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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

In 1998 SE Renfrewshire entered into an agreement with Tilbury Phoenix for the redevelopment of 22.5 hectares within the former Linwood car plant to be known as Phoenix Industrial Park. The rationale in supporting the project relates to the wider economic regeneration of Renfrewshire in general and the provision of high quality business locations in particular. SE Renfrewshire adopted a key catalytic role in attracting ERDF support for the project from Strathclyde European Partnership (SEP). 

Tilbury Phoenix sold the development to NPL and, in terms of the legal agreement, provided an agreed clawback return to SE Renfrewshire. 

SE Renfrewshire therefore no longer have any financial involvement in the project and wish to evaluate the impact of the development of Phoenix Park and in particular measure its performance against its stated objectives and targets.

background and description

The development of Phoenix Park has involved a mix of bespoke developments for known companies (mainly operating in the distribution sector) and development of speculative industrial and office property. Due to the age and deterioration of much of the site, substantial preparatory works were required to allow the development of an attractive, high quality, modern Industrial Park. In more detail the project entailed:

· new access and estate roads to local authority standards;

· new foul and surface water drainage systems;

· new public utility services and electrical sub-station;

· creation of seven individual sites of varying size;

·  hydroseeding of sites to create a greenfield appearance.

The final cost of the project was £3,933,666 comprising:

· £2,610,317 from Tilbury Phoenix;

· £966,000 from ERDF; and

· £357,739 from SER (falling to £184,434 after including the clawback).

Table E.1 summarises the performance of the project against initial targets. As much of the site is unoccupied or undeveloped the gross employment figures are based on assumptions of employment use and job density.

	TABLE E.1: PHOENIX PARK PROJECT SUMMARY

	Measure
	Target
	Actual / Potential
	% Target

	Land serviced
	22.5
	22.5
	

	Comprising:

Floorspace completed

Floorspace committed

Remaining developable land
	na
	445,000ft2

210,000ft2
26.66 acres (250,000ft2)
	na

	Initial Private Sector leverage
	£3.3m
	£2.6m
	79%

	Future Private Sector leverage
	£40m
	£40m
	100%

	SER spend (before clawback)
	£253,330
	£357,349
	141%

	SER spend (after clawback)
	£253,330
	£184,434
	73%

	Gross employment
	2,250
	2,269 – 3,296
	101-146%

	Temporary Construction Jobs
	100
	130
	130


Once fully developed the project will have an estimated value for money impact of

· £5,600 per FTE.

COMPANY SURVEY

The primary research element and therefore the conclusions drawn from it, was limited, but with this caveat the following points emerged:

· Phoenix Park is a very good and satisfactory location;

· There is a good local workforce to recruit from;

· The companies are committed to the area for at least the medium term;

· There is a cautious view on prospects for growth;

· Limited additionality in project impacts; and

· Initial development was unlikely without some public sector intervention.

LEARNING POINTS

There are three learning points that can be taken from this evaluation:

· financial participation with the private sector rather than grant aid significantly enhanced the value for money obtained;

· an early exit policy enables a clean break with the project to be made. This not only allows an early start on the evaluation process but also effort to be focused on other projects without distraction; and 

· evaluation should ideally be commissioned while all parties are still involved in the project or available to discuss their respective roles and involvement, producing a more rounded study and more robust analysis of net impacts. Failing this, contact with relevant parties should be maintained.

1. introduction

Phoenix Park is a modern business park developed on the site of the former Linwood car plant which closed in the early 1980’s.

SE Renfrewshire’s rationale in supporting the project relates to the wider economic regeneration of Renfrewshire in general and the provision of high quality business locations in particular.  Although SE Renfrewshire were not principal funders of the project they adopted a key catalytic role in bringing the project forward and in developing a partnership with the private sector. 

SE Renfrewshire entered into an agreement with Tilbury Phoenix in 1998 for the redevelopment of 22.5 hectares within the Phoenix Industrial Park. The agreement involved a financial contribution from SE Renfrewshire.  

In addition, SE Renfrewshire were instrumental in attracting ERDF support for the project from Strathclyde European Partnership (SEP). 

The development of Phoenix Park has involved a mix of bespoke developments for known companies (mainly operating in the distribution sector) and development of speculative industrial and office property.

The legal agreement with the developer allowed for a clawback to SE Renfrewshire should the developer sell on the development or achieve above a particular financial return.

Tilbury Phoenix sold the development to NPL, who then sold on to Cuckfield Developments in 2001, and in terms of the legal agreement, provided an agreed return to SE Renfrewshire. 

SE Renfrewshire therefore no longer have any financial involvement in the project and now wishes to evaluate the impact of the development of Phoenix Park and in particular to measure its performance against its stated objectives and targets.

1.1 
OBJECTIVES 

The overall objective of the study is to evaluate the economic impact of the development of Phoenix Park. 

In particular, the study will focus on assessing progress towards the project’s stated objectives and targets as set out in:

· the SE Renfrewshire Board Paper; and

· ERDF application.

The completed study will be used to close-off the project by providing a final review of its overall contribution to the Renfrewshire economy.

1.2  METHOD

The study was conducted in 4 stages:

· Stage 1: Inception, at which the detailed scope and method of the study were agreed as well as access to relevant data and consultees; 

· Stage 2: Desk Based Review, during which the appropriate SE Renfrewshire Board papers, funding applications and strategic context were reviewed; 

· Stage 3: Fieldwork in which three of the companies located on the Park were surveyed; and 

· Stage 4: Analysis and Reporting where the two strands were drawn together.  

1.3 report format

This report is structured as follows:

· Chapter 1: Introduction;

· Chapter 2: Project Background;

· Chapter 3: Company Survey;

· Chapter 4: Performance Against Targets; and

· Chapter 5: Conclusions.

PROJECT BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION

2.1
BACKGROUND

Phoenix Industrial Park occupies 22.5 of the 140 ha on which the former Linwood car plant stood until its closure in 1983.  Parts of the site to the north of Linwood Road have been developed for leisure, retail and related uses but much to the south of the thoroughfare fell into dereliction. This review relates to the industrial park development solely.

A private developer, Tilbury Phoenix Limited, acquired the site and in 1997 approached Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire (then Renfrewshire Enterprise) for assistance in developing the site as an Industrial and Commercial Park.

Due to the age and deteriorated condition of much of the site, substantial preparatory works were required to allow the development of an attractive, high quality, modern Industrial Park. 

This included the demolition of the remaining buildings of the former plant and the relocation of some existing tenants. In more detail the project entailed:

· new access and estate roads to local authority standards;

· new foul and surface water drainage systems linking to the existing sewerage outfall;

· new public utility services and electrical sub-station to supply future development;

· creation of seven individual sites of varying size;

· hydroseeding of sites to create a greenfield appearance to enhance the overall appearance of the Park.

The SE Renfrewshire Board papers of November 1997 set the project objectives as: 

· providing 22.5 ha of decontaminated land for future development; 

· creating 100 temporary construction jobs; and

· 2,250 FTE jobs on completion.

The works were scheduled in three phases over the four calendar years from 1998-2001. 

The total costs for the infrastructure development (estimated and actual) are shown in Table 2.1 alongside actual costs. It should be noted that the costs changed (downwards) as the actual project was delivered, with the final actual costs being around £1m less than the original estimates.

These reductions in costs were reflected in the ERDF targets, which adopted the same targets as the Board paper with the exception of the lower costs.

	TABLE 2.1: COST OF PHOENIX PARK (£)

	Funder
	SER Approval
	ERDF Application
	Actual Spend

	Tilbury Phoenix
	3,293,286
	2,608,883
	2,610,317

	ERDF
	1,519,978
	1,047,044
	966,000

	SER
	253,330
	357,739
	357,349

	Total 
	5,066,594
	4,013,666
	3,933,666


Source: SER

The Phoenix Park project was groundbreaking to a degree for SEP as it was one of the first infrastructure projects in which a private sector company was the principal or lead party. As such SEP were on a steep learning curve in this regard and drew extensively on SER’s experience in such dealings.

The legal agreement also included a claw back arrangement whereby the developer would repay a certain proportion of costs should the site subsequently be sold above a particular threshold. 

On the sale of the development to NPL a total of £172,915 was recovered from Tilbury Phoenix. This claw back was applicable to the first sale only and has no impact on subsequent land sales involving the Park. Strathclyde European Partnership (SEP) were due a proportion of these monies (£128,880) but declined to accept any. SE Renfrewshire therefore retained the full amount to be used in future economic development activities. 

This reduced their total costs to:

· £184,434.
Tilbury Phoenix sold the site in 2002 to NPL Estates who sold on to Cuckfield Developments who split it down into smaller packages, including a14 acre plot bought by Scott Sheriden, a Scottish property developer specialising in industrial provision. 

The company regard this as a marginal development and would not have bought the land as an unserviced site. Their feeling is that any abnormal costs would have made development prohibitively expensive and, while not involved in the original development, believe SE Renfrewshire support would have been a necessary pre-condition for any developer. 

As of April 2004, the development of Phoenix Park extended to:

· 445,000ft2 of bespoke developments in 5 units by Tilbury Phoenix;

· 31,700ft2 of office and 90,000ft2 of industrial space completed by Scott Sheriden;

· 90,000ft2 of industrial space planned by Scot Sheridan; and

· 26.66 acres of remaining development land.

The development floorspace is outlined in Table 2.2.

	TABLE 2.2: DEVELOPMENTS ON PHOENIX PARK

	Plot
	Floorspace (ft2)

	McFarlane
	80,000

	DHL
	20,000

	Express Cargo / Flextronics
	200,000

	Geologistics
	100,000

	Menzies Distribution
	45,000

	Scot Sheridan
	120,000 (actual)

	
	90,000 (planned)

	Future Development Land
	250,000 (estimated)


Source: 1. Site plan prepared for Tilbury Phoenix dated 11/10/99. 
2. Discussions with Scot Sheridan

The total development land is estimated at:

· 22.5 hectares; and 

· the development could accommodate around 900,000 sq ft2 of business property when fully developed, dependent on the nature and scale of future properties. 

At this point in time there is 565,000 sq ft2 already developed (65% of potential).

In addition there were two pre-existing properties within or adjacent to the boundaries of Phoenix Park which still remain:

· the Chivas Brothers facility, which lies outside the development boundary; and

· St James Business Centre, providing 10,000ft2 of office accommodation.

3.
COMPANY SURVEY

The number of companies currently located on Phoenix Park is small. As we have seen, some of the development land is still available and some of the buildings are still under construction or in the planning phase. 

One completed building remains unoccupied, as its intended occupier did not take up residence. The survey sample was further constricted by the failure of one company to respond to repeated requests for an interview. The survey timetable was itself drawn out across March and April in part because of the Easter Holidays but also because of difficulties in identifying a suitable representative able to discuss the reasons for their respective company’s move to Phoenix Park and the benefits (or otherwise) accruing as a result. 

By May,  3 businesses had been successfully interviewed. The companies all have a strong distribution focus but also seek to impart a significant “value added” element to the service they supply. 

This Chapter discusses the results obtained as a result. 

pre-location

All three companies were relocating from existing premises to new buildings on Phoenix Park. In one instance this represented not a complete rationalisation of their operations as they retained other facilities elsewhere in the country. The other respondents were moving from older, smaller premises in the West of Scotland.

There was no unanimity on the locational options considered with one company looking for a site, one a property and one prepared to consider either case. Two of the organisations undertook the search themselves and the other appointed agents to do so. Two looked at other locations - all within West Central Scotland - apart from Phoenix Park but for one this was the only option.

There was a degree of consensus on the most important factors in choosing their new location. These are set out in Table 3.1.

	TABLE 3.1: MOST IMPORTANT LOCATIONAL FACTORS

	Factor
	No. Reporting

	Near labour supply / existing workforce
	3

	Road infrastructure
	2

	Near Airport
	2

	Convenience for existing customers
	1

	Extensive yard space
	1


Labour supply would seem to be the most important factor, motivated by the desire on the part of two respondents to retain their existing employees. Transport infrastructure, taken together, is perhaps as, or even more important. One business stressed the importance of both the airport and the road network. Another saw the airport and the convenience of its main client (also in Strathclyde) as vital factors.

These factors are reflected in the reasons why the two companies faced with a choice of locations settled on Phoenix Park. Both cited the road network as a reason. One also cited the ability to easily transfer existing staff and the other the cost of rates. 

There was also unanimity on the choice and range of property or sites available in Renfrewshire. This was considered limited for property but good for sites. However it must be stressed that this is the opinion of only two companies, as just one of the three respondents considered either option and the other two had already decided on either a site or property based solution. 

Two interviewees reported no major difficulties in finding this solution. The third did, but this was a function of self-imposed requirements to be within a certain radius of the airport. As such, it was not felt much could be done to improve the choice available. Two companies were already present in Renfrewshire prior to locating on Phoenix Park and their perception of the county was such that they wanted to stay there, largely for the reasons outlined above. The third subject had not previously been located in the area and reported no preconceptions before arrival.

Two of the three operators reported contact with SE Renfrewshire during the initial stages of setting up. Details of these contacts are scant as only one of the individuals was involved in any way with the negotiations at the time. In effect they appear little more than courtesy calls with no reports of assistance forthcoming, the perception being that as the companies were not SMEs they were not eligible for assistance. One individual did comment that a contribution towards relocation expenses, or even simple property advice, would have been welcome.

current situation

Having commenced operations on site there was general satisfaction with Phoenix Park as a business location. All respondents rated it as either good or very good and believed their company had definitely or probably made the right decision in going there. One did report serious difficulties with transport infrastructure since moving in. The problem had both a local and regional/national dimension. 

Locally there was some difficulty with immediate access to the site via the roundabout on Linwood Road and more broadly concerns with public transport links to the Park. The wider strategic issue is one familiar to all economic development agencies in the West of Scotland, namely the congestion at the Kingston Bridge bottleneck. 

The significance of these is highlighted by the importance attached to physical communications as a factor in the locational decision. 

No problems in recruiting local labour for their operations were reported by any respondent. They also reported little difficulty in making significant use of local suppliers – over £2m pa - although the vast bulk of this was contributed by a single company spending around £40,000 per week while the others spent this per year.

Respondents were asked specifically to rate Phoenix Park against a number of facets. Results are reported in Table 3.2.

	TABLE 3.2: RATING OF LOCATION

	Rating
	Number reporting

	
	Accessibility
	Facilities
	Environment
	Image
	Property

	Excellent
	1
	1
	-
	-
	-

	Good
	1
	2
	3
	3
	3

	Acceptable
	-
	-
	
	-
	-

	Poor
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-


The Table reflects the general satisfaction felt by respondents with their new location, the exception being the company that raised the issue of roundabout access to the Park. The one company that went for a bespoke solution to its needs recorded the excellent rating of accessibility and facilities.

Each company reported operating waste management and recycling policies and practices.

future activity

The three companies were cautious with regard to their future prospects. Two expected slow sales growth over the next three years and one expected stability within a mature market. One company reported that it would have to diversify more from its primary sector as a result of changes within its market and the relationship with its main clients. 

Prospects for employment change were even more conservative with two interviewees expecting no overall change while the third cautiously expected modest growth, as agency staff became permanent employees as new markets were developed. The main constraints on expansion identified were all market related, be it winning new contracts, the need to diversify or tough competition from outsourcing to Eastern Europe or the Far East.

In terms of property requirements two companies felt their existing property was adequate. Neither of these enterprises foresaw any likelihood of relocating outside Renfrewshire in the short or medium term. The third company, as a result of changes in its market, expected a reduced property requirement in future. Any relocation would only possibly be in Renfrewshire, depending on what sort of diversification was achieved. It was also felt unlikely that such a decision would take place within 5 years.

Respondents were read a series of statements about their property needs and opinion of Renfrewshire. They were asked to score how much they agreed with these statements on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 5 being “strongly agree”(6 = “don’t know). Table 3.3 reports.

	TABLE 3.3: PROPERTY NEED AND RENFREWSHIRE

	Statement
	No. & Level of Agreement

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	There is a good range of sites/property available in Renfrewshire to meet any future needs I may have?
	-
	1
	-
	1
	1
	-

	Renfrewshire is an ideal location within Scotland to do business?
	-
	1
	2
	-
	-
	-

	Renfrewshire has a positive image as a place from which to do business?
	-
	-
	-
	1
	1
	1

	There is a good local skilled workforce in Renfrewshire able to meet any future needs I may have?
	-
	-
	-
	1
	2
	-

	I would prefer to continue my business in Renfrewshire in the long term?
	-
	-
	-
	1
	2
	-

	Renfrewshire offers a supportive business environment with good levels of public sector support to help my business develop?
	-
	1
	1
	1
	-
	-

	Having access to business development and training services is important to my company?
	-
	-
	-
	1
	2
	-

	Having access to comprehensive property market information is important to my business?
	-
	2
	1
	-
	-
	-

	The most important locational attribute is accessibility?
	-
	-
	-
	1
	2
	-

	Image will be an important aspect of any future locational choices?
	-
	-
	1
	2
	-
	-


With the caveat that this represents the views of only three companies, there is general agreement of a number of points:

· there is a good local workforce in Renfrewshire;

· there is satisfaction with their current location in Renfrewshire;

· business development and training services are important; and

· accessibility is a very important locational attribute.

This consensus mirrors the broad agreement on the locational factors reported above. The emphasis of business development and training reflects the concerns about the future also reported above. It is possible that this represents an opportunity for SER, but the companies were generally sceptical of the willingness or ability of the LEC to assist them as any support up to now had been minimal in both financial and information terms.

The relative unimportance given to property market information reflects the fact that the enterprises are not long in their current locations and none expect any need to relocate until at least the medium term.

project outputs

The sample was asked for some detailed data on both employment and financial matters. Despite assurance as to the confidentiality of this data, not all participants were willing or able to supply the information requested. The small number of respondents further complicates the issue. The data is therefore presented not only in aggregate but also in summary.

In all some 525 staff were employed in April 2004. Of this approximately 20% were part-time and 80% full time. Two businesses were able to break employment down by type and this is shown in Table 3.4.

	TABLE 3.4: BREAKDOWN OF EMPLOYMENT BY TYPE

	Administrative
	9%

	Manual
	24%

	Service
	28%

	Operative
	32%

	Technical 
	1%

	Managerial
	6%


We have already seen that relocation or consolidation of operations was a major reason for locating on Phoenix Park. This is reflected in the pre-employment estimates provided by the companies. Possibly 20-25% of staff did not move to their current employment from another job. Most of these are assessed as short-term unemployed but some longer-term claimants and school leavers are also included in this estimate.

Employment levels have remained stable for two of the companies since relocation but the third has seen a significant drop in employee numbers.

Only one company was able or willing to supply any financial performance data and so no figures or commentary are presented here.

DEVELOPER SURVEY

As the original developer had sold on the development, we were unable to make contact to establish a baseline position. This would have been necessary to better understand the project rationale, the market failure and the need for SE Renfrewshire support.

This would have allowed us to consider the level of additionality from SE Renfrewshire intervention in terms of the counterfactual position, ie what would have happened in the absence of SE Renfrewshire support?

The original approval paper cites abnormal costs and low returns as the main rationale for public sector intervention – project justification.

In the light of evidence to the contrary, our experience would suggest that this is a fairly typical situation for industrial development in the West of Scotland and that the SE Renfrewshire intervention had the impact of providing a degree of encouragement and comfort for the private sector developer to proceed.

As an alternative, we undertook a consultation with the private sector developer currently on-site. Scot Sheridan are a medium sized Scottish property developer specialising in mid range industrial development. They purchased 14 acres of Phoenix Park from the then owner Tilbury Phoenix. 

At that point, Tilbury Phoenix were in the process of selling on to NPL Estates, who in a back to back deal, sold to Cuckfield, the current owners. 

As they acquired the site after the event, they have no view on the SE Renfrewshire inputs as they bought an already serviced site. However, they did indicate that they would not have bought an unserviced one as the costs would have been too great and potential returns too low.

They believe this would be a major requirement as the developments are marginal and any abnormal costs would make development prohibitive. Therefore the case for public sector support is strong. 

4.
PERFORMANCE AGAINST TARGETS

The target outcomes set in the SER Board Paper and / or the ERDF application were:

· providing 22.5 ha of decontaminated land for future development; 

· creating 100 temporary construction jobs; 

· 2,250 (gross) FTE jobs on completion;

· leverage of £3.3m of private sector investment; and

· future private sector investment of around £40m.

These targets refer to the successful completion and occupation of the whole development but, as we have seen, part of the site remains unoccupied, under development or is still awaiting development. 

ERDF targets are essentially similar but reflect the reduced cost of the project in a smaller expectation of initial private sector leverage of £2.6m. The application also puts the temporary construction jobs target at just 20. This figure is inconsistent with total project costs whether taken as temporary or permanent construction employment.

Employment data is available for only three of the current occupants so it will be necessary to gross-up employment estimates for the remaining tenants, empty buildings and development land described in Chapter 2, as shown in Table 4.1. 

In doing so it is important to remember that these figures are all unadjusted gross estimates, with no allowance made for displacement, additionality or multiplier effects. 

We saw in the company survey that a main driver in locating on Phoenix Park was the consolidation of operations onto a new site and, therefore, that the retention of existing labour was a major consideration. 

This fact argues for a low additionality factor, implying a low number of net new jobs (although the number safeguarded may be significant). We have also seen that those surveyed were cautious about future company growth within the local area. 

However, these findings are based on a sample of only three businesses and it would be unwise to extrapolate them to the rest of the Park, particularly given the potentially different (or uncertain) sectors in which other occupants may operate.

	TABLE 4.1: POTENTIAL MAXIMUM EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS – OPTION 1

	
	
	Gross FTE Jobs

	Survey sample
	Reported figure
	472.5

	Unsurveyed property 
	Assumes general warehousing use
	185

	Office development
	Assumes business park use
	187

	Industrial development
	Assumes general industrial use
	493

	Development land
	Assumes general industrial use
	1,958.5

	Total Phoenix Park
	
	3,296


Development Land assumes a 25% net employment space footprint

Calculations on employment densities are taken from “Employment Densities: A Full Guide”, Arup for English Partnerships, September 2001.

These calculations clearly make a number of assumptions in terms of both the use to which property is, or will be, put, and the potential uses of the remaining development land. 

Changing the assumptions made in Table 4.1 can have a significant impact on the potential impacts. To give just two examples:

· Option 2: changing the presumed use of the development land from general industrial to general warehousing reduces its employment capacity – and that of the Park – by 634 jobs to 2,661 gross; and

· Option 3: assuming the same employment density for this land and the other current occupiers of Phoenix Park as revealed by the company survey reduces this total still further, by 1,027 to 2,269 gross.  

Nonetheless, it seems that Phoenix Park has the potential to exceed its employment targets by:

· 46% in Option 1;

· 18% in Option 2; and

· 1% in Option 3.

The target for construction employment is 100 temporary jobs (or 10 FTE). Assuming the SE norm of 1 FTE per £300,000 of construction spend suggests:

· 13 FTE construction jobs; or 

· 130 temporary construction jobs.

By this measure Phoenix Park exceeds its target by 30%.

In terms of financial leverage Phoenix Park has performed more closely to expectations. Table 4.2 repeats the spending data reported in Chapter 2.

	TABLE 4.2: COST OF PHOENIX PARK (£)

	Funder
	SER Approval
	ERDF Application
	Actual Spend1
	% SER Target
	% ERDF Target

	Tilbury Phoenix
	3,293,286
	2,608,883
	2,610,317
	79
	100

	ERDF
	1,519,978
	1,047,044
	966,000
	64
	92

	SER
	253,330
	357,739
	357,349
	141
	100

	Total 
	5,066,594
	4,013,666
	3,933,666
	78
	98


1. SER total is before clawback

The scheme as a whole is diluted from the original SER board paper presented in November 1997. Total project costs are three-quarters the original estimates but this is not uniformly repeated in the costs incurred by each contributor. Subsequent negotiations led to changes in the financial input profile of each of the three parties. 

SE Renfrewshire’s contribution rose by over 40% in this calculation as it was require to bear costs that it originally, but wrongly, assumed would be eligible for ERDF support. 

If the clawback from the sale of the development by Tilbury Phoenix is included, the situation improves markedly. SE Renfrewshire’s performance against targets improves to:

· 73% of its own board paper forecast; and

· 52% of the ERDF projection.

The original targets for ERDF and private sector leverage set out in the November paper were also not met. The Tilbury Phoenix investment was reduced by 20% from the original estimate, in line with the overall reduction in cost. The original expectation of European funding was even more sharply reduced – down by a third, with SER stepping in to fill this funding gap. 

A more accurate calculation of performance is on the basis of the ERDF application. In this case actual spend is much nearer the projected figures with the difference largely accounted for by a reduced European funding element. 

To calculate the private sector investment in property following on from the remediation of the former car plant requires an assessment of the capital expenditure on the existing completed buildings, buildings under construction or planned, and an assumption on the use of the remaining development land. 

Table 4.3 reports.

	TABLE 4.3: PRIVATE SECTOR PROPERTY INVESTMENT

	Development Phase
	Property Type
	1Cost per m2
	Estimated Capex

	Completed Units
	Distribution
	£550
	£25,264,000

	Scott Sheriden

Development
	Industrial
	£550
	£10,219,000

	
	Office
	£860
	£2,538,000

	Development Land
	Distribution
	£550
	£2,585,000

	Estimated Total
	
	
	£40,605,000


1. Costs based on evaluation evidence

Again, this Table is prone to sensitivities based on the property type and the development cost allocated to it. For example, we have seen that the three sample companies are not merely distribution hubs but seek to deliver much more in terms of value added. 

Nor is the nature of the office and industrial unit known in detail and the development land is assumed for a general distribution use. A change in any of these uses or a tighter estimate of the unit costs would alter the overall capital expenditure. 

However, with these caveats, it is possible to say Phoenix Park has met its private sector property investment objective.

Finally, it is important to note that the targets are expressed in gross terms. Although we have not considered in any detail the likely net impacts of the project, this is likely to reduce the overall level of benefits. 

However, even we assumed high levels of dilution (deadweight and displacement), the level of impacts compared to the level of public sector inputs, would still suggest good value for money to the public purse.  As an example if we assume 90% deadweight and displacement, the net cost per job to SER is:

· £5,600 per FTE, if the clawback is included in the calculation; and

· £10,800 per FTE if it is not.

At the lower end of this range this certainly represents a good potential return on the investment.

2. conclusions

In conclusion it is possible to say that Phoenix Park has the potential to be a successful redevelopment project, meeting or surpassing the targets set for it in the ERDF application of January 2001. 

It is not possible to state categorically that these objectives have been met as much of the site has yet to be fully developed, let alone occupied and put to productive use. 

However, based on a range of employment density calculations the Park is clearly capable of matching or exceeding the gross job creation targets set for it. Net benefits are likely to be much reduced, for the reasons discussed above, but even assuming very high levels of displacement and deadweight the project could represent good value for money for SE Renfrewshire.

The clawback of funds made possible by the sale of Phoenix Park and waiving of any claim to these monies by SEP is an important factor in this calculation and undoubtedly improved the financial position of SE Renfrewshire. 

Table 5.1 summarises the success of the project.

	TABLE 5.1: PHOENIX PARK PROJECT SUMMARY

	Measure
	Target
	Actual / Potential
	% Target

	Land serviced
	22.5
	23.8
	

	Comprising:

Floorspace completed

Floorspace committed

Remaining developable land
	na
	445,000ft2

210,000ft2
26.66 acres
	na

	Initial Private Sector leverage
	£3.3m
	£2.6m
	79%

	Future Private Sector leverage
	£40m
	£40m
	100%

	SER spend (before clawback)
	£253,330
	£357,349
	141%

	SER spend (after clawback)
	£253,330
	£184,434
	73%

	Gross employment
	2,250
	2,269 – 3,296
	101-146%

	Temporary Construction Jobs
	100
	130
	130


Importantly, the ERDF targets are of a similar magnitude with the exception of initial private sector leverage, which is set at £2.6 million. Therefore the project is forecast to either meet or exceed all its ERDF targets.

LEARNING POINTS

There are three learning points that can be taken from this evaluation:

· financial participation with the private sector rather than grant aid significantly enhanced the value for money obtained;

· an early exit policy enables a clean break with the project to be made. This not only allows an early start on the evaluation process but also effort to be focused on other projects without distraction; and 

· evaluation should ideally be commissioned while all parties are still involved in the project or available to discuss their respective roles and involvement, producing a more rounded study and more robust analysis of net impacts. Failing this, contact with relevant parties should be maintained.
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