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Executive Summary
The Manufacturing Growth Programme (MGP) has been designed to overcome some of the market
failures and constraints facing SMEs in manufacturing. These failures include constraints in the
ability of SMEs to access best practice advice, along with a lack of awareness of the benefits of such
advice, and limited or no access to affordable best practice advice.
The assistance offered by MGP provides businesses with a comprehensive package of support to
help them make improvements to their manufacturing processes and enhance their
competitiveness. MGP assists businesses by providing locally-focused front-line teams consisting of
highly experienced Manufacturing Growth Managers (MGMs) who are close to manufacturers and
have local knowledge and understanding that businesses can trust.
The design of the programme was informed by early government reports and programmes, such as
the Manufacturing Advisory Service (MAS) and was aligned with ERDF Priority Axis 3 - Enhancing
the Competitiveness of small and medium sized enterprises (and specifically, Investment Priority 3c
‘supporting the creation and extension of advanced capacities for products, services and
development’). MGP’s main focus has been to support SMEs in manufacturing that were left without
any major government funded support programmes following the closure of the Business Growth
Service (BGS) in March 2016.
ERDF funding for MGP between October 2016 and September 2019 totals £10,461,995 across the 15
LEP local areas the programme is delivered. This funding represents 52% of the total funding into
the programme (approximately £20M), with the remaining provided by SMEs.
The summative assessment of the programme represents a statutory requirement (ERDF grant
funding agreements place a requirement on all grant recipients to undertake a summative
assessment of their projects). The assessment presents external stakeholders with an independent
review of the achievements of the programme. It also provides EGS with background reference
material in making the case for particular delivery approaches and funding in the future.

Key Findings
Overall, the combined qualitative and quantitative evidence suggests that the programme is
effective, efficient and is targeting its intended audience. Furthermore, the evidence gathered to
date suggests that MGP is addressing the market failures that it intended to remedy in the first
place. In summary:
•

MGP has speeded up business support intervention rates compared to previous programmes.

•

The programme has simplified the process of getting support to businesses.

•

It has helped businesses prioritise their needs and engage with appropriate expertise.

•

MGP has generated both short- and long-term benefits for businesses within a relatively short
period of time. Short-term tangible benefits are exemplified by helping gain accreditations like
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ISO quality standards. Long-term impact on businesses is exemplified by the effect on business
diversification and export strategies.
•

The programme has delivered lasting benefits - for approximately 40% of the surveyed
businesses, improvements made as a result of the programme are expected to last for more
than five years.

•

MGP has complemented and increased the demand for other business support programmes.
Substantial cross referral activity by MGP has been evidenced including referrals to Growth
Hubs, HEIs, local authorities and other training, mentoring, innovation and financial training.
In particular, MGP is addressing significant market failures related to the engagement of SMEs
with business support. For example:
•

The programme is entirely focused on SMEs – having supported 2,064 businesses to March
2019 (with this number increasing to 2,263 by the end of the programme).

•

A survey of businesses supported by MGP indicates that for 11% of businesses supported, MGP
is the only business support they have accessed – this highlights the ability of the programme
to reach those SMEs that do not tend to seek business support advice.

•

The vast majority of businesses responding to the survey (92%) reported that the outcomes
from the support had either met or exceeded their expectations (63% and 29% respectively),
and 99% would recommend MGP to other businesses. All surveyed businesses reported that
the MGP support was at least as good or better than other support received previously.

•

The survey indicates that the competence and support of MGMs is one of two most valued
aspects of the programme (86% of businesses responding to the survey indicated that they
were highly satisfied with the support and competence of the MGMs).

•

The survey results also indicate that the positive experience from the support received by MGP
has made 72% of the businesses more likely to use external advice or support again in the
future, and no businesses reported being less likely to do so.

The focused approach of the programme and the manufacturing capabilities, impartiality and local
knowledge of MGMs are at the centre of its success. The programme is built on a highly targeted
intervention, a lean delivery and management model, and financial co-investment by businesses in
their business improvement. All these are supported by a well-defined set of Management and
Financial Information systems and processes.
The evaluation has shown that this approach has led to efficient and effective delivery. For example,
although this is a relatively short intervention focusing on diagnostic needs assessment, provision of
a relatively small grant and advice to be taken forward and implemented by an SME at its own pace,
the programme is delivering substantial economic benefits.
It is estimated that MGP contributes to the economy 1,872 net jobs resulting in £135,944,640 GVA –
this is well above the originally anticipated GVA increase of over £40M across all regions over the
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programme’s lifespan. Of these benefits, £122,582,560 GVA (i.e. 90% of estimated GVA) and 1,688
jobs (i.e. 90% of all net jobs) have been already delivered (to March 2019); the rest is expected to be
delivered with the completion of the programme by September 2019.
Other economic and wider benefits reported by businesses that have received MGP support include:
•

Improved turnover (for 61% of survey respondents).

•

Improved productivity (for 68% of survey respondents).

•

Nearly half the survey respondents have seen sales increasing and new markets have opened up
for a quarter. For one in four (28%), the programme has led to new product development. This is
a particularly important outcome of the programme in the light of the results of the 2018-19 Q2
National Manufacturing Barometer report, according to which the proportion of UK SME
manufacturers expecting their sales turnover to increase in the next six months is 13% less than
last quarter, continuing a downward trend seen over the last year and at a level not seen for six
years in the UK.

•

Introduction of green technologies. Examples of these technologies include the reduction of
carbon levy, reuse of scrap material, and natural product ranges, alongside future goals such as
stopping single use packaging by the end of 2019.

The approach adopted for the delivery of the programme and its outcomes have resulted in
relatively high Value for Money (VfM). It is estimated that every £1 allocated to supporting
businesses through MGP is expected to generate approximately around £13 for the ERDF
investment and approximately £7 when all investment is considered within the contract period. As
with all estimates, any conclusions in relation to these calculations will need to be drawn with
consideration of the key assumptions that underline these.
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1. Introduction
1.1

This report presents an independent summative assessment of the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF)-funded Manufacturing Growth Programme (MGP) delivered by
Economic Growth Solutions (EGS)1 between October 2016 and September 2019. This
assessment is compliant with guidance produced by the Ministry of Housing, Communities &
Local Government (MHCLG).

The Brief
1.2

MGP has been designed to provide support to manufacturing small and medium sized (SMEs)
businesses and involves accessing grant funding towards the cost of growth-related support
projects.

1.3

The summative assessment of the programme aims to provide insights into project
performance, evidence of efficiency in the delivery, effectiveness and value for money, as
well as insights into what and why interventions work (or not) and lessons for the future.

1.4

The evidence provided, when combined with national evidence of progress and impact, will
result in supporting the evidence and assessment of the overall impact and effectiveness of
the ERDF operational programme across England.

1.5

The summative assessment represents a statutory requirement (ERDF grant funding
agreements place a requirement on all grant recipients to undertake a summative
assessment of their projects). Nonetheless, it will also provide EGS with background
reference material in making the case for particular delivery approaches in the future or
making the case for future funding.

1.6

In delivering these objectives, the summative assessment explores and reports on:
• Design of the programme and its rationale and consistency (and continued relevance);
• Managing and delivering the programme;
• Progress and achievements of the programme (including performance against contractual
targets);
• Impacts and Added Value on manufacturing businesses and the wider business support
infrastructure; and
• Value for money.

1

The contract was awarded to the West Midlands Manufacturing Benevolent Fund (WMMBF) that
established Economic Growth Solutions Ltd to deliver the operational side of the contract. WMMBF is a
not for profit organisation established in 2002 (first as West Midlands Manufacturing Consortium Ltd till
2015, then WMMBF between 20015-2017 and EGS 2017 to date). It is also worth noting that the
application of ERDF funding, with WMMBF as the lead applicant amalgamates the proposals initially
submitted separately as WMMC Ltd and Pera Consulting (UK) Ltd (the later was put into administration in
September 2016 following the closure of the national Business Growth Service (BGS) services.
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Methodology
1.7

To deliver the objectives of the summative assessment, the methodology that has been
adopted utilises qualitative and quantitative methods, desk-based research and analysis of
secondary programme and other national data, in-depth consultations with a range of
stakeholders and a business survey. These include:
• Thorough desk-based review of all programme-related background data, policy
documents, monitoring reports and management and financial information provided by
EGS to build a comprehensive database of types of support delivered, businesses
supported and projects delivered but also metrics collected and how these align with the
information required to undertake a summative assessment compliant with guidance
produced by MHCLG.
• Interviews with key stakeholders including the core EGS team, Manufacturing Growth
Managers, and a wider stakeholder group consisting of key staff at Local Enterprise
Partnerships (LEPs) and Growth Hubs in the localities where the programme is operating.
A list of key stakeholders consulted in presented in Appendix A. It is also important to note
that all consultees were assured that their responses would be confidential. Therefore, this
report does not contain comments that could be attributed to individual consultees.
• An online survey of 215 SME businesses to inform the assessment of the delivery of the
programme and establish some background information around perceived benefits and
impacts as well as additionality indicators (such as deadweight and attribution). The overall
sample of respondents provides confidence that there is a 90% chance that the answers
provided reflect the true picture of the performance and effectiveness of the programme
within 5% margin of error. The topic guide used for the interviews and case studies is
provided in Appendix B to this report.
• Follow up interviews with 8 supported businesses - mini video-recorded case studies have
been produced about how things work in practice, what works, benefits and impacts of the
support received. Case studies were selected to include key sectors supported, different
sizes of businesses, businesses at different stages of growth and different localities.
• Descriptive (statistical) analysis of management information systems and survey data and
comparisons with the performance of manufacturing sector businesses across England,
where possible. The purpose of this approach has been to explore and assess in
quantitative terms the extent of attribution and therefore net impact of MGP taking into
account deadweight, displacement and additionality on key business performance
indicators such as employment, turnover and GVA.
• The Office for National Statistics (ONS) Business Structures Database tracks the
employment of all UK businesses that are economically active. Using the Companies
House Reference Numbers (CRNs), would enable an objective estimate of the employment
impacts of MGP to be built. In order to do this, a matched comparison group can be
selected to compare employment change in ERDF-funded businesses to non-funded
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businesses at an appropriate time (i.e. allow time for both the programme to take effect
and these to be reflected by the Companies House data). This has not been possible within
the timeline of this evaluation but given the comprehensive management information
collated by the programme throughout its delivery, it could be possible in the future.

Structure of the report
1.8

The remainder of this report is structured as follows:
• Chapter 2 provides an overview of the programme including the rationale for the
intervention and its key operational characteristics.
• Chapter 3 looks at the achievements of the programme to date (March 2019) and forecast
(to the end of the programme) against original targets and objectives and its net impact.
• Chapter 4 presents an assessment of the programme’s added value and considers the
wider contribution the programme has made towards addressing the market failure. It also
presents an assessment of the programme’s estimated value for money and discusses
whether MGP represents a good return on public investment.
• Chapter 5 summarises key findings and provides an overall assessment of the programme.
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2. MGP Rationale and Delivery Model
2.1

This chapter provides an overview of the wider policy and strategic context within which MGP
was introduced. It also presents the key objectives of the programme and the key operational
characteristics that define its delivery.

Project Rationale
2.2

The 2014 to 2020 European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) brought together ERDF,
European Social Fund and part of the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
together into a single European Union Structural and Investment Funds Growth Programme
for England supporting the key growth priorities of innovation, research and development,
support for Small and Medium sized Enterprises, low carbon, skills, employment, and social
inclusion.

2.3

The ERDF Operational Programme (OP) 2014-2020 for England set out a clear vision for
English business, stating unequivocally that “this is a strategy firmly focused on growth.”
Summarising its strategy for investments, the OP noted that “The evidence shows a case for
public sector intervention to address the market failures in access to finance and information
and under supply of support services for SMEs, especially for under-represented groups, high
growth or innovative firms and those that want to enter the international market”. With
regard to manufacturing, the OP noted that “Evidence shows that supporting the formation
and growth of supply chains and clusters is key to achieving the productivity gains needed to
boost export competitiveness and comparative advantages in a wide range of sectors”.

2.4

In particular, research that informed the OP showed that SMEs in manufacturing were/are in
general reluctant to engage with external sources of help and support, and this attitude could
have a significant impact upon individual business performance and the wider economy.
Publicly funded interventions including ERDF-funded programmes that provide advisory
services to SMEs have been justified by a number of reasons. Some of these are listed below:
•

Globalisation means that SMEs must be globally competitive but SMEs may have limited
market horizons (for a number of reasons) and not be aware of the opportunities
available to them.

•

There is a suspicion of consultants over the impartiality of advice while at the same time
SMEs are unable to access the resources as consultancy services are predominantly
targeted at larger companies, with high day rates, and low levels of market engagement
with SMEs due to the high cost of sales

•

The private sector manufacturing support network tends to be fragmented.

•

Companies lacking the skills and experience to develop and commercialise innovative
value propositions.
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•

SMEs do not feel confident to engage with and access the resources available from the
Knowledge Base (such as Higher Education Institutions and Research Centres).

•

Product quality and delivery security is prerequisite, which means that companies with
little product IP to compete on price, leaving little surplus to re-investing in organisational
development.

•

Innovation and organisational development is poorly understood and badly implemented
in most SMEs.

MGP was designed to address some of these issues with specific focus on SME manufacturer
performance, in particular in heavily manufacturing dependent regions in England. The
programme would assist business by providing locally-focused front-line teams i.e. close to
manufacturers with local knowledge and understanding that businesses would trust, to
enhance their competitiveness, providing them with a comprehensive package of support to
help them to make improvements to their manufacturing processes. The local teams would
be supported by centrally managed enabling staff and would:

2.6

•

Engage eligible manufacturers seeking to improve/grow their businesses;

•

Offer business and specialist manufacturing advice to support them to develop viable
action plans for growth/improvement;

•

Support specify and procure suitable external expertise/resources to implement action
plans;

•

Contribute on average a 35% ERDF co-investment grant towards the SMEs’ cost of
implementation; and

•

Provide support to maximise the growth/improvement returns from their investment – as
part of their broader local growth hub customer journey.

The design of the programme was informed by early government reports and programmes,
such as the Manufacturing Advisory Service (MAS)2 and was aligned with ERDF Priority Axis 3
- Enhancing the Competitiveness of small and medium sized enterprises (and specifically,

2

According to a 2010 report by BIS (Manufacturing in the UK: An economic analysis of the sector, 2010,
Manufacturing in the UK: an economic analysis’,
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/manufacturing-in-the-uk-economic-analysis), there are a
number of barriers affecting the ability of the manufacturing sector to grow, particularly in informational
failure around new manufacturing ideas and processes. This was echoed by the BIS commissioned DTZ
final report on the Manufacturing Advisory Service (2010,
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110207093623/http://www.mas.bis.gov.uk/news/openletter-to-manufacturing-stakeholders-on-the-future-of-mas), that described the key market failures as:
reluctance of firms to use own funds on new ideas/products when the return on investment is highly
uncertain from the business’s perspective; information failures; skills shortages; and increasing
commodity costs putting greater pressure on operating margins.
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Investment Priority 3c ‘supporting the creation and extension of advanced capacities for
products, services and development’).
2.7

The 2014-20 ERDF had a clear focus on sub-regional and local projects, and local partners in
LEP areas identified priorities for investment that reflected the needs of their areas within the
overall strategic guidance of Government.3 The 2014-20 ERDF funds provided MGP an
opportunity to assist eligible SME manufacturers to co-invest in growth / improvement
projects by addressing their ongoing needs by developing a locally specialised delivery in
participating LEP areas and exploiting the proven delivery methods and networks of MAS
whilst seizing the opportunity to tailor the programme to local needs (something that was
constrained under the national MAS model).

2.8

EGS discussions with LEP/Growth Hubs, informed the delivery of the programme locally so
that it would provide 4 complementary intervention options in 16 LEP areas4, as follows:
1. Support for Priority Sectors (including Rural) in collaboration with local Growth Hubs –
key priority sectors including Advanced Manufacturing, Low Carbon and Food & Drink.
2. Manufacturing Innovation – providing specialist Manufacturing Growth Managers
(MGMs) skilled in manufacturing innovation. These advisors would develop one-to-one
solutions (i.e. projects) with clients and act as interfaces with local innovation
infrastructure such as universities and research centres (complementing/liaising with
Growth Hub support).
3. Manufacturing Leadership - delivering leadership and management support to a growing
manufacturing SME’s management team, allowing more strategic management and
better implementation of growth plans, increasing the likelihood of success and the level
of success possible.
4. Manufacturing Support Grants – providing manufacturers with broader grants to
encourage/assist co-investment in improvement projects with third party Manufacturing
Growth Experts.

2.9

Target beneficiary businesses would need to meet the following suitability criteria:
• Manufacturer.
• Based in England.
• An SME according to the EU recommendation 2003/361.

3

HM Government, DCLG, August 2014. European Regional Development Fund Operational Programme
2014-2020. https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/342297/ERDF_Operational_Programme.pdf
4
On 15 August 2016, the merger of Northamptonshire Enterprise Partnership (NEP) and South East
Midlands Local Enterprise Partnership (SEMLEP) was approved by Government. A single integrated LEP
was in place by the end of March 2017, bringing the number of LEPs engaged with MGP to 15.
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• Demonstrate the intent to grow, through creation of increased turnover, increased jobs
and/or introduction of new products/services/processes.

Geographical Coverage of the Programme
2.10 Of the 39 LEPs (38 now) MGP has supported the following regions/LEP areas:
West Midlands:
•
Greater Birmingham and Solihull
•
Coventry and Warwickshire
•
Black Country
•
The Marches
•
Stoke and Staffordshire
Yorks and Humber:
•
Leeds City Region
•
Sheffield City Region
•
York, North Yorkshire and East Riding
•
Humber
East Midlands:
•
Greater Lincolnshire
•
Leicester and Leicestershire
•
South East Midlands (including Northampton)
East of England
•
New Anglia
•
SELEP
•
Hertfordshire
2.11 The funding supports both more developed and transitional areas, as per ERDF rules i.e.: in
more developed regions, at least 50% of funds must focus on at least two of the ERDF
priorities (innovation and research; the digital agenda; support for small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs); and the low-carbon economy); and in transition regions, this focus is for
60 % of the funds.5
2.12 ERDF funding for MGP between October 2016 and September 2019 (i.e. to date) totals
£10,461,995 across all the areas the programme is delivered. This funding represents 52% of
the total funding into the programme (approximately £20M), with the remaining provided by
SMEs. ERDF allocation across England ranges between £68,000 (for Greater Birmingham and
Solihull Transition areas) to £1.4 million (for South East more developed areas).
2.13 Figures 2.1 and 2.2 provide an overview of the distribution of funding in transition and
developed areas respectively – some LEP areas include both transitional and more
developed areas. Appendix B provides a list of all areas supported and allocated funding. It
also provides a brief overview of manufacturing in these areas.

5

Some ERDF resources could be specifically channelled towards low-carbon economy projects in those
areas as follows: More developed regions: 20%; Transition regions: 15%; and Less developed regions: 12%.
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Figure 2.1: ERDF funding (£) in transition areas
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Figure 2.2: ERDF funding (£) in more developed areas
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MGP ERDF Outputs
2.14 Figure 2.3 summarises targets agreed to be delivered within the above funding and
geographical context between October 2016 and September 2019.
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Figure 2.3: MGP ERDF Outputs
MGP ERDF Outputs6
C1: Number of enterprises receiving support
C2: Number of enterprises receiving grants
C5: Number of new enterprises supported
C8: Employment increase in supported
enterprises
C29: Number of enterprise supported to
introduce new to the firm products
C6: Private investment matching public support
to enterprises (grants)

Total Target Outputs
(October 2016 – September 2019)
2,463
2,463
141
3,566
818
9,616, 985

MGP Delivery Model
2.15 EGS Ltd delivers the programme including establishment of operating processes and systems
to manage, report and account for all defrayed costs and activities against LEP geographies
in a compliant way and day-to-day management. The EGS Chief Executive Officer (CEO)
holds the overall management responsibility for the delivery of the programme, and includes
the following roles:
•
•
•
•
•

Operations Director
Regional Director
Finance Manager
Operations Manager
ERDF Programme Manager

2.16 This lean structure has been built to ensure prudent allocation of direct administrative,
compliance and operational support staff focusing on ensuring that the project workplan is
properly delivered, correctly evidenced and is fully compliant with ERDF grant funding
agreement requirements.
2.17 As noted in paragraph 2.8, dedicated MGMs7 are employed to develop one-to-one solutions
(i.e. projects) with clients and act as interfaces with local innovation infrastructure such as
universities and research centres (complementing/liaising with Growth Hub support). MGMs
are assigned a specific locality and number of businesses/enterprises to support, and are
based on their designated localities. During interviews with MGMs as part of this work, all
MGMs stated that they found no problems in hitting their targets of firms to be supported,

Output indicators prefixed with a ‘C’ are set down in the EU regulation for ERDF and are common across
the EU.
7
There are 17.6 MGMs. This is one employee short of full deployment/capacity. However, it needs to be
noted that the number of MGMs has varied over the delivery phase.
6
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and they would usually spend with a business between 4-6 hours at one extreme and 13-14
hours at the other depending on the issues to be covered.
2.18 In general, the model of delivery of MGP was seen to be well coordinated and well managed,
efficient and effective by all consultees as part of this evaluation. As stated by one consultee:
‘it has taken the best people and bits of MAS and improved on it’. Furthermore, the
marketing and promotion of MGP was seen to be broadly effective (with some requests,
however, in areas with hard-to-reach businesses for more promotion amongst stakeholders).
2.19 In terms of systems and processes, all MGMs consulted have highlighted that the
programme’s Management Information (MI) distributed to them on a regular basis provides
an insightful tool and the support received by the management and administrative team
members are very helpful.
2.20 All SMEs eligible for support undertake an initial diagnostic needs assessment with a
dedicated Manufacturing Growth Manager (MGM) to identify specific areas where
improvement projects would lead to an increase of productivity. SMEs can then access grant
funding to undertake these improvement projects. The value of the grant depends on the
needs and capacity of each SME and strategic focus from each LEP area i.e. the project has
the flexibility to fund more in-depth interventions should they be required. Each LEP area
where MGP is delivered has its own local strategic priorities – the MGMs respond to and
support these accordingly by maintaining ongoing communication with each LEP about how
this project can contribute to the wider entrepreneur, innovation and productivity agendas.

MGP Support Journey – Key Stages
2.21 The client/SME journey from engagement to programme exit is summarised in Figure 2.4.
Figure 2.4: MGP Delivery Model
Stage 1:
Local Market Prospecting,
Business Development and
Engagement with SMEs

Stage 2:
Diagnostic Needs Assessment
(Strategic Business Review)

Stage 3:
Support SMEs with Procurement for
Implementation of Manufacturing
Growth / Improvement Plan

Stage 4:
Grant to Support Implementation
of Improvement Plan
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2.22 More detail, including the specific support received along the way, is provided below.
Stage 1 – Local Market Prospecting, Business Development and Engagement with SMEs
2.23 This is a labour/resource intensive stage in delivery of MGP support. Within each LEP area,
client identification/engagement plans are developed in collaboration with the local Growth
Hub. MGMs participate in a range of events, marketing initiatives, networking and lead
generation activities to identify and engage with potentially eligible manufacturers.
2.24 MGMs also liaise with the Growth Hubs and other relevant local and national networks,
providers, programmes and institutions to ensure that: 1) there is no duplication of offerings;
and, 2) that the referral process between all parties is effective so that businesses receive a
tailored, pertinent package of support.
2.25 Growth Hub marketing, inbound enquiry and face-to-face advisors are regularly appraised /
updated on the MGP service eligibility criteria and how to identify SMEs that would benefit.
MGM’s network regularly with Growth Hub staff to feedback on quality/relevance of referrals
and improve seamless transfer processes to optimise the client journey.
2.26 Consultations with MGMs as part of this evaluation have highlighted that common business
support needs include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Business planning (e.g. in particular to deal with uncertainty around Brexit)
Addressing skill shortages
Improving productivity
Marketing research and strategy
Access to finance
Help with capital expenditure
New product development
Management, particularly scale up and succession planning
Website development and social media

2.27 A referral checklist protocol has been established for the service, outlining the key eligibility
criteria. SME clients that meet the checklist criteria are contacted by a local MGM who carry
out a rigorous eligibility and suitability check and arrange an initial diagnostic needs
assessment session. Businesses who are not deemed suitable for further MGP support are
referred – with the client’s permission – to the local Growth Hub advisory service to identify
other potential sources of advice and support available and make appropriate
recommendations for further introductions. Figure 4.7 in Chapter 4 provides data on referrals
made by the MGM team.
Stage 2 – Diagnostic Needs Assessment (Strategic Business Review)
2.28 Once the potential client is identified as eligible and suitable for support, they receive an
initial diagnostic needs assessment from an MGM. The aim of this is to discuss key
manufacturing issues and challenges faced, explore opportunities for growth and
improvement, identify growth intentions and barriers and map the most suitable type of
11
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support to assist the SME. Using the results of the diagnostic process, the MGM develops a
draft Manufacturing Growth / Improvement Plan for the business. This Growth /
Improvement is discussed and agreed with the business, providing them with
recommendations for issues to be addressed and outlining possible project work that would
lead to improved performance and business growth. The Growth / Improvement plan forms
the basis for firms to access ERDF funded financial assistance towards the costs of
implementation of the recommendations.
Stage 3 – Supporting SMEs with Procurement
2.29 Implementation support is delivered by specialist Manufacturing Growth Experts (MGEs).
These are independent experts procured by the SME to deliver the support detailed in the
Manufacturing Growth / Improvement Plan.
2.30 The MGM will use the Growth/Improvement Plan as the scope for a Request for Quotation
(RfQ) and sends this to the SME, along with an Expert Procurement Form (EPF). The SME will
then send these documents to a minimum of 3 MGEs that are identified by businesses
themselves (or by Direct Award post-April 2016).
2.31 The type of advisor procured is guided by the support package agreed with the MGM – for
example, priority sector support may require an expert with specialist knowledge/experience
in that sector. The SME has freedom to select any appropriate expert, provided they can
demonstrate reasonable justification for their selection to deliver against the scope of supply
agreed in the RfQ.
2.32 Once the preferred MGE has been selected by the SME, they receive a Grant Offer letter,
confirming the agreed growth or improvement plan i.e. project scope, the total cost of the
project and the amount and terms of the ERDF co-investment claimable - enabling delivery to
commence.
Stage 4 – Delivery of Grant for Implementation of Improvement
2.33 Grants for manufacturing business support have been proven to be a highly successful means
to stimulate SME co-investment in projects to improve business growth. As noted earlier,
each MGE intervention is configured to suit business needs through the Growth /
Improvement plan that scales the scope of support covered to reflect the scale of growth
outcomes the project is likely to drive (i.e. the more jobs and/or new products expected to
result, the larger the scope of the project). Typically, projects would comprise between 5 and
10 days of direct advisor support, but MGMs will have discretion to agree project scopes
costed in the range £2,000 minimum and £24,999 maximum. MGP provides a grant to cover
between 20%-50% (on average 35%) of the cost of the agreed private sector advice.
Businesses can choose to spend their grant with any provider offering support in the seven
core areas supported by the programme:
• Developing an effective personal leadership and management style
• Leading and managing high performance
• Planning and developing an effective organisation
12
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Creating a joint enterprise culture
Sustaining growth and continuous improvement
Embedding a culture of innovation
New market entry

2.34 Once a client has completed their project, the MGM visits the business to conduct a Service
Delivery Review (SDR) ‘close out’ meeting. At this stage, all outputs are recorded and verified
with the business, and include a confirmation/declaration from a senior member of the
business that the information provided is accurate.
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3. Programme Effectiveness and Impact
3.1

This chapter reviews:
• Support and key outputs delivered to date by the programme against agreed targets;
• Key areas of business benefits delivered with the support of MGP; and
• Estimated net impact on businesses supported and the economy.

3.2

The evaluation findings presented in this chapter draw upon management and financial
information provided by the MGP central team, the business survey results and statistical
analysis.

Key Outputs and Support Delivered
3.3

3.4

MGP started in October 2016 and is due to be complete by September 2019. Figure 3.1
provides an overview of outputs delivered by the programme. In summary in relation to each
ERDF contracted output:
•

C1 and C2: The target to be reached for the number of enterprises receiving support and
grants from MGP was 2,463 and by March 2019 this number had reached 2,064 (84%).
The forecast for April to July 2019 is to support an additional 199 enterprises during this
period. By July 2019, 92% of the target of number of enterprises receiving support and
grants is forecast.

•

C5: The number of new enterprises supported over the life of the project was forecast to
be 141. By March 2019 the number of new enterprises supported was 93 (approximately
66%), with another 14 forecast to be supported by July 2019. By July 2019, 76% of the
target of new enterprises supported is forecast.

•

C8: The employment increase in supported enterprises over the life of the project was
forecast to be 3,566. By March 2019 this number has reached 3,219 (90% of the target)
with another 350 forecast by July 2019. An employment increase of 3,569 in supported
enterprises, or just over 100% of the total, is forecast.

•

C29: The number of enterprises supported to introduce new to firm products was forecast
to be 818 over the life of the project. By March 2019, 567 new to firms’ products had been
introduced (69% of the target), with another 199 forecast to be introduced by July 2019,
achieving 94% of the target.

•

C6:The private investment matching public support to enterprises (grants) was forecast
to reach £9,616,985 over the life of the project. By March 2019 this had reached
£8,545,406 and by July 2019 was forecast to reach £9,589,245 or 99.7% of the target.

In general, delivery of the programme to this stage indicates that within a relatively short
period of time approximately between 85% and 90% of the contracted ERDF outputs have
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been delivered. This performance provides confidence that the forecast outputs will be
delivered close to original plans. The only outputs below 90% completion rate include:
•

The number of businesses supported to introduce new products, which at the moment
stands at 69% of the contracted output. However, with completion of projects in the next
quarter, this figure is expected to rise to 94%.

•

Support related to newly created enterprises. The type of support offered by MGP and
support required by start-ups could explain this performance. Services needed by startups to scale up and grow tend to include a more comprehensive package of support than
what the MGP offers. Services often include mentoring, assistance in developing a
business plan, investor pitch deck, prototypes, and initial market testing. Accelerators
also often base their business model on equity from the startups8 and typically provide
services through an intensive cohort-based programme of usually around 3-12 months.
Figure 3.1: Delivery of MGP Against Contract

ERDF Outputs

C1: Number of
enterprises
receiving support
C2: Number of
enterprises
receiving grants
C5: Number of
new enterprises
supported
C8: Employment
increase in
supported
enterprises
C29: Number of
enterprises
supported to
introduce new to
the firm products
C6: Private
investment
matching public
support to
enterprises
(grants)

Targets
10/2016 –
9/2019)

Outputs
Delivered to
date (3/2019)

Forecasts to
the end of the
programme

Total
estimated

% Achieved
(end of
programme)
vs targets

2,463

2,064

199

2,263

92%

2,463

2,064

199

2,263

92%

141

93

14

107

76%

3,566

3,219

350

3,569

100%

818

567

199

766

94%

9,616,985

8,545,406

1,043,839

9,589,245

99.7%

Source: MGP Data – Percentages in the last column have been rounded up.
8

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/business-incubators-and-accelerators-the-nationalpicture
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3.5

Further analysis of the management and financial information held by the MGP central team,
indicates that MGP has delivered 3,365 projects across all businesses supported. The largest
sub-sector supported has been engineering – around a third of businesses and projects fall
into this category. As shown in Figure 3.2, support delivered by MGP has covered a wide
range of sub-sectors in manufacturing.
Figure 3.2: Number of projects and individual businesses, by Manufacturing Sub-Sector
Projects
Delivered
946

% of all
Projects
28.1%

Businesses
Supported
676

% of all
Businesses
29.0%

Project/
Business
1.4

Food and Drink

333

9.9%

230

9.9%

1.4

Construction

252

7.5%

174

7.5%

1.4

Packaging / Paper / Print

233

6.9%

151

6.5%

1.5

Other

204

6.1%

160

6.9%

1.3

Automotive / Trailers /
Other Transport
Electrical / Electronic
Equipment
Textiles

182

5.4%

123

5.3%

1.5

180

5.3%

116

5.0%

1.6

180

5.3%

135

5.8%

1.3

Medical / Lifesciences

141

4.2%

95

4.1%

1.5

Software / IT

104

3.1%

73

3.1%

1.4

Chemicals / Refining

98

2.9%

62

2.7%

1.6

Rubber & Plastic Products

98

2.9%

60

2.6%

1.6

Carpentry, Joinery & Other
Wood Products
Metals & Other Basic Metal
Products
Furniture

97

2.9%

61

2.6%

1.6

91

2.7%

67

2.9%

1.4

53

1.6%

32

1.4%

1.7

Jewellery / Musical
Instruments / Games & Toys
Agri-tech

34

1.0%

21

0.9%

1.6

30

0.9%

19

0.8%

1.6

Clothing

30

0.9%

23

1.0%

1.3

Renewables

26

0.8%

18

0.8%

1.4

Aerospace

23

0.7%

14

0.6%

1.6

Pharmaceuticals

17

0.5%

11

0.5%

1.5

Logistics

8

0.2%

7

0.3%

1.1

Rail

3

0.1%

2

0.1%

1.5

Leather & Related Products

2

0.1%

2

0.1%

1.0

Engineering

100%

100%

Source: MGP Data
3.6

In terms of type of support sought and delivered, as shown in Figure 3.3, a quarter of the
projects delivered relate to supporting companies with marketing and market knowledge
(25%) – this is particularly important in the light of the new trade and market opportunities
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(and challenges) that may arise for businesses including SMEs in the UK post-Brexit. One in
10 projects delivered by MGP have been around quality (13%) and review of businesses (13%).
Figure 3.3: % Type of Support Delivered by Projects
25%

25.0%

20%

15%

13.3%

13.4%

10%

9.2%
7.7%
5.8%

5%

2.8%
0%

0.3%

1.3%

2.8%

2.8%

3.6%

6.2%

4.4%

1.4%

Source: MGP Data
3.7

Analysis of the data also shows that 9 in 10 projects have been delivered to smaller
companies: Just under half the support (47%) has been delivered to small companies (average
employment around 25 employees) and another 42% to micro businesses (average
employment of five employees). 11% 0f projects have been delivered to medium-sized
businesses.
Figure 3.4: % of Businesses Supported by MGP Projects
Medium
11%
Small
47%
Micro
42%

Source: MGP Data
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3.8

The data also show that the average total value9 of projects undertaken by businesses
supported by MGP varies by sector. This reflects the total number of projects but also the
nature of the project in the specific sector including the scale of growth outcomes the project
is likely to drive (as described in paragraph 2.32). As shown in Figure 3.5, projects with the
higher average value relate to the Logistics and Agri-tech sectors (over £4,500 per project in
these sectors on average).
Figure 3.5: Total Value by Project by Manufacturing Sub-Sector, on Average
Sector

Average Total Project
Value by Project, £

Projects per Business
Supported on average

Logistics
Agri-tech
Medical / Life-sciences
Construction
Engineering
Chemicals / Refining
Carpentry, Joinery & Other
Wood Products
Textiles
Software / IT
Electrical / Electronic Equipment
Packaging / Paper / Print
Automotive / Trailers / Other
Transport
Furniture
Rubber & Plastic Products
Food and Drink
Jewellery / Musical Instruments /
Games & Toys
Clothing
Aerospace
Renewables
Metals & Other Basic Metal
Products

4,563
4,556
3,915
3,807
3,726
3,710
3,699

1.1
1.6
1.5
1.4
1.4
1.6
1.6

3,682
3,657
3,644
3,609
3,570

1.3
1.4
1.6
1.5
1.5

3,447
3,429
3,364
3,364

1.7
1.6
1.4
1.6

3,302
3,279
3,231
3,138

1.3
1.6
1.4
1.4

Pharmaceuticals
Rail
Leather & Related Products

2,449
1,333
1,000

1.5
1.5
1.0

Source: MGP Data

9

This includes both grant received and company contribution.
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3.9

As also shown in Figure 3.6, projects with a relatively high average total project value (around
£4,000) relate to ‘softer’ elements of organisational improvement including leadership and
management, customer and supplier relationships and continuous improvement. Support
relating to improving productivity and capacity, implementing change and environmentrelated activities also appear to require relatively high grants on average.
Figure 3.6: Total Project Value by Project by Type of Support, on Average
Type of Support
Leadership & Management
Customer Relationships
Continuous Improvement
Supplier Relationships
Productivity and Capacity
Change
Environmental
People & Resources
Products, Services, Innovation and R&D
Competitiveness
Systems & Procedures
Finance
Business Overview & Strategy
Marketing and Market Knowledge
Quality
Other

Average (Mean) Project Value by Project, £

4,086
3,927
3,910
3,900
3,865
3,824
3,801
3,789
3,753
3,752
3,736
3,671
3,485
3,461
3,344
2,667

Source: MGP Data

Key Benefits for Businesses
3.10 An online survey of all businesses supported to date was undertaken in February and March
2019. The purpose of the survey was to inform the assessment of the delivery of the
programme and establish some background information around perceived benefits and
impacts as well as additionality indicators (such as deadweight and attribution). This section
focuses on the benefits and impacts highlighted by the businesses while more information
about business perceptions in relation to the processes involved in the delivery of the
programme are presented in Chapter 4.
3.11 Responses were received from 215 SME businesses. The overall sample of respondents
provides confidence that there is a 90% chance that the answers provided reflect the true
picture of the performance and effectiveness of the programme within 5% margin of error.
Appendix C provides an overview of the profile of businesses that responded to the survey.
3.12 When asked whether the support received through MGP led to any benefits for their
business, over half (54%) of respondents reported it led to the development of staff skills.
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Similarly 51% reported increased employment. Other benefits include increased sales (48%),
people productivity (30%), new product development (28%), improved partnerships and
networks (26%) and opening new markets (25%), as shown in Figure 3.7.
Figure 3.7: Benefits experienced as a result of the MGP support

1%

None. Did not implement advice
Improved on time/in full delivery

10%

Improved scrap/defect rates

10%
11%

Adoption of energy efficiency methods

24%

Improved equipment efficiency

25%

Opened new markets

26%

Improved partnerships /networks

28%

Led to new product development

30%

Improved people productivity

48%

Increased sales

51%

Increased employment

54%

Development of staff skills
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Source: MGP Business Survey
Based on multiple choice (i.e. more than one benefits reported by businesses)
3.13 Other significant economic benefits included:
•

Improved turnover for around two thirds (61%) of respondents - out of the remaining
businesses 21% reported that it was too early to tell or they were unable to quantify
impact on turnover as yet.

•

Improved productivity was experienced by 68% of the businesses as a result of the
support received.

•

One in 4 (23%) had introduced green technologies as a result of the support received.
Examples of these technologies include the reduction of carbon levy, reuse of scrap
material, and natural product ranges, alongside future goals such as stopping single use
packaging by the end of 2019.

Additionality and Deadweight
3.14 In the absence of the support from MGP, one in 10 respondents (10%) would have undertaken
the same activities over the same timeframe, to the same quality and on the same scale – this
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represents the deadweight of the support provided. Approximately a quarter of respondents
(27%) would have undertaken the activities but on a smaller scale, 22% would have
undertaken activities but at a later date, and 14% would have undertaken activities but the
quality would have suffered. One in 5 respondents (20%) who would not have undertaken the
activities at all, as shown in Figure 3.8.
Figure 3.8: What would have been achieved in the absence of MGP support

We would have undertaken the activities over the same
timeframe, to the same quality and on the same scale

10%

20%

We would not have undertaken these activities
We would have undertaken these activities but on a smaller
scale and less quality or smaller scale and at a later date

7%

We would have undertaken the activities, but quality would
have suffered

14%

22%

We would have undertaken the activities, but at a later date

27%

We would have undertaken the activities, but on a smaller scale
0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

Source: MGP Business Survey
3.15 In terms of persistence of the benefits identified, 44% of respondents stated that their
business would continue to reap benefits from the support received for more than five years
in the future. A similar proportion (41%) responded two to three years. Just 10% reported that
benefits would last for only one year, as shown in Figure 3.9.
Figure 3.9: Length of time benefits identified will continue to be realised

Source: MGP Business Survey
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Net Economic Impacts
3.16 Economic impacts measure changes in jobs, productivity, gross-value added, revenues and
income and cost-efficiencies and savings as a result of a specific intervention. Broad
economic impacts in the case of MGP could arise through business participating in the
programme i.e. changes in their key business performance indicators such as jobs,
productivity, cost efficiencies or organisational and market value of new processes and
products.
3.17 The survey of businesses that have received MGP support has provided information on jobs,
turnover and productivity effects of the support on business activities. Responses related to
jobs provide the most comprehensive data and these have been used to estimate economic
benefits. On this basis, estimates of economic impacts deriving from jobs generated among
businesses that have been supported by MGP include:
•

•

Actual (economic) impacts – representing economic impacts emerging from programme
activities undertaken to date. These include calculations of gross figures and net
estimates.
Future estimates of impacts – representing estimated impacts to be generated in the
future i.e. end of funding.

3.18 Gross additional benefits are calculated by taking into account deadweight and various
elements of additionality on the following assumptions informed by the business survey:
Gross additional benefit = gross change or outcome x value of additionality of support10
Responses
Would have undertaken similar
activities (scale, quality, time)
Would have undertaken the
activities but on a smaller scale
Would have undertaken the
activities but quality would suffer
Would have undertaken these
activities but not to same
effectiveness (either on a smaller
and less quality and later)
Would have undertaken the
activities at a later date
Would not have undertaken these
activities
10

% of Survey
Responses
10%

Value Added

27%

Partial
Additionality
Partial
Additionality
Partial
Additionality

0.50

Accelerated
effects
Full Additionality

1

14%
7%

22%
20%

Deadweight

Value of
additionality
0

0.50
0.75

1

The additionality values indicate that if businesses report that they would have implemented the activity
proposed by MGP anyway, then it should be assumed that the support has had no on-going economic
impact, but would have an effect through bringing activities forward or enabling larger scale and better
quality implementation.
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3.19 Net figures are based on gross figures that have been discounted to only account for the
extent to which something happens to the same scale, quality and time as a result of the
specific support that would not have occurred in the absence of the intervention. To calculate
net figures, therefore, indirect effects need to be take into account including deadweight,
displacement, leakage, substitution and multiplier effects, as follows:
Net additional benefit = Gross additional benefit x (1-Leakage) x (1-Displacement) x (1Substitution) x Multiplier Effects
3.20 Each of the additionality indicators is described below:

11

•

Leakage refers to benefits accrued external to the project target area (i.e. England) –
drawing on the survey results that show that approximately 100% of the businesses
supported are based in the UK and that support is very targeted, this is estimated at 0%11.

•

Displacement refers to the proportion of intervention outputs/outcomes accounted for by
reduced outputs/outcomes elsewhere in the area (e.g. gaining an advantage over other
businesses in the area). Based on the survey responses around 25% of competition for
businesses supported is local or England-based and 75% of this competition is strong
competition. In this case, the support offered by the programme to enable growth of
participating businesses could have a negative impact on competitors. Displacement
therefore is calculated at 19% (percentage of main competition x percentage of strong
competition= 0.25 x 0.75).

•

Substitution impacts arise when a firm substitutes one activity for another to take
advantage of public sector assistance, for example, using the MGP support to substitute
one activity for an existing one. The very low level of deadweight revealed by the survey
responses and the nature of the support (i.e. it can be delivered alongside other
programmes already taking place and calling upon other types of resources such as MGE,
who are essentially management consultants of Chambers of Commerce or Growth
Hubs) suggest that no major substitution takes place.
Substitution therefore is
calculated at 10%.

•

Multiplier effects refer to the wider positive downstream benefits associated with an
increase in demand and are associated with additional local income and local supplier
purchases. However, these are not easy to calculate using the survey responses that have
been provided, although some assumptions can be made. For example, the survey
responses indicate that 18% have involved their supply chain in the programme.
Multiplier is therefore estimated at 1.18%.

•

Optimism Bias – according to HM Treasury Guidance12, there is a demonstrated,
systematic, tendency for project appraisers to be overly optimistic. To redress this

Additionality Guide, Fourth Edition, 2014
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/378177/additionality_guide
_2014_full.pdf
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tendency there is a need for adjusting estimates of benefits as provided by
companies/MGP team i.e. in terms of jobs to be created. Where there is no appropriate
measurement of typical bias, the confidence intervals of key input variables can be used,
which is estimated to be around 90% for MGP based on discussions with the
programme’s management team i.e. 10% uncertainty.
•

Gross Value Added (GVA) from jobs created has been estimated on the basis of GVA per
job created in the sectors represented by the businesses reporting job increases – based
on 2017 ONS figures.

3.21 Figure 3.10 presents estimates of net benefits for benefits generated to March 2019 (as
presented in Figure 3.1) – drawing upon additionality factors identified through the business
survey responses and national guidance.
Figure 3.10: Estimates of Net Additional Economic Impacts to March 2019
Jobs and Associated GVA
Factors
Job Growth
Deadweight and
additionality deductions

Source of
information
MGP management
data

Assumptions
FTEs

Survey responses

Estimated
Values
3,219
(Actual)
1,038

Gross Benefits (jobs)

2,181

Leakage

Survey responses

0%

Displacement

Survey responses

19%

Substitution

Review of
programme

10%

Total indirect negative
effects
Multiplier Effects
Optimism Bias
Total Net Jobs
GVA per job in
Manufacturing (current
prices, 2017)
Estimated GVA from all
job creation
Average business benefit

Average benefit per
intervention

Totals

Survey responses
Consultations

18%
10%

591

1,590

286
188

1,876
1,688
1,688

£72,620
£122,582,560
GVA/2,064
businesses supported
to date
On the basis of an
average of 1.5
interventions per
business

£59,390

£39,590

12

Green Book supplementary guidance: optimism bias, April 2013,
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/green-book-supplementary-guidance-optimism-bias
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3.22 Figure 3.11 also provides estimates of economic benefits arising from the jobs expected to be
created to the end of the programme.
Figure 3.11: Estimates of Net Additional Economic Impacts fr0m Job Outputs to the end
of Programme - Jobs and Associated GVA
Factors
Job Growth
Deadweight and
additionality deductions

Source of
information
MGP management
data

Assumptions

Estimated
Values

FTEs

350

Survey responses

113

Gross Benefits (jobs)

237

Leakage

Survey responses

0%

Displacement

Survey responses

19%

Substitution

Review of
programme

10%

Total additional jobs
Multiplier Effects
Optimism Bias
Total Net Jobs
GVA per job in
Manufacturing (current
prices, 2017)
Estimated GVA from all
job creation

Totals

Survey responses

18%
10%

31
20

173
204
184
184

£72,620
£13,3620,080

3.23 In total, therefore it is estimated that MGP contributes to: 1,872 net jobs resulting in
£135,944,640 GVA.

Value for Money
3.24 Value for money (VfM) is calculated by considering:
•

The indirect effects of the intervention – i.e. by allowing for displacement, multiplier and
other wider effects where appropriate, as calculated above;

•

The cost/the investment made; and

•

The net effect of the programme on the direct beneficiaries i.e. businesses.

3.25 Figure 3.12 presents estimates of VfM for the different elements of expenditure. According to
these estimates, every £1 allocated to supporting businesses through MGP is expected to
generate approximately around £13 for the ERDF investment and approximately £7 when all
investment is considered within the contract period.
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3.26 It is also estimated that the average net benefit for a business supported with MGP is around
£60,000. As presented in the next Chapter of the report (Figure 4.3), three quarters of the
businesses responding to the business survey (74%) stated that they were highly satisfied
with the programme’s value for money.
3.27 As with all estimates, any conclusions in relation to these calculations will need to be drawn
with consideration of the key assumptions that underline these.
Figure 3.12: Estimates of Value for Money
£

VfM

ERDF Investment

10,461, 995

12.99

Total (ERDF + Private)

20,051,240

6.78

(£20,051,240=£10,461,995 ERDF
investment +£9,589,245 private
investment as in Figure 3.1)
Average business benefit
(change in GVA due to
MGP based on 2,263
businesses supported to
the end of the
programme businesses
supported to date and
the estimated GVA
generated i.e.
135,944,640 £

£60,072
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4. Added Value of the Programme
4.1

This chapter presents feedback from businesses and key stakeholders in relation to the
programme’s added value, including quality and satisfaction with the service provided.

Business Feedback
4.2

The vast majority of businesses responding to the survey (92%) reported that the outcomes
from the support had either met or exceeded their expectations (63% and 29% respectively).
For 2% outcomes fell short of their expectations and 6% replied that it was too early to say, as
shown in Figure 4.1.
Figure 4.1: Satisfaction with the outcomes experienced from the assistance from MGP
Fall short of Too early to
say
expectations
6%
2%
Exceeded
expectations
29%
Met
expectations
63%

Source: MGP Business Survey
4.3

Overall when considering all the support they have received from MGP, the majority of
businesses (86%) reported that they were highly satisfied with the support and a further 11%
reported that they were somewhat satisfied. A very small number (1%) reported that they
were highly dissatisfied with the support they received, as shown in Figure 4.2.
Figure 4.2: Overall satisfaction with support received from MGP

Source: MGP Business Survey
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4.4

Looking at different aspects of the support received the majority of businesses responding to
the survey were highly satisfied with the competence of the Manufacturing Growth Manager
(86%), the availability of information (64%), the relevance of advice given (74%), the value for
money (74%), and the competence of the external consultant (88%), as shown in Figure 4.3.
Figure 4.3: Satisfaction with different aspects of support received from MGP

Competence of the external consultant
Value for money
Availability of information
Relevance of advice given
Competence of the MGP Manufacturing Growth…

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
Highly dissatisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Neutral

Somewhat satisfied

Highly satisfied

Source: MGP Business Survey (based on multiple choice)
4.5

In addition to the support through MGP businesses were asked what source of business
advice they use most frequently. Just over a quarter of respondents (26%) use a management
consultant; this was followed by a Trade Association (16%), Chamber of Commerce (15%),
Growth Hub (13%) and an Employers’ Federation (5%). Other sources of business advice used
include bank managers, business coaches, business strategists, and accountants. Around 11%
of the respondents reported not using any other source of business advice, as shown in Figure
4.4.
Figure 4.4: Sources of business advice used most frequently in addition to MGP
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

Source: MGP Business Survey (based on multiple choice)
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4.6

Over half (52%) of the business reported that the support received through MGP is better and
more effective than support received through other sources, and no businesses reported that
it is worse or less effective. The other responses included: being the same (31%), too different
to compare (7%), unknown (7%), and 3% had not received support from other sources, as
shown in Figure 4.5.
Figure 4.5: MGP Support vs Other Support

Unknown
No support from other sources
Too different to compare
Worse / less effective
The same
Better / more effective
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Source: MGP Business Survey
4.7

Overall the experience has made 72% of the businesses more likely to use external advice or
support again in the future, and no businesses reported being less likely to do so, as shown in
Figure 4.6. In addition, the vast majority (99%) would recommend MGP to other businesses.
Figure 4.6: Likelihood of using external advice or support in the future

Source: MGP Business Survey
4.8

When asked what additional support MGP should offer in the future survey respondents’
answers included:
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•

More and continued funding – and in particular linking the grant with some capital
expenditure funding;

•

More networking events including hosting network groups regionally;

•

Training support;

•

More specialised support; and

•

Business planning courses.

The evaluation of MGP also included interviews with MGP managers, MGMs and wider
stakeholders including with representatives of LEPs and Growth Hubs. These highlighted the
strategic added value of the programme as follows:
•

MGP speeded up the intervention rate compared to previous programmes.

•

The programme has simplified the process of getting support to businesses.

•

It has also helped firms prioritise business needs and engage with appropriate expertise.

•

MGP has generated both short- and long-term benefits for businesses within a relatively
short period of time. Short-term impacts are exemplified by helping gain accreditations
like ISO quality standards. Long-term impact on firms is exemplified by the effect on
business diversification and export strategies.

•

MGP has complemented and increased the demand for other business support
programmes.

4.10 Consultations also highlighted a few recommendations for the programme and these are
summarised below.
•

For example, some consultees highlighted that it would be useful to increase the time
MGMs can engage with firms and increase the length of programme engagement MGP is
able to offer with businesses more widely.

•

It would also be useful to allow an increase in the number of times a firm can receive
support from the programme.

•

A more intensive/developmental stage should be allowed for targeting SMEs that might
not otherwise engage with business support would also be of benefit – accessing the
‘hard to reach’.

•

MGP could also look at setting up a manufacturing network in some areas to create a
network of beneficiaries of supported firms and offer specialist workshops in specific
areas of manufacturing in each region.

4.11 Figure 4.7 provides feedback on each of the stages of the project.
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Figure 4.7: Added Value at each Stage of MGP Activity
Programme
Activity
Engagement
with SMEs
and Local
Partners

Has the programme delivered its activities to a high standard - Feedback
from MGMs, stakeholders and businesses
- Reaching manufacturing SMEs is a standard problem for business
support programmes. MGP is as successful as any in this regard and very
successful for the resources available.
- There are regional variations to the degree of effort needed to access
manufacturing SMEs. Some regions have more effective existing SME
networks than others, but all regions have delivered on their targets.
- MGP is very good at working with local partners (LEPs, Chambers of
Commerce, Growth Hubs) on how to access firms, but a more effective
national marketing strategy could improve engagement further.
- MGP is not allowed to advertise in trade journals. To compensate,
MGMs need to do a lot of networking to counter this, as well as utilising
local consultants who have existing/live networks of local firms.
- MGP has been designed to complement existing programmes and
business support offerings and to avoid duplication of services.
Substantial cross referral by MGP has been evidenced. For example,
information on referrals (as of March 2019) also shows that MGP has
made referrals to a range of organisations including:
✓ Total number of referrals to partner programmes including
mentoring, finance, training (397)
✓ Total number of referrals to an innovation and/or R&D
programme (35)
✓ Total number of referrals to Higher Education Institutions (57)
✓ Total number of referrals to local authorities (82)
✓ Total number of referrals to an export/import support programme
(e.g. DiT) (103)
✓ Total number of referrals to the Growth Hub (250)
✓ Referrals to LEPs (372)

Diagnostic
Needs
Assessment

- Time spent with the firms varied between 4-6 hours at one extreme and
13-14 hours at the other. Firms appreciate the face-to-face nature of
MGM-firm interaction as the direct nature of this contact helped them
prioritise issues easier for the diagnostic.
- Some MGM’s would have liked to spend more time with client on site –
but often this was not feasible due to lack of time on client’s behalf and
is in any case appropriate for the amount of funding offered.

Support with
Procurement

- Over half (52%) of the business reported that the support received
through MGP is better and more effective than support received
through other sources, and no businesses reported that it is worse or
less effective.
- The competence and support of MGMs was one of two most valued
aspects of the programme (86% of businesses responding to the survey
indicated that they were highly satisfied with the support and
competence of the MGMs).
- Discussions with MGMs also indicate that the programme is making life
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Programme
Activity

Has the programme delivered its activities to a high standard - Feedback
from MGMs, stakeholders and businesses
easier for businesses taking away all the perceived ‘bureaucracy’ often
associated with grant applications.

Delivery

- The survey has indicated that 86% of businesses responding to the
survey were highly satisfied and 11% somewhat satisfied (see Figure
4.2). Furthermore, the vast majority (99%) would recommend MGP to
other businesses (see Figure 4.6).
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5. Summary of Findings and Conclusions
5.1

The rationale underlying MGP is based on past research findings that indicate that as a group,
UK manufacturing SMEs are comparatively weak performers in important areas such as
productivity and market winning dimensions such as quality of delivery and reliability. Most
importantly, SMEs are not accessing business advice that would help them achieve
improvements in these areas and productivity growth. The reasons behind these issues may
be multiple and depend on markets, stage in the life of business, management aspirations
and skills etc. However, among the most important reasons are SMEs underestimating the
benefits of external advice because they have limited time to deal with business management
and planning issues, and no knowledge and access to best practice of relevant advice for
accessing markets or improving business performance.

5.2

To address some of the issues, MGP assists businesses by providing locally-focused front-line
teams that are close to manufacturers and have local knowledge and understanding that
businesses would trust. These teams help businesses to enhance their competitiveness,
providing them with advice and a grant (that could act as a pump prime in the process of
making improvements to their manufacturing processes). This has been particularly
important for LEPs, as following the closure of BGS, SMEs were left without any major
manufacturing support programmes.

5.3

The evaluation has shown that although this is a relatively short intervention focusing on
diagnostic needs assessment, provision of a relatively small grant and advice to be taken
forward and implemented by an SME at its own pace, the programme is delivering
substantial economic benefits. It is estimated that MGP contributes to the economy 1,872 net
jobs resulting in £135,944,640 GVA – this is well above the originally anticipated GVA increase
of over £40M across all regions over the programme’s lifespan. Of these benefits,
£122,582,560 GVA (i.e. 90% of estimated GVA) and 1,688 jobs (i.e. 90% of all net jobs) have been
already delivered (to March 2019) and the rest is expected to be delivered with the completion of
the programme by September 2019.

5.4

The business survey results also indicate that a range of additional economic, market and
organisational benefits are enjoyed by businesses supported by the programme, as follows:
• Improved turnover for around two thirds (61%) of business survey respondents - the
remaining businesses reported that it was too early to tell whether they would be an
impact or they were unable to quantify impact on turnover as yet.
• Nearly half the survey respondents have seen sales increasing and new markets have
opened up for a quarter. For one in four (28%), the programme has led to new product
development. This is a particularly important outcome of the programme in the light of
the results of the 2018-19 Q2 National Manufacturing Barometer report, according to
which the proportion of UK SME manufacturers expecting their sales turnover to increase
in the next six months is 13% less than last quarter, continuing a downward trend seen
over the last year and at a level not seen for six years.
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• Improved productivity was experienced by 68% of the businesses as a result of the support
received.
• One in four (23%) had introduced green technologies as a result of the support received.
Examples of these technologies include the reduction of carbon levy, reuse of scrap
material, and natural product ranges, alongside future goals such as stopping single use
packaging by the end of 2019.
• MGP has generated both short- and long-term benefits for businesses in relatively short
period of time. Short-term impacts are exemplified by helping gain accreditations like ISO
quality standards. On the other hand, long-term impact on firms is exemplified by the
effect on business diversification and export strategies.
• MGP has also led to the development of staff skills (54% of business survey respondents),
and improved partnerships and networks (for 26%).
5.5

It is therefore not surprising that the majority of businesses (86%) report that they are highly
satisfied with MGP and a further 11% are satisfied. Only a very small number (1%) have been
dissatisfied with MGP. In particular, the majority of businesses are highly satisfied with the
competence of the Manufacturing Growth Manager (86%), the relevance of advice given
(74%), value for money (74%), and the competence of the external consultant (88%).

5.6

For 9 in 10 businesses, activities undertaken as a result of the support received by MGP and
leading to the above benefits would not have been undertaken to the same extent and quality
or would have been postponed for later without the MGP support. This indicates a relatively
high level of additionality and only 10% deadweight of investment/support (in comparison,
deadweight of the MAS national programme was estimated to be 20% in 2006/07).

5.7

MGP is addressing significant market failures as described in paragraph 5.1. For example:
• The programme is entirely focused on SMEs – having supported to date 2064 businesses
(with this number increasing to 2,263 by the end of the programme). Review of the
projects delivered to date shows that 9 in 10 projects have been delivered to smaller
companies i.e. just under half the support (47%) has been delivered to small companies
(average employment around 25 employees) and another 42% to micro businesses
(average employment of five employees). 11% have been of medium size.
• For 11% of businesses supported, MGP is the only business support they have accessed –
indicating the ability of the programme to reach those SMEs that do not tend to seek
business support advice. Overall the experience has made 72% of the businesses more
likely to use external advice or support again in the future, and no businesses reported
being less likely to do so.
• Over half (52%) of the business reported that the support received through MGP is better
and more effective than support received through other sources, and no businesses
reported that it is worse or less effective. The vast majority of businesses responding to
the survey (92%) reported that the outcomes from the support had either met or
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exceeded their expectations (63% and 29% respectively), and 99% would also recommend
MGP to other businesses.
• MGP has been designed to complement existing programmes and business support
offerings and to avoid duplication of services. Substantial cross referral by MGP has been
evidenced including referrals to Growth Hubs, HEIs, local authorities and other training,
mentoring, innovation and financial training.
5.8

5.9

The programme has been effective, with substantial achievements across all ERDF target
outputs. Review of the programme to this stage indicates that approximately between 85%
and 90% of the contracted ERDF outputs have been delivered. This performance provides
confidence that the forecast outputs will be delivered close to original plans. The only outputs
below 90% completion rate include:
•

The number of businesses supported to introduce new products, which at the moment
stands at 69% of the contracted output. However, with completion of projects in the next
quarter, this figure is expected to rise to 94%.

•

Support related to newly created enterprises, where 76% of the original target is
expected to be achieved. The reason for this may be that services needed by start-ups to
scale up and grow tend to include a more comprehensive package of support than what
the MGP currently offers. For example, early stage companies often lack management
resources and greatly value a mentoring approach, delivered at a pace and in a way that
they can cope with.

The focused approach of the programme, the manufacturing capabilities and local
knowledge of MGMs, and the lean management structure seem to be at the centre of its
success. The programme is built on highly targeted intervention and lean delivery and
management model supported by a well-defined set of Management and Financial
Information systems and processes. The main reason for this is to ensure prudent allocation
of direct administrative, compliance and operational support staff focusing on ensuring that
the programme targets are properly monitored, correctly evidenced and all is fully compliant
with ERDF grant funding agreement requirements.

5.10 This approach has resulted in relatively high VfM. It is estimated that every £1 allocated to
supporting businesses through MGP is expected to generate approximately around £13 for
the ERDF investment and approximately £7 when all investment is considered within the
contract period.

Conclusions
5.11 Overall, the combined qualitative and quantitative evidence suggests that the programme is
effective, efficient and is targeting its intended audience. Furthermore, the evidence
gathered to date suggests that MGP is addressing the market failure that it intended to
remedy in the first place.
5.12 The key strengths of MGP could be summarised as follows:
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•

The highly targeted approach but also the broad scope of support available through the
programme;

•

The programme’s MI is very good: many interviewees commented it was better than
other programmes;

•

The quality of the MGMs: they understand manufacturing and are both credible and
flexible;

•

MGP is responsive to business needs and project management is non-bureaucratic;

•

The ability to access grant funding through MGP more than once; and

•

MGP works very well in parallel with other business support programmes.

5.13 Some issues to be considered in future delivery of the programme are summarised as follows:
•

The grant size from MGP is relatively small;

•

The engagement period that MGP can have with a firm is also relatively small;

•

MGMs can be spread very thinly over a large geographical area;

•

More in-depth and on-going support from MGMs would be appreciated by businesses;

•

MGP should focus on providing more specialist technical support;

•

Cross-referrals of firms, given constraints of GDPR, could be improved with Growth Hubs;

•

Support for mentoring programmes from MGP could be improved; and

•

Alignment of the programme with local/sub-regional economic needs and priorities
requires a more structured approach and more resources that could support MGMs.
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APPENDIX A: LIST OF CONSULTEES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

Adrian Waters
Catherine Bray
Chris Needham
Christopher George
Daren Booth
David Ledbury
Helen Fortune
James Bosworth
James Smith
Malcolm Healey
Marcus Pearson
Max King
Michelle Connor
Neil Harriman
Phillip Somers
Robin Simpson
Roy Matthews
Sarah Goodwin
Sharn Haywood-Higgs
Dean Barnes
Dan Carins
Phil Peak
Ian McLaughlan
Tim Burton
Jon Brunton
Henry Rigg
Samantha Harrison
Sue Tilley
Yasmin Sulaman
Nigel Best
Malcolm Johnston

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

Georgia Searle
Ian Smallwood
Nicola Kent
Kevin Aisbit
Simon King

MGM Northamptonshire
MGM The Marches & Worcestershire
East Regional Manager
MGM New Anglia
MGM South East: Kent and Medway
West and North Regional Manager
MGM Black Country
MGM Leicester and Leicestershire
MGM York, North Yorkshire and East Riding
MGM Supporting all regions
MGM Greater Lincolnshire
MGM Black Country
MGM Coventry and Warwickshire
MGM Humber & Greater Lincolnshire
MGM Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire
MGM South East: East Sussex and West Kent
MGM South East Midlands
MGM South East: Essex, Thurrock and Southend
MGM Greater Birmingham and Solihull
Regional Director
Head of BC Growth Hub
Black Country Growth Hub
Senior Account Manager
Coventry and Warwickshire Growth Hub
Growth Hub Manager
GBSLEP Growth Hub
ERDF Projects Facilitator
Hertfordshire LEP
Growth Hub Manager
Humber LEP
Head of Business Support
Leeds City Region LEP
Growth Hub Manager
Greater Lincolnshire
Economic Strategy Manager
LLEP
Business Support Officer
The Marches LEP
Growth Hub Manager
New Anglia Growth Hub
Manager - Velocity Growth Hub
South East Midlands Local Enterprise
Partnership
Growth Hub Manager
BEST Growth Hub (Southend)
Growth Hub Manager
East Sussex Growth Hub
Business Support Team
Stoke on Trent & Staffordshire LEP
Growth Hub Manager
Worcestershire Business Central
Business Growth Hub Manager
York North Yorks East Riding Growth
Hub
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APPENDIX B: OVERVIEW OF LEP AREAS SUPPORTED
Figure B.1: ERDF Regional Allocation of Funding
LEP (funding band)

Black Country (more
Developed)
Coventry and Warwickshire
(more developed)
Greater Birmingham and
Solihull (more developed)
Greater Birmingham and
Solihull (transition)
Greater Lincolnshire
(transition)
Hertfordshire (more
developed)
Humber (transition)

% of total
project
funding
9.9

%
Contribution
Rate
50

7.26

ERDF

Total project
funding

£993,093.00

£1,986,186.00

50

£728,268.00

£1,456,536.00

4.27

50

£428,520.00

£857,040.00

0.56

60

£68,027.00

£113,378.33

8.3

60

£1,000,000.00

£1,666,666.67

4.98

50

£500,000.00

£1,000,000.00

3.07

60

Leeds City Region (more
developed)
Leicester and Leicestershire
(more developed)
New Anglia (more developed)

8.55

50

£369,858.53
£857,712.50

£1,715,425.00

4.98

50

£500,000.00

£1,000,000.00

4.98

50

£1,000,000.00

Northamptonshire (more
developed)
South East (more developed)

4.98

50

£500,000.00
£500,000.00

13.96

50

£2,800,000.00

South East Midlands (more
developed)
Stoke-on-Trent and
Staffordshire (transition)
The Marches (more
developed)
The Marches (transition)

4.98

50

£1,400,000.00
£500,000.00

4.95

60

£595,856.00

£993,093.83

1.43

50

£143,502.00

£287,004.00

2.93

60

£588,408.33

Worcestershire (more
developed)
York, North Yorkshire and
East Riding (more developed)
York, North Yorkshire and
East Riding (transition)
Total

4.98

50

£353,045.00
£500,000.00

£1,000,000.00

3.55

50

£356,417.84

£712,835.68

1.39

60

£167,695.07

£279,491.78

100.00

-

£10,461, 994.94

£616,430.88

£1,000,000.00

£1,000,000.00

£20,072,496.00

Data from MGP documentation provided by EGS
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Figure B.2: GVA by LEP area, and the contribution to GVA by manufacturing, 2015
Local Enterprise Partnership Area (MGP
supported areas in bold)

Nominal Gross Value
Added by Local Enterprise
Partnership, 2015 (£
million)

Nominal Gross Value Added
by Manufacturing and by
Local Enterprise Partnership,
2015 (£ million)

% of overall GVA by
LEP attributable to
manufacturing,
2015

1. Black Country

18,838

3,536

18.8

2. Buckinghamshire Thames Valley

11,183

932

8.3

3. Cheshire and Warrington

18,492

6,290

34

4. Coast to Capital

36,282

2,911

8

5. Cornwall and Isles of Scilly

7,556

745

9.9

6. Coventry and Warwickshire

15,541

3,636

23.4

7. Cumbria

7,255

2,839

39.1

8. Derby, Derbyshire, Nottingham and
Nottinghamshire
9. Dorset

31,308

8,383

26.8

11,961

1,500

12.5

10. Enterprise M3

35,629

4,151

11.7

11. Gloucestershire

11,623

2,306

19.8

12. Greater Birmingham and Solihull

32,974

5,908

17.9

13. Greater Cambridge and Greater
Peterborough
14. Greater Lincolnshire

25,351

5,254

20.7

14,951

3,608

24.1

15. Greater Manchester

43,707

6,057

13.9

16. Heart of the South West

25,894

3,783

14.6

17. Hertfordshire

24,967

3,478

13.9

18. Humber

14,366

3,972

27.6

19. Lancashire

22,621

4,943

21.9

20. Leeds City Region

48,799

7,734

15.8

21. Leicester and Leicestershire

15,943

3,660

23

22. Liverpool City Region

22,310

4,160

18.6

23. London

229,372

8,398

3.7

24. New Anglia

26,148

4,241

16.2

25. North East

27,427

5,222

19

26. Oxfordshire

14,277

2,055

14.4

27. Sheffield City Region

24,529

4,665

19

28. Solent

18,274

2,767

15.1

29. South East

62,290

6,976

11.2

30. South East Midlands (incorporating
Northamptonshire)
31. Stoke-on-Trent and Staffordshire

34,957

6,317

18.1

15,933

3,060

19.2

32. Swindon and Wiltshire

12,508

1,943

15.5

33. Tees Valley

9,828

1,712

17.4

34. Thames Valley Berkshire

25,479

2,532

9.9

35. The Marches

10,385

2,014

19.4

36. West of England

21,595

3,328

17.4

37. Worcestershire

9,469

1,895

20

38. York, North Yorkshire and East Riding

19,736

2,970

15
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Data from:
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossvalueaddedgva/datasets/gvaforlocalenterprisepartnerships
Each area is briefly described in turn.
• Black Country: The Black Country is an economic sub-region housing over 1.17 million people,

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

hosting 446,000 jobs and generating £18.8bn GVA per annum in 2015, of which manufacturing
contributed 18.8%.
Coventry and Warwickshire: Coventry and Warwickshire generated £15.5bn of GVA in 2015, of
which manufacturing contributed which 23.4%. Coventry and Warwickshire has a strong history
in the automotive industry and currently hosts Jaguar Land Rover, Tata and Aston Martin.
Greater Birmingham and Solihull: In total, the LEP area - consisting of the Birmingham and
Solihull core, along with Southern Staffordshire and Northern Worcestershire - has as a
population of nearly two million, contains 835,000 jobs and had a GVA of £33bn in 2015 of which
17.9% is from manufacturing. The core area of Birmingham and Solihull has a population of 1.23
million and contain many of the economic drivers of the conurbation such as Birmingham
Airport, Birmingham city centre, four major universities and international meeting places such as
the National Exhibition Centre.
Greater Lincolnshire: Greater Lincolnshire has a population of 1.1 million, had a GVA of £15bn in
2015 of which manufacturing comprised 24.1%. Main business sectors in the region include:
Agri-Food; Engineering (Advanced Manufacturing specifically power engineering) and
Renewables. Some of the key firms in the area include: Siemens, Hilton and Northrop Grumman.
Hertfordshire: Hertfordshire had a GVA of £25bn in 2015 of which manufacturing contributed
13.9%. There are more than 30 significant company headquarters in the county, representing
annual sales of more than £1bn. The county’s extensive service sector includes specialisms in HQ
operations, shared service centres, business process outsourcing and logistics. There are 12,500
finance, consulting, accounting and legal firms in the county, including 1,200 financial services
companies. Major corporates such as Tesco, Mothercare, Pitney Bowes, Computacenter and The
National Lottery are all based in Hertfordshire. Tesco, the UK’s largest and most successful
retailer has its head office and operations functions in Hertfordshire, employing more than
10,000 people over three sites.
Humber: The Humber had a GVA of £ 14.4bn in 2015 of which manufacturing comprised 27.6%.
Energy is one of the Humber’s priority sectors alongside Ports and Logistics, Chemicals,
Engineering manufacture, Food, Digital and Visitor Economy. The area has opportunities in
energy and renewables, more specifically in the offshore wind sector linked to its location close
to 80 per cent of the southern North Sea wind farms and having a large amount of portside
development land.
Leeds City Region: Leeds City Region had a GVA of £48.8bn in 2015 of which manufacturing
comprised 15.8%. The area has a population of 3 million, has 1.4 million employees and 109,000
businesses and is the largest city region economy outside London. The area is also the UK’s
largest manufacturing centre, with 133,000 jobs and also has the UK's largest regional financial
and professional services sector. Nine Higher Education institutes and 14 Further Education
colleges are also based in the region.
Leicester and Leicestershire: Leicester has a GVA of £16bn in 2015 of which manufacturing
comprised 23%. The area has a population of 1m and has 500,000 jobs and hosts over 42,400
trading businesses, many of which are in the manufacturing and logistics sectors. The area has
three universities, a central location with two of the largest distribution parks in the country and
the UK’s largest pure cargo airport. Leicester and Leicestershire is home to major international
businesses including Next, Walkers Crisps (Pepsico), Triumph, Caterpillar, IBM, Norton,
Santander, Wal-Mart, Amazon, DHL, Almac and 3M.
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• New Anglia: New Anglia had a GVA of £26.1bn in 2015 of which manufacturing comprised

•

•

•

•

•

•

16.2%. The area comprises the counties of Norfolk and Suffolk. The area has a diverse economy,
with growing and important specialisations that make a significant contribution to the national
economy. These include globally important clusters in ICT and telecoms, life sciences and
genomics, clean energy and financial industries. The insurance and financial sector continues to
be a competitive strength for the area with important centres in Norwich and Ipswich including
growing numbers of fin-tech firms. The agriculture, food and drink sector is also important in the
area, with 111,136 jobs and major brands based in the area. The Port of Felixstowe handles over
40% of UK container traffic, alongside ports at Great Yarmouth, Lowestoft and Ipswich. This
makes logistics and port related businesses an important sector in the area, contributing £2.3bn
of GVA and employing 47,364 people.
South East: The South East had a GVA of £62.3bn in 2015 of which manufacturing comprised
11.2%. The area is the largest in the country outside London with a population of 4m. There are
344,300 businesses in the SE LEP area - 86 firms per 1,000 residents, compared with 82 for
England. Self-employment is also above the national average in the area (11.0% compared to
9.8% for England). The South East LEP area has an above average proportion of registered
micro-enterprises (<10 employees). Some communities, however, benefit from concentrations
of larger firms, for example Harlow, Dartford and Canterbury.
South East Midlands (incorporating Northamptonshire): The South East Midlands had a GVA of
£35bn in 2015 of which manufacturing comprised 18.1%. The area has a population of 2m and
has 80,000 businesses in the area. The area is home to a large number of economically important
assets including the Aerospace Technology Institute at Cranfield University, the Transport
Systems Catapult in Milton Keynes, Millbrook Proving Ground and the Silverstone Technology
Cluster. The area is also home to seven universities, including Cranfield University and The Open
University, nine further education and sixth form colleges and a university technical college. The
area is also at the heart of the UK’s ‘Motorsport Valley’, the world’s leading industrial cluster for
the motorsport industry.
Stoke on Trent and Staffordshire: Stoke on Trent and Staffordshire had a GVA of £16bn in 2015
of which manufacturing comprised 19.2%. The area is centrally located in the heart of the
Midlands with good road, rail and air links and is home to around 33,000 businesses, ranging
from small and micro enterprises to global leaders in their field, it has a strong foundation in
industry including ceramics and advanced manufacturing. Manufacturing employs nearly 58,000
people.
The Marches: The Marches had a GVA of £10.4bn in 2015 of which manufacturing comprised
19.4%. The region includes Herefordshire, Shropshire and Telford & Wrekin and has 30,775
businesses. High profile businesses which have chosen to base operations here, capitalising on
the Marches’ geographical location and sector strengths in advanced manufacturing, food and
drink and defence and security, include BAE Systems, Ricoh, Denso, GKN Land Systems,
Caterpillar Remanufacturing, Muller Wiseman Dairies, Avara Foods and Cap Gemini.
Worcestershire: Worcestershire had a GVA of £9.5bn in 2015 of which manufacturing comprised
20%. Particular sector strengths are in manufacturing, cyber security and defence, and agrifoods. Firms such as Worcester Bosch, Yamazaki Mazak, Vax, Halfords, Brinton’s Carpets, GKN,
Morgan Motor Cars, QinetiQ and Joy Mining are based in the area.
York, North Yorkshire and East Riding (YNYER): YNYER had a GVA of £19.7bn in 2015 of which
manufacturing comprised 15%. The area is home to over 48,000 businesses and benefits from
the presence of the University of York, York Science Park and York St John University. The area’s
assets are around agri-food, biorenewables and bioscience and, for example, benefits from
recent investment in two Agri-food Centres of Excellence.
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APPENDIX C: BUSINESS SURVEY – RESPONDENTS’ PROFILE
Responses to the survey were received by a variety of businesses, ranging from less than one year
old to 171 years old. The largest proportion of respondents (40%) is Original Equipment
Manufacturers (OEMs), followed by 1st tier suppliers (31%), 2nd tier suppliers (21%), and 3rd tier
suppliers (7%) as shown in Figure 1. The vast majority (99%) of these businesses are controlled
within the UK.
Figure 1: Business type

When asked where key competitors are based, the majority of respondents (42%) ranked the rest of
the UK13 / international as the area with the highest level of competition. Approximately a quarter
(24%) ranked the rest of England14 as the area with the highest level of competition, closely
followed by the businesses local area (22%). Only 13% of respondents ranked their regional area as
having the highest level of competition, as shown in Figure 2.

13
14

Not including England.
The rest of England – not including the businesses local or regional area.

42

Evaluation of the Manufacturing Growth Programme

Final Report

Figure 2: Location of key competitors

The majority of respondents (73%) rated the rest of England as having strong competition, similarly
just over two thirds (65%) rated the rest of the UK and international markets as having strong
competition. In comparison, only 36% rated their local area as having strong competition and just
under half (47%) rated their regional area as having strong competition, as shown in Figure 3.
Figure 3: Competitiveness of the markets in which businesses operate

Over half of the respondents (53%) have between one and nine key suppliers, just over a third (34%)
have between 10 and 24 key suppliers, and only 13% have over 25 key suppliers, as shown in Figure
4. The median number of suppliers is 7.
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Figure 4: Number of key suppliers (change graph and ranges)

When asked where key suppliers are based, just over a third of respondents (34%) ranked the rest of
the UK / international markets as the areas with the highest level of supply, similarly 32% ranked
their local area as the place with the highest level of supply. The rest of England was ranked by 22%
of respondents as the area with the highest level of supply, and the businesses regional area was
only ranked as the highest level of supply by 12% of respondents, as shown in Figure 5.
Figure 5: Location of key suppliers
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