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Executive Summary
Introduction
Scottish Enterprise (SE) commissioned EKOS to undertake an evaluation of the economic development benefits of the West of Scotland Science Park (WSSP) over the period 1984 to 2008
.  The evaluation was to assess: performance against targets; achievement of objectives: outputs achieved; along with an assessment of the economic impact at a local and national level.
The evaluation results will build towards an updated SE’s estates strategy for the Park.

Objectives
The evaluation objectives can be summarised as providing SE with a detailed understanding of the:

· rationale for the intervention – strategic and market failure;

· extent to which project objectives and targets have been achieved;

· project benefits including impact on local and national economies;

· the usage, quality and demand for the services and facilities offered by the Park;

· management and delivery of the WSSP programme including future options;

· fit and contribution that the WSSP programme makes to other SE activities and priority industry development;

· contribution the WSSP programme makes to the equity and equalities agendas; and

· future direction and delivery of the WSSP programme.
Study Method

In summary the key components of the method were as follows:
· desk based review and analysis:

· action: a review of the monitoring data, activity reports, approval and management papers, strategic and operational frameworks, literature and benchmarking reports
· purpose: to gain an insight into the rationale for the project, its operation and progress to date in meeting any targets set out in the approval papers, its fit within a wider strategic context and its performance relative to other Parks;
· consultations:

· action: consultations with: SE executives who have an operational interest in the WSSP project; Park management; University of Glasgow staff; and developers

· purpose: to gain an understanding of the: rationale for and workings of the Park; and future development aspirations

· fieldwork:

· action: a face to face survey of Park residents

· purpose: to obtain views across a range of issues relating to their location on the Park and the impact of SE business support. 
Project Description
The WSSP is located on a 24 hectare site, 3 miles north-west of Glasgow City Centre. The Park is divided into two Campuses. Kelvin Campus is held on a long-term ground lease from the University of Glasgow whilst Todd Campus is jointly owned by SE and a number of private sector companies. 

The WSSP officially opened on 19th September 1983, aiming to provide a location for the development of businesses focusing on emerging and future technologies. The WSSP was originally developed by Scottish Development Agency (SDA), the predecessor to SE. The WSSP offers a foundation for companies through the provision of an environment which: 

· offers accommodation of an appropriate standard for high level technology
· provides easy-access to the technical, business and leisure facilities of the Universities of Glasgow and Strathclyde

· connects business advisory services with tenants through SE’s Account Managers.
Since the year 2000 investment in the WSSP has been as follows:

· £4.756m of net (of recoverable VAT) expenditure by SE on WSSP facilities and services; and
· £3.423m of expenditure on park management and maintenance costs; and

A total of £8.179m of public sector money has therefore been invested in the Park infrastructure and services since 2000.  In addition to no information on spend on Park infrastructure and services pre-2000 we do not have information of any spend by SE on business development support within Park tenants. 

Data supplied by SE highlight that in the period between 2000 and 2009 it received (net of VAT) some £7.415m of revenue from WSSP.  Further data from SEG Board Papers shows that between 2000 and 2008 WSSP generated sales of a further £910,241.  In total therefore SE has received, net of VAT, some £8.325m. 

This suggests that SE have received some £146,000 more in revenue than it has spent on developing the Park.  

Strategic Appraisal

SE’s intervention in the Park has provided a good fit with a number of strategic frameworks, both past and current.  Historically these have included:

· The Way Forward: Framework for Economic Development in Scotland – 2000;
· Smart Successful Scotland Ambitions for the Enterprise Networks – 2001;
· Knowledge Economy report, produced by the Scottish Executive 2001;

· A Science Strategy for Scotland – 2001;
· The Framework for Economic Development in Scotland – 2004; and
· A Science Strategy for Scotland, 2001, progress report - 2006. 
There is no explicit support for Science Parks within the current Scottish Government Economic Strategy; support for technology based businesses is certainly to the fore but the emphasis is more on company activity rather than physical location. 

The current SE Business Plan is structured around:

· Enterprise: responsive and focused enterprise support, helping growth companies and industries to reach their full potential; 

· Innovation: stimulate innovation to support business growth including exploiting new products, processes and technologies; and

· Investment: helping to create the right conditions for growth companies and industries to have access to property, markets and finance to help them grow.

WSSP is a tangible and visible success story in terms of SE’s support to new technology and innovation, and is consistent with its new Business Plan.

Consultation Programme

The key issues that emerged from the consultation programme were as follows:

· that the user restriction, which has been rigorously applied over time, has tended to attract life science companies to the Park, through the provision of high quality property;
· consultees questioned whether the WSSP is a Science Park – the consensus was that it was not, it was simply a business park that hosts science based companies;

· it difficult to identify the WSSP’s fit with the Scottish Government’s Economic Strategy;

· the initial market failure rationale for public sector intervention in the Park was related to the private sector being unwilling to invest in high spec accommodation as the rate of return would be less than they would be prepared to accept.  However, over time the private sector has proactively approached SE with a view to bringing forward new developments, suggesting that market adjustment is occurring even within the current economic climate; and
· the key successes were identified as:
· involvement of the private sector – private sector developers have sought to develop the Park’s offering, worked with their tenants on their property needs, and at times have built speculatively.  They have helped to make things happen, and demonstrate that SE does not always need to initiate a building programme

· growing companies – some current tenants began in the incubator units and have subsequently prospered, taking on new staff and moving to larger accommodation on site.
Company Survey Findings

The key findings from the survey of tenant companies were as follows:

· manufacturing companies make up one-third of respondents and R&D companies make up one-quarter of the sample;

· the activity profile for WSSP tenants differs in some respects from the average for UK Science Parks.  According to criteria used by UKSPA, manufacturing should only be of small quantities and always associated with R&D activity;

· 43% of tenants are spinouts from HEIs, which compares with an average Science Park that has around 20% of tenants originating from HEIs;

· recruitment of skilled labour - most companies have some difficulty in recruiting but more than a quarter find it fairly easy to recruit.  Innovative companies experience fewer recruitment problems, and manufacturing companies are more likely to report recruitment constraints;
· almost all companies had experienced some form of innovation activity in the 3-years from 2006.  All but one of these experienced some form of process innovation and half innovated with new or improved goods;
· cooperation between companies on WSSP is limited, with cooperation with clients being the most common.  Where cooperation with Higher Education Institutes (HEIs) took place this was mostly with institutions not connected to WSSP.  Cooperation partners are most likely to be found in the UK outwith Scotland and least likely to be found on WSSP or outwith Europe; and
· innovation activity was not dependent on location within WSSP.
Economic Impact Assessment

The survey questionnaire asked a small number of questions aimed at establishing whether, as a result of the company’s location on the Park or the assistance it had received from economic development agencies, it had achieved turnover or employment growth.  The survey results highlighted that it was business development support rather than location that contributed to improvements in business performance.

In addition a range of information was collected to provide insights into deadweight, displacement, substitution, leakage, multiplier effects, the answers to which were used to calculate the economic impact – or additionality - of WSSP.  The method adopted is consistent with SE guidance. 

An initial assessment of the reference case and interventions option/s leads to the identification of the gross direct effects.  These are the outputs from the reference case or intervention option. Following identification of gross direct benefits account is then taken of factors such as:

· displacement;
· substitution;
· leakage; and
· multipliers. 
When these factors have been applied to the gross direct effects we are left with net additional economic impact. 

The economic impacts resulting from businesses receiving support from economic development agencies is summarised in Table 1.  The data refers to the position as at early 2009 when the data was collected. 
	Table 1: Economic Impacts (Grossed Up)

	Gross turnover 
	£125.8m - £190.9m

	Gross employment 
	704.4 FTEs – 986 FTEs

	net turnover – local
	£5.5m - £8.3m

	net turnover – national
	£7.1m - £10.8m

	net employment – local 
	57.4 FTEs – 80.4 FTEs

	net employment – national 
	87.6 FTEs – 122.7m

	GVA contribution – local
	£3.1m - £4.7m

	GVA contribution –national
	£4.3m - £6.5m


Conclusions

Key study conclusions, linked to the objectives of the study are as follows:

· Structural Change: results from the business survey do not point to the WSSP project having major impacts on structural changes within companies;

· Multidimensional Nature of the Project: discussions with the companies highlighted that it was the business and skill development interventions that delivered enhanced turnover and employment growth rather than them securing premises at the WSSP;
· Sustainable Development: the WSSP project aimed to create sustainable outcomes for the technology firms located on the Park, and the survey results showed that there has been strong growth in employment while companies have been on site;
· Strategic Frameworks: over time the Park has contributed to a range of strategic frameworks.  The WSSP project remains aligned to the current priorities and objectives of the key SE strategies and the Scottish Life Sciences Strategy 2008, although its contribution to the Government Economic Strategy is less clear;

· Market Failure: the market failure rationale for further and continued SE intervention in the provision of physical infrastructure and accommodation is currently less strong than it has been in the past as the market has adjusted due to SE interventions;

· Project Objectives and Targets: due to the original approval papers not being sourced by the Client we are unable to comment on whether the original project objectives and targets have been met as we can identify what they were;

· Employment and Turnover Benefits: the WSSP project had limited impact on employment and/or turnover; the net additional impacts represent a small proportion of gross turnover and employment within tenant companies. 

· Encouraging Enterprise: the physical development of WSSP and service provision has included a number of facilities that have provided opportunities for business start up, growth and survival;

· Encouraging Research, Technological Development and Innovation: almost all surveyed businesses experienced some form of innovation activity in the 3-years from 2006;

· Developing a Knowledge Based Economy: the most likely co-operation partners are clients or customer, closely followed by HEIs and consultants.  The most likely location for such a partner is the UK outside Scotland followed by elsewhere in Scotland and elsewhere in Europe, rather than WSSP;

· Demand for the Park: at the date of the review there was still demand from science based companies to locate on the Park within modern buildings, and current tenants seeking to upgrade their accommodation as they expand, and  in general wish to remain on the Park;

· Delivery: Property support has been delivered well, with the on-site managing agents respond well to tenants’ property needs,  offering flexible solutions to address a wide range of property needs; and
· Future Development: the future development of WSSP depends on three factors - continued demand for accommodation on the Park; the need for further investment; and the role SE chooses to adopt in relation to future park development.

1. Introduction
1.1 Preamble

The West of Scotland Science Park (WSSP) officially opened on 19th September 1983, to provide a location for the development of businesses focusing on emerging and future technologies. The WSSP was originally developed by Scottish Development Agency (SDA), the predecessor to Scottish Enterprise (SE).  The WSSP provides an environment that: 

· offers accommodation of an appropriate standard for high level technology companies;

· provides easy-access to the technical, business and leisure facilities of the Universities of Glasgow and Strathclyde; and

· connects business advisory services with tenants/owners through SE’s Account Managers.

The WSSP is located on a 24 hectare site, 3 miles north-west of Glasgow city centre. The Park is divided into two Campuses:

· Kelvin Campus is held on a long-term ground lease from the University of Glasgow; and

· Todd Campus is jointly owned by SE and private sector companies - Neilstra Limited and Speyroc Limited.
The objectives of the Park are to:

· promote economic and business development;

· encourage and assist the creation and growth of science and technology based companies;

· encourage expansion of existing growing companies; 

· develop WSSP’s reputation;

· promote opportunities for technology transfer; and

· ensure continuity and expansion of linkages with business development initiatives through SE Account Management.

The WSSP has a range of multiple-occupancy and stand-alone buildings, which currently house over 30 companies ranging from SMEs to large international companies.  The number of people employed on the WSSP is approaching 920 and includes the following sectors:

· advanced engineering and electronics;

· building environmental technology;

· medical and pharmaceutical;

· opto-electronic research and development;

· information technology and software development;

· clinical contract research and consulting;

· biotechnology; and 

· business consultancy with the above sectors.

Operational management of the Park and its buildings is contracted out to property managing agents Colliers CRE, which has professional staff based on site.

SE commissioned EKOS to undertake an evaluation of the WSSP project.  The evaluation aims to cover the period from 1984 through to 2008, and assesses: 
· performance against targets; 
· achievement of objectives; 
· outputs achieved; and 
· the economic impact at a local and national level.  
The evaluation uses both qualitative and quantitative techniques to ensure a better understanding of the effectiveness of the project in meeting its strategic objectives.

1.2 Evaluation Objectives

The evaluation objectives are detailed and wide ranging, and can be summarised as providing SE with a detailed understanding of the:

· rationale for the intervention – strategic and market failure;

· extent to which project objectives and targets have been achieved;

· project benefits including impact on local and national economies;

· the usage, quality and demand for the services and facilities offered by the Park;

· management and delivery of the WSSP programme including future options;

· fit and contribution that the WSSP programme makes to other SE activities and priority industry development;

· contribution the WSSP programme makes to the equity and equalities agendas; and

· future direction and delivery of the WSSP programme.
1.3 Report Structure

The rest of the report is structured as follows:

· Chapter 2 Method:

· presents a detailed report on the method adopted to achieve the objectives of the study;

· Chapter 3 WSSP:

· describes the project in detail;

· Chapter 4 Science Parks:
· presents overview of the role of Science Parks from the literature search and results from the benchmarking exercise;

· Chapter 5 Findings:

· reports on the findings from the consultation programme and the results from the company surveys
· Chapter 6 Economic Impact Assessment:

· presents an economic impact assessment of the project; and
· Chapter 7: Conclusions:

· presents a set of conclusion based around the objectives of the study as detailed in the brief.
2. Method
2.1 Introduction

In Chapter 2 we present a detailed description of the research methods adopted to achieve the study objectives.  In summary the key components of the method were as follows:

· desk based review and analysis:

· action: a review of the monitoring data, activity reports, approval and management papers, strategic and operational frameworks, literature and benchmarking reports
· purpose: to gain an insight into the rationale for the project, its operation and progress to date in meeting any targets set out in the approval papers, its fit within a wider strategic context and its performance relative to other Parks;
· consultations:

· action: consultations with: SE executives who have an operational interest in the WSSP project; Park management; University of Glasgow staff; and developers

· purpose: to gain an understanding of the: rationale for and workings of the Park; and future development aspirations

· fieldwork:

· action: a face to face survey of Park businesses
· purpose: to obtain views across a range of issues relating to their location on the Park and the impact of SE business support. 
2.2 Desk Based Review

2.2.1 SE Documentation

The desk based review of SE documentation sought to understand the development of the WSSP from the initial long-term ground lease of the Kelvin Campus by SDA from Glasgow University through to the establishment of the Todd Campus, jointly owned by SE and a number of private sector companies.

The review focused on a mix of Glasgow Development Agency
 (GDA) and Scottish Enterprise Glasgow (SEG) Board Papers with some reference to European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) applications and claims forms for European Union funded projects taking place on the Park.  
The Park was originally developed under the auspices of the Scottish Development Agency (SDA).  The SDA merged with the Training Agency (a Government Agency responsible for training policy and overseeing a range of national training and skill development programmes) to form SE in April 1991.  In spite of considerable effort on the part of the Client it did not prove possible to access any background documents for the project pre-1998.
The papers that we were able to review typically identified:

· the nature of development activity on the Park – which was principally infrastructure work aimed at land reclamation, demolition of buildings no longer fit for purpose, the construction of new building and refurbishment of existing buildings;

· the scale of the development activity in terms of square foot of business space; and

· the cost of the works. 

These are reviewed and analysed in detail in Chapter 3.

2.2.2 Literature Review

The literature review was based on documents supplied by the Client group, and sought, subject to availability, to identify:

· the strategy and policy rationale and context of Science Park development;

· the critical factors required for Science Park development;

· the performance of Science Park tenants compared with similar firms located off Science Parks – turnover and employment growth;
· the influence of regional and/or sub-regional locations on the performance of Science Park developments; 
· evidence in support of Science Parks role in increasing technological innovation and economic growth;

· changes in the external market and provision in relation to Science Parks; 

· the specific role and proposition offered by Science Parks that delineates them as such; and

· the existence of barriers to entry and exit in each of the sectors present on parks.

2.2.3 Benchmarking

The benchmarking review, where data was available, focused on:

· Science Parks within the SE portfolio that have been subject to evaluations; and compared to WSSP;
· a range of indicators against which WSSP can be measured, subject to the evaluation report providing relevant information;
· number of companies located on the site:

· occupancy rates

· length of tenancy

· survival rates of start ups;

· sector of companies;

· employment – gross and net, and quality of the jobs;

· efficiency and cost effectiveness:

· deadweight

· cost per job

· GVA;

· private sector capital leverage;

· scale and nature of environmental improvements; and

· effect on the local property market.

2.3 Consultation Programme

The consultation programme consisted primarily of face-to-face interviews with executives from SE.
The consultant team realised that interviewees may not be able to offer views across all the areas of discussion, as their involvement with WSSP has been in the past, transitory or very recent, thus precluding offering a continuous view on the development of WSSP since 1984.  The discussion therefore focused on:

· their roles in the project, from design through to implementation;

· the rationale for the project and its fit with wider economic development and strategic objectives of SE and the Scottish Government; 

· the context within which the project was developed and  delivered, and its integration with other business development activity delivered by SDA/GDA/SEG/SE; 

· targeting and selection criteria applied to identify suitability of prospective tenants; 

· market failures being addressed;

· perceptions of strengths and weaknesses; 

· perceptions of the role and adequacy of specific delivery mechanisms and services provided to tenant businesses; and
· future development of the Park.

These interviews were supplemented with discussions with staff from:

· the University of Glasgow – to understand, as owners of the Park,  their role in the development of the Park and their aspirations for the future;

· developers – to understand, as the major developers of land and buildings on the Park, their role in the development so far and their aspirations for the future; and

· Colliers CRE – to understand, as managers of the Park, their role in the Park, the services they provide and how these have changed over time as the Park has expanded. 

2.4 Fieldwork

In describing the fieldwork methodology we focus on:

· sampling strategy;

· rationale for delivery method;

· survey administration and response rates;

· representativeness of the sample;

· questionnaire design;

· piloting; and
· quality of responses.
2.4.1 Sampling Strategy

The brief highlights that there were 33 companies based on the WSSP, and that all companies should be consulted.  However, in the interim period between the study being commissioned and the development of the survey sample, SE identified that there were in fact only 29 companies located on the Park who were suitable for interview.

We adopted a census approach seeking to involve all 29 companies in the evaluation process.

2.4.2 Delivery Method

Given the nature of the questioning – see Appendix 5 for a copy of the questionnaire – which would require the interviewer to explain some of the areas of questioning, and for many questions provide show cards for pre-coded answers, the face-to-face method was identified as the most appropriate method for the current tenant companies.  Given that the companies are located within a confined and well defined geographical location – the Park - it was possible to interview up to 6 per day, which is not normally possible when company samples are dispersed geographically. SE provided sufficient resources for this method to be adopted.  

2.4.3 Survey Administration and Response Rates

A dedicated EKOS member of staff was resourced to undertake the administration of the tenants’ survey, in the sense that she contacted tenants seeking their willingness to engage in the study process; other EKOS staff had the responsibility of conducting the actual interview.  EKOS achieved a response rate of 55% i.e. 16 of the tenants agreed to, and in fact did, take part in the survey – we would normally expect a number of “no shows”, i.e. companies who said that they would take part but then failed to show for the interview.  

This method achieved a response rate above what we would normally expect – around 30% would be the norm.  This method of survey administration proved highly effective. 

The achieved response rate of 55% provides a standard error of +/-16.7% based on a 50% estimate at the 95% confidence level. Thus, if 50% of respondents say that they were previously located outwith the West of Scotland  prior to locating at WSSP, we can be 95% sure that, if every company on the Park had been asked, then the results would have been between 33.3% and 66.7% (i.e. +/- 16.7%).

2.4.4 Non-respondents and Representativeness of the Sample

The number of non-respondents to the Park survey was 13, out of a total of 29 companies, a non-response rate of 45%.  These Park tenants were not interviewed due to:
· did not return phone calls – a significant number of message were left with the company receptionist or contact secretary/PA, but the contact did not return the call; or
· refusal – the company refused to take part in the survey for a number of reasons, which typically were:

· too busy

· not available within survey time frame

· saw no relevance to the survey for the company.

Our experience is that this is typical of businesses response to requests for an interview for those who do not wish to participate.

Table 2.1 compares the non-responding companies with those who were successfully interviewed, in terms of employment levels
. 
	Table 2.1: Characteristics of Respondents and Non-Respondents



	Employee numbers
	Respondents
	Non-Respondents

	<5
	13%
	31%

	6-10
	27%
	23%

	11-20
	20%
	15%

	21-50
	27%
	15%

	51-75
	13%
	8%

	76+
	
	8%


In absolute terms, non-respondents have a larger workforce than respondents; 365 and 290 respectively, with average employee sizes of 19 and 28.  Respondents were less likely to be micro businesses (<5 employees) and employ over 50 employees, but more likely to employ between 11 and 50 workers.  

This suggests, at least in employment terms, that the sample of participating companies is not representative of the population as a whole.
2.4.5 Questionnaire Design

The draft questionnaire presented to EKOS by the Client was the one used successfully by EKOS in our evaluation of the Scottish Enterprise Technology Park (SETP).  Our experience of delivering that questionnaire led us to recommend an amendment in terms of separating out the issues relating to the impact that their location on the Park had had on business activities and business improvements, and the impact that support from the Scottish Enterprise network had had on these issues.  The SETP questionnaire did not enable the company to differentiate between the two influences.  
2.4.6 Piloting 

The questionnaire was piloted with a small number of Park tenants to assess:

· question content;

· question wording;
· question type; and

· delivery length.
Given the extensive use of an almost identical questionnaire during the SETP study we did not envisage any major changes to the questionnaire following the pilot interviews; this proved to be the case and no revisions were required. 
The questionnaire was delivered in around 45 minutes, the businesses were able to understand the nature of the questioning, found no difficulty in answering the questions and understood the wording.

2.4.7 Quality of Responses

The quality of the responses was high, with few questions being unanswered by the interviewee.  The exceptions were:

· business performance indicators:

· the pre-Park entry data was not known by some of the interviewees as they were not employed, or were not privy to that information when the business first located on the Park

· the interviewee was not privy to specific current information (e.g. turnover, profits) and therefore unable to provide the data

· the interviewee was unwilling to provide the data;

· on-site services:

· not all businesses received, or knowingly received, these services, and therefore they were unable to provide detailed responses; and

· innovation:

· not all tenants were engaged in innovative activities

· the interviewee was not privy to information relating to spend on innovation activity and therefore was unable to provide full data.

The implications of missing data are addressed in the analysis and reporting, where appropriate. 

3. The West of Scotland Science Park
3.1 Introduction
In Chapter 3 we present a short history of SE’s involvement on WSSP; as discussed in Chapter 2 this analysis goes back only to 1998 as relevant documentation pre 1998 is not available.  The summary is drawn primarily from Board Papers.  
We are unable to present an overview of the business development support provided to tenant companies through SE’s business development portfolio, as this information has still to be provided to us.
To set the discussion in context we first present the strategic fit for SE’s more recent interventions. 

3.2 Strategic Fit
3.2.1 Historical Perspective
Activity on the Park has provided a good fit with a number of strategic frameworks that have driven SE network interventions over time.  These have included:

· The Way Forward: Framework for Economic Development in Scotland – 2000:

· enterprise support:

· securing economic growth through international competitiveness

· assisting new business formation and growth, and supporting key sectors to achieve better competitiveness

· supporting innovation and the commercialisation of research by business and industry;
· Smart Successful Scotland Ambitions for the Enterprise Networks - 2001:
· growing businesses - increased commercialisation of research and innovation companies, more effective links between Universities and businesses, including the "industry pull" of ideas

· global connections - skills, competitive infrastructure including property, telecommunications, transport links and public sector support, are vital to attract and retain mobile direct investment projects;
· Knowledge Economy report, produced by the Scottish Executive 2001:

· encouraging all firms to intensify their knowledge-based activities and to innovate; and improving transformation systems and the transfer of intellectual property to release the flow from the knowledge base to Scottish businesses;

· A Science Strategy for Scotland – 2001:

· Objective 2 - increase the effective exploitation of scientific research to grow strong Scottish businesses and provide cutting edge science to meet the needs of the people of Scotland;
· The Framework for Economic Development in Scotland – 2004:

· physical infrastructure underpins the competitiveness of enterprises.  High-quality infrastructure is a pre-requisite for thriving and successful enterprise in Scotland

· innovative behaviour of entrepreneurs and managers is a necessary condition for a dynamic economy

· research and development and innovation: the foundations for improvements in productivity and for sustainable global competitiveness;

· entrepreneurial dynamism: the creation of new enterprise and a positive, risk taking attitude to enterprise are central to the establishment of a dynamic economy; and

· A Science Strategy for Scotland, 2001, progress report - 2006:
· maintain and develop a pipeline of support for innovation and commercialisation of research from the science base 
· place a continued emphasis on the value of commercialising research, and promote a culture that fosters knowledge transfer from the science base.

3.2.2 Current Strategic Frameworks
Scottish Government Economic Strategy 2007

In 2007, the Scottish Government introduced a new Economic Strategy setting out how it will support businesses and individuals and focus the Government and public services on creating a more successful country, with opportunities for all of Scotland to flourish, through increasing sustainable economic growth.
The new economic strategy differs from its predecessor Smart Successful Scotland (SSS) in that it more clearly distinguishes responsibilities for business development between the Enterprise Networks and Local Authorities. The enterprise networks are now focused on supporting investment and innovation by companies and sectors which have growth potential and are of national or regional significance. Local authorities now assume responsibility for supporting local businesses serving local markets.

The Strategy identifies five Strategic Priorities critical to economic growth:

· learning, skills and well-being;

· supportive business environment;

· infrastructure development and place;

· effective Government; and 

· equity.

The key priorities that relate to the WSSP project are: supportive business environment; and infrastructure development and place.

Supportive Business Environment

The key strategic approaches in relation to Business Environment are:

· responsive and focused enterprise support to increase the number of highly successful, competitive businesses; 

· targeted support to businesses in the pursuit of opportunities outside of Scotland and the development of internationally competitive firms; 

· a broader approach to business innovation in Scotland that moves beyond viewing innovation as the domain of science and technology firms alone; 

· a clear focus on strengthening the link between Scotland's research base and business innovation, and addressing low levels of business R&D; 

· a particular policy focus on a number of key sectors with high growth potential and the capacity to boost productivity; and 

· a competitive tax regime which incentivises business growth and attracts mobile factors of production.

Infrastructure Development and Place
The key strategic approaches in relation to Place are:
· to focus investment on making connections across and outwith Scotland better, improving reliability and journey times, seeking to maximise the opportunities for employment, business, leisure and tourism; 

· to provide sustainable, integrated and cost-effective public transport alternatives to the car, connecting people, places and work across Scotland; and 

· a planning and development regime which is joined up, and combines greater certainty and speed of decision making within a framework geared towards achieving good quality sustainable places and sustainable economic growth.

Links to WSSP

The link between WSSP and these strategic priorities and associated approaches is not obvious. The most likely fit for the Park would be infrastructure and place but the main thrust of this priority is improving transportation and access rather than the provision of property. The stress on a speedier and more responsive planning regime would no doubt have been welcome during the development of WSSP, and will be of relevance should new developments take place in the future.
The approaches under the Business Environment priority certainly support the type of companies typically located on WSSP.  It is arguable that it is easier to deliver the targeted support for the high growth and high value, high technology companies when there is a concentration of such businesses in one location. WSSP also provides a sought after location for R&D and is home to several innovative companies, but again, the Park and its reputation are now well established.

There is, therefore no explicit support for Science Parks within the Scottish Governments Economic Strategy; support for technology based businesses is certainly to the fore but the emphasis is more on company activity rather than location. 

SE Business Plan 2008-2011

One of the principal outcomes of the Scottish Government's Enterprise Networks Review, as noted above, is a redefinition of the respective responsibilities of Scottish Enterprise and local authorities in relation to economic development. 
The Scottish Government has given SE a very clear remit to focus on priority sectors and on supporting those businesses, of whatever size, that have high growth potential and that are important to the national or regional economy. Local government will be expected to play a complementary local role in economic development, providing business advisory support to local firms through the Business Gateway and assuming the lead in local regeneration projects, including place and physical developments such as Science Parks, alongside its existing functions like transport and planning.
Scottish Enterprise will work selectively with a much smaller number of businesses, predominantly those with whom it has, or will establish, an account management relationship. This means that for the majority of firms, including those serving mainly local markets, public sector advice and/or guidance should be sought through the Business Gateway, overseen by local authorities. 

The Scottish Enterprise Business Plan for 2008-11 is based on the new Government Economic Strategy. The focus is on improving productivity, currently suffering shortfalls when compared to its main competitors in the global economy.  The SE Business Plan is structured around:

· Enterprise: responsive and focused enterprise support, helping growth companies and industries to reach their full potential; 

· Innovation: stimulate innovation to support business growth including exploiting new products, processes and technologies; and

· Investment: helping to create the right conditions for growth companies and industries to have access to property, markets and finance to help them grow.

Businesses need access to appropriate property, markets and finance to enable them to grow. SE will seek to create the best possible conditions for priority industries and businesses with growth potential to access these. The primary focus in investment is to reduce the barriers to achieving sustainable growth in Scotland by:

· increasing leverage from public funds by attracting more risk capital to invest in Scotland; 

· creating the best possible business infrastructure to promote the growth of our priority industries and high growth businesses; and
· attracting specialist partners to invest in priority industries including infrastructure, direct investments and collaborative projects.

As noted above, responsibility for economic development, including physical development and infrastructure projects, is now split between Local Authorities and the Enterprise Networks depending on whether a local or national impact can be expected. Although not every company on WSSP qualifies for or receives support from SE, the activities or functions of the vast majority of past and present tenants will fall within the purview of the agency, being high growth, high value enterprises capable of national level impacts on the economy. 
The Operating Plan commits SE to ongoing investment in projects such as Edinburgh Bio-quarter, Pacific Quay in Glasgow and Clyde Waterfront. It also acknowledges that SE has significant existing property holdings and intends to make greater returns on these assets. 
WSSP is a tangible and visible success story in terms of SE’s support to new technology and innovation. The SE Operating Plan for 2008-11 continues in this vein by investing in other such physical projects elsewhere in its area of responsibility and allows for projects such as WSSP to make a positive contribution to its revenue stream. 

Scottish Life Sciences Strategy 2008

The Scottish Life Sciences Strategy 2008 is a “refresh” of the 2005 strategy, made necessary by the achievement of the short-term goals set out in delivering the industry Vision for 2020.

The 2020 vision for achieving critical mass in the life sciences sector in Scotland has guided the initial implementation of the original strategy and concrete steps have been taken to move towards achieving this vision, which states that Scotland will have:

A globally oriented, sustainable, fully connected life sciences sector built on collaborative action that exploits strengths in scientific excellence, financial services and innovative business models and develops, retains and builds upon Scotland’s talents.

Experience of the initial phases of strategy implementation has reinforced the key elements of this vision:

· global orientation;
· sustainability;
· fully connected life sciences sector; and
· collaborative action.

In the original strategy, achieving critical mass was underpinned by four interrelated themes: the right people; the right resources; focus; and collaboration. These themes are still important while the focus of each theme is modified to reflect the changing environment and the current needs of the sector. The important areas of infrastructure and connectivity, which were embedded within these themes, also need to become more prominent to reflect ongoing activity. The themes and supporting objectives are focussed on delivery of outcomes which will move Scotland toward achieving the 2020 vision.

This strategy refresh provides an opportunity to review the previous approach and develop new key result areas for delivering the 2020 vision for life sciences in Scotland:

· people – having the right skill mix, calibre and numbers to meet sectoral employment requirements, based on attracting, retaining and developing talent; 
· technology – an environment conducive to developing the knowledge base and exploiting the transfer of technology between academia and business;  
· capital – access to funding appropriate to organisational needs throughout their growth cycle;
· infrastructure – having the right facilities and assets to meet the needs of a growing sector; and
· collaboration – working effectively to connect across organisational boundaries and align resources behind priority areas of strength.

Life sciences companies not only require access to high quality specialist infrastructure, but they, like all industries, also require good physical infrastructure. While Scotland continues to offer a variety of life sciences facilities it is important to have:

· accommodation that is flexible enough to meet the needs of growing businesses close to centres of excellence;

· access to specialist support and biological services that understand life sciences;

· availability of incubator provision together with business support to provide the right environment to grow and develop the future life sciences business base;

· access to leading edge technologies such as imaging systems for research purposes and prototyping facilities for medical devices and equipment; and

· a voice with government to inform sectoral issues, for example transport infrastructure.

WSSP sits comfortably within the Infrastructure Key Area of the 2008 Life Sciences Strategy. It has provided accommodation to several important life sciences ventures in the past and continues to so today. The Park, on the edge of Glasgow is in reasonably proximity to the city’s HEI’s and is adjacent to Glasgow University’s Faculty of Veterinary Medicine.  SE’s involvement in WSSP is a clear symbol of its and the Government’s support for the Life Sciences sector.

3.3 History of the Park

The lack of historical information in the form of SDA or GDA approval papers pre-1998 restricts our ability to provide a detailed analysis of the initial investment made by SE predecessors between 1984 and 1998.  This gap has not been able to be filled by discussions with SE executives as there is no one currently within the organisation who was employed on the project over this period.
Much of the detail of this involvement could not be made available in the course of this study. Electronic records were accessible only as far back as 1998; in addition, no ERDF applications were made available to the study team. With these caveats we present a narrative summary of SE expenditure on the Park since 1998.
Appendix 1 presents a summary of Board Papers reviewed for this study.
Infrastructure Investment
1998

In 1998 two approval papers went before the GDA Board, both representing new stages in the evolution of WSSP. One concerned further infrastructure improvement with the replacement of overhead power lines across Todd Campus with underground cables, thereby releasing 1ha of land for development and enhancing the environmental aspect on site. The other paper facilitated the redevelopment of Block 2 on Todd Campus into a new manufacturing facility for Q-1 Biotech. In all, the papers: 

· approved expenditure of £617,000;
· released 1ha of development land; 

· allowed the construction of 3,250sqm of science space; and

· expected a potential return of £250,000 from rents or rentalised income.
1999

In 1999 four papers were presented for approval. Two concerned new build projects in which Pantherix were involved. The first dealt with a contribution of £650,000 towards the cost of the company’s new HQ and the second approved the provision of modular laboratories for rent on Todd Campus, some of which would be occupied by Pantherix in the interim. The third paper sought funds for the fit out of and subsequent rental of a building to Raman Technologies and the fourth approved the sale of a plot of land to Neilstra for the construction of a biotechnology facility. The four papers approved:

· approved expenditure of £974,000;

· released 0.8ha of land;

· allowed the construction or refurbishment of 3,510sqm of workspace; and

· expected a potential return of £203,000 from the sale of land, rents or rentalised income.

2000

Three papers were presented in 2000, all concerning the refurbishment of existing premises or new build. The new build was a chemical storage facility for Cruachem and the other expenditure was on the fit out of graduation space and bespoke laboratories for Strathkelvin Instruments. In total the papers:

· approved £325,000 of expenditure;

· allowed development of 445sqm of work space; and
· expected a potential return of £330,000 from rents or rentalised income.

2001

In 2001 the Board approved the refurbishment of two premises on WSSP and the sale of two plots of land. The first sale was for the token sum of £1 to allow the phased development of up to 10,000sqm of accommodation by Coherent and thereby secure a high quality inward investment opportunity for Glasgow. The second sale was the disposal of temporary laboratory units acquired in 1999 to Glasgow University. The refurbishment assisted two tenant companies to upgrade their premises with much of the outlay recovered through rentalisation. 

In 2001 the papers:
· approved £62,700 of expenditure;

· facilitated over 10,000sqm of new or improved accommodation; and

· expected a potential return of £133,500 from sales or rentalised income.

2002

In 2002 SEG approved the sale of sites 5 and 9 on Kelvin Campus to Speyroc and Neilstra respectively. Both companies intended speculative development of more than 2400sqm of science / technology premises. Support was also given to Cruachem for the development of a new R&D facility within their existing facility. 
SEG also approved the expenditure of more than £500,000 on Project Atlas to bring specialised telecommunications infrastructure to the Park. The fifth paper before the Board in 2002 formally acknowledged the early release of Transgenomics from its lease on WSSP to allow the company’s expansion within larger premises at Inchinnan. Between them the five papers: 

· approved £668,000 of expenditure;
· disposed of 0.67ha of land capable of accommodating more than 2,400sqm of property; and
· expected a potential return of £265,000 from sales or rentalised income.

2003

Of the seven papers presented in 2003, five related to new or refurbished properties. The new build projects involved the provision of an electricity sub-station and road junction on Kelvin Campus to facilitate the development of site 5. The refurbishment activity involved the fit out of empty units for CST Global, the creation of incubator units in Pavilion 1, Todd Campus and the conversion of office units on Kelvin Campus into an optoelectronics lab. The final such paper refers to the fit out of a unit on Kelvin Campus as a cafe. 

The remaining matters dealt with the installation of CCTV as a health and safety issue and consultancy fees advising on the extent of SE support for Propharma. In summary the papers:

· approved £315,000 of expenditure;
· facilitated the development of up to 1,600sqm of accommodation;
· improved power supply;
· created additional security measures; and
· sought to generate a potential return of £60,000 from rentalised income.

2004

Seven papers were presented in 2004, four relating to refurbishment of existing buildings. The largest of these proposals was some £350,000 spent to support the relocation of Propharma to WSSP. Two units on Kelvin and one on Todd Campus were refurbished to a lettable standard and vacant laboratory space on Kelvin Campus was refitted as a specialist life sciences facility in advance of a 5-year lease to Q-Nostics. 

The SEG Board also allowed expenditure to upgrade the roads within WSSP to the standard required for adoption by the Local Authority. Finally there were two more administrative papers, one assigning a lease between SE and Coherant in order to facilitate a management buy-out, and another allocating £40,000 for the management of the Park itself
In summary the 2004 papers:

· authorised £810,000 of expenditure;
· upgraded 1,240sqm of accommodation;
· enable the relocation of a major new tenant onto WSSP;

· upgraded the road infrastructure;

· supported management activity on the Park; and 

· expected a potential return of £535,000 in rents or rentalised income.

2005

Again in 2005, there were seven papers relating to WSSP placed before the SEG Board. Two of these concerned the acquisition of graduation space in the Helix Building on a 5-year lease and the purchase of a wet lab from Scottish Bio-medical on their relocation. The Board also approved the sale of 0.32ha to Speyroc for the construction of Technology Terrace. Additional fit out works over and above the original specification was authorised for the Helix Building and Unit 3 on Todd Campus.  
The Board also appointed architects to advise on the redevelopment potential of Site 6, Kelvin Campus and agreed a rent free period for M2 Lasers. In summary the papers:

· approved £554,000 of expenditure;
· facilitated the provision or upgrading of 2,500sqm of workspace;
· assisted the establishment or expansion of 3 tenant companies; and
· expected potential return of £65,000 from the sale.

2006

In 2006 there were five papers dealing with WSSP.

Two covered administrative matters, establishing a fund to pay for minor items of expenditure arising from day-to-day management operations and the final settlement of monies owed to a liquidator of a company operating on WSSP. A third paper granted an option on a 1 acre plot adjacent to their site to Coherent. The fourth paper authorised environmental investigation works as part of the due diligence process for the development of Site P on Todd Campus. Only the fifth and final paper involved the creation of new science space, with support towards the fit out costs of Units 1and2 on Technology Terrace. Between them the papers:
· authorised £107,000 of expenditure; 
· allocated 1 acre of land for disposal; and
· supported 1 tenant company to undertake fit out of their premises.

2007

Four WSSP papers were presented in 2007.  Two increased the size of the Managed Fund established the previous year to cover small items of management expenditure. The April 2007 paper raises this fund to £195,000. The other item of expenditure relates to support for fit out costs of units 3and4 Technology Terrace. On the credit side, the SEG Board approved the sale of a 0.38ha plot to Speyroc for the speculative development of an R&D facility. In all, the papers:

· approved £245,000 of expenditure;

· expected a potential return of £165,000 from the sale.
2008

Four papers date from 2008. 

Two confirm the disposal of two plots totalling almost 1ha split between the Kelvin and Todd Campuses to Speyroc and Biopharm Rhone. A third deals with the acquisition and refurbishment of Block 1, Todd Campus to create modular accommodation for post-incubation companies. The last paper authorises the demolition of Block 1 on Kelvin Campus as the first step towards the development of a new 2,880sqm office pavilion. In aggregate in 2008 there was:

· approval for £1,635,000 of expenditure;
· assistance for the development of 7,000sqm of workspace; and 
· expected a potential return of £425,000 from the sale of land.

Overview
Figure 3.1, over, presents a summary of the investment in the infrastructure of WSSP.  
Information on the value and nature of the business development support provided to businesses located on WSSP has yet to be provided to us by SE.  
Figure 3.1 also provides information on the number of jobs that SE’s infrastructure investment was expected to safeguard/create.  These total some 781.5 FTEs. 
Figure 3.1: Infrastructure Investment and Expected Returns: WSSP 1998-2008
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4. Science Parks
4.1 Introduction
In Chapter 4 we present a brief:

· introduction to Science Parks;

· review of Science Parks in the literature; and

· benchmarking exercise of the WSSP with other Science Parks within the SE portfolio.

4.2 Introduction to Science Parks

The Science Park movement in the UK emerged in the 1980s as a response to the decline of the traditional industry base and the rise in importance of new knowledge-based industries.  Early Science Parks were mainly created by Universities to support technology-based spin-outs. The Herriot-Watt Science Park, near Edinburgh was one of the first in the UK and fitted this University-linked model.  However, a number of other Scottish Science Parks tended to deviate from this in being created through local economic development agencies, particularly SDA (later SE).  Elsewhere in the UK Science Parks were also created with strong links to commercial organisations or to public sector bodies with strong research links. 

According to the UK Science Parks Association a Science Park is “A business support and technology transfer initiative that:

· encourages and supports the start-up and incubation of innovation-led, high growth, knowledge based businesses;
· provides an environment where larger and international businesses can develop specific and close interactions with a particular centre of knowledge creation for their mutual benefit; and
· has formal and operational links with centres of knowledge creation such as Universities, higher education institutes and research organisations”.

4.3 Literature Review
4.3.1 Genesis

The idea of Science Parks was first initiated in the US around Silicon Valley and Route 128, building on the strength of the University research at both Stamford and MIT. This led to the popular (but not always substantiated) conception that linking higher educational establishments (HEIs) and high technology industries would lead to an explosion of new technology based firms (NTBFs) that are often seen as important in economic growth and enhancing entrepreneurship. 

The clustering of NTBFs, as well as stimulating innovative activity, is also assumed to generate additional benefits, such as job creation, technological spillovers, and an expansion of exports. The creation of Science Parks can be viewed as one way to help NTBFs overcome barriers to commercialisation (as a result of size and immaturity) by providing specialist services such as flexible premises, shared resources, business services, links to local HEIs and opportunities for cooperation with other tenants (Siegel  et al 2005). As such the policy took hold in the UK, with the first two Science parks being created at the University of Cambridge and Herriot Watt University. An explosion of Science Park activity took place in 1980s with the result that by the end of the 20th century there was a Science Park linked or closely associated with most HEIs. 

4.3.2 What Makes a Science Park

Massey and Wield (1992) identify four main elements to a Science Park:

· it is a property initiative linked to a HEI or other research organisation;

· it is designed to encourage the growth of knowledge based businesses;

· it is actively engaged in technology transfer and transfer of business skills to the organisations located within it. (These criteria are also reflected in UKSPA’s criteria for Science Parks as discussed above); and

· it is linked to the outputs and outcomes anticipated from the Science Park, including: creating employment; establishing new firms; facilitating HEI/Business links; and generating leading edge technology within those firms.

Phan et al (2005) identify Science Parks as intermediate organisations within the technological entrepreneurial value chain which provide the “social environment, technological and organizational resources, and managerial expertise for the transformation of a technology-based business idea into an efficient economic organization.” (p. 171-172, 2005)

One challenge with this rationale for Science Parks is that it is based on the linear model of innovation, where ideas are developed in a research environment isolated from production, and are then passed down the chain to production and exploitation. Massey and Wield (1992) argue that this is too simplistic a view of innovation which in practice is complex and non-linear, with new knowledge coming from all parts of the production process, not just R&D.

The location, political and social contexts, and economic systems pertinent to each Science Park will influence its design, rationale and implementation, and this has led to a difficulty in standard definitions, and also data analysis (Phan et al 2005). Massey and Wield (1994) also identify that some Science Parks are following, rather than creating, employment and growth (described as Sunbelt interventions). These are typified by being private sector led and profit driven. 
Other Science Parks are public/private partnerships, or even purely public sector led and are more motivated by local economic regeneration. Here economic outputs are the main driver. One challenge for Science Park managers is balancing potentially conflicting objectives of different stakeholders, e.g. of technology and firm growth alongside occupation rates. The average size of firms on a Science Park is still low. UKSPA figures for 2008 report that that 90% of Science Park firms employ less than 50 FTE, and that 75% employ less than 15 FTEs.  Whereas there is an explicit growth agenda in the objectives of most Science Parks, studies show that only 49% of Science Parks in the UK have formal graduation policy (Phan et al 2005).

Many Science Parks are proactively managed and offer additional services such as management of the firms’ growth and access to equity capital. This kind of intervention was initially led by Aston Science Park, and proved to be successful (Massey and Wield 1994). Westhead and Batstone (1999) identified the importance of the role of the mediator (i.e. Science Park Manager) in facilitating technology transfer and other support, and reducing uncertainty for the entrepreneur. Research has shown a strong correlation between frequency and strength of interactions and innovation, including major product development (Romijn and Albu, 2002). Science park managers can help facilitate this and build the social network of their participant firms.

4.3.3 The Location Decision

The reasons for locating onto a Science Park are potentially less aligned with the Science Park objectives than first appears.  In a study of the perceived benefit of a Science Park location (Westhead and Batstone, 1998), on-site firms cited the prestige location, car parking and the fact that the founder lived locally as the top three reasons for locating on the park. This was followed by cost, and only then was access to HEI raised. In comparison off site firms cited cost, good transport, the fact that the firm was previously located in the area and the fact that the key founder lived locally as the major factors in the location decision. In comparison, once on the park, further study (Westhead and Batstone 1999) identified the prestige address, the quality of the units and the possibility of expansion as the most important beneficial factors for running the business. Access to HEI facilities was rated only 4 out of 5 on a scale of 1 = essential to 5 = unimportant.

4.3.4 Performance

One area that has occupied researchers is whether businesses located on Science Parks perform better than equivalent firms elsewhere. Research comparing on-and-off site firms in the UK (Westhead and Storey, 1994) found no significant difference in survival rates and job creation. However they did find that the differences in links to HEIs were significant. Siegel et al (2003) examined companies located on Science Parks and those located elsewhere with regard to higher research productivity, and concluded that Science Park firms were better at generating new products, services and patents, suggesting that Science Parks were a good mechanism for generating technological spillovers from Universities.

A study of Science Park exemplars (Cambridge Science Park, Silicon Valley and Hsinchu Science district), found that success was mainly due to strong self renewal through new firm foundation and high level of sustained R&D (Koh, Koh and Tschang, 2005). They also concluded that the most important aspect was access to knowledge creating talent, and that merely an infrastructure led growth strategy would be insufficient to build success. This is reinforced by Phan (2007) who asserts that Science Parks can act as “talent magnets” and that talent matters as much as dollars.

4.4 Benchmarking Review
4.4.1 Introduction
This section of the report benchmarks the performance of the West of Scotland Science Park against other Science Parks in Scotland in relation to a number of common indictors. 

This is followed by a comparison of models in terms of the development and provision of services to science and technology based companies.  It first focuses on wider evaluations of Science Parks in general and then goes on to compare Scottish Science Park models and their respective approaches in the provision and development of services, highlighting examples of good practice.
4.4.2 Benchmarking 

Table 4.1, over, compares the West of Scotland Science Park with a range of other Science Park’s that have been subject to evaluations.  It should be noted that each evaluation used a different methodology in calculating economic impact, cost per job and GVA. It was also the case that not all evaluations provided all relevant information. 

Table 4.1 shows that in terms of the number of companies hosted, the West of Scotland Science Park (WSSP) has fewer companies than the other three parks. Numbers of employees per company varied from 11.5 (Stirling) to 29.6 on the WSSP.  The Table also illustrates that the full occupancy rate in the Kelvin campus at the WSSP is higher than Stirling, although SET and Edinburgh Science Triangle do not report occupancy rates. 
In addition, other than the SETP net employment impacts at the WSSP were comparatively lower than the other Science Parks.  
	Table 4.1: Comparison of Science Parks

	
	Number Of Companies


	Occupancy

Rate


	Key Sectors


	Gross Employment


	Net Employment


	Net Cost Per Job

	Average Size FTEs

	GVA


	Net Business Space 

	WSSP
	31
	Kelvin 100%
	Life Sciences
	920
	Local: 57-80
National: 88-123
	
	29.6
	Local: £3.1m -£4.7m
National: £4.3-£6.5m
	Not reported

	SETP
	88
	Not reported
	Technology
	1,679
	Local: 31

National: 51
	£0
	19
	£1.15m local

£2.1m national
	Not reported

	Stirling University Innovation Park
	39
	78%
	Innovation and Technology
	300
	Local: 171
National: 195
	
	11.5
	@£6.4m local
@£7.4m national
	5,275sqm

	Edinburgh Science Triangle
	127
	Not reported
	Science and Technology
	3,135
	National: 923
	
	27.7
	£41.75m national
	97,000sqm


4.4.3 Science Park Models – Success Factors  

UKSPA produced an evaluation of the UK Science Park Movement in 2003
.  The aim of the report was to identify the nature of the additionality that Science Parks bring to knowledge-based firms located on Science Parks in the UK and provides insight into the performance of Science Park tenants compared with similar firms located outwith a Science Park base. It also provided lessons on the issues which stimulate the development of successful, mature Science Parks. 

The research identified that the single most important factor affecting performance was the state of maturity of the knowledge economy in the sub-region immediately around the Science Park. The most successful parks were found to be situated in areas defined as “Knowledge Heartland Economy” where all elements of the sub regional knowledge economy are fully established and pathways working well.

The report confirmed that Science Park companies performed comparatively better than non Science Park companies, evidenced by:

· comparatively better company performance in terms of turnover and employment growth;

· less difficulties in accessing finance and more utilisation of venture capital;

· new technology based firms (NTBF) launching significantly more services and products; and 

· on park NTBF have a significantly higher proportion of qualified scientists and engineers.

Interestingly, the research also identified that the most important factors in attracting clients to a Science Park are the physical attributes rather than the support infrastructure. In addition, firms were more likely to make use of the basic office services rather than the support service infrastructure.

However, the analysis also indicated that parks were failing to perform as well as might be expected with regards to:

· the promotion of HEI/industry linkages; and
· the transfer of technology from HEIs to Science Park firms.

The report concludes with a range of recommendations to enhance the provision of services to science and technology companies, some of which are relevant to this particular evaluation:

· ensure that the key constituencies fully appreciate what precisely the ‘Science Park’ brand represents and how it can be of mutual benefit to all parties;

· take a positive lead in welcoming, encouraging and fostering the involvement of the commercial property sector in Science Park developments and the Science Park movement;

· campaign to ensure that the proven benefits and track record of Science Parks in relation to the innovation agenda are clearly understood and integrated into future policy initiatives;  

· UKSPA should take the lead in investigating the provision of value added services for tenants using, for example, the combined purchasing power of its members that have real and tangible bottom line impact on the tenants of UKSPA’s member parks; and
· UKSPA should develop for its members a Client Value Proposition concept for UK Science Parks with a view to quantifying the benefits that tenants should expect to accrue.  

A review of business incubation in Scotland
 was carried out in order to provide evidence and insights to inform future policy and action by the SE Network and leading practice in business incubation. The findings of the study are relevant for this evaluation.  The main focus of the Review was on incubation of technology-based companies with high growth potential. The following key findings and recommendations were reported:

· several incubation projects have been developed in isolation and failed to integrate economic development objectives. They have become property projects driven by occupancy levels and rental income rather than strategic economic objectives or business needs. This indicates that there  needs to be clear and strategic rationale for  Network provision of assistance based on clear economic objectives;

· sharing of good practice was limited (both between incubation practitioners and between Network staff involved in incubator projects) and a limited pooling of Network expertise and experience in establishing and operating incubators. The research suggested putting in place mechanisms to share leading practice and to pool specialist knowledge and experience;
· business development/account management is considered to be a key ingredient in the package of support especially for high growth technology based businesses. The report therefore recommends that greater emphasis should be given to the role, quality and value of intense business development support; and
· the research identified that businesses would be willing to travel for required assistance, where the quality of advice has added value for their business, increasingly the focus is on advisory services rather than property and facilities alone. This highlights the importance of support organisations possessing a high level of mentoring skills and understanding of key technologies. 

A study of development opportunities for the Garscube estate
, which hosts the Beatson, the vet school, the West of Scotland Science Park and various other institutions had the following main objectives:

· to understand the nature and potential for innovation and commercialisation of the organisations based on the Garscube Estate; and 

· to understand the Garscube Estate itself and its development potential within the context of the Glasgow Metropolitan Region and of sectoral development. 

The report identified widespread acknowledgement that linkages between the Park and the residents on the Garscube Estate are poor and also that linkages between the Park and the University of Glasgow are limited.  Typically levels of information/awareness of research carried out by the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine/Beatson is poor among SMEs. The report indicated that potential may exist to forge links between WSSP companies and Faculty of Veterinary Medicine/Beatson. However, this would prove challenging due to significant diversity. It was suggested that there was a need for all concerned parties to be engaged with existing initiatives more fully. 

4.4.4 Science and Business Park Evaluations 
This section provides a review of previous evaluations of Science Parks and identifies areas where the parks have performed well in relation to the provision and development of services. This provides a useful basis on which to compare the performance of WSSP and identifies important lessons.

An Evaluation of Scottish Enterprise Technology Park (SETP)
 undertaken in 2007 assessed the economic development benefits of the park, the outcomes, effectiveness and efficiency of its management processes and the economic benefits in terms of employment and turnover growth. As part of the process, key stakeholders and park tenants were interviewed. The following strengths and success factors within the SETP model were highlighted:  
· property support was delivered well and it was highlighted that tenant businesses perceived property based factors as being most important in making the decision to locate there (including room for expansion and suitable rent);
· managing agents were easy to get in touch with and provided flexible solutions to property issues;

· a large proportion of companies were very satisfied with the financial and other business support received from Scottish Enterprise;
· the close proximity of the Park to the motorway and main line rail links was highlighted as a key strength;

· flexible lease arrangements and low rents for start up and incubation companies was considered key to encouraging technology based start ups; and
· SEL presence onsite aided the provision of business development support to tenant companies, as the SEL executive had been able to signpost tenants to appropriate support, either through SEL, Business Gateway or other agencies. 
Stirling University Innovation Park (SUIP) was established in 1986 and is centred around four buildings providing 68 individual suites over 5,275 sq m. The Park is designed to provide business accommodation for high tech businesses or R&D activities. In addition to physical business accommodation, SUIP also provides tenant companies with a wide range of business support services to assist in the process of introducing new products and processes. An evaluation of SUIP
 in 2006 reached the overall conclusion that SUIP was performing well below its potential. It identified a number of issues affecting the performance of SUIP:
· although a clear role for SUIP was identified (providing business support and accommodation to start up and expand technology businesses) there was a low level of Additionality due largely to the presence of public sector bodies and business that did not fit well with its aims and objectives;

· SUIP required a high level of public resource and there was considerable potential for duplication of effort and overlap;

· The business and marketing plans required review and updating;

· SUIP did fit with key national and local strategies but had to ensure that it provided the right type of accommodation and business support services to target companies; and
· There were doubts about the commitment of some project partners.
To address these issues the evaluation proposed a Development Plan. The Plan set out a management and staffing structure as well as presenting a set of key and supporting projects to improve the success and operating position of SUIP. The key projects were to:

· provide a greater internal focus on SUIP tenant businesses;

· complete the Business/Operating Plan

· review staff workload and resources;

· enhance external marketing;

· improve the regularity of Board Meetings;

· review the potential to create a central area for multi-functional space to support networking between tenants;

· obtain clear and shared understanding of partners objectives and if possible obtain long-term commitment to the future; and

· investigate the potential to finance for physical upgrade.

In addition, a number of supporting projects were identified:

· more rigorous tenant selection, appraisal and activity monitoring;

· greater engagement with the University staff and academics through SURE;

· if the central area (multi-functional space) is not deliverable, improve the internal circulation of Scion House;

· either upgrade or withdraw conference/meeting facilities; and

· review the finance and/or ownership structure (including Scion House) to provide future income generation for investment in future projects.

Edinburgh Science Triangle (EST) was set up as a collaborative marketing initiative by Scottish Enterprise Edinburgh and Lothian, three local authorities and seven science parks located within the region.  Initially EST aimed to capitalise on the strengths from Edinburgh and Lothian’s Science Parks by marketing internationally the science capabilities and quality infrastructure. 
The Economic Impact Assessment
of Phase 3 concluded that the rationale behind the project – barriers of scale – still applied, and that individual parks may not have the means to compete effectively in the international market place. Networking, information sharing and collaboration are benefits to the parks being members of a joint marketing initiative and several park managers comment on the benefits of this in improving their offer to potential tenants. The EST parks have a strong networking component and collaborative ethos, and with the presence of universities and research institutions in the partnership, these benefits are expected to increase.  The parks are in excellent position to facilitate interaction between academia and tenant companies, providing genuine opportunities for innovation. International benchmarking comparisons in Europe, USA and UK are provided to support this collaborative ethos.
The next phase of the EST project is two primary programmes of activity:

· delivery of network and community building activities including technology and market awareness events, expertise workshops and PR and marketing services for SMEs; and

· a coherent programme of marketing activities to further raise the profile of the EST as a top 10 European research, technology and development (RTD) location, with dual aims of encouraging more companies to interact with universities to take advantage of knowledge transfer opportunities and attracting inward investment enquiries.
The 10 point action plan to establish EST’s position as a top 10 European science and technology destination will:
· maintain strong cohesion with city promotions and build ever stronger links with key intermediaries including Scottish Development International (SDI);

· initiate  a complementary programme of marketing activities with local partners;

· launch and build a Nexxus bioscience network Edinburgh hub;

· launch and build a EST multi-sector network (non life sciences focus);

· continue evolving a programme of initiatives to promote good innovation practice and increase SME demand for technology and knowledge transfer;

· establish the relevance and importance of science parks with SDI;

· re-establish the strategic role of all science parks to SE/ economic development and universities/ knowledge transfer;

· develop role and promote science parks as hubs for networks/ knowledge transfer interaction and innovation best practice; and

· carry out performance measurement and reporting to show impact and fresh insights.

4.4.5 Summary 

This desk review compares the performance of a range of Science and Business Parks against the WSSP. 
An important issue that the earlier literature review highlights is the comparatively superior performance of Science Park based companies against those off park in terms of turnover, accessing finance, employment growth and in launching new products, indicating that the WSSP companies are at an advantage.  However, UK wide analysis identified that Science Parks are failing in terms of the promotion of HEI/industry linkages and the transfer of technology from HEIs to Science Park firms, suggesting that more needs to be done in developing this. Broadly speaking effective Science Park models feature the following:

· high quality public sector assistance by experienced innovation, advisory and management personnel and access to finance.  Companies who made more use of these services often had more positive experiences; 

· good park services and facilities were seen as important.  These include administration, landscape maintenance, window cleaning, catering, site servicing landscaping and site marketing;

· effective park management which clearly outlines rules of engagement and operating polices and ensuring that objectives are integrated into local economic development strategies;
· exceptional  property offering in an accessible location,  providing relevant property and services for the type of technology/knowledge base the Park is aimed at;
· clearly defined letting criteria with a focus on high growth or higher value companies, allowing the creation of a community of interest and the provision of highly relevant services to be assembled and provided; and
· effective collaborative links with HEIs and promotion of collaboration amongst tenant companies. 
5. Findings

5.1 Introduction

In Chapter 4 we present the detailed finding from the fieldwork element of the work programme.  This included:

· a consultation programme with representatives from:

· SE

· the University of Glasgow

· Collier CRE executives

· developers; and

· a survey of current tenants on the WSSP.

5.2 Consultations

5.2.1 Scottish Enterprise

The issues discussed with representatives from Scottish Enterprise
 focused on:

· their role if any in the WSSP project;

· their understanding of the rationale for the project and whether this is still valid.  Does the project fit with the Scottish Government’s Economic Strategy;

· the context within which the project was originally developed.  Is integrated with other business development activity delivered by SE;

· how the project has been managed and delivered over time;

· how have businesses been targeted and selected – has this changed over time;

· how satisfied tenants are with service delivery;

· the market failures are being addressed and the extent to which there has been market adjustment over time;

· the strengths and weaknesses of the project;

· the project’s past successes and failures;

· perceptions of the role, and adequacy, of specific delivery mechanisms and services provided to tenant/owner businesses – does the performance of the Park depend on, or influenced by, other SE products;
· whether the Park is a standalone activity or complimentary to other SE activities, including SE’s Science Park proposition;

· whether there is continued demand for the Park, and if so what might the potential market be in the future;
· the extent to which the project has delivered/contributed to wider non-quantifiable economic development benefits – e.g. encouraging enterprise, developing a knowledge-based economy;
· whether the project duplicates other public or private sector activity in Scotland;
· SE’s aspirations for the future development of the Park; and
· the key issues that need to be addressed to facilitate future development of the Park.

At the outset it was recognised that not all interviewees would be able to shed light on each and every issue, but collectively each issue has been addressed.  The text reports the views, opinions and perceptions of the consultees – as with all consultations, what individuals think is the case may not be so, and their comments should therefore be read in that light.

The reporting in this section is organised around the following key themes of the evaluation:

· project rationale; and

· management processes and performance.

Rationale
Background

Given that none of the consultees were working within the SE network or its predecessor organisation during the early stages of development, there was no clear knowledge as to the original rationale for the project – no definitive view was offered as to why the SDA purchased the land and sought to develop it with user restrictions.
The consultees highlighted that the user restriction has allowed companies involved in similar activity to locate on the Park – in the main these have tended to be businesses involved in life science activity, but other science based companies have also located there.  The high quality property has provided an ideal location for high tech companies who require a much higher level specification than available on traditional industrial parks.  

A number of the consultees did pose the question as to whether the WSSP is a Science Park – the consensus was that it was not, it was simply a business park that hosts science based companies.

Strategic Fit

Consultees found it difficult to identify the WSSP’s fit with the Scottish Government’s Economic Strategy.  The strategy was viewed as being somewhat vague, such that it is possible to mould any SE activity to fit with its broad themes.  It was suggested that the strategic fit could be linked to supporting the growth for technology based businesses, and that these are the type of businesses located on the Park.

Market Failure

The market failure rationale for public sector intervention in the Park was viewed by consultees as relating to a requirement for property on the Park to be suitable for science based companies who typically require a higher specification of work space – the private sector would be unwilling to make this investment as the rate of return would be less than they would be prepared to accept, and the level of risk is higher. 
It was highlighted during discussions that the private sector had proactively approached SE with a view to bringing forward new developments, suggesting that the market adjustment has occurred. 
Management Processes and Performance

Project Development and Integration

There is recognition amongst consultees that the Park had been developed over many years; however due to previous roles within SE and/or them not being employed within SE or predecessor organisations, their knowledge of these developments was limited.

It was felt that historically WSSP has been a standalone project rather than being integrated within SE’s wider business development activity.  Businesses located on the Park have, over time, been supported by SE as they matched the relevant criteria at the time.  
Targeting and Selection
Consultees suggested that targeting and selection criteria applied to prospective Park tenants has been rigorously applied over time.  Companies seeking to locate on the Park need to be able to demonstrate that they are science based.  The tendency has been for life science companies to seek to locate on the Park, but any high tech science based company is technically eligible.

In general companies approach Colliers CRE, the Park’s managing agents, when seeking to locate on the Park.  Colliers make the initial decision as to eligibility based on the restricted user criteria – where there may be issues at the margin these enquiries are referred to SE for final decision.
Strengths and Weaknesses

The consultees highlighted, from their perspective, a number of strengths and weaknesses of the WSSP project.  We report only those views that were expressed by a number of the consultees, rather than reporting each and every positive or negative perception, as each had a different level of background/knowledge and an individual viewpoint with limited knowledge could distort these findings.

The key strengths identified by the consultees were as follows:

· the location – the discussion here referred principally to the environment of the Park, with modern buildings and landscaped gardens;
· growth – over time a number of spin out companies located in the incubator units have grown into more substantial businesses;
· critical mass – there is a significant science base and clinical excellence presence on the Park which has the ability to attract similar types of business thus maintaining its science focus;

· flexibility – as the incubator companies, and other small companies, have grown, the Park’s accommodation and leasing arrangements have enabled them to expand through moving into other premises without the need to vacate the Park;

· business development support – Park tenants, subject to meeting SE criteria as high impact growth companies, have access to a wide range of support as Account Managed companies; and
· Universities – the onsite location of the Universities of Glasgow and Strathclyde are seen as a key attraction to locating businesses.

The key weaknesses identified by the consultees were as follows:

· academic links – there are limited linkages between the companies on the Park and the Universities.  There are strong academic assets on site that are not being accessed by the businesses;

· mechanisms – to facilitate collaboration between businesses located on the Park there needs to be mechanisms on site to bring companies together to enable them to exchange ideas; and
· property – although there are options for growth these are limited.  There have been only two developers active on the Park.
Success and Failures

The key successes were identified as:
· involvement of the private sector – two private sector developers have developed the Park’s offering, worked with their own tenants on their property needs, and at times have built speculatively.  They have helped to make things happen, and demonstrate that SE does not always need to take the lead role in property development activity; and
· growing companies – some current tenants began in the incubator units and have subsequently prospered, taking on new staff and moving to larger accommodation on site
No failures were identified.

Service Delivery

The discussion distinguished between:

· property support; and

· business development support. 

Property Support

Property support was considered by the consultees to have been delivered well.  In particular:

· the on-site managing agents were perceived as knowing what tenants’ property need were, and were able to advise tenants about property related issues that would be of benefit to companies;  and

· the on-site managers often have flexible solutions to address a wide range of property needs.

Business Development Support

There was limited knowledge as to the nature and success of the business development support provided by Scottish Enterprise.  There was recognition that some of the companies were Account Managed and would benefit from the full range of SE support.  Consultees were not able to offer an assessment as to whether the success of the Park was influenced by, or depended upon, SE intervention.  This made it difficult for them to comment as to whether the project had delivered/contributed to wider non-quantifiable economic development benefits such as encouraging enterprise, developing a knowledge-based economy etc. 

Future of the Park

Discussions of the future of WSSP focused on:

· demand issues;

· need for continued investment; and

· the role of SE.

The discussions highlighted that there was still demand from science based companies to locate on the Park, and for current tenants seeking to upgrade their accommodation as they expand.  Both of the developers who have built properties on the Park as a result of SE tenders and also on a speculatively basis have had tenants seeking to expand into new build accommodation or extensions to existing property.  The current economic climate does not appear to have had a significant impact on demand for space on the Park.
It was recognised by the consultees that there is a need for continued investment in the Park.  Some of the older buildings no longer meet current best practice standards and companies continue to seek the highest spec available.  It was not clear who should be responsible for this new investment – whether it should be SE led or left to the private sector.  There was recognition that the University of Glasgow has a key role to play in the future development of the Park, but there was a perception that its focus was on its own property rather than having an interest in the development of the Park as a whole.  
Consultees suggested that SE’s remit no longer allows funding of speculative infrastructure development – it would need to be linked to specified end users.  There were a number of scenarios offered as to the future investment within the Park: the private sector takes over the Park and is responsible for its development; or the current situation pertains where SE and the private sector own and develop facilities.  

Whatever the future ownership arrangement, it was recognised that there was still a need for SE intervention with businesses, through providing business development support aimed assisting growth, R&D and innovation.

5.2.2 University of Glasgow
Discussions were held with the University’s:
· Vice Principle, Strategy and Resources;

· Director, Estates and Building Office; and

· Dean, Faculty of Veterinary Medicine.

The discussion agenda focused on understanding:

· how the investment at the Garscube estate fits with other University investments; 
· the University’s priorities for investment;

· the University’s current relationship with SE – how would it like to see it develop;
· the University’s linkages with companies on the Park – would they like to see more collaboration/linkages – how important do they view these relationships;
· what the University would like to see happen on the Park in the future – in terms of its own activity and that generated by SE involvement; and
· the University’s aspirations/plans for the future development of the Park.
Investment
Overall the University is investing around £50m per year on its estates. The Garscube estate and the other University property sites have been zoned to help development planning.

There are plans for significant investment at the Southern General Hospital and the Glasgow Royal Infirmary, and it is hoped that the Gartnaval Royal Hospital campus will expand into the Western Infirmary site, which would free the northern area to be sold off for residential development, although it is currently zoned for education. 

At the Garscube estate the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine is focusing investment activity in the following main areas:
· the Veterinary hospital;
· a virology research institute; and
· oncology research facilities. 

Investment in the Science Park is possible but it is not a currently a major priority for the University.  The City Science at Strathclyde University, for example, has not seen a great uptake. For a Science Park development on the Western Infirmary site to be feasible it would have to be presented with a potential anchor tenant.  There are plans for incubation and co-research at the Western Infirmary site, but this is small scale and limited. This is more to encourage increased relationships as an ongoing push for greater knowledge transfer activity.

The investment priorities for the Garscube site include developments on:

· the Science and Medicine Zone:

· on the West side of the river including the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine’s teaching and conference centre, the oncology research facilities at the Beatson West of Scotland Cancer Centre, the Small Animal Hospital and the Translational Medicine Building; and
· Development Zone:

· incorporating the Wolfson Student Accommodation, Science Park Buildings, Tow Tank and observatory area. 

This Science and Medicine Zone area is currently undergoing active development.  There are also plans for the development of a pedestrian/cycle bridge over the river at the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine – this would be an important link to the Science Park buildings.  Future plans in this zone may include student accommodation and conference facilities, located alongside the research facilities at the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine and/or the Beatson West of Scotland Cancer Centre.

SE Relationships
In general the relationship between SE and the University were described as very good.  Historically there had been some issues as part of the campus was located within the boundary of SE Glasgow and part within SE Dunbartonshire; now it is all within the boundary of SE West.  
The University and SE Glasgow had regular discussions about both the Garscube site and Kelvin campus, although these have been less frequent since SE was reorganised.  The Campus Initiative focused on the development of the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine, the Beatson West of Scotland Cancer Centre and WSSP, and SE was very supportive, although no capital support was provided.  

One of the consultees, having recently joined the University from Strathclyde University, felt that the relationship between with SE and the University was poorer.  At Strathclyde University he regularly met with SE to discuss the full range of common interests, but he does not see that happening at Glasgow University.  He offered the view that in part this may be explained by SE appearing to keep changing structure and modifying priorities.  There was a clear desire from the University to meet with SE more often to discuss issue of common interest and concern. 
There was some disquiet over the support provided to the WSSP by SE and the support provided to the science and technology parks in the east of Scotland.  The perception was that the west was the poor relation in terms of funding support. 
Linkages
The University’s Gilmourhill site is always tight for space, but when research groups are offered space at Garscube or the Number 1 Todd Buildings (which the University owns) its location is seen as too remote.

The proposed bridge at the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine has great potential to bring the Science Park closer to the research strengths on the Garscube site. The plan was for the City Council, SE and the University to fund the bridged, which would facilitate pedestrian and cycle path access across the campus.  So far the trigger funding from the City Council has not been confirmed.
There are a few direct spin outs from the University on the campus, but there is limited activity aimed at connecting the companies with the research base on site. Limited use has been made of the incubators.  Larger spin out companies on the Garscube site are supported by the University, but rarely grow to significant size. Larger companies could be based on site if they were interested in being linked into the research, but only if they were science and medicine focused with a common research interest.

The University would welcome improved linkages with companies based on WSSP as it seeks to make its research more accessible.  It recognises that there is a good cluster of life science companies on WSSP but is unsure as to the coherence of this activity as it perceives that the facilities on the WSSP to facilitate collaboration are poor.  It sees WSSP being managed at the estate level rather than at a strategic level; a scientific director on the WSSP site would provide this type of management. 
Future
The University’s investment plans for the future are articulated above. 

In the future it would like to see:

· SE appreciate more the excellence of the campus, and promote it in its totality – the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine, the Beatson West of Scotland Cancer Centre and WSSP;

· greater collaboration between the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine, and WSSP companies, and the Beatson West of Scotland Cancer Centre and WSSP companies;
· greater connectivity – promote integration of research between the University and WSSP companies – the bridge would provide a physical link; and
· management of the Park at a strategic, scientific, level as well as at estate level.

5.2.3 Colliers CRE

Background

The Colliers CRE Group provides a broad range of real estate consultancy services including agency, valuation, property management, building consultancy and general consultancy to both UK and international clients. These services are delivered through specialist sector or service line teams which work closely together to provide an integrated service.

Our discussion with Colliers CRE executives focused on understanding:

· Colliers role in the WSSP project;
· the targeting and selection criteria applied to businesses seeking to reside on the Park, and whether this has changed over time;
· their awareness of tenant satisfaction with service delivery;
· the strengths and weaknesses of the project;
· whether there is continued demand for the Park, and the potential market;
· whether the project duplicates other public or private sector activity in Scotland;
· their aspirations for the future development of the Park; and
· the key issues that need to be addressed to facilitate future development of the Park.

Discussion
Role

Colliers CRE manage all SE’s commercial property portfolio, on the basis of a 5 year contract; the current contract ends in 2010.  They have held this contract for past 10 years. The key services that they supply to SE are as follows:

· estate management – landscaping, maintenance;

· generate revenue through collecting rents; and

· advise on the impact that new developments will have on the remainder of the site. 
Over time Colliers has become more involved in the management of the Park, undertaking roles that were previously held by an internal SE consultant who managed the Park. Relationship with SE has improved since the organisation was restructured in April 2008; in particular Colliers report that their views of the development of the site are sought more often. 

Selection

The criteria for entry to the Park is determined by planning regulations and by the University of Glasgow from whom SE holds a long-term ground lease with respect to Kelvin Campus.  The requirement for R&D has been a constant requirement since the Park was established in 1984. Colliers has the responsibility for marketing the site to potential tenants and this requirement is made clear at first interview – companies who do not meet the criteria are not offered tenancies.
Tenant Satisfaction

Colliers are the messengers to tenants when bad news has to be delivered but they are often acting on behalf of SE.  Commercial realities can often appear harsh to companies that have long been sheltered by SE.  A key concern is security, which is frequently raised issue on Todd Campus.  It is not clear who is responsible for this and it is under review.  Tenants are often only aware of Colliers when their rent or a service charge is due or when there is a problem; they do not see much of the good work that Colliers do in the background, and this may distort perceptions of the service that they deliver.
Strengths and Weaknesses
Colliers identified that the key strengths of WSSP were:
· some companies have grown from initially being based within incubator units to be of a size capable of owning their own premises whilst remaining on the Park;
· location – it has good road and rail links, and the buildings are set within a parkland setting; and
· support available from SE – however it is perceived that this was better when there was a physical presence on WSSP such as Services to Software or Targeting Technology Limited.
The key weakness identified were that:

· some of the buildings were getting old and becoming unfit for purpose; and 

· the presence of the student hall of residence, Wolfson Hall, limits development options on the Park. 
Demand for the Park
There is a continued demand for modern buildings. Colliers continue to be approached by companies who wish to locate to a Science Park – although not all meet the selection criteria. The address does seem to have an attraction. WSSP is a successful and established “brand”.
Duplication

Colliers do not see the WSSP duplicating other activity.  There is some competition amongst science/technology parks. Some companies have relocated to other parks but this has usually been driven by WSSP no longer being able to meet their needs.

The Future Development of the Park
Colliers hopes to see SE’s older and “unfit for purpose” properties demolished and redeveloped as they become vacant. In their place new build modern lab/office space should be developed similar to Technology Terrace offering flexible accommodation.  The final plots on Todd Campus should also be developed. 
5.2.4 Private Sector Property Developers

Two private sector developers have been active in developing space on the WSSP:
· Speyroc Limited; and
· Neilstra Limited.
Our discussion with them focused on understanding:
· their historic involvement in the development of the Park;

· their linkages with companies on the Park beyond their role as landlord;

· their relationship with Colliers; and
· their aspirations and plans for the future development of the Park and how they would like to see SE develop the Park in the future.

Historic Involvement in the Park
Both developers have a history of:

· responding successfully to development proposals issued by Scottish Enterprise (and its predecessor organisations;
· initiating speculative developments; and 

· responding to the accommodation needs of their existing tenants.

Over time their involvement has shifted away from responding to SE tenders and more towards responding to accommodation needs of existing or prospective tenants.  They have, however, maintained relationships with SE over the full period of involvement in the Park – the relationship has worked well to the mutual benefit of the developers, tenants and SE as each has been able to achieve their objectives:
· developers – build property that has provided a viable commercial return on the investment;

· SE – enabled the Park to develop without always needing to provide the capital investment; and

· Tenants – their property needs have been met. 

Linkages with Companies

The developers’ relationship with companies is largely that of tenant: landlord.  Over time the developers have liaised more closely with tenants to discuss their property needs and have, where appropriate, developed new buildings, or extended existing property to enable the company to remain onsite.  Relationships with companies have therefore strengthened over time.
Colliers

Colliers CRE act for SE in the management of the Park, and the developers deal with them at that level; Colliers manage the service charges and have also been retained as agents to let space within buildings owned by the developers.  
Both developers have a good professional relationship with Colliers, who are viewed as delivering a very good service that meets their needs.  

The Future of the Park
Both developers are enthusiastic about being involved in future development/expansion at the Park; even within the current economic climate both developers have proposals for new build/extensions.

There was some disquiet expressed about the role of both SE and the University of Glasgow’s involvement in park development:
· SE:

· the developers felt that SE needs to be leading the development of the Park, particularly within the current climate.  SE’s activity should be counter cyclical and they should be involved in developing new building accommodation for start up, incubator and for those companies seeking to grow; and

· University of Glasgow:

· the developers would like to see greater involvement of the University in the development of the full Park.  They recognise the significant activity around the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine and the Beatson Institute for Cancer Research but feel that the University should be a more active partner in the development of the whole Park.
5.3 Company Survey

5.3.1 Introduction

This Section presents the results and findings from a survey of resident companies and organisations on the WSSP. The survey was conducted in February 2009, and 16 completed interviews were achieved.  This represents a response rate of 55%, providing +/-16.69% margin of error.  Responses were entered into SNAP survey software for analysis.  

Results are presented as Graphs and Tables with comments and bullet points below, where appropriate. 

Where appropriate and possible, findings are presented disaggregated by sector, size, age, whether an innovator (as defined by the Community Innovation Survey), and, and nature of occupancy.

5.3.2 Nature of the Organisations

Industry Sector

Figure 5.1 shows the breakdown of those taking part in the survey by their principal activity.
· manufacturing companies make up one-third of respondents; and

· R&D companies make up one-quarter of the sample.
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Manufacturing activity is primarily concerned with photonics applications and R&D is mainly around clinical trials associated with life sciences. In truth, there seems to be a mix of R&D and manufacturing activity in most of these companies with the photonics companies operating at the cutting edge of their field and the life sciences companies engaged in the production of diagnostics kits for their trials and procedures.

The activity profile for WSSP tenants differs in some respects from the average for UK Science Parks (see UKSPA Annual Statistics 2006).  According to criteria used by UKSPA, manufacturing should only be of small quantities and always associated with R&D activity. Computer/telecoms companies are somewhat underrepresented at WSSP compared to other locations. Of the business/professional services companies, one has connections to the life sciences but the other has no obvious link to any science or technology sector.

Age of Company

Table 5.1 reports the year in which sample companies were established.

	Table 5.1: Year Established



	
	Number
	%

	2000-08
	10
	63

	Of which Start-up (05-08)
	7
	44

	1990-99
	4
	25

	pre-1990
	2
	13


This shows that WSSP has a relatively young company population. Almost half of survey respondents can be considered start-up companies i.e. established in the past three years. 
Spin-off Companies

The average Science Park has around 20% of tenants originating from HEIs (UKSPA statistics covering 1987 -2005
). At 43%, (Figure 5.2) WSSP is more attractive to spin-off companies than the norm.  
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Subsidiary or Branch Plant

Table 5.2 reports on the split between subsidiary and main office locations of companies on WSSP. It shows that respondents are primarily indigenous companies and only one is part of a wider organisation based outside of the UK.

	Table 5.2. Is This A Subsidiary, Branch Plant Or Branch Office

	
	Number
	%

	No
	12
	75

	Yes
	4
	25

	Scotland
	1
	6

	Other UK
	2
	12

	USA
	1
	6


Employment

Table 5.3 reports employment at the time of survey (early 2009) and on entry to WSSP. 
	Table 5.3: Absolute Employment Numbers



	
	On Entry
	Now
	Change
	% Change

	Total FT
	155
	454
	299
	193%

	Temp FT
	6
	8
	2
	33%

	Perm FT
	149
	446
	297
	199%

	Total PT
	13
	34
	21
	162%

	Temp PT
	0
	0
	0
	0%

	Perm PT
	13
	34
	21
	162%

	TOTAL EMPLOYEES
	168
	488
	320
	190%

	R&D
	16
	244
	228
	1425%

	Manufacturing
	67
	138
	71
	106%

	Innovative companies
	146
	458
	312
	214%

	Non innovating companies
	22
	30
	8
	36%


There has been strong growth in employment while companies have been on site:

· total employment has almost tripled across the sample;
· the principal driver of change is business growth creating demand for full-time permanent employees;

· R&D posts account for 70% of all new employees; and

· part-time and temporary positions account for only a small proportion of employees.

The growth in R&D related employment is somewhat disproportionate to their representation in the company sample. However, as we have already discussed, there appears to be a considerable cross-over between manufacturing and research activities in several respondent companies. So the increase in R&D employment captured in this survey should not be seen solely as scientists in white lab coats but as spread across a range of administrative and production functions that support and depend on this development activity. 
Although small in absolute numbers, it is a positive finding that innovative companies, at the forefront of their respective fields, show such strong employment growth on WSSP.

Residence of Employees

Figure 5.3 reports on the current place of residence of sample company employees. 

The Figure shows that:

· the great majority of employees live around Glasgow and in the West of Scotland;

· less that 20% of staff live elsewhere in Scotland; and

· only 1% of employees live outside Scotland.
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Graduate Employment

Respondents were then asked about the number of graduates employed at their establishment. Figure 5.4 reports.
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Note: 338 graduates were reported 

The Figure suggests a fairly high incidence of tertiary education in WSSP companies: 

· 69% of the 338 staff in sample companies had a degree;

· 60% were qualified in scientific or engineering disciplines; and

· in December 2007, the latest Annual Population Survey data show that in Scotland / West of Scotland 38% of those in employment and 37% of those economically active were qualified to SVQ4+ (degree equivalent).

The incidence of degree level qualifications is therefore almost twice as frequent in our WSSP sample companies as in the general working population. Intuitively, this is what one would expect to find on a designated Science Park and is consistent with the activity / employment profiles reported above by our sample. 

Recruitment

	Table 5.4: How Difficult Is Recruiting Skilled Employees To Your Establishment?



	
	All Sample
	Innovative 
	Manufacturing

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	1 - very difficult
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2
	1
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0

	3
	3
	19
	3
	21
	1
	17

	4
	5
	31
	4
	27
	3
	50

	5 –neither/nor 
	1
	6
	1
	7
	0
	0

	6
	1
	6
	1
	7
	1
	17

	7
	4
	25
	4
	24
	1
	17

	8
	1
	6
	1
	7
	0
	0

	9 - very easy
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table 5.4 reports on the difficulty in recruiting skilled employees to WSSP. It suggests that:

· most companies have some difficulty in recruiting; but
· more than a quarter find it fairly easy to recruit;
· innovative companies experience fewer recruitment problems; and
· manufacturing companies are more likely to report recruitment constraints.

The latest survey by Futureskills Scotland, Skills in Scotland 2008, found that, in terms of recruitment, employers consider around half of all vacancies hard-to-fill. Where a vacancy is hard-to-fill, this can be because there are few applicants, or because of the employer’s perception of applicants’ personality and motivation, or because the applicants lack the necessary skills, qualifications or experience. Only the final reason is a skills shortage. The 2008 Survey found that 47% of hard-to-fill vacancies – or about a quarter of all vacancies – were due to skills shortages.

Relationship to Priority Industries
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Note: Multiple responses allowed.

Figure 5.5 reports on the main customers and suppliers of sample companies. It shows that:

· the key customer sector is the life sciences (69% or 11 responses); and
· the most important supplier sector is electronics (44% or 7 responses).
The figures are somewhat skewed, particularly in regard to suppliers but in one case also in relation to client markets, given the small absolute size of the sample, by the responses of four businesses. These companies provide knowledge based services and, with no tangible product, have no suppliers beyond office furnishings and stationery. Discounting these respondents would increase the relative importance of life sciences and electronics as client and supplier markets respectively.

Distribution of Sales

Table 5.5 describes the distribution of sales reported by each company.

	Table 5.5: % Sales By Area (Number Reporting)



	
	% Sales Reported in Area

	
	0%
	1-25%
	26-50%
	51-75%
	76-100%

	West of Scotland
	10
	4
	0
	2
	0

	Other Scotland
	9
	6
	1
	0
	0

	Other UK
	2
	9
	3
	1
	1

	Other EU
	5
	6
	3
	2
	0

	Other World
	6
	4
	3
	1
	2


The key points from this Table are that:

· most companies (10) report no sales to customers in the West of Scotland or Scotland as a whole;

· two companies report more than half their sales within the West of Scotland;

· two companies report more than half their sales are exports to the EU; and

· three companies report more than half their sales are exports outside the EU.

In theory, Park companies are likely to be engaged in developing innovative products for growing sectors.  Such sectors are mainly global in nature so a high level of export sales would be anticipated.  

Distribution of Suppliers

Table 5.6 describes the distribution of suppliers reported by each company.

	Table 5.6: Distribution Of Suppliers By Area (Number Reporting)



	
	% of Suppliers Reported in Area

	
	0%
	1-25%
	26-50%
	51-75%
	76-100%

	West Central Scotland
	7
	3
	4
	1
	1

	Other Scotland
	9
	5
	1
	0
	1

	Other UK
	7
	3
	5
	1
	0

	Other EU
	9
	6
	0
	0
	1

	Other
	11
	2
	2
	0
	1


The Table suggests a low level of supplier linkages within Lanarkshire as:

· seven respondents report no suppliers within the West of Scotland; and

· only 2 report more than half their supplies are from this area.

This suggests a low local multiplier effect.

Distribution of Competitors

Table 5.7 describes the distribution of competitors reported by each company.
	Table 5.7: Distribution Of Competitors By Area (Number Reporting)



	
	% of Competitors Reported By Area

	
	0%
	1-25%
	26-50%
	51-75%
	76-100%

	West Central Scotland
	13
	1
	2
	0
	0

	Other Scotland
	13
	2
	1
	0
	0

	Other UK
	7
	3
	3
	1
	2

	Other EU
	8
	2
	6
	0
	0

	Other
	8
	2
	1
	1
	4


This suggests a low level of displacement in the West of Scotland and Scotland as:

· 13 respondents report no competitors in the West of Scotland or in Scotland; and

· 5 companies report more than half their competitors are based outside the EU.

As with customers, the level of non-UK competition is as might be expected for a typical science/technology Park housing companies who are active in global industries. The WSSP sample is mainly innovating companies developing products for global markets so high levels of overseas competition is to be expected

5.3.3 Rationale for Locating on WSSP

In this Section we examine the reasons why sample companies came to be on WSSP.

Figure 5.6 reports on whether or not the establishments interviewed had ever been located outside WSSP.
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It shows a slight majority (9 companies) had not previously been established elsewhere. Figure 5.7 reports on these prior locations.

Of those that had relocated to WSSP from elsewhere none had done so from outside Scotland and 5 of the 7 had done so from elsewhere in the West of Scotland.
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n=7

All sample companies were then asked what other locations they had considered before locating on WSSP. Their responses are shown in Figure 4.8. Not all respondents were able to answer this question, but among those that could:

· 4 looked elsewhere in Glasgow;

· 4 looked elsewhere in West of Scotland; and

· 1 considered alternatives anywhere in Scotland.
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n=10

These findings are in-line with findings in the origins of tenants on Science Parks across the UK.  On average, around 50% of tenants (including University spin-outs) originate within 5 miles of the Park and 70-80% come from within a 30-mile radius (UKSPA statistics).  So, although Parks tend to attract innovative companies in growing global industries there is still a strong local bias in locational decisions.

Table 5.8, over, examines the importance of various factors that potentially influenced the decision to first locate on WSSP.  

These rankings are not particularly surprising:

· the single most important (rated 1) locational factor is: right size premises;

· right sized premises, room for expansion and attractive appearance and were the factors most often considered important or very important (rated 1-3);

· proximity to HEI research or customers/suppliers were the single least important factors; and

· proximity to customers, suppliers, HEIs or similar businesses was not a major factor, nor was the availability of grants or business support.

Innovative companies were more likely to rate proximity to HEI and the availability of grants or business support more highly. Manufacturing/R&D companies mirrored the general consensus on which locational factors were most important and unimportant, but were more likely to rate the availability of business advice and support as “important”.

	Table 5. 8: How Important Were The Following Factors In Your Decision To Locate On WSSP



	
	1- very important
	2
	3
	4
	5 – neither nor
	6
	7
	8
	9 - very unimportant
	don’t know
	No answer

	Right size premises
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	0
	1
	
	0
	0
	0

	Room for expansion
	2
	4
	6
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0

	Suitable price/rents
	2
	4
	5
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Cost of local labour
	1
	1
	0
	1
	4
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1

	Grants / other financial support
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	0
	2
	2
	2
	1
	2

	Availability of suitable staff nearby
	2
	1
	4
	1
	2
	0
	2
	2
	1
	1
	0

	Good transport links
	1
	3
	4
	2
	4
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Close to customers / suppliers
	2
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	2
	3
	3
	1
	1

	Close to University / research institute
	1
	2
	3
	0
	3
	1
	2
	1
	3
	0
	0

	Close to similar businesses
	0
	2
	0
	0
	4
	0
	4
	2
	2
	0
	0

	Convenient for owner / manager
	1
	2
	3
	2
	2
	1
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0

	Attractive appearance
	0
	9
	3
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Reputable business address
	0
	5
	4
	1
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Good business facilities/services
	0
	0
	6
	1
	3
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Availability of business advice / support
	0
	0
	4
	1
	3
	0
	3
	1
	2
	1
	1


n=16
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n=16

Figure 5.9 reports on the future locations respondents would consider relocating to in the future.
· most respondents would be very reluctant to move;

· Glasgow and its immediate environs would be the favoured destinations; and

· none identified a location outwith Scotland.

Table 5.9 shows how our sample of resident companies sees WSSP as a place from which to conduct their business.

	Table 5.9: Rating As A Place To Do Business

	
	Sample
	Manufacturing/R&D
	Start-up

	1- very poor
	0
	0
	0

	2
	0
	0
	0

	3 – poor
	0
	0
	0

	4
	0
	0
	0

	5 – neither/nor
	1
	0
	0

	6
	3
	2
	1

	7 - good
	7
	4
	3

	8
	4
	3
	2

	9 - very good
	1
	1
	1


n=16(sample); n=10(innovators), n=7(start-up)

The Table shows that WSSP is well rated as a business location by our sample, with the worst opinion that it was, in effect, OK and 75% describing it as good or very good. This percentage was even higher among start-up and manufacturing/R&D companies.

Research for UKSPA concluded that companies on Science Parks grew faster than comparable companies at other locations.  This appeared to be due mainly to parks being presentable, well located places to do business rather than to any Science Park-specific services or linkages.  The views expressed by survey participants on WSSP as a location are consistent with this conclusion.

5.3.4 Management Processes and Performance

In this section we look how survey respondents view the Park’s and buildings’ managing agents.

Science Park Services

Tables 5.10 and 5.11, over, report responses to questions about the management of WSSP and the services provided by the managing and buildings’ agents. There are majorities expressing satisfaction with the following services:

· landscape maintenance; and
· site security.

The areas reporting most dissatisfaction are:

· telephone and IT infrastructure;

· flexible accommodation; and
· flexible leases.

Respondents typically felt that Colliers had a poor understanding of tenant businesses, a finding that is not surprising given that it refers to companies often at the leading edge of their own fast-changing field. It is more of a concern that half or more of the sample feel the park management is not easy to get in touch with and is not efficient at resolving problems. Colliers are not perceived as doing well in anticipating support requirements or in facilitating links to, or between, other tenants, although this is not part of Colliers’ responsibility. 
There are significant numbers reporting “not applicable”, particularly for secretarial services, conference facilities and the telephone / IT infrastructure. These companies do not know of, or choose not to, use these services.

Several respondents (8) had occupied more than premises on WSSP. Most had relocated within the park to allow an expansion of their operations. These companies were more likely to rate the services provided by the park management highly.
	Table 5.10: Rating Of Professional And Support Services (Number Reporting)

	
	1 - very poor
	2
	3
	4
	5 – neither nor
	6
	7
	8
	9 - very good
	Not Applicable/ don’t know

	secretarial and office
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	12

	cleaning and building maintenance
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	0
	5

	landscape maintenance
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	1
	5
	4
	0
	1

	site security monitoring
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	3
	4
	2
	0
	3

	telephone and IT
	0
	3
	1
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	8

	Conference, meeting room and catering
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	2
	0
	8

	flexible accommodation types and sizes
	1
	2
	0
	1
	1
	1
	6
	1
	0
	3

	flexible leases
	1
	2
	0
	1
	2
	0
	3
	2
	0
	5

	networking opportunities
	0
	1
	1
	2
	6
	2
	1
	0
	0
	3

	Table 5.11: To What Extent Do You Agree With The Following Statements (number reporting)

	The park management …
	1 - agree strongly
	2
	3
	4
	5 – neither nor
	6
	7
	8
	9 - disagree strongly
	Not Applicable/

don’t know

	has a good understanding of my business
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	2

	is easy to get in touch with
	0
	3
	4
	0
	0
	2
	4
	1
	1
	1

	is efficient at resolving problems
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1
	4
	2
	3
	1
	1

	is proactive in meeting my support requirements
	0
	1
	2
	1
	2
	5
	1
	2
	1
	1

	provided links to other companies on  the park
	0
	0
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1

	provided flexible solutions to my property requirements
	0
	2
	3
	0
	2
	1
	3
	1
	2
	0

	


n=16

On many Science/Technology Parks the delivery of property-related services and of other, mainly specialist business support-related, services is handled by different organisations
.  Business services are often organised though a “sponsor” organisation such as a University, development agency or parent company.  These organisations may be seen as fundamentally tenant-friendly whereas property agents represent a more hard-nosed commercial approach.  Most science/technology parks have a designated Manager or Director to whom tenants feel they can turn for support.  At WSSP there is no business-support organisation on-site and no park manager to act as “honest broker” in dealing with tenant problems.  Although the managing agents provide some services (e.g. tenant events) which would not usually be arranged by the property managers their primary role is collecting the rent rather than in helping the development of businesses on the park. 

5.3.5 Project Inputs

In this Section we look at responses to questions on the business support received by sample companies from the SE Network.

Respondents were asked if their establishment had received any financial or other support from Scottish Enterprise, Business Gateway or Scottish Development International:

· 12 reported that they had received support; including

· all 14 innovation companies
· all 10 manufacturing / R&D companies

· all 7 start-up companies.

Respondents were then asked how satisfied they were with the contact they had with SE representatives:

· 8 were quite or very satisfied;

· 1 was neither satisfied nor dissatisfied; 

· 1 was slightly dissatisfied; and

· 2 were unable to comment. 

Three-quarters of those reporting dealings with the SE Network were happy with the nature and extent of this relationship. 
The nature and extent of support delivered was many and varied. Respondents were generally appreciative of the assistance delivered by SE, often at vital times in their companies’ life cycle. There were some concerns, however, mainly centred on recent reorganisations of economic development agencies. In particular there was concern that the specialist support once offered by units such as Services to Software or Targeting Technology, already physically lost from WSSP might be lost completely from the SE support portfolio.  

5.3.6 Activities and Outputs

In this Section we report on the innovation activity on WSSP and how their location on WSSP, and its associated support, has affected the performance of sample companies.

Innovation and Collaboration

The next Section of the questionnaire explored innovation activity and collaboration by companies on WSSP. To ensure consistency of interpretation, interviewees were first asked to read a definition of innovation and to form their responses in that context. For the purposes of this study 

Innovation is defined as major changes aimed at enhancing your competitive position, your performance, your know-how or your capabilities for future enhancements. 

These can be new or significantly improved goods, services or processes for making or providing them. 

It includes spending on innovation activities, for example on machinery and equipment, R&D, training, goods and service design or marketing
. 

Figure 5.10 reports those companies that did innovate on WSSP between 2006-08.
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n=16

Of the sample as a whole:

· 14 organisations experienced some form of innovation activity in the 3-years from 2006;
· all but one of these experienced some form of process innovation; and
· half innovated with new or improved goods. 
The 2005 Community Innovation Survey: Profiling Scotland’s Innovation Performance found that:

· 14% of companies introduced new or improved goods;

· 15% introduced new or improved services; and

· 16% of companies introduced new or improved processes.

Initial findings from the 2007 UK Innovation Survey suggest that in the period 2004-06, of companies employing 10 or more staff:

· 22% introduced new products or services; and

· 12% introduced new process

Although the criteria and time frames of these two studies are not wholly compatible with this evaluation, nonetheless WSSP companies do compare favourably with these national findings.

According to UKSPA tenancy criteria, virtually all companies should be involved in innovation in some way. Even companies providing business services to tenants would be expected to be striving to develop innovations.  It is encouraging that a high proportion of companies at WSSP are engaged in innovation.

Table 5.12 explores the type or nature of innovation activities on which the 14 innovative companies were engaged, by type of company. 

	Table 5.12: Type Of Innovation Activity In Period 2006-08



	
	All Sample
	Manuf. / R&D
	Start-up

	Intramural
	12
	9
	6

	Extramural
	6
	5
	2

	Acquisition of machinery etc
	12
	9
	7

	Acquisition of external knowledge
	8
	7
	4

	Training
	13
	10
	6

	Design
	9
	7
	4

	Market introductions
	12
	9
	6


n=14

Table 5.12 shows that manufacturing companies were most likely to innovate through:

· training;
· intramural R&D;
· acquisitions; and
· market introductions.

Start-ups were most likely to innovate through:

· acquisitions;
· intramural R&D;
· training; and
· market introductions.

The pattern of innovation activity in these sub-groups is similar to that displayed by the sample as a whole.  It is only the relative importance of training and acquisitions between the two sub-groups that changes. Their presence is not unexpected or counter-intuitive.

	Table 5.13: Spend By Type Of Innovation Activity In 2008



	
	£
	Number
	Average £

	Intramural
	2,475,000
	9
	275,000

	Extramural
	145,000
	4
	36,250

	Acquisition of machinery etc
	321,000
	11
	29,181

	Acquisition of external knowledge
	186,500
	6
	31,083

	Training
	142,500
	9
	15,833

	Design
	196,500
	7
	28,071

	Market introductions
	269,500
	9
	29,944


n=14

Table 5.13 reports spend against each type of innovation activity. Most, but not all, companies were able to quantify their innovation expenditure.

For our survey sample, the Table shows that:

· £3.736m of innovation expenditure was reported for 2008 across all innovation activities;

· intramural R&D is by far the largest area of expenditure – 66% of all innovation expenditure reported by respondents;

· acquisition of machinery is the next most significant area of expenditure but as it is the most commonly reported, average expenditure per company is less than £30,000; and
· training records the lowest aggregate expenditure and also the lowest average expenditure of less than £16,000.

In the 2005 Community Innovation Survey (CIS4), embodied technology (equipment acquisition) expenditure is the largest single type of expenditure (36%) recorded for Scotland followed by intramural R&D expenditure (31%). The distribution of spend by WSSP companies is therefore quite different from this pattern. The small sample size is probably an important factor in the heavy bias towards intramural R&D revealed in this survey. Three of the nine companies engaged in this activity each reported expenditure of more than half a million pounds and account for 75% of such spending. However, the more significant role played by intramural R&D is not unexpected given that CIS4 looked at the wider economy whereas this evaluation deals specifically with a designated Science Park.

Interviewees were then asked about co-operation in their innovation activities.  For consistency of interpretation the following definition from the Community Innovation Survey was used.

Innovation co-operation is active participation with other enterprises or non-commercial institutions on innovation activities. Both partners do not need to commercially benefit. Exclude pure contracting out of work with no active co-operation.

Responses are shown in Table 5.14.

	Table 5.14: Co-Operation Indicator 2006-08


	
	Number

	Yes
	12

	No
	2


Most companies did co-operate with partners in their innovation activity.

Of those that did report co-operation in these activities, Table 5.15 reports on the type and location of partner involved. 

	Table 5.15: Types of Co-operation Partner



	
	WSSP
	Other Scotland
	Other UK
	Other Europe
	All Other

	Other enterprises in group
	3
	4
	2
	5
	2

	Suppliers
	3
	5
	7
	5
	3

	Clients
	3
	4
	9
	5
	4

	Competitors
	0
	3
	3
	3
	2

	Consultants
	0
	6
	7
	6
	2

	HEI
	2
	8
	4
	5
	3

	Government
	0
	2
	4
	2
	1


multiple responses allowed.

The main points drawn from this Table are:

· cooperation between organisations on WSSP is limited;

· cooperation with clients is most common;

· cooperation with HEI is most likely with those institutions not connected to WSSP; and
· cooperation partners are most likely to be found in the UK outwith Scotland and the EU, and least likely to be found on WSSP or outwith Europe.

Some companies felt that there was no sense of shared community on WSSP or support for intra-park cooperation from SE, the Universities or the Park management – no newsletter or park directory, for example. One believed that WSSP lacks the critical mass required to stimulate cooperation and any supply chain effect within sectors.

Respondents then commented on the constraints on innovation they had to overcome or that influenced a decision not to innovate.
	Table 5.16: Barriers To Innovation



	
	Not Experienced
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Economic risk
	5
	3
	6
	0

	Costs too high
	2
	4
	5
	3

	Cost of finance
	3
	1
	5
	5

	Availability of finance
	3
	1
	5
	6

	Lack qualified personnel
	5
	6
	2
	2

	Lack of info on technology
	5
	8
	2
	0

	Lack info on markets
	5
	5
	3
	2

	Dominated by established enterprises
	3
	6
	4
	1

	Uncertain demand
	3
	3
	5
	3

	Scottish/UK regulations
	4
	3
	3
	4

	EU regulations
	4
	4
	3
	3


n=16

The availability and cost of finance were seen as the major constraints to innovation. A lack of qualified personnel or information on technology was not seen as major barriers.

Two respondents reported innovation activities that reduced their levels of CO2 emissions.

Figure 5.11 reports on the support received for their innovation activities by the companies concerned. It shows companies were most likely to have received support from SE and least likely to have received support from Local Authorities or the EU.


[image: image12]
n=14

Influence of Location on Innovation 

The next section of the questionnaire asked about the overall effect on reported innovation activities of being located on WSSP. It sought to capture the benefits of the location, any assistance from the park management, and any support from public bodies.
Table 5.17 reports whether their main innovation activity would have taken place if the company had not been able to secure premises on WSSP.

	Table 5.17: Would You Have Started Your Main Innovation Activities At All



	
	Number

	Yes
	14

	No
	0


Every establishment reported their innovation activity was not dependent on their location on WSSP.

Table 5.18 reports whether their main innovation activity would have taken place if the company had not been able to secure support from public agencies such as SE.

	Table 5.18: Would You Have Started Your Main Innovation Activities At All



	
	Number

	Yes
	6

	No
	5


Innovation activities, therefore, appear more dependent on public sector support than on locational factors associated with any presence on a Science Park.

Table 5.19 asks about the impact on innovation expenditure if the company had not been able to secure premises on site or received support from public agencies such as SE.

	Table 5.19: What Would Have Happened To Your Average Innovation Expenditure if You Had Not...



	
	Secured Premises on WSSP
	Received Public Agency Support

	1- very negatively affected
	0
	1

	2
	1
	2

	3
	0
	4

	4
	1
	1

	5 – the same
	12
	3


Of those who would have gone ahead with their innovation activity if they had not located on WSSP, the great majority, 85%, said their expenditure would have been unaffected: only one respondent believed such expenditure would have been severely curtailed

Of those able to comment on the impact on innovation expenditure in the absence of support from public agencies:

· three felt it would have been unchanged; and
· eight felt it would be cut back to a lesser or greater extent. 

Estimates of reduced expenditure in this case ranges from -20% to -60%.

Business Performance

Section 8 of the questionnaire looked at the change in business performance of companies since they located on WSSP.

Table 5.20 aggregates the change in key financial indicators between moving on site and the latest data available at time of survey. 

	Table 5.20: Financial Information (£)



	
	On Entry
	No.
	Average
	Now
	No.
	Average

	Turnover
	5,080,000
	13
	390,769
	71,000,000
	13
	5,461,538

	Profits
	-380,000
	9
	-42,222
	6,680,000
	9
	742,222

	Staff Costs
	2,671,000
	11
	242,818
	16,630,000
	13
	1,279,230


The data show that respondents have typically enjoyed a robust period of growth since taking up residence on WSSP:

· turnover in sample companies has increased dramatically by more than 1200% since entry;
· profits have increased exponentially too, particularly if the one company reporting a six-figure loss on entry is discounted; and
· staff costs, due to increased levels of employment, have increased five-fold over the period.

Typical turnover in 2008/09 is almost £5.5m with salary costs of £1.2m, returning a profit of 14%.

Tables 5.21and 5.22 reports how respondents perceive change in their turnover and market conditions in the last 3-years (2006-08).
	Table 5.21: How Has Turnover At This Establishment Changed Over The Last 3 Years

	1 - decreased a lot
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9 - increased a lot
	not applicable
	don’t know
	no response

	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	8
	1
	4
	1
	0
	0

	Table 5.22: How Have Market Conditions For You Product/Service Performed Over The Last 3 Years

	1 – growing strongly
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9 – declining strongly
	not applicable
	don’t know
	no response

	1
	1
	7
	1
	1
	1
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0


Turnover has grown strongly as supported by the financial data reported above. Markets are also seen as growing strongly and this is consistent with the perception of turnover and the financial data presented above.

Influence of Location on Employment and Turnover 

Tables 5.23 and 5.24 report responses to questions on employment and turnover additionality associated with being located on the Technology Park or support from public sector agencies. 

	Table 5.23: Would You Have Started Up Or Continued In Business Without Securing ...

	
	Premises on WSSP
	Public Sector Support

	Yes
	15
	10

	No
	0
	3

	Don’t know / not applicable
	1
	3


Table 5.23 gives a very clear message: every company or establishment would still be in existence without WSSP.
	Table 5.24: What Would Have Happened To Average Annual Turnover and Employment If You Had Not Secured ...

	Impact
	Premises on WSSP
	Public Sector Support 

	
	Turnover
	Employment
	Turnover
	Employment

	1 - very negatively affected
	1
	1
	2
	2

	2
	0
	0
	1
	0

	3
	2
	2
	3
	2

	4
	0
	3
	2
	1

	5 – the same
	12
	7
	4
	7

	6
	0
	2
	0
	0

	7
	0
	0
	0
	0

	8
	0
	0
	0
	0

	9 - very positively affected
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Not applicable 
	1
	1
	4
	4


Table 5.24 suggests that employment and turnover would be very largely unchanged if respondents had not secured premises on WSSP:
· three companies thought turnover would be adversely affected in some way if they had not located on WSSP (two of them enterprises that had relocated within the Park). Estimates varied between 30%-100%
;

· six companies (again, two that had relocated within WSSP) thought employment would be adversely affected. Estimates varied between 5%-50% or 100%14; and

· two companies though employment would have been higher if they had not been on WSSP.

The issue is less clear cut with regard to public sector support, although again a number of companies reported their situation would be unchanged, particularly in terms of employment.

· eight companies thought turnover would be less in the absence of public sector support. Estimates varied from 10%-50% and 100% for those companies that would not have started up or continued without public support; and

· five thought employment would be reduced. Estimates varied from 10%-50%. 

Research by UKSPA suggested that on-park companies have, on average, higher growth rates than similar companies located elsewhere.  Data on WSSP tenants is consistent with the UKSPA findings.

Influence of Location on Timing and Quality of Business Performance Change

Location on WSSP has not had a significant impact on the timing and quality of business performance, as illustrated in Table 5.25.
	Table 5.25: Has Location On WSSP Brought Forward Or Delayed



	
	
	Business start up
	Turnover growth
	Employment growth
	Main innovation projects

	Delay by
	2yr+ 
	0
	1
	1
	1

	
	1-2 yr
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	7-12 month
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	1-6 month
	0
	1
	2
	1

	
	no difference
	2
	6
	6
	6

	Brought forward by
	1-6 month
	1
	3
	3
	1

	
	7-12 month
	1
	2
	2
	2

	
	1-2 yr
	1
	0
	0
	2

	
	2yr+
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	No response
	11
	3
	2
	3


S
Support from public sector bodies has had a slightly more significant impact on the timing and quality of business performance, as illustrated in Table 5.26.
	Table 5.26: Has Support from Public Bodies Brought Forward Or Delayed



	
	
	Business start up
	Turnover growth
	Employment growth
	Main innovation projects

	Delay by
	2yr+ 
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	1-2 yr
	0
	0
	1
	1

	
	7-12 month
	1
	2
	1
	2

	
	1-6 month
	0
	1
	1
	0

	
	no difference
	5
	5
	5
	6

	Brought forward by
	1-6 month
	1
	1
	1
	0

	
	7-12 month
	0
	1
	1
	1

	
	1-2 yr
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	2yr+
	1
	1
	2
	1

	
	No response
	7
	4
	3
	4


T
T
Table 5.27 reports on how location on WSSP and/or public sector support has affected the quality of the sample’s main product, staff or innovation activity.

	Table 5.27: Has Location On WSSP Or Public Sector Support Affected The Quality Of …



	
	main products or services
	staff quality
	main innovation activity

	
	WSSP
	Support
	WSSP
	Support
	WSSP
	Support

	1 - a lot better
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	2

	2
	1
	3
	1
	1
	2
	2

	3
	3
	3
	5
	4
	3
	3

	4
	2
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0

	5 – no change
	8
	5
	7
	6
	5
	4

	6
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1

	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	9 - a lot worse
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	No response
	2
	3
	1
	3
	4
	4


Typically, location on WSSP has had little impact on innovation, services or staffing, but where it has it has usually been positive. Companies that had relocated within the Park were no more likely that the sample as a whole to feel it had made any impact on their main product or service. However, they were more likely to say it had affected the quality of staff or their main innovation activity. Public sector support is more likely to have had a positive effect on quality. These findings are consistent with the views expressed earlier by respondents.

6. Economic Impact Assessment
6.1 Introduction

This Chapter reports the economic impacts associated with businesses locating at WSSP and the business development support provided by SE and its predecessor organisations.  It is derived from information and data obtained from the company survey.

The survey questionnaire asked a number of questions aimed at establishing whether, as a result of the company’s location on the Park and/or the assistance it had received from economic development agencies, it had achieved turnover or employment growth:

· what would have happened to your average annual turnover/total employment if you had not been able to secure suitable premise at this location;
· what would have happened to your average annual turnover/total employment if you had not received any assistance from the SE; and 

· as a percentage how much different do you think your average turnover/total employment would have been?

In addition a range of information was collected to provide insights into deadweight, displacement, substitution, leakage, and multiplier effects, the answers to which were used to calculate the economic impact – or additionality - of WSSP.  

The economic impact assessment takes place at the local (West of Scotland) and national levels. 

6.2 Method

The method adopted in estimating the economic impact – or additionality - of WSSP is consistent with SE guidance
.  The guidance recognises that most SE interventions will have both positive and negative effects. In appraising or evaluating the effects of an intervention it is important that all of these are taken into account in order to assess the additional benefit or additionality of the intervention – in other words, the net changes that are brought about over and above what would take place anyway. 
The additional benefit of an intervention is the difference between the reference case position (what would happen anyway) and the position if / when the intervention (intervention option) is implemented.

An initial assessment of the reference case
 and interventions option/s leads to the identification of the gross direct effects.  These are the outputs from the reference case or intervention option. Following identification of the gross direct benefits, account is then taken of factors such as:

· displacement:

· displacement is the proportion of intervention benefits accounted for by reduced benefits elsewhere in the target area. Displacement arises where the intervention takes market share (called product market displacement) or labour, land or capital (referred to as factor market displacement) from other existing local firms or organisations;

· substitution:

· substitution arises where a firm substitutes one activity for a similar one to take advantage of public sector assistance.  It can be thought of as ‘within firm’ displacement;

· leakage:

· leakage is the proportion of outputs that benefit those outside the programme or target area; and 

· multipliers:

· economic benefits of an intervention are multiplied because of knock-on effects within the economy.

When these factors have been applied to the gross direct effects we are left with net additional economic impact.   Appendix 2 and Appendix 3 provide the detail calculations for turnover and employment impacts of WSSP
6.3 Economic Impact Measures

6.3.1 Introduction

This section details the impacts in terms of:

· gross turnover;

· gross employment;

· deadweight;

· leakage;
· displacement;

· substitution

· multiplier effects;

· net additional turnover;

· net additional jobs; and

· GVA.

6.3.2 Gross Sales and Employment

Turnover

Details of the gross turnover at the time of the survey are reported in Table 6.1. 

	Table 6.1: Turnover

	Responses
	Total
	Average

	13
	£71m
	£5.5m


There were 3 companies who did not provide information on turnover.  One consultee was unable to provide the data as they were not privy to the information, and two refused to supply the information.  Within the £71m three companies account for £60m.  Given the small sample size we have retained these within the analysis.

Grossing up to the whole WSSP population (using a factor of 2.23 to reflect that 13 of the total WSSP population of 29 companies provided a response) would suggest total turnover of £158.33m.  As a result of non-responses from 16 companies the standard error is +/- 20.55%.  When grossing up, this suggest that the total turnover amongst the Park tenants will lie between £125.8m and £190.9m. 

Employment

Details of the employment levels at the time of the survey are reported in Table 6.2. 

	Table 6.2: Employment (FTEs)

	Responses
	Total
	Average

	16
	466.5
	29.1


Grossing up to the whole WSSP population (using a factor of 1.81 to reflect that 16 of the total WSSP population of 29 companies provided a response) would suggest total employment of 845.5.  As a result of non-responses from 13 companies the standard error is +/-16.69%. When grossing up, this suggest that the total employment on the Park will lay between 704.4 FTEs and 986.6 FTEs. 

6.3.3 Gross to Net

In order to progress from gross impacts it is necessary to take account of the factors discussed above that can detract from or enhance economic impact. 

Deadweight

Answers to the questions highlighted in Section 6.1 were used to determine the presence of deadweight.  

The assessed levels of deadweight for the 16 companies are detailed in Table 6.3.

	Table 6.3: Levels Of Deadweight

	Level
	Employment
	Turnover

	0%
	1
	2

	1%-25%
	0
	0

	26%-50%
	1
	0

	51%-75%
	2
	1

	76%-99%
	2
	2

	100%
	10
	11


The responses from companies indicates that for the vast majority, employment and sales performance was unaffected by the support received from SE and their location of the Park. 

Leakage

Leakage is the proportion of outputs that benefits those outside the programme or target area.  The survey questionnaire sought information on the geographical distribution of the company’s employees. 

The assessed levels of leakage, based on the geographic residence of employees, for those companies reporting an employment impact
 are detailed in Table 6.4.

	Table 6.4: Levels Of Leakage



	Level
	Local
	Scotland

	0%
	5
	11

	1%-25%
	6
	3

	26%-50%
	5
	2

	51%-75%
	0
	0

	76%-99%
	0
	0

	100%
	0
	0


Very few of the employees resided outwith Scotland, and therefore there was minimal leakage of benefits at the national level.  

Displacement

Our investigation of displacement considered those factors that would dilute the gross impact of any increases in business activity as a result of location on WSSP and/or the support received from economic development agencies. It included collecting information on:

· location of major competitors; and

· current market conditions.

In the main, companies reported few if any competitors at the local or Scottish level, suggesting limited displacement within the product market.  We also asked a question relating to the difficulty or otherwise of recruiting skilled labour – this would measure factor market displacement.  
The assessed levels of displacement are detailed in Table 6.5, indicating low levels of displacement. 
	Table 6.5: Levels Of Displacement

	Level
	Local
	Scotland

	0%
	5
	5

	1%-25%
	9
	9

	26%-50%
	2
	2

	51%-75%
	0
	0

	76%-99%
	0
	0

	100%
	0
	0


Substitution

Substitution arises where a firm substitutes one activity for a similar one to take advantage of public sector assistance.  There was no evidence of a substitution effect and therefore for all companies substitution has been assessed at zero.

Multipliers

The increase in economic activity as a result of the company being located at the WSSP and/or the support provided by public sector economic development agencies will have two types of wider impact on the economy:

· supplier effect: an increase in sales in a business will require it to purchase more supplies than it would have otherwise.  A proportion of this ‘knock-on’ effect will benefit suppliers in the local and Scottish economies; and
· income effect: an increase in sales in a business will usually lead to either an increase in employment or an increase in incomes for those already employed.  A proportion of these increased incomes will be re-spent in the local and Scottish economies.

We have applied Type II multipliers that are relevant to the main business activity of each of the companies
 - employment multipliers for the jobs impact and output multipliers for the turnover impacts.  These are Scottish level multipliers – local level multipliers are not available from official sources.  To take account of this, the survey instrument asked a question aimed at identifying a local multiplier effect, based on the distribution of suppliers.  Local multipliers
 have therefore been informed by the survey results; where this question was unanswered we have assumed that the local multiplier is 50% of the national multiplier. 
6.3.4 Net Additional Turnover and Employment

Turnover

Turnover estimates relate to the latest turnover data provided by the companies surveyed – typically referring to 2008 as the survey was conducted in early 2009.

Applying deadweight, leakage, displacement, substitution and multiplier effects to the gross turnover identified in Table 6.1, the estimates of net direct additional turnover obtained from the businesses providing data are as follows:
· Local: £3,080,625; and

· National level: £4,020,300.
Grossing up (using a factor of 2.23) would suggest net direct additional turnover within the 29 companies located on the Park of £6,869.794 at the local level and £8,965,269 at the Scottish level.  As a result of non-responses from 16 companies the standard error is +/- 20.55%.  When grossing up, this suggest that the total net direct additional turnover amongst the Park tenants will lie between £5.5m and £8.3m at the local level and £7.1m and £10.8m at the Scottish level. 
Employment

Employment estimates relate to employment at the time of the survey - early 2009. 

Applying deadweight, leakage, displacement, substitution and multiplier effects to the gross jobs identified in Table 6.2, the estimates of net direct additional jobs obtained from the businesses providing data are as follows:
· Local: 38 FTEs; and

· National level: 58 FTEs.
The survey consulted with 16 of the 29 companies of the companies that were located on the Park, a response rate of 55%, delivering a standard error of +/-16.69%.  However, three of the companies did not supply sales/turnover data which would increase the standard error to +/- 20.55%.  This suggested that when grossed up the impacts for the Park as a whole lay somewhere within the following ranges:

· 57.4 FTEs and 80.4 FTEs at the local level; and 
· 87.6 FTEs and 122.7 FTEs at the national level. 
6.3.5 GVA

GVA is a simple but effective means of monitoring business performance and is included as one of the acceptable outputs for measuring the impact of business development projects.  

SE guidance outlines two measures of GVA:

· GVA = Turnover (or sales) - cost of bought in materials, components and services; and
· GVA = Operating Profit + Employee Costs + Depreciation + Amortisation.
The surveyed companies were not always able to provide us with the relevant information (profits, employee costs, cost of bought in sales etc) to enable us to measure GVA in either of these ways.

To measure GVA we have used data (latest 2006) as outlined in the Scottish Annual Business Statistics.  Although data is provided for some key sectors, and sub sectors, it is not available for all sectors in which WSSP companies.  It has therefore been necessary to estimate GVA using aggregate data provided at the local authority – Glasgow City Council. 
Average GVA per net additional employee at the local level has been estimated at £53,243 and £60,724 at the Scottish level.  The additional GVA for the grossed up net additional employment is therefore:

· Local level – between £3.1m and £4.7m; and

· National level - £4.3m and £6.5m.

6.3.6 Value for Money – Cost per Job

It is not possible to prepare a value for money/cost per job statement with respect to SE’s intervention in the WSSP project, as we do not have the full complement of information relating to SE expenditure over the life time of the project – 1984 to 2008.

We have only the following information of the cost of the WSSP intervention, and this relates to the period since the year 2000:

· £4.756m of net (of recoverable VAT) expenditure by SE on WSSP facilities and services; and
· £3.423m of expenditure on park management and maintenance costs; and

A total of £8.179m of public sector money has therefore been invested in the Park infrastructure and services since 2000.  In addition to no information on spend on Park infrastructure and services pre-2000 we do not have information of any spend by SE on business development support within Park tenants. 

In calculating the cost per job it is also necessary to take account of the revenue stream that has accrued to SE from rent and service charges paid by tenants.  Data supplied by SE highlight that in the period between 2000 and 2009 it received (net of VAT) some £7.415m of revenue from WSSP.  Further data from SEG Board Papers shows that between 2000 and 2008 WSSP generated sales of a further £910,241.  In total therefore SE has received, net of VAT, some £8.325m. 

This suggests that SE have received some £146,000 more in revenue than it has spent on developing the Park.  To complete the analysis we need to take into account SE expenditure directly with companies aimed at assisting their growth.  
6.4 Summary

The economic impacts resulting from businesses locating at WSSP and/or receiving support from SE is summarised in Table 6.6.  The data refers to the position as at early 2009 when the data was collected.

	Table 6.6: Summary Economic Impacts (Grossed Up)

	Gross Turnover 
	£125.8m - £190.9m

	Gross Employment 
	704.4 FTEs – 986 FTEs

	Net Turnover – Local
	£5.5m - £8.3m

	Net Turnover – National
	£7.1m - £10.8m

	Net Employment – Local 
	57.4 FTEs – 80.4 FTEs

	Net Employment – National 
	87.6 FTEs – 122.7 FTEs

	GVA Contribution – Local
	£3.1m - £4.7m

	GVA Contribution –National
	£4.3m - £6.5m


7. Conclusions 
7.1 Introduction

This chapter draws on the various elements of the work programme to present a set of conclusions organised around the broad objectives of the WSSP project and the detailed evaluation objectives of the study as articulated in the brief. 

The brief required that the evaluation be conducted over the full period that the WSSP project has been operational – 1984 through to 2008 – to assess performance against targets, achievement of objectives and outputs, along with an assessment of the economic impact at the local and national level.  The WSSP project is defined as the provision of a location for the development of businesses focusing on emerging and future technologies. 

7.2 WSSP Project
7.2.1 Structural Change

Results from the business survey do not point to the WSSP project having major impacts on structural changes within companies.  A number of questions were asked during the interview, focusing on different areas of company operations – innovation, turnover growth, and employment gain – that sought to measure the extent to which the WSSP project (as distinct from SE business development support) had had an impact on individual companies.  In virtually all cases the respondent highlighted that any changes that had occurred were not related to their decision to locate at the WSSP and would have happened wherever they were located.  Where changes to business performance were identified and attributable to SE interventions, these were invariably linked to business and skill development support provided by SE and other economic development agencies. 

However, it is important to recognise that WSSP did provide each company surveyed with a location from which to do business and from which each has achieved growth in turnover and employment, even if they do not attribute this to the specific location. Of the 16 companies that were interviewed, 50% had moved premises within the Park to facilitate growth.  This clear evidence of their being an active and successful property ladder in operation (both in the past and present) at the WSSP. These companies have benefited from the opportunities that have been made available at the WSSP through the supply of suitable accommodation. These opportunities have resulted in these companies being able to achieve their business growth aspirations whilst at the same time being able to remain at the same location. There are advantages to a company operating within such an environment, in terms of, for example, reduced search costs; reduced legal cost; reduced moving cost; and reduced staff relocation issues. 

As highlighted in Table 5.9, 75% of the companies surveyed rated the WSSP as a good/very good place from which to do business.  There may therefore be an underestimation of the part that the WSSP project has had on company performance and growth. 
There is an assumption in the brief, and in SE thinking, that the WSSP project will influence long-term change in the firms located on the Park, but is it recognised that these objectives will take time and require systemic change.  
Over time SE has changed its approach to engagement with companies, with an increasing focus on those companies that are, or have the potential to become, high impact companies.  This approach recognises that within Scotland, a relatively small proportion of companies account for most of the growth.  Scottish Enterprise has therefore focused its support on businesses with the potential to grow and also on where it can help make that growth happen.  SE therefore allocates growing companies an account manager to work with them to ensure they have access to the range of services, networks, market research and information SE can offer.

Of the 16 companies surveyed, around one third said that they were not account managed and did not have an account manager.  This is similar to the proportion of non-respondent who are not account managed.  Overall 35% of companies located on WSSSP are not account managed, indicating that SE will have no direct contact with a significant proportion of businesses located on the Park, and as a result will not enter into regular dialogue with these tenants.  In discussion with SE executives it is clear than SE account managers have sought to engage with the non-account managed companies but have politely been rebuffed; in part this reflects a view on behalf of the companies that they do not require SE assistance, and in part a reluctance to become engaged with what they regard as an unnecessary bureaucracy that is often a feature of public sector support. 

To understand how/if structural changes is taking place within companies SE need to instigate a mechanism for engaging in dialogue with all tenants.  
7.2.2 Multidimensional Nature of the Project
The WSSP project has been a mix of physical infrastructure developments and business and skills interventions within tenant companies.  The expectation is that project interventions and measures will interact and reinforce each other to deliver business performance improvements.  

The survey instrument asked the businesses to separately identify what would have happened to total employment and total turnover if they had not:

· received any support from public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise; and

· been able to secure suitable premises at this location.

Discussions with the companies highlighted that it was the business and skill development interventions that delivered enhanced turnover and employment growth rather than them securing premises at the WSSP.  Answers to the questions relating to their ability to secure premises in all cases suggested that employment and turnover was no different than if they had been located away from the Park.
However, the complexity and synergy of the business and skill development interventions could not be untangled during the business interview.  There were two main factors that worked against this:

· when questioned about the scale and nature of the interventions the interviewee was generally unable to provide a comprehensive overview of what the company had received
; and
· where the interviewee was aware of the nature of the intervention the complexity of the questionnaire and its length precluded a detailed discussion of the impact that individual interventions had had on business performance. 
7.2.3 Sustainable Outcomes
The WSSP project aimed to create sustainable outcomes for the technology firms located on the Park.  The survey results showed that there has been strong growth in employment while companies have been on site:

· total employment has almost tripled across the sample from 168 jobs on entry to 488 at the time of the survey;

· the principal driver of change is business growth leading to demand for full-time permanent employees – increasing from 155 on entry to 454;

· R&D posts account for 70% of all new employees – up from 16 on entry to 244; and

· part-time (34) and temporary positions (21) account for only a small proportion of employees – 8% on entry, currently 7% currently.
Only two companies had reduced employment since they entered the Park – in both cases employment declined by two full time jobs, and one of the companies also reduced part time employment by 4 jobs. 
However, the survey results suggest that for the vast majority of companies employment performance was unaffected by the support received from SE and their location on the Park. 

We have been unable to access the full complement of approval papers that would have provided a detailed understanding of the physical interventions aimed at addressing constraints to private sector developer intervention.  

Initial private sector involvement was limited to responding to invitations to tender by SE’s predecessor organisations to build business accommodation on the Park.  More recently the private sector has both bought land from SE for speculative building projects, and built extensions for their existing tenants.  Discussions with the private sector developers suggest a continued level of interest in developing the Park, suggesting that the outcomes achieved to date will be sustained over the longer term, although the consultation programme suggested that there are still some site and buildings issue that need to be addressed by SE before the private sector will become more involved in developing further areas of the Park. 

7.3 Evaluation Objectives
7.3.1 Project Rationale for the Intervention

Strategic Objectives

The study brief highlights that as a means to meeting Central Government’s long-established Regional Economic Policy, the WSSP aimed to provide a location for the development of businesses focusing on emerging and future technologies.  The strategic objectives of the WSSP project were to provide science and technology based companies with: 

· accommodation of an appropriate standard for high level technology activities;
· easy-access to the technical, business and leisure facilities of the Universities of Glasgow and Strathclyde; and
· business advisory services through SE’s Account Managers.
The evaluation suggests that these objectives have only been achieved in part.
The review of the SE approval papers, discussions with private sector developers and tenants indicates that the WSSP project has provided the required standard of accommodation for science and technology activities.  The business survey highlighted that the premises – size, room for expansion, attractiveness – were the key determining factors in the decision to locate at the Park.
Those business located on the Kelvin campus do have easy access to the leisure facilities of the Universities; those located on Todd campus are some distance, although only a short car journey, from these facilities.  

Whilst access to the technical and business facilities of the Universities may be easy in theory, in terms of co-locations, in practice this does not appear to be the case.  Only two of the companies surveyed were involved in any collaborative work with the Universities of Glasgow and Strathclyde.  This compares to 8 companies involved with other Scottish Universities, four with other UK Universities, five with European Universities and three involved with Universities from outside Europe.  

Discussions with Glasgow University highlighted a desire to become more involved with WSSP based companies, but this would be contingent upon there being a strong link between the research activity of University departments and the commercial activities of the Park based companies.
There is also a physical barrier between the University site and the WSSP.  In order to move between the Kelvin campus and the Garscube estate it is necessary to leave the campus/estate and take the Switchback route along Maryhill and Great Western Roads.  There are proposals for a bridge that would accommodate pedestrians and cycles, but not vehicles, but to date this has not come to fruition.  
The University and the companies also highlighted that there is no formal mechanism through which the University research departments and the business located on the Park have the opportunity to meet and find out what each other does.  Such a mechanism could lead to more collaboration between the local University and Park tenants.
Changing Strategic Frameworks
Over the period since 1984 SE and its predecessor organisations have operated under a changing strategic framework – our review of these operating frameworks in Chapter 3 highlighted that the Park has, over time, contributed to a number of these frameworks.  Of particular importance is the extent to which the WSSP project remains aligned to the current priorities and objectives of the key Scottish Government and SE strategies.

The Scottish Government Economic Strategy
The link between WSSP and the strategic priorities of Supportive Business Environment, Infrastructure Development, and Place is not obvious. The most likely fit for the Park would be infrastructure and place but the main thrust of this priority is improving transportation and access rather than the provision of property. The stress on a speedier and more responsive planning regime would no doubt have been welcome during the development of WSSP, and will be of relevance should new developments take place in the future.
The approaches under the Business Environment priority certainly support the type of companies typically located on WSSP.  It is arguable that it is easier to deliver the targeted support for the high growth and high value, high technology companies when there is a concentration of such businesses in one location. WSSP also provides a sought after location for R&D and is home to several innovative companies, but again, the Park and its reputation are now well established.

There is, therefore no explicit support for Science Parks within the Scottish Government’s Economic Strategy; support for technology based businesses is certainly to the fore but the emphasis is more on company activity rather than location. 
SE Business Plan 2008-2011

The Scottish Enterprise Business Plan for 2008-11 is based on the new Government Economic Strategy. The focus is on improving productivity, through addressing:

· Enterprise: responsive and focused enterprise support, helping growth companies and industries to reach their full potential; 

· Innovation: stimulate innovation to support business growth including exploiting new products, processes and technologies; and

· Investment: helping to create the right conditions for growth companies and industries to have access to property, markets and finance to help them grow.

Although not every company on WSSP qualifies for or receives support from SE, the activities or functions of the vast majority of tenants does fall within the purview of the SE: high growth; and high value enterprises capable of national level impacts on the economy. WSSP is a tangible and visible success story in terms of SE’s support to new technology and innovation.

Scottish Life Sciences Strategy 2008

The Scottish Life Sciences Strategy 2008 is a “refresh” of the 2005 strategy, which sought to achieve a critical mass within the life sciences sector through addressing four interrelated themes: the right people, the right resources, focus and collaboration. These themes remain important within the 2008 strategy.  The strategy highlighted that life sciences companies require access to high quality specialist infrastructure and support:

· accommodation that is flexible enough to meet the needs of growing businesses, close to centres of excellence;

· specialist support and biological services that understand life sciences; and

· availability of incubator provision together with business support to provide the right environment to grow and develop the future life sciences business base.

WSSP sits comfortably within the Infrastructure Key Area of the 2008 Life Sciences Strategy. It has provided accommodation to several important life sciences ventures in the past and continues to so today.
Market Failure

The early approval papers for the WSSP are not available for this evaluation; however an interim evaluation report
 does articulate a number of market failure rationales for the WSSP project.  These were mainly linked to risk aversion:
· the cost of fit-out for the types of businesses being sought for the Park is high in comparison to “standard” business park residents. The fit-out for a research and development companies can include items such as clean rooms, filters, scrubbers, drench showers, laboratory areas etc.  The private sector would be unwilling to make this investment as the rate of return would be less than they would be prepared to accept;

· the Section 50 Agreement that is applied to WSSP restricts the types of uses that can be accommodated on the WSSP, with a key requirement being that tenants undertake research and development. This is essential if the Park is to remain a true “Science Park”, but can mean that vacant properties cannot be offered to the general market;
· many of the companies when initially locating on WSSP would be unable to pay a level of rent that is commensurate with the high quality accommodation and other amenities offered by the Park. There is, therefore, an element of “un-commercial” rental levels in terms of private-sector investment returns; and
· risk aversion by funding institutions.  Investment houses are on the whole averse to the level of risk involved in investing in the both the types of company that can be found on a Science Park, and investing in the required physical infrastructure to accommodate them.
The market failure rationale for further and continued SE intervention is currently less strong than it has been in the past as some market  adjustment has taken place due to SE interventions:

· SE has addressed the constraints that prevented the private sector from investing in the site.  Recent activity on the Park, involving new build developments, has been constructed by the private sector;

· although business locating on the Park still require high level spec facilities the private sector developers have been sufficiently flexible in how they recover these costs, and have rentalised the additional costs over a period of time; and
· the growth in the life science sector in the West of Scotland has meant that the Section 50 applied to the WSSP has not been threatened.  Occupancy levels have been high, if not at capacity, and enquiries remain healthy.
This is not to say that further SE intervention will not be required – the consultation programme suggested that there are still some site and buildings issue that the private sector would seek assistance with before further areas of the Park can be developed. 

7.3.2 Project Objectives and Targets
Due to the unavailability of the original approval paper we are unable to comment on whether the original project objectives and targets have been met as we do not know what they were.  The study brief highlights a number of targets that the evaluation should consider.  Our conclusions are as follows, drawn from the various approval papers and the consultation programme and company survey:
· the approval papers examined since 1998 highlight that some 3.87ha of vacant development land has been sold and redeveloped since 1998;
· the WSSP project has supported SE network income targets through asset disposals which generated some £1,070,241 through sale of assets, of which £980,241 was from disposal of land;
· as a result of SE awarding grant funding of a project and/or land and property disposals, the WSSP has secured £26,834,351 private sector joint funding, of which:
· £10,776,000 is from private sector projects on land disposed of by SE

· £10,600,000 is private sector investment in PanTherix (1999)

· £1,400,000 is investment by Q One Biotech (1998)

· £900,000 is investment in Propharma (2004);
· the WSSP has developed a total of 31,945sqm of research and development, laboratory, and office accommodation suitable for Priority Industry Fit Companies since 1998;
· the approval papers highlight that SE’s investment will create/safeguard 884 full time equivalent jobs - 125 safeguarded and 759 created;
· the company survey highlighted that SE had helped support and promote the future development of tenant growth companies and businesses of scale within the Priority Industry Sectors.  However, we are unable to comment on the scale and nature of this support as this is information has not been made available to us; and
· the company survey highlighted that the WSSP is considered as a very good/good location from which to do businesses.  SDI
 does not promote WSSP directly but if Scotland is the preferred location for a science based inward investment opportunity then the Park will be emphasised as the WSSP will potentially be part of the company’s location solution.
7.3.3 Economic Development Benefits
Employment and Turnover Benefits

The company survey sought to separately identify the employment and turnover benefits resulting from businesses locating at WSSP and receiving support from SE.  As discussed in Chapter 6 businesses did not attribute any business performance improvements to their location on the Park; those that did identify employment and turnover growth attributable to public sector interventions focused on business development support provided by SE and its predecessor organisations.   These benefits are summarised in Table 7.1.  The data refers to the position as at early 2009 when the data was collected.

	Table 7.1: Summary Economic Impacts (Grossed Up)

	Gross Turnover 
	£125.8m - £190.9m

	Gross Employment 
	704.4 FTEs – 986 FTEs

	Net Turnover – Local
	£5.5m - £8.3m

	Net Turnover – National
	£7.1m - £10.8m

	Net Employment – Local 
	57.4 FTEs – 80.4 FTEs

	Net Employment – National 
	87.6 FTEs – 122.7 FTEs

	GVA Contribution – Local
	£3.1m - £4.7m

	GVA Contribution –National
	£4.3m - £6.5m


The data in Table 7.1 suggest that the WSSP project had limited impact on employment and/or turnover; the net additional impacts represent a small proportion of gross turnover and employment within tenant companies. 
Value for Money

It is not possible at this stage to prepare a value for money statement as we do not have information/data on:

· expenditure on Park infrastructure and services in the period 1984 to 1998; and

· expenditure on business development support to tenants companies.

Analysis of the available data indicates that SE has invested some £8.179m in the Park infrastructure and services since 2000.  In the period between 2000 and 2009 SE has received, net of VAT, some £8.325m in revenue.  This suggest that SE have received some £146,000 more in revenue than it has spent on developing the Park.  
To complete the analysis we need to take into account SE expenditure directly with companies aimed at assisting their growth; this information has yet to be supplied to us.  
Wider Economic Benefits

Encouraging Enterprise
The physical development of WSSP and service provision has included a number of facilities that provide opportunities for business start up, growth and survival:

· provision of incubator space – for business start ups; and
· low cost, short term flexible leases – important for new start business who do not wish to be tied into long term inflexible leases.

For those companies that met SE’s criteria of being high impact companies there was also a wide range of business and skill development support that would assist in the development of new products and processes and support these being brought to the market.  This support is of course available to all companies in the SE area who meet the criteria – however SE report that 19 companies on WSSP have received this support through the account management process, which at 66% of WSSP based companies, is likely to be significantly higher than across Glasgow as a whole.

Encouraging Research, Technological Development and Innovation

From the business survey we learned that:

· almost all respondents (14 from 16) experienced some form of innovation activity in the 3-years from 2006;
· all but one of these experienced some form of process innovation; and

· half of the companies innovated with new or improved goods.
Although the criteria and time frames of the 2005 Community Innovation Survey: Profiling Scotland’s Innovation Performance survey and the 2007 UK Innovation Survey are not wholly compatible with this evaluation, nonetheless WSSP companies do compare favourably with these national findings:

· Community Innovation Survey found that:

· 14% of companies introduced new or improved goods
· 15% in traduced new or improved services
· 16% of companies introduced new or improved processes; and
· UK Innovation Survey suggest that in the period 2004-06, of companies employing 10 or more staff:

· 22% introduced new products or services; and

· 12% introduced new process. 
According to UKSPA tenancy criteria, virtually all companies should be involved in innovation in some way. Even companies providing business services to tenants would be expected to be striving to develop innovations.  It is encouraging therefore that a high proportion of companies located at WSSP are engaged in research, technological development and innovation.

Developing a Knowledge Based Economy

When businesses were asked about co-operation in their innovation activities, the survey revealed that:

· the most likely co-operation partners are clients or customer, closely followed by HEIs and consultants;
· the most likely location for such a partner is the UK outside Scotland followed by elsewhere in Scotland and elsewhere in Europe; and

· only three innovation companies reported instances of co-operation with other non-client or supplier companies on WSSP.

There were 22 instances of collaboration with HEIs
 – only two were with HEIs on the Park. 

It was felt by some that there was no sense of shared community on WSSP or support for intra-park cooperation from SE, the Universities or the Park management.

The survey highlighted that innovation activities appear to be more dependent on public sector support than on location factors associated with any presence on a Science Park.  

As highlighted in Chapter 6, the employment impact of the WSSP project has been small – generating additional employment of between 57.4 FTEs – 80.4 FTEs at the local level and between 87.6 FTEs – 122.7FTEs at the national level.  

The survey highlighted that 69% of employees have a University degree, and 60% of all employees have a science/engineering degree.  In December 2007, the latest Annual Population Survey data showed that in Scotland/West of Scotland 38% of those in employment and 37% of those economically active were qualified to SVQ4+ (degree equivalent).  

The incidence of degree level qualifications is therefore almost twice as frequent in our WSSP sample companies as in the general working population.
7.3.4 Usage, Quality and Demand
Internal – SE Perceptions

Successes
SE executives identified that the key success of the WSSP project is the continued involvement of the private sector.  Private sector developers have developed the Park’s offering, worked with their tenants on their property needs, and at times have built speculatively.  They have helped to make things happen, and demonstrate that SE does not always need to take the lead in property development activity.
A second success of the WSSP project is that it has facilitated the growth of tenant companies.  A number of current tenants began life in the Park’s incubator units and have subsequently prospered.  The Park has been able to facilitate this growth through its portfolio of different sized accommodation, facilitating growth without the need to move to larger accommodation off site. 
Strengths and Weaknesses
The SE executives identified the following strengths (additional to the Park’s successes):

· the environment of the Park, with modern buildings and landscaped environment;

· the Park’s accommodation and leasing arrangements have enabled companies to expand by moving into other premises without the need to vacate the Park;

· Park tenants, subject to meeting SE criteria as high impact growth companies, have access to a wide range of support as Account managed companies; and

· the onsite location of the Universities of Glasgow and Strathclyde are seen as a key attraction to locating businesses.

The key weaknesses identified by the consultees were as follows:

· limited linkages between the companies on the Park and the Universities;

· no formal mechanism to bring companies together to enable them to exchange ideas and collaborate; and

· although there are options for growth these are limited as there have only been two private sector developers active on the Park.

Strategic Contribution
SE executives found it difficult to identify the WSSP’s fit with the Scottish Government’s Economic Strategy.  The strategy was viewed as being somewhat vague, such that it is possible to mould any SE activity to fit with its broad themes.  It was suggested that the strategic fit could be linked to supporting the growth for technology based businesses, and that these are the type of businesses located on the Park.

Customer Satisfaction
SE executives were in general unable to comment on the level of customer satisfaction as they had limited contact with the companies, and such contact tended to be when there was an issue.  
Company Perceptions

Usage and Satisfaction Levels
The survey sought to understand tenants’ perception on the quality of the management of WSSP and the services provided by the managing and buildings’ agents – Colliers CRE.  There are majorities expressing satisfaction with the following services: landscape maintenance; and site security.  The areas reporting most dissatisfaction are: telephone and IT infrastructure; flexible accommodation; and flexible leases.

Respondents typically felt that Colliers had a poor understanding of tenant businesses, a finding that is not surprising given that it refers to companies often at the leading edge of their own fast-changing field. It is more of a concern that half or more of the sample feel the park management is not easy to get in touch with and is not efficient at resolving problems. 

There are significant numbers reporting “not applicable”, particularly for secretarial services, conference facilities and the telephone / IT infrastructure. These companies do not know of, or choose not to, use these services.
Demand for the Park

Colliers’ experience is that there is still demand from science based companies to locate on the Park within modern buildings, and current tenants seeking to upgrade their accommodation as they expand in general and wish to remain on the Park.  Colliers continue to be approached by companies who wish to locate to a Science Park – although not all meet the selection criteria. The address does seem to have an attraction. WSSP is a successful and established “brand”. 
Both of the developers who had have built properties on the Park as a result of SE tenders and also speculatively had tenants seeking to expand into new build accommodation or secure extensions to their existing property.  The current economic climate does not appear to have had a significant impact on demand for space on the Park.

It was recognised by the consultees that in order to maintain this level of demand there is a need for continued investment in the Park.  Some of the older buildings are no longer fit for purpose as companies continue to seek the highest spec available.  
7.3.5 Management and Delivery

Management
We are unable offer any firm conclusions as to the success or otherwise of the delivery of the WSSP project over the period 1984-2008.  The documentation we have reviewed goes back only as far as 1998, and the consultees have limited knowledge of WSSP project due to previous roles within SE not being linked to the Park, or them only recently becoming employed within SE.

They did, however, feel that historically WSSP has been a standalone project rather than being integrated within wider business development activity.  There was recognition that businesses located on the Park have, over time, been supported by SE when they matched the relevant criteria at the time.  

Delivery

In terms of project delivery we distinguish between property support and business development support.
Property support has been delivered well.  The on-site managing agents respond well to tenants’ property needs, and are able to advise tenants about property related issues that would be of benefit to companies.  In addition they often are able to offer flexible solutions to address a wide range of property needs.

The company survey highlighted that it is the business development support, rather than location on the park, that has contributed most to their growth and prosperity. 
Multi/Single Occupancy

It has not proved possible to determine the extent to which there are differential benefits accruing to the businesses on the basis of whether they are a multi or single occupier of the building.  The survey interviewed only three companies that were single occupant and not all of these businesses were able to report any turnover or jobs impacts.  

We therefore do not have sufficient information upon which to base an assessment as to whether multi or single occupancy confers differential benefits.

7.3.6 Contribution to SE Activities and Priority industry Developments

The consensus amongst SE consultees was that the Park has been developed, and operates, as standalone activity, although there was a sense that it did form part of SE’s Science Park’s proposition.  External consultees tended to agree with this assessment, and comments were offered highlighting a perception that Science Parks in the west were treated somewhat unfavourably compared to those in the east of Scotland, in terms of investment and active participation by SE.

As a standalone development its success was not seen as being dependent on other SE programmes/projects; however the business survey did highlight that it was the support received under a range of SE business development project/programmes, rather than location on the Park that was responsible for turnover and employment growth. 
As highlighted in Chapter 3, the WSSP project fits with, and contributes to relevant Enterprise, Innovation and Investment themes within the SE Business Plan 2008-11.  It is less clear how it fits with the Government Economic Strategy as there is no explicit support for Science Parks within the Strategy; however support for technology based businesses is certainly to the fore but the emphasis is more on company activity rather than location.

The Life Science sector is a priority industry for SE.  The bulk of companies located on the Park fall within this sector and have prospered since locating on the Park.  As highlighted within the report, companies do not attribute their location on the Park as contributing to business growth – either turnover or employment.  Employment and turnover growth is attributed to SE’s business development support which they would have been able to access wherever they were located.  
7.3.7 Equity and Equality

During the three year period 2006-2008 only two establishments engaged in innovation activity that reduced levels of CO2 emissions.  These were both linked to laser technology, and included the:

· development of a laser to monitor and control CO2 emissions; and

· improved efficiency of lasers has led to a need for less power. 
7.3.8 Future Development
The future development of WSSP depends of three factors:
· continued demand for accommodation on the Park;

· the need for further investment; and

· the role of SE.

Demand

Demand for business space on the Park comes from both existing tenants who wish to upgrade their accommodation as they expand, and science based companies located elsewhere who enquire as to as whether there is space on the Park to meet there accommodation needs.  Private sector developers, who have built properties on the Park as a result of SE tenders and speculatively, have tenants seeking to expand in to new build accommodation or extensions to existing property.  The current economic climate does not appear to have had a significant impact on demand for space on the Park.
The Park should therefore continue to prosper. 

Continued Investment
However, for the accommodation needs of both existing and prospective tenants to be satisfied, there is a requirement for continued investment in the Park.  Some of the older buildings are no longer fit for purpose as companies continue to seek the highest spec available.  
The key issue here is who should provide the investment – SE or the private sector.  This is discussed below.  It is unlikely that the University of Glasgow will invest significantly in the WSSP.  It’s investment is focused on the Garscube site, where it continues the development of both the Science and Medicine Zones and the Development Zone.  
SE’s Role
SE’s role in the WSSP will largely depend on the extent to which it can achieve its economic development ambitions for the Park. These ambitions should extend to:

· facilitating land and accommodation development i.e. the development of new accommodation facilities to meet the high level spec demanded by science based companies seeking to locate on the Park;

· employment growth i.e. a gross and net employment impacts with a focus on high value jobs; and 

· GVA growth i.e. a net GVA impact on the local and national economy.

A key focus of its economic development ambitions for the Park should be to stimulate increased interaction, both informal and formal, between tenant companies on the Parks, and with research institutes, facilitating transfer or sharing of intellectual assets – in short developing the Park’s value as a community of researchers and companies applying research to new technology and product development.

Intuitively there are four potential roles for SE in the WSSP project:
· status quo – this option is a continuation of the current arrangements for ownership, management and development of WSSP;

· partnering with the public sector – this option is focussed on establishment of a formalised public sector partnership approach, involving the Universities of Glasgow and Strathclyde, to delivery of an agreed development plan for WSSP to achieve shared economic development objectives;

· 
public/private model – this option is focussed on the establishment of a formalised partnership approach between SE and the private sector developers to achieve delivery of an agreed development plan for WSSP to achieve shared economic development and commercial objectives; and

· private sector model - this option consists of divestment of Scottish Enterprise interest in WSSP; either for capital receipt market value to a private investor/developer or as part of a Scottish Enterprise portfolio solution which levers investment to deliver on a range of priorities for Scotland.

Although a full systematic Options Appraisal for the future development and delivery of the Park lays outwith the scope of this study it will be necessary for SE to develop a prioritisation framework to assist in determining the extent to which each of the above options is capable of delivering SE’s economic development ambitions for WSSP.  The framework should take into account a wide range of factors, and include a weighted scoring system to assist in the appraisal of each potential delivery model.

Whatever the future ownership role is adopted by SE, which will be considered as part of the review and options appraisal of SE’s commercial property study scheduled for May 2009, there will still be a need for SE intervention with businesses, through providing business development support aimed at assisting them to grow.

Appendix 1: Approval Paper Returns and Sales
1998
	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Jan-98
	Q ONE Biotech New Facility
	1998
	New 1250sqm production facility in Block 2 Todd Campus.
	Invest in technology; improve physical business infrastructure.
	£250,000 
	£250, 000

	Sep-98
	Undergrounding of Overhead Electricity Power Lines
	1998-2001
	Place underground a 0.5 km length of the existing 2 x 132 kv overhead power lines which cross Todd Campus
	Allow one hectare of land, valued at @£160,000, to be released for development with the potential to accommodate up to 2,000 m2 of new science park business space. In addition the environmental quality and image of the West of Scotland Science Park will be greatly enhanced.
	£367,000
	


1999
	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Feb-99
	Disposal of site to Neilstra Ltd
	1999
	Sale of 0.817 hectares of land at West of Scotland Science Park for £160,000
	Provision of 3,000 sq m biotechnology facility.   The creation of 122 jobs.
	 
	£160,000

	Feb-99
	Establish Research & Development HQ Facility for Pantherix
	1999-2002
	Contribution towards £14m build and fit out of HQ facility for Pantherix
	The project will create up to 122 highly skilled biotechnologists and support staff, provide 3,000 sq. m. of specialised laboratory and research space and an investment of over £14,700,000 into the biotechnology industry in Scotland
	£650,000
	 

	May-99
	Provision of temporary Laboratories.
	2000-01
	Provision of 300 sq. m. of portable laboratory space to be initially located on Kelvin Campus
	300 sq. m of laboratory office space for the biotechnology industry capable of supporting up to 18 scientific jobs. Let on short term leases at full market value at or around £100-£120 per sq. m.
	£245,000
	 

	Aug-99
	Fiiting out Block 2 Units 1 and 4 for Raman Technologies
	1999-2000
	Fiiting out Block 2 Units 1 and 4 for Raman Technologies. Renting of same for 3 years
	To promote the establishment and growth of a science research company by the provision of newly fitted laboratories, associated office and write up space, totalling 210 sq. m. Support 7 jobs.
	 £ 79,000 
	 £ 43,425 


2000
	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Jan-00
	Construction of a Chemical Safe Storage Facility
	2000-02
	112.75 sq. m new chemical safe storage facility for Cruachem
	Securing the retention of 35 scientific jobs
	 £ 54,000 
	 £ 54,000 

	Jan-00
	Fit out of Unit 1.05 for Strathkelvin Instruments
	 
	Provision of newly fitted laboratories, associated office and write up space, totalling 82.7 sq. m.
	Creation 82.7 sqm of specialised space supporting 5 high value jobs.
	 £ 21,000 
	 £ 26,400 

	Dec-00
	Biotechnology Graduation Space
	 
	Fit out 250sqm of graduation space for growing biotechnology companies
	create up to 25 high skill jobs in up to 3 biotech companies;  contribute to Biotech Cluster maximising impact of research; enhance Glasgow's reputation as a research centre
	£250,000
	£250,000


2001

	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Apr-01
	Fit out of Units 2.03 & 2.04 for Tepnel Life Sciences
	2001
	upgrade internally 164 sq. m of basic incubator space to a wet laboratory standard with extract fume hood and to upgrade the fire and security infrastructure
	164 sq. m of refurbished biotechnology space employing nine FTEs
	 £ 45,790 
	 £ 26,590 

	Apr-01
	Fit out of units 1.01 - 1.04 for Intense Photonics
	2001
	£17000 to cover additional works in fit out
	Upgrade accommodation for more staff
	 £ 17,000 
	 £ 17,000 

	Aug-01
	Disposal of site to Coherent (Scotland) Ltd
	2001
	Sale of land for £1
	The sale of two sites at West of Scotland Science Park to Coherent (Scotland) Ltd to allow a three phased development consisting of 10,000sq.m (110,000 sq.ft) of accommodation with an initial committed first phase comprising 2,600 sq.m (28,000 sq. ft) of research, development and manufacturing accommodation.   This will help to secure a high quality inward investment project for Glasgow.
	 
	 £1 

	Nov-01
	Disposal of Modular Laboratories
	2001
	The disposal of the temporary laboratory accommodation located on Kelvin Campus, West of Scotland Science Park to the University of Glasgow 
	The removal of the buildings will facilitate the release of this site for disposal to the private sector, who will in turn construct 19,000 sq. ft (1,765 sq. m) of permanent accommodation for companies within the target sectors of life sciences and optoelectronics. 
	 
	 £ 90,000 


2002

	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Jan-02
	Pavilion 3 Todd Campus: Alteration Works
	2002
	To increase the capacity of Cruachem Ltd by alteration works to provide an additional 80 m2. of accommodation
	The creation of 12 high value FTEs as a result of the increased capacity/ internal efficiency improvements. The introduction of a Research and Development facility within the company comprising 6 of the 12 FTE positions
	£100,000
	£100,000

	Apr-02
	Pavilion 3 Todd Campus: Proposed Lease Surrender
	2003
	To permit Transgenomics an American owned life science company to vacate their premises at Todd Campus, West of Scotland Science Park at the end of 2003 in advance of the lease expiry date of may 2007
	This will facilitate the company’s relocation and expansion within larger privately owned premises at Inchinnan Park in Renfrewshire, securing a mobile inward investment, safeguarding 50 existing FTEs and creating an additional 48 FTEs.
	 £ 
	 £ 

	Jul-02
	Disposal Of Site 5 Kelvin Campus
	2002
	The granting of a 107 year ground lease over 0.32ha (0.80 acres) of land at Kelvin Campus, West of Scotland Science Park (the Park) to Speyroc Ltd- a private sector property development company.
	The speculative development of c.1300 sq. m (14,000 sq. ft) of commercial accommodation for occupation by science companies.; development of 0.35ha brown field land; exemplar building for environmental sustainability
	 
	 £ 90,000 


	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Aug-02
	Disposal Of Site 9 Kelvin Campus
	 
	The granting of a 107 year ground lease over 0.35 ha (0.86ac) of land at Kelvin Campus, West of Scotland Science Park (the Park) to Neilstra Ltd 
	speculative development of 1186sqm suitable for life sciences or optoelectronics; 491sqm crèche; development 0.35ha vacant land.
	 
	 £ 75,000 

	Oct-02
	Project ATLAS
	2003-04
	The provision of telecommunication infrastructure not held in the ownership of a telecommunications service providers.  This will involve the laying of ductwork containing optical fibre throughout the Science Park together with the provision of a “Meet Me Room” (MMR). An MMR is accommodation which has been converted to house specialised telecommunications equipment. 
	Lower cost base to companies using telecommunications; increase Glasgow's competitiveness in attracting investment; easier access to markets for knowledge based businesses.
	£568,000
	 


2003
	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Mar-03
	Installation of CCTV
	2003
	To install 3 pole-mounted cameras within Kelvin Campus, as well as security grilles to windows of Block 2
	To increase security on Park and increase attractiveness as a business location.
	 £ 44,403 
	

	Aug-03
	Cafe Fit Out
	2003
	Convert unit 1:06 Kelvin Campus, into a café facility
	Increase attractiveness of WSSP as a business location.
	 £ 21,000 
	

	Sep-03
	Proposed Technology Incubator Facility
	2003
	Create incubator accommodation for technology based companies within Pavilion 1, Todd Campus
	Creation of 400sqm of technology incubation space for up to 4 companies; creation of up to 40 high value jobs; develop potential for strong collaborative research and growth in Scottish technology sectors; assist in forming spin-out companies.
	£115,000
	

	Nov-03
	Refurbishment of Units 6.02 &6.03 Kelvin Campus
	2003
	Fit out of empty units for CST Ltd
	Facilitate relocation of CST Global Ltd
	 £ 26,825 
	


	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Nov-03
	Formation of Optoelectronics Laboratory Unit 4.05 Kelvin Campus
	2003
	Convert vacant office space at West of Scotland Science Park into an optoelectronics laboratory comprising a 46 sq m class 1,000 clean room together with associated office space to provide a total of 145 sq m of refurbished accommodation. Cost to be recovered over term of lease.
	Create 145sqm laboratory space; create 20 FTE jobs; support Optoelectronics Cluster Strategy.
	 £ 60,000 
	£60,000

	Nov-03
	Todd Campus: Propharma Ltd
	2003
	Professional fees to recommend extent of further GDA support for Propharma
	Secure expansion of biotech company in Glasgow safeguarding 30 jobs and creating 30 more over 3 years.
	 £   8,000 
	

	Nov-03
	Site 5: Contribution to Site Servicing Costs
	2003
	New electricity substation to provide an additional capacity of 500MVA and new road junction.
	Facilitate the speculative development of c.1300 sq. m (14,000 sq. ft) of commercial accommodation for occupation by science companies.; development of 0.35ha brown field land; exemplar building for environmental sustainability
	 £ 40,000 
	


2004

	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Feb-04
	Refurbishment of Units 3.02 4.03
	2004
	It is proposed that the two units will be refurbished to a standard that has already resulted in the letting of other units within Kelvin Campus. The refurbishment will incorporate the instillation of a new combination gas central heating system, the provision of Computer monitor compliant “category 2” lighting, the instillation of 3 compartment perimeter trunking to facilitate the provision of computer and telephone cables within the unit, new floor coverings, complete internal redecoration and the instillation of an electrically operated roller shutter door.
	To maintain their marketability and correspondingly the attractiveness of the West of Scotland Science Park 
	 £ 35,725 
	 

	Feb-04
	Proposed Resurfacing of Roadway
	2004
	It is proposed that the surface course and sub base be removed and replaced.
	Upgrade roadway for adoption by UA.
	 £ 50,000 
	 


	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Mar-04
	Propharma Ltd
	2004
	Relocation of Propharma to WSSP
	Creation 42 skilled and safeguarding of 29 FTE jobs; retention of export oriented life sciences company in Glasgow and Scotland and development of life science manufacturing capacity.
	£350,000
	£350,000

	Mar-04
	Assignation of Lease Coherent Scotland Ltd
	2004
	Assignation of lease between SE and Coherent Scotland
	Facilitate management buy-out of Coherent Scotland, securing 40 high technology jobs and potentially creating up to 35 more.
	 £           - 
	 £           - 

	Apr-04
	Formation of Life Sciences Laboratory Unit 4.05 Kelvin Campus
	2004
	This project will convert vacant laboratory accommodation at West of Scotland Science Park into a specialised life sciences laboratory comprising a 50 sq. m. class 1,000 clean room, cold store, laboratory benching and associated welfare facilities. In total, 170 sq. m. of accommodation will be refurbished. 
	5 year lease to Q-Nostics creating: 170sqm lab space 10FTE jobs; 
	 £ 85,000 
	 £ 75,000 

	Apr-04
	Management Activity 2004/05
	2004
	Final year of the Park Management (Scotland) Ltd contract to provide management services in respect of West of Scotland Science Park
	Management activities for WSSP
	 £ 40,000 
	 

	Oct-04
	Unit 3 Todd Campus
	2004
	It is proposed that the building be refurbished to provide four self contained units between 223 sq m and 354 sq m in size.
	Provision of 1076sqm refurbished accommodation; safeguard or creation of 33 jobs
	£250,000
	£110,000


2005

	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Jun-05
	Helix Building
	2005-10
	5 year lease of 353sqm for graduation space.
	Accommodate 4 technology graduation companies
	£372,000
	 

	Aug-05
	Proposed Technology Terrace Todd Campus
	2005
	Disposal of 0.32 ha (0.82 ac.) of land to Speyroc Ltd
	To facilitate the construction of a technology terrace extending to 1,070 sq. m (11,500 sq. ft).
	 
	 £ 65,000 

	Oct-05
	Unit 1.04 Kelvin Campus
	2005
	Purchase of fully fitted chemistry lab from Scottish Biomedical Ltd on their relocation.
	Acquire only fully fitted laboratory on WSSP for lease at one-third of new build cost.
	 £ 17,000 
	 

	Nov-05
	Unit 3.01 Kelvin Campus
	2005
	Rent free 3-month period for 18 month lease on Unit 3.01 by M2 Lasers
	Support for start-up optoelectronics company with potential to employ 16 by year 2.
	 £   3,300 
	 

	Nov-05
	Fit Out Works Helix Building
	2005
	Additional works outwith original specification with developer (Speyroc Ltd)
	Accommodate expansion of two tenant companies
	 £ 10,884 
	 

	Nov-05
	Block 6 Reception, Kelvin Campus
	2005
	To appoint Bradford Robertson Architects to ascertain the redevelopment potential of site 6, Kelvin Campus.
	to ascertain the redevelopment potential
	 £   6,750 
	 

	Dec-05
	Unit 3 Todd Campus
	2005
	Additional expenditure (£144000) on refurbishment of Unit 3 Todd Campus.
	Provision of 1076sqm refurbished accommodation; safeguard or creation of 33 jobs
	£144,000
	 


2006

	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Feb-06
	Unit 3 Todd Campus
	2006
	Payment to liquidator of Marwell Maintenance Services
	Final settlement of monies owed to Marwell
	 £ 12,000 
	 

	Jun-06
	Managed Fund 2006-07
	2006
	That a managed fund be established of WSSP.
	To cover minor items of expenditure in connection with the day to day operation
	 £ 25,000 
	 

	Sep-06
	Site P Todd Campus Site Investigation Works
	2006
	Site investigation of 1 acre plot on Todd Campus
	An essential component of the due diligence process prior to development occurring
	 £ 22,660 
	 

	Oct-06
	M Squared Lasers Fit Out Request
	2006
	Fit out of units 1&2 of Technology Terrace
	Create 32 jobs and £1,170,199 GVA after 2 years
	 £ 48,000 
	 

	Nov-06
	Coherent (Scotland) Ltd Land Option Agreement
	2006
	Grant land option over 1 acre adjacent to present site
	To demonstrate to their American parent company that they have sufficient future expansion capability 
	 £           - 
	 


2007

	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Feb-07
	Managed Fund 2006-07
	2007
	That a managed fund be established to cover minor items of expenditure in accordance with good estate management principles.
	Various H&S, security and environmental improvements to enhance offer of WSSP (additional to June 06 paper?)
	 £ 58,000 
	 

	Apr-07
	Disposal of Site J Todd Campus to Speyroc Ltd
	2007
	Sale of 0.38ha plot to Speyroc Ltd
	To facilitate the construction of a speculative research and development facility extending to 15,902sq.ft. 
	 
	£165,400

	Jun-07
	Fit Out Support Units 3&4 Technology Terrace
	2007
	Fit out of shell with laboratories for BioOutsource
	Assist start up of life science company; create 40.5 FTE jobs after 3 years; £1.43m GVA
	 £ 50,000 
	 

	Sep-07
	Infrastructure Improvement and Management Fund 2007-08
	2007
	Required infrastructure improvement works and dedicated Management Fund to cover items of expenditure in accordance with good business park management principles. 
	Various H&S, security and environmental improvements to enhance offer of WSSP
	£195,000
	 


2008

	Date 
	Project Title
	Project Duration
	Activity 
	Aim
	 Net Expenditure 
	 Return 

	Jan-08
	Strategic Sites Acquisition Block 1 WSSP
	2008
	Acquisition (£1.1million) and refurbishment (£500,000) of Block One, Todd Campus
	Providing flexible modular designed accommodation that could house between 4 and 8 post incubation companies and up to 12 companies over a 15 year period.
	£1,600,000
	 

	Feb-08
	Strategic Site Disposal R-Biopharm Rhone Ltd
	2008
	Disposal of 0.5ha (1.25 acre) of land at Todd Campus
	A new bespoke bio-sciences facility complete with laboratory and office accommodation. The facility once completed will extend to approximately 1,400sq.m. 
	 
	£225,000

	Mar-08
	Strategic Site Disposal Speyroc Ltd
	2008
	Grant a 99 year ground lease over 0.45ha (Block 1) of land at Kelvin Campus
	Facilitate the development of a new three storey office pavilion extending to approximately 2,880sq.m. 
	 
	£199,800

	May-08
	Demolition of Block 1 
	2008
	Demolition of block 1 (Kelvin Campus)
	Facilitate the development of a new three storey office pavilion extending to approximately 2,880sq.m. 
	 £ 35,000 
	 


Appendix 2: Additionality Calculator – Turnover

	 
	
	
	
	1
	 
	2
	 
	3

	Additionality Calculation
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Intervention Option
	 
	Area of Benefit:
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland

	 
	Gross Impact
	GI
	gross impacts turnover
	400,000
	 
	400,000
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0

	 
	Leakage
	L
	leakage 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Displacement
	Dp
	displacement 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%

	 
	Substitution
	S
	 substitution 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	 
	Multiplier
	M
	r multipliers 
	1
	 
	1.91
	 
	1
	 
	1.41
	 
	1.31
	 
	1.62

	 
	Reference Case
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Deadweight
	 
	deadweight e.g. 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%

	 
	Leakage
	L*
	
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	 
	Displacement
	Dp*
	
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%

	 
	Substitution
	S*
	
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	 
	Multiplier
	M*
	
	1
	 
	1.91
	 
	1
	 
	1.41
	 
	1.31
	 
	1.62

	 
	Additionality
	AI
	 turnover
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0

	


	4
	 
	5
	 
	6
	 
	7
	 
	8

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland

	0
	 
	0
	 
	500,000
	 
	500,000
	 
	20,000,000
	 
	20,000,000
	 
	2,000,000
	 
	2,000,000
	 
	2,000,000
	 
	2,000,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	33%
	 
	50%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1.31
	 
	1.62
	 
	1.33
	 
	1.66
	 
	1.205
	 
	1.41
	 
	1.59
	 
	1.91
	 
	1.09
	 
	1.91

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	99%
	 
	99%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	33%
	 
	50%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1.31
	 
	1.62
	 
	1.33
	 
	1.66
	 
	1.205
	 
	1.41
	 
	1.59
	 
	1.91
	 
	1.09
	 
	1.91

	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	180,750
	 
	211,500
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0


	9
	 
	10
	 
	11
	 
	12
	 
	13

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland

	400,000
	 
	40,000
	 
	1,000,000
	 
	1,000,000
	 
	1,500,000
	 
	1,500,000
	 
	15,000,000
	 
	15,000,000
	 
	1,000,000
	 
	1,000,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	50%
	 
	50%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	3%
	 
	3%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1.37
	 
	1.74
	 
	1.37
	 
	1.74
	 
	1.1
	 
	1.41
	 
	1.455
	 
	1.91
	 
	1.04
	 
	1.79

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	95%
	 
	95%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	50%
	 
	50%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	3%
	 
	3%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1.37
	 
	1.74
	 
	1.37
	 
	1.74
	 
	1.1
	 
	1.41
	 
	1.455
	 
	1.91
	 
	1.04
	 
	1.79

	0
	 
	0
	 
	51,375
	 
	65,250
	 
	1,600,500
	 
	2,051,550
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0


	14
	 
	15
	 
	16

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland

	1,200,000
	 
	1,200,000
	 
	1,000,000
	 
	1,000,000
	 
	25,000,000
	 
	25,000,000

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1
	 
	1.41
	 
	1.16
	 
	1.41
	 
	1.36
	 
	1.91

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	70%
	 
	70%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1
	 
	1.41
	 
	1.16
	 
	1.41
	 
	1.36
	 
	1.91

	900,000
	 
	1,269,000
	 
	348,000
	 
	423,000
	 
	0
	 
	0

	Total Additionality

	Local Level
	 
	Scotland Level

	3,080,625
	 
	4,020,300


Appendix 3: Additionality Calculator – Employment

	

	
	
	
	
	1
	 
	2
	 
	3

	Additionality Calculation
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Intervention Option
	 
	Area of Benefit:
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland

	 
	Gross Impact
	GI
	gross impacts jobs
	8
	 
	8
	 
	3
	 
	3
	 
	22
	 
	22

	 
	Leakage
	L
	leakage 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	50%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	 
	Displacement
	Dp
	displacement 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%

	 
	Substitution
	S
	substitution 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	 
	Multiplier
	M
	multipliers 
	1
	 
	1.7
	 
	1.445
	 
	1.89
	 
	1.18
	 
	1.36

	 
	Reference Case
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Deadweight
	 
	deadweight 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%

	 
	Leakage
	L*
	
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	50%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	 
	Displacement
	Dp*
	
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%

	 
	Substitution
	S*
	
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	 
	Multiplier
	M*
	
	1
	 
	1.7
	 
	1.445
	 
	1.89
	 
	1.18
	 
	1.36

	 
	Additionality
	AI
	 jobs 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0

	
	


	4
	 
	5
	 
	6
	 
	7
	 
	8

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland

	8
	 
	8
	 
	6
	 
	6
	 
	80
	 
	80
	 
	40
	 
	40
	 
	23
	 
	23

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	38%
	 
	0%
	 
	5%
	 
	0%
	 
	12%
	 
	4%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	33%
	 
	50%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1.36
	 
	1.36
	 
	1.255
	 
	1.51
	 
	1.356
	 
	1.89
	 
	1.715
	 
	2.1
	 
	1.07
	 
	1.7

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	80%
	 
	80%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	95%
	 
	95%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	38%
	 
	0%
	 
	5%
	 
	0%
	 
	12%
	 
	4%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	33%
	 
	50%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1.36
	 
	1.36
	 
	1.255
	 
	1.51
	 
	1.356
	 
	1.89
	 
	1.715
	 
	2.1
	 
	1.07
	 
	1.7

	2
	 
	2
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	3
	 
	6
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0


	9
	 
	10
	 
	11
	 
	12
	 
	13
	 
	14

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland

	8
	 
	8
	 
	18
	 
	18
	 
	11
	 
	11
	 
	11
	 
	11
	 
	6
	 
	6
	 
	18
	 
	18

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	40%
	 
	20%
	 
	18%
	 
	0%
	 
	9%
	 
	0%
	 
	17%
	 
	0%
	 
	7%
	 
	7%

	50%
	 
	50%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	3%
	 
	3%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1.21
	 
	1.42
	 
	1.405
	 
	1.81
	 
	1.22
	 
	1.89
	 
	1.35
	 
	1.7
	 
	1.3
	 
	2.09
	 
	1.089
	 
	1.89

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	95%
	 
	95%
	 
	75%
	 
	75%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%
	 
	50%
	 
	50%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	40%
	 
	20%
	 
	18%
	 
	0%
	 
	9%
	 
	0%
	 
	17%
	 
	0%
	 
	7%
	 
	7%

	50%
	 
	50%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	3%
	 
	3%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%
	 
	25%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1.21
	 
	1.42
	 
	1.405
	 
	1.81
	 
	1.22
	 
	1.89
	 
	1.35
	 
	1.7
	 
	1.3
	 
	2.09
	 
	1.089
	 
	1.89

	0
	 
	0
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	3
	 
	5
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	7
	 
	12


	15
	 
	16

	 
	 
	 

	Local
	 
	Scotland
	 
	Local
	 
	Scotland

	17
	 
	17
	 
	190
	 
	190

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	20%
	 
	0%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1.356
	 
	1.89
	 
	1.28
	 
	1.7

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	100%
	 
	100%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	20%
	 
	0%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%
	 
	0%

	1.356
	 
	1.89
	 
	1.28
	 
	1.7

	23
	 
	32
	 
	0
	 
	0


	Total Additionality

	Local Level
	 
	Scotland Level

	38
	 
	58


Appendix 4: Glossary, Abbreviations and Acronyms

Additionality: Additionality is the net positive difference that results from our intervention, that is, the extent to which an activity (and associated outputs, outcomes and impacts) is larger in scale, at a higher quality, takes place quicker, takes place at a different location, or takes place at all as a result of intervention. Additionality measures the net result, taking account of deadweight, leakage, displacement, substitution and economic multipliers.  

APS: Annual Population Survey

Base case: see reference case. 

Baseline: A description of conditions existing at a point in time against which subsequent changes can be detected through monitoring. A baseline study is also required in order to establish what the conditions would be if development were not to take place. Conditions may not be stable even in the absence of development; there may be decline, improvement or cyclic conditions. 

CIS: Community Innovation Survey

CCTV: Close Circuit TV
Deadweight: Benefits that would have occurred without the intervention. 

Displacement: The proportion of project benefits accounted for by reduced benefits elsewhere in the target area. 

DTI: Department of Trade and Industry

ERDF: European Regional Development Fund

EU: European Union

FT: Full-time employment for more than 30 hours per week

GDA: Glasgow Development Agency
Goss benefits: these are the direct effects from the reference case and from the intervention option before account is taken of factors such as displacement, substitution, leakage and economic multipliers.

GVA: a simple but effective means of monitoring business performance.
HEI: Higher Education Institution  

Intervention options: these are the options that the public sector might consider in order to intervene to achieve its objectives. In an appraisal, an estimate will need to be made of the level of target benefits that would be produced under each of the project ‘do something’ options. In an evaluation, the intervention option that was implemented will be assessed.

Leakage: The proportion of benefits that go to those outside of the intervention’s target area or group. 

Market failure: Market failure occurs where for one, or a number of reasons, the economy is not operating efficiently. Market failure can be caused by information deficiencies, externalities, risk aversion, scale, institutional barriers or another factor which can prevent a market from operating efficiently. The Network's purpose is to help the market work better to achieve its objectives for the Scottish economy to grow. 

Multiplier effects: Further economic activity (jobs, expenditure or income) associated with additional local income, local supplier purchases and longer term effects.

NTBF: New Technology Based Firm 

Outcomes: The consequences of project outputs in terms of the effects to customers or the economy such as increased R&D, skills levels, employment, productivity etc. In a successful project, the outcome will match the original objectives and have an effect on increasing GVA. 

Outputs: The changes achieved as a direct result of the project, such as new products, skills acquired, premises constructed etc. Outputs should be easy to identify and measure and contribute to an outcome. For example, a project that sets up a training centre may have an output of people learning business start-up skills. That in turn could lead to an outcome of more business starts in an area.

PT:  Part-time employment for less than 30 hours per week

R&D: Research and Development

Reference case: The position in terms of target outputs over a set period of time if the intervention did not take place (also known as the base case).

SDA: Scottish Development Agency 

SE or SEN: Scottish Enterprise or Scottish Enterprise National

SEG: Scottish Enterprise Glasgow
SETP: Scottish Enterprise Technology Park

SIC: Standard Industrial Classification

SSS: Smart Successful Scotland

Substitution: Where a firm substitutes one activity for a similar activity (such as recruiting a different job applicant) to take advantage of public sector assistance. 

Target area: The area within which benefits will be assessed.

UKSPA: United Kingdom Science Parks Association 

WSSP: West of Scotland Science Park
Appendix 5: The Questionnaire

West of Scotland Science Park Questionnaire

Face-Face Interview Survey 

Administration

	Establishment Name
	
	ID #
	

	Contact Name 


	
	Tel #
	


	Interviewer Name
	


	Pre-interview Checks
	
	Yes
	1
	
	
	

	(Establishment familiarisation)
	No
	2
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interview Completion
	Yes
	1
	(Date:
	
	Time:
	

	
	No
	2
	(NOTE REASON:
	

	
	
	
	Refused
	1

	
	
	
	No longer trading
	2

	
	
	
	No contact made
	3

	
	
	
	Address not occupied
	4

	
	
	
	Other (please specify)
	5

	

	Call Back Details




Instructions to interviewers:

· Follow numerical order of questions unless routing indicates otherwise.

· Words in italics: please read out the text to the respondent.

· When recording answers please circle appropriate code(s) where they apply.

· Questions marked (, require completion after the end of the interview.

Introduction and Respondent Details

ASK TO SPEAK TO PRE-ARRANGED INTERVIEW CONTACT

READ OUT: Good morning/afternoon my name is YOUR NAME and I’m visiting on behalf of Scottish Enterprise.  We are currently carrying out a survey of park tenants and have arranged to conduct a survey with you.

This information allows the benefits of the park to be monitored and future assistance to local businesses and other organisations to be planned.

The survey should take around 45 minutes and the identity of your organisation will not be given to any third party for sales or marketing purposes 

Are you available now to take part in the survey?

IF NO, ARRANGE CALL BACK TIME AND NOTE ON COVER SHEET.

CONFIDENTIALITY: No contact information from this survey will be shared with third party organisations. Do you have any objections to your establishment identity being shared with Scottish Enterprise.
	
	
	Yes
	1

	
	No
	2


READ OUT: Can I first of all confirm your contact details…?

1. Question 1.1
	DATABASE INFO
	

	Can I confirm the name of your organisation…?
	


Question 1.2
	DATABASE INFO
	

	Can I confirm the address of your current premises…?
	WRITE NEW ADDRESS




Question 1.3
	DATABASE INFO
	

	Can I confirm your own name please…?
	

	No answer
	99


Question 1.4
	DATABASE INFO
	

	Can I confirm your job title…?
	

	No answer
	99


Nature of Organisation

READ OUT: I would now like to begin by asking a few background questions about the nature of your business…If your organisation is part of a larger group, please answer questions only for the establishment located on this park. 

Question 2.1 (Industry Indicator)

	What industry is your business in…?

	Insert description given 
	

	(Insert 4 digits SIC (2003) code FROM description
	


Question 2.2 (Date of Establishment)

	In what year was your business (or organisation) established…?

	
	WRITE YEAR
	
	

	
	No applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 2.3 (Spin-off Indicator)

	Is your establishment a spin-off business from…? 

	
	A University, or public research and development centre
	1

	
	A private business, or private research and development centre
	2

	
	Neither
	3

	
	Don’t know
	88 

	
	No answer
	99 


Question 2.4 (Ownership Indicator 1)

	Is this establishment a subsidiary, branch plant or branch office of a larger parent organisation…?
	Yes
	1

	
	No
	2 (Question 2.6

	
	Don’t know
	88 (Question 2.6

	
	No answer
	99 (Question 2.6


Question 2.5 (Ownership Indicator 2)

	Can you say in which country this organisation’s overall headquarters is located…?
	WRITE COUNTRY
	

	(CODE ENTRY
	Scotland
	1

	
	Other UK
	2

	
	Other EU
	3

	
	Other Europe
	4

	
	USA
	5

	
	Asia
	6

	
	Other location (Please specify)
	7

	
	
	

	
	Don’t Know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


	DEFINITIONS: FULL TIME = 30 HRS A WEEK AND ABOVE; PART TIME = LESS THAN 30 HRS A WEEK


Question 2.6 (Full-time Permanent Staff)

	
	WRITE NUMBER

	
	
	On Entry
	Now

	1) How many full-time staff did you employ at park entry and now…? (READ DEFINITION ABOVE)
	Total Full-time
	
	

	2) … how many of these are fixed-term or temporary, at park entry and now…?
	Fixed-term /Temporary
	
	

	3) (subtract fixed term/temporary from total to derive permanent employees
	Permanent 
	
	

	
	Don’t know
	88
	88

	
	No answer
	99
	99


Question 2.7 (Part-time Permanent Staff)

	
	WRITE NUMBER

	
	
	On Entry
	Now

	1) How many part-time staff did you employ at park entry and now…?
	Total Part-time
	
	

	2) … how many of these are fixed-term or temporary, at park entry and now…?
	Fixed-term /Temporary
	
	

	3) (subtract fixed term/temporary from total to derive permanent employees
	Permanent 
	
	

	
	Don’t know
	88
	88

	
	No answer
	99
	99


Question 2.8 (Employment Leakage Indicator)

	The next question asks about where your employees live. Can you please estimate the distribution of your total employees between the following areas…?
	Number

	
	West of Scotland
	

	
	Other Scotland
	

	
	Other UK
	

	
	Other EU
	

	
	Other
	

	
	
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 2–1
Question 2.9 (Knowledge Intensity Indicator)

	Approximately, how many of this establishment’s current employees are educated to degree level or above in …?
	Number

	IF NECESSARY ASK RESPONDENT TO ESTIMATE
	Science and engineering subjects
	

	
	Other subjects
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 2.10 (Displacement Indicator 1)

	How would you rate your difficulty in recruiting skilled employees at this establishment? Please read out a number from the card…
	
	

	
	
	

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 2–2
Question 2.11 (National Priority Industries Indicator 1)

	Think about your main customers, in terms 
	Tourism
	1

	of turnover value; are they from any of the
	Food and Drink
	2

	following industry sectors?
	Financial Services
	3

	Do you have any main customers that fall
	Life Sciences
	4

	outside these broad industry groups
	Energy
	5

	WRITE SECTOR BELOW)
	Electronics and Enabling Technologies
	6

	
	Engineering
	7

	
	Other (please specify
	8

	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 2–3
Question 2.12 (Export Orientation Indicator)

	What percentages of your sales are made in the following areas…?
	%

	
	West of Scotland
	

	
	Other Scotland
	

	
	Other UK
	

	
	Other EU
	

	
	Other
	

	
	Check for 100%
	100%

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 2–4
Question 2.13 (National Priority Industries Indicator 2)

	Think about your main suppliers, in terms 
	Tourism
	1

	of purchase value; are they from any of the
	Food and Drink
	2

	following industry sectors?
	Financial Services
	3

	Do you have any main customers that fall
	Life Sciences
	4

	outside these broad industry groups
	Energy
	5

	WRITE SECTOR BELOW)
	Electronics and Enabling Technologies
	6

	
	Engineering
	7

	
	Other (please specify
	8

	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 2–5
Question 2.14 (Multiplier Effect Indicator)

	Please estimate the distribution of your suppliers between the following areas …?
	%

	
	West of Scotland 
	

	
	Other Scotland
	

	
	Other UK
	

	
	Other EU
	

	
	Other
	

	
	Check for 100%
	100%

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 2–6
Question 2.15 (Displacement Indicator 2)

	Approximately, what is the distribution of your competitors between the following areas…?
	%

	
	West of Scotland
	

	
	Other Scotland
	

	
	Other UK
	

	
	Other EU
	

	
	Other
	

	
	Check for 100%
	100%

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 2–7
Science Park Services

READ OUT: The next few questions ask about how you rate the quality of services provided on the park. The questions relate specifically to the park managing agents Colliers CRE and not the services provided by other private or public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise
Question 3.1 (Support Services Rating Indicator 1)

	I would like you to rate the following support services provided by the park management…not all services may be applicable to your establishment… Please read out a number from the card for each service…

	
	Write NUMBER
	Not Applicable
	Don’t know
	No answer

	Secretarial and office services
	
	77
	88
	99

	Cleaning and building maintenance
	
	77
	88
	99

	Landscape maintenance
	
	77
	88
	99

	Site security monitoring
	
	77
	88
	99

	Telephone and IT infrastructure
	
	77
	88
	99

	Conference, meeting room  and catering facilities
	
	77
	88
	99

	Other professional services (please specify)
	
	77
	88
	99

	


SHOWCARD 3–1
Question 32 (Professional Services Rating Indicator 1)

	I would like you to rate the following professional services provided by the park management…not all services may be offered at this site… Please read out a number from the card for each service…

	IGNORE SERVICES MARKED X
	Write NUMBER
	Not applicable
	Don’t know
	No answer

	Provision of flexible accommodation types and sizes
	
	77
	88
	99

	Provision of flexible leases
	
	77
	88
	99

	Provision of opportunities for networking with other park companies
	
	77
	88
	99

	Other professional services (please specify)
	
	77
	88
	99

	


SHOWCARD 3–2
Question 3.3 (Park Management Rating Indicator 1)

	Thinking about how this park is run by the managing agents, to what extent do you agree with the following statements…? Please read out a number from the card for each statement…

	
	Write NUMBER
	Not Applicable
	Don’t know
	No answer

	The park management has a good understanding of my business
	
	77
	88
	99

	The park management is easy to get in touch with
	
	77
	88
	99

	The park management is efficient at resolving problems
	
	77
	88
	99

	The park management is proactive in meeting my support requirements
	
	77
	88
	99

	The park management provided links to other companies on  the Park
	
	77
	88
	99

	The park management Provided flexible solutions to my property requirements
	
	77
	88
	99


SHOWCARD 3–3
Question 3.4 (Park Management Open Question)

	Are there any other issues you would like to raise about the services on this Science Park?

	PROBE: 

· Examples of the positive or negative impact of park services 

· Perceived comparative performance of WSSP in this area

· Suggestions for improvements

· Views / concerns on future development of park



	No answer
	99


Science and Technology Park Premises and Location

READ OUT: The next few questions ask about your establishment’s current premises and reasons for locating on this Science Park.
Question 4.1 (Prior Location Question)

	Has this establishment ever been located somewhere else other than this Science Park…?
	Yes
	1

	
	No
	2 (Question 4.4

	
	Not applicable
	77(Question 4.4

	
	Don’t know
	88(Question 4.4

	
	No answer
	99(Question 4.4


Question 4.2 (Displacement Indicator 3)

	Where were your previous premises located… was it…?
	West of Scotland
	1

	
	Other Scotland
	2

	
	Other UK
	3(Question 4.4

	
	Other EU
	4(Question 4.4

	
	Other
	5(Question 4.4

	
	Not applicable
	77(Question 4.4

	
	Don’t know
	88(Question 4.4

	
	No answer
	99(Question 4.4


SHOWCARD 4–1
Question 4.3 (Displacement Indicator 4)

	In what town was the premises located…?
	
	(Question 4.4


Question 4.4 (Park Entry) 

	In what year did you locate at this park…?
	WRITE YEAR
	

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 4.5 (Premises Entry) 
	In what year did your organisation first occupy your current premises…?
	WRITE YEAR
	

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 4.6 (Premises Change 1) 
	Could you tell me what other premises you have occupied on this park? 

	
	Not applicable
	77(Question 4.8 

	
	Don’t know
	88(Question 4.8

	
	No answer
	99(Question 4.8

	Number of former premises WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Address (continue on separate sheet if required)
	Year Entered
	Year Departed

	1
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	


Question 4.7 (Premises Change 2)

	What were your main reasons for changing premises?

	PROBE: 

· Size, Cost, Location, Quality




Question 4.8 (Tenure) 
	Can you tell me on what terms you occupy your premises…?

	
	Rental agreement or lease 
	1 

	Please specify the property owner…

	

	
	Own the premises
	2 

	
	Other (please specify)
	3 

	

	
	Don’t know
	88 

	
	No answer
	99 


Question 4.9 (Location Decision Factors)

	How important were the following factors in your organisation’s decision to move to this Science Park …? Please read out a number from the card for each factor…
	WRITE NUMBER
	Not applicable
	Don’t know
	No answer

	Size
	The right sized premises
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Room for expansion
	
	77
	88
	99

	Price
	Suitable price / rents or lease terms
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Costs of local labour
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Grants or other financial support
	
	77
	88
	99

	Location
	Availability of suitable staff nearby
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Good transport links and accessibility
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Close to customers or suppliers
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Close to a University or research institute
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Being close to similar types of businesses
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Convenient for owner/ senior management
	
	77
	88
	99

	Quality
	Of good or attractive appearance
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	A reputable or prestigious business address
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Good business facilities and services at park or nearby 
	
	77
	88
	99

	Business Support
	Availability of business advice or support in the area (apart from grants) 
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Other (specify below)
	
	77
	88
	99

	


SHOWCARD 4–2
Question 4.10 (Past Location Alternatives Open Question)

	What alternative locations did you consider?

	PROBE REASONS



	
	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	
	No answer
	99


Question 4.11 (Future Location Alternatives Open Question)

	If, for any reason, you were changing location in the future, what alternative locations would you consider?

	PROBE REASONS



	
	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	
	No answer
	99


Question 4.12 (Location Rating Indicator 1)

	Overall, how would you rate this Science Park as a location to do business? Please read out a number from the card …

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 4–3
Question 4.13 (Business Benefits From Location on Science Park)

	has locating your business on a Science Park led to any business benefits 

that you would not have enjoyed had you located to a business 

park not designated Science Park


	
	Yes
	1

	
	No
	2

	
	Don’t know 
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 4.14 (Business Benefits From Location on Science Park – open question)

	PROBE FOR BENEFITS




Question 4.14 (Premises and Location Open Question)

	Are there any other issues you would like to raise about your current premises or the Science Park location?

	PROBE: 

· Perceived benefits / disadvantages of location of park and accessibility 

· Examples of the positive or negative impact of park location 

· Perceived comparative performance of WSSP in this area

· Suggestions for improvements



	No answer
	99


Innovation and Collaboration

READ OUT: The next few questions ask about any innovation activities that this establishment may be involved in.

Innovation is defined as major changes aimed at enhancing your competitive position, your performance, your know-how or your capabilities for future enhancements. These can be new or significantly improved goods, services or processes for making or providing them. It includes spending on innovation activities, for example on machinery and equipment, R&D, training, goods and service design or marketing. 

SHOWCARD 5–1
Question 5.1 (Innovation Activity Indicator 1)

	During the three-year period 2006-2008, did this establishment introduce…?:

	
	Yes
	No
	Don’t know
	No answer

	New or significantly improved goods. (Exclude the simple resale of new goods purchased from other enterprises and changes of a purely cosmetic nature)
	1
	2
	88 
	99 

	New or significantly improved services
	1
	2
	88
	99

	New or significantly improved processes for producing or supplying products (goods or services) which were new to your enterprise?
	1
	2
	88
	99


IF NO TO ALL: (Question 5.7
Question 5.2 (Innovation Activity Indicator 2)

	During the three-year period 2006-2008, did this establishment introduce…?:

	
	Yes
	No
	Don’t know
	No answer

	Intramural (in-house) R&D
	Creative work undertaken within your enterprise on an occasional or regular basis to increase the stock of knowledge and its use to devise new and improved goods, services and processes
	1
	2
	88  
	99 

	Acquisition of R&D (extramural R&D)
	Same activities as above, but purchased by your enterprise and performed by other companies (including other enterprises within your group) or by public or private research organisations
	1
	2
	88
	99

	Acquisition of machinery, equipment and software
	Acquisition of advanced machinery, equipment and computer hardware or software to produce new of significantly improved goods, services, production processes, or delivery methods
	1
	2
	88
	99

	Acquisition of external knowledge
	Purchase or licensing of patents and non-patented inventions, know-how, and other types of knowledge from other enterprises or organisations
	1
	2
	88
	99

	Training
	Internal or external training for your personnel specifically for the development and/or introduction of innovations
	1
	2
	88
	99

	All forms of design
	Expenditure on design functions for the development r implementation of new or improved goods, services and processes. Expenditure on design in the R&D phase of product development should be excluded
	1
	2
	88
	99

	Market introduction of innovations
	Activities for the market preparation and introduction of new or significantly improved goods and services, including market research and launch advertising
	1
	2
	88
	99


SHOWCARD 5–2
Question 5.3 (Innovation Expenditure)

	Please provide  the amount of expenditure in each innovation activity in 2008, either from management accounting information or using estimates:

	
	£
	Not applicable
	Don’t know
	No answer

	
	Intramural (in-house) R&D
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Acquisition of R&D (extramural R&D)
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Acquisition of machinery, equipment and software
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Acquisition of external knowledge
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Training
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	All forms of design
	
	77
	88
	99

	
	Market introduction of innovations
	
	77
	88
	99


SHOWCARD 5–3
Question 5.4 (Co-operation Indicator 1)

	Did your establishment co-operate on any of your innovation activities with other enterprises or institutes during the three-year period 2006-2008?

READ OUT: Innovation co-operation is active participation with other enterprises or non-commercial institutions on innovation activities. Both partners do not need to commercially benefit. Exclude pure contracting out of work with no active co-operation.

	
	Yes
	1

	
	No
	2(Question 5.7


Question 5.5 (Co-operation Indicator 2)

	Which of the following types of co-operation partner have you used…?
	
	
	

	
	
	At this site
	Other Scotland
	Other UK 
	Other Europe
	All other countries

	Other enterprises within your enterprise group
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Suppliers of equipment, materials, service, or software
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Clients or customers
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Competitors or other enterprises in your industry
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Consultants, commercial labs, or private R&D institutes
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Universities or other higher education institutions
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Government or public research institutes
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


SHOWCARD 5–4
Question 5.6 (Co-operation Open Question)

	Are there any other issues you would like to raise about co-operation on this Science Park location?

	PROBE: 

· Perceived benefits of innovation / co-operation 

· Examples of factors on WSSP encouraging / discouraging co-operation

· Willingness of partners to co-operate

· Good examples of innovation / co-operation activity

· Perceived comparative performance of WSSP in this area

· Quality/ Scope / Depth of links to HEI institutions 

· Suggestions for improvements



	No answer
	99


Question 5.7 (Barriers to Innovation Indicator) 

	During the three year period 2006-2008, how important were the following factors as constraints to your innovation activities or influencing a decision not to innovate?

	
	
	Factor not experienced
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Cost factors
	Excessive perceived economic risks
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Direct innovation costs too high
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Cost of finance
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Availability of finance
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Knowledge factors
	Lack of qualified personnel
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Lack of information on technology
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Lack of information on markets
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Market factors
	Market dominated by established enterprises
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Uncertain demand for innovative goods or services
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Other factors
	Need to meet Scottish or UK government regulations
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Need to meet EU regulations
	1
	2
	3
	4


SHOWCARD 5–5
Question 5.8 (Public Support for Innovation Indicator) 

	During the three year period 2006-2008, did this establishment receive any public financial support for innovation activities from the following levels of government?

	
	
	Yes
	No

	Scottish Enterprise
	1
	2

	Local Government
	1
	2

	Scottish Executive/Government or other UK Government (including their government agencies, but excluding Scottish Enterprise)
	1
	2

	The European Union
	1
	2

	Question 5.9 (CO2 Reductions)

During the three year period 2006-2008 did this establishment engage in any innovation activity that has reduced levels of CO2 emissions



	
	Yes
	1

	
	No 
	2


If YES please provide details

	


Innovation Additionality

READ OUT: The following questions ask about the overall effect on your innovation activities of being located on this Science Park. This includes the benefits of the location and any support received from Scottish Enterprise or other public agencies

Question 6.1 (Innovation Absolute Additionality Indicator 1a)

	If you had not located on this Science Park would you have started your main innovation activities at all?
	Yes – 
	1

	
	No (PROBE)
	2

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 6.2 (Innovation Absolute Additionality Indicator 1b)

	If you had not received support from public agencies such as Scottish Enterprise would you have started your main innovation activities at all?
	Yes – 
	1

	
	No (PROBE)
	2

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 6.3 (Innovation Quantity Additionality Indicator 2a)
	What would have happened to your average annual innovation expenditure if you had not been able to secure suitable premises at this location…?

Please read out a number from the card…

	SHOWCARD 6–1

	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 6.4 (Innovation Quantity Additionality Indicator 2b )

	What would have happened to your average annual innovation expenditure if you had not received support from Scottish Enterprise or other public agencies

Please read out a number from the card…

	SHOWCARD 6–2


	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 6.5 (Innovation Quantity Additionality Indicator 3a)

	As a percentage, how much different do you think your average annual innovation expenditure would have been if you had not located on this Science Park …?

(PROMPTED) Do you think average annual innovation expenditure would have been…?

	ASK IF 0 TO 100 % LOWER or HIGHER IN 5% INCREMENTS
	+%

	
	-%

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 6.6 (Innovation Quantity Additionality Indicator 3b)

	As a percentage, how much different do you think your average annual innovation expenditure would have been If you had not received support from public agencies such as Scottish Enterprise

(PROMPTED) Do you think average annual innovation expenditure would have been…?

	ASK IF 0 TO 100 % LOWER or HIGHER IN 5% INCREMENTS
	+%

	
	-%

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Business Performance
READ OUT: The following questions ask about this establishment’s overall business performance.

Question 7.1 (Financial Information)

	Can you provide the following financial information…? 

(LATEST FIGURES)
	
	
	

	
	On Entry
	Now
	Not applicable
	Don’t know
	No Answer

	Insert turnover
	£
	
	77
	88
	99

	Insert PROFITS
	£
	
	77
	88
	99

	Insert staff costs
	£
	
	77
	88
	99


Question 7.2 (Confounding Factors Indicator 1)

	I would like you to say how the turnover of this establishment has changed over the last 3 years. Please read out a number from the card …

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 7–1
Question 7.3 (Confounding Factors Indicator 2)

	I would like you to say how the market conditions for your main products or services have been performing over the last 3 years.  Please read out a number from the card …

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 7–2
Scottish Enterprise Interventions

READ OUT: The next few questions ask about how you rate the quality of any services you have received from the Scottish Enterprise network

Question 8.1 (Scottish Enterprise Interventions)

	Has this establishment received any financial or other support for business development activities from Scottish Enterprise network, the Business Gateway or Scottish Development International (SDI)?

	Yes
	1

	No
	2(Next Section

	Don’t Know
	88(Next Section

	No Answer
	99(Next Section


Question 8.2 (Account Management Information)

	DATABASE INFO
	 MERGEFIELD "SELcontact" 

	Can I confirm the name of your account manager or other Scottish Enterprise network, Business Gateway or SDI contact…?
	


Question 8.3 (Interventions Information)

	DATABASE INFO (Interventions)
	 MERGEFIELD "Desription" 

	DATABASE INFO (Inputs)
	Business Gateway and SE (£)

 MERGEFIELD "SEBGinput" 
	SE Training (£)

 MERGEFIELD "TrainInput" 

	Can I confirm the types of support you have received from Scottish Enterprise network…?

	(Interventions)
	

	(Inputs)
	


Question 8.4 (Satisfaction indicators)

	Overall, how satisfied are your with your contact with Scottish Enterprise representatives? Please read out a number from the card …

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 8–1
Question 8.5 (SEn Satisfaction Open Question)

	Are there any issues you would like to raise about Scottish Enterprise network, Business Gateway or SDI support for this establishment?

	PROBE: 

· Perceived benefits of SEn support 

· Examples of SE encouraging / discouraging business activity

· Perceived comparative performance of Park in providing links to SE or other public sources of support

· Suggestions for improvements

· Distinguish between SE business units, e.g. LEC, AQ Unit (e.g. High Growth Starts Unit), BG, SDI.



	No answer
	99


Employment and Turnover Additionality

READ OUT: The following questions ask about the overall effect on your business of being located on this science and technology park. This includes the benefits of the location and any support you have had from public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise
Question 9.1 (Absolute Additionality Indicator 1)

	If you had not located on this Science Park…

NEWS STARTS… would you have started up at all?

EXISTING FIRMS… would you have continued in business? 
	Yes
	1

	
	No (PROBE)
	2 

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 9.2 (Turnover Quantity Additionality Indicator 2)

	What would have happened to your average annual turnover if you had not been able to secure suitable premises at this location…?Please read out a number from the card …

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 9–1
Question 9.3 (Turnover Quantity Additionality Indicator 3)

	As a percentage, how much different do you think your average annual turnover would have been if you had not been able to secure suitable premises at this location …?

(PROMPTED) Do you think average annual turnover would have been…?

	ASK IF 0 TO 100 % LOWER or HIGHER IN 5% INCREMENTS
	+%

	
	-%

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 9.2 (Employment Quantity Additionality Indicator 4)

	What would have happened to total employment at this establishment if you had not been able to secure suitable premises at this location…? Please read out a number from the card …

	SHOWCARD 0–2

	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 9.3 (Employment Quantity Additionality Indicator 5)

	As a percentage, how much different do you think your total employment would have been…?

(PROMPTED) Do you think total employment would have been…?

	ASK IF 0 TO 100 % LOWER or HIGHER IN 5% INCREMENTS
	+%

	
	-%

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 9.4 (Absolute Additionality Indicator 6)

	If you had not received any support you have had from public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise 
	Yes
	1

	
	No (PROBE)
	2 

	NEWS STARTS… would you have started up at all?
	Don’t know
	88

	EXISTING FIRMS… would you have continued in business
	No answer
	99


Question 9.5 (Turnover Quantity Additionality Indicator 7)

	What would have happened to your average annual turnover if you had not received any support from public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise 

Please read out a number from the card …

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


SHOWCARD 9–3

Question 9.6 (Turnover Quantity Additionality Indicator 8)

	As a percentage, how much different do you think your average annual turnover would have been if you had if you had not received any support  from public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise 

(PROMPTED) Do you think average annual turnover would have been…?

	ASK IF 0 TO 100 % LOWER or HIGHER IN 5% INCREMENTS
	+%

	
	-%

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 9.7 (Employment Quantity Additionality Indicator 1)

	What would have happened to total employment at this establishment if you had not received any support  from public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise 

Please read out a number from the card …

	SHOWCARD 0–4


	WRITE NUMBER
	

	
	Not applicable
	77

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Question 9.8 (Employment Quantity Additionality Indicator 2)

	As a percentage, how much different do you think your total employment would have been if you had not received any support  from public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise 

…?

(PROMPTED) Do you think total employment would have been…?

	ASK IF 0 TO 100 % LOWER or HIGHER IN 5% INCREMENTS
	+%

	
	-%

	
	Don’t know
	88

	
	No answer
	99


Time and Quality Additionality

READ OUT: The following questions also ask about the overall effect on your business of being located on this science and technology park. This includes the benefits of the location, any assistance from the park management, and any support you have had from public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise
Question 10.1 (Time Additionality Indicator1)

	Thinking about the following activities, has your location on this Science Park brought forward or delayed these activities? Please read out a number from the card for each activity…

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	Not applicable
	Don’t know
	No Answer

	Business Start-up
	
	77
	88
	99

	Turnover growth
	
	77
	88
	99

	Employment growth
	
	77
	88
	99

	Main innovation projects
	
	77
	88
	99


SHOWCARD 10–1
Question 10.2 (Quality Additionality Indicator 1)

	Thinking about the following activities, has your location on this Science Park affected the quality of these activity/ Please read out a number from the card for each activity…

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	Not applicable
	Don’t know
	No Answer

	Your main products or services
	
	77
	88
	99

	Staff Quality
	
	77
	88
	99

	Your main innovation activities
	
	77
	88
	99


SHOWCARD 10–2
Question 10.3 (Time Additionality Indicator2)

	Thinking about the following activities, has the support you received from public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise brought forward or delayed these activities? 

Please read out a number from the card for each activity…

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	Not applicable
	Don’t know
	No Answer

	Business Start-up
	
	77
	88
	99

	Turnover growth
	
	77
	88
	99

	Employment growth
	
	77
	88
	99

	Main innovation projects
	
	77
	88
	99


SHOWCARD 10–33
Question 10.4 (Quality Additionality Indicator 2)

	Thinking about the following activities, has the support you received from public bodies such as Scottish Enterprise affected the quality of these activity/ 

Please read out a number from the card for each activity…

	
	WRITE NUMBER
	Not applicable
	Don’t know
	No Answer

	Your main products or services
	
	77
	88
	99

	Staff Quality
	
	77
	88
	99

	Your main innovation activities
	
	77
	88
	99


SHOWCARD 0–4

END

THANK YOU AND CLOSE

COMPLETE SECTIONS MARKED (
	( How long has this survey taken to complete? 
	Hrs
	Mins


Appendix 6: Consultees

	Scottish Enterprise
	

	Stuart Allison
	Account Manager

	Graham Anderson
	West Infrastructure Team

	David Currie
	Project Manager, Operations West

	Euan Dobson
	Manager, Infrastructure Team

	Andrew Henderson
	Manager, Life Sciences Team

	Jonathan Slow
	Manager, SDI

	University of Glasgow
	

	Professor Neal Juster
	Vice Principle of Strategy and Resources

	Jim McConnell
	Estates Director 

	Professor Stuart Reid
	Dean, Faculty of Veterinary Medicine

	Private Sector
	

	Craig Brock
	Director, Neilstra Limited

	Alexander Haig
	Director, Speyroc Limited

	Colliers CRE
	

	Nicolle McKibben 
	

	Steven Rodger
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Figure 5.11: Source of Support for 





EU





Scottish / UK Govt





UA





SE





12





10





8





6





4





2





0





SAFEGUARDED/CREATED JOBS





BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT








� The evaluation actually covers the period since 1998 as no documentation relating to earlier interventions is available. 


� GDA changed its name to SEG in 2000.


� Employee levels in non-responding companies is taken from a spreadsheet supplied to EKOS by Scottish Enterprise. 


� Angle Technology: Evaluation of the past and future contribution of the UK Science Park Movement, 2003


� Review of Business Incubation in Scotland, Scottish Enterprise Network, 2001


� Research into Development Opportunities for the University of Glasgow Vet School/Beatson Institute for Cancer Research Garscube Estate, Bearsden, Glasgow, SQW 2005


� Evaluation of Scottish Enterprise Technology Park (SETP), Ekos Consulting, August 2007


� Stirling University Innovation Park, Ekos Consulting, February 2006


� Edinburgh Science Triangle Economic Impact Assessment 2002-2010, Biggar Economics, February 2008


� These included executives from SE’s Life Sciences Team, Infrastructure Team, Business Growth Account Manager, and SDI.


� Manufacturing and business activity; 10 or fewer employees and more than 10 employees; young (up to 10 years old) and established companies (more than 10 years old); single and multi-occupancy.


� www.ukspa.org.uk.


� West of Scotland by Unitary Authority defined as: Glasgow; West Dunbartonshire; East Dunbartonshire; North Lanarkshire; South Lanarkshire; Renfrewshire; East Renfrewshire; Inverclyde; North Ayrshire; South Ayrshire; and East Ayrshire.


� This is the case at WSSP – SE contract out the property management and the Business Development support is provided by SE or Business Gateway


� This definition is taken from the Community Innovation Survey (CIS).


�  Types of activity are defined as:


Intramural (in-house) R&D�
Creative work undertaken within your enterprise on an occasional or regular basis to increase the stock of knowledge and its use to devise new and improved goods, services and processes �
�
Acquisition of R&D (extramural R&D)�
Same activities as above, but purchased by your enterprise and performed by other companies (including other enterprises within your group) or by public or private research organisations �
�
Acquisition of machinery, equipment and software�
Acquisition of advanced machinery, equipment and computer hardware or software to produce new of significantly improved goods, services, production processes, or delivery methods �
�
Acquisition of external knowledge�
Purchase or licensing of patents and non-patented inventions, know-how, and other types of knowledge from other enterprises or organisations �
�
Training�
Internal or external training for your personnel specifically for the development and/or introduction of innovations �
�
All forms of design�
Expenditure on design functions for the development or implementation of new or improved goods, services and processes. Expenditure on design in the R&D phase of product development should be excluded �
�
Market introduction of innovations�
Activities for the market preparation and introduction of new or significantly improved goods and services, including market research and launch advertising �
�



� Not all companies answered this question. Some refused as a matter of policy. Other could not answer because they did not know or because it is not possible to attribute a figure to their establishment as distinct from overall corporate performance. This is almost always a problem area in business surveys such as this.


� This 100% reduction may seem contradictory in light of the findings reported in Table 4.23 but the figure relates to a business that would have started up with or without premises on WSSP but believes it would have ultimately failed in the long run if it had not been located there.


� Economic Impact Assessment Guidance Note: A summary guide to assessing the additional benefit, or additionality, of an economic development project or programme. SE 2007


� The reference case is the situation, in terms of benefits, that would occur if the intervention were not implemented.


� Leakage is not relevant to turnover impacts.


�http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Economy/Input-Output/IOTIIMults9804


� Local level refers to the West of Scotland


� We were not able to prompt them as to the nature of the support they had received as this information was not made available to us prior to the interview. 


� PRA Economic Consultants (2004) An Interim Evaluation Of West of Scotland Science Park


� Scottish Development International (SDI) was formed in 2001 to attract direct foreign investment to Scotland.


� Multiple responses were allowed





