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1. 
INTRODUCTION

1.1 
Introduction

GEN Consulting were commissioned by the Scottish Enterprise Energy Team to carry out an evaluation of the Decommissioning Supply Chain Engagement scheme (DCSE).  DCSE comprised two free to attend conferences which aimed to raise awareness of the opportunities that are available to Scottish companies in the decommissioning of oil, gas, and nuclear facilities.  Through such projects, it was hoped to address the market failure in information which persisted in the Scottish energy supply chain.
1.2 
Key aims

The brief for the study set out a number of key aims for the evaluation:
· collation of the inputs and outputs

· quantification of outcomes as well as short term economic benefits

· an assessment of the additionality (or net impact) associated with the intervention

· an assessment of whether the intervention met its objectives

· an assessment of how effectively the intervention was project managed

· proposals as to how future interventions of a similar nature can be made more effective.
1.3 
Methodology

The evaluation has been carried out over a twelve week work programme and has included:

· a review of approval papers and background documentation 

· a review of management information on the performance of the programme to date

· consultations with the project manager from Logic

· a telephone survey of 55 delegates who attended the DCSE events in Aberdeen and Motherwell.
1.4 
Report structure
This report presents the findings from the evaluation and is set out as follows:

· chapter 2 presents a description of the project, aims and objectives, and issues around market failure
· chapter 3 reviews the inputs to the project and the processes around delivery and management
· chapter 4 sets out the outputs and impacts from the scheme and frames this in the context of economic impact as well as looking at possible future benefits
· chapter 5 brings the issues together and makes some conclusions of the efficiency and effectiveness of the DCSE events.
2.
PROJECT BACKGROUND
2.1 Introduction
This chapter examines the background to the DCSE project.  Specifically, this chapter focuses on:
· the extent of the market that exists in the decommissioning of nuclear, oil and gas facilities

· the nature of market failure

· the objectives that the SE Energy Team sought to meet to address this market failure. 
2.2 Decommissioning Oil, Gas and Nuclear Facilities
The ‘decommissioning’ of an oil, gas or nuclear facility is the process that the operator goes through when that facility is no longer required for the use for which it was first intended.  Essentially, the operator must plan the decommissioning process, gain approval, and safely instigate the removal, disposal or re-use of the facility.  The extent to which these facilities are coming off-line in the next few decades is significant. 

The UK alone has 20 potential nuclear decommissioning projects, whilst some estimates suggest that the EU will have 250 by 2020 and the rest of the world around 500.
 
In terms of oil & gas, there are 2 possible estimates for the North Sea decommissioning market.  The first, £15.5 billion is for full removal of all offshore facilities.  The second, £12.5 billion is for the minimum compliant cost.  The UK will form the largest market at some £8.3 billion of which £6.3 billion is expected to be spent over the next decade
.
Consequently, the decommissioning of oil, gas and nuclear facilities is potentially a significant market that the Scottish energy supply chain will be able to access over the next 20-50 years.  Recent estimates from the United Kingdom Offshore Operators Association (UKOOA) and the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) suggest that £70bn worth of expenditure could be realised over the next few decades.

The Scottish energy supply chain has a considerable range of core skills, technology and processes which can be transferred to the decommissioning market.  The ability to engineer alternative solutions, manage projects, understand Sub Sea Technology and remote access solutions, coupled with an effective health and safety regime mean that Scottish firms have a base onto which the particular skills associated with decommissioning can be built.

2.3 The Nature of Market Failure
It is clear that Scottish firms in the oil and gas supply chain, particularly SMEs, are generally unaware of the opportunities that exist in nuclear decommissioning.  Firms do not have the resources, both financial and human, to access specific information which would allow them to utilise their skills in this potentially lucrative market.  
Further, the unpredictable nature of oil and gas decommissioning opportunities has led some operators to question the opportunities available to them.  Many are unsure as to the best way to align their knowledge, experience and services to maximise the potential benefits.  Coupled with this is the fact that there have been structural changes in the operatorship and ownership of facilities as “New Entrants” have come into the marketplace.  Therefore, the supply chain has had trouble coming to accurate assessments of when actual opportunities in oil and gas decommissioning will come to fruition.
2.4 DCSE Project Aims 
There has been a perceived need to address this information failure and to help Scottish businesses position themselves to take full advantage of the emerging market in decommissioning.  

As part of a wider initiative, the SE energy team proposed to deliver to the SME community a series of projects which were designed to “encourage active participation and build a national capability” in this market.
  Ultimately, the overriding aim was to develop the capacity of the industry endogenously, which could then be exported to overseas markets.

The types of projects which were originally proposed included:

· focused decommissioning events (to be delivered throughout Scotland)

· market analysis and nuclear passport

· membership to the nuclear industry association

· networking and briefing sessions

· an international decommissioning event.
This evaluation focuses on two share fair events, held in Aberdeen and Motherwell.
3. 
Project Inputs and Processes
3.1
Introduction
This chapter looks at the inputs and the processes associated with the DCSE events and covers the following topics:

· project inputs

· project management.
3.2
Project Inputs

The project was funded by the SE Energy team and the DTI.  The organisation and delivery of the event was carried out by LOGIC.

Table 1 below outlines the project spend by both partners.


Table 1: Financial spend by key stakeholders

	

	Spend
	% of Total

	SE Energy Team
	£25,000
	50%

	DTI
	£25,000
	50%

	Total Spend
	£50,000
	100%


Project spend amounts to a total investment by the two partners of £50,000, with both the SE Energy Team and DTI contributing £50,000 each.  Given that both events were held in Scotland this is a successful leverage ratio for the energy team.
3.3
Project Management
The project appeared to be managed relatively effectively.  The days were well planned with a balance of speakers sought (covering both the Oil & Gas and Nuclear Decommissioning sectors) and arrangements for the day included suitable time for networking.

There were mechanisms put in place to monitor the events - including registration details for attendees and feedback sheets to assess satisfaction with the events.

The ready availability of the monitoring data is testament to their effective deployment.  However, there were one or two inconsistencies in the questions which should have been ironed out and there was a need to record actual attendees and not just registrations.

Overall though, the scheme appeared to be well managed with a balanced structure to the day and systems for monitoring satisfaction.


4. 
Project Outputs and Outcomes
4.1
Introduction
This chapter covers the outputs and impacts of the DCSE Project.  Specifically it covers:

· project outputs

· project outcomes
· economic impact.
4.2
Project outputs


This section covers the basic outputs from the events, focusing on:

· the number of firms attending the event, their size and sector

· the feedback received from firms from the events.
4.21
Event Attendance
The two DCSE events were held in Aberdeen on the 23 June 2004 and Motherwell on the 23 February 2005.  In total there were 827 registrations for both events covering 498 individual companies:

· there were 528 registrations at the Aberdeen event.  This amounts to 275 individual companies

· there were 299 registrations for the Motherwell event, amounting to 223 individual firms.
We do not know the exact number of firms that actually attended the events.  However, we can estimate that around 10% of those registering did not attend.  This would mean that there were around 448 individual companies and 769 attendees at both events.

The table below breaks down the companies that attended each of the events into small, medium and large firms based on turnover.  The total figures are different from those above as not all firms who registered will have attended the event while turnover information was only available for some firms. 
Table 2: Size breakdown of attendees based on turnover

	
	Aberdeen
	Motherwell
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Small (t/o<£5.6m)
	191
	58%
	98
	64%
	289
	60%

	Medium (t/o £5.6-£22.8m)
	51
	16%
	32
	21%
	83
	17%

	Large(t/o>£22.8m)
	86
	26%
	23
	15%
	109
	23%

	Total
	328
	100%
	153
	100%
	481
	100%


Note: Totals are different from all attendees as information was not available for all firms that attended
The table shows that small firms (those with turnover of less than £5.6m) were the single biggest group attending the events, with 60% of all those attending falling within this category.  There was a greater proportion of smaller firms at the Motherwell event than in Aberdeen, though this is likely to reflect the concentration of larger firms in Aberdeen associated with the United Kingdom Continental Shelf.  However, 23% of all attendees fall within the larger grouping (turnover of over £22.8m).
Table 3 below shows the breakdown of companies that attended by small medium and large categories based on employment. The total figures are different from those above as not all firms who registered will have attended the event while employment information was only available for some firms.
Table 3: Size breakdown of attendees based on employment

	
	Aberdeen
	Motherwell
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Small (<50 staff)
	145
	48%
	68
	50%
	213
	49%

	Medium (50-249 staff)
	95
	32%
	39
	29%
	134
	31%

	Large (250> staff)
	61
	20%
	28
	21%
	89
	20%

	Total
	301
	100%
	135
	100%
	436
	100%


Note: Totals are different from all attendees as information was not available for all firms that attended

The table reinforces the idea developed above, with small firms (those with less than 50 employees) again making up the single biggest grouping (49% overall).  Medium (firms with between 50 and 249 employees) and large firms (those employing over 250 staff) each account for at least one fifth of all those attending.

Table 4 outlines the sector of the firms that attended the events.  The table shows that business service firms made up the single biggest industrial sector at the events.  Overall, 43% of all those attending the two events fell into this grouping.  Other trends of note included:

· manufacturing made up the next largest proportion of attendees (with Mining & quarrying of energy material alone accounting for 11% of all attendees)

· other services (which includes firms in sewage, refuse and sanitation sectors) accounted for 11% of all attendees.
While business service firms were the biggest group attending the events, there was a good spread of firms covering all major industrial sectors.  The diversity of industrial types would appear to suggest that the wider supply chain was engaged in the events (with business services being included as a very important element of the supply chain).

Table 4: Breakdown of attendees by broad sector
	
	Aberdeen
	Motherwell
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Utilities
	2
	1%
	1
	1%
	3
	1%

	Manufacturing
	130
	36%
	40
	22%
	170
	31%

	Construction
	16
	4%
	16
	9%
	32
	6%

	Wholesale & retail
	14
	4%
	13
	7%
	27
	5%

	Transport & logistics
	14
	4%
	3
	2%
	17
	3%

	Business services
	148
	41%
	90
	48%
	238
	43%

	Public services
	1
	0%
	11
	6%
	12
	2%

	Other services
	37
	10%
	14
	7%
	51
	9%

	Total
	362
	100%
	188
	100%
	550
	100%


Note: Totals are different from all attendees as information was not available for all firms that attended
4.22
Company Feedback

The two events appeared to cover a broad spectrum of firms (small through to large and covering all major industrial sectors).  Those that attended filled in event questionnaires which provide us with some broad feedback on the event.
Overall, the most common way that delegates heard about the events was through e-mail (60% in Aberdeen and 57% in Motherwell).  However, word of mouth was the next most common method in Aberdeen, while the press was the second most common in Motherwell.
Feedback was also received on the quality of the presentations by the different companies.  Table 5 breaks down the responses from each of the events.

Overall, the quality was quite high with speakers being rated, on average, at over 3 (with 1 being poor and 5 being excellent).  Some specific points of note were that:

· UKAEA scored highest in Motherwell, with an average rating of 4.14

· BP scored highest in Aberdeen, with an average score of 3.91

· only one company gave a presentation that was scored at less than 3, indicating that overall satisfaction levels were high.

Table 5: Feedback on the speakers at the events

	Company
	Aberdeen
	Motherwell

	AMEC
	3.53
	3.97

	UKAEA
	3.59
	4.14

	Woodgroup
	3.88
	3.80

	DTI
	3.51
	3.93

	Aker Kvaerner
	2.97
	3.63

	British Nuclear Group
	3.44
	4.04

	Rynex/Kuka
	n/a
	3.58

	PILOT
	n/a
	4.09

	FPAL/Achiles
	n/a
	3.90

	NIA
	3.41
	3.79

	RWE Nukem
	n/a
	3.75

	DERC
	n/a
	3.92

	Shell UK
	3.46
	n/a

	BP
	3.91
	n/a

	BNFL
	3.44
	n/a

	Cogent
	3.56
	n/a


Where 1=poor, 5=excellent
Delegates were also asked to give their views on a number of aspects about the events they attended.  Table 6 outlines the company feedback as well as an overall score on the events.

Table 6: Company feedback indicators

	Indicator
	Aberdeen
(150 responses)
	Motherwell
(113 responses)
	Average score

	Structure of the day
	3.80
	3.90
	3.85

	Quality of the venue
	3.52
	3.78
	3.65

	Registration
	4.08
	4.11
	4.1

	Publicity
	3.46
	3.78
	3.62

	Overall score
	3.71
	3.97
	3.84


Where 1=poor, 5=excellent

The table shows a high level of satisfaction across the events as well as overall.  More specifically:

· across all indicators, the event in Motherwell was given slightly higher scores than the event in Aberdeen (though this difference was not significant)

· both events score highest in terms of registration of delegates

· both events scored lowest in terms of publicity and quality of the venue (though this has to be set against scores that were still better than average)
Attendees at the Motherwell event were asked to ascribe the value of the event to their business in a financial sense.  The majority of respondents (89%) indicated that the event would generate some extra value.  Indeed, 27% expected the event to add over £50,00 to their business per year, while 38% expected the event to add between £10-50,000 per year.  

This question was not asked of respondents in Aberdeen, but if a similar pattern was achieved then the events will have made a significant potential impact on the companies that attended.
The attendees were asked to provide some general feedback on the event.  Some of the answers from those at Aberdeen included:

· “a good effort, well supported”

· “good networking opportunity”

· “very interesting and helpful event”.
However, there were some negative responses, which focused on the fact that many delegates experienced problems with the quality of the acoustics in the hall.  This led some to comment that the overall atmosphere of the event was detrimentally affected.

Attendees at the Motherwell event were also asked to elaborate on their experiences.  Some of the responses included:

· “very useful and interesting.  Covered a broad range of interests”

· “excellent method of communicating industry changes”

· “great for company awareness and some very good contacts made”.
There was only a small minority of respondents who gave negative comment indicating a high level of satisfaction with the event.

4.3
Project outcomes

The outcomes from the events are based on a survey of 55 firms who attended either the Aberdeen or Motherwell event.  This covers:

· background to attendance

· awareness and activity

· impacts

· future suggestions.
Annex 1 provides more detailed tabulations of results from the survey.

4.31
Background to attendance

The survey of 55 firms attending the events covered 28 attendees from Aberdeen (51%) and 27 from Motherwell (49%). 
The majority of companies heard about the event through flyers, leaflets and through industry bodies.  Of the rest:
· over one quarter of the respondents were contacted by Logic, who organised the event
· furthermore, around one-fifth were contacted by Scottish Enterprise.
The most frequent reasons for finding out about the event covered contact with the event organisers and Scottish Enterprise who part funded the event.  

4.32 
Motivations for attendance

Looking to network with existing contractors in the industry and to meet potential new contractors were the main motivations for attending.  These took precedence over finding out about decommissioning opportunities in the oil & gas and nuclear industries, which appeared to be a secondary reason for attendance.  Table 7 breaks the motivations for attendance down in more detail.
Table 7: Motivations for attendance

	
	No.
	%

	To learn about decommissioning opps in oil & gas
	26
	47%

	To learn about decommissioning opps in nuclear industry
	20
	36%

	To meet new potential contractors
	28
	51%

	To network with existing contractors in the industry
	30
	55%

	I had no real expectations of the event
	1
	2%

	Other
	5
	9%


In terms of the primary aim of networking:

· 20% of respondents believed that the event fully met their aims in this respect
· a further 50% believed that the event somewhat met their expectations 

· however, in terms of networking just 23% felt that the event only met their expectation a little.
In terms of the primary aim of the event, namely to inform companies about opportunities in the oil & gas and nuclear sectors:

· 15% of respondents felt that their expectation around learning about oil & gas opportunities had been met, with 30% stating their aim had been somewhat met

· more positively, 30% of respondents felt that their expectations around learning about nuclear opportunities had been met, with 40% stating that they had been met in some way.
The questionnaire asked if firms had made any new partners or customers.  In total 33% of those with a focus on oil & gas met at least 1 partners or new customer, while the figure for those with a focus on nuclear decommissioning was 27%.  Given the time that has passed since the events this is a positive finding.
4.33
Awareness and activity

This section looks at the difference attending the event has made on a number of areas:

· awareness of opportunities

· consideration of opportunities

· activity in certain areas

This is split into oil & gas decommissioning opportunities and nuclear decommissioning opportunities.

4.331
Oil & Gas decommissioning

Table 8 outlines the level of awareness across the 6 sub areas of oil & gas decommissioning.  The opportunity areas for oil & gas were identified as the 6 key activities associated with the supply chain through research commissioned by Scottish Enterprise
.  

Table 8:  Levels of awareness across oil & gas decommissioning opportunities
	
	Before
	After

	Project management support
	55%
	55%

	Shut down isolating and decommissioning wells
	70%
	71%

	Decommissioning the facility
	65%
	66%

	Facility removal
	75%
	76%

	Disposal/storage of decommissioned facility
	70%
	71%

	Post decommissioning monitoring
	58%
	63%


There has been very little change in the proportion of firms improving their awareness of key decommissioning areas.  The small degree of change is positive but this has to be framed against a high level of awareness for some of these opportunities before the events.
What is more significant is the degree to which firms are actually considering moving into these opportunities.  This is outlined in Table 9.

Table 9:  Proportion of firms considering oil & gas decommissioning opportunities

	
	Before
	After

	Project management support
	3%
	5%

	Shut down isolating and decommissioning wells
	3%
	5%

	Decommissioning the facility
	5%
	8%

	Facility removal
	0%
	5%

	Disposal/storage of decommissioned facility
	3%
	8%

	Post decommissioning monitoring
	3%
	11%


This table shows that there has generally been a positive change in the proportion of firms actively looking at opportunities.  While the change has been positive, the proportions are still very low and show that there is still some way to go to fully engage the supply chain.

Finally, we assess the change in activity in key areas.  This is outlined in Table 10

Table 10: Proportion of firms active in oil & gas decommissioning opportunities

	
	Before
	After

	Project management support
	5%
	8%

	Shut down isolating and decommissioning wells
	8%
	8%

	Decommissioning the facility
	18%
	18%

	Facility removal
	8%
	8%

	Disposal/storage of decommissioned facility
	5%
	5%

	Post decommissioning monitoring
	3%
	3%


This shows that attendance at the event has had no real impact on the level of activity.  Only project management support has improved to any degree. 

4.332
Nuclear Decommissioning

Table 11 highlights the level of awareness across these key areas before and after the events.  These activity areas were identified as key stages in the decommissioning life cycle in a study commissioned by SE and the DTI on nuclear decommissioning opportunities
.
Table 11:  Levels of awareness across nuclear decommissioning opportunities

	
	Before
	After

	Plant shutdown
	50%
	52%

	De-fuelling
	50%
	55%

	Post operational clean out
	53%
	55%

	Dismantling the facility
	47%
	55%

	Processing to intermediate level waste/store
	47%
	55%

	Post decommissioning monitoring
	53%
	58%

	Low level waste to national depository
	50%
	58%


There has been a more positive change in the proportion of firms improving their understanding of key nuclear decommissioning areas.  This direction of change is more positive when framed against a lower level of understanding of the opportunities than for oil & gas.

Given the positive increase in awareness it is important to assess the extent to which firms are actually considering these opportunities.  This is outlined in Table 12.

Table 12:  Proportion of firms considering nuclear decommissioning opportunities

	
	Before
	After

	Plant shutdown
	3%
	3%

	De-fuelling
	7%
	3%

	Post operational clean out
	3%
	0%

	Dismantling the facility
	3%
	3%

	Processing to intermediate level waste/store
	3%
	3%

	Post decommissioning monitoring
	3%
	3%

	Low level waste to national depository
	7%
	0%


This table shows that there appears to have been a step back in terms of actually considering these opportunities.  This may be a result of the long term nature of the opportunities or the degree of complexity associated with them.  This is not necessarily negative as stopping companies from considering activity where they could not compete or may be exposed to a high level of risk of failure can be considered a better outcome than a failed venture or firm.
Table 13:  Proportion of firms active in nuclear decommissioning opportunities

	
	Before
	After

	Plant shutdown
	33%
	32%

	De-fuelling
	17%
	16%

	Post operational clean out
	30%
	32%

	Dismantling the facility
	37%
	32%

	Processing to intermediate level waste/store
	17%
	16%

	Post decommissioning monitoring
	20%
	23%

	Low level waste to national depository
	20%
	23%


Overall, awareness of opportunities has increased, though this does not appear to have had a great impact on the proportion of firms actually active in opportunity.  The overall direction is positive but thee has been no large scale move into certain activity areas.  In the case of dismantling the facility there has been a degree of scaling down rather than up.  The longer term nature of these opportunities and its complexity means that this is perhaps unsurprising.
The key barriers cited for not accessing markets was that the market had not yet materialized, or was not a priority for the business.  However, 16% of firms stated that it would never be feasible to work in the markets as it was not in their line of business.  This may help to explain the limited change in activity since the events
In terms of areas where the public sector could intervene, lack of skills to access markets was cited by 9% of firms, while a further 16% mentioned lack of scale.

4.34
Impacts

Having looked at the activity and plans of firms we now consider the impact that the events have had on firms.
The first key area for consideration is the value of investment generated as a result of attendance.  This is outlined in table 14.

Table 14: Level of investment in the company to date 
and expected

	
	To date
	Expected

	Less than £100,000
	63%
	47%

	£100,000-£500,000
	0%
	7%

	£500,000-£1 million
	0%
	3

	More than £1 million
	20%
	23%

	Don’t know
	17%
	20%



The table shows that:
· the majority of the investment in the firm to date was worth less than £100,000, though one-fifth of those surveyed had invested over £1 million
· just under half of the respondents felt that they would invest under £100,000 in the future, with almost one quarter expecting to invest more than £1 million.
The key point is that firms have invested in their business which suggests that they are building capacity, knowledge, expertise or technology to take advantage of some of the opportunities from the event.

In terms of harder impacts 47% of those surveyed had increased their turnover as a result of the events.  Furthermore, 37% expected their turnover to increase leaving just 27% who had experienced or expected no change.  Table 15 below outlines the actual and expected degree of change.
Table 15: Firms increasing or expecting to increase turnover

	
	Actual
	Expected

	0-5%
	36%
	18%

	6-10%
	21%
	18%

	11-25%
	0%
	9%

	26-50%
	21%
	14%

	51-75%
	0%
	9%

	76-100%
	7%
	5%

	Over 100%
	7%
	9%

	Don’t know
	7%
	18%


The table shows that:

· 36% of respondents experienced an increase in turnover of between 
0-5%
· further, 21% enjoyed an increase of between 6-10% and 26-50% each

· some 7% experienced an increase in turnover of over 100%.  This suggests that some firms have more than doubled in size since the event
· 18% of those surveyed expected their turnover to increase by 0-5% and 6-10% each

· in addition, 10% of those questioned expected their turnover to increase by over 100%.
The key point is that a significant proportion of those attending the events have increased their turnover of expect to do so.  This will be covered more fully in the section on economic impact below.

In the case of employment the figures were less positive, with 63% of firms experiencing or expecting no change.  Where change had been experienced it was of an order of between 0-25%. 

Just 7% of the firms questioned expected their employment to increase.  This suggests that firms were more likely to increase their value added than their complement of people.

4.35
Future suggestions

There were a limited number of suggestions regarding how the events could be improved.  The majority of firms did state that the share fairs should continue, though one third felt that a website would be a useful means of disseminating and accessing information.  In addition, 16% of users felt that information could be disseminated in a CD format.

4.4
Economic Impact

Our assessment of the economic impact of the DCSE events to the Scottish economy focuses on the three areas of turnover, GVA and employment.

Results from the survey of DCSE attendees shows that turnover went up by £8m from those companies where we could assess impact.  Calculated to cover all those who attended the DCSE events we estimate the following impacts:

· Gross turnover of £73.7 million

· Net impact of £20.2 million

· Wider economic benefits to the value of £1.8m

Using the survey and our methodology for calculating GVA we can estimate that attendance at the DCSE events generated £4.5million of GVA.  Calculated to cover all those who attended the DCSE events this would amount to:

· Gross GVA of £41.1 million

· Net impact of £11.4 million

· Wider economic benefits to the value of £1m

Taking a similar approach to the above methodology we can estimate from those surveyed that attendance at the DCSE events has helped to generate 204 jobs.  Grossed up to cover all those who have attended the DCSE events this amounts to the following impacts:

· Gross employment of 2,100

· 879 net jobs

· of these 879 jobs, 49 will have been created in the wider economy

We can therefore estimate that the DCSE events has contributed £20 million of turnover, £11 million of GVA and 879 jobs to the Scottish economy.  This is an impressive impact and shows that the events have allowed some firms to profit from the opportunities in oil & gas and nuclear decommissioning.

These impacts have been achieved on an original investment of just £50,000.  This suggests that the DCSE events were very good value for money.

5. Conclusions and Recommendations
This final chapter draws on the evidence presented in the body of the report.  It first sets out a number of conclusions, before outlining some lessons learned and then recommendations for future interventions.

5.1 Conclusions
A number of conclusions can be drawn from the range of evidence gathered:

· There was an effective level of leverage by Scottish Enterprise with 50% of the costs being covered by the DTI even though the events were both held in Scotland
· There were 827 people registered to attend the DCSE events amounting to 498 individual companies

· The majority of speakers at the event were scored as being better than average

· The overall event was also scored as being better than average

· Firms attending the events had generally become more aware of the opportunities (with a significant decline in those not aware of key markets)

· Furthermore, there was a small positive change in those actively involved in key decommissioning markets

· 47% of the firms surveyed experienced an increase in turnover, mainly of around 0-5% but in a small number of cases by more than 100%

· just one-third of those questioned as part of the survey had taken on new staff
· over the longer term firms expected to increase their turnover and employment

· The overall economic impact amounted to turnover of £20m, GVA of £11.m and 879 jobs

The DCSE scheme has largely met the original objectives set for the scheme with a much greater understanding of the nuclear and oil & gas decommissioning markets amongst the wider energy company base.  In some cases this has had the effect of turning companies away from a market where they would be unlikely to succeed.  However, the nature of information provision is such that moving firms away from opportunities where they could not compete is as successful and a firms accessing and profiting from opportunity.
Furthermore, the steady increase in the energy prices has increased the longevity of many oil & gas platforms, with the overall effect that many of the predicted opportunities in the sector not materialising.

However, the economic impact figures show that where companies are accessing markets the returns are significant, not just to the individual firms but the Scottish economy as a whole.  This means that at present the scheme has provoked action in the wider supply base, though there are still many firms not engaging who, given the right support, possibly could.
5.2 Lessons Learned

The key lessons learned from the DCSE events are that:
· Attempts to inform companies about emerging opportunities can be successful at increasing the understanding amongst firms

· There are occasions when providing information on opportunities has the effect of putting companies off.  This avoids firms wasting resources on markets that they would have struggled  to access and allows them to focus their activity on priority areas
· Events such as DCSE are a valuable opportunity for firms to network and make contacts that can bring further business or partnerships over the longer term

· Building on opportunities in areas where Scotland has a relative strong international reputation can yield significant benefits – both at the individual firm level, but also for the economy as a whole
5.3
Recommendations
From these conclusions and recommendations we now make some recommendations on the DCSE scheme.
· the delay in the market materialising for some oil & gas opportunities means that there is scope for further events to keep the supplier base interested in the opportunities and to deepen the understanding of those already interested
· monitoring and evaluation should be planned more carefully in the future to allow the full benefits of the scheme to be assessed
· schemes of a similar nature for other emerging markets should be pursued with the aim of delivering interventions of similar scope and scale
· there should be a greater amount of working with firms where the greatest economic benefit can be achieved, this should fit with the new SE Growing Business Strategy and the firms identified as key value generators by the energy team
ANNEX 1 – SURVEY TABLES

Annex 1: Breakdown of attendees by sector

	
	Aberdeen 
	Motherwell 
	Total

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Mining & quarry of energy materials
	58
	16%
	5
	3%
	63
	11%

	Manuf of textiles
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%

	Manuf of pulp & paper
	2
	1%
	0
	0%
	2
	0%

	Manuf of petroleum products
	2
	1%
	0
	0%
	2
	0%

	Manuf of chemicals
	4
	1%
	4
	2%
	8
	1%

	Manuf of metals
	19
	5%
	10
	5%
	29
	5%

	Manuf of machinery & equipment 
	19
	5%
	12
	6%
	31
	6%

	Manuf of electrical goods
	14
	4%
	6
	3%
	20
	4%

	Manuf of transport equipment
	7
	2%
	3
	2%
	10
	2%

	Manuf not elsewhere specified
	4
	1%
	0
	0%
	4
	1%

	Utilities
	2
	1%
	1
	1%
	3
	1%

	Construction
	16
	4%
	16
	9%
	32
	6%

	Wholesale & retail
	14
	4%
	13
	7%
	27
	5%

	Transport & logistics
	14
	4%
	3
	2%
	17
	3%

	Business services
	148
	41%
	90
	48%
	238
	43%

	Public services
	1
	0%
	11
	6%
	12
	2%

	Other services
	37
	10%
	14
	7%
	51
	9%

	Total
	362
	100%
	188
	100%
	550
	100%


Annex 2: How companies heard about the event

	Media
	Aberdeen

 (167 responses)
	Motherwell 

(115 responses)

	Word of Mouth
	19%
	14%

	Flier
	7%
	n/a

	E-Mail
	60%
	57%

	Press
	7%
	17%

	Other
	8%
	11%


Annex 3: Method companies heard about the event

	
	No.
	%

	Was contacted by Scottish Enterprise
	10
	18%

	Was contacted by Logic (event organiser)
	15
	27%

	At another event / conference
	2
	4%

	Through the SE website
	3
	6%

	Through colleagues within the same company
	6
	11%

	Through colleagues within the industry
	2
	4%

	Other
	17
	30%


Annex 4: Oil & Gas key indicators for project management support

	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	40%
	32%
	-

	Aware of
	53%
	55%
	+

	Considering
	3%
	5%
	+

	Active
	5%
	8%
	+


Annex 5: Oil & Gas key indicators for shut down, isolating and 

decommissioning wells
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	20%
	16%
	-

	Aware of
	70%
	71%
	+

	Considering
	3%
	5%
	+

	Active
	8%
	8%
	=


Annex 6: Oil & Gas key indicators for decommissioning the facility
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	13%
	8%
	-

	Aware of
	65%
	66%
	+

	Considering
	5%
	8%
	+

	Active
	18%
	18%
	=


Annex 7: Oil & Gas key indicators for facility removal
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	18%
	11%
	-

	Aware of
	75%
	76%
	+

	Considering
	0%
	5%
	+

	Active
	8%
	8%
	=


Annex 8: Oil & Gas Key indicators for the disposal/storage of 

decommissioned facilities
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	23%
	16%
	-

	Aware of
	70%
	71%
	+

	Considering
	3%
	8%
	+

	Active
	5%
	5%
	=


Annex 9: Oil & Gas key indicators for post decommissioning monitoring
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	38%
	24%
	-

	Aware of
	58%
	63%
	+

	Considering
	3%
	11%
	+

	Active
	3%
	3%
	=


Annex 10: Nuclear key indicators for plant shutdown
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	13%
	13%
	=

	Aware of
	50%
	52%
	+

	Considering
	3%
	3%
	=

	Active
	33%
	32%
	-


Annex 11: Nuclear key indicators for de-fuelling
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	27%
	26%
	-

	Aware of
	50%
	55%
	+

	Considering
	7%
	3%
	-

	Active
	17%
	16%
	-


Annex 12: Nuclear key indicators for post operational clean out
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	13%
	13%
	=

	Aware of
	53%
	55%
	+

	Considering
	3%
	0%
	-

	Active
	30%
	32%
	+


Annex 13: Nuclear key indicators for dismantling the facility
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	13%
	10%
	-

	Aware of
	47%
	55%
	+

	Considering
	3%
	3%
	=

	Active
	37%
	33%
	-


Annex 14: Nuclear key indicators for processing to intermediate level waste/store
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	33%
	26%
	-

	Aware of
	47%
	55%
	+

	Considering
	3%
	3%
	=

	Active
	17%
	16%
	-


Annex 15: Nuclear key indicators for post decommissioning monitoring
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	23%
	16%
	-

	Aware of
	53%
	58%
	+

	Considering
	3%
	3%
	=

	Active
	20%
	23%
	+


Annex 16: Nuclear key indicators for low level waste to national depository
	
	Before
	After
	Variance

	Not aware of
	23%
	19%
	-

	Aware of
	50%
	58%
	+

	Considering
	7%
	0%
	-

	Active
	20%
	23%
	+


ANNEX 2 – ECONOMIC IMPACT METHODOLOGY
The economic impact is calculated based on a three stage methodology:

· Calculating the gross impact
· Calculating the net impact
· Grossing up the figures to reflect the whole population

Calculating the Gross Impact

In order to calculate the gross impact we take all those firms that have stated there has been a change in turnover or employment and add all the change together to get a total gross impact from the sample of firms.  

Calculating the gross GVA involves using GVA to turnover ratios from the 2003 Scottish Annual Business Statistics produced by the Scottish Executive.  The ratio is applied to each of the turnover changes identified by firms, with the ratio determined by the sector in which the firm operates.  These are then added up to get the gross impact.

Calculating the Net Impact

In order to calculate the net economic impact we have to move from gross impact to net impact.  Each figure is calculated based on the individual company response.  This involves calculating the level of:

· Additionality
· Substitution

· Displacement

· Multiplier

· Leakage

First we calculate the level of additionality.  This is defined as the extent to which an activity is over and above what the company would have done without the intervention.  We use results from the survey to determine the level of additonality based on the level of sales the company stated they would have accessed without the intervention.
Then we assess substitution.  This is defined as where one individual loses their job to be replaced by another individual who is the beneficiary of public sector support (inter firm).  We have assumed no substitution.

We then take off displacement, that is where the positive impacts on an assisted company take benefits away from non assisted firms.  This is calculated based on the survey results, from a question of company expectations of their likely competitors (and if they were local, national, UK or Global).

We then add in the multiplier effect, or positive downstream effects where the improved performance of the business results in improved performance among suppliers, their suppliers and so on.  The Multipliers are Type II  multipliers produced by the Scottish Executive from their Input Output tables 2002.  Employment multipliers are used for the employment changes and outputs multipliers are used for the turnover and GVA figures.  These vary based on the industrial sector of the firm in each case.
Finally, we subtract leakage from the figures.  This is defined as the extent to which the benefits of the support accrue to companies from beyond the locality (in this case beyond Scotland).  Using out knowledge of the companies attending the DCSE events we assume a high level of leakage, which has been defined in the English Partnerships Additionality guide as 50%.

Having finished these calculations we have taken the full economic impact calculation into account and moved from Gross to Net impact.

Grossing up the figures to reflect the whole population

The gross and net impacts then have to be grossed up across the population to reflect the full economic impact from the intervention.

In order to do this we need to work out how many firms in the whole population  (all those who attended the DCSE Events) would have benefited from the intervention.  We take a simplistic approach that applies the proportions receiving benefits from the survey across the whole population.
In the case of DCSE this means that of the 400 firms attending the events we calculate that 64 firms will have received some kind of turnover and GVA impact and that 73  firms will have experienced some employment effects.

We simply multiply the average impact per firm by the number we expect to have experienced an impact to get the total impact from the event.

� SE Grampian, “Approval Paper”, Management Team Meeting 21st October 2003, p.3


� Douglas Westwood Limited and the TCS partnership (2005) Oil & Gas Decommissioning Opportunity Review, Scottish Enterprise


� Ibid, p.2


� SE Grampian, “Approval Paper”, Management Team Meeting 21st October 2003, p.4


� Douglas Westwood Limited and the TCS Partnership (2005) Oil & Gas Decommissioning Opportunity Review, Scottish Enterprise


� Sinclair Knight Merz (2004) Nuclear Decommissioning Opportunities, Scottish Enterprise & DTI





Gen Consulting



PAGE  

