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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This evaluation and review of three programmes within CIoS has been wide-ranging and, in many 
senses, quite complex. Each of the three programmes had/have different objectives, mechanisms 
for support, and governance/delivery structures. 

• The Regional Growth Fund was a grant-focused programme which had a clear set of job 
targets which it was required to meet, and that provided a clear focus on job creation/
safeguarding for the investment decisions. 

• The Growing Places Fund was essentially a more discretionary programme of support, with 
an expectation that the support will primarily (although not necessarily solely) be through 
loan agreements. There were no formal targets set by Government, but with an overall 
objective to unlock private investment. 

• The Enterprise Zones is a national policy concept, applied locally. The Government has 
created incentives specific to approved Enterprise Zones, with local partners being 
incentivised to make a success of the concept through the retention of business rates from 
business locating within EZs. 

From an evaluation perspective, each of these programmes have presented specific and different 
learning points which cannot necessarily be aggregated under a single banner. The programme-
specific findings are set out in the subsequent sections. However, some consistent conclusions can 
be drawn: 

• The management of governance of the programmes have met the arrangements that have 
been set out in the respective delivery/implementation plans. Cornwall Development 
Company (CDC) - as an experienced programme manager - has acted diligently and 
professionally. At an officer-level, the programmes were/are subject to a good level of 
scrutiny from CDC and Cornwall Council. The programmes have also been subject to 
independent external scrutiny and oversight from the relevant Government departments. 

• However, the overall governance structure - particularly with regard to the relationship 
between accountable body, project applicant and appraiser - did present some issues. 
Cornwall Council - as the key strategic organisation - often fulfils multiple roles. It is our view 
this issue is principally one of external perception. Whilst the programmes have been 
professionally overseen and implemented by Cornwall Council and CDC, we would advocate 
greater use of external scrutiny when appropriate to ensure a fully transparent process. The 
principles contained within the national and local assurance frameworks now provide the 
governance context. 

• In general, the achievement of objectives and positive outcomes from economic 
development initiatives tends to always occur more slowly than originally hoped. Whilst 
progress continues to be made, it tends to be behind the 'profile' as set out in original plans. 
It remains important to be optimistic and ambitious in forward plans, but also to be realistic 
about what can be achieved, and the pace of that achievement. This has always been an 
historical problem, and certainly not specific to CIoS.  

• It is our independent view that the programmes have delivered good value-for-money. The 
Regional Growth Fund supported a large number of direct and indirect jobs, and our 
estimates are that they exceeded benchmark measurements. The Growing Places Fund has 
achieved some notable positive outcomes and has the potential to create a legacy through 

Programme Evaluations for CIOS LEP  (RGF / GPF / EZ)                                                                         Ash Futures / PFA3



its 'revolving fund' characteristic. It could be argued that the Enterprise Zones are 
performing well when considering the direct available resources to local partners are small. 

• In all cases, the local partners - principally CC, CDC and CIoS LEP - have been relatively 
successful in complementing the programme activities with other public support 
programmes such as ERDF. The activities have been coordinated to try to maximise the flow 
of investment support to achieve objectives. 

• However, the consequence of this from an evaluation/reporting perspective, is that it is not 
possible - or at the very least misleading - to evaluate the impact of a specific programme in 
isolation. The public support landscape in CIoS is crowded, and it often requires the 
investment of several funding programmes over time to achieve an intended positive 
outcome. Therefore simply/solely considering programme-specific investment against a 
metric such as job creation does not reflect the full story. 

With regard to the individual programmes, we have drawn a number of specific conclusions. 

Regional Growth Fund 
• the governance arrangements and processes were consistently followed across the projects 

we reviewed. The CIoS RGF was delivered in accordance to the delivery plan.  

• evidence suggests – corroborated by our stakeholder interviews – that CDC/CC/CIoS LEP 
acted as an effective partnership in managing the programme and providing the requisite 
scrutiny. 

• there was a lack of Government guidance in the early stages of the programme regarding 
how jobs should be evidenced. Therefore, it was left CDC as programme managers to 
interpret and implement appropriate processes and provide guidance to project applicants. 
There was an onus on CDC in lieu of national guidance, certainly at the outset of the 
programme.  

• the direct jobs claimed through strand 1 of the RGF programme have been achieved. 

• regarding Strand 2, there may have been an overstatement of effects. RGF, will only have 
contributed a share of the overall public sector costs involved. Such comparisons will 
overstate the contribution of RGF in the delivery of the impacts of interest. However, in most 
instances the RGF investment did play an important catalytic role which should not be 
underplayed. 

• there was a clear dichotomy between the level of evidence required of strand 1 applicants, 
and that required through strand 2. This is particularly marked given the different sums 
involved. 

Growing Places Fund 
• the governance arrangements and processes were followed across the three projects that 

received loan funding. The CIoS GPF was delivered in accordance to the delivery plan. 
However, there was a lack of available evidence in relation to the grant award project to 
provide complete confidence that all steps of the process were completed. 

Enterprise Zones 
• It was the view of the stakeholders that we spoke to that the governance structure is fit for 

purpose and functions as intended. The EZ Board is a useful forum and public and private 
partners are working together well. The review and approval of both rate relief applications 
and EZ Growth Fund Applications meets the governance processes put in place. 
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• Overall, though the EZ Board was seen as functioning well. Any cultural differences between 
public and private partners were being managed relatively well. 

• There is not a reliable timeline of job creation (particularly for Aerohub). In our view, it is not 
possible to accurately estimate the ‘flow’ of economic benefits from EZ status because of the 
inter-year variability of job creation estimates. This variability has largely been caused by a 
disconnect in reporting processes over time. 

• The number of jobs supported in the EZs to date shows that there is a considerable amount 
of ground to make up if the job expectations outlined in the Implementation Plans are to be 
met.  

• Despite a perceived significant weakening of policy focus on EZs at a national level, the 
concept remains an important part of the local policy landscape. The retention of future 
business rate growth was seen as a good policy. The fact that it has been ring-fenced for 
subsequent economic development support was also considered beneficial. 

• Because of wider strategic activity (the coalescing of sector activity around EZs) some felt 
that simply focusing on jobs, development space created etc. was a blunt tool for measuring 
progress. Of course, this wider strategic impact is difficult to quantify or capture. 

• Whilst the incentives associated with EZ status were useful policy tools to hold, they were felt 
not to be sufficient to attract a business to the region. In some respects, they were seen to 
be ‘nice to have’s’ rather than fundamental.  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INTRODUCTION 

Working in partnership, Ash Futures and PFA Research were commissioned by Cornwall 
Development Company (CDC) to undertake a whole programme evaluation of the Regional 
Growth Fund (RGF) investment programme and the Growing Places Fund (GPF). These 
programmes were delivered by Cornwall Council and Cornwall Development Company in 
Cornwall and Isles of Scilly (CIoS). This requirement was also accompanied by a review of the two 
Enterprise Zones in Cornwall – Aerohub+ and the Marine Hub.  

The specific requirements for each of the three programmes differed slightly, although there was a 
common requirement for an independent and objective review of the outputs claimed, to 
understand how they delivered against their respective delivery/implementation plans, and to 
review whether the management and governance followed the agreed processes at the time, as 
well as considering that in the context of current governance guidance. 

Therefore, a specific focus of the activity required for the evaluation was to review a large swathe 
of information held at a project-level for each of the programmes, and to provide an independent 
and objective view that the outputs (and outcomes) claimed through the programmes had indeed 
been achieved and evidenced appropriately. 

Given the ‘three-pronged’ requirement, and the fact that all three programmes were/are quite 
different, this report is structured in five broad sections: 

Section One – Overview, including an explanation of the overall evaluation requirement, the 
approach adopted for the evaluation, and a brief overview of the respective programmes 

Section Two – Evaluation of the Regional Growth Fund programme 

Section Three – Evaluation of the Growing Places Fund 

Section Four – Review of the Enterprise Zones 

Section Five – Conclusions, lessons learned and recommendations 

It is important to note that elements of this evaluation relate to historical delivery, particularly in 
the case of the Regional Growth Fund. The effective delivery was from 2012 through to 2016. 
Therefore, the processes followed, and the governance structure in place at that time, should be 
viewed in that context. There have been a number of changes in the guidance relating to 
governance since the programme was completed, and some changes in local governance 
arrangements have already been made as a consequence – reflecting the governance focus 
contained within the national and local assurance frameworks. 

We would like to thank the team at CDC and from Cornwall Council for their support in delivering 
this evaluation - arranging meetings, providing comprehensive information and offering thoughtful 
comments throughout the process. We are also grateful for the time given for interviews by local 
stakeholders and businesses. 
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SECTION ONE: EVALUATION AND PROGRAMME OVERVIEW 

The Requirement 
The requirement for this evaluation as detailed in the Invitation to Tender (ITT) focused on the 
need for an independent and objective review of the RGF and GPF programmes in respect of: 

Economic Outputs 
• To undertake a sample of investments from each strand of the RGF to verify the project 

outputs claimed to date 
• To assess the profile of outputs claimed and the likelihood of the project delivering the 

remaining contracted outputs to the end of March 2019 

The governance and investment decision making process  
• To assess the effectiveness of the decision-making process  
• To assess what influence governance had on delivery  
• To assess the extent to which fidelity to the delivery plan was maintained  
• To assess the relevance of the programme rationale for investment within the context of 

growth investment in Cornwall & Isles of Scilly 
• To assess the value-for-money of the fund management undertaken by CDC  

Economic impacts 
• To assess the direct, indirect economic impacts of all the projects supported.  
• To assess the level of job creation (direct and indirect, delivered and forecasted) and job 

safeguarding  
• To assess the longevity of the programme impacts 
• To assess the wider economic impact of the programme in addition to delivering jobs 
• To assess whether there were any impacts and outcomes, both positive and negative, that 

were not anticipated at the outset.  

Strategic added value 
The evaluation brief also highlighted the desire to investigate the strategic impact of some of the 
major investments made by RGF & GPF and the contribution both have made to ‘unlocking’ 
additional investments in both the public and private sector. 

In terms of the Enterprise Zones review, there was a requirement to: 

• Review, analyse and validate existing data collected and reported at the EZs since their 
inception in 2012  

• To provide the economic impact for each financial year and overall  
• Assure data quality and alignment with MHCLG/BEIS EZ data requirements  
• Identify any historic gaps in data or inconsistencies  
• Track performance against agreed targets (Implementation Plan) for each EZ comparing 

performance against other similar EZs nationally and other economic growth data  
• Examine the current (2018/19) process for data collection and reporting at the EZs providing 

recommendations on improved methods assuring robustness of data and adequate timing of 
data reports.  

As part of the inception process, subsequent discussions were held with the client group (CDC and 
CC/LEP officers) regarding the focus of activity from these above requirements. The requirements 
were further refined to focus objectives/activities on: 
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• To independently verify the outputs and outcomes reported through the three programmes. 
Within this, the concentration of effort was focused on RGF, given the larger number of 
projects and expenditure involved. 

• Alongside this, there is a requirement to: 
‣ Independently review and evaluate the governance and management of the three 

programmes 
‣ To capture any wider economic impacts beyond the reported outputs, with a particular 

focus on large projects in the Enabling Infrastructure Fund (EIF) 
‣ To consider the value for money of each programme based on the verified evidence, with 

reference to robust benchmarks. 

Our approach 
The evaluation activities were determined by the requirement as set out in the ITT, and further 
refined in subsequent discussions with the client team at CDC and Cornwall Council. These 
activities are set out below. 

Regional Growth Fund 

• A review of the hard copy project files at CDC offices. This involved visiting the offices on 
several occasions and reviewing the project documentation held. For most projects, there 
were several project files which held all historical documentation and communication relating 
to the application process and subsequent management of the project.  

• It was agreed that – given the high proportion of programme expenditure involved in strand 
2 of the RGF programme – there would be a ‘deep delve’ of the 12 projects within that 
strand. 

In specific terms the project file review involved: 

• A review of the project files for 15 projects supported through strand 1a (SFBD) out of a total 
of 81 projects supported. These 15 projects represented 36.3% (circa £240,000) of total 
expenditure delivered through the strand. 

• A review of the project files for 23 projects supported through strand 1b (BCF) out of a total 
of 42 projects supported. These 23 projects represented 94% (circa £4.05m) of total 
expenditure delivered through the strand. 

• A review of the project files for the 12 projects supported through strand 2 (EIF). These 
projects represented 100% (circa £7.9m) of total expenditure delivered through the strand. 
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This is represented in the table below. The table shows that the project file review exercise 
covered 94.6% of total expenditure through the RGF programme. Therefore, this provides a good 
level of confidence that this exercise represents a comprehensive assessment of the programme in 
terms of job evidence, the processes followed and overall governance arrangements. 

In addition, a number of telephone interviews were conducted in relation to the RGF projects. 
These included: 

• Telephone interviews with project leads or representatives for each of the 12 Enabling 
Infrastructure Fund projects. This was part of the ‘deep delve’. The concentration in these 
interviews was to understand more about how/whether the intended indirect jobs had been 
created/safeguarded, and any wider outcomes that the investments had helped develop. 

• Telephone interviews with a sample of 5 business supported through strand 1. Again, these 
interviews focused on understanding how the RGF investment helped create/safeguard jobs 
at that business, how the business has since developed, and their views on the process of 
applying and receiving RGF funding. 

Finally, as part of the pre-support application and post-support evidencing, several of the projects 
had commissioned economic impact assessments or evaluations. All of these were reviewed. 
These are discussed in much more detail later in this report. 

Growing Places Fund 

• A review of the project files for all four of the projects supported through the GPF.  

• Telephone interviews with all four businesses supported through the GPF. Again, these 
interviews focused on understanding how the GPF loan helped progress the specific project, 
how the project has since developed and its impact on the business, their views on the 
process of applying and receiving GPF funding, and the support they received from CDC as 
the fund manager. 

Enterprise Zones 

• A review of the project monitoring data that has been collated by CDC/CC 

• A review of the EZ Board agenda/minutes  

• Telephone interviews with EZ programme managers, team members and EZ Board members 

• A review of national evaluation evidence and policy documents 

In addition to the project-specific interviews, we also spoke to several stakeholders who held 
different roles. Some were able to comment either on one or all of the programmes (particularly 
from a management and/or governance perspective), and others may have held a ‘strategic’ view 
on whether/how these programmes contributed to overall CIoS economic development 
objectives. In total we held a further 17 interviews (consultation list included as an Annex).  

Finally, we presented the emerging findings of the evaluation to the CIoS LEP Investment and 
Oversight Panel on the 7th March 2019, considering feedback received. 

Total RGF expenditure 
(grants claimed)

RGF project file reviews 
Proportion of RGF 

expenditure covered (%)

Strand 1a £661,300 15 36.3%

Strand 1b £4,323,000 23 93.7%

Strand 2 £7,831,666 12 100%

Total £12,816,000 94.6%
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Background and context 
Brief summaries of each of the three programmes are contained below. Each programme will be 
discussed in more detail in the respective sections. 

Regional Growth Fund 

In 2012, Cornwall Council submitted a delivery plan to Government to access Regional Growth 
funding and were successful in securing an award of £13 million to provide revenue and capital 
grants to businesses and support infrastructure in order to create and safeguard jobs. This was 
awarded as an ‘endowment fund’, with the programme budget being fully allocated to Cornwall 
Council to manage. This approach differed in latter rounds of the RGF programme. 

The application and subsequent delivery plan were part of the Round Two of the national RGF, 
forming the specific focus for this evaluation. 

The programme investment phase ran from May 2012 to March 2015. Cornwall Council was the 
Accountable Body, strategic direction was provided by the CIoS LEP and Cornwall Development 
Company were appointed as programme managers.  

The CIoS LEP set out a supporting strategy and Delivery Plan to meet the following objectives and 
targets:  

• To attract high quality proposals with a good chance of deliverability and high impact on 
jobs 

• To complement and add value to other externally funded activities in CIoS, particularly the 
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) through the EU CIoS Convergence 
Programme  

• To secure significant levels of private sector financial leverage 
• The delivery plan also included a target to create and safeguard 5,201 jobs for CIoS through 

the programme period. 

In order to achieve these objectives and targets, the fund invested under the following distinct 
strands: 

Strand 1 
This strand was subdivided into two sub-elements: 

Strand 1a: Superfast Business Development Fund (SFBD) 
This strand was intended for investment development brought about by Superfast Broadband 
infrastructure which had been developed in CIoS over the preceding few years. There was an 
intended grant range of between £1k-£50k, and there was a broad aim of supporting 400-500 
businesses. This level of business support when set against the indicative budget of circa £1mn 
clearly showed that the expectation was that most of the grant awards would be near the lower 
end of the grant range. 

Strand 1b: Business Catalyst Fund (BCF) 
This strand was intended to support businesses primarily with capital investment and some 
revenue support. The expectation was that the grant range would be £10k-£50k. This strand held 
an open call for businesses to apply.  

Strand 2: the Enabling Infrastructure Fund (EIF) 
This strand provided grant support for the construction of essential infrastructure to unlock 
strategic areas for business growth and expansion, intending to build on the momentum of EU 
CIoS Convergence Programme. The intended outcomes were the delivery of investment-ready 
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enabling infrastructure to support the creation of indirect jobs. The CIoS LEP worked with Cornwall 
Council to prioritise projects on behalf of the wider business community. Calls were issued on a 
closed basis for public infrastructure projects, with an expectation that many would be delivered 
by Cornwall Council or the Council of the Isles of Scilly. 

Growing Places Fund (GPF) 

Shortly after the award of the RGF support, Cornwall Council were also granted £6.4m of Growing 
Places Fund, £5.9m of which was to provide loans or grants to businesses. The intention was that 
the GPF would primarily be used as an evergreen fund administered by CDC for and on behalf of 
the CIoS LEP. Cornwall Council would act as the accountable body. There were no contracted 
outputs associated with this award from DCLG, in terms of jobs or other economic benefits. It was 
to be the responsibility of the CIoS LEP to determine the investment priorities.  

The rationale was to provide large loans (in excess of £300k) to unlock a wide range of projects 
that contributed to economic growth and the creation and safeguarding of jobs. This was on the 
presumption that the borrower was unable to secure alternative finance and the project would not 
be able to proceed without GPF support. The GPF was established by Government as an ‘unring-
fenced fund’, with little prescription over its use by Central Government. Whilst Local Enterprise 
Partnerships primarily used the fund to issue loans, they could also choose to provide grant 
support to projects if more appropriate . Locally, this resulted in one grant award through the 1

programme. 

However, a key objective was intended to be the creation of an evergreen fund, as a result of 
recycling the loan repayments and interest. A wider objective was for the fund to act as a 
pathfinder to provide the message to businesses that CIoS would be moving away from a ‘grant 
culture’ towards more innovative investment solutions. 

Enterprise Zones 

In 2011, 2015 and 2017 three iterations of successful bids were made by the CIoS LEP for 
Enterprise Zones (EZ’s) in Cornwall:  

• 2011 – the establishment of the Aerohub at Cornwall Airport Newquay 

• 2015 - the extension to the Aerohub+ Enterprise Zone (now incorporating Cornwall Airport 
Newquay and Goonhilly Earth Station)  

• 2017 - the establishment of the Marine Hub Cornwall Enterprise Zone (incorporating Hayle 
North Quay, Tolvaddon, and Falmouth Docks).  

The purpose of the Enterprise Zones is to drive local economies, by unlocking key development 
sites, consolidating infrastructure, attracting business, and creating jobs. The creation of EZs was 
driven by national policy and the creation of financial incentives to attract businesses to locate 
onto the EZs. This included a business rate discount of up to 100% over a five-year period, worth 
up to £275,000 per business, subject to State Aid requirements. Businesses could also apply for 
enhanced capital allowances. EZs would be subject to simplified planning approaches, the 
Government envisaged that Local Development Orders (LDOs) would be the primary mechanism 
for achieving this. 

Importantly, from a local policy perspective, all business rates growth within EZs for 25 years from 
April 2013 would be retained by LEPs and reinvested in their areas. 

 Analysis at a national level indicated that over 80% of the programme had been allocated as a loan, with the remainder representing either 1

grant support, or projects supported through a combination of loans and grants
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SECTION TWO: EVALUATION OF THE REGIONAL GROWTH FUND 

Programme objectives and targets 
The formulation of job targets 

Cornwall Council, on behalf of the CIoS LEP and wider CIoS partnership, applied to Round Two of 
the Regional Growth Fund in 2012. The application was for £13m of RGF to ‘support an ambitious 
programme which aimed to build on and complement the EU CIoS Convergence programme’. 
The overarching investment strategy was to “unlock sustainable private sector investment and 
growth, delivering jobs ‘now’ and providing a platform for continued growth, prosperity and the 
transformation of the economy of Cornwall and Isles of Scilly”. 

The programme aimed to address this through two strands of investment: 

• Strand 1 – Investment in business 

• Strand 2 – Enabling infrastructure for business growth 

For strand 2, the application stated that RGF aimed to complement the projects being delivered 
under Priority 4 of the Convergence programme. In other words, rather than displacing ERDF 
investment, the RGF programme would target those projects deemed to be outside the scope of 
state aid and where RGF and ERDF could be used to match each other. A number of investments 
areas were identified as priorities for strand 2 support: 

• Eco-Communities, St Austell, West Carclaze and Baal 

• Dudnance Lane Area Framework 

• Falmouth Docks 

• FABtest 

• Isles of Scilly Airport 

• Newquay Airport Employment Growth Area 

• Langarth Farm Employment Growth Area 

These were indicative/potential projects at the time the application was developed. Subsequent 
prioritisation by local partners refined the project list to reflect those which were expected to 
deliver within the programme timeframe. Some of these projects were taken forward for RGF 
support, whilst others were either developed through other avenues, or continue to be developed. 

The application set out an expectation that the RGF funding would help to attract a significant 
level of private sector leverage, as well as the ERDF match element detailed above. This is set out 
in the tables below, as detailed in the original application. It highlights that the expectation was for 
private sector leverage to come solely through strand 1, and the ERDF leverage to occur solely in 
strand 2. At the application stage, there was no expectation of private match coming through 
strand 2. 

CIoS Regional Growth Fund – strand 1 (RGF application)

Source of funding Amount of funding % of total programme costs

Regional Growth Fund £7mn 33.0%

Private £14mn 77.0%

Total £21mn 100%
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In terms of job targets, there were nuances in the definition/language used in the application 
(directed by the application form itself) which are important for our subsequent analysis. We have 
highlighted the pertinent definitions requested and used in the application. 

The RGF application, confirmed in the subsequent offer letters from DCLG, requested that 
applicants set out the gross number of jobs that was to be supported through the programme that 
would be: 

• Directly created and safeguarded by the programme over its economic lifetime; and 

• Indirectly created and safeguarded by the programme over its economic lifetime. 

The CIoS RGF application defined the programme job targets as: 

The CIoS application to Round Two of the Regional Growth Fund for £13m was approved and a 
signed offer letter issued by the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills was issued in March 
2012. The RGF allocation was effectively awarded as an ‘endowment’ – the entire allocation was 
awarded in a single funding tranche to Cornwall Council as the accountable body. It was then the 
responsibility of the local partners to award and allocate funding based on local priorities and 

CIoS Regional Growth Fund – strand 2 (RGF application)

Source of funding Amount of funding % of total programme costs

Regional Growth Fund £6mn 27.0%

Cornwall Council £8mn 36.5%

ERDF £8mn 36.5%

Total £22mn 100%

Strand 1 
£21,000,000

Strand 2 
£22,000,000 

• RGF    • Private   • Cornwall Council   •  ERDF

Strand 1 – gross jobs directly created and safeguarded

Strand 1 3,200

Strand 1 – gross jobs indirectly created and safeguarded

Strand 2 2,001
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applications against those priorities. In that sense, Round Two differed from the following RGF 
rounds which involved organisations applying directly to Government, and that the job targets 
were to be delivered through the ‘endowment’, with a heavy emphasis on indirect job creation/
safeguarding.  

One of the requirements of the offer letter was for the formulation of a scheme delivery plan which 
would outline the key milestones and governance arrangements for the programme. The delivery 
plan would also form the basis of quarterly programme monitoring required by Government. Local 
partners met with DCLG officers (then MHCLG) on a quarterly basis to review progress. 

The offer letter confirmed the job targets as set out in the application – 3,200 jobs delivered 
through the grant schemes (strand 1) and 2,001 jobs delivered through the public infrastructure 
projects (strand 2). Therefore, these have formed the basis of the programme job targets moving 
forward. The job targets were expected to be achieved by 2018/19. The monitoring period for 
understanding whether these jobs targets have been achieved (at both a project and a programme 
level) was defined as until 31st March 2019. 

The offer letter also clearly stated “you should establish a system of project and scheme 
(programme) monitoring that ensures that robust information is available to review the success of 
the scheme against these estimates of new indirect jobs”. 

It is important to note that the breakdown of the job targets – although remaining at the original 
target of circa 5,200 – altered as the programme developed. There was a shift – as reflected in the 
refreshed delivery plan in June 2013 – of jobs from strand 1 to strand 2, alongside a shift in the 
financial allocation between the two strands. This was a consequence of discussions held between 
CDC/CC and CLG. It was agreed that the most effective way to manage the achievement of the 
programme’s overall job targets was to maintain flexibility across the two strands of the 
programme. This is reflected in the table below: 

It is our view that the job targets associated with the programme should always have been 
considered very stretching. Set against the programme funding of £13m, a job target of 5,200 jobs 
represented the expectation of a ‘cost per job’ of just £2,500 per job (see later comment and 
analysis on apportionment). Even if forecast total public sector cost was taken into account then 
forecast cost per job would still only have been just over £4,000 per job (as shown in the earlier 
table taken from the original RGF application).  

There was an expectation associated with the RGF programme at a national level, for jobs to be 
delivered against stretching targets in terms of ‘cost per job’ measurement . The Government 2

accepted bids into the Round Two of circa £950m, associated against an aggregated jobs target of 

Strand 1 job 
targets

Strand 1 RGF 
allocation

Strand 2 job 
targets

Strand 2 RGF 
allocation

Original RGF 
application

3,200 £7mn 2,001 £6mn

Offer letter 3,200 £7mn 2,001 £6mn

Refreshed Delivery 
Plan (2013)

2,000 £6mn 3,201 £7mn

 It is important to note that whilst Government did not set targets for the cost per job for individual RGF submissions (as such, no benchmark 2

was detailed) there was clearly an expectation that jobs should be delivered extremely cost effectively
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201,000 (split between 37,000 direct and 164,000 indirect jobs). In effect, this meant an average 
cost per job of circa £4,700. In our view, we would question this expectation at a national level, in 
terms of whether this quantum of jobs could ‘realistically’ have been achieved. 

All LEP areas, including in CIoS, were required to demonstrate that they could meet these 
expectations around delivering jobs, and informed the subsequent application into the 
programme.   

In our view, the job targets at a national level do not appear to have been formulated in the 
context of the benchmarks that were available at the time. A literature review of cost per job 
figures was completed as part of this evaluation. A summary of the main relevant benchmarks is 
shown in the table below.  

It is important to note that all benchmarks slightly differ in terms of their definition, period of cover 
(given that many are based on evaluation evidence) and pricing . Some relate more to direct job 3

creation, rather than the indirect job creation/safeguarding which was more of an emphasis in the 
RGF programme. 

It is also important to note that many are based on the total public sector cost per job (see later 
analysis and comment). However, that should not detract from the principal point that all are 
considerably higher than the effective cost per job implicit in the agreed job targets for LEP areas 
across the country, including the CIoS RGF programme.  

We question whether the available benchmarks/evidence should have been better used as a sanity 
check in defining the national job targets (from a Government perspective). The use of 
benchmarks is advocated in appraisal guidance to help form a sense check on projected outputs/
outcomes.  

We highlight the original stretching job targets as an issue because it is our view that this provides 
important context for many elements of the evaluation. It is our view that, from a CIoS perspective, 
it placed subsequent pressure on both programme and project delivery. The intense focus on 

Source Measure – cost per job Comments

DCLG - Valuing the benefits of 
regeneration (2010)

£32,300 (2010 prices)
Industrial and commercial property projects, cost 
per net additional job, linked to gap funding by 
the public sector

HCA – Calculating Cost per Job 
Best Practice (2015)

£39,850 (2015 prices)
Regeneration and property development 
projects

RDA – RDA Impact Report (2009) £63,300 (2009 prices)
Regeneration through physical infrastructure, cost 
per net additional job

RDA – RDA Impact Report (2009) £14,200 (2009 prices)
Business development and competitiveness, cost 
per net additional job

ERDF – Unit cost database £25,700 (2013 prices)
Average (mean) cost per gross job created/
safeguarded based on evaluation evidence of 
07-13 programme

CIoS ERDF – thematic evaluation 
of cost per net additional job £44,500 Net additional job created/safeguarded

 For the cost per job benchmarks to be directly comparable, the GDP deflator should be used so that they are presented in real terms.  This was 3

not considered necessary for the purpose of this broad illustrative comparison.
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delivering stringent value for money in the form of very low ‘cost per job’ figures relate to many of 
the issues we comment on in the subsequent sections of this report. 

In terms of the mechanism which was followed to inform job targets through the CIoS application, 
we recognise that this was, at least partially, informed by local activity. For example, several 
economic impact assessments were undertaken against project proposals to better understand the 
potential project-specific job impacts. In that sense, the job targets were informed by a 
combination of ‘bottom-up’ (individual project assessments) and ‘top-down’ (national RGF 
programme-level expectations) approaches. 

We also do recognise that the national job targets need to be understood in the economic and 
political context at that time. In 2012 the economy was still recovering from the impact of the 
recession. There was also a relatively new economic development landscape, with the formation of 
Local Enterprise Partnerships replacing the old Regional Development Agencies. The programme 
of austerity – following on from the financial crisis – had also began to be implemented by the 
Coalition Government. In that sense, there was an economic, political and financial pressure to 
deliver jobs in a cost-effective manner. 

Nevertheless, we feel these national (and local) job targets were always going to be difficult to 
achieve and placed subsequent pressure on programme delivery. It is our view that many of the 
subsequent difficulties flowed from the original expectations of job creation/safeguarding at a 
national level. Local CIoS partners needed to demonstrate how they could meet these 
expectations in order to secure funding.  

In one sense, our view is partly informed by hindsight. However, it is also informed by the swathe 
of evaluation evidence that was available at the time which suggested that the ‘cost per job’ for 
the whole RGF programme was out of kilter with what had been delivered through previous public 
support programmes (even when taking into account the particular characteristic/emphasis of the 
programme on indirect jobs). Again, it is our view that it would have been helpful for a sense check 
against this available evidence at a national level to provide a more realistic framework for 
potential job creation/safeguarding. At a local CIoS level, this may have provided some forward 
indication of the subsequent pressures the programme faced in terms of meeting job targets. 

There was clear pressure on local areas to achieve the job output targets. The RGF offer letter set 
out a number of outcomes which could affect the drawdown of programme funds. It states that 
payments could be withheld and/or require repayment of funds already drawn down if at any time 
before the end of the monitoring period progress on the scheme, including progress towards 
reaching the job target, was not deemed satisfactory by the managing department. 

Recommendation 1 
At a national level programme level job targets should reference available evidence to act as a 
sense check and provide confidence around achieving targets.  These should also act a 
reference for local partners, to guard against ‘optimism bias’ as well as fully informing how 
achievable subsequent job targets could be. Significant deviations from the available 
evidence should be explained. From an applicant perspective, this can be done using internal 
expertise but may also require some external input to help provide an independent view. 

Process and governance 
Agreed governance arrangements 

The RGF programme bid was submitted by Cornwall Council on behalf of the CIoS LEP, 
with Cornwall Council acting as the accountable body.  
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In the subsequent delivery plan that was approved by Government the roles and 
responsibilities of the three principal organisations were set out: 

From 2013 onwards, the management and administration of the programme by CDC was 
effectively funded by interest accrued on the RGF allocation. This was agreed by DCLG (as was) in 
April 2013. The accrued interest was used to contribute towards the management and 
administration costs of the three programme strands.  

!  

The decision-making process for each of the strands in the RGF programme were defined in the 
delivery plan. For strand 1 projects the following steps were defined as shown below. The process 
was determined by the level of funding requested, with approval of applications up to £250,000 
the responsibility of a BCF Investment Panel. This Panel was constituted of CC/CDC officers. For 

Organisation Role and responsibilities

CIoS LEP

Oversight of the contract
Review performance
Strategic direction
Decisions on largest investments

Cornwall Council

Contract holder with Government
Accountable body
Report on performance at contract level
Enter into contracts with businesses
Financial responsibility 

Cornwall Development 
Company

Day-to-day delivery of the contract
Employ resources to promote interest in the use of the RGF investment
Ensure probity in how funds are used

PROGRAMME DIRECTORS
Cornwall Council

CIoS LEP

RGF STEERING 
GROUP

CC officers
LEP rep

CDC officers
IoS rep

MHCLG (by invite)

SCHEME 
MANAGERS
CDC officers

PROGRAMME 
SUPPORT TEAM

CC Finance
CC Legal

STRAND 1 - BCF 
INVESTMENT 

PANEL
Scheme Managers - 

as above

STRAND 2 
INVESTMENT 

PANEL
Scheme Managers - 

as above

PROGRAMME 
DELIVERY TEAM

CDC staff

PROGRAMME 
ADMINISTRATION 

TEAM

CDC staff
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investments over £250,000, a LEP sub-group – constituted of private sector LEP Board members – 
had responsibility for approval. The LEP Board members tended to be provided with project 
summaries – rather than the full application to base their decision. 




For strand 2 projects the following steps were defined as below. Again, requests for RGF 
support of £250,000 was an important threshold, above which approval needed to be 
provided by the LEP sub-group. Given the scale of the infrastructure projects, few projects 
came under the threshold. Project summaries were provided to LEP Board members by 
scheme managers. 

Investments under £50,000 Investments between £50,000 and 
£250,000

Investments over £250,000

Technical appraisal by CDC Contract Services 

Discretionary approval by CDC 
Strand 1 Manager

BCF Investment Panel review and 
make investment decision

BCF Investment Panel review and 
make recommendations for decision

Offer letter produced by CDC, for issue by CC
LEP Sub-group review and make 

investment decision

Inclusion of spend report to RGF Steering Group Inclusion of spend report to RGF 
Steering Group and LEP

An independent firm of accountants will provide a final report at the end 
of the project on investments of £100,000-£500,000. An annual report 

will be provided on investments over £500,000
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!

!  
Result of evaluation review – process and governance 

Our review of the projects that were approved through the RGF programme also focused on 
whether the governance and process arrangements that were clearly defined in the delivery plan 
were implemented and followed according to that plan. As illustrated above, the processes which 
were set out depended on the size and strand within which the project was supported. 

It is important to note that whilst this evaluation involved a broad review of governance and 
management arrangements it was not an audit exercise and should not be considered as such. We 
understand that the programme has already been subject to a satisfactory programme audit - 
undertaken by Grant Thornton in August 2018. However, our file reviews did follow a checklist/
framework which allowed us to understand whether the defined processes (including evidence of 
the appropriate paperwork being in place) were followed. 

Conclusion 1 
Our independent review of the CIoS RGF found that the governance arrangements and 
processes were consistently followed across the projects we reviewed.  

In that sense, CDC as the programme managers, Cornwall Council as the accountable body, and 
CIoS LEP as the oversight body all fulfilled the roles as set out in the delivery plan. This extended 
to the reporting of programme progress (financial spend and outputs), as well as evidence 
provided by the applicant of proof of expenditure to allow the drawdown of RGF funds. It is clear 
that CDC, as an experienced programme manager, has established processes which it adopted for 
the RGF programme. 

Our project file review also illustrated the high level of scrutiny and due diligence adopted by CDC 
and CC officers. This level of scrutiny extended to all areas of the programme’s delivery and 
administration, including the scheme managers, programme administration team, and other core 
functions within both CC and CDC which supported the programme. The role of performance and 
compliance manager within Cornwall Council appeared to play a particularly important role in 
ensuring the processes followed those set out in the delivery plan and agreed with Government. 

LEP issues a closed call for projects 
under the RGF enabling 

infrastructure strand

Long list of projects are priorities and Expressions of 
Interest are received

Expressions of Interest are reviewed and projects that 
are to progress are invited to make a full application

Full applications and accompanying documentation are 
appraised by the delivery team and presented to the 

Officer Investment Panel or LEP Sub-Group

Projects < £250,000 are 
the decision of the 

Officer Investment PanelOffer letter

Projects > £250,000 are 
the decision of the LEP 

Sub-group

PROJECTS IN CORNWALL

ENABLING INFRASTRUCTURE DECISION FLOWCHART
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The scheme managers and programme delivery team also played important roles in challenging 
the applicants, and the assumptions that underpinned the job targets. The scrutiny provided by 
private sector members of the LEP Board also appeared to play an important role, with some 
examples of projects being ‘pushed back’ on occasion – leading to further refinement.  

Conclusion 2 
Our overall view is that evidence suggests – corroborated by our stakeholder interviews – that 
CDC/CC/CIoS LEP acted as an effective partnership in managing the programme and 
providing the requisite scrutiny. 

However, we also hold the view that there are wider questions about how the economic 
development landscape within CIoS created some particular questions around the governance 
arrangements for the RGF programme. This is now discussed in more detail. 

Governance structure 

As illustrated previously, Cornwall Council acted as the accountable body for the RGF programme. 
It was also the project applicant for many of the infrastructure projects delivered through strand 2 
of the programme. In its role as local authority it is highly experienced in delivering infrastructure 
projects. Its role as project applicant and delivery body was clearly outlined in the original RGF 
application, as well as the delivery plan. Therefore, the governance arrangements were clearly 
stated and understood, at least within the economic development ‘partnership’. 

The delivery plan and associated governance arrangements put in place attempted to establish a 
clear separation of the roles and responsibilities for CDC, Cornwall Council and the CIoS LEP. In 
effect, the governance arrangements attempted to create ‘Chinese Walls’ within the programme 
management structure.  

  

OTHER 
CORSERV 

COMPANIES 

CORMAC
Cornwall Airport Ltd

CORNWALL 
COUNCIL 

Accountable body
Project applicant

Project delivery body
Input into appraisal

CORNWALL 
DEVELOPMENT 

COMPANY 

Project delivery
Promote RGF investment

Ensure probity

CORNWALL 
AND ISLES OF 
SCILLY L.E.P. 

Oversight
Performance review
Strategic direction
Large investment 

decisions

Jo
int C

EO an
d Serv

ice
 

Direc
tor (s

ince 
2016)
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As stated above, this review has shown that the governance arrangements worked effectively, 
driven by a high degree of officer scrutiny. The issue and concern that we raise relates to external 
perception. In itself, we feel this should be an important consideration for local partners. 

To place this in context, for several strand 2 projects Cornwall Council played several roles: 

• The accountable body for the programme 

• The Project applicant 

• The Project delivery body 

• Input into the appraisal and compliance process 

• Through the Corserv company structure, on occasions it also acted as the contractor   

Much of the context for governance arrangements of similar programmes is now provided by the 
national assurance framework for Local Enterprise Partnerships . The 3rd version released in 4

January 2019 and sets out Government’s guidance for LEP areas to develop their own local 
assurance framework. The national assurance framework clearly states: 

“Places must have robust processes in place that ensure all funding decisions are based on 
impartial advice. There must be clear distinction between those acting as scheme promoters and 
those appraising programmes and projects and advising decision makers, so that the LEP is acting 
on impartial advice on the merits of (potentially competing) business cases. Named individuals 
responsible for ensuring value for money as well as scrutiny and recommendations for business 
cases (not necessarily the same person) should ideally be independent of the promoting 
organisation or where this is impractical, should sit outside the management unit responsible for 
developing and promoting the business case” 

The CIoS LEP has its own assurance framework in place  and sets out how it aims to work in a 5

transparent and open manner. Many of the principles mirror those in the national framework. 

Recommendation 2: 
We recommend that the principles contained within the latest national assurance framework 
are fully observed for any future funding programmes where Cornwall Council could also act 
as accountable body and applicant. Specifically, we would advocate the clearer separation of 
scheme promoters and appraiser. External appraisal could play an important role, certainly 
for grant investments over a certain amount. This will improve transparency, helping with 
external perception. 

Finally, there was a requirement in the Government offer letter which related to the provision of an 
independent accountant’s report for projects over a certain value (over £100,000). It is our 
understanding that in discussions between CDC and DCLG (MHCLG) there was a verbal 
agreement for this requirement to be removed, given CDC’s stringent process for grant payments 
for individual projects only being defrayed against evidence expenditure.  

Programme management costs 
In delivering the £13 million RGF programme, CDC have spent £464,000 for administration. This 
includes overall programme management, staff costs, legal fees, evaluations and closure costs; 
and represents 3.57% of the overall programme. We have not found any directly equivalent 
examples to benchmark the cost effectiveness of the CDC management function. 

 ‘National Local Growth Assurance Framework’ – MHCLG, January 20194

 ‘Cornwall and Isles of Scilly LEP Assurance Framework’ – CIoS LEP, February 20185
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However, recent EU research into admin costs  found that, at managing authority level, ERDF as a 6

whole averaged 3.5% for administration. A UK government RGF Annual Monitoring Report, in 
2014, states that programmes requiring administration are typically allowed up to 5% of their 
grant. In Wales, research from 2012 , found that they were spending up to 10% on programme 7

administration and set a target to reduce this to 5% or below. A Local Growth Fund initiative in 
Kent (Kent i3 - Innovation Investment Initiative)  charges 3% of loan value for core costs. 8

So, although we are unable to benchmark against equivalent programme, we believe that the 
proportion of the overall RGF used by CDC for administration and management purposes is 
reasonable and well within the expectations set by the research outlined above. 

Job verification and evidence 
Reported achievement against job targets 

As shown in the previous sections, the CIoS RGF programme had significant job targets. The latest 
performance against these targets  for each strand and the overall programme is shown in the 9

table below. It is important to note that the final jobs claimed may increase marginally from the 
below, given that some projects are currently subject to a final monitoring check and lagged 
effects may be captured.  

The table illustrates the jobs that have been reported against programme job targets, with strand 
1 reported as marginally below its FTE target and the projects in strand 2 reported as over-
achieving. 

The table also reaffirms that the reporting of jobs at a programme level has depended somewhat 
on the creation/safeguarding of indirect jobs – with two-thirds of programme-level jobs delivered 
through strand 2 infrastructure projects. In our view there is a question about how accurate indirect 
jobs can be captured from a reporting perspective. The programme responded to this issue by 
commissioning a number of ex post evaluations for certain (although not all) strand 2 projects, 
particularly where the impacts were expected to be particularly ‘indirect’. However, even these 
post-support evaluations have found it difficult to accurately capture/evidence the indirect 
impacts. This issue is now discussed in more detail. 

The difficulty of evidencing indirect jobs 

A further element of the job targets implicit in the RGF programme – at a local and national level – 
was the ability to create/safeguard indirect jobs, in particular through infrastructure projects. 
Indirect jobs were clearly eligible for support. As shown in the previous section, indirect jobs 
through strand 2 of the programme constituted two-thirds of total job targets. 

Job targets (FTE) Jobs Achieved (FTE) % achieved

Strand 1 2,000 1,794 90%

Strand 2 3,201 3,357 105%

Total 5,201 5,151 99%

  New assessment of ESIF administrative costs and burdens, for European Commission, 20186

 Grants Management in Wales - Interim Report, National Assembly for Wales, 20127

 Business Case to support LGF investment in the Kent i3, Kent and Medway Growth Hub, 20158

 As defined in the refreshed delivery plan9
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The type of indirect jobs supported through public infrastructure projects are always difficult to:  

1. specifically be associated to the outcome of that project  

2. to evidence 

3. to capture in a reasonable timeframe e.g. they may lag the project intervention by a 
considerable time, again making evidencing difficult 

4. separate from other investments e.g. in many cases they may be underpinned by other 
funding streams. Some of these may have happened relatively recently, whilst others may 
have occurred many years previously. 

There is a clear emphasis within the overall RGF programme to evidence the job creation, with 
programme guidance requiring that job claims are substantiated. However, from a pragmatic point 
of view we feel that evidencing indirect jobs – and specifically linking them to the project 
intervention - was always going to be a difficult exercise. It also represents a time (and potentially 
cost) intensive exercise. By initially allowing indirect jobs to represent a large proportion of total 
programme jobs, this also placed subsequent pressure on programme delivery within strand 2 of 
the programme. 

This may partly explain some of the lack of post-support evidence in terms of indirect job creation/
safeguarding – it was seen by the project applicant as not a pragmatic or cost-effective exercise. 
However, this does not necessarily appear to have been the view of the Government’s programme 
case officer. The view expressed in communication in 2013 was that: 

“(my) understanding is that approved models/methodologies would be used to predict job 
creation, but that business surveys would be carried out in order to verify actual job creation after 
capital works had been completed. This is not reflected in your text (in the refreshed delivery 
plan)….. I suggest that requires further consideration and provision of a more specific 
methodology in order to ensure that jobs can be verified wherever possible. I also suggest the 
risk register needs to include failure to evidence jobs as a specific concern” 

This broadly fits with the guidance as expressed in the 2012 offer letter – as cited earlier in this 
section. However, we question the expectation that all indirect jobs associated (or certainly 
attributed) with infrastructure projects could be practically evidenced and verified. For example, 
some of the transport infrastructure projects (as described in more detail later in this section) 
present particular difficulties in attributing subsequent job creation/safeguarding to a specific 
scheme, particularly if that scheme is part of a wider package of transport infrastructure 
improvements. 

As an example: 

Two transport infrastructure projects in Truro were funded through RGF strand 2 – the Truro 
East Park & Ride scheme and enhancements to Trafalgar Roundabout. The Truro Sustainable 
Transport Strategy identified a package of measures to reduce congestion and increase 
capacity in the local transport network. The easing of flow of traffic in the main East-West artery 
across the city was seen as a key requirement to unlock developments that had been identified 
in the local Neighbourhood Plan  and the Cornwall Local Plan . The improvements identified 10 11

were intended to be an integrated package, some of which responding to funding 
opportunities as they arose. 

 https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/23372440/2016-12-20-final-final-plan-document-reduced.pdf10

 https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/planning/planning-policy/adopted-plans/11
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The indirect job creation of the two specific schemes was estimated in modelling work 
undertaken by Parsons Brinckerhoff on behalf of Cornwall Council. This exercise attempted to 
identify the specific job impact of the two schemes through their impact on either unlocking 
specific local development (in the case of Truro East Park & Ride), or reduction in congestion/
increase in flow (in the case of Trafalgar Roundabout). 

However, these schemes have only been two projects in a much wider scheme of transport 
improvements around Truro. Crucially, all of these schemes are seen as interdependent and the 
‘enabling aspect’ should be viewed in a holistic sense. As part of this work we have interviewed 
several Cornwall Council officers who are responsible for transport planning, planning, 
economic development etc., and the consistent view is that the subsequent development in 
Truro cannot solely be attributed to one specific transport improvement scheme. In this specific 
case, it is simply not possible or realistic to disentangle the specific impact of these two 
schemes from the wider package of transport infrastructure improvements that have, and 
continue, to take place. For example, there has also been a £4.5m investment of Growth Deal 
1 funding which also aimed to accelerate housing and job growth across the Truro 

In addition, the improvements in the transport infrastructure only plays one part – albeit in 
some cases an important part – in enabling a subsequent development to come forward 
(whether it be residential, mixed-use or employment). Therefore, it is difficult to ‘claim’ that it 
has solely unlocked the subsequent development. However, this view is balanced by the widely 
held opinion of transport/planning/development officers that unlocking these developments 
would have been very much more difficult in the absence of the funded projects – both 
schemes were viewed as integral/important elements of the wider enabling works. 

In some cases, the link between a particular infrastructure project and the subsequent indirect job 
creation/safeguarding can be defined more clearly. In those cases, the jobs could have been easily 
captured. It is our view, formed by many years of working within economic development, that the 
focus should have been more on ‘verifying’ the assumptions that underpinned the job estimates in 
the first instance. This was not always done for all of the infrastructure projects included in the 
programme. For example, if an infrastructure project modelled the job impacts on the assumption 
that it would consequentially unlock development, then at the very least the applicant should have 
been required to provide evidence that the development did indeed take place.  

For some projects, this exercise was attempted. In a couple of instances, we could not find such 
evidence. As a consequence, there is less confidence in the job creation/safeguarding being at the 
levels claimed.  

Recommendation 3 
Key dependent activities should be clearly defined as ‘performance indicators’, and 
subsequently tested to help inform the view of the ‘likelihood’ that indirect job creation/
safeguarding has achieved the broad levels expected. 

It is clear from the project file review that CDC as the programme manager persevered in 
attempting to obtain post-support evidence to verify the strand 2 job claims. There is some proof 
in all strand 2 projects that evidence was at least sought. In some instances, the officers advocated 
some post-support Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) activity to help substantiate the job claims. In 
those instances, the number of jobs claimed through the projects were lower than originally 
forecast (as shown in Table on Strand 2 job creation below). However, for a small number of other 
projects limited evidence could be found, or that the change in indirect jobs could be attributed/
associated with the project intervention. As a consequence, there is less confidence in those job 
claim figures. 
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This appears to be a particular problem for those projects where Cornwall Council were the 
project lead. This may be associated with a lack of contractual tools available to help the 
programme manager (CDC) enforce the need for post-support evidence. This is discussed in more 
later in this report. 

Result of evaluation review – job verification 
As previously stated, a core task for this evaluation was to review a large proportion of the 
information and evidence of the project supported through the programme. As shown, we have 
reviewed hard copy files for projects that covered 95% of total programme spend. These files, and 
accompanying information, included the information submitted by project applicants to evidence 
the job claims. We followed this up with telephone interviews with a number of project leads. 

Therefore, we are in a good position to comment on the veracity of the jobs claimed through the 
programme. Our review for each strand – given they were so different – is considered in turn. 

Strand 1 – Superfast Cornwall Fund and Business Catalyst Fund 
38 project files were reviewed as the principle focus on verifying the jobs claimed through the 
programme. The recipients of RGF grant funding through strand 1 were all private businesses, and 
subject to scrutiny by CDC acting as the programme manager. Grant Funding Agreements (GFA) 
were in place between Cornwall Council – as the accountable body – and the business. The GFA’s 
detailed the agreed job targets in relation to the project, and a core requirement was for 
businesses to provide evidence to evidence those job claims. 

As experienced programme managers, CDC put in place a clear process of evidencing job claims 
that the applicants were required to meet. This is shown in the diagram on page 17. In discussion 
with CDC officers, it appears that this largely followed the process that had been adopted for 
ERDF projects managed by CDC at that time (during the 07-13 EU Convergence programme).  

The businesses were required to provide an Employee Verification Template (EVT) for new jobs 
created, and/or a Safeguarded Jobs Verification Template (SJVT) for safeguarded positions. As 
part of the application process and subsequent dialogue with CDC, businesses had to clearly 
articulate why those safeguarded jobs were at risk. Alongside the EVT, businesses were also 
required to provide either a copy of the employment contract for new positions, or the first payslip 
for that employee.  

Therefore, the requirement of businesses to evidence the jobs claimed could be viewed as 
stringent. Certainly, the level of information that was required from businesses, and retained 
thereafter for monitoring purposes may not now be acceptable in a post-GDPR  environment. 12

The requirement for this sensitive information could be viewed as against the ‘spirit' of GDPR - 
although recognising that those requirements were not in place when the programme was 
delivered. Certainly, the same level of verification evidence is now not required for the current 
ERDF programmes – where only written confirmation from a senior member of staff is required to 
evidence the job creation . 13

In some of the consultations we held with businesses supported through strand 1, they questioned 
whether the level of evidence required to substantiate job claims was commensurate to the 
financial support provided. Certainly, for some smaller projects the level of evidence did appear to 
be considerable when compared to the RGF grant. 

 General Data Protection Regulation12

 ‘Output Indicator Definitions Guidance for the European Regional Development Fund for England’ – Version 6, June 201813
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There is clearly a balancing act between the requirements of the programme manager – whose 
responsibility is to ensure probity and protection of public money – and the need to minimise 
bureaucracy for businesses. This balancing act was not unique to the RGF. However, some 
businesses and stakeholders have commented that the RGF requirements were certainly not ‘light 
touch’. 

Conclusion 3 
It is clear from reviewing the programme documentation that there was a lack of Government 
guidance in the early stages of the programme regarding how jobs should be evidenced. 
Therefore, it was left CDC as programme managers to interpret and implement appropriate 
processes and provide guidance to project applicants. There was an onus on CDC in lieu of 
national guidance, certainly at the outset of the programme.  

Recommendation 4 
CDC as programme managers should consider its processes/requirements for job verification 
and evidencing where it has scope (for current and future grant programmes). There is a 
balance between compliance and administrative burden on businesses. It may be 
appropriate that CDC considers a slight shift the in the risk balance. This balance could reflect 
the level of investment levels and/or the risk associated with that investment. 

However, the benefit of requiring and retaining this ‘depth of evidence’ required from strand 1 
RGF beneficiaries at that time does mean that there is a high level of confidence that the jobs 
claimed have been achieved. In our review of the projects within our sample, we did not find any 
examples where the above evidence was not provided for the direct jobs created/safeguarded.  

Conclusion 4 
As a consequence, our independent view is that the direct jobs claimed through strand 1 of 
the RGF programme have been achieved.  

It is also very clear from the project file review that the CDC officers involved in strand 1 were 
extremely diligent and demonstrated perseverance to ensure that applicants provided the 
appropriate evidence. On more than one occasion, the possibility of funding repayment was 
highlighted as a potential outcome if that evidence was not sufficiently provided. The level of 
diligence and integrity of CDC officers was marked from our project file review. 

It is important to note that there was one project (Cornwall Marine Network) supported through 
strand 1 which did claim a large number of indirect jobs. The RGF support was used to secure the 
business’s financial sustainability, thus allowing it to deliver a County-wide apprenticeship 
programme. The subsequent delivery of these apprenticeships were included as indirect jobs. It is 
important to highlight this project, given that it was responsible for 31% of total job claims in 
strand 1b. 

There is a question in our mind whether these subsequent indirect jobs could be directly 
attributed to the RGF project. This was also previously queried by the Government case officer, 
and we have reviewed communication between CDC/CC and DCLG (as was) that took place in 
2013. The project applicant – and CC/CDC acting on its behalf – argued that without the RGF 
support the business would have stopped trading and the apprenticeship programme in CIoS 
would not have been delivered. This was argument was accepted by the managing authority. 
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However, there are three observations regarding this specific project: 

• Limited evidence has been provided to prove that the volume of apprenticeships has been 
subsequently delivered 

• The national apprenticeship scheme is partly subsidised by Government (Skills Funding 
Agency). In CIoS, support was also provided through the ESIF. Therefore, there is a question 
about whether the delivery of apprenticeships should have been solely attributed to RGF 
support 

• The argument presented by the applicant assumes that the CIoS apprenticeship scheme 
would/could not have been delivered by an alternative organisation. 

Whilst, the jobs claimed through this project were accepted – by both CDC as programme 
managers and DCLG as the managing authority – we feel there is some ambiguity which is 
important to highlight.  

It does not, however, undermine our broad overall conclusion that the jobs achieved through 
strand 1 can be claimed with a good level of confidence. 

Proper Cornish are a local food manufacturer who applied for Regional Growth Fund support 
to help them move from old premises which had become unsuitable for the increasingly 
stringent requirements for food manufacturing, into a new fit-for-purpose manufacturing 
facility.

The constraints presented by the old manufacturing facility meant that the business faced 
ongoing issues with meeting customer requirements. It identified the need for new modern 
premises and sought RGF investment support to safeguard the existing jobs as well as create 
new jobs through its growth plans. As a consequence of the move – which has been phased 
over time – Proper Cornish has been able to win new contracts with retailers and wholesalers, 
diversify its customer base, improve its operational efficiency and continue to meet modern 
food standards. 

As a consequence of the additional capacity and quality of the new premises, Proper Cornish 
have been able to not only safeguard the 183 jobs that were in place at the time of the RGF 
application, but also create new jobs through a sustained expansion in its business since the 
relocation. It currently supports approximately 240 jobs at its base in Bodmin.

The business feels that without the support provided by the RGF it would have been difficult 
to make the improvements needed to sustain and grow the business. The new premises have 
been integral to its continued growth.

Programme Evaluations for CIOS LEP  (RGF / GPF / EZ)                                                                         Ash Futures / PFA27



As part of this evaluation, we also reviewed whether those businesses that were supported 
through strand 1 were still actively trading – helping us form a view of the sustainability of the RGF 
support. The results were largely positive; the exercise indicated that only 5 businesses supported 
through strand 1a were dissolved/no longer trading, and 4 business supported through strand 
1b . This represented 7% of business supported through strand 1, suggesting that the survival 14

rates for supported businesses were positive . 15

Strand 2 – Enabling Infrastructure Fund 
As indicated previously, the job targets in strand 2 of the programme almost wholly represented 
indirect job creation/safeguarding . This related to the types of projects that were to be 16

supported – significant infrastructure investments. There was a combination of indirect job creation 
and safeguarding, with the two largest projects (in terms of jobs impact) largely relating to 
safeguarded jobs. This in itself presents a question about how the quantum of safeguarded jobs 
can ever fully be ‘tested’. 

A few of the projects did include some direct job impact, although these were a very small 
proportion of the programme job targets.  

Impact and value for money 
In considering the value for money of the CIoS RGF programme it is important to recognise some 
fundamental issues which affect how it should be interpreted. These are discussed in turn: 

Apportionment of outputs 

It is clear that the job outputs associated with the RGF support, particularly through strand 2, were 
not ‘apportioned’. That is, a proportion of job outputs were claimed that were broadly 
commensurate to the proportion of pubic investment. Almost all of the strand 2 projects had other 
public investment support from other programmes, most notably from ERDF and Cornwall 
Council. In some cases, the RGF support was a relatively small proportion of total project cost. 
However, we do also recognise that it played a fundamental part of the funding package. 

We have been advised by CDC that there had been agreement with DCLG at the time that job 
outputs did not need to be apportioned, specifically against ERDF. To our knowledge, the job 
impacts through the ERDF programme do not need to be apportioned either, certainly those 
which were indirect (ERDF does not capture indirect job creation/safeguarding).   

In terms of direct job creation/safeguarding, there were three strand 2 projects which involved 
match funding from the ERDF programme (St Mary’s Airport, Truro East Park & Ride, Redruth 
Flood Mitigation Works). However, only St Mary’s airport and Truro East Park & Ride had direct 
jobs which were claimed through both RGF and ERDF programmes (encapsulating circa 20 direct 
jobs in total). Therefore, any apportioning in a ‘formal’ sense, would have done on very few jobs in 
the context of the overall job targets. In that sense, there are negligible issues regarding ‘double-
counting’ between the RGF and ERDF programmes. 

However, our observation is that considerations of the value for money of the programme as a 
whole should still be undertaken in the context of wider Government guidance. For example, 

 There were a few businesses where trading status was unknown. Therefore, the number of businesses which are no longer trading may be 14

marginally higher than indicated here.

 It is not possible to directly compare survival rates against the wider population because the age of supported businesses was largely 15

unknown.

 Although some of the projects did also have a small number of direct jobs. However, this was a very small proportion of the overall job targets 16

in strand 2.
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guidance issued by BIS in 2014  – looking at how the economic impact and value for money of 17

the RGF programme should be considered – notes the difficulty and complexities in disentangling 
the impacts of RGF from those provided through other public sector programmes. One of those 
complexities was highlighted as: 

Conclusion 5 
There is a likely overstatement of effects. RGF, will only have contributed a share of the overall 
public sector costs involved. Such comparisons will overstate the contribution of RGF in the 
delivery of the impacts of interest. However, in most instances the RGF investment did play an 
important catalytic role which should not be underplayed. 

The guidance suggested that this particular issue is handled by apportioning the overall impact of 
projects and programmes funded to RGF on the basis of its overall share of the public sector costs 
involved. This approach aligns with wider Government evaluation guidance  and offers a 18

straightforward approach for apportioning impacts across funding streams. 

Our view is that apportioning outputs is a blunt tool. It does not account for the crucial ‘catalytic’ 
or ‘seed funding’ role that a particular public support programme may play. Following on, it also 
underplays the leveraging role that the initial investment may have created. It is possible that in 
some instances, the RGF support on CIoS may have played this role, and therefore there is a risk 
that apportioning jobs outputs underplays the impact of the programme. 

However, it is also our view that the risk of overstating the impact of programme support is far 
more significant. The value of apportioning job outputs or taking into account total public sector 
investment – albeit an imperfect exercise – does mean that the value for money of the programme 
can be interpreted more correctly. Our view is that considering value for money against total 
public sector cost would be the preferred method. It is also our view that this risk is heightened in 
CIoS where there is relatively substantial support available through EU Structural Funds, as 
demonstrated in many of the strand 2 projects. 

There is no reason why value for money – as measured by ‘cost per job’ – could not be 
represented on both a ‘whole public sector cost’ and programme investment-specific basis. 

It is also important to note that even if all public sector costs were taken into account the value for 
money when considered on a gross cost per job basis (see below) should be viewed as successful, 
particularly in the context of the cost per job benchmarks previously highlighted (although noting 
that most of these benchmarks were considered on a net additional rather than gross basis – see 
comment below).  

Gross ‘cost per job’ (RGF 
investment only)

Gross ‘cost per job’ (total 
public sector support,)

Strand 1a £3,127 £3,127

Strand 1b £2,720 £2,720

Strand 2 £2,332 £12,695

Total £2,485 £9,229

 ‘Regional Growth Fund: Impact and Economic Evaluation Options’ – BIS Research Paper Number 264 – BIS, July 201417

 ‘OffPAT Combined Technical Indicator Note 31’ – OffPAT, May 200818
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Recommendation 5 
Value for money for programme ‘cost per job’ outputs should be considered on a total public 
sector cost basis. It would still be acceptable to consider on a programme investment-specific 
basis, but this should be sat alongside the total public sector costs. 

Focus on gross jobs 

The consideration of the value-for-money of the RGF programme has been done on a gross job 
basis. This reflects the emphasis within the RGF programme on gross job creation/safeguarding. 
The subsequent CIoS application and delivery plan was developed on the understanding of gross 
job creation/safeguarding. Therefore, it fully met the expectations and Government guidance at 
the time. The only contractual requirement was to report against gross jobs created/safeguarded. 

During the application stage, applicants were asked to demonstrate the gross job impact. 
However, the ‘additionality’ factors – particularly deadweight – were indirectly questioned through 
the appraisal process. A consistent question in the appraisal process by CDC officers was ‘what 
would happen without the RGF support’. Applicants were asked to respond to that question to 
satisfy CDC that the project could not progress without RGF support (on some occasions, that the 
business could not be sustained without that support). Therefore, considerations of deadweight 
were informally/indirectly addressed. There were no quantified considerations of displacement at 
either a project or programme level. This was acceptable given the focus on gross job creation/
safeguarding at a programme-level. 

In the context of this evaluation, we would highlight the importance of appropriate interpretation. 
Not all jobs created/supported by the programme should be considered additional e.g. they 
would not have been created/safeguarded in the absence of RGF support. As an example, an 
interesting observation from the sample project file review were the number of food manufacturers 
that were supported through strand 1 – therefore market displacement may have been a possible 
outcome. We would urge caution regarding comparing cost per job outcomes of the RGF 
programme, against other programmes where there was the requirement to demonstrate the ‘net 
additionality’ of the schemes. 

Overlap with other funding streams 

There is a complex funding landscape within CIoS. Not least, the area has been recipient of EU 
Structural Fund support for many years and EU programme iterations. This has been 
supplemented by other Government programmes. During the RGF programme period, this also 
included the Growing Places Fund and the Enterprise Zone initiative – reviewed later in this report. 

Local strategic objectives have sought to ensure that the public support programmes are aligned 
and complement each other where possible. This was demonstrated through the CIoS RGF 
application and Delivery Plan, particularly for strand 2 projects where ERDF and RGF were sought 
to be aligned. In our view, this was the right thing to do. 

However, from the perspective of understanding the impact of the RGF programme it presents 
difficulties. Disentangling RGF support from the support provided through other public investment 
programmes is simply not possible. 

As an illustration, we show how several different sources of public funding have helped sustain and 
grow jobs in Falmouth Docks. In the context of this report, the diagram shows how both RGF and 
GPF support (broadly taking place at the same time and supplemented by ERDF investment) were 
key inputs in achieving positive outcome for the docks and one of its key employers. 
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Recommendation 6 
Local partners should certainly not add job outcomes across different programmes of public 
support. This would significantly overstate the localised job impacts of public programme 
support. 

Private and public sector leverage 
As indicated previously, the CIoS RGF application outlined indicative expectations regarding the 
level of private and public sector match funding that would be leveraged with the RGF investment. 
As the below table shows, private sector leverage was expected to principally come through 
strand 1, and public sector leverage through strand 2 projects.  

It is important to note that the leverage/match funding was not a programme target. It is also 
important to note that RGF funding was intended to be the ‘funder of last resort’, with applicants 
needing to demonstrate why it was required. Theoretically, this could question the strength of the 
leverage argument.  

However, we recognise that putting funding packages together rarely works like that in practice. 
Indeed, the CIoS RGF application was quite clear in the expectation that RGF support would 
complement ERDF investment in particular. Therefore, the concept of ‘funder of last resort’ was 
less relevant in practicality. Having spoken directly to many project leads (in both strand 1 and 
strand 2) it is clear that the RGF support was fundamental to the project taking place. Therefore, in 
our view it is absolutely appropriate to evaluate the programme’s success in leveraging other 
(public and private) funding. 

Falmouth Breakwater

RGF STRAND 2
£1.5m

Safeguard ALL jobs 
in Falmouth Docks 
Approx 1,400

  Pendennis Superyachts
GPF

Safeguard approx 320 
jobs at Pendennis - - 
IN Falmouth Docks.

£4.0m

      Pendennis Superyachts

ERDF

Safeguard 
approx 320 
jobs at 
Pendennis - 
- IN 
Falmouth 
Docks.

£7.1m
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Using the project outturn data that has been provided, we are able to evaluate the level of 
leverage that the programme was able to generate. The table shows that the programme has 
performed strongly when compared to those initial expectations. Based on the data provided, it 
can be associated with approximately £47m of additional investment .  19

!  

CIoS RGF 
Application

CIoS RGF 
outturn

Net outturn 
(above application)

Private Match Funding/Leverage £14mn £11.9mn (£2.1mn)

Public Match Funding/Leverage £16mn £34.8mn £18.8mn

Total £30mn £46.7mn £16.7mn

Poynton Bradbury Wynter Cole (PBWC) are a well-renowned firm of local architects. The 
business had spent six years looking for new, suitable premises to allow the business to grow. 
They were determined to stay within the local area, where the majority of staff lived. 

The company was presented the opportunity to take an option on a closed filling station and 
presented a case to the parish council to allow a change of use and for the site to be 
redeveloped. The directors of PBWC constructed a financial case based on a commercial 
mortgage to purchase the site, director loans and cashflow funding to match against the RGF 
grant. PBWC started the build in February 2013 with a fast-track construction route 
concluding mid October 2013.

The outcome for the business has been positive. The potential for growth had been inhibited 
for several years. The project immediately safeguarded 14 jobs and created space for 
expansion to 30 over the longer-term. At the beginning of 2019, PBWC has grown to 24 staff 
and is actively recruiting into high skilled, professional roles. The project also supported a 
significant technology investment such that it is now a national leader in Building Information 
Modelling (BIM), enabled by the new open-plan workspace which better allows co-working 
and clustered expertise. PBWC now supports schools and regularly provides work 
placements for students.

The feedback from the business was that CDC project officers were proactive and flexible, 
supporting the needs of PBWC and for the funding to have a timely and lasting impact. The 
business is clear that without the RGF funding support its subsequent success and growth 
would have been much more difficult to achieve.

 CDC progress reports to MHCLG indicate that the leverage may increase over time – this explains the difference between those reported to 19

MHCLG in the annual monitoring reports (actual and forecast) and the figures shown in the table in this report (actual)

Programme Evaluations for CIOS LEP  (RGF / GPF / EZ)                                                                         Ash Futures / PFA32



Review of strand 2 projects – job evidence 
As stated previously, a core task within this evaluation has been to undertake a ‘deep delve’ of the 
12 infrastructure projects in strand 2. The focus of this work has been to use our expertise to form 
a view regarding whether the jobs claimed through the programme are substantiated with 
appropriately robust evidence. 

However, it is important to reiterate an earlier point. We feel that there was a question whether the 
indirect jobs associated with the type of infrastructure projects supported through the programme 
could ever be accurately substantiated/evidenced. In our view, there was an inherent problem with 
this initial expectation that they could be evidenced. Implicitly, this led to ‘optimism bias’ for some 
projects. 

As a consequence of the above, we are not in the position to come up with an accurate alternative 
figure. Instead, we feel it useful to express our views regarding the veracity of the job figures 
through a ‘confidence rating’. This is expressed in the below table as a RAG indicator in terms of 
both pre-support and post-support evidence. 

Our view has been informed by three broad elements: 

• Whether there was any pre-support modelling, or impact assessment, that helped inform the 
job forecasts, and whether those pre-support estimates were based on sound principles 

• Whether there is any post-support evidence provided, either in the form of the jobs 
themselves or whether the underpinning assumptions have occurred i.e. did the 
development take place (see earlier comments) 

• Whether those post-support estimates are based on sound principles 

We also include a column which looks at whether the positive intended impact has largely been 
experienced, or whether the impact may be lagged (for whatever reason) from that initial RGF 
investment. This feeds into a view about the ‘longevity of impact’, demonstrating that the benefits 
of the RGF investment – despite some of those original investments having taken place several 
years ago – may not yet be fully realised. 

Applicant
Project 
Name

Total 
expend-
iture   £

Grant 
paid   £

Jobs 
appr-
oved

Jobs 
claimed
(to date) 

*

Pre-support 
methodology/
assumptions

Post-
support 
evidence

Impact 
legacy

Council 
of the 
Isles of 
Scilly

St Mary’s 
Airport 3.976m 1m 1,216 1,215

Job impacts 
based on 
assumption that 
all jobs on island 
safeguarded. Job 
numbers taken 
from Census 
data and 
adjusted for FTE

No real post-
support 
evidence for 
indirect jobs 
(to be 
expected). 
Small number 
of direct jobs 
evidenced

The airport 
continues to 
play a key 
function in 
island life – 
providing 
crucial 
connectivity 
to the 
mainland. 
There is now 
also a 
helicopter link 
in winter 
months.
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Cornwall 
Airport 
Ltd

Hangar 
Refurbishment

0.714m 
** 0.401m 83 48

Job impacts 
based on 
estimate made 
by incoming 
tenant 

Initial tenant 
job evidence 
provided. 
However, no 
evidence 
provided of 
jobs supported 
through 
subsequent 
tenant. Data 
available 
through EZ 
monitoring but 
does not 
match with 
RGF claim

New tenant 
continues to 
grow and 
support jobs 
at the facility

Cornwall 
Council

Truro East 
Park & Ride 16.758m 2m 201 239

Modelled impact 
of transport 
improvements 
on improved 
traffic flow and 
potential to 
unlock 
developments

Post-support 
Monitoring & 
Evaluation Plan 
which captures 
the indirect 
jobs created in 
associated 
developments

Subsequent 
related 
development 
in place

Cornwall 
Council

Trafalgar 
Roundabout 2.848m 0.4m 232 4 As above

Post-support 
Monitoring & 
Evaluation Plan. 
However, 
specific 
consideration 
of scheme not 
detailed. 
Deemed 
acceptable due 
to low number 
of jobs claimed 
through 
scheme.

Difficult to 
establish the 
specific 
impact of the 
scheme, part 
of a wider 
package 
which 
continues to 
provide 
benefits in 
terms of an 
enhanced 
transport 
infrastructure 
– benefits still 
be fully 
realised over 
number of 
years

Cornwall 
Council

Hangar 
Incubator 1.966m 0.2m 24 18

Job impacts 
based on 
estimate of 
employment 
density of 
workspace 
created

Some verified 
evidence of 
job creation 
from tenant. 
Ongoing data 
available 
through EZ 
monitoring but 
does not 
match with 
RGF claim

New tenant 
continues to 
grow and 
support jobs 
at the facility
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Cornwall 
Council Jubilee Pool 2.937m 0.24m 63 47

Job impacts 
based on indirect 
jobs supported 
by increased 
visitor 
expenditure

Post-support 
evaluation 
commissioned. 
Indicated that 
direct job 
creation lower 
than envisaged 
but indirect 
effects strong. 
However, 
difficult to 
exactly 
reconcile 
figures to jobs 
claimed

There are 
subsequent 
planned 
developments 
at the pool 
which will 
continue to 
attract visitors 
to the area – 
building on 
the legacy of 
this initial 
investment

Cornwall 
Council

Redruth Flood 
Mitigation 
Works

3.5m 0.7m 307 263

Economic impact 
assessment 
commissioned. 
Largely based on 
employment 
density approach 
using expected 
development 
profile of related 
site, alongside 
indirect impact 
of new Heritage 
Centre

No evidence 
provided, and 
no evidence 
that 
development 
has taken place 
at the 
development 
site to date 
(although 
heritage facility 
scheduled to 
open later in 
2019).

Wider 
development 
scheme is 
currently 
going detailed 
planning 
stage. 
Therefore, it 
is possible 
that the main 
benefits of 
the RGF 
project will 
be felt in 
coming years 
– dependent 
on build-out 
of the 
development.

Poynton 
Bradbury 
Wynter 
Cole 
Architects 
Ltd

Atlantic 
Studios 0.699m 0.349m 52 43

Estimated by 
applicant – 
combination of 
direct and 
indirect jobs

Evidence 
provided by 
applicant, 
although 
evidence 
relates to 
direct job 
creation with a 
further 
assumption 
around indirect 
jobs

Applicant 
business 
continues to 
grow and 
support 
further jobs 

University 
of Exeter FABtest 0.749m 0.529m 79 12

Job impacts 
based on 
forecasted 
growth in marine 
renewables 
sector – was 
always going to 
be subject to 
uncertainty

Commissioned 
evaluation 
(joint with 
ORDP) – 
indicating 
impact not as 
originally 
envisaged

Continues to 
work as a 
platform for 
marine 
renewables 
(now focusing 
more on 
offshore 
wind) and 
wider marine 
tech sector 
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Cornwall 
Council/
CDC

Offshore 
Renewables 
Delivery 
Programme

0.36m 0.050m 69 15

Job impacts 
based on 
forecasted 
growth in marine 
renewables 
sector – was 
always going to 
be subject to 
uncertainty

Commissioned 
evaluation 
(joint with 
FABtest) – 
indicating 
impact not as 
originally 
envisaged

Has led to 
significant 
longer-term 
strategic 
impact. 
Capacity of 
project 
indirectly led 
to other 
initiatives such 
as Marine-I, 
Marine 
Renewables 
Roadmap 
which 
continue to 
generate 
positive 
impacts

Falmouth 
Petroleum

Fal 
Breakwater 
East Jetty

4.871m 1.461m 1,388 1,386

Dependent 
(safeguarded) 
job numbers 
based on 
Falmouth 
Masterplan, 
taking account of 
deadweight 
adjustment

Jobs claimed 
taken from 
Economic 
Impact 
Assessment 
commissioned 
by CDC in 
2015, 
disconnect 
between 
methodology 
used in pre-
support 
Falmouth 
Masterplan 
and post-
support 
impact 
assessment

Falmouth 
Docks and its 
businesses 
continue to 
act as 
important 
players in the 
local 
economy 

Cornwall 
Council

Superfast 
Broadband 
extension

6.995m 0.5m 242 68

Modelled impact 
based on 
established M&E 
activity related to 
previous 
Superfast 
Cornwall project

Impact based 
on established 
M&E activity 
related to 
previous 
Superfast 
Cornwall 
project

Roll-out of 
superfast 
broadband 
continues

Total 46.376m 7.831m 3,956 3,357

✦ No evidence provided (inc. underpinning assumption), not possible to verify job claims                                                                                                       
✦ Either limited evidence provided, or job forecasts based on subjective view or flawed methodology, 

some confidence of  job claims                                      
✦ Some evidence provided through pre-support estimate and/or M&E activity, some flaws found in 

methodology but reasonable confidence of broad quantum of job claims                                                                                                               
✦ Pre and post-support job claims estimated through either impact assessment and/or M&E activity, good 

confidence of job claims                                                                                                                               

* Rounded figures
** This involved two separate approvals, with an increase in approval due to changing specifications from a new 
tenant for the hangar
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Council of the Isles of Scilly - St Mary’s Airport:

The vast proportion of jobs associated with this project were classified as indirect jobs safeguarded. There were a 
small number of direct jobs created. Evidence of the 12 jobs created was provided, although this wasn’t apportioned 
against ERDF investment. The jobs claimed through the programme were based on the argument that all jobs on the 
Isles of Scilly would be lost if the airport refurbishment did not happen. If the investment wasn’t made, then there 
would be no transport connection to the islands during five months through the winter. In our view, ultimately this 
was a subjective argument which could be viewed in different ways. The argument that the economy and community 
of the islands would not be sustainable without an air transport connection (the helicopter service had just been 
withdrawn at the time of the RGF application in 2012) was clearly articulated by local stakeholders. It is useful to 
note that the same argument was accepted by the EU Commission through the State Aid submission as part of the 
ERDF approval. State Aid approval was granted in May 2014.

Given that all jobs on the island were included as safeguarded indirect jobs then no post-support evidence has been 
provided. To reiterate, ultimately this rests on a subjective view. The argument may be different now with a reinstated 
helicopter service providing an alternative, but in 2012 fixed-wing was the only means of accessing the island during 
winter months.

A significant issue is the other support provided through alternative programme support – most notably ERDF. 
Disentangling the impact of RGF programme support against other programmes which have invested in the project, 
and ongoing infrastructure on the islands, is not possible.

Cornwall Airport Ltd (Cornwall Council) – Hangar Refurbishment:

The original jobs forecast was related to the relocation of the Classic Airforce Trust (CAT) which had identified the 
Hangar 404 as a new home. The CAT ceased trading/relocated from the facility later – although the jobs were in 
existence for 12 months so had been included in the RGF job claims - and an alternative business (Holt Lloyd) 
became new tenants. Therefore, there was a fresh batch of new jobs that could be included. In broad terms, this has 
been an acceptable approach. Due to the hangar being on the Aerohub Enterprise Zone site the jobs at Holt Lloyd 
have been monitored through the EZ monitoring process. It has been difficult to reconcile the jobs reported through 
the RGF with that reported through EZ. An EZ update note of June 2018 shows that Holt Lloyd supported 19 jobs – 
different to reconcile against the figures claimed though the programme.

This project also illustrates the overlap between programme support, with support being provided to tenants 
through EZ rate relief, and supported jobs being reported through both programme monitoring processes.

Cornwall Council – Truro East Park & Ride:

The original jobs forecasts were in relation to a transport modelling study undertaken by Parsons Brinckerhoff on 
behalf of Cornwall Council. This exercise modelled the projected change in traffic flow and reduction in congestion 
as a consequence of planned improvements in the Truro transport infrastructure. This scheme formed one of those 
planned improvements. It identified potential developments that could be unlocked as part of the wider scheme of 
improvements. It then ‘apportioned’ the potential benefits across the various schemes, according to their influence 
on the above factors.  There has been a Monitoring & Evaluation Plan produced by Cornwall Council (2017) which 
looked at the impact of the schemes within the Truro Transport Plan. 

For those developments that involved residential development, the assumption was that the new household 
formation would lead to indirect job creation in the local economy. The assumption underpinning this approach was 
taken from OffPat/HCA employment densities guidance on the potential impact of housing on local employment. 
This guidance states that an assumption of 150 jobs per 1,000 increase in population could be used for residential 
developments. The Cornwall Council M&E work then assumed that based on 2.2 people per household, that for 
every 454 (1,000/2.2) new houses 150 jobs would be supported i.e. 0.33 indirect jobs per household. At a high level, 
this seemed like a reasonable approach to adopt and followed guidance. However, there is a subtlety to the guidance 
which does not appear to have been considered in the M&E work. The guidance focuses the employment impact of 
an increase in population, rather than the creation of housing per se. As fully assess the impact of new housing and its 
impact on population growth, you would need to consider the origin and composition of local households (where 
they came from). It is likely that many households move from elsewhere in Truro. It is also highly likely that many 
householders of working-age would already be in employment. Therefore, there is a question that the residential 
development would lead to ‘new’ jobs. The consequence of this is that it is likely that the residential-led employment 
impacts have been overstated.

What the M&E report does usefully include is provide detail around the developments that immediately surrounded 
the Truro East Park & Ride scheme. The infrastructure improvements associated with the scheme has allowed 
localised retail, employment and residential development to take place – and the localised employment impacts have 
been captured. It is due to these localised impacts that there is some confidence in the job claims. However, the issue 
of disentangling the impact of one transport scheme from the improvements made across a wider package of 
transport projects (as discussed in more detail elsewhere in this report) remains a question.
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Cornwall Council – Trafalgar Roundabout:

The same pre-support modelling was undertaken as above, based on modelled improvements to traffic flow and the 
subsequent unlocking of developments. Our view was that the forecast jobs associated with the scheme were too 
optimistic. Many of the same fundamental issues as highlighted above also apply e.g. difficulty in disentangling impact 
from wider scheme improvements, employment effects of residential development etc. However, we note that few 
jobs have been claimed through the scheme. We would advocate no further jobs are claimed through the programme 
support.

Cornwall Council – Hangar Incubator:

The original job estimates were based on typical employment densities for the amount of workspace provided. This 
is normal practice and relates to HCA Employment Densities guidance. The subsequent jobs are related to the 
tenant – Apple Aviation. Due to the hangar being on the Aerohub Enterprise Zone site the jobs at Apple Aviation 
have been monitored through the EZ monitoring process. It has been difficult to reconcile the jobs reported through 
the RGF programme with that reported through EZ. There is a slight discrepancy. This issue also highlighted by 
evidence of job creation in the project file only relating to a proportion of jobs claimed. In broad terms though the 
job claims are substantiated and can be considered direct.

Again, this project also illustrates the overlap between programme support, with support being provided to tenants 
through EZ rate relief, and supported jobs being reported through both programme monitoring processes.

Cornwall Council – Jubilee Pool:

An evaluation was undertaken in December 2016 found that pool directly supported 3.4 FTE, although 6 
apprenticeships had been created through the project lifetime. This was against original target of 10.5 direct FTE jobs. 
The final jobs claim included jobs achieved as directly supported 8.5 jobs, with a further 2 support in the café. 

Therefore, the assumption is that most of the jobs claimed are indirect through expenditure by visitor numbers. The 
additionality of the visitor spend is considered in the modelling that underpinned the evaluation, although it could be 
questioned whether these adjustments were too low? It estimates indirect jobs by dividing the net additional by the 
average wage within the local area. This is a somewhat optimistic view of what additional spend supports one job. 
This does not consider the other costs required to support a job e.g. employer on-costs, other costs, profit etc.

The other issue with the methodology is that it has estimated the indirect jobs in terms of ‘employment man 
years’ (see below for similar issue with Redruth flood mitigation scheme), rather than permanent jobs. If an indirect 
job has been sustained in Yr1 through an increase in indirect expenditure, then it should not be counted again in Yr 2. 
Any additional increase in visitor expenditure in Yr 2 could create further jobs. The model has estimated indirect job 
creation as additional, rather than cumulative. Therefore, the number of indirect permanent jobs is overestimated 
using the applied methodology.

The evaluation also applies an employment multiplier on the indirect jobs already estimated (multiplier impacts are 
normally applied to the direct job creation to provide an estimate of the secondary/indirect impact). This would then 
represent a ‘third tier’ effect and this could be questioned as an approach – the link to the original scheme becomes 
more distanced. Therefore, our overall conclusion is that the indirect job impacts of the project are likely to be 
overstated. However, the broad evaluation approach is based on some sound principles and it is likely that there has 
been a positive employment impact of the scheme.

Cornwall Council – Superfast Broadband Extension project:

There is a well-established evaluation model that has been developed around the roll-out of superfast broadband in 
CIoS. There is no direct job creation as a consequence of the scheme. It is not possible to know all the businesses 
and households which have connected to superfast broadband (SFBB) as a direct result of the funding. Therefore, the 
impact on number of jobs created comes from surveys and modelling. Superfast Cornwall (SFC) have developed a set 
of ratios applied to every business created, so using the proportions which have been refined over time, everything 
then falls out of the take-up of SFBB. Number of new connections (i.e. people who can now get SFBB, if they want it) 
are reported by BT. SFC extrapolate from the number of businesses connected. The evidence therefore says that 18% 
of businesses connected, and using these ratios provides the best estimate of how many jobs created. For the SEP, as 
at end of Dec 18, 4,198 businesses could get connections, 758 were therefore connected. Impacts for increase in jobs 
are 147 gross, 75 net and 90 safeguarded. 

This is higher than the jobs claimed through the programme thus far. The overall evaluation model which has been 
developed through significant time and resource, and the estimate that the project could claim more (net) jobs, 
provides confidence in the job claims.
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Cornwall Council – Redruth Flood Mitigation & Public Realm:

The flood mitigation and public realm works were expected to help unlock a mixed development including 160 
dwellings, offices, hotel, microbrewery, retail and café. In addition, the site was to house a new Cornwall Archive 
Centre (relocating from elsewhere in the County). The job estimates appear to be based on an economic impact 
assessment produced by Ecorys in 2012 which estimated that 67 gross FTE jobs will be created at the archive centre 
– which was scheduled to open in 2013. This is then converted to net additional jobs through adjustments to come 
to 61 jobs on an ongoing basis. However, it counts these as ‘employment man years’ over a 5-year period to come to 
a figure of 303 – this seems to have been adopted as the forecast figure. Therefore, in our view the original economic 
impact assessment was flawed and led to an overstatement of the potential impact of the heritage centre. 

The second core issue is that 264 jobs have been claimed even though the archive centre has not yet opened 
(scheduled to be open in Spring 19) and no other development has yet happened on site. The mixed-use 
development is still at outline planning permission, and not yet at detailed planning stage. It is difficult to understand 
why jobs have been claimed through this scheme when the underpinning developments have yet to take place (or in 
the case of the archive centre, not yet opened).

As a consequence, we have highlighted this as a ‘red’ in the above table. However, it is important to note that the 
expectation remains that development will take place at the site over time – it has been delayed – and this 
development would still be enabled by the original flood mitigation and public realm enhancements. The timetable for 
developments remains uncertain though. Without this investment, it is highly unlikely that any development would 
have occurred (including the soon to be opened Archive Centre) without these RGF facilitated improvements.

However, again it is important to note that significant amounts of other public investment have flowed into the site, 
including £11.7m of Heritage Lottery Fund support and potentially a further £9.4m of investment from Cornwall 
Council - all enabling the opening of Kresen Kernow.’

Poynton Bradbury Wynter Cole Architects Ltd - Atlantic Studios:

The job forecasts and subsequent evidence has been provided by the applicant, given it was a private sector-led 
project. The original job forecasts were based on 6 new jobs created, 4 jobs safeguarded and then indirect jobs of 30 
– based on a multiplier of 3 for the specific sector. In our experience, that indirect multiplier seemed high. As 
illustrated elsewhere in this report, the project has had a positive impact on the business and jobs have grown. 
Therefore, there is good confidence of the job impact of the RGF support.  However, the business currently employs 
24 people. Therefore, there is a slight disconnect with the jobs claimed through the programme – it is assumed that 
the difference reflects the estimated indirect job creation – effectively assuming an employment multiplier of 1.8. This 
is a plausible assumption – although cannot be evidenced. If the indirect jobs are included in the consideration – and 
based on our discussion with the business - then there is good confidence of the employment impact.

University of Exeter - FABtest:

The forecast jobs impact related to expected positive changes in baseline estimates of jobs in Marine Renewables 
sector. The project was evaluated by Amion evaluation (jointly with ORDP) which found that the indirect 
employment impact had not been to the level expected. The evaluation states ‘Thus the employment targets for 
ORDP and FabTest can, in light of experience, be considered to be optimistic’. However, the jobs claimed through the 
project are lower than the forecast jobs – therefore not a significant issue. The original forecast jobs are not claimed 
through the programme. 

In discussion with the project lead, the project has led to significant inter-related development in the sector (now 
widened to the Marine Tech) which would not have happened without the initial activity in FABtest and/or ORDP e.g. 
the initial activities leading to the ERDF funded Marine-i project as well as wider developments in the Marine Tech 
sector in CIoS. Therefore, the strategic impact of the projects could be viewed as significant and ongoing. There will 
be indirect jobs associated with these further – although difficult to capture and directly attribute to FABtest/ORDP. 
Therefore, the projects impact could/should be viewed in more strategic terms. FABtest is still a live programme and 
remains an important facility for the sector, now focusing more on offshore wind energy.

Cornwall Development Company- Offshore Renewables Development Programme:

The offer letter dated 4th June 2013 has a job target of 895 indirect jobs safeguarded and 6 construction jobs created. 
The final claim (11th March 2016) has these jobs included. Therefore, it is difficult to cross reference against the jobs 
claimed through the programme of 1,385 – a discrepancy of 484 jobs so quite significant. The original job estimate of 
895 jobs was taken from the Port of Falmouth Masterplan – which related to net additional jobs at the dock 
(considering deadweight – those jobs that would be preserved if the docks disappeared anyway). These job estimates 
were derived from a survey of businesses located at the dock.

Programme Evaluations for CIOS LEP  (RGF / GPF / EZ)                                                                         Ash Futures / PFA39



One outcome of our review of the strand 2 projects was that the level of post-support evidence 
provided by some projects, particularly those led by Cornwall Council, was inconsistent.  

Conclusion 6 
In our view, there is a clear dichotomy between the level of evidence required of strand 1 
applicants, and that required through strand 2. This is particularly marked given the different 
sums involved. 

Our project file review has shown that whilst the scheme managers did attempt to secure the 
appropriate post-support evidence (in terms of both expenditure and job claims) this was not 
always successful. 

Through further investigation, the larger jobs claimed figure appears to have been taken from either of one of two 
sources. The first was a subsequent Penryn River Study which estimated that in 2013 the Port of Falmouth sustained 
1,377 FTE jobs. However, the key issue is that this exercise doesn’t replicate the original approach i.e. take account of 
deadweight to illustrate those jobs dependent on the ongoing operation of the docks. Therefore, we would question 
whether it is legitimate to count all of these gross jobs when it had previously been shown (at application and offer 
letter stage) that a reasonable proportion of the jobs were not wholly dependent on the repair of the breakwater. A 
second source could have been a separate report commissioned by CDC looking at the economic analysis, supply 
chain and demand assessment of Falmouth Port. **  This estimated the potential impact of the Port of Falmouth 
Masterplan set against a reference case (therefore estimating additionality). This estimated that projects within the 
Masterplan had the potential to create an additional 1,319 jobs in addition to the reference case by 2020-25. Again, 
this is slightly different to the job figures claimed through the RGF programme.  

As a consequence, we question the level of jobs claimed through the RGF programme for this project. The specific 
impact of the scheme may be overstated, even if still highly significant.

The other issue to highlight is overlap with alternative programme support. For example, at a similar time to the 
RGF investment, Pendennis Shipyard (one of the major employers in the docks) was also in receipt of Growing 
Places Fund support (as shown elsewhere in this report), as well as previously receiving support through the ERDF. 
Therefore, disentangling the impact of specific programme support is fraught with difficulty, and attributing solely to 
RGF programme support could be questioned.

Falmouth Petroleum - Fal Breakwater East Jetty:

The offer letter dated 4th June 2013 has a job target of 895 indirect jobs safeguarded and 6 construction jobs created. 
The final claim (11th March 2016) has these jobs included. Therefore, it is difficult to cross reference against the jobs 
claimed through the programme of 1,385 – a discrepancy of 484 jobs so quite significant. The original job estimate of 
895 jobs was taken from the Port of Falmouth Masterplan – which related to the specific jobs that would be 
safeguarded with the protecting of the docks (this excluded those jobs it estimated would still be preserved if the 
docks disappeared). These job estimates were derived from a survey of businesses located at the dock.

Through further investigation, the larger jobs claimed figure were taken from an economic impact assessment 
commissioned by CDC in 2015 and undertaken by URS. However, the key issue is that this exercise doesn’t replicate 
the original approach i.e. take account of deadweight to illustrate only those jobs dependent on the ongoing 
operation of the docks. Therefore, we would question whether it is legitimate to count all of these gross jobs when it 
had previously been shown (at application and offer letter stage) that a reasonable proportion of the jobs were not 
wholly dependent on the repair of the breakwater (and safeguarding of dock operations).  

As a consequence, we question the level of jobs claimed through the RGF programme for this project. Jobs claimed 
may include jobs that would remain if dock operations were not preserved – as demonstrated at offer letter stage. 
The specific impact of the scheme may be overstated, even if still highly significant. However, it is important to recognise 
that CDC as programme managers and the project applicant hold a different view. Because the refurbished jetty will provide 
protection to the Docks over a 25-year life, then they argue that it will safeguard all jobs (and subsequent jobs which may be 
created) at the Docks. In one sense, this reinforces our view expressed elsewhere that ultimately it comes down to a 
subjective view.  We have simply highlighted the differences in how job figures were estimated and reported.

The other issue to highlight is overlap with alternative programme support. For example, at a similar time to the 
RGF investment, Pendennis Shipyard (one of the major employers in the docks) was also in receipt of Growing 
Places Fund support (as shown elsewhere in this report), as well as previously receiving support through the ERDF. 
Therefore, disentangling the impact of specific programme support is fraught with difficulty, and attributing solely to 
RGF programme support could be questioned.

**  Port of Falmouth and Penryn River, Economic Analysis, Supply Chain and Demand Assessment’ – URS on behalf of Cornwall 
Development Company, August 2015
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Given the governance arrangements in place, Cornwall Council as the accountable body could not 
have a Grant Funding Agreement (GFA) in place with itself as applicant. The consequence of this 
absence of a contractual ‘tool’ has had implications in terms of obtaining the right level of post-
support evidence. The RGF scheme manager for strand 2 had less influence over ensuring that 
project applicants provided the requisite information than those managing strand 1. 

Whilst we recognise that it was not possible to put in place a legally meaningful GFA, we question 
whether an alternative ‘contractual tool’ could be developed (and we do not know what form this 
would take, or whether it necessarily has to be legally binding) to ensure that any programme 
management function is able to influence the organisation acting as the accountable body and 
project applicant. 

Recommendation 7 
The local partnership to consider what ‘contractual tools’ could be developed which would allow more 
accountability for Cornwall Council acting as both the accountable body and project applicant. An 
alternative approach would be to identify a senior responsible officer and that individual is 
accountable for the provision of post-support evidence (in terms of both expenditure and job claims/
outputs). 

Overall observations 
The combination of the above factors results in our view that the value for money of the CIoS RGF 
programme needs careful interpretation. At a high-level, it appears that the programme delivered 
very significant value for money, when measured by job creation/safeguarding. The gross cost per 
job of circa £2,500 appears very good. However, as argued in the preceding sections, to interpret 
the value for money in a more informed manner when set against other public support 
programmes three significant considerations would need to be made: 

1. To adjust for the other direct public sector support provided alongside the RGF investment, 
either through apportioning the job outputs or by considering total public sector cost 

2. To understand that it is represented on a gross job basis, when much of the guidance and 
available benchmarks tend to relate that net additional job outcomes – although it is 
recognised that the focus of the RGF programme was on gross job creation/safeguarding 
(and therefore was wholly compliant) 

3. To also recognise that there is a complex funding landscape in CIoS and many of the 
projects – as well as the direct public match received through the specific RGF project – may 
also have received public support through other programmes. 

The consequence of this combination of factors has resulted in some ‘perverse’ outcomes on 
some occasions. For example, the effective cost per job of the St Mary’s Airport strand 2 project 
was £823. Similarly, for the Fal Breakwater strand 2 project it was £1,055. These are far below any 
robust benchmark, at either a programme or project level.  

Our experience of economic development suggests that creating, safeguarding or sustaining jobs 
is rarely this easy. It is also useful to understand the economic context since the award of the RGF 
funding. The UK (and CIoS) economy has been operating at near full-employment for the duration 
of the RGF programme delivery. As a consequence, whilst there may have been an emphasis on 
job creation when the RGF programme was established, the policy focus over the last 5-10 years 
has shifted towards ‘quality jobs ’, rather than employment creation per se. It is important to 20

highlight that the RGF programme – both nationally and locally – did not have this specific focus. 

 Whatever the definition of that may be20
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This has implications in terms of interpreting the RGF programme job claims figures. When labour 
market conditions have been relatively healthy in terms of employment levels , and the national 21

and local policy focus has shifted onto quality jobs and/or improvements in productivity, then it 
could be argued that the programme’s focus on job creation/safeguarding per se, quickly became 
superseded in policy terms. 

RGF Conclusions 
It is our view that many of the important learning points from the RGF programme did flow from 
the initial ambitious/stretching job targets that were formulated at a national level, and by the 
national programme's focus on creating/safeguarding indirect jobs. We feel that the stretching 
programme-level job targets placed subsequent pressure on delivery at a local level (including 
within CIoS) and that it provides important context for the evaluation. 

In that context, the CIoS programme has been successful in supporting (directly and indirectly) a 
large number of jobs through RGF support. Certainly, for those jobs in strand 1 of the 
programme there is a good level of confidence that those jobs have been achieved. The projects 
within strand 1 were subject to a high degree of scrutiny. 

Delivery of indirect jobs through strand 2 was always going to be more difficult and, specifically, 
much more difficult to accurately capture and verify. The infrastructure-type projects are effectively 
'enablers' and linking subsequent job creation/safeguarding to that investment is fraught with 
methodological difficulties. Ultimately, for one or two of the larger projects the scale of job impact 
comes down to a subjective view. Local partners and MHCLG ultimately were comfortable with 
the arguments presented. 

As a consequence, our review of the 12 projects within this strand has provided varying comments 
about the level of confidence that can be taken about the jobs supported. 

Nevertheless, despite some ambiguity, it is our independent view that the CIoS RGF programme 
has delivered very good value-for-money. Even considering some uncertainty, jobs were 
delivered in a cost-effective manner. 

However, it is fundamental for local partners to recognise that RGF support was only one part of 
the investment-story. For a more accurate consideration of value-for-money the whole public 
sector cost should be considered, even considering historical investments if they acted as 
important enablers. 

Finally, this evaluation has concluded that the RGF programme was well managed. Our review of 
the evidence show that the programme and individual projects were subject to a high degree of 
scrutiny. However, this evaluation has raised some questions around how the overall governance 
structure in CIoS needs to be managed in the context of programme delivery. In particular, the 
role of CC acting as accountable body, applicant, appraiser, and sometimes deliverer. Whilst, the 
delivery of the programme fully met governance arrangements as detailed in the delivery plan 
and agreed by Government, we feel there are important questions around external perception. 
We would advocate a greater use of independent scrutiny where this situation arises in future 
similar programmes e.g. which involve infrastructure-led development. 

 Although many argue that the economy has been marked by ‘under-employment’21
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SECTION THREE – EVALUATION OF THE GROWING PLACES FUND 

Programme objectives and targets 
CIoS LEP were awarded £6.4m of Growing Places funding in 2012, following an application jointly 
made by the CIoS LEP, Cornwall Council who acted as the accountable body for the Fund. The 
funds were a combination of revenue and capital support, although £5.9m of the original 
allocation was capital funding, therefore the largest proportion. The £0.5m revenue component 
was used for the management and administration of the fund. 

The objectives of the fund were: 

• To create an ‘evergreen’ fund that is revolving and self-financing by absorbing its own costs 
of management into the future 

• Support targeted growth in localities and get developments moving 
• To create economic activity by removing barriers to investment 
• To reduce risk of future investments by the private sector 
• To facilitate job creation and housing development 
• To establish sustainable revolving funds so that funding can be reinvested to unlock further 

development 
• To think creatively about potential investment solutions which meet the objectives of the 

fund and present value for money 

The broad model was that the funds would be used by developers where schemes have stalled 
due to the level of risk or lack of available development finance. In return, the developers would 
use a proportion of land value uplift or financial receipts to replay the GPF support. A contractual 
mechanism would be used to recoup the initial outlay and interest paid by recycling into other 
investments that would address development constraints. It was intended that the GPF would be 
used alongside other programmes such as ERDF and RGF. 

An open call for applications to the fund was issued for a six-week period May-June 2012. It was 
an objective of the fund that the initial £6mn was to be invested by March 2014. It was intended 
that further calls would be issued at a later date, subject to availability of funds, financial 
commitment and recycling of funds. 

TOTAL PROGRAMME

GPF total 

Capital for investment

Revenue for fund administration and cost of loans
e.g. independent appraisal, due diligence etc

£6.4 m 

£5.9 m

£0.5 m

LOCATION All beneficiary organisations’ investments will be located in the area 
covered by Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly LEP

OUTCOMES
To unlock barriers to investment in capital projects, and
to be the catalyst for investment for new housing schemes throughout 
the construction of infrastructure and additional investment
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Process and governance 

Governance and process expectations 

In a similar vein to the Regional Growth Fund, the Growing Places Fund Delivery Plan (May 2012) 
sets out the processes by which investments made under the programme, setting out the roles 
and responsibilities of individuals and organisations involved in delivery. It also details the 
governance arrangements, and also the measurements by which the impact of the investments will 
be tracked, monitored and evaluated. 

Organisation Role and responsibilities Remarks

CIoS LEP
• Oversight of the contract
• Review performance
• Strategic direction

Having led the development of the bid, the LEP 
decided that the responsibility for delivery was 
with Cornwall Council who would act as the 
accountable body. The LEP retained responsibility 
for ensuring GPF was being delivered as intended 
and that any corrective action was taken if 
needed

The LEP agreed that the Cornwall Development 
Company Ltd would act as the fund manager for 
the GPF

CDC would provide regular reports on the 
performance of the GPF, which would include 
the Monitoring Reports and Statements of Use 
made to CLG/DfT

Cornwall Council 
(CC)

• Hold the contract with CLG
• Report on performance at contract 

level
• Enter into contracts with 

businesses
• Financial responsibility 

CC, on behalf of the LEP, undertook full financial 
responsibility for delivering the contract. It would 
ensure the correct processes, resources and 
balances were in place for successful delivery.

CC would provide CLG and DfT with regular 
financial returns, indicating the commitment of 
investment in schemes and the details and timing 
mechanisms for its repayment.

It would use the resources of its economic 
development arm, Cornwall Development 
Company (CDC), for day to day delivery of the 
contract. 

It would receive from CDC monthly progress 
reports on the performance of this contract as 
part of its governance arrangements with CDC.

Cornwall 
Development 
Company (CDC)

• Day to day delivery of the contract
• Employ resources to promote 

interest in the use of the GPF 
investment

• Employ the funds within the initial 
two-year programme to ensure 
that the fund is repayable, with or 
without a return on its investment 

• Recycle and redeploy the funds as 
many times as possible to maximise 
the economic impact for Cornwall 
and the Isles of Scilly

• Ensure probity in how the funds are 
used

CC would use CDC to ensure that the interface 
with businesses is effective and that the 
processes used were also effective, from the 
perspective both of the users and CLG/DfT

Support the LEP and Accountable Body by 
providing fund management information for the 
regular returns, including DCLG and DfT when 
required

Programme Evaluations for CIOS LEP  (RGF / GPF / EZ)                                                                         Ash Futures / PFA44



The roles and responsibilities of the organisations (as defined in the delivery plan) are set out in 
the diagram below: 

!  

In its role as Fund Manager, CDC functions also included assessing Expressions of Interest (EoI) full 
applications, agreeing terms of reference for investment panels, reporting and progress 
monitoring etc. 

PROGRAMME DELIVERY / 
MONITORING TEAM

CDC officers

SCHEME MANAGER

Senior CDC officers

PROGRAMME 
SUPPORT TEAM

CC Finance
CC Legal

PROGRAMME 
INVESTMENT PANEL *

CC members
LEP rep

CC officers 
CDC officers

IoS rep

PROGRAMME DIRECTORS
Cornwall Council

CIoS LEP

Project Name/Beneficiary Infrastructure Provided
Loan 
Amount

Nature of 
GPF funding

Pendennis Superyacht 
Falmouth

New buildings to increase refit capacity 
including the creation of a new controlled 
level wet basin for external boat repair & 
temp storage

£4,000,000 Loan

Warrens Bakery
Shop refit programme across portfolio of 
units in Cornwall & Devon, tying in with 
rebranding of units

£300,000 Loan

Brunel 2, Wombwell Homes

Development of 44 residential units and 
associated infrastructure development, 
opening up additional land for further 
development in Lostwithiel

£600,000 Loan

Night Riviera Sleeper 
Carriage Refurbishment

Improvements in rail sleeper carriages as 
part of overall Cornwall Rail 
Improvements Package

£1,000,000 Grant

Total £5,900,000

Programme Evaluations for CIOS LEP  (RGF / GPF / EZ)                                                                         Ash Futures / PFA45

* In reality, the Investment Panel primarily 
involved representatives from the CIoS LEP 
Board (with membership changing over time, 
including the LEP Chair - acting as final arbiter.



An important element of the application and approval process was for independent verification to 
potentially be used on applications. This could include independent due diligence on the project 
applicant, and/or the scheme itself. The delivery plan stated that “GPF may require additional 
independent advice to verify critical risk areas to the proposed project – these costs will be borne 
by the applicant and if applicable charged to the project”.  All projects produced an independent 
business case which would have constituted independent advice. This business case was used in 
the GPF consideration. 

There were a number of key investment criteria that were considered as part of the decision-
making process. This included: 

• Planning status of sites – sites ideally having planning in place 
• Scale of development – considered from a value for money perspective when set against 

loan 
• Deliverability – risk assessment around likelihood of delivery 
• Timescale for repayment – with schemes scheduled for relatively timely repayment 

considered preferable 
• Timing & certainty of repayment – consideration of risks around the timing and cash flow of 

repayment 
• Risk/reward balance – consideration given to the fair rate of return (or profit), which in turn 

should reflect the risk and available security associated with the loan. This process was 
derived from the EU guidance on setting interest margin above the EU reference rate to 
measure collateral and security of the loan. This sought to represent how a commercial 
lender would 'price' the loan interest and terms, with the aim to not be considered 
preferential in terms of State Aid  

• Security for investment – consideration for the need for security to protect the GPF 
investment 

• Do nothing – questioning what is preventing the project from advancing without the GPF 
should be asked 

Beneficiaries were expected to cashflow their project expenditure. The delivery plan stated that 
any breach of a loan agreement would be reported to the LEP Board. The nature of the breach 
would dictate the legal response. Overall any loan agreement was designed to make provisions 
that protected Cornwall Council as the accountably body from underperformance by the 
applicant. 

For each of the loan agreements, a repayment schedule was agreed with the applicant and 
subsequently approved by the CIoS LEP Board.  

The programme risk register detailed a number of risks, this included the following assessment 
which provides useful context for subsequent commentary: 

Risk Likelihood (H/M/L) Impact (H/M/L) Risk Management

Investment completion and 
receipt of returns to achieve 
revolving funds to recycle into 
new investments

High
Medium 

Low

High
Medium

Low

Rigorous selection 
criteria of applicant & 
scheme to determine 
level and term of risk
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Review of governance and process procedures 
In total, three GPF loans were approved and provided through the scheme. In addition, the award 
of one grant was also awarded, as shown below. 

The award of the grant alongside the loan agreements was part of the overall GPF package. As 
shown earlier, the GPF was awarded to LEP areas without prescription by Government. It was up to 
local partners to decide whether it would be used as loan agreements, or whether grant awards 
could be made. In many areas, this combination of loan and grant support was adopted. 
Therefore, the use in CIoS fitted with the approach adopted elsewhere.  

The award of grant support was the most appropriate form of support for that particular project, 
responding to a particularly urgent need to maintain the sleeper service from Cornwall. In one 
sense, the support for that particular project appears ‘political’.  

One observation we would make was that the implication of a grant award, rather than loan 
support, was that it immediately constrained the capacity/scope of the evergreen fund – effectively 
taking £1mn out of the pot. It could be argued that this partially ‘constrained’ one of the overall 
objectives of the GPF, to act as revolving loan fund. This was a decision that all partners (CIoS LEP, 
CC, CDC) were content to make at the time, given the urgent need. need for public sector 
investment  The project is discussed in more detail below. 

As previously stated, this evaluation involved the review of the project files for the projects 
supported through the GPF. We have also undertaken interviews with the project lead for the four 
projects. This review checked factors such as whether the correct processes were followed, 
whether due diligence was undertaken on the project and the applicant business, whether 
impartial and independent expertise was appropriately used where required, and that the 
decision-making process was according to that defined in the GPF delivery plan. 

The application of an interest margin was considered and applied to the three loan repayments. 
Cornwall Council and CDC received advice on these considerations, and the interest margin 
sought to provide insurance/assurance against the possibility of default, or a slippage in 
repayment schedule. This process appears to have been managed well. 

Conclusion 7 
Our independent review found that the governance arrangements and processes were 
followed across the three projects that received loan funding. There was a lack of available 
evidence in relation to the grant award project to provide complete confidence that all steps 
of the process were completed, e.g. lack of signed application form, lack of offer letter. 

Job verification and evidence 
It is important to note that the Growing Places Fund did not have any job targets set as part of the 
funding approval provided by Government. Subsequently, individual projects did not have job 
targets included as part of a loan agreement. The fund did not have the same focus on job 
creation/safeguarding as formed a central element of the RGF.  

Therefore, it is not in the remit of this evaluation to report on, or verify, job creation in a quantified 
manner. However, having reviewed the project and financial information provided, and the 
businesses themselves, we are able to comment on the progress of the projects and the impact (or 
potential) on the businesses. 

As can be seen in the below table, the GPF support (either loan or grant) was part of a wider 
investment package. This highlights that the projects – individually and collectively – were 
successful in unlocking significant amounts of related leverage. 
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The projects are briefly discussed in turn. 

Project GPF investment Total project 
sector cost

Unlocked private 
sector investment

Other public 
sector 
investment

Pendennis 
Superyacht £4,000,000 £23,900,000 £12,730,000 £7,170,000

Warrens Bakery £300,000 £552,000 £252,000 £0

Brunel 2, 
Wombwell Homes £600,000 £6,913,000 £4,759,000 £1,554,000

Night Riviera 
Sleeper Carriage 
Refurbishment

£1,000,000 £14,000,000 £4,500,000 £8,500,000

Total £5,900,000 £45,365,000 £22,241,000 £17,224,000

Pendennis 
£23,900,000

• GPF     

• Private    

• Other public

Warrens 
£552,000

Wombwell 
£6,913,000

Night Riviera 
£14,000,000

Pendennis Superyacht

The project involved the redevelopment of the existing yard and provision of a new wet basin to allow the 
refurbishment of super yachts, allowing the business to continue to meet customer requirements. The project had 
been identified in the Falmouth Harbour Masterplan. In effect it created 14,500m2 of new workspace. The GPF loan 
was part of a much wider investment (circa £24m) that included ERDF investment, private finance and the businesses 
own funds.

At the time of the GPF application, the business employed approximately 315 FTE’s, and it intended to create a 
further 60 FTE’s as result of its new capabilities. It currently (2019) employs 400-410 FTE’s. The company is clear that 
the new facilities have facilitated growth in its business. It is unlikely the project would have developed without the 
GPF funding. In fact, the GPF support played an important role to other providers, effectively helping to reduce risk. 
The £4m GPF loan has been fully repaid, ahead of time in terms of the original repayment schedule.
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Warrens Bakery

The company had produced a business plan and a core part of this was the refurbishment of its portfolio of shops, 
which had become ‘tired’ over time. The programme of refurbishments also coincided with a relaunch of the brand. 
The GPF loan was used as investment in the refurbishment. 

The effects of the refurbished shops were positive, with an average increase of 15% across the portfolio (although 
this differed from shop-to-shop). In broad terms, the business has continued to grow. At the time of the GPF 
application, it employed approximately 450 staff. In 2018, it averaged around 550 employees (with employment being 
seasonal). Its bakery is located in St Just is by far the largest employer in the area.

To date, the GPF loan has not been fully repaid. The business has faced some trading headwinds. As such, it requested 
a renegotiation of the loan terms and the loan repayment schedule has been extended to Autumn 2020.

Brunel 2, Wombwell Homes

Following the successful Brunel Quays scheme in Lostwithiel, Wombwell Homes applied for GPF loan support to 
help develop the second phase of this principally residential development. The intention was to develop 44 residential 
units. The GPF loan was alongside further loan support provided by the Homes & Communities Agency (HCA) (as 
was). The HCA the ‘senior lender’ in the arrangement, with GPF considered the ‘junior lender’. Whilst the scheme is 
now progressing, it initially progressed more slowly than originally envisaged. This was principally due to 
contamination issues associated with developing a brownfield site, which resulted in the cost of the scheme 
increasing. A slowing of market conditions also affected delivery.

However, development of the scheme is now fully in progress and the first phase of the development delivering 24 
homes has been completed. This includes 13 affordable houses. Most of these have been sold, a solid achievement in a 
relatively slow market. The second phase of the development is due to start imminently. This cash flow will allow the 
business to repay the loan, now scheduled for Autumn 2020.

Night Riviera Sleeper Carriage Refurbishment

The project formed part of a wider package of work, comprising three elements: (1) mainline signalling which would 
double the capacity of trains in Cornwall; this would therefore have an impact on maintenance requirements with 
new rolling stock, hence (2) the need for a new depot for maintenance. Linked to this was (3) investment in the 
Night Riviera Service. This package required the heavy maintenance to be relocated to Penzance (the Longrock 
depot).

The total package was a £40.5m project. The Night Riviera Service was seen as critical for business use and the 
viability of the service had been in question a number of times. The £1m GPF grant contributed to an enhanced 
upgrade to bring two additional carriages into operation. The rationale for GPF funding was that by significantly 
improving the Night Riviera Service with more comfortable and better sleeping berths would create greater all year-
round demand. It would be used more by businesses, in turn creating a positive indirect impact on the local economy. 

In terms of jobs created and safeguarded, there were 23 people based solely at Longrock attached to the Night 
Riviera Service. With drivers, maintenance staff, cleaning staff etc., this accounts for a total 65. It is difficult to 
apportion jobs specifically to the £1m GPF grant into the wider project. Cornwall Council are waiting for completion 
of financial reports from GWR and has so far paid only £6.5m of its total project grant. Cornwall Council may 
require some further analysis/reports on impacts from GWR before it can release payments.

Previously the service was a seen by the franchise as a liability, now it’s becoming more financially viable. The sleeper 
service was previously operating at a fairly high occupancy in summer but very low in winter which is now 
(anecdotally) increasing.
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In summary, the status of the loan repayments is shown in the table below: 

It is our understanding that the loans repaid thus far have now been rolled into the CIoS 
Investment Fund . The CIoS Investment Fund was launched in 2018 and is a public funding 22

package of circa £40m which will provide a fund providing debt and equity finance to SME 
businesses in CIoS. In broad principle, it aims to act as a revolving fund in the same manner as the 
Growing Places Fund – although the latter only involved loan finance.  

Again, it is our understanding that the Growing Places Fund in effect acted as part of the CIoS 
LEPs contribution to the match funding package. Therefore, it appears that the Growing Places 
Fund as a specific ‘evergreen’ fund has been replaced/subsumed into the CIoS Investment Fund. 
The scope of the revolving/evergreen aspect of the GPF is now part of the larger CIoS Investment 
Fund, matched against the £40m package of investment. 

Impact and value for money 
The broad conclusion in terms of impact and value for money with regards to the GPF largely flows 
from our analysis of four projects supported through the fund – as illustrated in the previous 
sections. 

Certainly, for the three businesses that were supported through loans, the impact of the loan 
support appears positive. The GPF loan acted as important element of the finance package put 
together to take forward the schemes. Whilst the residential development has progressed more 
slowly than originally envisaged, it is now progressing well. 

Having spoken to the businesses supported, they have all experienced good growth since the GPF 
loan. In most cases, the numbers of people employed have grown and they have been happy to 
attribute some of that success to the GPF support provided (although there are obviously a 
multitude of other factors at play). Therefore, there is a positive ‘job story’ that could be told. 
Some of the businesses supported act as important employers in their local area. 

In that sense, the impact and value for money of the fund could be considered in positive terms. 
80% of the loan funds (£4m out of £5m) were repaid ahead of the originally agreed loan term. The 
overall effectiveness of the CIoS GPF will be somewhat dependent on the outstanding loans being 

Project Name/Beneficiary GPF funding Loan repayment
Current repayment 
schedule

Pendennis Superyacht 
Falmouth

£4,000,000 £4,000,000
n/a
repayment complete

Warrens Bakery £300,000 £50,000
Work in progress – 
loan term extant

Brunel 2, Wombwell Homes £600,000 £0
Work in progress – 
loan term extant

Night Riviera Sleeper Carriage 
Refurbishment

£1,000,000 n/a n/a

Total £5,900,000 £4,050,000

 https://www.cioslep.com/funding/open-funding/investment-fund22
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repaid (including both capital and interest elements). Given that the outstanding loans are now 
rescheduled to be repaid in 2020 (although they are paying interest on an ongoing basis), it is 
expected that this will provide a flow of investable funds for local partners to utilise for other 
businesses’ use. This will be through the CIoS Investment Fund.  

In broad terms, there appears to be three main reasons why loan repayments have not met the 
original profile as expected, for those projects where the schedule has slipped: 

1. The development schedule itself has progressed more slowly than originally envisaged 
2. External factors have meant that the business has not been in the position to repay the GPF 

loan (in part, these external factors also influence point 1) 
3. In all loans, that the GPF fund acted as the ‘junior lender’, and as such is behind the ‘senior 

loan’ being serviced first 

To varying degrees, all of these issues cannot be fully foreseen at the time of the loan agreement. 
They are part of the risk landscape. It could be argued that they have been implicitly addressed 
through the interest margin that has been placed on the interest charge . In theory, the delay in 23

loan repayment could mean that the interest charge grows on a compound basis.  

However, it is our understanding that the level of interest charge will be decided and approved by 
the LEP Board, based on an assessment of the ability of the business being able to service that 
compound charge – with the priority/focus on repayment of the principal.   

GPF conclusions 
Our review of the Growing Places Fund has shown that the programme was well managed by 
local partners, in particular by CDC acting as the fund manager. The governance and investment 
decision-making processes followed those set out in the delivery plan for the loan projects. We 
have found good evidence of a high level of scrutiny by the fund managers, assisted by the 
appropriate use of independent expertise in the due diligence process. 

In relative terms, the evidence around process compliance for the grant project was not as 
comprehensive, potentially reflecting the urgent need for support at that time.  

It is clear that the loan agreements have had, or are expected to have, a positive impact on 
recipient businesses. It has unlocked significant amounts of private sector leverage and, 
importantly, met its overall objective of 'unblocking' stalled developments. Our consultations 
with the recipient businesses have shown that the loan support was an important part of moving 
their plans forward. All businesses viewed the support they received from CDC, and particularly 
the fund manager, in positive terms - citing the flexibility shown in reacting to changing trading 
circumstances. 

In our opinion, the application of an ‘interest margin' on interest charges has been appropriate 
and helped protect local partners. It also reflected the inherent uncertainty sometimes involved 
in these types of investments.  

It could be argued that the ‘evergreen’ component has not developed as quickly as originally 
envisaged, although 80% of loan funding was repaid ahead of time by one applicant. In other 
cases, the loan repayment has been slower than originally intended at application stage. Loan 
repayments have been affected by external factors which could not necessarily be foreseen at the 
time of approval. Again, the interest margin plays an important role in that respect.  

 The setting of an interest rate above the EU reference interest rate also provides a basis to keep within State Aid limits 23
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There are some useful learning points to take from this type of fund management. The experience 
of GPF has shown that if the loan is classified as the junior lender (secondary compared to another 
senior source of private/public loan finance), then the timeliness of repayments may be adversely 
affected. The GPF has been ‘behind in the queue’, and reliant on the senior loan to be serviced 
first.  

It may also be beneficial for the fund manager to agree an ongoing schedule of interest 
repayments – serviced by ongoing cashflow from the business – rather than ‘rolling up’ the interest 
charges in a balloon repayment at the end of the loan term. This would help from a fund 
management perspective. 

A loan fund could be viewed as an essential financial instrument to have available to support 
economic development, recognising that non-repayable grants are not the only tool. Government 
should view loan funds as a positive tool, particularly if it accepts longer-term repayment periods 

Any loan fund should be flexible to suit the project opportunity and managed locally to reflect 
local economic conditions. 

Overall, there is the potential for the GPF to continue to provide benefits to CIoS businesses, 
now through the CIoS Investment Fund. Therefore, the legacy of the original GPF allocation from 
Government could be significant and, importantly, sustainable. 
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SECTION FOUR: REVIEW OF THE ENTERPRISE ZONES 

Programme objectives and targets 

The Government established the Enterprise Zones policy to seek to encourage the physical and 
economic regeneration of relatively small areas of around 50-100 hectares. The Enterprise Zones 
benefit from: 

• A business rate discount worth up to £275,000 per business over a five-year period, subject 
to State Aid requirements  

• Government help to develop simplified planning approaches for zone sites building on 
existing Development Order powers 

• All business rates growth within the zone for a period of at least twenty-five years to be 
retained by the local area to support the LEP’s economic priorities  

• Government support to ensure that high speed broadband is available to companies on 
zone site.  

It was also intended that there could also be other support, including enhanced capital allowances 
for plant and machinery where it was considered that there is an opportunity for investment in 
manufacturing activity. 

Within CIoS two Enterprise Zones have been established: 

Aerohub+ 

Aerohub at Newquay Cornwall Airport (AEZ) was launched as an Enterprise Zone status in 2012. 
The EZ at Newquay includes the operational airport and the Aerohub Business Park. Cornwall 
Council owns the freehold the AEZ site at the airport as well as surrounding land. There are a 
number of identified development zones within the airport site, alongside parcels of land 
identified for further business park development. In total, this equates to 6 development zones 
encapsulating 263 hectares of mostly brownfield land. 

There are currently two Local Development Orders (LDOs) in place at the AEZ covering the airport 
and the business park.  

An application to extend the EZ to include Goonhilly Earth Station (GES) under the working title 
‘Aerohub+’ was approved in November 2015. Aerohub+ EZ therefore now represents a single 
Enterprise Zone across two locations: 

1. Aerohub EZ (AEZ) at Cornwall Airport Newquay (CAN) - as described above 

2. Goonhilly Earth Station (GES) - satellite communications site. GES is a 63.5 hectare site and 
has two investment zones.  

Marine Hub Cornwall 

The Marine Enterprise Zone was announced in April 2017. It represents a single Enterprise Zone 
across three sites in Cornwall: 

1. Hayle Harbour – a 4.5 hectare  site which houses the Marine Renewables Business Park 

2. Falmouth Docks – a 5 hectare site located in Falmouth Docks, owned by A&P 

3. Tolvaddon Business Park – a 9.5ha site of fully serviced employment land. The site has 
outline planning consent for industrial and office development 

Programme Evaluations for CIOS LEP  (RGF / GPF / EZ)                                                                         Ash Futures / PFA53



!  

Each of the three sites have slightly differing focus in terms of potential supported activity: 

• Hayle Harbour – research, technology development, forward operating base 

• Falmouth Docks – early stage technology development, deployment, recovery, fabrication 
and maintenance capabilities 

• Tolvaddon – large footprint manufacturing capabilities, storage, assembly and supply chain 

In broad terms the Enterprise Zones in Cornwall are aligned with key sectors which have been 
identified locally as important drivers of future growth. In that respect, they differ from examples 
elsewhere in the UK which focus more existing development areas – some at relatively high 
density. This approach was a focus by local partners on needing to differentiate the offer from 
elsewhere, partly in recognition of the difficulty in attracting businesses to relocate further West 
than Bristol/Exeter. This sector focus is an important part of the local EZ offer. 

The EZ concept still remains an important policy tool. In our consultations, local partners felt that it 
provided a focus on strategic areas of development/investment. The intention is that public 
investment support will continue to coalesce around the EZs to take forward development 
programmes. (see later comment). 

KEY 

 Aerohub + 

 Marine Hub Cornwall 

1

2

1
3

2

Launceston

Bodmin
Newquay

TRURO

FalmouthPenzance

Saltash
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At a national level, several of the local partners we spoke to felt that it appeared that the policy 
emphasis on EZs has weakened over time. This may be as a consequence of socio-political issues 
the Government has had to deal with, the fact that it was introduced by the Coalition Government, 
or simply reflects a greater emphasis on other emerging national economic development policies 
such as the Industrial Strategy. It is not necessarily in the remit of this evaluation to comment on 
this, apart from providing some wider context. Despite this perceived softening of national policy 
focus, the local partners felt this remained an important part of the policy package at a local level. 

For each of the EZs (Aerohub+ and Marine) the local partners have in place an active 
Implementation Plan and an associated Work Plan, the latest of which covers the period 
2017-2020. These act as guiding documents for ongoing activity and provides the focus on local 
objectives. 

Process and governance 
Governance structure 

The Cornwall Enterprise Zones Board is the lead body overseeing delivery of the EZs and making 
key decisions. It is chaired by a representative from the CIoS LEP Board and acts as a sub-board to 
the main CIoS LEP Board. Membership includes:  

• CIoS LEP Chair (voting member) 

• members from the Cornwall Council (CC) in its capacity as accountable body, land owner 
and client (voting member) 

• private sector partners with operational assets within the EZs (Goonhilly and A&P) (voting 
members) 

• Cornwall Development Company (CDC) who leads on marketing, customer management 
and sector engagement (non-voting member) 

• Cornwall Airport Ltd (CAL) and other members as approved by the Board (non-voting 
member) 

!  

Cornwall Council 
Economic 

Growth Service

AEROHUB + 
CORNWALL 

TEAM

MARINE HUB 
CORNWALL 

TEAMOperational 
Board

Landowners and operators

CIoS Enterprise 
Zone Board Cornwall Council

Cornwall and Isles of 
Scilly LEP

Industry partnersIndustry partners

Programme Evaluations for CIOS LEP  (RGF / GPF / EZ)                                                                         Ash Futures / PFA55



The EZ Board has a Terms of Reference which includes its operational duties: 

• Deliver the EZs in accordance with the procedures agreed with MHCLG 

• Assess and make recommendation to CC as the accountable body on behalf of the CIoS LEP 
as to how rate reliefs shall be awarded to occupiers of the EZs 

• Establish a protocol for re-investment of retained rates and to ensure any funds raised from 
business rate retention are used effectively and appropriately to drive the development of 
the agreed sectors 

• Approve and make recommendations to CC on behalf of the CIoS LEP as to how the 
business rates Growth Fund shall be invested 

• Make recommendations to CC on behalf of the CIoS LEP for the award of enhanced capital 
allowances in accordance with procedures agreed with MHCLG 

• Initiate and lead strategy development 

• Manage and mitigate risk 

• Represent the interests of all stakeholders in the EZs 

• Monitor both performance and risk regarding delivery of the EZs against agreed benchmarks 
and targets 

• Oversee the effective implementation of the Cornwall Enterprise Zone Implementation 
Plans. 

The EZ Board meets every quarter with agendas and minutes of previous meetings published on 
the CIoS LEP website (https://www.cioslep.com/governance/enterprise-zones-board).  The Terms 
of Reference details how the EZ Board should comply with the CIoS LEP’s conflict of interest policy 
(contained within the CIoS LEP Assurance Framework). Only voting members and non-voting 
members of the EZ Board have the right to attend the meetings. However, other individuals or 
organisations may be invited to attend for all or part of any meeting, as and when appropriate and 
necessary and with the agreement of the EZ Board Chair. 

It is the responsibility of the EZ Board Chair to report back to the main CIoS LEP Board and 
provide minutes. A review of LEP Board minutes does show that an update on the EZ sub-Board is 
a standing agenda item, and that an update is either provided an EZ Board member, or the CC 
Head of Investment and Growth. Therefore, the LEP Board are informed of progress at its 
meetings which are scheduled every two months. 

The retention of business rates for 25 years is governed by a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU) between DCLG (now MHCLG), CC and the CIoS LEP. This permits the retention of 100% of 
any business rate increase (from baseline) which accrues for a period of 25 years from the 
commencement of the respective EZ. This MoU states that Central Government will reimburse the 
cost incurred by CC in providing 100% business rates discount for a period of five years, to any 
business which sets up operations within the EZs before 31st March 2022, as long as it is within 
State Aid De Minimis. 

This MoU required CC and the CIoS LEP to establish and organise a governance group for the EZs 
– the EZ Board has met this requirement. It also required the establishment of a 5-year 
implementation plan – again, fully met with the Implementation Plans put in place. 

The possible use of Enhanced Capital Allowances is governed by a separate MoU between CC 
and HM Treasury. 
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Conclusion 8 
It was the view of the stakeholders that we spoke to that the governance structure is fit for 
purpose and functions as intended. The EZ Board is a useful forum and public and private 
partners are working together well. Our review of EZ Board minutes/agendas indicates that 
the review and approval of both rate relief applications and EZ Growth Fund Applications 
meets the governance processes put in place. 

It was broadly felt that the right people/organisations were involved in the EZ Board. There were 
some observations relevant to highlight here: 

• It was felt that the EZ Board needs to focus more on strategic issues. A few of those we 
spoke to commented that in its early period, EZ Board meetings focused a lot on process 
issues – such as its responsibility to approve application of rate relief. It now needs to move 
into a different role which focuses more on driving forward activity. This has begun to occur, 
and stakeholders were keen for these changes to continue. In particular, it was seen as 
fundamental for EZ Board members/partners to coalesce around a capital development 
programme that looks at the EZs in a strategic/holistic sense. 

• Given the potential need to think innovatively about how this capital programme could be 
funded/financed, it was felt beneficial to include external commercial property expertise on 
the EZ Board – not necessarily as a member but acting as an ‘expert adviser’. This expertise 
was seen as being important in helping implement the developments across the EZs. This 
expert adviser role would be over and above the role currently being recruited by CDC (on 
behalf of CC) to bring forward developments at the CC owned sites. 

• As development plans progress across the respective EZs, some were mindful of needing to 
avoid potential conflicts of interest. Board members also act as landlords and potential 
applicants (see comments in the RGF section). Whilst conflicts of interest are handled in 
accordance to the LEP Assurance Framework, it was felt that an additional level of scrutiny 
may be required of some decision-making. The wider LEP Board may act as a useful resource 
for scrutinising and ratifying certain investment decisions. This may fit with the ‘sentiment’ of 
the national and local assurance frameworks. 

Recommendation 10 
The EZ Board should continue its increased focus on forward strategic issues, (recognising 
that they still need to maintain their decision-making role) particularly around taking 
forward a holistic capital investment programme which could significantly increase the 
property offer across the EZs 

Recommendation 11 

The EZ Board should consider whether external commercial property/finance expertise would 
serve as a useful resource in terms of how to take forward future development proposals 

Recommendation 12 
The EZ Board should consider whether a further level of external scrutiny is required to 
appropriately manage future potential conflicts of interest, and to meet the guidance as set 
out in the LEPs Assurance Framework.  

Conclusion 9 
Overall, though the EZ Board was seen as functioning well. As always, there were cultural 
differences between public and private partners, but these differences were being managed 
well. We have reviewed other EZ Board structures/membership and we recognise there is a 
balance between increasing membership (particularly for the private sector) and the 
governance structure becoming unwieldy. The broad consensus/feedback we have received is 
that the size and membership is felt appropriate. 
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This was helped by the general view that the EZs were generally offering differentiated and 
complementary offers. It was felt there was now a coherency of offer across the EZs, with a clearer 
delineation between EZs. This had improved over time, with a reduction in perceived competition 
across the EZs. 

The potential changes in focus, expertise and governance were felt to be useful in the context of 
its shift to focusing more on strategic matters, and importantly driving forward development plans 
within the EZs. Those who were consulted were keen for the EZ Board not to become too 
‘bloated’, feeling that its relatively small membership was appropriate.  

It is clear from our consultations that there hasn’t always been clarity between the respective roles 
and responsibilities of CC and CDC. However, this has improved recently with greater clarification 
over the ‘division of labour’ between the two organisations. The private sector representatives we 
spoke to were content with the way the programme was managed by CC/CDC, although noting 
that the public sector does not necessarily move as quickly as the private sector (either the 
landlords or prospective tenants) would like. 

It is notable that the CDC Aerohub EZ team have less dedicated resource in place than previously. 
It currently does not have a dedicated Aerohub EZ manager – with that resource now being 
dedicated to Newquay Spaceport. Whilst we understand that additional resource is being put in 
place in the form of EZ Development Manager, it is not clear whether this role will have a different 
remit than the previous manager. It is hoped that momentum won’t be lost as a consequence of 
this reduction in dedicated resource.  

Reporting of performance indicators – job creation 

As the organisation responsible for the interface with businesses, CDC also have the responsibility 
of collecting data from those businesses who are in receipt of rate relief on those EZs which are 
owned by CC. Businesses are required to provide this information as part of the rate relief 
agreement. Historically, it has then been the responsibility of CDC to report performance against 
performance indicators through the appropriate governance structure, including to MHCLG 
through its electronic reporting system based on its reporting definitions. 

More recently, this responsibility has shifted to CC, who now have the responsibility of reporting to 
MHCLG – again, having to meet its definitions. It is our understanding that the EZ Board have 
reflected on these numbers on occasions, although which organisation is responsible for reporting 
into the EZ Board remains under discussion. The information from businesses is still requested/
obtained by the CDC team and passed onto CC. 

This switching of reporting responsibilities highlighted that previously collected data did not fully 
meet the prescribed MHCLG definition. A review of historic data and clarification of definitions has 
in effect caused some ‘disconnect’ between the jobs that were reported historically, and those now 
reported on an ongoing basis.  

Conclusion 10 
As a consequence, there is not a reliable timeline of job creation (particularly for Aerohub). In 
our view, it is not possible to accurately estimate the ‘flow’ of economic benefits from EZ 
status because of the inter-year variability of job creation estimates. 

CC have interpreted the MHCLG guidance/requirements in a different way than CDC and are 
implementing a number of changes. Businesses – through the quarterly submission forms – now 
receive more guidance on what can and can’t be included in their returns. In general, the change 
in reporting requirements of responding businesses has tightened the number of jobs that can be 
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captured. For example, jobs reported now only include FTEs (as per the MHCLG definitions) rather 
than the number of jobs. They only represent those jobs supported by businesses in receipt of rate 
relief, they attempt to strip out seasonal jobs , and construction jobs are reported separately 24

(rather than part of the total). The number of jobs gained and lost during the quarter are reported.  

In 2018 it was also decided that for those businesses that have either not reported back, or have 
completed their period of rate relief, their employment status would be ‘frozen’ at their last 
reported position unless they physically leave the EZ site. It is important to recognise that this 
approach may lead to some under-reporting of the ongoing impact of the EZ. Any subsequent 
employment growth by businesses will not be captured. 

This tighter focus on consistency in the reporting of jobs should mean that it better meets MHCLG 
reporting requirements. The disadvantage is that it may lead to underreporting of impact. For 
example, the focus on FTE job creation underplays the ‘job is a job’ argument, although local 
partners can decide to collect additional data/metrics to provide a wider view of impact if it were 
felt helpful. 

The overall split of responsibilities for the EZ programme – with CC as the body now responsible 
for reporting and CDC remaining the business interface – does result in some difficulties regarding 
confidence in the accuracy of reporting. CC are one-step removed from being able to directly 
query businesses on their quarterly returns and, in effect, are subject to the CDC team’s slightly 
different interpretation of MHCLG requirements. On review, there is some doubt about whether 
CDC's historical reporting of jobs was compliant against MHCLG guidance. It is our understanding 
that these differences in interpretation are narrowing over time, as they work closely together, but 
still present some issues. 

This may be further complicated when the two private-sector led EZs begin to have jobs to report 
through the programme. It will be the responsibility of Goonhilly and A&P to obtain job numbers 
from their tenanted businesses, and it will be important that they collect and report this 
information consistent to the other local partners. It is also useful to note that current reported 
outcomes for MHCLG do not necessarily match the targets as defined in the EZ Implementation 
Plan 

Recommendation 13 
The EZ Board should review whether this split of collection/reporting responsibilities is working 
effectively. An alternative model would be for the lead organisation for the EZs to remain in ownership 
(CDC in the case of the public sector EZs) but with CC having clear responsibility to provide oversight.to 
ensure it meets MHCLG guidance. CC should also have responsibility to provide guidance and clarity to 
private sector partners as their reporting activity come on stream. 

 MHCLG definitions are that every job should be in place for a minimum of 6 months before it can be counted24
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EZ Growth Fund – closing balance

2013/14 £114,348

2014/15 £188,583

2015/16 £334,229

2016/17 £581,230

2017/18 £905,852



Recommendation 14 
The EZ Board should consider whether it should set its own definitions for outcomes to better reflect 
the impact of the EZ policy (e.g. additional to MHCLG requirements). This could involve capturing data 
on a periodic (bi-annual?) basis from all business (not just those in receipt of rate relief) located on 
EZs. We recognise there will be a balance between reporting burden on businesses, and more fully 
reflecting impact of EZ status. 

Job verification and evidence 
In a similar vein to the Growing Places Fund there were no formal job targets were established as 
part of the creation of the CIoS EZs. However, there was a commitment in the MoU between CC/
CIoS LEP and DCLG (MHCLG) that as part of the EZ rates relief awards a detailed list of outcomes 
would be collated both on an annual and quarterly basis from EZ occupiers. These would then be 
collated by DCLG and reported against the DCLG/EZ performance indicators. 

The Implementation Plans for the EZs do contain an indication of the scale of development that 
was targeted for the 5-year period from 2017/18, and the jobs that could be associated with that 
scale of development. This is set out in the tables below. The forecast jobs are commensurate to 
the scale of planned development, given they have been calculated using typical employment 
densities. 

It is important to note that the new job creation at Aerohub Newquay will be over and above the 
on-site job creation which has been supported since its inception in 2012. Historical job creation is 
discussed later in this section. What is apparent from these indicative job expectations, is that 
there was a broad assumption that the pace of job creation would quicken from 2019/20 onwards. 
Again, this assumes that developments would be brought forward around that time (again, 
discussed later in this section). Another observation is that the job expectations for some sites, 
such as Goonhilly and Falmouth Docks, are relatively muted – both building slowly over time. The 
majority of expected job creation is associated with those EZs in Cornwall Council ownership. 

As discussed in more detail elsewhere, there has been some inconsistency in the way that jobs 
have been reported through the EZ structure. Therefore, there is some slight uncertainty/variation 
around the number of jobs that have been supported by those businesses who have received EZ 
rate relief. This particularly relates to Aerohub at Newquay, which has been in existence for longer.  

Aerohub+ EZ - New Jobs Created – Indicative targets – EZ Implementation Plan

EZ site location 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Total

Aerohub@ CAN 14 56 89 111 130 400

Goonhilly 4 9 12 14 53 92

Total 18 65 101 125 183 492

Marine EZ - New Jobs Created – Indicative targets - EZ Implementation Plan

EZ site location 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Total

Hayle 0 0 121 81 20 222

Falmouth Docks 2 2 2 4 10 20

Tolvaddon 0 0 109 60 29 198

Total 2 2 232 145 59 440
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It is also important to note that the job figures will always have some natural variation, as the 
employment levels at the supported businesses fluctuate over time. This may be due to 
seasonality, variation in trading performance which results in a business ‘flexing’ its workforce, 
closure of a business etc. As a consequence, it has proven difficult for CDC/CC to provide a 
‘smooth’ quarterly job profile.  

Ultimately, an accurate profiling of supported jobs is reliant on the business providing a response 
to CDC requests for quarterly employment information. It is also useful to note that the ongoing 
job figures only relate in a ‘live’ sense to those businesses which are still actively receiving rate 
relief. When a business completes its 5-year period of relief, it is no longer required to provide 
information, and this is no longer requested from CDC. This may result in some under-reporting 
from a jobs perspective, the job levels are effectively ‘frozen’ to the last reported figure. If the 
business has experienced subsequent employment growth (or losses), this won’t be captured. 

Bearing all these caveats in mind – alongside issues discussed elsewhere regarding changing 
definitions, guidance etc. – the number of jobs that are currently supported through the two EZs 
are set out in the below table. To reiterate, these are the jobs that are currently in place for those 
businesses who receive – or have received – rate relief. There may be further jobs supported at the 
sites, but by businesses who have not received rates relief. Therefore, these are outside the scope 
of the reporting process. These current jobs figures are shown in narrow ranges, reflecting the 
slightly different forms of capturing/reporting. 

It is also important to note that these cannot directly be compared to the job expectations 
detailed in the Implementation Plan. As previously stated, these job forecasts were based on a 
possible schedule of development, and not around expectations of rate relief take-up. It is entirely 
plausible that a business can – and does – move onto the EZ site and choose not to apply for rate 
relief. It is also the case there are jobs on some of the EZs which are not reflected through the 
reporting process because some tenants were ineligible for EZ support. However, given these are 
not captured we are not clear what impact this focus has on under-reporting of jobs sustained 

They also cannot be directly compared because they represent a snapshot in time. Again, it is 
likely that jobs have been supported at the EZs (particularly at the Aerohub Newquay) over time 
but no longer exist. These reasons mean that the snapshot is likely to under-represent the total 
number of jobs that have been supported to date. 

They also cannot be directly compared to the Implementation Plan because, in part, they reflect 
historical job creation (from 2012 onwards in the case of Aerohub Newquay), whilst the 
Implementation Plan is essentially forward-looking.  

Conclusion 11 
Nevertheless, it is clear that the number of jobs that have been created to date does show that 
there is a considerable amount of ground to make up if the job expectations outlined in the 
Implementation Plans are to be met.  

Current number of jobs supported by businesses who have received rate relief

EZ Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) 

Aerohub+ 230-235

Marine 10
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When compared to the indicative timeline in the Implementation Plan, jobs supported through the 
EZ policy support mechanism, are behind schedule – in the case of the Marine EZs, significantly 
so. In many respects, this may reflect optimistic expectations within the Implementation Plans. The 
experience of the Aerohub EZ was that activity slowly built over time, whereas the Marine EZ 
Implementation Plan expected over 100 jobs to be supported at both Hayle and Tolvaddon 
effectively two years (2019/20) after EZ status was granted in April 2017. Despite a strengthening 
pipeline of interest at these sites, jobs will develop more slowly than envisaged - dependent on 
further premises being developed. 

Conclusion 12 
This conforms to the earlier comments by stakeholders that the EZs have generally made a 
slow start, or that progress has been variable over time.  

The hope/expectation of a quickening in pace will need to be realised if the number of jobs 
supported will similarly increase. As discussed, this will very much depend on the ability of 
partners to bring forward and implement development programmes. 

The LEP Board have been alerted to the red RAG rating in relation to the pace of development at 
the EZs . The LEP Board have noted the ongoing need for support new build development on 25

the EZ sites, linking into the need for a forward capital programme. 

Impact and value for money 

Conclusion 13 
Despite a perceived significant weakening of policy focus on EZs at a national level, the 
concept remains an important part of the local policy landscape. The retention of future 
business rate growth was seen as a good policy. The fact that it has been ring-fenced for 
subsequent economic development support was also considered beneficial. 

The softer outcome of the establishment of EZs is that they provide a focus for economic 
development activity. The EZ programme and structure allows a strategic focus which might not 
have otherwise developed in its absence, the focus could have been more disparate. For example, 
the EZs (particularly Newquay) have been successful in accessing ERDF investment for capital 
developments, supplemented by Council match-funding . Growth Deal funding has also been 26

secured by Goonhilly . The EZ status may helped in developing those applications. In CIoS, the 27

EZ status has indirectly helped to leverage public funding. 

By establishing EZs around two key sectors, some felt that it has a greater focus than elsewhere in 
the country where EZs have been site rather than sector specific. Again, the EZs have also 
provided a focus around which wider sector policy/activity can coalesce. For example, RD&I 
activity in the marine sector – such as the Marine-i project which aims to encourage RD&I in marine 
tech businesses – have close links (with a physical presence) with the Hayle EZ. The designation of 
Newquay as Spaceport Cornwall may not have happened if important groundwork had not been 
laid with the EZ status. 

 25th July LEP Board meeting minutes (https://www.cioslep.com/assets/file/25

250718%20LEP%20Board%20Minutes%20FINAL%20AND%20APPROVED.pdf)

 For example, £4,385,818 of ERDF (Growth Programme) was invested in Aerohub Business Park Phase 1 – matched by £3,146,169 of Council 26

funding. This built on a previous ERDF investment of £3,934,856 (matched by £2,771,686 of Council funding) for the same scheme – previously 
focusing on infrastructure

 £8.4m of Growth Deal funding27

Programme Evaluations for CIOS LEP  (RGF / GPF / EZ)                                                                         Ash Futures / PFA62

https://www.cioslep.com/assets/file/250718%2520LEP%2520Board%2520Minutes%2520FINAL%2520AND%2520APPROVED.pdf
https://www.cioslep.com/assets/file/250718%2520LEP%2520Board%2520Minutes%2520FINAL%2520AND%2520APPROVED.pdf


Conclusion 14 
Because of this wider activity (the coalescing of sector activity around EZs) some felt that 
simply focusing on jobs, development space created etc. was a blunt tool for measuring 
progress. Of course, this wider strategic impact is difficult to quantify or capture. 

Conclusion 15 
Whilst the incentives associated with EZ status were useful policy tools to hold they were felt 
not to be sufficient to attract a business to the region. In some respects, they were seen to be 
‘nice to have’s’ rather than fundamental.  

It was felt that there were some omissions  in the UK’s EZ incentive portfolio which would have 28

particularly helped in CIoS e.g. capital allowances for new buildings. This may have incentivised 
private/speculative developers, with the surrounding EZ incentives then being offered to potential 
tenants. The lack of incentives for private developers has been seen as a significant constraint on 
the ability of the EZs to develop as originally envisaged.  

In terms of impact, a key element has certainly been (and will continue to be) the flow of suitable 
premises/accommodation that could be offered to prospective businesses. Whilst there have been 
important developments – such as Aerohub Business Park Phase 1 and the first phase of the Hayle 
Marine Renewables Business Park (although this pre-dated EZ status) – this needs to be built-on 
considerably to satisfy prospective demand. There are indications through some of the EZs/sectors 
that a pipeline of interested businesses is developing, and the property offer at the EZs need to be 
in a position to meet that demand. There was a common view amongst those we consulted about 
the ability, or agility, of EZs to move quickly enough to meet this demand. 

The incentives available through EZ status need to be supplemented by significant other 
investment flows to enable/quicken development. As an example, the diagram below illustrates 
some of the public investment which has flowed into Newquay Aerohub over the past few years. It 
also demonstrates local partners considerable commitment to the EZ site as a focus for 
development. 

The lower rateable values in CIoS – compared to elsewhere – has had two implications: 

• The incentive of rate relief was lower than many areas elsewhere 

• Importantly, the build-up of retained rates has been much slower than in other areas. This 
has meant that the re-investable fund (the EZ Growth Fund) has built slowly over time. This is 
shown in the below table. Given the potential scale of development that could be brought 
forward through the capital programme, the EZ Growth Fund can only go so far in servicing 
these requirements, particularly as some of this budget has already been committed. This 
was a view put forward in the consultations, the ‘pot isn’t big enough’ to meet all plans. 

Moving forward, there is a probable requirement for local partners to think innovatively about how 
the available resources are put to better use to take forward development plans. For example, in 
other areas future retained rate relief has been borrowed against to increase the funding available. 
It was felt that CIoS has been slow to respond to these opportunities and this may have acted as a 
constraint to growth. Such options are now being considered, with partners looking at how ideas 
from other areas such as Warwickshire and Cheshire could be applied in Cornwall in terms of 
investment models. This is to be encouraged given the scale of step-change that in required in 
some of the EZs. 

 When comparing against EZ policy in other countries such as the US, or even against EZ policy during the 1980s28
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Recommendation 15 
Local partners – through the EZ Board - to continue to develop ideas about how different funding/
financing models can be developed to increase the resources available to meet the forward capital 
programme. 

There is good evidence – collected through the EZ monitoring process – that the jobs supported 
by businesses within the EZs (at least those that are currently claiming rate relief) are relatively well-
paid. For example, the average salary of an FTE at Aerohub at Newquay is was estimated to be 
circa £42,500 – although there was significant variability between businesses. In comparison, the 
average wage in Cornwall in 2018 was estimated to be circa £27,000 . Therefore, indications are 29

that the EZs – although all do not yet collect this data – have been relatively successful in 
attracting high-value businesses which required skilled people who are paid accordingly. In part, 
this will reflect the sector-focus of the EZs – with aerospace and marine being identified as higher-
value sectors which provide good quality employment opportunities. 

EZ conclusions 
The EZs within Cornwall continue to provide an important focus for economic development 
partners. Generally, they are seen locally as a good idea, particularly regarding the retention of 
rate relief increases that can be re-invested in local economic development objectives. In some 
respects, this assessment is contrary to a perceived softening of policy focus from Central 
Government. 

NEWQUAY AEROHUB 
ENTERPRISE ZONE

RGF (Strand 2) 
£600k

EZ Growth 
Fund 

£495k

EZ incentives 
(rate relief 
/ LDO etc)

Aerohub 
Business Park 

Phase 1 - ERDF 
Growth 

Programme 
£4.4m

Aerohub 
Business Park 

Phase 1 - ERDF 
Convergence 

£3.9m

CC 
match 
£3.1m

CC 
match 
£168k

CC 
match 
£2.8m

 ‘Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE)’ – ONS, 201829
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It is clear from the consultations we have held, alongside a review of the reporting data, that 
they have developed more slowly than originally envisaged. However, several consultees felt that 
momentum was beginning to build over the past 12 months.  

Several of those we spoke to felt that the incentives associated with EZ policy simply were not 
sufficient in their own right to attract businesses to CIoS. This is a comment on the national EZ 
policy. CIoS does suffer in comparison to several other places due to its lower rateable values. 

In particular, there is an absence of sufficient incentives to attract private/speculative developers. 
As a consequence, the portfolio of quality and affordable businesses premises has not developed 
as quickly as hoped. Partners have done a good job in leveraging public sources of funding – 
notably ERDF and Growth Deal funding – but by its nature this is a relatively slower and phased 
process. There have been some instances of the EZs not being able to quickly respond to a 
potential opportunity.  

Whilst the retained rate relief – in the form of the EZ Growth Fund – is welcomed, it is clear that it 
is insufficient (linking to lower rateable values in the area) in the context of the development plans 
across the EZs. Partners – through the EZ Board – are beginning to think more strategically about 
how different financing mechanisms could be applied/developed to increase the flow of financing. 
Different models should be considered, and examples elsewhere are currently being looked at by 
partners. This is to be welcomed and seen as fundamental in quickening the pace of development. 

The EZ Board recognises that a more strategic view of a forward capital programme across the EZs 
was now an important next step. Several partners viewed this as a core task and fundamental to 
future progress. In general terms, it was felt that the EZ Board now needs a slight change in 
emphasis, focusing on strategic issues to take forward the concept. 

Overall, most partners feel that the governance structure is appropriate, with the right people/
organisations on the EZ Board. There is a question whether further external expertise could be 
brought in (as expert adviser), particularly commercial property expertise given the shift of 
emphasis to a capital programme and the need to look at alternative financing models. 

The reporting of progress against EZ performance appears somewhat complicated. There is a 
split of roles and responsibilities between CC and CDC. Whilst most we spoke to indicated that 
there is now greater clarity between the ‘division of labour’, some further focus on this may be 
required. We recommend that the EZ Board looks again at whether this split of responsibilities is 
working effectively. The EZ Board could also consider whether the MHCLG-driven reporting 
requirements fully reflect the impact of the EZs. It may be appropriate to develop a few additional 
indicators, which better reflect progress. 

Following on, many stakeholders felt that metrics such as jobs was a blunt tool to measure 
progress. It is clear that the EZ concept in CIoS has led to wider ‘softer’ positive outcomes. Their 
broad sector focus has enabled further sector development to ‘coalesce’ around the EZs. Much of 
this cannot be captured, but could be expressed qualitatively nonetheless. EZ status has indirectly 
led to some important further developments e.g. Spaceport designation at Newquay. The broad 
sector focus of the EZs in CIoS were seen as useful differentiators to EZs elsewhere. 
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SECTION FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED 

Overall conclusions 
This evaluation and review of three programmes within CIoS has been wide-ranging and, in many 
senses, quite complex. Each of the three programmes had/have different objectives, mechanisms 
for support, and governance/delivery structures. 

We recognise that the Regional Growth Fund and Growing Places Fund evaluations are essentially 
historical. What this evaluation exercise has attempted to do is draw out relevant learning points 
for local partners to consider moving forward. The future funding landscape is not clear at present 
- with much dependent on the form and timing of the UK's withdrawal from the EU. Therefore, the 
shape of local/regional funding programmes has not yet been clarified. The key learning points 
cannot therefore be mapped exactly onto forthcoming programmes. However, they can be 
expressed as important principles. 

Regional Growth Fund 

The core focus of this report has been on the Regional Growth Fund, reflecting the emphasis in 
the brief. It is our view that many of the important learning points from the programme did flow 
from the ambitious/stretching job targets at the start of the programme (at a national and local 
level), and by the programme's focus (at a national level) on indirect jobs. It is our independent 
view that the expectations around job creation/safeguarding at the national programme level 
should have been subject to a more 'common sense' approach. It is not clear why - again at a 
national level - available evidence in the form of typical 'cost per job' benchmarks were not 
referenced more fully.  

We do recognise that at the time there was a completely different political and economic context - 
with a greater focus on job creation coming out of the impact of the financial crisis - and it is 
difficult to comment on the programme without the benefit of hindsight. However, it is our view 
that the aspirations around job creation/safeguarding seemed to be slightly disconnected from 
previous experience of economic development. 

It is our view that these stretching job targets placed subsequent pressure on delivery at a CIoS 
level and that it provides important context for the evaluation. 

In that context, the CIoS programme has been successful in supporting (directly and indirectly) a 
large number of jobs through RGF support. A core part of this evaluation has been to 
independently verify the jobs claimed through the programme. Certainly, for those jobs in strand 1 
of the programme there is a good level of confidence that those jobs have been achieved. The 
projects within strand 1 were subject to a high degree of scrutiny. 

Delivery of indirect jobs through strand 2 was always going to be more difficult and, specifically, 
much more difficult to accurately capture and verify. Again, we feel this is connected to unrealistic 
expectations. The infrastructure-type projects are effectively 'enablers' and linking subsequent job 
creation/safeguarding to that investment is fraught with methodological difficulties. Ultimately, for 
one or two of the larger projects the scale of job impact comes down to a subjective view. Local 
partners and MHCLG ultimately were comfortable with the arguments presented. 

As a consequence, our review of the 12 projects within this strand has provided varying comments 
about the level of confidence that can be taken about the jobs supported. 
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Nevertheless, despite some ambiguity around some of the projects, it is our independent view 
that the CIoS RGF programme has delivered excellent value-for-money. Even considering some 
uncertainty, jobs were delivered in a cost-effective manner - below most of the available 
benchmarks. 

However, it is fundamental for local partners to recognise that RGF support was only one part of 
the investment-story. For a more accurate consideration of value-for-money the whole public 
sector cost should be considered, even considering historical investments if they acted as 
important enablers. 

Finally, it is our view that the RGF programme was well managed. Our review of the project files 
show that the programme and individual projects were subject to a high degree of scrutiny. 
However, this evaluation of the RGF programme has raised some questions around the overall 
governance structure in CIoS. In particular, the role of CC acting as accountable body, applicant, 
appraiser, and deliverer. Whilst, the delivery of the programme fully met governance arrangements 
as detailed in the delivery plan and signed-off by Government, there are important questions 
around external perception. We would advocate a greater use of independent scrutiny where this 
situation arises in future programmes. 

Conclusion 1 
Our independent review of the CIoS RGF found that the governance arrangements and processes were 
consistently followed across the projects we reviewed. The CIoS RGF was delivered in accordance to the 
delivery plan  

Conclusion 2 
Our overall view is that evidence suggests – corroborated by our stakeholder interviews – that CDC/CC/
CIoS LEP acted as an effective partnership in managing the programme and providing the requisite 
scrutiny. 

Conclusion 3 
It is clear from reviewing the programme documentation that there was a lack of Government guidance 
in the early stages of the programme regarding how jobs should be evidenced. Therefore, it was left CDC 
as programme managers to interpret and implement appropriate processes and provide guidance to 
project applicants. There was an onus on CDC in lieu of national guidance, certainly at the outset of the 
programme.  

Conclusion 4 
Our independent view is that the direct jobs claimed through strand 1 of the RGF programme have been 
achieved. 

Conclusion 5 
There is a likely overstatement of effects. RGF, will only have contributed a share of the overall public 
sector costs involved. Such comparisons will overstate the contribution of RGF in the delivery of the 
impacts of interest. 

Conclusion 6 
In our view, there is a clear dichotomy between the level of evidence required of strand 1 applicants, and 
that required through strand 2. This is particularly marked given the different sums involved. 

Growing Places Fund 

The Growing Places Fund was a well-managed revolving fund programme. CDC - as fund 
managers - fully met the governance arrangements as set out. In particular, the due diligence 
undertaken on project applications allowed it to apply an appropriate ‘interest margin' to the loan 
agreements put in place. The projects supported by loan agreements met the overall objectives of 
the programme - to unlock private sector development. 
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However, it is also clear that in some instances, the subsequent development and the ability of the 
businesses to repay the GPF loan has taken longer than envisaged at approval stage. This has 
mostly been due to external factors which could not have been foreseen at application stage, as 
well as reflecting that the GPF loan acted as the 'junior loan'. This has slightly constrained the 
speed and full scope of the fund to act as an evergreen' fund, or certainly affected timeliness. 

However, for one of the projects - the most significant loan agreement (representing 80% of loan 
value) - the loan was repaid ahead of schedule. This repaid loan (principal and interest) is now 
being utilised in a newly formed CIoS investment fund. As the remaining outstanding loans are 
repaid it is assumed this will provide further re-investable resources. Therefore, there is the 
potential for this original fund to provide a sustainable source of local investment support - 
potentially creating a legacy. 

Conclusion 7 
Our independent review found that the governance arrangements and processes were followed across the 
three projects that received loan funding. The CIoS GPF was delivered in accordance to the delivery plan. 
However, there was a lack of available evidence in relation to the grant award project to provide complete 
confidence that all steps of the process were completed. 

Enterprise Zones 

The Enterprise Zones remain a well-regarded locally applied policy, despite a perceived 
weakening of policy focus at a national level. However, it is felt that the CIoS EZs have developed 
more slowly than originally hoped, although momentum may be building. 

Whilst the EZ incentives to prospective businesses were a useful tool, they should be seen as 'nice 
to haves'. In themselves, they will not attract businesses to relocate to CIoS. 

The key offer remains the flow of good quality premises which can respond quickly to 
opportunities. It has been recognised that, as whole and individually, do not offer the portfolio of 
premises to meet this potential demand. This now provides a key focus for the EZ Board and local 
partners. The development of a forward capital programme will be key to the future success of the 
CIoS EZs. This may require innovative ways of financing/incentivising development by either the 
public or private sector. 

The EZs in CIoS were broadly seen to offer a complementary offer, with a greater coherency of that 
offer developing over time. It was generally felt that the broad sector focus was the right 
approach, helping CIoS market and differentiate its offer from EZs elsewhere in the country. The 
EZs may have delivered more softer positive outcomes - connected to a coalescing of activity 
around the concept - which cannot accurately be captured. However, several local partners felt this 
was an important outcome. 

The overall governance of the EZs was felt to be about right. Many are keen to keep the 
governance structure relatively nimble. The combination of public and private sector landlords was 
seen as a good thing over time and whilst they bring cultural differences, they are beginning to 
work more closely together to meet overall objectives. 

The roles and responsibilities of the management of the programme between CC and CDC now 
has greater clarity. However, there could be some further changes to fully ensure that certain 
approaches - such as the reporting of performance indicators - are consistent. 

Throughout this report, we have detailed a number of recommendations for local partners to 
consider as a consequence of our review. These are set out below in the form of lessons learned/
recommendations for the respective partners to consider. Some are relevant to more than one 
partner and are reflected as such. 
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Conclusion 8 
It was the view of the stakeholders that we spoke to that the governance structure is fit for purpose and 
functions as intended. The EZ Board is a useful forum and public and private partners are working 
together well. Our review of EZ Board minutes/agendas indicates that the review and approval of both rate 
relief applications and EZ Growth Fund Applications meets the governance processes put in place. 

Conclusion 9 
Overall, though the EZ Board was seen as functioning well. As always, there were cultural differences 
between public and private partners, but these differences were being managed relatively well. 

Conclusion 10 
There is not a reliable timeline of job creation (particularly for Aerohub). In our view, it is not possible to 
accurately estimate the ‘flow’ of economic benefits from EZ status because of the inter-year variability of 
job creation estimates. 

Conclusion11 
It is clear that the number of jobs supported in the EZs to date shows that there is a considerable amount 
of ground to make up if the job expectations outlined in the Implementation Plans are to be met.  

Conclusion 12 
This conforms to the earlier comments by stakeholders that the EZs have generally made a slow start, or 
that progress has been variable over time.  

Conclusion 13 
Despite a perceived significant weakening of policy focus on EZs at a national level, the concept remains 
an important part of the local policy landscape. The retention of future business rate growth was seen as 
a good policy. The fact that it has been ring-fenced for subsequent economic development support was 
also considered beneficial. 

Conclusion 14 
Because of wider strategic activity (the coalescing of sector activity around EZs) some felt that simply 
focusing on jobs, development space created etc. was a blunt tool for measuring progress. Of course, this 
wider strategic impact is difficult to quantify or capture. 

Conclusion 15 
Whilst the incentives associated with EZ status were useful policy tools to hold they were felt not to be 
sufficient to attract a business to the region. In some respects, they were seen to be ‘nice to have’s’ rather 
than fundamental. 

Lessons learned for programme managers 
Recommendation 3 – testing the underpinning assumptions: 
Key dependent activities should be clearly defined as ‘performance indicators’, and subsequently tested 
to help inform the view of the ‘likelihood’ that indirect job creation/safeguarding has achieved the broad 
levels expected. 

Recommendation 4 – lightening the reporting requirements on businesses 
CDC as programme managers should consider its processes/requirements for job verification and 
evidencing where it has scope (for current and future grant programmes). There is a balance between 
compliance and administrative burden on businesses. It may be appropriate that CDC considers a slight 
shift the in the risk balance. This balance could reflect the level of investment levels and/or the risk 
associated with that investment. 

Recommendation 5 – total public sector cost per job 
Value for money for programme ‘cost per job’ outputs should be considered on a total public sector cost 
basis. It would still be acceptable to consider on a programme investment-specific basis, but this should 
be sat alongside the above. 

Recommendation 6 – importance of interpretation of value-for-money 
Local partners should certainly not add job outcomes across different programmes of public support. This 
would significantly overstate the localised job impacts of public programme support. 

Recommendation 7 – clear reporting responsibilities for accountable body/applicant 
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The local partnership to consider what ‘contractual tools’ could be developed which would allow more 
accountability for Cornwall Council acting as both the accountable body and project applicant. An 
alternative approach would be to identify a senior responsible officer and that individual is accountable 
for the provision of post-support evidence (in terms of both expenditure and job claims/outputs). 

Lessons learned for accountable body 
Recommendation 2 – clear separation of accountable body and applicant – use of external appraisal 
expertise 
We recommend that the principles contained within the latest national assurance framework are fully 
observed for any future funding programmes where Cornwall Council could also act as accountable body 
and applicant. Specifically, we would advocate the clearer separation of scheme promoters and appraiser. 
External appraisal could play an important role, certainly for grant investments over a certain amount. 
This will improve transparency, helping with external perception. 

Recommendation 5 – total public sector cost per job 
Value for money for programme ‘cost per job’ outputs should be considered on a total public sector cost 
basis. It would still be acceptable to consider on a programme investment-specific basis, but this should 
be sat alongside the above. 

Recommendation 6 – importance of interpretation of value-for-money 
Local partners should certainly not add job outcomes across different programmes of public support. This 
would significantly overstate the localised job impacts of public programme support. 

Recommendation 7 – clear reporting responsibilities for accountable body/applicant 
The local partnership to consider what ‘contractual tools’ could be developed which would allow more 
accountability for Cornwall Council acting as both the accountable body and project applicant. An 
alternative approach would be to identify a senior responsible officer and that individual is accountable 
for the provision of post-support evidence (in terms of both expenditure and job claims/outputs). 

Recommendation 10 – EZ strategic focus and forward capital programme 
The EZ Board should continue its increased focus on forward strategic issues, particularly around taking 
forward a holistic capital investment programme which could significantly increase the property offer 
across the EZ. 

Recommendation 11 – use of external commercial property/finance expertise 
The EZ Board should consider whether external commercial property/finance expertise would serve as a 
useful resource in terms of how to take forward future development proposals.. 

Recommendation 12 – use of external scrutiny – separation of landlord applicant and approval process  
The EZ Board should consider whether a further level of external scrutiny is required to appropriately 
manage future potential conflicts of interest, and to meet the guidance as set out in the LEPs Assurance 
Framework. 

Recommendation 13 – review of split of roles and responsibilities  
The EZ Board should review whether this split of collection/reporting responsibilities is working 
effectively. An alternative model would be for the lead organisation for the EZs to remain in ownership 
(CDC in the case of the public sector EZs) but with CC providing oversight to ensure it meets MHCLG 
guidance. CC to provide guidance and clarity to private sector partners as their reporting activity come 
on stream. 

Recommendation 14 – a wider set of measurements to more fully reflect EZ outcomes 
The EZ Board should consider whether it should set its own definitions for outcomes to better reflect the 
impact of the EZ policy (e.g. additional to MHCLG requirements). This could involve capturing data on a 
periodic (bi-annual?) basis from all business (not just those in receipt of rate relief) located on EZs. We 
recognise there will be a balance between reporting burden on businesses, and more fully reflecting 
impact of EZ status. 

Recommendation 15 – review of alternative financing models 
Local partners – through the EZ Board - to continue to develop ideas about how different funding/
financing models can be developed to increase the resources available to meet the forward capital 
programme. 
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Lessons learned for Government 
Recommendation 1 – realistic programme-level targets based on available evidence 
At a national level programme level job targets should reference available evidence to act as a sense 
check and provide confidence around achieving targets.  These should also act a reference for local 
partners, to guard against ‘optimism bias’ as well as fully informing how achievable subsequent job 
targets could be. Significant deviations from the available evidence should be explained. From an 
applicant perspective, this can be done using internal expertise but may also require some external input 
to help provide an independent view. 

Programme Evaluations for CIOS LEP  (RGF / GPF / EZ)                                                                         Ash Futures / PFA71


