SEEDA funding.  

Component Expenditure 
committed 

SEEDA acquired Site 4 from HBC at purchase price of £2.3m.   £3.8m 
Infrastructure works - New traffic signal controlled “tear 
drop” roundabout junction. 

£4.3m 

Total £8.1m 
Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
 
Figure 3.2, below, sets out SEEDA’s expenditure for the relevant projects (SE 
14960 and SE 22914) for the period covered by this evaluation.  As 
highlighted in Section 1.3 (above), Project SE 13867 - Southmoor Park and 
Havant Borough Council Land (Site 6) – has been excluded from the 
evaluation.   
 
Figure 3.2: Timing of SEEDA investment 

Financial Year SEEDA spend 
(£000) 

2002/03 £0.5m 
2003/04 £1.0m 
2004/05 £0.02m 
2005/06 £0.4m 
2006/07 £3.1m 
Total in-scope (02-07) spend £5.0m 
2007/08 £0.7m 
Pre-2002/03 spend £2.5m 
Difference in approved expenditure £0.1m 
Total SEEDA Commitment £8.2m 

Source: Agresso Financial System 
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3.2    Leveraged spend 
 

Total leveraged spend on the former J&J site achieved to date has been 
restricted to £0.25m from HCC for a cycle path.  Planned private sector 
leverage is estimated to total £22.5m.  Details of this private sector leverage 
are set out in Figure 3.3 (below). 
 
Figure 3.3: Planned private sector leverage at Harts Farm Way 
Private Total Expenditure 

Committed (£m) 
Purpose 

Land sale and 
development 
agreement with Dyer 
Plc (plus planning 
activities) 

5.0 

Gross Development 
Value 

17.5m 

Development of Site 4 

Total £22.5m  
Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 

 
3.3    Income from Land Sales 

 
No land sales have been made for Site 4. 
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4.  CONSULTATION FINDINGS 
 

In addition to the SEEDA project management team, WME interviewed 
senior representatives from the key project partners, specifically Havant 
Borough Council and the Highways Agency. We also consulted with a senior 
Director from SEEDA’s appointed Agents Hellier Langston who provided 
contextual background to the site.  We also spoke to an Officer from 
Hampshire County Council who was able to comment on their role as the 
Highways Authority for Hampshire. 
 
Dwyer Plc was not able to comment on the project owing to on-going 
commercial sensitivities related to their involvement in Site 4. 
 
SEEDA consider that there investment in Site 4 will be instrumental in 
unlocking a key development site within an area of huge strategic potential; 
given its prominent location (adjacent to the A27).  They base this claim on 
the following factors: 
 
• The belief that without SEEDA’s involvement, the site would have 

remained vacant due to two key development constraints: 
• Congestion due to poor road access to the site – outline planning 

consent had significant highways implications involving two separate 
junctions, which SEEDA argue a developer would have been extremely 
reluctant to fund; and 

• The need to relocate HBC’s depot – a critical element of unlocking Site 
4 was the provision of suitable local alterative accommodation – at 
significant cost - for the Depot.  This, SEEDA argue was imperative to 
unlocking the site as HBC lacked the resources internally to relocate 
the Depot.  SEEDA argue that their transfer solution for the Depot not 
only enabled the Council to proceed financially but also allowed them 
to do so with the necessary 100% service provision at a reduced rent 
due to the short-term excluded lease introduced by the Agency. 

  
Havant Borough Council (HBC) also confirmed the key strategic importance 
of the site. They welcomed SEEDA’s catalytic support both for the Council’s 
Broadmarsh Regeneration Strategy and for working with the Council on an 
innovative solution for Site 4. This enabled them to relocate their Depot 
whilst providing unbroken service provision and achieving their wider 
objective of releasing – in due course – a critically important development 
site for the Broadmarsh area.    

 
HBC concurred that the Junction works at both Teardrop and the Rusty 
Cutter Roundabout have and will be – critical as these have been significant 
development blockages in the past.  HBC were also supportive of SEEDA’s 
assistance and confirmed that whilst they were not able to contribute to the 
project financially, the Council did act in regulatory capacity in support of the 
planning process. 

 
HBC also confirmed the significant importance of the relocation of the Depot 
as part of any development solution for Site 4.  Our consultations indicated 
that whilst the Depot could have been restructured within the site, it would 
have been problematic from an engineering and design perspective given the 
site of buildings. At the same time it would have been counter to the wider 
strategic objective of creating a business park environment with higher value 
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uses.  It is doubtful, whether a developer would have been able to deliver this 
solution for HBC.  

 
HBC believed that the failure of ProLogis, (a major distribution/logistics 
developer) to progress Site 6 (a key neighbouring site to Site 4) having 
previously acquired it from IBM, should be taken as evidence for other 
Developer’s inability to find commercially viable development solutions for 
sites in the Broadmarsh area.  This, HBC argued, could further be used as 
evidence for the limited possible development for the site in any deadweight 
assessment for Site 4.  Particularly as SEEDA’s purchase of Site 6 in 2001 was 
the first release of land in the Broadmarsh area for ten years.   

 
Finally, HBC highlighted the changing of SEEDA’s project management staff 
as a potential drawback in terms of the project’s progress. Despite this, it was 
noted that the Agency’s consistently strong commitment to the project was 
influential in overcoming any side effects of this issue. 

 
When interviewed, the senior representative from Helliger Langston stated 
that HBC’s inability to afford to relocate their Depot would have resulted in 
the Council’s Depot remaining on Site 4.  This would therefore have resulted 
in this strategically critical site remaining occupied by HBC and underutilised.  

 
A number of consultees have raised significant concerns about the Project 
Partners working relationship with Hampshire County Council (HCC). In 
particularly in relation to the apparent delays to traffic signals work on the 
Rusty Cutter roundabout.  It has been suggested that the Council’s in-house 
Engineering Consultants have perhaps not treated the Rusty Cutter 
roundabout as the priority it is; given its critical role in the development of 
Site 4.  This perceived lack of priority has resulted in significant delay in the 
process.  For example, a number of consultees highlighted that HCC had 
failed to respond to the preliminary design package for the Rusty Cutter 
works within the original agreed timescales.  Detailed design package 
approval remains outstanding; despite its submission in June 2007.   
 
Another consultee suggested that the delay was a result of difficulties in 
defining the exact nature of the Rusty Cutter improvements. It was suggested 
that finalising the roundabout design took over four years as the technical 
solution kept changing. 

 
When interviewed, HCC stated that their role in relation to Site 4 was 
statutory rather than strategic.   HCC further commented that their role was 
that of the Highways Authority for Hampshire rather than as a project 
partner. They also highlighted the multi-agency nature of the Rusty Cutter 
improvement scheme, to stress the complexity of the development solution.  
This multi-agency approach was required due to the junction’s location which 
encompasses both HCC’s and the Highways Agency’s jurisdiction.  In 
addition, the junction development also involved Network Rail as part of the 
improvements involved rail restructuring work.   
 
HCC were willing to concede that there had been an unhelpful delay to the 
junction improvements. They indicated this was due to the multi-agency 
nature of the solution and the fact that the HCC’s role was that of fulfilling the 
statutory requirements rather than fulfilling the role of project partner.  As a 
result, the Rusty Cutter scheme was not as high a priority for the Council as it 
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could have been.  Unfortunately, Rusty Cutter was treated as a project 
requiring ratification just like any other project requiring HCC’s input. 
 
HCC did not feel able to comment on SEEDA’s role within the development of 
the Site 4 project as the Council perceive that they have not been involved in 
any wider Harts Farm Way Project Team.  HCC were clear that they should 
not be described as a project partner in relation to the Site 4 initiative.  
Furthermore, HCC believed strongly that they should have been more 
included in the team as a project partner from an early stage in the project 
process. 
  
HCC confirmed that the Council are still waiting to provide detailed design 
approval and work on the Rusty Cutter Roundabout will not begin until 
January 2009 at the earliest. 
 
Finally, HCC confirmed their belief that Site 4 would not have been brought to 
market by the private sector without SEEDA’s involvement.  They cited the 
significant cost of the Teardrop Junction works as the biggest single 
development constraint that would have prevented the private sector 
developing the Site 4. 
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5.  NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 

In order to quantify the actual economic impact of SEEDA’s intervention, we 
assess a series of factors in the IEF logic chain. In the absence of any 
occupants on site, precluding any survey work, we set out below the Gross 
Impacts of the intervention. Subsequently, a series of net effects are 
considered. These are adjustments based on discussions with key 
stakeholders involved in the project   
 
These adjustments include: 
 
• Deadweight: the proportion of output that would have been achieved 

anyway; 
• Displacement: the extent of output accounted for by lost market share 

(reduced outputs) elsewhere in the target area;  
• Leakage: The proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the 

projects target area/group;   
• Substitution:  If a firm substitutes one activity for another (within firm 

displacement); and 
• Multiplier effects: Further economic activity, be it jobs, income or 

supply chain expenditure associated with additional income and local 
supplier purchases.   

  
5.1 Gross Direct Effect 
 
 The realised gross direct outputs from the Harts Farm Way project are: 
 

• The remediation of 4.17 hectares of brownfield land; and 
• The leverage of £0.95m of private sector investment. 
 

5.2 Leakage 
 

Based on our consultation findings, we estimate that the proportion of the 
gross outputs – achieved to date - that have benefited residents from outside 
the target area is zero. 

 
5.3 Displacement assessment 
 

As discussed in Section 1.2 above, continuing deferment of the Rusty Cutter 
Roundabout works have delayed the commencement of development activity 
on Site 4.  We estimate that this absence of on-site development means that 
that zero activities have been displaced.  
 

5.4 Multiplier effects 
 

Given that few outputs have been generated, the multiplier is not relevant. 
 

5.5 Assessment of deadweight 
 

The original business case for Site 4 indicated that the “do nothing” scenario 
would have resulted in the site remaining undeveloped owing to its two major 
private sector development constraints, specifically: 
 
• The need for significant funding for necessary highway improvements to 

two separate junctions to address increased traffic volume and related 
congestion issues; and  
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• The significant cost of relocating HBC’s depot due to the need for suitable 

local alternative accommodation. 
 

The findings from our consultation programme have broadly supported 
SEEDA’s original business case.  Therefore, we believe if left to the market the 
site would have remained un-developed because of the prohibitively 
expensive major obstacles to development.   

 
5.6 Summary of net outputs and outcomes 
 

On the basis of the above, we consider that the gross and net outputs are the 
same, specifically: 
 

• The remediation of 4.17 hectares of brownfield land; and 
• Leverage of £0.25 million of public sector funding. 
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 

As highlighted in Section 4 (above), Site 4 (Harts Farm Way) provides an 
example of where SEEDA has been able to take forward an innovative 
suggestion from a Local Authority partner (HBC) and demonstrate the 
strategic vision, leadership and commitment to progress the project, despite 
numerous development challenges.  In particular, this Strategic Added Value 
(SAV) has been evidenced in SEEDA’s negotiation with the HBC and the 
Highways Agency in relation to the Teardrop junction and Depot transfer 
project activities.   The SAV aspects involved in the successful delivery of both 
the Teardrop junction works in April 2007 and the relocation of the Council 
Depot in April 2004 will be seen as major contributors to the eventual 
delivery of Site 4.   
 

6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
 

SEEDA have demonstrated a catalytic role in progressing Site 4’s 
development since the development solution was first suggested to the Agency 
in the early 2000s.  All consultees have highlighted SEEDA’s consistent 
commitment to the overall objective of the project and their role as promoting 
this development solution despite some scepticism from the key stakeholders 
and the private sector. 
 
As mentioned earlier, despite the fact that SEEDA’s individual project 
manager has changed during the course of the project, the Agency’s overall 
commitment to the objectives of the project have minimised the disruption 
that this would have caused.       

 
6.2  Strategic influence 
 

SEEDA demonstrated a clear understanding of the strategic importance of 
Site 4 in the delivery of the vision for the Broadmarsh area.  This strategic 
influence has been demonstrated at all stages of the negotiations with project 
partners in relation to the staged transfer of the Depot, the delivery of the 
Teardrop Junction works and the signing of the Development Agreement with 
Dwyer Plc.  Key aspects of this strategic influence highlighted during the 
consultation programme were SEEDA’s resources, strategic vision and 
flexibility.  
  

6.3 Leverage 
 

SEEDA have successfully signed a Development Agreement with Dwyer plc 
for £4.5m which has included a commitment to contribute to the Rusty Cutter 
roundabout and led to significant knock-investment in planning and the 
development of a Masterplan for Site 4. 

 
6.4 Synergy 
 

The effective alignment of HBC’s interest with SEEDA’s is a particularly good 
example of project synergy.  Both the Agency and the Local Authority were 
committed to addressing the Broadmarsh area’s development constraints: 
image, access and inappropriate land use.  To facilitate the release of critically 
important Site 4, HBC were keen to relocate their Depot to a smaller, more 
efficiently utilised site and SEEDA’s previous acquisition of Site 6 facilitated 
and enabled the transfer of this facility.  
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6.5 Engagement 
 

All consultees reported that SEEDA had played an active and informing role 
in terms of engaging with project partners and key stakeholders on a regular 
basis. 
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7.  LESSONS LEARNT FROM THE PROJECT 
 
7.1 Summary of review of good practice 
 

Despite the current delay in the development of Site 4 due to the deferment of 
the Rusty Cutter Roundabout works, a number of positive messages have 
emerged.  These are summarised below: 

 
1. There was widespread support from all consultees interviewed regarding 

SEEDA’s catalytic role in bringing forward an innovative development 
solution for Site 4. 

 
2. There was also strong support for the view that Site 4 would not have been 

brought to market by the private sector with SEEDA’s involvement; 
primarily due to the cost prohibitive development constraints related to 
the infrastructure and junction works required to obtain planning 
approval. 

 
3. SEEDA’s use of one development site (Site 6) to release a development 

restriction on an adjacent site (Site 4) was widely viewed as an extremely 
innovative approach that would only have worked with good relationships, 
trust and strong strategic leadership from the Agency.   

 
4. Linked to the above, the Agency’s innovative use of leases to enable the 

Depot to retain its service provision at a reduced rate, whilst the new 
Depot was planned and delivered. 

  
7.2 Summary of weaknesses and lessons learned 
 

There are a number of emerging lessons, specifically: 
 
1. SEEDA could have taken a stronger role in driving the process of the 

Rusty Cutter Roundabout forward either through a more inclusive 
approach to their dealings with HCC. For edxample bringing them on-
board as a project partner at an earlier stage of the process, or taking a 
stronger lead (alongside the Development Partner) in driving forward the 
Rusty Cutter Roundabout works. 

 
2. Bringing an additional “partner” on Board to the project late in the overall 

project can slow the momentum of the project; particularly if the project is 
not a critical priority for them.  For example, HCC’s involvement with the 
Rusty Cutter Roundabout infrastructure improvement was due to 
geographical location not technical imperative. 

 
7.3 Recommendations 
 

As a result of the research feeding this evaluation, it is recommended that: 
 
• There has been some confusion over HCC’s role in relation to the Harts 

Farm Way project.  SEEDA see the County Council as a project partner, 
whereas consultation has indicated that the Council see their role as a 
statutory rather than strategic.  This confusion has hampered progress 
and inevitably contributed to the delay in progressing the vital Rusty 
Cutter junction works.   
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• To address this confusion over roles, SEEDA need to clarify Project 
Partners roles earlier in the process to ensure that partners are bought 
into this process at an earlier stage.  This need to be clear about roles and 
responsibilities is particularly important when addressing multi-agency 
solutions such as the Rusty Cutter improvement scheme. 

 
• SEEDA could have taken a stronger role in driving the process of the 

Rusty Cutter Roundabout forward either through a more inclusive 
approach to their dealings with HCC in terms of the project generally; i.e. 
bringing them on-board as a project partner at an earlier stage of the 
process or taking a stronger lead in driving forward the Rusty Cutter 
Roundabout works. 
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ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 
 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
A1 Form No F2 Form dates this form as 12 

November 2001* 
Case Paper No Case Paper* 
1B Proposal Form No  
1B Presentation to PAB No  
Form F2 Yes Dated 25 March 2002 
2A Operational Delivery Form No  
3A Appraisal Form No  
3B Additional Expenditure Form Yes Dated 5 May 2005 
4 Completion Form No  
Notes: 
* These forms have not be recoverable from SEEDA’s file achieves. 
 
Additional Forms reviewed as part of the evaluation: 
 
• Project appraisal checklist for contribution to delivery of sustainable development 

(Attach to Case Paper and F2 Form) – approved March 2000. 
• Paper to the Major Projects Committee dated 5 July 2006. 
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Peter Cusdin  SEEDA 
David Holifield SEEDA 
 
Project Partners 
 
Frank Campbell Havant Borough Council (HBC) 
Dwyer Plc Unable to speak to us due to commercial 

sensitivities. 
 
Relevant project stakeholders  
 
Guy Beresford Highways Agency 
Steve Jenkins Hampshire County Council 
 
Local agents and developers 
 
Michael Green King Sturge 
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1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1 Overview 
 

This project involved the acquisition, remediation and associated 
infrastructure works for 4.7 ha of brownfield land to facilitate SEEDA’s 
disposal of serviced plots to owner occupiers and developers. 
 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the key characteristics of the Frater Gate 
Business Park project. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Frater Gate Business Park Project 

Programme Code SE91103 
Project Code SE14 896 
Project Type Land acquisition and remediation for 

employment use. 
SEEDA Project Managers Peter Cusdin and Jeremy Herring 
Original proposed Start Date* 1 November 2001* 
Original proposed End Date* 31 March 2003* 
Project Partners Gosport Borough Council (GBC) and 

Hampshire County Council (HCC).   
Notes: 
*As indicated on the original Form F2 (dated 19 December 2002). A later Form 3b (dated 28 
September 2004) revised this original end date to September 2004. 

 
1.2 Project background and history 
 

Frater Gate Business Park is located at Frater Gate just off the A32 Fareham 
Road, approximately 3 miles south of Junction 11 of the M27. The land was 
originally owned by the Ministry of Defence (MOD).  The Department’s initial 
proposals for the land involved a residential development by Abbey Homes, 
however, Gosport Borough Council (GBC) were not prepared to allow the 
planning application as the site had been designated for industrial use.   
 
Following this failed private sector development, SEEDA acquired the land 
through a public sector tendering processes during financial year 2001/2002.   
Owing to the nature of the tendering process, the private sector was not able 
to bid for land.  Following acquisition, SEEDA obtained outline planning 
permission for the site. This included a Section 278 agreement to undertake 
an infrastructure works programme for the provision of highway, access and 
infrastructure works to establish a new junction with Aerodrome Road and 
the A32. 
 
This work allowed the servicing of six individual plots, which were to be sold 
to either private sector developers or owner-occupiers.  Following an increase 
to the cost of the infrastructure works, SEEDA decided to divide the 
development into three phases, specifically: 
 
• Phase I: formation and sale of development plots C1 & C2 (sold as one 

site) and C3 – contractor awarded in January 2003; 
• Phase II: sale of development plots A and B; and   
• Phase III: sale of development D (pending). 
 
Key project partners were: Gosport Borough Council (GBC) and Hampshire 
County Council.  Significant stakeholders included: Strand Harbour 
Developments; Glenmore; and Rank Developments Ltd. 
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1.3 Original objectives of the project 
 

The original objectives of the project, as identified in the case paper, were to 
undertake the acquisition, remediation and associated infrastructure works 
for 4.7 ha of brownfield land. This would facilitate SEEDA’s disposal of 
serviced plots to owner occupiers and developers. 
 
The original F2 Form indicates that the original start date for the project to be 
November 2001 and the proposed end date was March 2003. 
 
In addition, during consultation, it was suggested that a further primary 
objective of the Frater Gate Business Park was to provide additional move-on 
space for expanding businesses from the adjacent Gosport Business Centre.   
  

1.4  Business case/Market failure argument 
 

Original Business Case 
 
The project’s original case paper highlighted a number of factors to support 
SEEDA’s business case for intervening in Frater Gate, specifically: 
 
• The shortage of serviced site for employment purposes.  It was 

suggested that, at the time of writing the case paper (November 2001), the 
Ministry of Defence (MoD) owned approximately 30% of all land in the 
Borough and 78% of development pipeline (i.e. current and upcoming 
land for development).  In addition, it was claimed that a significant 
amount of this land was otherwise allocated for residential uses or had 
been purchased by private sector house builders, therefore restricting the 
amount available for employment generating uses.  

 
• The borough’s poor recent economic performance.  The case paper 

highlighted Gosport’s below average economic activity rate of 64.5% and 
the town’s position in the 1999 index of Competitiveness; the Borough was 
considered the least competitive economy in the South East. 

 
• The town’s dependency on the Defence industry.  The case paper 

identified Gosport is one of the most Defence dependent economies in 
Europe, with approximately 9,000 people in the Borough directly 
employed by the Department and a further 8,000 employed in Defence 
dependent industries.  This combined total equates to 60% of employment 
within the Borough. 

 
• The impact of a number of MoD closures in recent years.  Linked to 

the defence dependency point above, the case paper highlighted the 
impact of these closures had had on Gosport’s high levels of 
unemployment. 

 
• The borough’s poor skills levels.  Skills levels in the town were 

identified as being generally lower in Gosport than in the rest of 
Hampshire and the South East as a whole. 

 
The original case paper also highlighted consultancy advice provided by real 
estate advisers Vail Williams, who suggested that the land at Frater Gate was 
the principal development opportunity realistically available in the Gosport 
area in the foreseeable future.  Vail Williams also supported GBC’s view that 
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at the time of project’s inception, industrial estates were very nearly fully 
occupied and the supply of industrial premises was not meeting demand in 
either quantity or quality. 
 
Market Failure Argument 
 
As part of the project preparations, Vail Williams were asked to comment on 
whether they felt market failure would occur for the land at Frater Gate. 
  
Vail Williams advice, as included in the case paper, stated that there was a 
shortage of land available for development in the M27 corridor and a healthy 
demand for new buildings. Therefore, there should be strong demand for an 
employment site.Vail Williams also identified a number of specific issues – 
pertinent to 2001/02 - that could potentially lead to market failure, 
specifically: 

 
• Gosport was not highly regarded by the property industry.  Frater Gate 

was argued to benefit from being on the north side of the Town, within 
reasonable distance of Fareham and the M27 but was still considered to be 
tarnished by its location within Gosport. 

• The A32’s strong reputation for congestion, particularly at peak travelling 
times.   

• The size of the site, which may deter many purchasers – particularly 
owner-occupiers seeking smaller plots. 

• The fact that the majority of the accommodation is likely to be from 
companies seeking starter or move-on accommodation up to 5,000 sq ft, 
may deter property market companies/developers who would be unwilling 
to operate in this management intensive market place. 

 
As a result of the above factors, Vail Williams concluded that there is a high 
potential for market failure. 

 
1.5  Historic review of local property 

 
This section presents a brief review of the local commercial market in 
Portsmouth. It draws on data provided by the Valuation Office Agency (VOA) 
between 2002 and 2007.  These secondary data sources have been 
supplemented with interviews with commercial property agents active in the 
local area.  

 
Interviews with local agents indicated the local market is sub-regional, and 
follows the M27. Due to land constraints to the south, and the rural nature of 
the land to the north, there is a natural corridor along the M27 from 
Portsmouth to Southampton. There is also a smaller corridor along the A3 
from Portsmouth into East Hampshire.  
 
Agents report that demand for renting industrial floorspace has been growing 
steadily year on year. Portsmouth has reinvented its image from one that is 
quite ‘second rate’, especially when compared to Southampton, to a premier 
location.  Rents have risen as a result. The main commercial market in the 
area are marine or defence orientated. Due to the geographical constraints 
development land does not often come onto the market, and when it is 
developed, it tends to be let quickly.  

 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

WM Enterprise  
 

203

Data obtained from the VOA on rental values for industrial units shows rental 
values of industrial floorspace in the Portsmouth from £100 per m2 for small 
units to £63 per m2 for units of over 1,000 m2 (Figure 1.2). Industrial rents 
increased by some 11% between 2002 and 2007, the same rate as Crawley and 
Medway Towns. This compares to a 42% increase experienced in Canterbury, 
and 32% in the Isle of White during our evaluation period.  

 
Figure 1.2: Rental Values Industrial Floorspace 2002 - 2007 

£/m2  2002 2007  
Location 25-75 

m2 
150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

1,000 
m2 

25-75 
m2 

150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

c. 
1,000 
m2 

 % Average 
Change 
2002-2007 

Eastbourne 80 65 52 35 85 85 64 57 25 
Medway Towns 72 62 54 52 80 69 63 55 11 
Portsmouth  100 90 70 63 102 90 85 80 11 
Southampton 110 90 75 65 105 90 85 80 6 
Guildford/ 
Egham* 

140 113 103 100 140 113 108 100 1 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. October 2002 – January 2007 * 2002 data is 
Guildford only. 
 

 
In terms of offices, agents considered Portsmouth to have become a good 
location, thanks to developments such as the Spinnaker Tower. Historically, 
however, it was seen as quite ’shabby’ compared to Southampton. 
 
The figures available bear this out, with an increase of 27% on rental prices for 
over 1,000 m2. Southampton, in absolute terms only grew by 7%. For smaller 
office space, the figures for Portsmouth are a growth of 13%, and no growth at 
all for Southampton. (Figure 1.3) In spite of this, the values of office rental are 
still considerably below Southampton, or locations such as Guildford.  

 
Figure 1.3: Rental Values – Offices 2002 - 2007 

£/m2  2002 2007     
Location Town Centre 

(over 1,000 m2) 
Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

Town Centre 
(over 1,000 
m2) 

Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (1,000 
m2 +) 2002 - 
2007 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (150 400 
m2) 2002 - 
2007 

Basingstoke 200 165 160 160 -20 -3 
Portsmouth  110 120 140 135 27 13 
Canterbury 75 90 85 90 13 0 
Southampton 210 230 225 230 7 0 
Eastbourne 58 62 N/A N/A ~ ~ 
Guildford N/A N/A 270 275 ~ ~ 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 

In terms of retail, in 2002, Prime location town centre rents were some 
£1,700 per m2 per year; approximately £1,000 lower than Canterbury. Prime 
rents had increased to some £1,800by 2007, substantially lower than other 
centres of a similar size in the region (Figure 1.4).   
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Figure 1.4: Retail Rents 2002 -2007  
£/m2/ann  2002   2007   
Location Prime 

Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre 
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse 
(£/m2/ann) 

Prime 
Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse  
(£/m2/ann) 

Canterbury 2,750 1,000 175 2,250 1,000 175 
Southampton 2,500 650 225 3,000 650 300 
Guildford 2,300 1,150 290 2,300 1,150 290 
Portsmouth  1,700 600 180 1,800 600 195 
Basingstoke 1,250 750 160 1,500 550 290 
Eastbourne 975 500 100 1,175 550 130 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. 
 

Figure 1.5, below, shows the comparative change in retail rents between 2002 
and 2007 in selected centres across the South East. Clearly much of the 
increase in rental prices is accountable to inflation. Despite this, the 
comparative increases can highlight changes within the local market. 
Portsmouth prime retail rents increase by only 6% within the evaluation 
period, despite the huge investment for the Gunwhalf Quays retail 
development. Southampton is clearly outstripping Portsmouth in terms of 
retail rental values, in both absolute terms and growth. 

 
Figure 1.5: Change in Retail Rents 2002 - 2007 

Location % Increase in 
Principal Rents 

%    Increase in 
Secondary Rents 

% Increase in 
out of town rents 

Eastbourne 21 10 30 
Basingstoke 20 -27 81 
Southampton 20 0 33 
Portsmouth  6 0 8 
Guildford 0 0 0 
Canterbury -18 0 0 

 Source: VOA.  
 
Figure 1.6, below, shows residential building land values in the South East. In 
2002 large sites for residential uses, of over 2 ha were valued at just over two 
million pounds per Hectare. By 2007, the value had increased by 55% to £3.1 
million. This growth was amongst the lowest in the region, although values 
were fairly high to begin with. One possible reason for this is the constrained 
nature of land availability in Portsmouth and the rarity of it coming to market. 
 
Figure 1.6: Residential Building Land Values  

  2002 2007   
Location Small 

Sites (for 
less than 
5 
houses) 
£ per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 
Ha) £ per 
Ha 

Small Sites 
(for less 
than 5 
houses) £ 
per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 Ha) 
£ per Ha 

% Average 
Change 
Small Sites 

% 
Average 
Change 
Bulk 
Land 

Eastbourne 1,750,000 1,025,000 2,400,000 2,100,000 37 105 
Ryde, Isle of White  1,000,000 850,000 1,750,000 1,650,000 75 94 
Folkestone 1,460,000 1,225,000 2,400,000 2,150,000 64 76 
Guildford 3,150,000 3,150,000 5,750,000 5,500,000 83 75 
Southampton 2,500,000 2,400,000 3,950,000 3,850,000 58 60 
Portsmouth  2,100,000 2,000,000 3,100,000 3,100,000 48 55 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
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1.6 Local Economic Context  
 
This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period.  
 
Figure 1.7 shows unemployment numbers and rates in selected Local 
Authority Districts across the South East between 2002 and 2007.  
 
At the start of the evaluation period, Gosport’s claimant count rate (1.4%) was 
at the lower range of Districts in the region. The claimant count rate was 
slightly above that of Hampshire (1.1%), but still below that of Great Britain 
(2.7%). This equated to around 650 claimants. By 2007 the District’s claimant 
count rate had increased to 1.8%, exceeding that of Hampshire (1.2%) and the 
regional (1.6%) (Figure 1.7). 

 
Figure 1.7: Claimant Counts 2002-2007.  

  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
In terms of skill levels, in 200522, some 14.8% of the working age population 
in Gosport District possessed no qualifications. By 2007, this had decreased 
by 5.4%, to 9.4%. This was slightly above the rate for Hampshire (8.7%), 
comparable to regionally (9.6%) but lower than nationally (13.1%). In terms of 
higher skill levels, in 2007 some 18.6% of the working age population 
possessed NVQ Level 4 qualifications or higher. This decreased slightly by 
(0.4%) between 2005 and 2007. This compares to a 1.3% increase regionally 
and 2.1% nationally in the same period (Figure 1.8). 

  

                                                      
22 This was the earliest data available that was consistent with 2007 data.  
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Figure 1.8: Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS 
 

In 2002, there were some 19,800 employees in Gosport District. By 2006 this 
had increased to just under 20,000, a rise of just 1.0%. This compares to an 
increase in Hampshire of 2.9%during the same period. The region witnessed a 
small net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst national job growth was 2.8% 
(Figure 1.9). 

 
Figure 1.9: Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 

  2002 2006 
% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002, residents of Gosport 
District’s average wage was £325.0, by 2007 this had increased to £421.5 
(29.7%). This compares to a 14.5% increase in wages in Hampshire,  a 14.8% 
increase regionally, and an increase of 16.9% nationally (Figure 1.10). 
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Figure 1.10: Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 
 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 
 
1.7 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.11, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for Frater Gate 
project. 
 
Figure 1.11: Frater Gate Logic chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

The acquisition and remediation of brownfield land and 
associated infrastructure to facilitate SEEDA’s disposal of 
serviced plots to owner occupiers and developers.  A 
subsequent rationale, highlighted during consultation 
exercise, involved the provision of move-on space for 
expanding businesses from the adjacent Gosport Business 
Centre.   

Inputs Funding and expertise. 
Activities Acquisition and remediation of brownfield land plus 

associated infrastructure works (i.e. provision of highway 
access and a new junction with Aerodrome Road and the 
A32) to facilitate SEEDA’s disposal of serviced plots to 
owner occupiers and developers.   

Outputs Brownfield land acquisition and remediation; FTE jobs 
created and safeguarded; private sector leverage and 
infrastructure works. 

Outcomes Increased employment and improved investor confidence in 
Gosport. 

Wider impacts Benefits to local population of increased economic activity in 
the Gosport area. 

Source: WME, 2008 
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2.  Project Outputs  
 
2.1    Summary of SEEDA outputs 
 

Figure 2.1, summarises all SEEDA outputs associated with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of all SEEDA outputs 

 Achieved In progress Planned 
Brownfield land 
Acquisition 

4.7 ha 0 0 

Brownfield land 
Remediation   

4.7 ha 0 0.5 

Residential Units 0 0 10 
Commercial floor 
space developed 

8,204m2 0 0 

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

186 0 0 

Infrastructure 
works 

Provision of 
highway, access 
and a new junction 
with Aerodrome 
Road and the A32 

0 0 

Private sector 
leverage 

£8.7m* 
 

0 £2.0m** 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes:  
*Land sales £1.2m plus GDV of £7.5m (SEEDA Development Appraisal). 
**SEEDA estimate based on local residential benchmarks. 
 

2.2   Outputs achieved to date 
 

To date (August 2008), the Frater Gate Business Park project is close to 
completion.  All of the 4.7 ha of acquired land has been remediated, the 
infrastructure works have been completed and four plots of land have been 
sold to three separate developers.  There remains one outstanding plot, which 
was part of the original acquisition from the MOD but outside of Frater Gate 
Business Park.  This site is developer-ready (i.e. it requires no further 
infrastructure expenditure).  SEEDA are currently undertaking a review of 
their assets, but the expectation is that the Plot will be marketed and sold for 
residential development in due course.  Figure 2.2, below, indicates the 
outputs achieved to date. 
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Figure 2.2: Project outputs achieved to date 
 SEEDA outputs Other outputs Total outputs 
Brownfield land 
Acquisition 

4.7 ha 0 4.7 ha 

Brownfield land 
reclamation  

4.7 ha 0 4.7 ha 

Commercial floor 
space developed 

8,204m2 0 8,204m2 

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

186 0 186  

Infrastructure 
works 

Provision of 
highway, access 
and a new junction 
with Aerodrome 
Road and the A32 

0 Provision of 
highway, access 
and a new junction 
with Aerodrome 
Road and the A32 

Private sector 
leverage 

£8.7m* 0 £8.7m* 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: *Land sales £1.2m plus GDV of £7.5m (SEEDA Development Appraisal). 
 

2.3    Outputs “in progress” 
 

There are no outputs which can be categorised as “in progress”. 
 
2.4    Planned outputs 
 

Within Frater Gate Business Park a final plot (Plot D) of approximately 0.5 ha 
in size remains.  SEEDA are currently undertaking a review of their assets, but 
the expectation is that the Plot will be marketed and sold for residential 
development in due course. 
 
Figure 2.3, below, details the Project’s planned outputs.   
 
Figure 2.3: Planned outputs 

 SEEDA outputs Other outputs Total outputs 
Brownfield land 
reclamation 

0.5 ha 0 0.5 ha 

Residential Units 10 0 10 
Private sector 
leverage 

£2.0m* 0 £2.0m* 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: *SEEDA estimate based on local residential benchmarks. 
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3.  Financial Review 
 
3.1    Total and in-scope Agresso expenditure data 
 

SEEDA’s Form F2, dated 19 December 2002, approved expenditure for the 
Frater Gate Business Park project of £2.9m (of which £1.7m had been spent 
previously).  This represented a £100k increase in SEEDA’s projected project 
expenditure as outlined in the case paper.  Figure 3.1, provides an indicative 
breakdown of SEEDA’s original projected capital expenditure against activity. 
 
Figure 3.1: Indicative breakdown of SEEDA’s F2 expenditure 
Activity  Expenditure (£) 
Site / Building purchase 1,500,000 
Associated on-costs 152,000 
Allowance for Infrastructure works 
programme 

875,000 

Other capital costs 
(consultant/professional fees etc) 

375,000 

Total capital costs 2,902,500 
Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
 
In September 2004, a Form 3b was approved which increased the original F2 
approval from £2.9m to £3.6m.  This £700k increase covered the works for 
conducting the infrastructure and access works to facilitate the development 
of plots A & B. 
 
The original F2 form contained an allowance of £875,000 to carry out the on-
site infrastructure and access works for all six sites plus a new junction with 
the main approach to the site (the A32).  The returned tenders indicated that 
the amounts required to do this work were well in excess of the allowance 
within the F2 form, therefore it was decided to phase the works and carry out 
the second phase (plots A&B) once receipts had been realised from the sale of 
development plots C1, 2 and C3.   
 
Finally, the approval was increased by a further £180,000 to balance an 
earlier allocation of costs to the Gosport Business Centre. Therefore, final 
SEEDA gross approved was £3,782,500. 

 
In the period covered by this evaluation, £3.9m was invested as illustrated in 
Figure 3.2 (below).  
 
Figure 3.2: Timing of SEEDA’s investment 
Financial Year  SEEDA spend  

(£) 
2002/03 928,862 
2003/04 576,898 
2004/05 760,874 
2005/06 (31,675) 
2006/07 (7,568) 
Total in-scope spend 2,227,391 
Pre-2002 1,608,882 
2007/08 30,069 
Difference in approved expenditure (83,843) 
Total SEEDA Commitment 3,866,343 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
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3.2    Leveraged spend 

 
The project levered in approximately £8.7m of private sector investment.  
Details of this private sector leverage are set out in Figure 3.3 below. 
 
Figure 3.3: Planned private sector leverage at Harts Farm Way 
Private Total Expenditure 

Committed (£m) 
Purpose 

Land sales 1.2m 
Gross Development 
Value 

7.5m* 
Development of the 
Frater Gate site. 

Total £8.7m  
Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: SEEDA Development Appraisal. 

 
3.3  Income received from land sales 
 

Figure 3.4 provides a breakdown of land sales achieved to date. 
 
Figure 3.4: Land sales on Frater Gate Business Park 

PHASE I 
Plot Date of sale Purchaser Amount (£) 
C1 & C2 December 2004 Strand Harbour 280,000 
C3 February 2006 Glenmore Estates 212,000 
PHASE II 
Plot Date of sale Purchaser Amount (£) 
A December 2006 Rank 

Developments Ltd 
251,260 

B - Rank 
Developments Ltd 

411,000 

TOTAL   1,154,260 
Source: *Sourced following consultation with SEEDA Project Manager.  Additional figure of 
£24k of miscellaneous disposals has been excluded. 
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4.  Consultation Findings 
 

In addition to the SEEDA project management team, WME interviewed 
senior representatives from the key project partners and stakeholders 
specifically Gosport Borough Council (GBC) and the Highways Agency.  In 
addition, we consulted with senior Directors from property agents Hellier 
Langston and King Sturge, who provided contextual background to the site. 
 
As part of our consultation programme we also interviewed 14 of the 20 on-
site business occupiers. 
 
Project Partner  
  
HBC highlighted the significant role of the successful Gosport Business Centre 
in supporting the development of the adjacent Frater Gate Business Park.  
The Gosport Business Centre, which is managed and operated by Basepoint 
for SEEDA, is located on the A32 Fareham Road, between Gosport and 
Fareham and was opened in 2004.  Since its opening it has been operating at 
consistently high occupancy rates. 
 
HBC also indicated that the Business Case for the intervention consisted of a 
number of issues, specifically: 
 
• The lack of employment land available in Gosport; 
• The low job and business density in the area; 
• Manufacturing decline; and  
• rationalisation of the MoD. 
 
HBC also commented on the smooth nature of the planning process for the 
Frater Gate Business Park. HBC did state that they had originally fought 
against the partial D4 land use on Plot C3 (Oaklands) as they would have 
preferred B1, B2, or B8 usage. 
 
When asked about the market failure element of SEEDA’s intervention HBC 
indicated that if the site had been available on the open market a private 
developer would have developed the site.  Specifically, it was suggested 
during the consultation that the developer responsible for Heritage Business 
Park had publically expressed that they would have taken the development 
opportunity forward.  Despite this, HBC did suggest that SEEDA’s 
involvement had improved the quality of the eventual output then would 
have been produced if the market had undertaken the work.  This is because 
the eventual developers were able to work with the occupiers to build specific 
facilities to meet their business requirements, rather than the generic 
business unit development that would have been built. 
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On-site business occupiers 
 
As part of our consultation exercise we interviewed 14 on-site businesses who 
provided input on job outputs and the relative impacts of the Frater Gate 
Business Park on their business and their views on the project generally. 
 
Figure 4.1, below, provides a summary overview of those consultations. 
 
Figure 4.1: Outputs from on-site business occupiers 

 Gross jobs 
on site 

Leakage Displacement Multiplier* Deadweight 
(%) 

Net Jobs 

Company 1 6 0 2 1.44 50 3 
Company 2 11 0 0 1.44 0 16 
Company 3 16 0 12 1.44 0 6 
Company 4 3 0 2 1.44 100 0 
Company 5 6 0 3 1.44 0 4 
Company 6 4 0 0 1.44 0 6 
Company 7 22 0 22 1.44 0 0 
Company 8 10 0 4 1.44 50 4 
Company 9 5 0 4 1.44 100 0 
Company 10 23 0 13 1.44 80 3 
Company 11 4 0 4 1.44 0 0 
Company 12 4 0 2 1.44 50 1 
Company 13 12 0 6 1.44 0 9 
Company 14 4 0 2 1.44 50 1 
TOTAL 130     53 
Source: WME, 2008 
Notes: *In line with the SQW/PA Consulting Guidance ‘Implementing the RDA Impact 
Evaluation Framework’, a multiplier of 1.44 has been assumed for these projects.   
 
As we were unable to contact a total of 6 businesses on site we have estimated 
their outputs based on findings from our primary research.  These outputs 
are summarised in Figure 4.2 (below). 
 
Figure 4.2: Estimated outputs for non-contactable on-site business occupiers 
 Gross jobs on 

site 
Leakage Additionality 

ratio from 
interviewed 
sample 

Net Jobs 

Company 15 9 0 0.41 3.8 
Company 16 9 0 0.41 3.8 
Company 17 9 0 0.41 3.8 
Company 18 9 0 0.41 3.8 
Company 19 9 0 0.41 3.8 
Company 20 9 0 0.41 3.8 
TOTAL 56   23 

 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 provide a combined total of 186 gross jobs and 76 net 
jobs. 
 
Detailed below are two case studies based on interviews with 2 businesses 
that have relocated to the Frater Gate development.   
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Off-site businesses 
 
WME’s in-house survey team conducted telephone interviews with 43 local 
businesses (within 10 miles of Frater Gate Business Park) to test their 
perceptions of SEEDA’s development and further assess its impact from a 
wider business perspective.  
 
Figure 4.3 to 4.5, below, provide some detail on the characteristics of the 
businesses surveyed, in particular focusing on: 
 
• Years they have been trading; 
• Numbers of employees; 
• Current annual turnover; and 
• Awareness of Frater Gate Business Park. 
 
 
 

Case Study 1: Company X 
 
Company X established an expanded facility in Frater Gate Business Park in July/August 
2007 having moved from a site based in Gosport, approximately four miles from the 
Frater Gate Business Park.  Company X previously employed four people and since the 
move to the Business Park they have recruited one extra person; all five employees live 
within 10 miles of the Business Park.  The Business Manager of company X was not able to 
share information on turnover (owing to commercial sensitivities) but described the 
impact of the location on turnover as positive.  The main reasons for the relocation to 
Frater Gate Business Park were that the opportunity arose to buy off-plan, allowing the 
site to become an asset, and that the price was reasonable.  If the company hadn’t moved 
to the Business Park they would have remained at their former site or stayed within the 
Gosport area; they would not have moved more than 10 miles from their former location.  
Company X is very happy with the security and the quality of the site.  The only negative 
aspect mentioned was the lack of available parking. 

Case Study 2: Company Y 
 
Company Y established a second branch at the Frater Gate Business Park on 29 September 
2007.  The company already has a branch in Lewis.  The company employs 22 people, who 
all live within 10 miles of the site.  The Business Manager of company Y was not able to 
share information on turnover (owing to commercial sensitivities) but described the 
impact of the location on turnover as good and revealed that the first quarter sales had 
been better than expected.  The positive aspects of the site mentioned included the quality 
of the environment and facility, good road access and that security is good; although the 
business has experienced a couple of issues with the alarms going off inadvertently.  The 
only negative aspect mentioned was the lack of sufficient parking. 
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Figure 4.3: For how long has your business been trading?  

5%

16%

14%

65%

1 to 2 years

3 to 5 years

6 to 10 years

More than 11 years

 
 
These results highlight: 
 
• Relatively high proportion (65%) of businesses that are well established 

in the area; and 
• Small number of new businesses (5%) . 
 
Figure 4.4: How many people do you employ in total? 

 

57%

16%

16%

9% 0%
2%

1 to 5

6 to 10

11 to 20

21 to 50

51 to 100

Over 100

 
These results highlight: 

 
• Most businesses questioned employ between one and five people. 
• Only one business interviewed had over 100 employees. 
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Figure 4.5: What is your current annual turnover? 

 

18%

11%

8%

11%17%

6%

6%

6%

17% Under £69,000

£70,000 to £100,000

£100,001 to £200,000

£200,001 to £300,000

£300,001 to £500,000

£500,001 to £1,000,000

£1,000,001 to £2,000,000

Over £2,000,000

Do not know

 
 
These results highlight: 

 
• 65% of businesses interviewed had a turnover of less than £300k. 
• Only two businesses interviewed had a turnover of more than £2m. 
 
Figure 4.6: Are you aware of the Frater Gate Business Park? 

63%

37%
Yes

No

 
These results highlight: 
 
• Nearly 2/3s of respondents stated that they knew about the Frater Gate 

Business Park development. 
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Figure 4.7: Has Frater Gate Business Park impacted positively, 
negatively or had no impact [on your business]? 

21%

16%
63%

Positively

Negatively

No difference

 
These results highlight: 
 
• Nine of the 43 businesses interviewed indicated that Frater Gate Business 

Park had had a positive impact on their business. 
• Nearly 2/3s of interviewee businesses felt that the Frater Gate Business 

Park has made no difference to their business. 
 
Figure 4.8: Since the opening of Frater Gate Business Park, has 
turnover increased, decreased or stable? 

2%

26%

2%

70%

No reply

Increasing

Decreasing

Stable

 
 
These results highlight: 
 
• Eleven businesses suggested that their turnover had increased since the 

opening of Frater Gate Business Park.  
• 70% of businesses interviewed stated that since the opening of Frater Gate 

Business Park, their turnover had been stable. 
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Figure 4.9: Can you estimate the extent to which these changes in 
your turnover are due directly to the establishment of Frater Gate 
Business Park? (1 being the least correlation and 5 being a total 
correlation) 

88%

7%0%

0%5%

0%

1 Not at all due to Frater Gate

2

3

4

5 Entirely due to Frater Gate 

Dont Know

 
 
These results highlight: 
 
• Overall, the businesses interviewed suggested a weak correlation between 

the establishment of Frater Gate Business Park and impact on turnover.   
• Only 2 businesses reported a fair significant (Rating No 4) between the 

Business Park and their turnover. 
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5.  Net Outputs, Outcomes and Additionality 
 

In order to quantify the actual economic impact of SEEDA’s intervention, we 
have assessed a series of factors in the IEF logic chain. Subsequently, a series 
of net effects are considered. These are adjustments based on discussions with 
key stakeholders involved in the project.   
 
The adjustments include: 
 
• Deadweight: the proportion of output that would have been achieved 

anyway; 
• Displacement: the extent of output accounted for by lost market share 

(reduced outputs) elsewhere in the target area;  
• Leakage: The proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the 

projects target area/group;   
• Substitution:  If a firm substitutes one activity for another (within firm 

displacement); and 
• Multiplier effects: Further economic activity, be it jobs, income or 

supply chain expenditure associated with additional income and local 
supplier purchases.   

 
5.1 Gross Direct Effect 
 

The realised gross direct outputs from the Frater Gate Business Park project 
are: 

 
• The acquisition of 4.7 hectares of brownfield land;  
• The remediation of 4.7 hectares of brownfield land;  
• The development of 8,204m2 of commercial floor-space; 
• The creation of 186 FTE jobs; and 
• The leverage of £1.2m of private sector investment. 
 

5.2 Leakage 
 

Based on our consultation findings, we estimate that the proportion of the 
gross outputs – achieved to date - that have benefited residents from outside 
the target area is zero. 

 
5.3 Displacement assessment 
 

Informed by our interviews with on-site businesses we have made 
adjustments for deferred economic activity in relation to the Frater Gate 
Business Park development.  Details of this displacement assessment can be 
found in Figures 4.1 and 4.2. 
 

5.4 Multiplier effects 
 

To estimate the additional economic activity produced by the Frater Gate 
Business Park development, we have applied a standard multiplier in line 
with the SQW/PA Consulting Guidance ‘Implementing the RDA Impact 
Evaluation Framework’. 
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5.5 Assessment of deadweight 
 

Our consultation programme has indicated that the unique circumstances 
behind which the land at Frater Gate was brought to market (i.e. a public 
sector tendering process), provides a reasonable challenge to the original 
market failure argument for SEEDA’s original involvement. 
 
It is clear that development constraints were present in relation to the Frater 
Gate site. For example, the management intensive nature of the eventual 
accommodation (linked to the size of the site), the significant costs of the 
required infrastructure works and the A32’s congestion.  Of particular 
importance is the additional cost of SEEDA’s development solution for the 
site which specifically addressed the business capacity needs of the local area 
(i.e. development plots for small businesses).  It is unlikely that the private 
sector would have developed the site to meet these specific goals given the 
expenditure involved. 
 
However, our consultation has highlighted evidence of developer-frustration 
at not being able to bid to bring the land to market.  Although the fact that 
Abbey Homes had previously tried and failed to bring the site to market 
should not be underestimated.  
 
The intelligence collated has led us to conclude that the site would have been 
developed in some form without SEEDA’s involvement.  Despite this, again 
informed by our consultations, we would suggest that SEEDA’s involvement 
did improve the quality of the eventual output. This is because the Agency’s 
development solution enabled the eventual developers to work directly with 
prospective occupiers to build specific facilities to meet their business needs.  
This was highlighted as a key factor in the site’s attractiveness by a number of 
businesses (see Case Study 1 in Section 4). 

 
5.6 Summary of net outputs and outcomes 
 

In the absence of primary evidence and reflecting feedback from stakeholders, 
we consider a reasonable, although broad assessment of gross to net impacts 
are to adjust these by 25% to account for deadweight. This adjustment reflects 
the general view that, regardless of SEEDA’s intervention, some development 
would have taken place on site, albeit in a reduced form. This adjustment 
results in the following net outputs for the Frater Gate Business Park: 
 
• The remediation of 3.52 hectares of brownfield land;  
• The development of 6,153 m2 of commercial floorspace; 
• The leverage of £6.5m of private sector investment; and 
• The creation or safeguarding of 76 net jobs.  
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6.  Strategic Added Value (SAV)  
 
6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
 

SEEDA demonstrated strong leadership throughout the acquisition, 
remediation and associated infrastructure works that facilitated the Agency’s 
disposal of serviced plots to owner occupiers and developers. SEEDA’s 
decision to acquire the site, through a public sector tendering process, is 
evidence of the Agency’s clear and ambitious strategy for the site.  For 
example, Frater Gate represents one of SEEDA’s first attempts at a direct 
delivery development solution.  
 
Consultation has indicated that whilst there was no formal partnership 
structure put in place during the course of the project, SEEDA consistently 
worked closely with relevant project stakeholders and partners to the deliver 
the various elements of the project, for example, working closely with GBC on 
the planning requirements for the infrastructure.   

 
6.2  Strategic influence 
 

SEEDA was able to use its links with GBC to address the perceived 
development constraints around the infrastructure works; for example, the 
access road re-alignment and the junction improvements.  Working closely 
with GBC, SEEDA were able to secure outline planning consent for the site 
which included a Section 278 agreement and section 106 agreements to 
address the costs of the infrastructure improvements.  

 
6.3 Leverage 
 

SEEDA’s role within the project enabled the Agency to lever in approximately 
£1.2m of private sector funds from Developers purchase of plots to be 
developed on the site and £7.5m of private sector investment in the 
development of the employment space. 
 
SEEDA’s role in managing the remediation of the land and the associated 
infrastructure works to ensure that the plots were developer-ready when they 
went to market was critical to delivering this private sector leverage. 
 

6.4 Synergy 
 

SEEDA’s work, particularly with GBC provides strong evidence of synergetic 
impact.  Frater Gate Business Park had been identified as a key development 
site within the borough and, therefore, one in which the Council were keen to 
see developed but did not have the resource to deliver.  SEEDA, recognised 
this need and worked closely with GBC to deliver the necessary infrastructure 
works to bring the development plots to market.  

 
6.5 Engagement 
 

All consultees reported SEEDA’s engagement to be effective and efficient. 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

WM Enterprise  
 

222

7.  Lessons Learnt from the Project 
 
7.1 Summary review of good practice 
 

A number of key messages have emerged from the analysis of the Frater Gate 
Business Park project, specifically: 
 
1. The project benefited greatly from leveraging of the successful Gosport 

Business Centre.  Despite the lack of examples of businesses moving from 
the Centre to the Business Park, the success of the Business Centre was 
claimed by a number of consultees to have contributed to the success of 
the Business Park.  

 
2. SEEDA’s innovative direct development of the site contributed to the 

project’s success as it enabled the Agency to retain control and 
development momentum.   

 
3. The decision by SEEDA to introduce a phased approach to the sale of the 

plots (i.e. Phase I and Phase II) in order to address the £700k increase in 
costs to delivering the infrastructure and access works.  The capital 
receipts from Phase I were used to complete the work and facilitate the 
sale of plots A&B for as part of Phase II. 

 
4. The appraisal documents provided clear evidence of the project’s link with 

SEEDA’s wider strategy for the area, for example, SEERA’s Framework for 
a Sustainable Future and SEEDA’s wired region objectives.  The case 
paper also highlighted the project’s link with GBC’s Economic 
Regeneration Strategy (1999-2004) and Action Plan (2000-2001) which 
identified the Council’s priority to develop and instigate programmes to 
promote and enable both urban and community regeneration within the 
more deprived areas of the Borough.  Finally, the appraisal documents 
highlights Frater Gate’s link within SEEDA’s spatial priority area as 
mentioned in the Agency’s Corporate Strategy. 

 
7.2 Summary of weaknesses and lessons learned 
 

A number of weaknesses or issues to be learnt from have emerged during the 
evaluation, specifically: 
 
• The appraisal documentation highlights SEEDA’s strong use of secondary 

evidence to assess the potential demand for the Frater Gate Business 
Units.  In particular, the commissioning of Vail Williams and GVA 
Grimley to identify and assess potential site specific opportunities within 
Gosport was a helpful contribution to the Agency’s early demand analysis.  
This is a strong lesson that should be replicated elsewhere. 

 
• The assessment of market failure, as described in the case paper, was 

based on an assessment of whether there was market demand for the 
business units rather than developer interest in taking forward the site in-
place of SEEDA.  The consultation exercise produced mixed findings on 
this question with some consultees suggesting that a private developer 
would have invested in the site, given the opportunity.   
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• Over ambitious original scheduled project plan; originally set for 
November 2001 to March 2003.  This plan has fallen behind considerably 
owing to the complications of the infrastructure works and planning 
procedure. 

 
7.3 Recommendations 
 

As a result of the research feeding this evaluation, it is recommended that: 
 
• SEEDA should build on the strategic success of designing physical 

regeneration solutions alongside successful interventions; in this case the 
Gosport Business Centre. 

 
• SEEDA should continue to seek to facilitate potential links between the 

adjacent Business Centre and the current vacant opportunities at the 
Frater Gate business park developments.  This would support an original 
rationale for the project; to provide move-on space for companies at the 
Business Centre facing capacity issues.  

 
• Where possible SEEDA should consider adopting direct development 

solutions within physical regeneration as this has been proved to have 
been a major contributor to the project’s success as it enabled the Agency 
to retain control and development momentum.    
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ANNEX A: Documents reviewed 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 
 Date Reviewed? 

(Y/N) 
Notes 

A1 Form  (29/10/01) No  
Case Paper  (30/10/01) Yes  
F2 Form  (17/12/02) Yes  
3A Appraisal Form  No  
3B Additional Expenditure Form  (19/05/04) Yes  
4 Completion Form  No  
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ANNEX B: List of interviewees 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Peter Cusdin SEEDA 
Jeremy Herring SEEDA 
 
Project Partners 
 
Linda Dine Gosport Borough Council 
 
Relevant project stakeholders  
 
Guy Beresford Highways Agency 
 
Project beneficiaries 
 
14 on-site businesses  
43 off-site businesses  
 
Local agents and developers 
 
Michael Wood King Sturge 
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1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1  Overview 
  

Ryde Business Park is situated on the eastern side of the Isle of Wight 
approximately one mile south of Ryde town centre, which is the second 
largest commercial centre on the island.  
 
Ryde Business Park is a small development of B1 and B2 properties on 5.9 ha 
of former farming land.   The site was developed in the early 1990s through 
the Rural Development Programme and this evaluation focuses on the 
development of a number of additional plots within the estate facilitated by 
SEEDA’s investment in drainage infrastructure.  
 
The development was taken forward by Priority Sites, a joint venture between 
English Partnerships (EP) and the Royal Bank of Scotland (RBS) and is now 
fully developed. The development approach, instigated in the 1990’s, was to 
service the site with roads and other utilities and sell separate sites within the 
Business Park for development.  SEEDA are currently marketing the final site 
within the development and following completion of this sale, SEEDA will exit 
from the Business Park and transfer management responsibilities to the 
various freeholders on the development. 

 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the key characteristics of the project. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Project 

Programme Code SE91103 
Project Type Land for commercial investment (surface 

water drainage infrastructure). 
SEEDA Project Managers Craig Heavens 
Original proposed Start Date December 2001 
Original proposed End Date April 2002 
Project Partners Isle of Wight Council 

 
1.2 Project Background 

 
This project comprises a minor surface water drainage attenuation scheme to 
control the run off of surface water from the Business Park into the main 
system.  The Isle of Wight faces a structural issue in that the capacity of the 
island to deal with surface water run-off is limited.  The development of the 
Business Park at Ryde on a previously undeveloped site had created 
significant additional areas of hard standing and roof space thus increasing 
the amount of surface water that needed to be dealt with.  
 
The Park had previously been developed in an incremental manner and run 
off from the earlier developments had been dealt with adequately by the 
existing water drainage system. However, a point was reached when 
subsequent developments would place too great a burden on the system and 
so an attenuation solution was needed to regulate the rate of run-off into the 
surface water system.  
 
The developers, Priority Sites, sought funding from SEEDA to pay for their 
preferred solution, which was a balancing pond created from a small parcel of 
land in the north west corner of the Business Park 
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1.3 Original objectives of the project 
 

The objective of the project was to directly fund the provision of a surface 
water drainage attenuation solution to allow the remainder of the Park to be 
developed. 
 

1.4 Business case / Market failure argument 
 

The business case for SEEDA’s investment at Ryde involved the Agency’s view 
that private sector developers could not afford to pay for the balancing pond 
and that this was preferable to the development of individual drainage 
solutions for each of the plots on the site. 
 

1.5 Historic Review of Local Property 
 
This section presents a brief review of the local commercial market on the Isle 
of Wight. It draws on data provided by the Valuation Office Agency (VOA) 
between 2002 and 2007.   
 
Data obtained from the VOA on rental values for industrial units (Figure 1.2) 
shows rental values of industrial floorspace on the Isle of Wight from £60 per 
m2 for small units to £40 per m2 for units of over 1,000 m2.  Industrial rents 
increased by 30% between 2002 and 2007, a significant increase compared to 
other areas of the region.  

 

Figure 1.2: Rental Values Industrial Floorspace 2002 - 2007 
£/m2  2002 2007  
Location 25-75 

m2 
150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

1,000 
m2 

25-75 
m2 

150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

c. 
1,000 
m2 

 % Average 
Change 
2002-2007 

Eastbourne 80 65 52 35 85 85 64 57 25 
Medway Towns 72 62 54 52 80 69 63 55 11 
Portsmouth  100 90 70 63 102 90 85 80 11 
Southampton 110 90 75 65 105 90 85 80 6 
Isle of Wight 60 55 50 40 75 70 65 60 33 
Guildford/ 
Egham* 

140 113 103 100 140 113 108 100 1 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. October 2002 – January 2007 * 2002 data is 
Guildford only. 
 

In 2002, prime location town centre rents in the town of Newport on the Isle 
of Wight were some £675 per m2 per year, considerably lower than elsewhere 
in the region, as shown in Figure 1.3, below. Prime rents had increased to 
£750 per m2 by 2007, substantially lower than other centres in the region and 
highlighting the economic problems faced by the Island and the considerable 
reliance on a seasonal tourism economy.     

  

Figure 1.3: Retail Rents 2002 -2007  
£/m2/ann  2002   2007   
Location Prime 

Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre 
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse 
(£/m2/ann) 

Prime 
Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse  
(£/m2/ann) 

Canterbury 2,750 1,000 175 2,250 1,000 175 
Southampton 2,500 650 225 3,000 650 300 
Guildford 2,300 1,150 290 2,300 1,150 290 
Portsmouth  1,700 600 180 1,800 600 195 
Newport 675 275 85 750 430 175 
Basingstoke 1,250 750 160 1,500 550 290 
Eastbourne 975 500 100 1,175 550 130 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. 
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Figure 1.4, below, shows the comparative change in retail rents between 2002 
and 2007 in selected centres across the South East. Clearly much of the 
increase in rental prices is accountable to inflation. Despite this, the 
comparative increases can highlight changes within the local market. Isle of 
Wight prime retail rents increase by only 11% within the evaluation period, 
however growth in secondary rents (56%) and out of town rents (106%) are 
far greater than elsewhere in the region.   However, it should be noted that the 
Isle of Wight started from a relatively lower level of rents and therefore some 
of this increase may have resulted from market adjustment.  Again however, it 
reflects the seasonal nature of the Island’s economy.   

 
Figure 1.4: Change in Retail Rents 2002 - 2007 

Location % Increase in 
Principal Rents 

%    Increase in 
Secondary Rents 

% Increase in 
out of town rents 

Eastbourne 21 10 30 
Basingstoke 20 -27 81 
Southampton 20 0 33 
Portsmouth  6 0 8 
Newport 11 56 106 
Guildford 0 0 0 
Canterbury -18 0 0 

 
Figure 1.5, below, shows residential building land values in the South East. In 
2002 large sites for residential uses of over 2 ha on the Isle of Wight in Ryde 
were valued at £1.75m per hectare.  By 2007, the value had increased by 75% 
to £1.65 million.  This growth was amongst the highest in the region, although 
values were relatively low to begin with and is indicative of the market on the 
island for residential development increasingly aligning itself with that of the 
mainland.  This may especially be in response to the demand for second 
homes on the Island as a secondary outcome of the strong housing market 
overall. 
 
Figure 1.5: Residential Building Land Values  

  2002 2007   
Location Small 

Sites (for 
less than 
5 
houses) 
£ per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 
Ha) £ per 
Ha 

Small Sites 
(for less 
than 5 
houses) £ 
per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 Ha) 
£ per Ha 

% Average 
Change 
Small Sites 

% 
Average 
Change 
Bulk 
Land 

Eastbourne 1,750,000 1,025,000 2,400,000 2,100,000 37 105 
Ryde, Isle of White  1,000,000 850,000 1,750,000 1,650,000 75 94 
Folkestone 1,460,000 1,225,000 2,400,000 2,150,000 64 76 
Guildford 3,150,000 3,150,000 5,750,000 5,500,000 83 75 
Southampton 2,500,000 2,400,000 3,950,000 3,850,000 58 60 
Portsmouth  2,100,000 2,000,000 3,100,000 3,100,000 48 55 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 
1.6 Economic Context 
 

This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period.  
 
Figure 1.6 shows unemployment numbers and rates in selected Local 
Authority Districts across the South East between 2002 and 2007.  
 
At the start of the evaluation period, The Isle of Wight’s claimant count rate 
(3.4%) was about three times the Hampshire rate (1.1%). This equated to 
some 2,500 claimants. The island was one of only two LADs assessed as part 
of this analysis with claimant rate above that of Great Britain (2.7%). By 2007 
the District’s claimant count rate had decreased 0.6%, to 2.8%. This still 
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exceed the national average 2.5%. It highlights the economic problems faced 
by the Island.  However, there has been a decrease in claimant counts since 
the closure of the GKN works during this time.  

 
Figure 1.6: Claimant Counts 2002-2007.  

  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
In terms of skill levels, Figure 1.7, below, shows that in 200523, some 11.6% of 
the working age population on the Isle of Wight possessed no qualifications. 
By 2007, this had decreased by 0.5%, to 11.1%. This was above the rate for 
Hampshire (8.7%), slightly higher than regionally (9.6%) but lower than 
nationally (13.1%). In terms of higher skill levels, in 2007 some 23.6% of the 
working age population possessed NVQ Level 4 qualifications or higher. This 
increased by some (1.7%) between 2005 and 2007. This compares to a 1.3% 
increase regionally and 2.1% increase nationally in the same period.   
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Figure 1.7: Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS 
 

In 2002, Figure 1.8, below, shows that there were some 51,500 employees on 
the Isle of White. By 2006 this had decreased to some 50,800, a decrease of 
1.3%. This compares to an increase in Hampshire of 2.9%during the same 
period. The region witnessed a small net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst 
national job growth was 2.8%.  

 
Figure 1.8: Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 

  2002 2006 
% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

 
In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002, Figure 1.9, below, shows 
that residents of The Isle of Wight’s average wage was £343.1, by 2007 this 
had increased to £419.7 (22.3%). This compares favourably to a 14.5% 
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increase in wages in Hampshire,  a 14.8% increase regionally, and an increase 
of 16.9% nationally, although again the Island started from a relatively lower 
position in relation to earnings.   
 
Figure 1.9: Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 

 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 
 

1.7 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.10, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the East Cowes 
Project. 
 
Figure 1.10: Ryde Business Park Project Logic chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

Provision of a surface water drainage attenuation 
solution to allow the remainder of the Business Park 
to be developed. 

Inputs Funding  
Activities Development of a balancing pond 
Outputs No outputs associated with the SEEDA spend 
Outcomes Land sales 
Wider impacts N/A 

Source: WME, 2008 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical Regeneration Projects    

WM Enterprise  
 

233

2.  PROJECT GROSS OUTPUTS  
 
2.1 Outputs achieved to date 
 

Figure 2.1, summarises all SEEDA outputs associated with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of all SEEDA outputs 

 Achieved In progress Planned 
FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded 

241 0 0 

Private sector 
leverage 

£0.8m* 0 0 

Infrastructure 
works 

Provision of a 
surface water 
drainage 
attenuation 
solution to allow 
the remainder of 
the Park to be 
developed. 

0 0 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: *Land sales achieved (see Figure 3.2 below). 
 

2.2 Outputs achieved to date 
 
The Ryde Business Park is now completed with the final plot recently being 
occupied by Liz Earle Beauty Co Ltd.  Figure 2.2, below, indicates the outputs 
achieved to date. 
 
Figure 2.2: Project outputs achieved to date 

 SEEDA outputs Other outputs Total outputs 
FTE jobs created 
or safeguarded 

241 0 241 

Private sector 
leverage 

£0.8m* 0 £0.8m* 

Infrastructure 
works 

Provision of a 
surface water 
drainage 
attenuation 
solution to allow 
the remainder of 
the Park to be 
developed. 

0 Provision of a 
surface water 
drainage 
attenuation 
solution to allow 
the remainder of 
the Park to be 
developed. 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: *Land sales achieved (see Figure 3.2 below). 
 

2.3   Outputs “in progress” 
 

There are no outputs which can be categorised as “in progress”. 
 
2.4    Planned outputs 
 

As the project has now been completed, there are no outputs which can be 
categorised as “planned”. 
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3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
 Total and in-scope expenditure data 
 

The total spend from the Agresso records was £318,753 with £299,709 of that 
falling in the years of this evaluation 
 
Figure 3.1: Timing of SEEDA Investment 

Financial Year SEEDA spend  
2002/3 249,050 
2003/4 13,019 
2004/5 0 
2005/6 37,640 
2006/7 0 
Total in-scope spend 299,709 
2007/8 0 
Post 2007/8 or not yet spent 0 
Total SEEDA Commitment 299,709 

 Source: Agresso Financial System 
  
3.2 Income received from land sales 
 

Since the balancing pond was installed there have been a number of land 
sales.  The Agresso data on which the evaluation was based does not record 
income to SEEDA from these sales, however, these disposals are summarised 
in Figure 3.2, below. 
 
Figure 3.2: Income Received from Land Sales  

Site Purchaser Sale Price (net of 
VAT) 

Completion 
Date 

A Priority Sites £128,000 July 2002 
B (part) Bloomfield £32,000 November 2004 
B (part) K & L Childcare £21,855 October 2003 
B (part) Woods Trading 

Supplies 
£145,000 November 2002 

B (part) J A K Collins £240,000 February 2004 
D (part) B & R Terry £50,000 June 2005 
D (part) Sherbourne Holdings £70,000 April 2005 
E Block 1 Glassdate Ltd £15,971 December 2005 
E Block 2 Glassdate Ltd £15,971 December 2005 
E Block 3 Glassdate Ltd £21,755 July 2004 
F Block 1 Glassdate Ltd £36,259 November 2005 
F Block 2 Glassdate Ltd £31,199 June 2004 

Source: SEEDA 
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4. CONSULTATION FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Project partners and stakeholders 
 

In addition to consultation with the SEEDA project management team, WME 
interviewed senior representatives from the Isle of Wight Strategic Planning  
Team and has contacted the local agent marketing one of the empty 
properties on the Park.  
 
In the opinion of the planning authority, the intervention of SEEDA in this 
project was an important one.  The developers were facing difficulty in dealing 
with surface water run-off and needed an attenuation solution to satisfy the 
Environment Agency’s objection to the development of the site.  A number of 
solutions were available to deal with the problem (including placing the onus 
on a site-by-site basis with the owners of the individual parcels) but the 
preferred solution was the balancing pond, which is also preferred by water 
authorities.   
 
This view was formed largely on environmental grounds as the pond creates a 
natural habitat and has low maintenance, and avoids the need for additional 
underground structures within the individual sites of the Park.  The 
development of the balancing pond also facilitates the opening up of land 
south of the site for further employment land development. 

 
4.2 Project beneficiaries 

 
The project beneficiaries would have been the developers, Priority Sites and 
the on-site businesses located on the site since SEEDA’s investment.  Priority 
Sites had this part of the site’s infrastructure directly funded for them.  We 
were unable to find anyone in the developer organisation to talk to due to the 
time that has lapsed since the development of the site.  
 
As part of our consultation exercise we interviewed 11 on-site businesses who 
provided input on job outputs and the relative impacts of the Ryde Business 
Park on their business and their views on the project generally.  Figure 4.1, 
below, provides a summary overview of those consultations. 
 
Figure 4.1: Outputs from on-site business occupiers 

 Gross jobs 
on site 

Leakage Displacement Multiplier* Deadweight 
(%) 

Net Jobs 

Company 1 12 0 4 1.44 50 6 
Company 2 13 0 13 1.44 0 0 
Company 3 14 0 2 1.44 58 7 
Company 4 5 0 3 1.44 50 1 
Company 5 4 0 3 1.44 0 1 
Company 6 8 0 0 1.44 0 12 
Company 7 3 0 3 1.44 0 0 
Company 8 25 0 25 1.44 0 0 
Company 9 7 0 4 1.44 33 3 
Company 10 50 0 30 1.44 100 0 
Company 11 25 0 15 1.44 50 7 
TOTAL 166     37 
Source: WME, 2008 
Notes: *In line with the SQW/PA Consulting Guidance ‘Implementing the RDA Impact 
Evaluation Framework’, a multiplier of 1.44 has been assumed for these projects.   
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As we were unable to contact a total of five businesses on site we have 
estimated their outputs based on findings from our primary research.  These 
outputs are summarised in Figure 4.2 (below). 
 
Figure 4.2: Estimated outputs for non-contactable on-site business occupiers 
 Gross jobs on 

site 
Leakage Additionality 

ratio from 
interviewed 
sample 

Net Jobs 

Company 12 15 0 0.22 3.4 
Company 13 15 0 0.22 3.4 
Company 14 15 0 0.22 3.4 
Company 15 15 0 0.22 3.4 
Company 16 15 0 0.22 3.4 
TOTAL 75   17 

 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 provide a combined total of 241 gross jobs and 54 net 
jobs. 
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5.  NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 
In order to quantify the actual economic impact of SEEDA’s intervention, we 
assess a series of factors in the IEF logic chain. In the absence of any 
occupants on site, we set out below the Gross Impacts of the intervention. 
Subsequently, a series of net effects are considered. These are adjustments 
based on discussions with key stakeholders involved in the project   
 
These adjustments include: 
 
• Deadweight: the proportion of output that would have been achieved 

anyway; 
• Displacement: the extent of output accounted for by lost market share 

(reduced outputs) elsewhere in the target area;  
• Leakage: The proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the 

projects target area/group;   
• Substitution:  If a firm substitutes one activity for another (within firm 

displacement); and 
• Multiplier effects: Further economic activity, be it jobs, income or 

supply chain expenditure associated with additional income and local 
supplier purchases.   

  
5.1 Gross Direct Effect 
 

The realised gross direct outputs from the Frater Gate Business Park project 
are: 
 
• The creation of 241 FTE jobs; and 
• The leverage of £0.8m of private sector investment. 
 

5.2 Leakage 
 

Based on our consultation findings, we estimate that the proportion of the 
gross outputs – achieved to date - that have benefited residents from outside 
the target area is zero. 

 
5.3 Displacement assessment 
 

Informed by our interviews with on-site businesses we have made 
adjustments for deferred economic activity in relation to the Ryde Business 
Park development.  Details of this displacement assessment can be found in 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2. 
 

5.4 Multiplier effects 
 

To estimate the additional economic activity produced by the Frater Gate 
Business Park development, we have applied a standard multiplier in line 
with the SQW/PA Consulting Guidance ‘Implementing the RDA Impact 
Evaluation Framework’. 
 

5.5 Assessment of deadweight 
 

None of the 11 on site businesses interviwed connected the balancing pond 
with their decision to locate to Ryde Business Park. Despite this, a number 
were aware of the pond and its usage on site. Based on our consultation 
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findings it is our opinion that without SEEDA’s funding, the site would have 
been developed, but to a lesser extent and over a longer period of time.   
 

5.6 Summary of net outputs and outcomes 
 

The assessment of the counter-factual (above) plus our analysis of on-site 
business interviews results in the following net outputs for Ryde Business 
Park: 
 
• The leverage of £0.8m of private sector investment; and 
• The creation or safeguarding of 54 net jobs.  
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 

The funding of the pond did not have the potential to demonstrate SEEDA’s 
potential for leadership, influence or engagement with wider stakeholders. 

 
 
7.  LESSONS LEARNT FROM THE PROJECT 
 

There is little paperwork available to review and it is unclear why SEEDA 
were asked to fund this work for a developer which is 49% owned by English 
Partnerships. The provision of this type of attenuation solution is 
commonplace and a risk normally dealt with in the normal course of 
development. 
 
However, we have been told that SEEDA would not devote this type of minor 
of expenditure to this type of purpose in the current environment as it would 
not meet its criteria for economic development activities.  
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ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 
 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
1B Proposal Form   
1B Presentation to PAB   
2A Operational Delivery Form   
3A Appraisal Form   
3B Additional Expenditure Form   
4 Completion Form   
   
 
SEEDA utilised a different set of documents to those above when this site was developed.  
WME has examined: 
 

- Appraisal and Approval of Investment in a Project (Form PA2) 

- Proposed Ownership Strategy for Ryde Business Park 
- 3B appraisal for additional £31,687 to facilitate exit from the project. 
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Craig Heavens  
Nick Marston  
 
Relevant project stakeholders  
 
Dave Moore Isle of Wight Council 

  
 
 
Local agents and developers 
 
Daniells Harrison  
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1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1 Overview 
 

This project involves the purchase, remediation, agreement of a planning 
framework and the eventual sale of approximately 12.5 hectares of land at 
Woolston, near Southampton. It was formerely the site of the  Vosper 
Thornycroft shipyard.  The intended redevelopmentis a mixed use scheme 
including residential (with 25% affordable housing), employment, retail and 
community use.  

 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the key characteristics of the project. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Project 

Programme Code SE17684 
Project Type Land acquisition and remediation for mixed 

use development. 
SEEDA Project Managers Peter Cusdin and David Holifield 
Original proposed Start Date* March 2003* 
Original proposed End Date* February 2013* 
Project Partners Southampton City Council, Crest Nicholson 

Regeneration. 
 Note:  *Sourced from SEEDA Board Meeting Approval Papers 
 
1.2 Project Background 

 
SEEDA purchased the land in March 2004 as a redundant shipyard following 
Vosper Thornycroft’s closure and the loss of 1,200 jobs from the site.  The aim 
of the project was to regenerate the area through the development of a 
sustainable mixed use scheme including a marine quarter.  
 
The intended method of delivery was for SEEDA to: 

• develop a masterplan; 
• obtain the necessary planning permissions; 
• procure delivery partners; 
• let a remediation/infrastructure contract; and  
• subsequently sell the development land in parcels to its delivery 

partners.  
 
SEEDA received approval for expenditure of £18.5m in March 2003 to fund 
the site purchase and associated costs.  In March 2004, English Partnerships 
invested a further £2.75m into the site and in November 2005 approval for a 
further £12.39m was approved – largely to fund the remediation work.  
 
Therefore, SEEDA’s approval limit is £30.89m, with total public sector 
investment of £33.64m. 
 
SEEDA commissioned the Richard Rogers Partnership (RRP) to prepare a 
masterplan for the site and this was incorporated into a planning brief, which 
was adopted as Interim Planning Guidance in 2004 and as Supplementary 
Planning Guidance by Southampton City Council in 2o05. 
 
The masterplan formed the basis for a hybrid planning application submitted 
to Southampton City Council by SEEDA in May 2005.  In August 2006 the 
council resolved to grant planning permission and consent was subsequently 
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granted in March 2008 following extended negotiations relating to the terms 
of the Section 106 agreement.  
 
Following a development competition, the preferred delivery partner for the 
majority of the site was Crest Nicholson Regeneration. They were selected in 
2006 to bring forward the residential aspects of the scheme and some of the 
commercial and community infrastructure.  They submitted a further hybrid 
outline planning application and detailed planning application for Phase One 
of its own ‘Patel Taylor’ scheme in 2008, which has subsequently been revised 
further.  This includes additional housing units above those approved in the 
RRP scheme.   In addition, SEEDA has submitted a detailed full planning 
application for the marine quarter proposed for the scheme at this stage.   
 
SEEDA had initially chosen Dean and Dyball as its preferred development 
partner for the planned employment uses, but that arrangement did not 
continue.  Heads of Terms have now been agreed with super yacht builder 
Palmer Johnson to locate some of their luxury yacht making business to the 
site, within the area reserved for marine-related employment uses.  This 
anticipates Palmer Johnson taking possession of the northern part of the site 
in October 2008 following remediation and construction commencing 
immediately.  It is expected that the facility will be occupied by June 2009.     
 
In developing the project, SEEDA has worked closely with other agencies in 
the area.  As well as EP, it has worked closely with Southampton City Council 
both to develop the town planning framework and to bring forward the 
affordable housing. According to Southampton City Council, this has involved 
two RSLs: Swaythling Housing and the Western Challenge Housing 
Association.  In addition, there has been close joint working with Marine 
South East, Southampton Chamber of Commerce and Business Southampton. 
 
Beneficiaries of the project will indirectly include local residents who will 
benefit from the housing development and those taking advantage of the 
marine employment opportunities and community facilities. In addition 
public access to the waterfront will be delivered through remediation and 
redevelopment of the site. This will benefit the residents of Southampton 
more widely. 
 
As of 31st March 2007, the full delivery stage of the project had yet to start. 
Despite this, the demolition contract, let in April 2004, enabled the 
demolition of 8.5ha of buildings on the site, many of which contained 
asbestos.  This work took over a year.  At the time of the fieldwork for this 
evaluation (May to July 2008) full remediation work has not begun on the site 
although this contract is due to be let in August 2008.  Initial advanced 
enabling works to facilitate this are being undertaken, having commenced on 
21st July 2008.  
 
Resolution to grant planning permission for Phase One of the Crest Nicolson 
Patel-Taylor scheme was granted by Southampton City Council on 18 August 
2008.  In addition, full planning permission for the Marine Quarter aspect of 
the scheme is also likely to be granted at the same time, enabling Palmer 
Johnson to commence works as planned in October 2008.  
 

1.3 Original objectives of the project 
 
 The project’s primary objectives are to: 
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• Remediate a brownfield site with extensive waterfront; 
• Create a deliverable framework for the development of an exemplar, 

sustainable scheme of significant scale and quality, as part of a 
substantially improved local community; 

• Provide serviced development plots to developers and owner occupiers for 
a mixed use scheme, including employment, retail and residential uses; 

• Create a business location which is attractive to inward/indigenous 
investors and owner occupiers, provides a range of employment 
opportunities for local residents and facilitates the clustering of 
maritime/marine related industries; 

• Create linkages with and provide a catalyst for the wider regeneration of 
Woolston District Centre; and 

• Create public access to the waterfront, linking northwards to Portsmouth 
Road and the Itchen Bridge and southwards to the Western Shore. 

 
Following the masterplanning and town planning processes, the planned 
outputs have been defined as: 
 
• The regeneration of 12.5ha of land; 
• 1507 housing units (this has subsequently been increased by Crest 

Nicholson to 1653 units, 413 affordable); 
• 43,852 m2 of B1 and B2 business space; 
• 3,895 m2 of retail/food and drink accommodation; 
• A 1,040 m2 library; 
• Open space and riverside paths; and 
• A Combined Heat and Power (CHP) facility. 
 

1.4 Business case/Market failure argument 
 

The announcement by VT in December 2001 to consolidate its operations in 
Portsmouth Dockyard and closing its Woolston site concerned the City 
Council, SEEDA and business community. They considered this would have 
an adverse impact on what was already one of the most deprived areas in the 
South East. 
 
The City Council and VT commissioned a team of consultants to prepare a 
development brief for the site, which investigated its redevelopment potential 
and recommended the development of a mixed-use scheme.  It identified that 
in the absence of significant public sector intervention and investment in 
enabling works, redevelopment/reuse of the site would be unlikely to be 
financially viable.  This is due to the site not being allocated for residential 
use. This was compounded by the protracted nature of the planning process 
and remediation requirements. 
 
SEEDA acknowledged that the site was a major opportunity for re-use and 
redevelopment and it was designated as a key strategic site and a South 
Hampshire priority within the Regional Economic Strategy. The property was 
therefore sold by VT to SEEDA at market value following the closure of the 
shipyard.  Private developers would have been unable to offer VT a suitable 
fee, due to concern regarding site contamination and the fact that it was 
allocated for industrial use in the Local Plan.  Therefore, SEEDA established a 
clear exit strategy for VT and the capital required for its reinvestment in its 
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new plant at Portsmouth. This corresponds with SEEDA strategy; retaining a 
large shipbuilding employer within the region. 
  
It was argued within the case papers that without SEEDA’s intervention the 
site would have been unlikely to have been brought to the market owing to a 
number of development constraints including: the need for remediation and 
flood protection.  It was considered that the response of the market would be 
cautious and the site would have been developed only in a piecemeal manner. 
 
The outcome of piecemeal development, it was argued, would have been a 
scheme that, whilst compliant with planning policy, would have lacked 
imagination and resulted in lower density housing development and a limited 
range of housing types.  The case papers state that this would not have 
resulted in the catalytic regeneration outcomes for Woolston that the 
objectives of the planned project would achieve.  
 
Despite this, the case papers did not expressly discuss any demand analysis or 
set out private sector interest in the site.  There is an argument that developer 
confidence in Woolston is low and ‘there is a real need to provide a sufficient 
quantity and quality of business accommodation to attract new investment’.  
The approach discussed in the papers was to take control of the site and 
subsequently determine this demand through a masterplanning exercise 
subsequently undertaken by RRP. 
 
Therefore, the demand analysis aspects of the market failure arguments were 
limited in the original case papers.  The driver appears to have been taking 
control of a key strategic site in response to the loss of employment at the VT 
site and the desire to retain a large ship building operation within the region. 

 
1.5 Historic review of local property 

 
Southampton has experienced a steady decline during the last two decades in 
manufacturing with a shift towards service employment and low wage jobs.  
Woolston has a reputation for shipbuilding and maritime-related industries 
but the ward is one of the worst 10% nationally in terms of the indices of 
multiple deprivation.  Woolston itself is remote from the city itself and is 
isolated, with access via a toll bridge.  The district centre is characterised by 
poor retail provision and a limited range of employment uses.   

 
Data obtained from the VOA on rental values for industrial units in Figure 1.2, 
below, shows rental values of industrial floorspace in Southampton range 
from £110 per m2 for small units to £80 per m2 for units of over 1,000 m2. 
This suggests that Southampton is perceived as a reasonably popular 
industrial location, although industrial rents increasing by only 6% between 
2002 and 2007.  This compares to a 42% increase experienced in Canterbury, 
and 32% in the Isle of White during our evaluation period.  
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Figure 1.2: Rental Values Industrial Floorspace 2002 - 2007 
£/m2  2002 2007  
Location 25-75 

m2 
150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

1,000 
m2 

25-75 
m2 

150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

c. 
1,000 
m2 

 % Average 
Change 
2002-2007 

Eastbourne 80 65 52 35 85 85 64 57 25 
Medway Towns 72 62 54 52 80 69 63 55 11 
Portsmouth  100 90 70 63 102 90 85 80 11 
Southampton 110 90 75 65 105 90 85 80 6 
Guildford/ 
Egham* 

140 113 103 100 140 113 108 100 1 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. October 2002 – January 2007 * 2002 data is 
Guildford only. 

 
In terms of offices the figures available in Figure 1.3 show an increase of only 
7% on rental prices for over 1,000 m2, which may result from it having the 
most expensive office sites. For smaller office space, the figures show no 
growth at all for Southampton indicating steady demand.  

 
Figure 1.3: Rental Values – Offices 2002 - 2007 

£/m2  2002 2007     
Location Town Centre 

(over 1,000 m2) 
Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

Town Centre 
(over 1,000 
m2) 

Town Centre 
(between 
150 m2 and 
400 m2) 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (1,000 
m2 +) 2002 - 
2007 

% Average 
Change Town 
Centre (150 400 
m2) 2002 - 
2007 

Basingstoke 200 165 160 160 -20 -3 
Portsmouth  110 120 140 135 27 13 
Canterbury 75 90 85 90 13 0 
Southampton 210 230 225 230 7 0 
Eastbourne 58 62 N/A N/A ~ ~ 
Guildford N/A N/A 270 275 ~ ~ 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 

In 2002, prime location town centre rents were £2,500 per m2 per year, 
amongst the highest of comparable centres in the region (Figure 1.4).  Figure 
1,4 shows that prime rents had increased to £3,000 by 2007, and by this time 
were the highest compared to other centres of a similar size in the region.     

  
Figure 1.4: Retail Rents 2002 -2007  

£/m2/ann  2002   2007   
Location Prime 

Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre 
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse 
(£/m2/ann) 

Prime 
Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse  
(£/m2/ann) 

Canterbury 2,750 1,000 175 2,250 1,000 175 
Southampton 2,500 650 225 3,000 650 300 
Guildford 2,300 1,150 290 2,300 1,150 290 
Portsmouth  1,700 600 180 1,800 600 195 
Basingstoke 1,250 750 160 1,500 550 290 
Eastbourne 975 500 100 1,175 550 130 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. 
 

Figure 1.5, below, shows the comparative change in retail rents between 2002 
and 2007 in selected centres across the South East. Clearly much of the 
increase in rental prices is accountable to inflation. Despite this, the 
comparative increases can highlight changes within the local market. Prime 
retail rents in Southampton increased 20% within the evaluation period, and 
Southampton is clearly outstripping Portsmouth in terms of retail rental 
values, in both absolute terms and growth. 
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Figure 1.5: Change in Retail Rents 2002 - 2007 

Location % Increase in 
Principal Rents 

%    Increase in 
Secondary Rents 

% Increase in 
out of town rents 

Eastbourne 21 10 30 
Basingstoke 20 -27 81 
Southampton 20 0 33 
Portsmouth  6 0 8 
Guildford 0 0 0 
Canterbury -18 0 0 

 
 
Figure 1.6, below, shows residential building land values in the South East. In 
2002 large sites for residential uses, of over 2 ha were valued at just over £2.4 
million per hectare.  By 2007, the value had increased by 60% to £3.85 
million. This growth was amongst the lowest in the region and is comparable 
to that for Portsmouth, although values were relatively high at the start of this 
period.  
 
Figure 1.6: Residential Building Land Values  

  2002 2007   
Location Small 

Sites (for 
less than 
5 
houses) 
£ per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 
Ha) £ per 
Ha 

Small Sites 
(for less 
than 5 
houses) £ 
per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 Ha) 
£ per Ha 

% Average 
Change 
Small Sites 

% 
Average 
Change 
Bulk 
Land 

Eastbourne 1,750,000 1,025,000 2,400,000 2,100,000 37 105 
Ryde, Isle of White  1,000,000 850,000 1,750,000 1,650,000 75 94 
Folkestone 1,460,000 1,225,000 2,400,000 2,150,000 64 76 
Guildford 3,150,000 3,150,000 5,750,000 5,500,000 83 75 
Southampton 2,500,000 2,400,000 3,950,000 3,850,000 58 60 
Portsmouth  2,100,000 2,000,000 3,100,000 3,100,000 48 55 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 
1.6 Local Economic Context 
 

This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period.  
 
Figure 1.7 shows unemployment numbers and rates in selected Local 
Authority Districts across the South East between 2002 and 2007. At the start 
of the evaluation period, Southampton’s claimant count was 2.3%, above the 
regional rate (1.5%), but slightly below nationally (2.7%).  This compares to a 
Hampshire average of just 1.1%. By 2007 the District’s claimant rate had 
remained unchanged at 2.3%. Southampton mirrored the performance of 
Portsmouth on this measure. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise  249

 
Figure 1.7: Claimant Counts 2002-2007 

  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

 
In terms of skill levels, in 200524, some 12.3% of the working age population 
in Southampton possessed no qualifications. By 2007, this figure had 
remained unchanged. This compares to decreases of less than one percent in 
both Hampshire and the South East during the same period. In terms of 
higher skill levels, in 2007 25.6% of the working age population possessed 
NVQ Level 4 qualifications or higher. This decreased by some (1.1%) between 
2005 and 2007. This compares to a 1.3% increase regionally and 2.1% 
nationally in the same period.   

  

                                                      
24 This was the earliest data available that was consistent with 2007 data.  
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Figure 1.8: Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS 
 

In 2002, there were some 117,400 employees in Southampton. By 2006 this 
had decreased to some 113,800, a decrease of 3.1%. This compares to an 
increase in Hampshire of 2.9%during the same period. The region witnessed a 
small net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst national job growth was 2.8%.  
 
Figure 1.9: Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 

  2002 2006 
% Change 2002 - 
2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

 
In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002, residents of 
Southampton’s average wage was £387.60, by 2007 this had increased to 
£420.7 (8.5%). This compares to a 14.5% increase in wages in Hampshire,  a 
14.8% increase regionally, and an increase of 16.9% nationally.   
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Figure 1.10: Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 
 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 
 

 

1.5  Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.11, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the Woolston 
Riverside project. 
 
Figure 1.11: Woolston Riverside Logic chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

Remediation and development of a brownfield site for 
mixed-use development to retain marine-related 
employment uses and public access to the waterfront 

Inputs Funding 
Activities Land acquisition, masterplanning and planning approval, 

developer selection 
Outputs Brownfield land remediation, jobs created, residential units  
Outcomes Employment opportunities for residents of Southampton  
Wider impacts Improved economic performance of Southampton and 

public realm improvements 
Source: WME, 2008 
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2.  PROJECT OUTPUTS  
 
2.1 Summary of SEEDA outputs 
 

Figure 2.1, below, summaries SEEDA outputs associate with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of SEEDA outputs 

 Achieved In progress Planned 
Brownfield land 
remediation  

0 12.5ha 0 

Public sector 
leverage 

£2.75m 0 £43m* 

Private sector 
leverage 

£2m 0 £500m** 

Commercial 
floorspace 
developed 

0 0 42,312m2*** 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded 

0 0 1,400*** 

Housing units 0 0 1,620*** 
(450 affordable 
units) 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: 
*Housing Corporation contribution. 
** Crest Nicholson PLC £470m GDV appraisal (August 2008) plus Palmer Johnson’s£30m 
GDV appraisal 
***Crest Nicholson PLC’s outline planning application. 

 
2.2 Outputs achieved to date 
 

SEEDA’s activity has levered £2.75m from EP and the project has produced 
approximately £2m of private sector investment by Crest Nicholson PLC in 
initial masterplanning and design-related activities.  Figure 2.2, below, 
indicates the outputs achieved to date.   

 
Figure 2.2: Project outputs achieved to date 

 SEEDA outputs Other outputs Total outputs 
Public sector 
leverage 

£2.75m 0 £2.75m  

Private sector 
leverage 

£2m 0 £2m 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
 
2.3 Outputs “in progress” 
 

If the remediation contract is let as planned in summer 2008 then the target 
of remediating 12.5 ha of brownfield land will begin to be met.   Advanced 
enabling works prior to the remediation works have commenced in July 
2008. 
 
In turn, that will allow the first phase of residential development.  Crest 
Nicholson intends to start that work in 2009 with outputs (including 
affordable housing) in 2010. 
 
Figure 2.3, below, indicates the outputs considered to be “in progress”.   
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Figure 2.3: Project outputs “in progress” 
 SEEDA outputs Other outputs Total outputs 
Brownfield land 
remediation 

12.5 ha 0 12.5 ha 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
 
2.4 Planned outputs 
 

The housing outputs are planned to be delivered over a phased period and 
Crest Nicholson foresee a “10 to 15” year development period for this part of 
the project.  
 
The remediation of the northern part of the site will enable Palmer Johnson to 
take possession and commence construction works for its new facility in the 
marine quarter, which is anticipated to open in June 2009.   

 
Figure 2.4, below, details the Project’s planned outputs.   
 
Figure 2.4: Planned outputs 

 SEEDA outputs Other outputs Total outputs 
Public sector 
leverage 

£43m* 0 £43m* 

Private sector 
leverage 

£500m** 0 £500m** 

Commercial 
floorspace 
developed 

42,312m2*** 0 42,312m2*** 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded 

1,400*** 0 1,400*** 

Housing units 1,620*** 
(450 affordable 
units) 

0 1,620*** 
(450 affordable 
units) 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: 
*Housing Corporation contribution. 
** Crest Nicholson PLC £470m GDV appraisal (August 2008) plus Palmer Johnson’s£30m 
GDV appraisal 
***Crest Nicholson PLC’s outline planning application. 
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3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
3.1 Total and in-scope Agresso expenditure data 
 

Figure 3.1 below sets out SEEDA’s original approved spend against activity for 
the Woolston Riverside Project. In February 2006, the Department of Trade 
and Industry25 approved an increase in SEEDA’s investment up to £30.89 
million, following an economic appraisal of the scheme in November 2005.  
 

 Figure 3,1 SEEDA’s original approval expenditure. 
Component Expenditure 

Committed  
Site acquisition 15,600,750 
Site clearance, masterplanning, project management 
etc 

2,899,250 

Remediation works 2,862,455 
Total 21,362,455 

 Source: SEEDA Approval Forms.  
 

Figure 3.2 below shows SEEDAs expenditure for the Woolston Riverside 
project.  

 
 Figure 3.2: Timing of SEEDA Investment 

Financial Year SEEDA spend  
2002/3 14,736,462 
2003/4 1,246,961 
2004/5 3,495,095 
2005/6 898,688 
2006/7 985,249 
Total in-scope spend 21,362,455 
2007/8 1,447,116 
Post 2007/08 or not yet spent 8,080,429 
Total SEEDA Commitment 30,890,000 

 Source: Agresso. 
 
3.2 Leveraged Spend 
 

SEEDA’s activity has levered £2.75m from EP and the project has produced 
approximately £2m of private sector investment by Crest Nicholson PLC in 
initial masterplanning and design-related activities.   
 

3.3 Income received from land sales 
 

No land sales have been made for the Woolston Riverside project. 
 

 

                                                      
25 Source: Letter from DTI to SEEDA, dated 15th February 2006. 
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4.  CONSULTATION FINDINGS 
 

In addition to consultation with the SEEDA project management team, WME 
interviewed senior representatives from the key project partners, including 
Southampton City Council’s Regeneration, Economic Development and 
Housing Departments and Crest Nicholson Regeneration. From these 
consultations, the following findings emerged. 
 

4.1 Project partners and stakeholders 
 

SCC Regeneration and Economic Development 
 
According to SCC, the following are positive aspects and outcomes resulting 
from SEEDA’s involvement with this site: 
 
• SEEDA took over the project leadership with enthusiasm.   
• Without SEEDA the scheme would have been entirely residential without 

any employment uses.   There is a shortage of waterfront land available for 
employment uses and this project has maintained one such site. 

• Without SEEDA there would have been no FDI activity including the 
potential of attracting Palmer Johnson to the site.  Although no supply 
chain analysis has been undertaken, it is expected that this will generate 
significant local economic multiplier effects, once operational. 

• A private developer-led scheme may have resulted in higher housing 
densities but it would likely have resulted in a piecemeal development. 

• The jobs created will have wider impacts in terms of skills development, 
apprenticeships and the retention of marine sector skills and employment 
through the inclusion of a training facility. 

 
According to SCC, the following challenges have emerged from SEEDA’s 
involvement with this site: 
 
• SCC started off the project when VT closed – SEEDA were originally 

reluctant to take part. 
• There is a perception that SEEDA was a little remote in its decision 

making and didn’t involve SCC in some aspects of the project although 
there was a Steering Group and Scheme Review Panel in place for the 
project.  

• SEEDA was perceived to have found it awkward to deal with elected 
members and was not used to doing so. 

 
SCC Housing 
 
Positive aspects of SEEDA’s involvement with the site from a housing 
perspective were considered to include: 
 
• The early involvement of the Housing Corporation to provide the funding 

required (£10 million) for the affordable housing aspects of the scheme. 
• SEEDA appears committed to ensuring skills brokerage provision to 

ensure that those living on the site can also take advantage of employment 
opportunities in the marine quarter being developed within it. 

• The project will reconnect Woolston District Centre and reinvigorate this 
area through the development of new retail provision and potentially 
niche shopping areas. 
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Challenges and problems associated with SEEDA’s involvement with this site 
were perceived to include: 
 
• SEEDA was perceived to be a little remote at first and there was a 

suggestion that it did not want to get involved with RSLs and it was 
evident that it has a lack of understanding of them.  However, this 
conflicts with evidence that the Project Steering Group and Scheme 
Review Panels had these considerations within their remit. 

• SEEDA was considered as being spread thinly across their projects with a 
lack of resources to deliver with the need for a greater focus. 

• The RRP design proposed was perceived to be over-enthusiastic and failed 
to be pragmatic in its considerations, for example the inclusion of towers.  
However, this design did lead to a change in CABE’s National Guidelines 
on Tall Buildings.  

• There is a fear, albeit unfounded, that the necessary level of permanent 
management on the site will not be forthcoming by SEEDA or Crest 
Nicholson and they will not succeed in connecting with the community.  
However, such management arrangements are an obligation of the section 
106 agreement for the site and this has been discussed in meetings with 
SCC Housing and the RSLs. 

• There is a perception that if SEEDA had not got involved then a 
residential developer may have taken the site and perhaps it would have 
been built out by now.  The scheme may have been less attractive in 
employment terms but there would have been at least 400+ affordable 
houses in an area with a waiting list of some 11,600 households.    

• It is also perceived that a private developer purchasing the site would have 
been obliged to provide 25% affordable housing and the site could have 
been designed around the remediation requirements; although these were 
acknowledged to be significant.  However, this fails to take account of 
market conditions in the city which may have prevented such an outcome. 

 
Crest Nicholson 
 
Crest Nicholson highlighted the following positive aspects of its partnership 
working with SEEDA in relation to the development of this site: 
 
• SEEDA has demonstrated a genuine and committed approach to working 

in partnership. 
• SEEDA worked closely with Crest Nicholson to change the scheme 

between 2006 and 2008.  This resulted in the inclusion of a large 
foodstore within the development proposals to improve the retail offer in 
Woolston.   

• Crest Nicholson has also doubled the number of houses originally 
proposed, with 9% of the site allocated for houses rather than flats. 

 
The following challenges have been faced by Crest Nicholson in the 
development of this site: 
 
• It is perceived that the delay in obtaining the Section 106 agreement 

reduced the speed at which land value could be ascertained and the ability 
to proceed to the development of the site. 

• In the absence of SEEDA, the scheme may have been developed sooner, 
but it would be mainly a residential scheme with 25% affordable housing, 
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limited housing type mix and a foodstore.  One-third of the site would not 
be allocated for employment use under this scenario. 

 
4.2 Project beneficiaries 
 

The project has not commenced in full and there are no beneficiaries at this 
time.  
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5.  NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 

In order to quantify the actual economic impact of SEEDA’s intervention, we 
assess a series of factors in the IEF logic chain. In the absence of any 
occupants on site, we set out below the Gross Impacts of the intervention. 
Subsequently, a series of net effects are considered. These are adjustments 
based on discussions with key stakeholders involved in the project   
 
These adjustments include: 
 
• Deadweight: the proportion of output that would have been achieved 

anyway; 
• Displacement: the extent of output accounted for by lost market share 

(reduced outputs) elsewhere in the target area;  
• Leakage: The proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the 

projects target area/group;   
• Substitution:  If a firm substitutes one activity for another (within firm 

displacement); and 
• Multiplier effects: Further economic activity, be it jobs, income or 

supply chain expenditure associated with additional income and local 
supplier purchases.   

 
5.1 Gross Direct Effect 
 

The realised gross direct outputs from the Woolston Riverside project are: 
 

• The leverage of £2m of private sector investment; and 
• The leverage of £2.75m of public sector investment. 
 

5.2 Leakage 
 

Based on our consultation findings, we estimate that the proportion of the 
gross outputs – achieved to date - that have benefited residents from outside 
the target area is zero. 

 
5.3 Displacement assessment 
 

There has been no displacement effect.  At this stage no outputs have been 
achieved other than leverage. 
 

5.4 Multiplier effects 
 

There have been no multiplier effects.  At this stage no outputs have been 
achieved other than leverage. 
 

5.5 Assessment of deadweight 
 

If SEEDA had not been involved it is likely that a residential developer would 
have bought the land.   Many other contaminated sites throughout the SE and 
the UK were sold at this time due to the high demand for residential land and 
developers decontaminating sites to increase land supply at a time of a 
booming housing market. 
 
Consutlation has suggested that the site would have most likely been 
developed fully for housing without the employment uses.  For example, the 
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planning authority considered that it is unlikely to have been able to refuse 
such residential development. Despite this, SEEDA argue that there would 
have been planning issues regarding the housing density of any alternative 
scheme.  Also, a private sector developer would have faced difficulties in 
attracting large employers to the site and is highly unlikely to have attracted a 
large boat builder such as Palmer Johnson.  
 
The scheme promoted by SEEDA has faced considerable delays in the 
masterplanning, town planning and s106 processes.  It is possible that an 
alternative residential only scheme would have received permission and be 
developed out by now. The consequence being that some 1600 units 
(including 400 affordable units) which would have otherwise been available 
were not developed.  However, the allocation of the site, remediation 
requirements and protracted planning process may have been barriers all 
developers would have faced in the taking forward this site. 
 
SEEDA was therefore over-optimistic in its original belief that the 
development of this site could have been attained in a much quicker timescale 
that has been the case.  It is possible that the timing of the benefits considered 
to accrue from the delivery of such a project have been exaggerated in this 
case compared to the counter-factual situation.  In the case of the latter, the 
site may have been developed, albeit in the absence of employment 
opportunities.   
 

5.6 Summary of net outputs and outcomes 
 

On the basis of the above, we consider that the gross and net outputs achieved 
are the same, specifically: 
 
• £2.75m in public sector leverage; 
• £2m in private sector leverage. 
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 
6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
 

There is a misperception that SEEDA seems to have been remote from the 
decision-making and political structures within SCC and its housing and 
planning departments.  This is also the case in relation to the Housing 
Associations involved in the project in relation to its affordable housing 
aspects, although these are more within the remit of Crest Nicholson as the 
developer rather than SEEDA.  Member Briefings, the Project Steering Group 
and Scheme Review Panel were all mechanisms by which SEEDA facilitated 
involvement and inclusion while demonstrating leadership in the delivery of 
the project.   
 
While SEEDA appears to have been reluctant to engage with the project at 
first, since its involvement in the project it is evident that it has led it 
enthusiastically.  This has included leading the process of initial design, 
submitting planning applications, selecting developers and working closely 
with the developer to bring forward the scheme.  It could have been more 
efficient in its approach to this however, which resulted from a perception of 
resource constraints within SEEDA limiting the rate of activity. 
 
The fact that no outputs have been achieved to date limits the extent to which 
catalytic activity has been generated by the project.  However, the 
commitment of Palmer Johnson to the site may generate increased 
confidence in the marine industries sector in Woolston and in Southampton 
more widely.  

 
6.2  Strategic influence 
 

SEEDA’s involvement in the site has attracted a leading developer with 
strategic influence in terms of the level of employment land proposed and the 
contribution of this to the wider regeneration of Woolston District Centre.  In 
addition, it has also secured the commitment of the Housing Corporation in 
providing a large grant for the affordable housing aspects of the proposed 
development.  This strategic investment, when realised, is likely to have more 
significant economic benefits for Southampton as a whole, in addition to the 
sub-regional and regional economies.  
 
The impact of the project on CABE’s National Guidelines for Tall Buildings 
can also be considered to represent strategic influence.  Prior to the project, it 
was only possible to determine planning applications for tall buildings 
through a full application.  However, CABE revised these guidelines, partly in 
response to this project, using it as a case study to enable the determination of 
such applications at outline stage.   
 
This revision was due to SCC being unwilling to accept an outline application 
including tall buildings resulting in a 15-month delay in taking the RRP 
scheme to Planning Committee.  The RRP scheme itself also represents 
strategic influence; SCC was keen to involve a headline architect and it is 
perceived that this raised expectations for the site and facilitated the granting 
of permission for a high density scheme.  
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6.3 Leverage 
 

SEEDA has levered in £2.5 million from EP as it was considered that the 
objectives of the development fit well with its own objectives.  In addition, a 
large grant has been secured from the Housing Corporation which is likely to 
facilitate Phase One of the Crest Nicholson development in cashflow terms for 
affordable housing provision. 

 
6.4 Synergy 
 

SEEDA has used its capacity to facilitate the integration of the design of the 
project between the various partners involved.  It has also drawn upon 
experience to attract a high profile company in Palmer Johnson to the site.  
However, there is concern that SEEDA has had limited resources to fulfil this 
role and this may have increased the time for certain aspects of the project to 
date to be delivered. 

 
6.5 Engagement 
 

SEEDA successfully engaged with SCC in the development and delivery of this 
scheme although more joint working could have been undertaken to address 
the perception of the remote nature of this engagement.  It has worked in 
partnership however, including with Crest Nicholson, and has ensured 
inclusion through Member Briefings, the Scheme Review Panel and Project 
Steering Group.  There has also been extensive public consultation including 
exhibitions, public meetings, newsletters and the hosting of a website to 
provide information on the scheme. 
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7.  LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE PROJECT 
 
7.1 Efficacy of working relationships 
 

Working relationships were reported to be good though with some minor 
issues described above. 

 
7.2 Overcoming barriers to implementation 

 
There have been significant delays in this project, mainly due to planning 
delays resulting from SCC being unwilling to accept an outline application 
including tall buildings for the original RRP scheme.  This resulted in a 15-
month delay in taking the scheme to Planning Committee, although was 
overcome through the influence on CABE’s National Guidelines on Tall 
Buildings.   
 
While Crest Nicholson, and, formally, Dean and Dyball, were able to develop 
their masterplans and planning applications simultaneously, there was also a 
perception that following the resolution to grant permission section 106 
negotiations delayed the process further. 
 
The relationship between SEEDA as a public sector agency and SCC is not 
different from that between a private sector developer and a planning 
authority.  Despite that, a private developer is likely to have less regard to 
wider project externalities.  
 
The planning process appears to have gone reasonably well until August 2006 
when the resolution to grant was permitted.  Following this, there were delays 
in the planning authority completing the legal agreement.  While Crest 
Nicholson was able to continue work on masterplans and the revised Patel-
Taylor planning application during this time, it was stated that Crest 
Nicholson being able to ascertain land value for the site was contingent on the 
completion of these legal agreements.  

 
7.3 Summary review of good practice 
 

A key aspect of this project that can be considered to represent good practice 
is the work undertaken by SEEDA to maintain marine and maritime related 
employment uses on the site and attracting Palmer Johnson to locate there 
upon completion of the marine quarter.  It also enabled this type of 
employment to be retained in the region through facilitating a clean exit from 
the site for VT to its other site in Portsmouth. 
 
In addition, further good practice has emerged from the strategic influence of 
SEEDA on the CABE National Guidelines for Tall Buildings, which is likely to 
have positive implications for developments elsewhere. 
 

7.4  Recommendations 
 
At this early stage there are no specific recommendations. 
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ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 
 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
1B Proposal Form Y  
1B Presentation to PAB Y  
2A Operational Delivery Form N  
3A Appraisal Form Y  
3B Additional Expenditure Form Y  
4 Completion Form N  
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Peter Cusdin Development Director 
David Holifield Project Manager 
Clare Chester Development Manager 
 
Project Partners 
 
Tim Levenson Southampton City Council Planning 

Authority 
Barbarah Compton Southampton City Council Housing 

Authority 
Wayland Pope Crest Nicholson 
 
 
 
 
 



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise  265

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PROJECT CASE PAPER NO 13:   
EAST COWES 

 

 
 
 
 

Evaluation of SEEDA’s Physical 
Regeneration Projects  
(2002/03 – 2006/07) 

 
 

Draft Final 
 

29 August 2008 
  



SEEDA – EVALUATION OF PHYSICAL REGENERATION PROJECTS  

WM Enterprise  266

1.  PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
1.1 Overview 
 

This project involves the purchase of the former GKN North Works and 
Trinity House at East Cowes, Isle of Wight, and forms part of SEEDA’s wider 
involvement in Cowes and in other parts of the island.  The project comprises 
four key sites with a total of 7.6ha of land and buildings in the town centre of 
East Cowes.  GKN closed production at these sites in 2003 following the 
global downturn in the airline industry post September 11th, 2001.  This 
resulted in 700 employees being made redundant and the site being surplus 
to the company’s requirements.  In addition, within the scope of the 
evaluation is the acquisition of a further site, the Trinity House Lighthouse 
Service, as part of the process of site assembly, and a small amount of further 
expenditure to facilitate public consultation activities. 

 
Figure 1.1, below, summarises the key characteristics of the project. 
 
Figure 1.1: Key features of the Project 

Programme Code SE91103 
Project Type Land acquisition and site assembly, 

masterplanning and design, public 
consultation, land remediation and mixed-
use development. 

SEEDA Project Managers Peter Cusdin and David Hollifield 
Original proposed Start Date* June 2003 
Original proposed End Date* June 2008 
Project Partners Isle of Wight Council, Isle of Wight Economic 

Partnership, English Partnerships 
 Note:  *Sourced from SEEDA Major Projects Committee Papers (undated) 
 
1.2 Project Background 

 
The sites subject to the evaluation were identified in the Project Cowes 
Framework Plan, which demonstrates the need to diversify and strengthen 
the economy of the Island, and particularly the economies of both East and 
West Cowes.  GKN is therefore a group of key sites for redevelopment and by 
acquiring them, SEEDA aimed to ensure a comprehensive and holistic 
approach to their regeneration, in line with the aims and objectives of this 
plan.  This also aimed to ensure a sustainable mixed-use development was 
brought forward, rather than a residential-led scheme, to drive the 
regeneration of Cowes as part of the Cowes Waterfront Initiative. 
 
The majority of the expenditure was committed to four properties occupying 
7.6ha of land formerly occupied by GKN until 2003 and facing the waterfront.  
SEEDA took possession of the site in December 2003 but allowed GKN to 
continue removing some equipment and stores over a short period of time 
subsequently.  The approved expenditure is currently £15m.  The sites were as 
follows: 
 
• Albany and Victoria – 0.65ha 
• Maresfield – 0.89ha 
• Columbine – 1.94ha 
• Support and Sports Club Site (including Kings Building) – 4.51ha 
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In addition, within the scope of the evaluation is the acquisition of a further 
site of 0.65 hectares, the Trinity House Lighthouse Service land at Dover 
Road, which includes three buildings.  According to the Project Appraisal 
form 3A, SEEDA was approached by the organisation with the opportunity to 
acquire the site due to the synergy with the Cowes Waterfront Initiative and 
the opportunity to include it within the wider masterplanning process.   
 
SEEDA also made a financial contribution of £150k to Project Cowes, which is 
planning the future of Cowes and the River Medina Valley.  According to the 
appraisal and approval document, this project aimed to facilitate extensive 
consultation with the public and stakeholders and it was also intended to 
open a project office at Cowes to act as a focal point, exhibition and marketing 
facility.  It also included the development of a website to promote the project 
and facilitate further engagement. 
 
The current plan is a mixed-use scheme incorporating employment (including 
marine employment), enhanced ferry marshalling uses and residential uses.   
In particular, finding a new location for the Red Funnel ferry marshalling 
yards was considered particularly important in the physical regeneration of 
the town centre. This was due to the traffic problems these currently cause 
and the need to open up these sites to stimulate economic development. 
 
Work has started on the site with the removal of around 15 derelict and 
redundant buildings covering approximately four hectares and the 
construction of a new apron, boat hoist dock and pontoons at Venture Quays.  
The project has, however, been delayed by a longer than expected 
masterplanning and town planning process coupled with detailed and 
complex discussions with the ferry operator on the future of their marshalling 
yards and the intensity of local public opinion on the issues.   
 
While the reconfiguration of Red Funnel marshalling yards is a primary 
objective of the project, initiation of the development is not dependent on 
reaching this agreement.  The Phase I infrastructure works are out to tender 
and are expected to start in October 2008 and SEEDA is expected to agree 
terms for the town centre aspect of the development with Waitrose and the 
PCT in the near future, with works expected to commence in 2009.    
 
Part of the site, the Columbine Shed, is in temporary occupation by a number 
of companies, facilitated through a short-term letting strategy for the sites 
subject to evaluation.  This was primarily aimed at the creation of interim 
employment to replace the jobs lost through the closure of GKN.  The 
secondary benefit is this letting strategy generating an income for SEEDA in 
the interim period, although the letting strategy involved significant 
expenditure on refurbishment work, which would not have been undertaken 
by the private sector.  This has led to 300 jobs, which fluctuate according to 
the workforce of one of the main occupiers, Vestas. 
 
The original intention was for SEEDA to transfer the remediated land to the 
‘Island Development Company’ a delivery vehicle established with the Isle of 
Wight Council, the Isle of Wight Economic Partnership and, possibly, English 
Partnerships.  However, SEEDA has been unable to proceed with this due to 
difficulties in agreeing Terms of Reference with the Treasury.  
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1.3  Clarification of in-scope activities 
 

Figure 1.1, below, illustrates the in-scope expenditure for the 3 Project codes 
within the East Cowes Waterfront programme. 
 
Figure 1.1: East Cowes Project In-Scope Expenditure 
 
Project 
Code 

Project 
Description 

Total 
2002/03 

Total 
2003/04 

Total 
2004/05 

Total 
2005/06 

Total 
2006/07 

Total 
In-scope 

SE17713 Project 
Cowes 

199 176,382 3,861   180,441 

SE18274 East Cowes 
Project 

 9,499,644 3,505,985 4,379,431 1,670,107 19,055,167 

SE21440 Trinity 
House 

  4,186 1,198,196 44,765 1,247,147 

Source: SEEDA Agresso financial system, 2008 
 
This in-scope expenditure has enabled WME to make a judgement of what 
activities can be considered in-scope for this evaluation.  The following 
activities are considered in-scope: 
 

• Outputs associated with the consultation works and other activities 
delivered through SEEDA’s investment in Project Cowes.  The 
majority of this spend occurs in 2003/04, as per Figure 1.1 above; 

• Outputs associated with the acquisition of the 7.6ha of land through 
the East Cowes Project.  The majority of this spend occurs in 2003/04, 
as per Figure 1.1, above; and 

• Outputs associated with the acquisition of Trinity House and land 
associated with this site.  The majority of this spend occurs in 
2005/06, as per Figure 1.1, above. 

 
1.4 Original objectives of the project 
 

The original objectives of the East Cowes project were to: 
 

• Remediate a large brownfield site with riverside frontage; 
• Create a framework for sustainable development of significant scale 

and quality; 
• Provide a range of employment opportunities; 
• Achieve a better synergy of land use throughout the town centre; 
• Capitalise on Cowes’ international reputation for sailing/racing; 
• Facilitate the growth and expansion of the local business community 

and attract inward investors; 
• Help to strengthen the island’s position as a centre of excellence for 

the composites and specialist marine sectors by promoting a marine 
related enterprise hub; 

• Secure a broader range of quality residential development; and 
• Facilitate new public access to the waterfront. 

 
The original plan envisaged work commencing in 2004/5 and complete over 
two to three years.  In the subsequent March 2006 project appraisal for 
CPRG, SEEDA envisaged that development would commence in 2007 with a 
completion date of 2017.  
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The original objectives of Project Cowes was to put in place a development 
framework and strategy to identify and guide future investment by SEEDA.  
The focus was to be on physical sites and infrastructure but is responsive to 
the needs and demands of businesses and sensitive to the views of residents. 
 
The objectives of the Trinity House acquisition, according to Form 3A, were to 
include the site within the overall East Cowes development area as it is a key 
waterfront site and can therefore be included within the wider 
masterplanning process for the comprehensive redevelopment of the town 
centre.  This would allow a more comprehensive approach to the 
redevelopment of the town centre and a more robust flood defence to be 
developed for the town. 
 

1.5  Business case/Market failure argument 
 

The intervention case in the original case paper was based on the need for 
SEEDA to act to promote employment uses.  The papers explicitly 
acknowledge that the market would attempt to develop the site but for 
residential development and that the private sector had demonstrated interest 
in the site.    
 
GKN, despite this private sector interest in the site, recognised the added-
value of SEEDA engaging in the release of the sites and made a direct 
approach to SEEDA to progress this proposal.  It was considered that the 
economic outputs and regeneration opportunities within this proposal could 
not have been delivered by the private sector alone.   This is especially in 
relation to developing the site in a holistic way rather than through piecemeal 
redevelopment. 
 
The appraisals concede that the demand for the uses which SEEDA proposed 
was “not tested” and the purchase of the site was completed before a market 
assessment had taken place.  The appraisal papers also state that “the site has 
not demonstrated market failure.” 
 
For Trinity House, the Lighthouse Service approached SEEDA with the 
opportunity to purchase the site due to its synergy with the wider East Cowes 
project.  Form 1B states that if SEEDA does not acquire the site: 
 
“it opens the possibility of the site being brought forward independently for 
the highest value uses only, which would almost certainly result in a range 
of uses which are inconsistent with the strategy objectives of Cowes 
Waterfront and which could frustrate the comprehensive regeneration of 
East Cowes town centre.” 
 
The Form 3A appraisal goes on to state that: 
 
 “by acquiring the site SEEDA strengthens its land holdings in East Cowes 
and thereby its influence over the nature and timing of development delivery 
on the land (by gaining permission and procuring a development partner).” 

 
Overall, it is argued in the Trinity House Form 3A Appraisal that the projects 
and land holdings sit within a wider framework to assist in achieving the aims 
of the wider initiative that seek to address problems of economic performance 
and physical deprivation including: 
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• High unemployment rates (4.3% for the island compared to a regional 
average of 1.8%); 

 
• Physical severance from the mainland and the need to improve the 

gateway areas on the lsland; 
 

• A reliance on tourism, the seasonal nature of that trade and the need to 
broaden the economic base.  

 
It is stated that the acquisition of Trinity House as part of the wider 
redevelopment will increase the impact the East Cowes Project is able to make 
in addressing these issues. 
 

1.6  Historic review of local property 
 

This section presents a brief review of the local commercial market on the Isle 
of Wight. It draws on data provided by the Valuation Office Agency (VOA) 
between 2002 and 2007.  Data obtained on rental values for industrial units 
(Figure 1.2) shows rental values of industrial floorspace on the Isle of Wight 
from £60 per m2 for small units to £40 per m2 for units of over 1,000 m2.  
Industrial rents increased by 30% between 2002 and 2007, a significant 
increase compared to other areas of the region.  

 
Figure 1.2: Rental Values Industrial Floorspace 2002 - 2007 

£/m2  2002 2007  
Location 25-75 

m2 
150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

1,000 
m2 

25-75 
m2 

150 – 
200m2 

c. 500 
m2 

c. 
1,000 
m2 

 % Average 
Change 
2002-2007 

Eastbourne 80 65 52 35 85 85 64 57 25 
Medway Towns 72 62 54 52 80 69 63 55 11 
Portsmouth  100 90 70 63 102 90 85 80 11 
Southampton 110 90 75 65 105 90 85 80 6 
Isle of Wight 60 55 50 40 75 70 65 60 33 
Guildford/ 
Egham* 

140 113 103 100 140 113 108 100 1 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. October 2002 – January 2007 * 2002 data is 
Guildford only. 
 
In 2002, prime location town centre rents in the town of Newport on the Isle 
of Wight were some £675 per m2 per year, considerably lower than elsewhere 
in the region, as shown in Figure 1.3, below. Prime rents had increased to 
£750 per m2 by 2007, substantially lower than other centres in the region and 
highlighting the economic problems faced by the Island and the considerable 
reliance on a seasonal tourism economy.     

 
Figure 1.3: Retail Rents 2002 -2007  

£/m2/ann  2002   2007   
Location Prime 

Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre 
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse 
(£/m2/ann) 

Prime 
Location in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Secondary 
Position in 
Principal 
Shopping 
Centre  
(£/m2/ann) 

Out of 
Town non 
food 
warehouse  
(£/m2/ann) 

Canterbury 2,750 1,000 175 2,250 1,000 175 
Southampton 2,500 650 225 3,000 650 300 
Guildford 2,300 1,150 290 2,300 1,150 290 
Portsmouth  1,700 600 180 1,800 600 195 
Newport 675 275 85 750 430 175 
Basingstoke 1,250 750 160 1,500 550 290 
Eastbourne 975 500 100 1,175 550 130 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports. 
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Figure 1.4, below, shows the comparative change in retail rents between 2002 
and 2007 in selected centres across the South East. Clearly much of the 
increase in rental prices is accountable to inflation. Despite this, the 
comparative increases can highlight changes within the local market. Isle of 
Wight prime retail rents increased by only 11% within the evaluation period, 
however growth in secondary rents (56%) and out of town rents (106%) are 
far greater than elsewhere in the region.   However, it should be noted that the 
Isle of Wight started from a relatively lower level of rents and therefore some 
of this increase may have resulted from market adjustment.  Again however, it 
reflects the seasonal nature of the Island’s economy.   

 
Figure 1.4: Change in Retail Rents 2002 - 2007 

Location % Increase in 
Principal Rents 

%    Increase in 
Secondary Rents 

% Increase in 
out of town rents 

Eastbourne 21 10 30 
Basingstoke 20 -27 81 
Southampton 20 0 33 
Portsmouth  6 0 8 
Newport 11 56 106 
Guildford 0 0 0 
Canterbury -18 0 0 

Source: VOA. 
 
Figure 1.5, below, shows residential building land values in the South East. In 
2002 large sites for residential uses of over 2 ha on the Isle of Wight in Ryde 
were valued at £1.75m per hectare.  By 2007, the value had increased by 75% 
to £1.65 million.  This growth was amongst the highest in the region, although 
values were relatively low to begin with and is indicative of the market on the 
island for residential development increasingly aligning itself with that of the 
mainland.  This may especially be in response to the demand for second 
homes on the Island as a secondary outcome of the strong housing market 
overall. 
 
Figure 1.5: Residential Building Land Values  

  2002 2007   
Location Small 

Sites (for 
less than 
5 
houses) 
£ per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 
Ha) £ per 
Ha 

Small Sites 
(for less 
than 5 
houses) £ 
per Ha 

Bulk Land 
(Over 2 Ha) 
£ per Ha 

% Average 
Change 
Small Sites 

% 
Average 
Change 
Bulk 
Land 

Eastbourne 1,750,000 1,025,000 2,400,000 2,100,000 37 105 
Ryde, Isle of White  1,000,000 850,000 1,750,000 1,650,000 75 94 
Folkestone 1,460,000 1,225,000 2,400,000 2,150,000 64 76 
Guildford 3,150,000 3,150,000 5,750,000 5,500,000 83 75 
Southampton 2,500,000 2,400,000 3,950,000 3,850,000 58 60 
Portsmouth  2,100,000 2,000,000 3,100,000 3,100,000 48 55 

Source: Valuation Office Agency Property Market Reports 
 

1.7 Economic Context 
 

This section provides a brief review of key economic indicators over the 
course of the evaluation period.  
 
Figure 1.6 shows unemployment numbers and rates in selected Local 
Authority Districts across the South East between 2002 and 2007.  
 
At the start of the evaluation period, The Isle of Wight’s claimant count rate 
(3.4%) was about three times the Hampshire rate (1.1%). This equated to 
some 2,500 claimants. The island was one of only two LADs assessed as part 
of this analysis with claimant rate above that of Great Britain (2.7%). By 2007 
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the District’s claimant count rate had decreased 0.6%, to 2.8%. This still 
exceed the national average 2.5%. It highlights the economic problems faced 
by the Island.  However, there has been a decrease in claimant counts since 
the closure of the GKN works during this time.  

 
Figure 1.6: Claimant Counts 2002-2007.  

  2002 2007   

  
Number Rate Number Rate 

Change in 
Claimant Rate 02-
07 

Great Britain 960,658 2.7 930,094 2.5 -0.2 
South East 74,444 1.5 80,976 1.6 0.1 
Hampshire 8,129 1.1 9,425 1.2 0.1 
Kent 15,618 2.0 16,660 2.0 0.0 
West Sussex 5,196 1.2 6,096 1.4 0.2 
Adur 430 1.3 545 1.6 0.3 
Ashford 978 1.6 1,068 1.6 0.0 
Dover 1,493 2.4 1,697 2.7 0.3 
Gosport 643 1.4 870 1.8 0.4 
Havant 1,403 2.1 1,430 2.1 0.0 
Isle of Wight 2,587 3.4 2,221 2.8 -0.6 
Medway Towns 3,590 2.3 4,237 2.7 0.4 
Portsmouth 2,825 2.3 3,036 2.3 0.0 
Southampton 3,372 2.3 3,570 2.3 0.0 
Swale 1,779 2.3 1,990 2.5 0.2 
Thanet 2,925 4.1 2,623 3.6 -0.5 

 Source: NOMIS 

  
In terms of skill levels, Figure 1.7, below, shows that in 200526, some 11.6% of 
the working age population on the Isle of Wight possessed no qualifications. 
By 2007, this had decreased by 0.5%, to 11.1%. This was above the rate for 
Hampshire (8.7%), slightly higher than regionally (9.6%) but lower than 
nationally (13.1%). In terms of higher skill levels, in 2007 some 23.6% of the 
working age population possessed NVQ Level 4 qualifications or higher. This 
increased by some (1.7%) between 2005 and 2007. This compares to a 1.3% 
increase regionally and 2.1% increase nationally in the same period.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
26 This was the earliest data available that was consistent with 2007 data.  
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Figure 1.7: Skills Profile 2005 -2007 

  
% of Working Age with No 
Qualifications 

% of Working Age with NVQ 4+ 
Qualifications 

  
Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Jan-Dec 
2005 

Jan-Dec 
2007 Change 

Great Britain 14.3 13.1 -1.2 26.5 28.6 2.1 
South East 10.1 9.6 -0.5 29.5 30.8 1.3 
Hampshire 8.8 8.7 -0.1 28.1 30.1 2.0 
Kent 13.0 12.1 -0.9 24.0 26.1 2.1 
West Sussex 8.1 7.5 -0.6 27.6 30.5 2.9 
Adur 13.5 8.9 -4.6 29.2 28.2 -1.0 
Ashford 13.5 6.5 -7.0 23.6 32.0 8.4 
Dover 17.0 12.3 -4.7 16.5 24.3 7.8 
Gosport 14.8 9.4 -5.4 19.0 18.6 -0.4 
Havant 13.8 10.5 -3.3 18.0 25.5 7.5 
Isle of Wight 11.6 11.1 -0.5 21.9 23.6 1.7 
Medway Towns 12.3 11.7 -0.6 18.1 20.7 2.6 
Portsmouth 14.0 13.7 -0.3 23.5 24.7 1.2 
Southampton 12.3 12.3 0.0 26.7 25.6 -1.1 
Swale 13.5 19.2 5.7 19.2 18.6 -0.6 
Thanet 17.3 16.2 -1.1 18.0 21.7 3.7 

Source: NOMIS 
 

In 2002, Figure 1.8, below, shows that there were some 51,500 employees on 
the Isle of White. By 2006 this had decreased to some 50,800, a decrease of 
1.3%. This compares to an increase in Hampshire of 2.9%during the same 
period. The region witnessed a small net job loss of 0.2% in this period, whilst 
national job growth was 2.8%.  

 
Figure 1.8: Employment Growth 2002 - 2006 

  2002 2006 
% Change 2002 
- 2006 

Great Britain 25,593,747 26,320,590 2.8 
South East 3,677,201 3,668,657 -0.2 
Hampshire 524,602 539,720 2.9 
Kent 535,918 531,374 -0.8 
West Sussex 356,738 338,955 -5.0 
Adur 18,688 19,103 2.2 
Ashford 44,548 47,003 5.5 
Dover 40,086 36,845 -8.1 
Gosport 19,742 19,936 1.0 
Havant 38,895 38,549 -0.9 
Isle of Wight 51,474 50,813 -1.3 
Medway Towns 90,481 86,344 -4.6 
Portsmouth 102,832 96,630 -6.0 
Southampton 117,374 113,762 -3.1 
Swale 43,733 42,611 -2.6 
Thanet 37,193 38,561 3.7 

 Source: NOMIS 

 
In terms of gross average weekly earnings, in 2002, Figure 1.9, below, shows 
that residents of The Isle of Wight’s average wage was £343.1, by 2007 this 
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had increased to £419.7 (22.3%). This compares favourably to a 14.5% 
increase in wages in Hampshire,  a 14.8% increase regionally, and an increase 
of 16.9% nationally, although again the Island started from a relatively lower 
position in relation to earnings.   
 
Figure 1.9: Gross Weekly Earning 2002 -2007 

 2002 2007 2002-2007 

 

Weekly Gross 
earnings 
(£) 

Weekly Gross 
earning 
(£) 

% Change 
 
 

Great Britain 392.7 459.0 16.9 
South East 435.1 499.6 14.8 
Hampshire 427.4 489.3 14.5 
Kent 411.8 492.9 19.7 
West Sussex 407.9 477.5 17.1 
Adur 399.0 397.9 -0.3 
Ashford 413.5 445.2 7.7 
Dover 379.8 483.7 27.4 
Gosport 325.0 421.5 29.7 
Havant 374.3 425.0 13.5 
Isle of Wight 343.1 419.7 22.3 
Medway Towns 404.4 472.5 16.8 
Portsmouth 380.4 401.4 5.5 
Southampton 387.6 420.7 8.5 
Swale 404.7 476.7 17.8 
Thanet 352.7 424.7 20.4 

Source: NOMIS 
 

1.8 Logic Chain 
 

Figure 1.10, below, demonstrates the logic chain rationale for the East Cowes 
Project. 
 
Figure 1.10: East Cowes Project Logic chain 

Objectives 
(including 
rationale) 

To acquire and remediate the GKN works and Trinity 
House as part of a wider regeneration strategy for the East 
Cowes town centre area, to address employment losses at 
the site through a mixed use development incorporating 
employment and residential uses.  To facilitate public 
consultation to enable local ownership for the proposed 
development. 

Inputs Funding and project management/development expertise. 
Activities Land acquisition and site assembly, demolition and 

remediation, masterplanning, infrastructure works, 
housing, retail and employment land development. 

Outputs Brownfield land remediation, housing, business 
accommodation and private sector leverage. 

Outcomes Improved town centre economy for East Cowes through a 
revitalised mixed use town centre with viable and 
sustainable employment uses. 

Wider impacts Benefits to local population of increased economic activity 
in the area. 

Source: WME, 2008 
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2.  PROJECT OUTPUTS  
 
2.1 Summary of SEEDA outputs 
 

Figure 2.1, below, summaries SEEDA outputs associate with the project. 
 
Figure 2.1: Summary of SEEDA outputs 

 Achieved In progress Planned 
Brownfield land 
remediation  

0 0 7.6ha 

Public sector 
leverage 

£4.75m*  0 0 

Private sector 
leverage 

0 0 £83m** 

Commercial 
floorspace 
developed 

1,561m2  20,300m2 

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

273 0 596 

Residential units 0 0 581***  
(421 flats; 140 
houses; and 20 
maisonettes) 

Land demolition and 
clearance 

15 buildings on 4ha 
of land 

0 0 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes:  
*£4.6m investment from EP plus £0.15m from the Isle of Wight Council and Isle of Wight 
Partnership. 
** SEEDA GDV estimate based on local benchmark.  
*** Development Agreement between SEEDA and EP (March 2007). 

 
2.2 Outputs achieved to date 
 

Outputs achieved to date have included public sector leverage of £4.75m, 
specifically, this funding comprised of: 
 
• £4.6m from English Partnerships for the East Cowes Project; 
• £150k ‘in-kind’ from the Isle of Wight Council, Isle of Wight Partnership 

and other stakeholders (according to full appraisal) for Project Cowes. 
 
In addition, SEEDA has demolished 15 surface buildings covering 
approximately 4ha of land although this land has not been remediated at this 
stage.  
 
The delay in making progress on the redevelopment of the area has also 
offered the opportunity for SEEDA to implement an interim lettings strategy 
and invest in the refurbishment of two buildings: Venture Quays and Trinity 
Wharf.  This has provided temporary accommodation to a number of 
businesses who have been able to take advantage of space in the former GKN 
works prior to them taking space in the redeveloped properties or locating 
elsewhere on the island.  This has resulted in 273 jobs created or safeguarded.  
 
Figure 2.2, below, indicates the outputs achieved to date. 
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Figure 2.2: Project outputs achieved to date 
 SEEDA outputs Other outputs Total outputs 
Public sector 
leverage 

£4.75m*  0 £4.75m* 

Commercial 
floorspace 
developed 

1,561m2 0 1,561m2 

Jobs created or 
safeguarded 

273 0 273 

Land demolition 
and clearance 

15 buildings 
demolished on 
4ha of land 

0 15 buildings 
demolished on 4ha 
of land 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes: *£4.6m investment from EP plus £0.15m from the Isle of Wight Council and Isle of 
Wight Partnership. 
 

2.3 Outputs “in progress” 
 

There are no outputs which can be categorised as “in progress”. 
 
The Phase I infrastructure works are out to tender and are expected to start in 
October 2008 and SEEDA is expected to agree terms for the town centre 
aspect of the development with Waitrose and the PCT in the near future, with 
works expected to commence in 2009.    

 
2.4 Planned outputs 
 

Figure 2.3, below, details the Project’s planned outputs.   
 
Figure 2.3: Planned outputs for East Cowes Project 

 SEEDA outputs Other outputs Total outputs 
Brownfield land 
remediation  

7.6ha 0 7.6ha 

Public sector 
leverage 

0 0 0 

Private sector 
leverage 

£83m* 0 £83m* 

Commercial 
floorspace 
developed 

20,300m2 0 20,300m2 

FTE jobs created or 
safeguarded 

596 0 596 

Residential units 581**  
(421 flats; 140 
houses; and 20 
maisonettes) 

0 581**  
(421 flats; 140 
houses; and 20 
maisonettes) 

Source: WME/SEEDA, 2008 
Notes:  
* SEEDA GDV estimate based on local benchmark.  
** Development Agreement between SEEDA and EP (March 2007). 
 
The planned outputs above are based on a Development Agreement between 
SEEDA and EP dated March 2007. 
 
Planning permission for the redevelopment of the site was granted in October 
2007.  Assuming development partners are willing and able to pursue the 
development process in the current marketplace, there is a phasing plan and 
programme for the implementation of the development.  
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The retail element of the project is planned to be developed by Waitrose and 
separately EP has taken ownership of the Phase I residential area of the site 
and is responsible for developing this area.  EP had appointed David Wilson 
Homes (Barratts) to develop the first phase of the residential development but 
due to the current economic and property market downturn this offer has now 
been withdrawn by the developer and therefore it is unclear when this aspect 
of the project will commence.   It is forecast that the development will create 
and safeguard 596 jobs. 
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3.  FINANCIAL REVIEW 
 
3.1 Total and in-scope Agresso expenditure data 
 

SEEDA’s approved expenditure for the East Cowes Project, as reported to 
CPRG, was £14.4m. 
 
According to Agresso the in-scope expenditure for the East Cowes Project 
totalled £20.5m, with 19.1m assigned to Project SE18274.  Following 
consultation with SEEDA’s Development Director this figure was shown to 
erroneously include the £4.6m of public sector investment by EP.  Figure 3.1, 
below, details the breakdown of SEEDA’s Agresso expenditure taking into 
account the removal of EP’s funding. 

 
Figure 3.1: Breakdown of SEEDA Expenditure 

Project Description Prog 
Code 

Project 
Code 

SEEDA 
spend  

Project Cowes SE91103 SE17713 £0.2m 
East Cowes Project SE91103 SE18274 £14.5m* 
Trinity House SE91103 SE21440 £1.2m 
Total in-scope spend   £15.9m 

Source: Agresso 
Notes: 
*£19.1m less £4.6m of EP’s public sector investment 
 
Total SEEDA expenditure for the East Cowes project is therefore £16.5m 
(£21.1m less £4.6m of EP’s public sector investment) was invested as 
indicated in Figure 3.2 (below).   
 
Figure 3.2: Timing of SEEDA investment 

Financial Year SEEDA spend  
2002/3 199 
2003/4 9,676,026 
2004/5 3,514,032 
2005/6 5,577,627 
2006/7 1,714,872 
(Less £4.6m) 4.600,000 
Total in-scope spend 15,882,755 
2007/8 601,050 
Total SEEDA Commitment 16,483,805 

 
 

3.3 Leveraged spend 
 

Additional investment attracted to date on this project is £4.75m of public 
sector leverage, specifically, this funding comprised of: 
 
• £4.6m from English Partnerships for the East Cowes Project; and 
• £150k ‘in-kind’ from the Isle of Wight Council, Isle of Wight Partnership 

and other stakeholders (according to full appraisal) for Project Cowes. 
 
3.4  Income received from land sales 
 
 There have been no receipts from land sales.  
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4.  CONSULTATION FINDINGS 
 
4.1 Project partners and stakeholders 
 

The key project partners are the Isle of Wight Council and EP.  The key 
findings in relation to SEEDA’s involvement in the site are that: 
 
• The Cowes Waterfront: A Vision for the Medina Valley study, adopted as 

Supplementary Planning Guidance by the Isle of Wight Council, places 
significant constraints on development in the area due to ecological 
considerations, which a private sector developer may not be able to 
address in the absence of SEEDA investment. 

• The purchase of the site and temporary uses has retained skills on the 
island and has generated cross-sector knowledge transfer amongst key 
industries. 

• SEEDA has worked hard to ensure the relocation of one of the temporary 
occupiers of the site to alternative accommodation on the island and thus 
retain these jobs when the redevelopment commences. 

• The access to the waterfront for maritime-related industries is important 
and is retained through the delivery of the SEEDA scheme.  In addition, it 
maintains the public access and the proposals aim to enhance the public 
realm. 

• Pressure for the listing of the Columbine Shed may create issues with its 
redevelopment and there are concerns over the condition of the building 
and its fitness for modern usage. 

• In the absence of SEEDA intervention it is perceived that the site would 
have been sold for entirely residential use and there would have been no 
employment or public access to the waterfront.  It is suggested by the 
planning authority that it is still likely to have been within the planning 
system although the authority states that it may have been unable to resist 
residential development.  

 
4.2 Project beneficiaries 
 

The only current beneficiaries of the project are the businesses in temporary 
occupation waiting for permanent sites elsewhere or the redevelopment of the 
GKN site.  As part of our consultation exercise we interviewed six on-site 
businesses who provided input on job outputs and the relative impacts of the 
East Cowes temporary accommodation strategy on their business and their 
views on the project generally. 
 
Figure 4.1, below, provides a summary overview of those consultations. 
 
Figure 4.1: Outputs from on-site business occupiers 

 Gross jobs 
on site 

Leakage Displacement Multiplier* Deadweight 
(%) 

Net Jobs 

Company 1 100 50 20 1.44 67 14 
Company 2 35 10 0 1.44 80 7 
Company 3 30 0 15 1.44 0 22 
Company 4 16 0 9 1.44 0 11 
Company 5 12 0 12 1.44 0 0 
Company 6 12 0 10 1.44 50 1 
TOTAL 205     55 
Source: WME, 2008 
Notes: *In line with the SQW/PA Consulting Guidance ‘Implementing the RDA Impact 
Evaluation Framework’, a multiplier of 1.44 has been assumed for these projects.   
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As we were unable to contact a total of two businesses on site we have 
estimated their outputs based on findings from our primary research.  These 
outputs are summarised in Figure 4.2 (below). 
 
Figure 4.2: Estimated outputs for non-contactable on-site business occupiers 
 Gross jobs on 

site 
Leakage Additionality 

ratio from 
interviewed 
sample 

Net Jobs 

Company 7 34 0 0.26 9 
Company 8 34 0 0.26 9 
TOTAL 68   18 

 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 provide a combined total of 273 gross jobs and 76 net 
jobs. 
 
Additional key findings from consultation with these businesses are that  
 

• The current accommodation is useful temporary space which is 
functional for the heavy engineering uses which they undertake.   

• Current occupiers are concerned that the type of property which they 
need going forward will not be supplied in the new development or 
elsewhere on the island.   

• Some users fear that the residential elements will be attractive to the 
development market and plans for engineering uses will not 
materialise in time and will fail to coincide with business growth.   

• Some occupiers are tied to the island whilst others are footloose and 
are looking at other locations in the UK and elsewhere.   

• The lack of progress in developing the area is detracting from the local 
environment with a large amount of land with demolished properties 
on them bounded by security hoardings. 
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5.  NET OUTPUTS, OUTCOMES AND ADDITIONALITY 
 

In order to quantify the actual economic impact of SEEDA’s intervention, we 
assess a series of factors in the IEF logic chain. In the absence of any 
occupants on site (not considering the temporary uses generated through 
SEEDA’s Interim Lettings Strategy), we set out below the Gross Impacts of the 
intervention. Subsequently, a series of net effects are considered. These are 
adjustments based on discussions with key stakeholders involved in the 
project   
 
These adjustments include: 
 
• Deadweight: the proportion of output that would have been achieved 

anyway; 
• Displacement: the extent of output accounted for by lost market share 

(reduced outputs) elsewhere in the target area;  
• Leakage: The proportion of outputs that benefit those outside of the 

projects target area/group;   
• Substitution:  If a firm substitutes one activity for another (within firm 

displacement); and 
• Multiplier effects: Further economic activity, be it jobs, income or 

supply chain expenditure associated with additional income and local 
supplier purchases.   

  
5.1 Gross Direct Effect 
 

The realised gross direct outputs from the East Cowes project are: 
 

• The development of 1,561m2 of commercial floor-space; 
• The creation of 273 jobs; 
• The leverage of £4.75m of public sector investment; and 
• The demolition of 15 buildings on 4ha of land. 
 

5.2 Leakage 
 

Based on our consultation findings, we estimate that the proportion of the 
gross outputs – achieved to date - that have benefited residents from outside 
the target area is zero. 

 
5.3 Displacement assessment 
 

Informed by our interviews with on-site businesses we have made 
adjustments for deferred economic activity in relation to the Frater Gate 
Business Park development.  Details of this displacement assessment can be 
found in Figures 4.1 and 4.2. 
 

5.4 Multiplier effects 
 

To estimate the additional economic activity produced by the Frater Gate 
Business Park development, we have applied a standard multiplier in line 
with the SQW/PA Consulting Guidance ‘Implementing the RDA Impact 
Evaluation Framework’. 
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5.5 Assessment of deadweight 
 

If SEEDA had not been involved it is considered likely that a residential 
developer may have bought the land.   
 
Many other contaminated sites throughout the SE and the UK were sold at 
this time due to the high demand for residential land and developers became 
skilled in land remediation to increase land supply at a time of a booming 
housing market. 
 
The site may have been developed totally for housing without the employment 
uses currently proposed through SEEDA intervention.  The planning 
authority stated that it may have been able to refuse permission for residential 
development but has suggested that a developer may have been likely to 
succeed at appeal.  This, it is suggested, would have restricted public access to 
the waterfront being achieved through this project, failed to generate the level 
of employment uses and would not have comprehensively regenerated the 
town centre. 

 
5.6 Summary of net outputs and outcomes 
 

On the basis of the above, we consider that the gross and net outputs are as 
follows: 
 
• The development of 1,561m2 of commercial floor-space; 
• The creation of 73 net FTE jobs; 
• The leverage of £4.75m of public sector investment; and 
• The demolition of 15 buildings on 4ha of land. 
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6.  STRATEGIC ADDED VALUE (SAV)  
 
6.1  Strategic leadership and catalyst 
 

SEEDA appears to have had a good working relationship with its partner 
organisations in relation to this site although there have been some problems 
in relation to the involvement of the Isle of Wight Economic Partnership and 
its role in the project.   
 
SEEDA is generally seen by stakeholders as pursuing the valuable role of land 
buyer and property developer whereas the Isle of Wight Council see 
themselves more as a partner in the project.  However, SEEDA has played a 
key strategic role, providing the funding, management and leadership for the 
Cowes Waterfront Strategy and the catalyst to take this forward. 
 
SEEDA has demonstrated leadership and its involvement has also been the 
catalyst for the provision of temporary uses within the Columbine Shed which 
are having an interim economic impact and have retained skills and jobs on 
the island.  It has also worked extensively to ensure that these uses are 
retained when the redevelopment project commences. 

 
6.2  Strategic influence 
 

SEEDA’s involvement with this site has resulted in some level of strategic 
influence, for example in its adoption of some of the outcomes of the Medina 
Valley study and the Project Cowes Framework within its own aspirations for 
the GKN site.  This is also the case in relation to its involvement in 
masterplanning and ability to work in partnership in a strategic way with the 
Isle of Wight Council to deliver the project. 

 
6.3 Leverage 
 

There has been leverage obtained from English Partnerships in relation to 
other areas of the East Cowes site, which EP has acquired and this eased the 
process of site assembly.  In addition, the ownership of the land has given the 
Isle of Wight Council and SEEDA leverage in its negotiations with the Red 
Funnel Ferry operators regarding its relocation, although this relocation is not 
fundamental to the redevelopment and the town centre functions can be 
redesigned if this is the case.  Temporary lettings of the GKN buildings have 
also generated income for SEEDA.   In addition, there has been a small 
amount of leverage through the Project Cowes initiative.  

 
6.4 Synergy 
 

SEEDA has used its and partners’ capacity to develop a holistic approach to 
the development of the entire site rather than allow development to occur on 
a piecemeal basis.  It has also drawn upon its experience and involvement 
with other sites elsewhere on the island to assist in the relocation of 
temporary users of the GKN property. 

 
6.5 Engagement 
 

SEEDA has committed to public consultation in the development of the East 
Cowes Framework and considered this fully within its approach.  This has 
included its contribution to the Project Cowes initiative and the consultation 
undertaken as an integral aspect of this investment, including the 
development of public consultation, Member briefings, public meetings / 
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consultation events and the website.  However, it is perceived that there has 
been a lack of a high profile SEEDA presence and SEEDA has been considered 
by some to be a little remote from the island and its specific needs. 
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7.  LESSONS LEARNT FROM THE PROJECT 
 
 
7.1 Efficacy of working relationships 
 

Working relationships appear to be good in the delivery of the project to date. 
 
7.2 Overcoming barriers to implementation 
 

The project has generated an “intensity” of feeling from the local community 
and some of the temporary businesses are frustrated by the lack of progress.  
However, the Phase I infrastructure works package is currently out to tender 
and are expected to start on site in October 2008. 

 
The key issue for this project is that the original intervention in 2003 was 
made on highly optimistic grounds involving deadlines that have now 
emerged as being unachievable.  Even the redefined timescales in the 2006 
appraisal were optimistic and have not been met.  
 
The latest CPRG report states that the project will be “re-evaluated”. 

 
7.3 Summary review of good practice 
 

A key aspect of good practice to emerge from this project is the Interim 
Lettings Strategy developed by SEEDA for the GKN Works and the 
investment provided for refurbishment to facilitate temporary uses for the 
buildings.  The 300 temporary jobs resulting have mitigated the impact of the 
GKN closure and SEEDA has also worked extensively to ensure that occupiers 
can be relocated on the island when the redevelopment works commence, 
thus retaining the jobs within the local economy.  
 

7.4 Recommendations 
 

At this stage it is recommended that: 
 
• The link between the residential development and the employment 

opportunities provided on the site should be essential to the development 
in order to enable access to the jobs created. 

 
• The businesses currently in temporary occupation located in the GKN 

building through the interim lettings strategy should be supported in 
relocation to suitable premises elsewhere on the Island to retain these jobs 
and economic input. 
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ANNEX A: DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 
 
Statutory SEEDA documents 
 
 Reviewed? (Y/N) Notes 
1B Proposal Form Y  
1B Presentation to PAB N  
2A Operational Delivery Form Y  
3A Appraisal Form N  
3B Additional Expenditure Form N  
4 Completion Form N  
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
SEEDA Project Managers 
 
Peter Cusdin Development Director 
David Holifield Project Manager 
Claire Chester Development Manager 
 
Project Partners 
 
Dave Moore Isle of Wight Council 
Claire Hupton English Partnerships 
 
Relevant project stakeholders  
 
Solent Composites  
Island 2000  
Vestas Blades  
Offshore Challenges  
Vestas Technology  
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