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Introduction 

Introduction

This report has been prepared by O’Herlihy & Co. Limited for Scottish Enterprise Grampian (SEG) and presents the findings of an evaluation of the Scottish Offshore Achievement Awards (SOAA).

When preparing our proposal, we focused on addressing two distinct objectives which SEG wish to fulfil through undertaking this assignment, namely to:

establish the benefits derived through making and receiving the Awards (which we anticipate will mainly be for the participating firms but may also include subsidiary benefits for the private sector sponsors)

identify the options open to SE should it reduce or stop its current funding to the Awards programme.

Our approach comprised three separate strands of research.  First, we undertook background consultations with SEG staff who were responsible for promoting and managing the Awards Programme.  Second, we undertook a survey of participating firms, covering both successful and unsuccessful applicants.  Third, we spoke to most of the Awards sponsors to gain feedback on their motives for supporting the event and their views on how it should develop in the future.

Our interviews with firms were conducted face-to-face and by telephone.  Where possible, we interviewed the successful applicants face-to-face.  Both sets of interviews were guided by a structured questionnaire (Appendix one) and covered the following topic headings:

background details on the firm

awareness and promotion of the Awards

the application process

the Awards dinner

quantitative benefits

business organisation and performance benefits.

The results of these interviews are presented in detail in Chapter three along with gross and net impact calculations.

Report structure.

The following chapter presents a description of the Awards Programme, its development and evolution and the views of the current range of sponsors.  Chapter three presents the findings of our survey along with details of both quantitative and qualitative impacts.  The report concludes with the chapter presenting our conclusions and recommendations and possible options for SE Energy Group/SE Grampian to consider.

Chapter 2

The Scottish Offshore Achievement Awards 

The Programme

The Scottish Offshore Achievement Awards Programme has been running for 14 years but benefited from a substantial review and re-branding exercise in 1997.  This followed market research undertaken by Copus Associates which identified that awareness for the event was low but that it offered considerable potential.  

Separately, it was acknowledged that there was limited awareness that Scottish Enterprise provided funding and that it received relatively little recognition within the industry for its support. It was decided to continue funding but to reposition the event.

The revised programme was promoted more strongly and was generally designed to be a more professional event.  Its redesign included seven private sector sponsors, each supporting an industry award.  

The seven Awards are:

Export Achievement (British Airways)

Innovative Technology (DTI)

Succeeding Through People (Texaco)

Safety Excellence (BP Amoco)

Environmental Performance (Enterprise Oil)

Small Business (Offshore Europe)

Overall Performance (Press and Journal)

Each Award winners receives:

£5000 to fund further activity within the Award topic

a specially commissioned trophy

a Press and Journal commemorative  copper plate plaque

1000 reprints of Offshore Engineers Scottish Offshore Achievement Awards supplement

use of the Scottish Offshore Achievement Awards logo on their letterheads.

In addition, winners receive substantial passive PR coverage for example through the Press & Journal and British Airways cabin magazine.

Process

Applications

The application process usually commences actively in January.  Promotion is undertaken primarily by the LECs but the Scottish Enterprise Energy Group also uses its database to target firms proactively.

Appraisal

A cut-off date is set in March, after which time the applications are distributed to the judges representing each of the Awards.  Each judge receives all applications.  There are typically around 70 to 80 applications from circa 50 firms (some firms apply for more than one Award). Judges handle the appraisal process differently and there is no formal guidance, or agreed appraisal criteria, used when making the assessments.

Judges meet in April to discuss their assessments and to recommend a winner within each of the seven categories.  On occasion, they may nominate joint winners or they may award a separate "commended" prize.

The Awards Dinner

The main "event" is held in May at Elvinston Hall at Aberdeen University.  This comprises a formal dinner to which around 250 people are invited.  Top level speakers attend (for example Dick Cheney, Euan Baird) and Scottish Enterprise’s support covers the costs of:

organisation 

venue higher

food and complimentary bar.  

In 1998, the event management was handled by an external PR company. Over the past two years, event organisation has been handled by an internal member of staff, Moray Scott. (Moray has recently left Scottish Enterprise to complete postgraduate marketing studies). 

The Press & Journal takes a table and provides extensive media coverage of the Awards ceremony.  However, this is an unusual approach and tables are not available for firms to hire (although we understand that SE receives frequent requests in this regard).

We understand from our consultations with SE that it invests considerable effort in arranging the seating plan.  Feedback from firms and sponsors indicates that seating arrangements are one of the notable strengths of the event and something which is valued by the delegates.

Award winners are announced on the night and there is no advance warning.  Feedback from the firms suggests that this approach is appropriate and adds to the overall ambience of the event.  Some firms suggested that SE could make more of the competitive nature of the application process, possibly by recording the ceremony on video or for TV coverage.

Follow-up

It is usual to hold a separate event in September where the winners and the judges meet to discuss the applications, to provide feedback to the Award winners and to discuss the design of the following year's event.

Costs

Table 2.1 presents analysis of cost data provided by SE Energy Group.  The source data came from SE's financial systems.  We have organised the entries across different budget headings according to "invoice date", with the end of the calendar year being used as a cut-off date.  Our review of the source data suggests that this will broadly reflect the profile of expenditure for each of the three years reviewed as part of this evaluation.  However, there may be some discrepancy with invoices from one year falling due in the following year’s categorisation.  We do not anticipate that these will have a significant effect on the overall cost distribution.

	Table 2.1 – Costs [£]
	
	
	
	

	
	01.01.98

31.12.98
	01.01.99

31.12.99
	01.01.00

31.12.00
	Total

	Gross
	89425
	70290
	45520
	205235

	Vat
	13317
	10468
	6780
	

	Net
	76108
	59822
	38740
	174670

	Source : SE Finance System
	


It is estimated that the event costs SE around £58,000 per annum (net of VAT).  This covers event organisation, venue costs, and the Awards dinner.  Dinner costs are shared with SE-Tayside while most of the brochure production costs are covered by Haliburton with some support from SE.

Sponsors

Our process involved speaking to a number of the sponsors.  The following organisations were contacted:

Texaco

Enterprise oil

Offshore Engineer

BP Amoco

British Airways

DTI.

In addition, we also attempted to hold an interview with the Press & Journal but this meeting was postponed at short notice. 

Sponsors Motivation

The general view of the Awards is very positive.  They are seen as being both successful and prestigious and the sponsors felt that it would be important for SE to retain this element of exclusivity.  While the general view was very positive, there was one questionable point raised by several of the interviewees, namely that there was limited turnover of firms (the same firms win several years in succession) and that larger firms tended to win.

Generally, sponsors do not have clear objectives for their support.  They see the Awards as benefiting the Contractor business community whom they feel deserve recognition. increased local exposure for the company  is seen to be the main benefits derived through supporting the Awards.  Generally, support of this kind is targeted at programmes or assistance that benefits local communities more explicitly. Sponsorship, of the kind offered to SOAA, is unusual for these firms.

Although the Awards were seen as being prestigious, they did not have a strong image or profile within the sponsorship organisations.

Involvement

The involvement of the consultees in the Awards process varied considerably.  Our consultations revealed a difference between the roles of sponsors and judges, although in several instances an organisation can be both.  Sponsors tend to have little or no active involvement in the process other than attending the Awards dinner.  Judges on the other hand invest a significant amount of time.  On average, it would appear that the Judge will spend four or five days reviewing the applications, selecting the winners and attending meetings with the other panel members.  This is a considerable investment and firms would not like to see this commitment increase in the future.  Separately, it is worth noting that judges tend to be relatively senior individuals (either in managerial or technical terms) within their respective organisations.

Sponsors recognised that their organisations derived benefits through being sponsors especially through being able to assess the profile of ‘best in class’ contractors operating locally.  However, these benefits were seen to be more worthwhile for the contractors than for the sponsors.

Sponsors recognised the role which SE played in organising the event.  It was considered essential for an organisation like SE to take responsibility for ensuring the event was success and for pulling the various strands together. SE was considered to do this very well.

The Application Process

The application process was considered to operate effectively, especially for the "core" Awards.  Newer Awards covering areas such as Environment were considered to be less successful.  There were several suggestions that the total number of Awards could be reduced.

It was noted that the bulk of applications tend to come from local firms.  If the Awards are to represent the true nature of Oil and Gas contracting firms operating in Scotland, sponsors felt that it would be appropriate to expand the geographic base of applications. That said, there were also suggestions that the bulk of contractor firms are located within the North-East and that this would inherently limit the geographic coverage of applicants.

For those organisations that were also involved in judging applications, time investment was currently considered to be at the upper limit.  The possibility of producing a shortlist of firms who would be visited by the judging panel was proposed by several of the applicants. Sponsors did not consider that this would be viable. 

As judges do not use common judging criteria, each person devises their own system.  This was not seen as being a significant issue.  The panel generally closes on the successful applicants reasonably quickly which reinforces the view that the current process of appraising submissions is robust.

The role which SE plays in organising the judging panel was considered essential and effective.

The venue and the Awards dinner were also considered to be good and to fit with the overall prestigious nature of the event.  Supporting feedback from firms (Chapter 3), several of the sponsors suggested that the Awards ceremony could be more lively and that more could be made when announcing the winners.

Overall observations

Sponsors view the event positively and like being involved.  The sponsorship is seen as a goodwill gesture to the community and to SE as is the involvement of personnel on the judging panel.  Suggestions on increasing sponsorship contributions were not viewed favourably - this was seen to be a good event for SE to support and the current level of financial commitment was considered to be appropriate.  

Given the significant investment of time on the Judge's behalf (one firm circulates all the applications to eight of its staff), SE should proceed cautiously if it wishes to restructure or reposition its investment.

SE's involvement was seen to give the event credibility and impartiality.  The Awards are unique within this industry.  If SE was to withdraw, the feedback from the sponsors suggests that this would have a detrimental effect relatively quickly.

One sponsor is planning to terminate its support next year.

The following chapter presents the findings of our survey.

Chapter 3

Survey findings

Introduction

In April 2001, a face to face and telephone survey was undertaken of the winners and applicants of the Scottish Offshore Achievements Awards. In agreement with the Scottish Enterprise Energy Group, the survey concentrated on the 1998, 1999 and 2000 winners of the Award (which covered 16 firms) and the applicants for 2000. 

Ten face to face interviews were carried out with the winners using a structured questionnaire. Some of these firms had won more than one Award, therefore the interviews covered 14 Awards in total (see Table 3.1). We were unable to interview six of the winners as the relevant individuals were either too busy, out of the country or did not respond to repeated telephone messages. 

	Table 3.1: Face to face survey 

	
	No. of Awards covered
	Total number of winners

	1998
	2
	6

	1999
	4
	6

	2000
	8
	8*

	Total no. of Awards
	14
	20

	*A new Award was introduced in 2000 and Succeeding Through People involved joint winners. 


Fifteen telephone interviews were undertaken with failed applicants for the Award using the same structured questionnaire as the face to face interviews.    

The findings of the face to face and telephone surveys have been analysed together and are reported below. The findings are, in most cases, presented both in terms of number of firm responses and in percentage terms. Not all of the interviewees answered each question, therefore we have noted in the tables the number of responses on which the percentages are based. 

Sector

As one would expect, all of the firms surveyed are in the Oil and Gas sector. Two firms (8%) also provide other marine services. The firms covered a range of activities including: 

engineering 

repair and maintenance 

equipment and tools

research and consultancy, and 

catering.  

Size of firms

1.1 The majority (80%) of firms applying to or winning the SOAA were small or medium sized enterprises (SME’s), only 20% (5 firms) were large firms with more than 250 employees (see Table 3.2). 

	Table 3.2: Number of employees

	Employment (FTE’s)
	Number of firms
	%

	1-10
	9
	36%

	11-25
	2
	8%

	26-50
	4
	16%

	51-100
	2
	8%

	101-250
	3
	12%

	251+
	5
	20%

	Total
	25
	100%


The turnover figures for the surveyed firms correlate with the employment figures. The majority of firms (75%) applying to or winning the Award have a turnover of less than £5 million (see table 3.3).

	Table 3.3: Turnover of firms

	Turnover (£)
	Number of firms
	%

	Under £100,000
	2
	8%

	£100,000 to £250,000
	3
	13%

	£250,000 to £500,000 
	5
	21%

	£500,000 to £1m
	2
	8%

	£1m to £2.5m
	3
	13%

	£2.5m to £5m
	3
	13%

	Over £5m
	6
	25%

	Total 
	24
	100%


Content

1.2 The main sources of referral for the Award was the Scottish Enterprise Energy Group (20%) and the Press and Journal (28%) (see Table 3.4). Sixteen per cent heard of the Award via another firm and 16% could not recall how they heard about it. Twenty per cent (5 firms) stated that they had heard about it through “other means” which included involvement with a previous firm, Scottish Enterprise National or another Award. 

	Table 3.4: Referral to SOAA

	
	Number of firms
	%

	Press & Journal
	7
	28%

	Scottish Enterprise Energy Group
	5
	20%

	Other firm
	4
	16%

	Can’t recall
	4
	16%

	Other 
	5
	20%

	Total 
	25
	100%


The main reason for applying for the Award was for recognition of their achievements or product (64%) and to improve image awareness of their firm (64%). None of the firms surveyed identified the prize money or brochures as a reason for applying. 

Overall, firms felt that winning the Award would help them to raise their profile locally i.e. in Grampian, rather than nationally or internationally. 

	Table 3.5: Reason for SOAA application. 

	Reason
	Number of firms
	%

	Recognition of your achievements or product
	16
	64%

	Improve image/awareness of the firm
	16
	64%

	Improve awareness of the firm’s products and/or services
	5
	20%

	Use of Awards logo on letterheads etc. 
	3
	12%

	Attendance at the Awards dinner
	1
	4%

	Prize money and brochures
	0
	0%

	Other 
	3
	12%

	Note: figures do not add to 100% due to multiple responses


Almost a third of firms have been applying for the Award for more than five years. This suggests that firms value the benefits of winning the Award and are willing to apply for it repeatedly. The findings also show that 42% of firms surveyed applied for the Award for the first time last year. This is a positive finding in that new applicants are still being attracted to the Award (see Table 3.6).  

	Table 3.6: Year the firm first applied to SOAA  

	Year
	Number of firms
	%

	1991 to 1995
	7
	29%

	1996
	1
	4%

	1997
	1
	4%

	1998
	1
	4%

	1999
	4
	17%

	2000
	10
	42%

	Total
	24
	100%


1.3 Sixty per cent of firms surveyed had applied more than once for the Award (see Table 3.7). Again, this is a positive finding given 15 out of the 25 firms interviewed were year 2000 applicants. It suggests that firms who have not been successful in winning the Award are prepared to try again.  

1.4 Overall, these findings suggest that while the proportion of new applicants is healthy, there is scope to attract more of them in future.

	Table 3.7 : Number of applications per firm

	Number of applications
	Number of firms
	%

	1
	10
	40%

	2
	7
	28%

	3
	1
	4%

	4
	2
	8%

	5
	3
	12%

	6
	0
	0%

	7
	1
	4%

	8
	1
	4%

	Total
	25
	100%


1.5 In total, eleven
 firms surveyed had won an Award/s (see Table 3.8). Over half of the firms had won one Award, 27% of firms had won two Awards and 18% (2 firms) had won three Awards. 

	Table 3.8: Number of Awards per firm

	Awards
	Number of firms
	%

	1
	6
	55%

	2
	3
	27%

	3
	2
	18%

	Total
	11
	100%


Application process

The time required to complete the application form varied quite considerably. A third of firms took one to two working days to complete it, however another third took over five  working days. Generally, the length of time required was dependant on the level of information already held by the firm, the form in which it was held and the ease with which this information could be transferred to the application form. Some applicants, especially subsidiaries of larger organisations, also found that it took a long time to gather and present financial information in the format required by the SOAA. 

	Table 3.9: Time required to complete the application form

	Days
	Number of firms
	%

	1 to 2
	7
	32%

	3 to 5 
	8
	37%

	6 to 10
	6
	28%

	11 to 15
	1
	5%

	Total
	22
	100%


Overall, firms were willing to spend the time completing the application form and did not consider the required level of detail was too onorous. Furthermore, a few (3 firms) stated that if the Award was worth winning it was necessary to devote the time to completing application.

Table 3.9 presents the surveyed firms views on the application process. Almost 90%, felt that the application form was satisfactory or very straightforward. Only 8% (two firms) felt it was too time consuming and 4% (one firm) felt it was not flexible enough to allow them to present their firm. 

	Table 3.9: Comments on the application process 

	Application process
	Number of firms
	%

	Very straightforward … just fine!
	9
	38%

	Satisfactory
	12
	50%

	Too time consuming
	2
	8%

	Not flexible enough to allow us to present our firm
	1
	4%

	Total
	24
	100%


Firms were asked how the application form could be improved. The main suggestions were: 

To develop a form that is applicable for both manufacturing and service firms 

To make the form available in an electronic format

For  the form to be less prescriptive

To place more importance on firms who are able to demonstrate longevity. (There was a perception amongst a few, that firms winning the Award were often relative new-comers to the industry and often did not remain in business).

1.6 A number of firms also felt that the application process itself was open to abuse, in particular that firms could win an Award through a well worded application form.  A few (4 firms) suggested that the application form should only be the first stage in the judging process and that possible winners should be identified and then visited by the judges. (Feedback from judges suggests that this would be impractical). Some firms felt that a more rigorous assessment would help to improve the calibre of the Awards. 

1.7 A relatively small proportion of firms (17% or 4 firms), regarded confidentiality as an issue. These firms tended to be smaller and their main concern was that information could be obtained by their competitors. There was also some concern over the number of people seeing their application form and the extent to which the information was passed around adjudicating organisations. 

1.8 The majority of firms (96%) completed the form without any external assistance. Only 4% (one firm) received external help. Scottish Enterprise Energy Group provided the assistance as a result of a judge’s query regarding financial information. The firm concerned was very pleased that the information they had provided was queried and that they had a chance to rectify it.  

1.9 Forty per cent of firms (8 firms) stated that they had derived some benefit from completing the application form. The main benefits were: 

The form encouraged them to look at the overall planning and direction of the firm (5 firms)

The application process enabled a new employee to gain an overview of the firm (2 firms)

The firm benefited by networking with other firms (1 firm)

	Firm quotes: Application form

	“The application form forced us to look at the actions and objectives of the firm. They wouldn't have done this otherwise. It was also good to present the firm to external organisations for comment.”

“It is a valuable process to review the firm and look to the future. Good procedure when applying for all Awards/grants”


Awards Dinner

A key element of the SOAA process is the Awards dinner. All applicants and some past winners are invited to the Awards and each firm receives two free tickets. 

Of those surveyed, 88% (22 firms) had attended the Awards dinner. Of those not attending,  two of the firms found the date unsuitable and the remaining firm was too busy. 

All of the firms surveyed who had attended the Awards dinner attended in 2000. Almost half had also attended in 1999 and almost a quarter had attended in 1998. These figures suggest that the Awards dinner is regarded and attended as an annual event for at least a quarter of the firms surveyed. 

	Table 3.10: Attendance at SOAA dinner

	Years
	Number of firms
	%

	1998
	5
	23%

	1999
	10
	45%

	2000
	22
	100%


For most firms, two individuals attend the dinner The managing director or chief executive predominantly attend on behalf of the firm. Others who attend include: 

business development manager

accountant

sales and marketing manager.

Of those who attended the dinner, 73% (16 firms) felt that it gave them a good opportunity to network with other firms.  The majority of firms felt that the dinner presented a good opportunity to meet with others in the industry and renew contacts. It also provided firms with a wider view on how the industry as a whole was doing. While firms appear to have benefited from the contacts made, none were able to identify quantifiable benefits from attendance.  

	Firm quotes: Awards dinner

	“No direct benefit, but the dinner provided a wider view on industry. The firm now has a greater confidence in the market.” 

“ Good networking exercise. Dinner well regarded. One of the best to attend.”

“Knew a lot of people at the dinner and gave us an opportunity to network. But no direct benefits.”

“The dinner brings together valuable contacts. We have achieved some business as a result (couldn't quantify). Dinner helps to by-pass the normal business procedures. Speeds up the process.”


However, over a quarter (6 firms) did not feel the dinner presented an opportunity to network. The main reasons were that:

The seating arrangement meant that they could only talk to people on either side of them

The bar area was too busy

The dinner was too much like an ‘old boy network’, and 

Individuals attending the dinner were too general, not specific enough for them to gain business. 

Firms were asked to rate a number of aspects of the Awards dinner, which included the venue, organisation, speakers, seating and timing (see Table 3.11). Overall, attendees were pleased with most aspects. The quality and location of the venue rated most highly with 57% of respondents stating that the standard was very good. The organisation of the event also rated highly, with 38% stating it was very good and 43% stating it was good. 

The standard of speakers was rated the lowest, with 33% stating that the speakers were average and 19% stating that they were poor. The level of speakers was generally regarded as an important aspect of the dinner and where a good speaker was in attendance (e.g. Dick Cheyney) this appears to have raised the overall image of the event. 

	Table 3.11 : Rating of the Awards Dinner, Percentages 

	
	Very good
	Good
	Average
	Poor
	Very poor
	Total

	Venue - Access
	33%
	52%
	14%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Venue - Location
	57%
	33%
	5%
	5%
	0%
	100%

	Venue - Quality
	57%
	33%
	10%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Venue - Food
	24%
	57%
	19%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Organisation
	38%
	43%
	19%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Speakers
	29%
	19%
	33%
	19%
	0%
	100%

	Seating
	24%
	57%
	14%
	5%
	0%
	100%

	Timing
	37%
	47%
	11%
	5%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of respondents: 21


While overall the dinner and venue were very well regarded, some firms felt that aspects of the dinner could be improved. Suggestions include: 

make the build up more exciting and "award-like" (“It is currently too serious”)
Introduce new elements to the process e.g. feedback from last year winners
Preference for a lunch rather than dinner 
Improve the atmosphere over dinner e.g. classical music
Obtain sponsorship for the evening and sell tickets
Make copies of the speech available (hard copy or on website)
Obtain sponsorship for the drinks bill. 
On average firms pay approximately £35 to attend an event such as the dinner, according to the survey. Firms were asked whether or not they would be willing to pay to attend the dinner. Over half said that they would, over a third would not and the rest were unsure (see Table 3.12). 

	Table 3.12: Firms willingness to pay to attend Awards dinner

	
	Number of firms
	%

	Yes 
	10
	56%

	No
	6
	33%

	Don't know
	2
	11%

	Total
	18
	100%


Firms who applied for an Award in 2000 (21 firms in the survey sample), were to receive feedback on their application. Only five firms surveyed received feedback. This represents 22% of those firms in the survey sample applying. This would suggest that the remaining 78% were promised feedback but it was never received. A number of firms consulted were fairly dissatisfied with the lack of response on their application, especially given the time and effort they had put into its production. 

Of those receiving feedback, 70% requested greater detail and 40% asked for more information. 

	Table 3.13: Firm’s suggestions for improving feedback

	Improvement to feedback
	Number of firms
	%

	More detail
	7
	70%

	Greater information 
	4
	40%

	More positive
	1
	10%

	More negative
	1
	10%

	Total number of firms responding 
	10*
	

	Note: multiple responses were given, therefore figures do not add up to 100%. 

*Some firms responded to this question who had not received feedback. 


According to the survey, none of the firms receiving feedback have undertaken actions as a result of it. The feedback tended to be on completion of the application form, rather than the material presented within the application form and firms indicated that comment on the latter would have been preferred from a business development standpoint.

Impact

The process of mapping expenditure to net impacts is presented in a number of UK Governmental documents, most notably the UK Treasury ‘Green Book’
. When designing our approach and when completing our analysis, we have followed its broad principles. We have depicted the logic of our calculations in Figure 3.1 below.
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The total expenditure over the 3 years evaluated is £174,670 (net of VAT).  This can be broken down as follows:

1998 – £76,100

1999 – £59,822

2000 – £38,740.

Respondents to the survey were asked whether or not they could quantify the benefits resulting from participation in the SOAA. Five firms (out of 25 surveyed) stated that the Awards had brought financial benefits to their firm, three of these firms were able to quantify the benefits. All three firms were winners of an Award. 

Gross sales impact to date for the survey sample amounts to £1,060,000. However as described graphically in Figure 3.1, these data must be adjusted to take account of:

Additionality which is the extent to which a firm would have undertaken an identical activity without public assistance – if the firm brought an action forward in time, enlarged its scale or improved its quality as a result of the assistance, these benefits would have to be taken into account

Displacement is where the benefits derived were at the expense of other Scottish firms operating in similar markets

Multiplier effects are of two kinds – the first relates to enhanced spending power (income) and the second to benefits deriving to suppliers (sales) – we derive sales multipliers from first principles based on feedback from each firm but it is best practice to use standard published income multipliers as data is unreliable at a local level where relatively small samples are involved

These adjustments are analysed on a case by case basis using the responses of each interviewee. 

Employment 

From the sample firms’ responses, the total net employment created which is attributable to the SOAA input to firms, amounts to 16 jobs at the Grampian level to date (all accounted for by one firm).  

Survey impacts

We have summarised the key impact data in Table 3.14 below.

	Table 3.14 – SOAA Impact
	

	
	Current

	Public Sector Cost
	£174,670

	Gross sales to date
	£1.06 M

	Avg. Displacement LEC (Scotland) [%]
	23 (30)

	Additionality (avg.) [%]
	66

	Average Sales Multipliers – LEC (Scotland) 
	1.03 (1.55)

	Income multiplier
	1.1

	Net Sales – LEC (Scotland) [£000]
	£680 (£660)

	Net Employment 
	16*

	Net Sales generated per £1,000 spent (population)
	£6,045

	Cost per Job (population)
	£6,717

	Source : O’Herlihy & Co Ltd

	* Accounted for by one firm. 


As mentioned, the gross impact for the survey sample was £1.06 million.  After taking account of additionality, displacement, supplier and income multipliers the net impact attributable to the survey sample is £680,000 at the Grampian level and £660,000 at the Scottish level. It should be noted however, that one firm accounts the majority of the impact:

85% at a local, and 

88% at the national level.

This equates to net impact for the population of:

£1.056 million sales at the Scotland level

26 employees at the Scotland level.

 Business, organisation and performance benefits

The Awards appear to have been used widely by the winning firms. The main use was on firms’ letterhead (70%) and by distributing promotional information about the Award to customers and / or suppliers (70%). Half of the winners also promoted the Award throughout their offices and organisations (see Table 3.15). 

One firm used the Award in presentation materials in both UK and US HQ, a personal letter was sent from MD to all staff, all staff got a copy of the plaque and a bag with the SOAA logo.  The Award also produced a good profile for Grampian division in the US headquarters at Chairman level. 

Another firm stated that the main benefit was from an internal standpoint due to an  improvement in employee’s morale. However, they also noted that the Award meant that they were able to charge a premium to clients.

The Awards also strengthened one firm, in particular giving credibility and providing free advertising for them. 

	Table 3.15: Use of Awards within their business

	
	Number of firms
	%

	Used on letterheads
	7
	70%

	Distributed promotional informational about Award to customers/suppliers
	7
	70%

	Promoted throughout offices/ organisation
	5
	50%

	Other
	2
	20%

	Total number of firms responding 
	10
	

	Note: multiple responses were given therefore figures do not add up to 100%. 


Of the 15 firms interviewed who did not win an Award, 53% (8 firms) felt that they had benefited from applying for the Award. It facilitated their business planning process and encouraged networking with other organisations. One firm also commented that attendance at the Awards dinner showed that they had an on-going presence in the industry even if they didn’t win. 

All firms were asked whether or not their medium-term competitiveness had improved as a result of the Awards.  A quarter (6 firms) stated that there had been some improvement, with 4% (one firm) stating that it had improved considerably. All of the firms who stated their had been an improvement in competitiveness were winners of the Award. 

	Table 3.16: Impact on medium-term competitiveness 

	Change
	Number of firms
	%

	Improved considerably
	1
	4%

	Improved slightly
	6
	24%

	No change
	18
	72%

	Declined slightly
	0
	0%

	Declined considerably
	0
	0%

	Total
	25
	100%


One firm in particular noted positive and negative aspects of winning the Award. On the positive side the Award increased their profile, but on the negative side it created more rivalry and poaching of staff. They now have to pay premium to keep their staff and this was valued at £25,000 per annum. 

	Firm quotes: Competitiveness

	“they compete with large firms, this has changed clients perspectives of them”

“the Award has improved their professional image”


Table 3.17 identifies the benefits firms have derived as a result of their participation in the SOAA.  The main benefits were increased profile of the firms, with 16% of firms noting a significant positive change and 28% some positive change. Improved morale amongst employees also occurred, with eight percent stating that there had been a significant improvement and 36% some positive change. 

The Awards process had relatively little impact on the identification of new customers, developing new partners, improving management focus or increasing investment on improving the business. 

	Table 3.17: Benefits from participation in the SOAA 

	
	No influence
	Some positive change
	Significant positive change.

	New customers/diversified customer base
	92%
	4%
	4%

	New partners
	96%
	4%
	0%

	Improved morale
	56%
	36%
	8%

	Achievement of industry recognised Awards/accreditation
	64%
	28%
	8%

	Improved ‘profile’
	56%
	28%
	16%

	Greater management ‘Focus’
	84%
	8%
	8%

	Increased investment on improving the business
	96%
	4%
	0%

	Number of respondents: 25


The Awards process has improved the owner / management confidence of over a third of the firms surveyed (see Table 3.18). The main reasons for this change were: 

The feedback on the application form reassured some firms that they were on “the right track”
firms had a greater industry knowledge and contacts as a result of the Awards dinner
The application process helped organisations business planning
Winning the Award lead to an improvement in staff morale and recognition of the firm’s achievements 
The Award differentiated firms from their competitors. 
	Table 3.18: Change in owner/management confidence as a result of the SOAA

	
	Number of firms
	%

	Increased considerably
	2
	8%

	Some increase
	8
	34%

	No change
	13
	54%

	Less confident
	1
	4%

	Total
	24
	100%


Additional comments

The survey also identified a number of additional issues namely that:

Some firms felt that they were competing against worldwide rather than Scottish firms and, as a result, they were unlikely ever to win 
There was also a feeling that same firms were winning year on year and this has discouraged a number of firms from applying again
The Award is orientated towards manufacturers and not skills based firms. Some service sector or skills orientated firm’s felt that the Award was not suitable for them.
Conclusion

Overall, the Award appears to be highly regarded by both the winners and the failed applicants. The main reason for applying was to gain recognition for their achievements and to improve the image of their firm.  Firms see the Award as an effective means of achieving this. 

The findings suggest that the majority of firms have applied for an Award more than once and that even if they were unsuccessful they were willing to try again. This is a positive finding and suggests that firms are prepared to put in the effort to win an Award. 

The application process is seen to be relatively straightforward and overall there were few complaints about the questions or amount of information requested. Furthermore, 40% felt that they had derived benefits from going through the application process. 

The Awards dinner is also well regarded and provides a networking opportunity for the majority of firms.  Suggestions for improvements to the dinner included: 

To make the build up more exciting and "award-like" (“It is currently too serious”)
Introduce new elements to the process e.g. feedback from last year winners
Preference for a lunch rather than dinner 
Improve the atmosphere over dinner e.g. classical music
Obtain sponsorship for the evening and sell tickets
Obtain sponsorship for the drinks bill. 
Three firms were able to quantify the benefits derived from the SOAA process. The net impact attributable to the survey at the Grampian level is £680,000 and the impact at the Scottish level is £660,000. 

Where firms have won an Award it would appear to be widely publicised both within their organisation and externally. Applicants also benefited from the SOAA process due to the application process and the Awards dinner. 

Over a quarter stated that their medium-term competitiveness had improved as a result of the Awards and over a third stated that management confidence had improved. 

The following chapter presents our conclusions.

Chapter 4

Conclusions 

Introduction

Overall, feedback both from the participating firms and the sponsors indicates that the Awards Programme is respected and valued by the Oil and Gas sector.  Firms identified three characteristics of the Programme which were particularly important for them:

recognition of their effort

assessment by members of their peer group

benchmarking themselves with the best in class.

The industry sees the Award as being unique, both in Scotland and global contexts.  However, its potential was not viewed as being fulfilled.  There is scope to expand the event, both in terms of the number and location of applicants and in terms of its image in the global marketplace.

Our interviews with the firms indicated that there are attributable benefits, both quantitative and qualitative.  We summarise these below.

SE's role

Feedback, both from sponsors and firms, identified a legitimate role for SE.  At one level, the Award Programme was considered a particularly appropriate event for SE to support.  Unlike several other initiatives we have evaluated, SE's role was considered to be correct on this occasion. The corollary to this view is that the industry would be disappointed if SE withdrew support. Withdrawal would be seen as a lack of commitment to the industry by SE.

We would suggest therefore that SE proceeds cautiously should it decide to stop supporting the Awards event in future.  There is evidence presently that successful firms are motivated by the peer recognition which winning affords them.  If the Awards were to cease, this opportunity would be lost.

Separately, it was considered that the event retained its impartial and credible image as a consequence of SE retaining responsibility for the adjudication process.

Firms could understand that SE may want to reduce its expenditure and that it may seek funding from third parties to achieve a reduction in costs.  However, they were concerned that the involvement of a private sector organisation in the administration of the application process, the adjudication of submitted proposals or the organisation of the Awards dinner could undermine the overall event to the extent that firms would be deterred from participating.  

SE could increase participation levels and…..

Broadly speaking, the Scottish Offshore Achievement Awards are viewed positively by both the major oil firms and the contractor community.  Three broad questions were raised in our interviews with sponsors, Award winners and failed applicants, namely that the Awards appeared to be won:

by the same firms in successive years

by relatively large firms (which have an operating base in Scotland)

by firms located within the Grampian area.

This suggests the greater effort should be invested in future in attracting firms located in other parts of Scotland.  

Low levels of participation were seen to be one of the weaknesses of the current Awards Programme.  Some categories of Award receive very few applications (for example "Environmental" which had just three last year). There was also a suggestion from both sponsors and firms that the number of categories could be reduced.

In terms of future activity, SE should attract a larger number of applicants.  The current approach of using LEC based contacts does not appear to be effective in encouraging firms to apply. Specifically, we would suggest that SE facilitates the creation of a wider application process which would include:

active marketing outside the Grampian area

scope to submit online applications

robust links between the SOAA web site, the SE web site and those of the LEC's.

Two suggestions were put forward to address this issue.  First, press coverage of the event should cover a wider geographical area than has been the case to date.  In particular, there should be greater promotion to firms based outside Grampian.

Second, one of sponsors suggested that it could write to the supply base and encourage firms to apply for the Awards.  It was felt that this would give a different perspective to the Awards and that firms made more readily see potential benefits through applying.  We feel that SE should investigate this possibility further.

…..  SE could capitalise on the Awards’ Global Potential

The Awards are seen to be a North East Scotland event. Indeed, several of those who applied from the Dundee area viewed the Awards as being Aberdeen/Grampian based.  This image is reinforced to an extent by the media coverage which is undertaken largely (in advance and immediately following the dinner) by the Press & Journal which is regarded as a ‘regional’ newspaper.  A review of those attending the dinner showed that around 95% are located within the Grampian area.

As awareness further afield is limited there is potential for SE to capitalise on the perceived inherent strength of the Awards by promoting them more prominently within Scotland and abroad.  Presently, there is a view that the Awards are not being exploited to their full potential in this regard.

The Awards Ceremony

Broadly speaking firms were very satisfied with the structure and organisation of the dinner.  They considered the location (Aberdeen University) and the formal dress code reinforced the "quality" image of the Awards.  In terms of improvement, both firms and sponsors suggested that there is scope to "build up" the Awards ceremony itself.  It was currently considered to be relatively low-key but given the Oscars perspective within the industry, it was felt to have potential for it to be more lively.  In this regard, there may be scope to produce a "short list" of potential winners in advance of the Awards dinner.  This could be part of the overall marketing.

Three areas were identified for improving the Awards ceremony.  The first related to the bar, which was located adjacent to the entrance.  Some delegates had to force their way through a significant crowd when they entered the venue and they found this off-putting.  Second, while the content of the after dinner speeches was viewed positively, their tone was on occasion rather "heavy".  A better balance could be struck in future.

Third, there was no conscript of the speeches available (either in hardcopy form or on the web site) following the event.

Cost effectiveness

Our analysis of the cost information made available by the SE Energy Group indicates that a typical annual budget of just under £60,000 is required to operate the event.  At first sight, this would appear to be a significant contribution.  Feedback from the industry suggests that this level of support is appropriate given the important developmental and benchmarking role which the Awards play among the contractor community.

Separately, if the time invested by judges (say four days per person at £1000 per day) and the financial support of the sponsors was to be calculated, this suggests that there is a considerable ‘in-kind’ contribution. From SE’s perspective, this could be considered as ‘leverage’. 

Benefits of the Scottish Offshore Achievement Awards

The benefits of SE's support of the Awards Programme may be classified broadly according to whether they are quantitative or qualitative.  In quantitative terms, the Awards Programme generate in the order of £1.05 million of net sales and net employment of 26 in Scotland.  These impact data were derived through interviews with 10 firms (covering Award winners over the past two years) and were grossed up to the population of 16. Given the relatively small number of firms, the impact data must be treated with caution.  However the ratio of 1:5 (firms achieving additional impact : deadweight) is typical of other evaluation exercises we have undertaken.  The cost per job of £6700 and the public sector investment : sales generated multiplier of just under six compare favourably with other business development evaluations.

Given that the Awards Programme support is relatively "indirect" when compared with other forms of business development assistance, these impact data should be viewed positively.

In addition to the quantitative benefits identified above, firms also identified significant qualitative benefits:

Improved their medium term competitiveness

Improved the industry profile

Increased management confidence

Improved staff morale

Improved the image/profile of Scotland based operations within HQ. 

The Future

During this report we have mentioned on a number of occasions the opportunity for the SOAA to “meet its full potential” based on the feedback received from the interview process.  We believe that this potential can be defined from the perspective of three groups, the Participants, the Sponsors and SE as an alibi for the Scottish Economy.

The participants

The Award provides recognition mainly to companies who provide goods and services to the international oil and gas production sector.  Therefore, improved marketing and promotion of the Awards in the context of the Scottish Oil and Gas cluster should derive benefits not only participants and winners but also all companies based in Scotland. 

The Sponsors

Many of the sponsors participate out of a sense of duty and community responsibility rather than for any tangible benefits received by being a sponsor.  This is one of the reasons why there is a general reluctance to increase time or financial commitments to the Awards.  If greater direct benefits can be identified for sponsorship of the SOAA then it would be possible to ask for a greater commitment from sponsoring companies, which in turn would change or reduce the input required from SE.

Scottish Enterprise

We have identified a good level of economic impact derived from this exercise.  However, we believe that by integrating this event into the overall sector development activities represented by the Oil and Gas cluster programme there is potential to significantly enhance the economic impact of the Award as a lead marketing tool for the sector. This could impact exports of both goods and services as well as potentially attract international investment to the sector.

Future focus

We see two strands to developing the Awards Programme in future.  First, it will be necessary to get a larger number and a greater geographic coverage of applicants.  Second, there is scope for SE to promote the value of the awards both within Scotland and internationally.  When doing this, SE should consider how the Awards Programme can fit better with other national and UK initiatives (for example the recent publications by the Oil Industry Task Force).

If the Awards are to continue, industry feedback suggests strongly that they should be "non-commercial" and for this reason it is likely that SE will continue to play an important future role.  However, there is likely to be scope for selected support of different aspects of the inputs, which SE currently funds.

Application Numbers

We see three main routes available to increase the number of applications.  First, SE could make greater use of its LEC and industry contacts.  Presently, anecdotal feedback suggests that promotion by LECs is limited and that there is considerable potential for this to be increased.  Second, SE should look at raising the breadth and profile of media coverage during the application stage.  This could be achieved through building on the local strength offered by the Press & Journal to include coverage within other publications (for example The Scotsman, The Herald, Business AM etc).

Those responsible for the event should liaise with the SE Energy team/Oil and Gas Cluster Team to identify groupings of firms that should be targeted.  We feel that there is considerable scope for SE to make greater use of its main web site, those of the LECs and the SOAA site.  The latter should be integrated and linked to the SE site as soon as possible.

Separately and as mentioned above, one of the major oil companies suggested that it could write to its supply base to encourage contracting firms to apply for the Achievement Awards Programme.  This type of approach is likely to encourage firms that may not otherwise reply to a letter from the Enterprise Network.  We feel that it is a very good suggestion that should be pursued.

Application Assessment

Both judges and sponsors indicated that the judging process absorbed a relatively large amount of management time.  Feedback suggests that judges would not like to see this commitment increased above the current level.

We would suggest that the manager responsible for delivering the Awards (whether they are within SE or are an external contractor) should monitor carefully the flow of applications, especially when approaching the submission deadline.  Should the number increase significantly compared to the previous years (circa 70 or 80), a pre-screening process should be introduced to reduce the number of applications assessed in detail.

Awards Dinner

Broadly speaking, the awards dinner appears to run successfully.  Location is an issue, especially if there is a future increase in the number of applications from firms located outside the Grampian area.  If such an increase was to occur, we would suggest going for a venue in central Scotland, for example Perth.

Currently, SE funds the cost of the dinner and of the bar.  Consultees and interviewees were divided on the merit of attracting funding for the dinner - they were concerned that it would undermine the impartiality of the Awards.  There are many alternative commercial dinners of this kind but the SOAA was viewed as being different to these (in a positive way).  The bar bill could be sponsored.

Over half the firms would be willing to pay for their tickets, with some larger firms willing to pay proportionately more.  Assuming a ticket price of £35, the revenue generated through selling tickets would amount to around £8750.  However, charging for tickets would lead to an increase in administration and may deter some firms from attending.  Specifically, it is not clear how you could encourage potential winners to attend if they were put off by the ticket price.

Promotion and Image

We feel that there is scope to capitalise on the strong local brand image and to promote this more widely.  This could be achieved in two ways:

to promote the "excellence" image more widely within Scotland and abroad

to work more actively with the winning group of firms.

We suggest that SE looks at ways of promoting the Award more widely abroad and develops brand recognition within key oil related destination markets.  Accordingly we believe that there are considerable opportunities to:

More effectively use the power of the Internet to promote the awards in a targeted manner through developing a much stronger programme of links between the SOAA web site and relevant industry sites around the world.

To create an e-mail news letter providing a selected mailing list of buyers with updates on the progress of the awards and other news of potential interest.

Improve the design and interactivity of the SOAA site to make it more attractive for both participants and potential purchasers of Oil and Gas goods and services produced in Scotland.  In a sense it might become a sector focused ‘portal’.

This type of promotion would also help raise the image of excellence among potential inward investors.  It could therefore have a limited benefit in terms of Foreign Direct Investment.

Separately, SE could facilitate events for award winners.  One suggestion would be to organise a "mission" to Houston (USA) solely for the award-winning firms.  SE could work with the Houston Chamber of Commerce to organise a dinner at which the Scotland firms could network with local firms.  The Award winning firms could use their prize money to support the visit and the organisation could involve Scottish Trade International and similar bodies.

Overall

Overall, our evaluation of the Scottish Offshore Achievement Awards indicates that they are generating a significant net impact for the successful firms and that they offer scope for development and expansion.  Feedback from the sponsors and firms suggests that SE should proceed with caution should it wish to reduce its future support of the event.

� One of the 2000 failed applicants surveyed by telephone had previously won Award. 


� Appraisal and Evaluation in Central Government – HMSO
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Figure 3.1 		Impact Measurement
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