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Executive Summary 
 
This report provides an independent impact evaluation of the Growth Deal secured and delivered by the 
Leeds City Region Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) and West Yorkshire Combined Authority from April 
2015 to March 2021.  The report focusses on the £235.45 million of expenditure focussed on economic 
development and excludes the £280.55 million that the LEP and Combined Authority have invested in 
transport schemes as they are subject to a separate evaluation. 
 

1. Background: 
 

In 2012 following its formation in 2011, Leeds City Region Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) secured a City 
Deal with Government.  Following the publication of the ‘No Stone Unturned: In Pursuit of Growth’ report in 
2012 the LEP was tasked with developing a Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) to set out the priorities for Leeds 
City Region and form the central component of a bid for Government funding from the the Local Growth Fund 
(LGF). 
 
In 2014 the LEP published the Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) with a vision to “unlock the potential of the City 
Region, developing an economic powerhouse that will create jobs and prosperity.”   
 
The SEP also set out the LEP’s growth commitment: “we will dramatically accelerate growth, creating a 
further £5.2bn in economic output and an additional 62,000 jobs. So by 2021, the City Region economy will be 
almost a quarter bigger, and we will have almost 10% more jobs.  Over the period, the City Region’s 
accelerated growth will save £675m from the nation’s benefit bill.  In fact, for every £1 of net investment by the 
taxpayer, the City Region’s - and the nation’s – economic output will grow by nearly £10.” 
 
The SEP contained four strategic priorities with proposed investments to be supported by the Growth Deal. 
 

 

Priority 1: supporting growing businesses 
 
The LEP’s ambition in Priority 1 was to ‘enable vibrant private sector growth, based 
on innovation and exports’.  Proposed key action areas included the continuation of 
the highly successful Business Growth Programme to accelerate business 
investments, unlock commercial lending and equity and create significant jobs growth. 

 

Priority 2: developing a skilled and flexible workforce 
 
The LEP’s ambition was to ‘create a NEET-free City Region, with more and better 
jobs, and the skilled and flexible local workforce to sustain them.’   Proposed key 
action areas included a skills capital investment programme to ensure key sectors 
and sources of growth are supported by high-quality skills and education facilities. 
 

 

Priority 3: building a resource smart City Region 
 
The LEP’s ambition was to ‘become a lean, resource efficient economy underpinned 
by a 21st century energy infrastructure.’  Key actions proposed included programmes 
to help SMEs to understand and adopt new environmental technologies and resource 
smart operations which reduce resource impact on the environment. 
 

 

Priority 4: delivering the infrastructure for growth 
 
The LEP’s ambition was to ‘build a 21st century physical and digital infrastructure that 
enables us to reach our growth potential.’  Proposed key action areas included a 
significant increase in housing and employment development activity and growth, 
particularly in strategic housing and employment growth areas. 

 
The LEP submitted a first Growth Deal submission to Government in December 2013.  The West Yorkshire 
Combined Authority was established by statutory instrument under the Local Democracy, Economic 
Development and Construction Act 2009 on 1st April 2014.  Since its formation the Combined Authority has 
worked in partnership with the LEP, and with local councils and business, to achieve a shared vision.   
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The first Growth Deal submission was approved in July 2014 with an allocation of £113.4 million for economic 
development schemes.  Two subsequent submission was made in November 2014 and September 2016 and 
this led to an additional £122,050,000 of funding, taking the total Government allocation to £235.45 million for 
economic development schemes.     
 
The LEP and Combined Authority were provided with a challenging funding profile by Government and the 
financial allocations ran to the 31st March 2021.  Across the three Growth Deal allocations the LEP and 
Combined Authority agreed to achieve the following core outputs by March 2025:  
 

• 19,595 new jobs; 

• 2,300 new homes; and,  

• £1,031 million of additional investment levered from local partners and the private sector.  
 
The table below summarises the Government’s allocation across the three Growth Deal submissions and 
illustrates the allocation for each of the four strategic priorities outlined in the SEP.   
 

Priority 
Growth Deal 1 

(£m) 
Growth Deal 2 

(£m) 
Growth Deal 3 

(£m) 
Total 
(£m) 

Priority 1,  Growing Businesses £18.00 £21.60 £22.45 £62.05 

Priority 2,  Skilled People, Better Jobs £74.00 £5.00 - £79.00 

Priority 3,  Clean Energy £4.80 £8.00 - £12.80 

Priority 4a,  Housing and Regeneration £16.60 £20.00 £5.00 £41.50 

Priority 4c, Economic Resilience - - £20.00 £20.00 

Priority 4d,  Enterprise Zones - - £20.00 £20.00 

Total £113.40 £54.60 £67.45 £235.45 

 
2. Evaluation brief and approach:  
 

The LEP and Combined Authority commissioned ARCADIS to complete an independent impact evaluation of 
the Growth Deal, excluding transport schemes as highlighted above.  The evaluation brief stressed that the 
main objective was to provide an independent assessment of the impact of the Growth Deal with a focus on 
determining the value for money that has resulted.  The evaluation work began in February 2021 and this 
report was completed in March 2021 before all Growth Deal expenditure had been completed.     
 
In summary the evaluation approach consisted of the following work streams: 
 

• Desk-based review: the evaluation team reviewed all Full Business Cases (FBC) approved by the LEP 
and Combined Authority and analysed data held on Combined Authority’s bespoke Portfolio Management 
System (PIMS).  The evaluation reviewed all of the Growth Deal submissions, evaluations completed on 
individual Growt hDeal schemes and all relevant background and policy documentation. 
  

• Logic model workshops: the evaluation team designed and delivered a workshop for each of the Growth 
Deal priority areas to help form the models which are contained in this report.  These workshops also 
provided an opportunity to help identify the counter-factual position in each priority, and explore majoe 
successes and lessons learned. 

 

• Stakeholder engagement: the evaluation team designed and delivered a survey to key stakeholders to 
gather their views on the design, delivery and impact of the Leeds City Region Growth Deal.  

 

• Economic modelling: the evaluation team identified benefits delivered by each priority that could be 
monetised in line with Government guidance as set out in the HM Treasury’s Green Book.  By monetising 
existing and future impacts the evaluation team was able to calculate an overall Benefit Cost Ratio 
demonstrating the vaue for money offered by the Leeds City Region Growth Deal. 

 

• Reporting: the evaluation team completed this full report, alongside a summary report and shared findings 
throughout the commission with the LEP and Combined Authority. 

 
Whilst the primary focus was on identifying the current and future impact, the evaluation team have developed 
some insights on the effectiveness of delivery and these findings are captured through recommendations. 
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3. Identifying economic impact:  
 

In order to identify economic impact the evaluation team identified benefits achieved to date and benefits 
forecast in the future.  In doing so the evaluation team followed Green Book guidance on both the types of 
benefits that can be monetised and the timeframes over which future benefits can legitimately be profiled over.   
 
The table below highlights that beenfits that were identified for each priority. 
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Number of schemes by Priority  5 11 5 18 8 7 

Construction employment       

Generated Operational Full-Time Equivalent 
(FTE) jobs 

      

Safeguarded Operational FTE jobs       

Employment-related GVA       

Residential Land Value Uplift (LVU)       

Flood Defence Impacts (FCERM)       

Labour Supply Impacts (LSI)       

Move to More Productive Jobs (MMPJ)       

Carbon Impacts       

Fuel Bill savings       

Welfare Impacts (NHS savings)       

 
It is important to note that the delivery of the Leeds City Region Growth Deal achieved a wide range of 
benefits, some of which are not possible to readily monetise.  This doesn’t reflect on the quality of these 
benefits, but instead is a function of which benefits have an established monetisation methodology endorsed 
by Government.  
  
With regards to the timeframe over which future benefits have been profiled, appropriate persistence factors 
and appraisal periods have been set. These range significantly, for example, the Green Book outlines that 
benefits from infrastructure schemes to increase resilience to flooding can be profiled for over 100 years (i.e. 
the intended lifecycle of the infrastructure) whereas benefits from business support schemes are likely to be 
significantly shorter lived, reflected over a 3 year period.  These variations in the timeframes that can be 
utilised play a major role in the scale of the benefits that can readily be included and hence the overall Benefit 
Cost Ratio for each priority. 
 
The approach to economic modelling  has taken a ‘whole programme’ view, considering the long-term effects 
of all ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ outcomes achieved, compared against all direct Growth Deal and leveraged 
investment.  The assessment considered sub-national scale (Leeds City Region) impacts and gross and 
net City Region impacts are assessed over and above a likely counterfactual position, following HM Treasury 
Green Book approach and supporting recognised guidance.   

 
4. Economic impact:  
 

The evaluation team find that the delivery of the Leeds City Region Growth Deal is forecast to: 
 

• Support 45,485 gross FTEs (13,245 generated & 32,250 safeguarded).  This equates to 16,110 net FTE 
jobs. 
 

• Deliver £7.35 billion of Gross Value Added (GVA) at Net Present Values (NPV). 
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• Deliver £2.23 billion of other impacts at NPV. 
 

• Achieve a total long-term impact of £9.58 billion at NPV. 
  
When all the costs associated with delivering Growth Deal schemes are factored in (this includes public and 
private sector match-funding) the Growth Deal achieves an economic Return on Investment (RoI) of 
£5.25 of leveraged private and public investment  for every £1 of Growth Deal funding.  The forecast 
total return on public investment of 12.1 : 1.   
 
The economic impact will build over time as a number of Growth Deal schemes are forecast to deliver benefits 
over the long-term.  For example, on Priority 4d (Enterprise Zones) whilst the LEP and Combined Authority 
investment has accelerated the creation of Enterprise Zones, the Zones were not fully occupied at the point 
the independent evaluation was completed.  The occupation of the Enterprise Zones by businesses that 
expand and take on new staff delivers the benefits that the evaluation team can monetise.  The table below 
show shows how the Growth Deal’s forecast total impact grows through to 2123/24 which represents the end 
of the 100 year period over which flood resilience benefits can be calculated. The table also includes the total 
impact that will be achieved in terms of the net present value (NPV) equivalent that we anticipate to result (this 
is the figure that would be used in terms of calculating the relevant BCR/return on public investment).  
 

 By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 By 2123/24 

Total impact  £2,040.0m £4,714.4m £7,339.0m £9,565.3m £19,009.2m 

Total Impact 
(NPV) 

£2,040.0m £4,491.1m £6,556.8m £7,918.6m £9,675.9m 

 
The table below summarises the main objectives of each priority and the impacts achieved.   
 

 

Primary objectives include: 
 

Support business to expand & create jobs 
 

Support businesses to respond to major events 
 

 

Forecast impacts include: 
 
 

£2.38bn in GVA 
 

Public RoI of 25.0 :1 

 

Primary objectives include: 
 

Assist colleges to rationale estate reducing on-going 
costs and increasing financial sustainability 
 

Assist colleges to enhance students’ learning 
experience 

Forecast impacts include: 
 
 

£574m in Economic Returns  
 

Public RoI of 4.6 : 1 
 

 

Primary objectives include: 
 

Reduce the consumption of energy, water and waste 
in the commercial and domestic sectors 
 

Reduce fuel poverty in deprived communities 

Forecast impacts include: 
 

 

£694m in Economic Returns  
 

Public RoI of 14.5 :1 
 

 

Primary objectives include: 
 

Underpin City Region’s growth through provision of 
additional housing 
 

Unlock stalled commercial developments 
 
 

 

Increase the resilience of towns, cities and 
businesses to major flood events 
 

Support the development of housing and commercial 
sites by reducing flood risk constraints 
 
 
 

Identify viability gaps on Enterprise Zones  
 

Promote opportunities available on the Zones and 
work with partners to attract inward investment 
 

Forecast impacts include: 
 
 

£2.46bn in Economic Returns  
 

Public RoI of 11.8 :1 
 
 
 

 
 

£2.90bn in Economic Returns  
 

Public RoI of 12.6 :1 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

£682m in GVA  
 

Public RoI of 9.0 :1 
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5. Performance on expenditure and output targets:  
 

The evaluation team finds that the LEP and Combined Authority is forecasting to spend £242,251,402 against 
a target of £235,550,000, which equates to over-expenditure of £6,901,402.   
 

 Target 

Actual defrayed 
expenditure  
(2015/16 to 

2019/20) 

Forecast 
expenditure 

(2020/21) 

Total  
(actual and 
forecast) 

Priority 1 £62,050,000 £49,900,520 £10,516,764 £60,417,284 

Priority 2 £79,000,000 £85,470,181 £667,273 £86,137,454* 

Priority 3 £12,800,000 £10,803,446 £637,872 £11,441,318 

Priority 4a  £41,600,000 £23,051,687 £11,657,000 £34,708,687 

Priority 4c  £20,000,000 £15,052,287 £4,779,598 £19,831,885 

Priority 4d  £20,000,000 £2,513,462 £17,068,883 £19,582,345 

Delivery costs £0 £7,858,627 £2,273,802 £10,132,429 

Totals £235,450,000 £194,650,211 £47,601,192 £242,251,402 
*Including a loan of £7m which has been repaid.      
 
The Combined Authority is keeping the Government fully up-to-date with expenditure and over-spend in the 
priorities shown above may be used to compensate for forecast underspend in the transport priority. 
 
The LEP and Combined Authority committed to achieivng the following core outputs by March 2025: 
 

• 19,595 new jobs. 

• 2,300 new homes; and,  

• £1,031 million of additional investment levered from local partners and the private sector. 

 

The table below shows the actual and forecast outputs at the point that this report was completed. 
 

Output measure 
Actual  

2015/16 to Q3 
2020/21 

Forecast 2021/22 to 
2024/25 

Total 

Jobs created & safeguarded 8,383 3,041 11,424 

Houses completed 1,009 2,251 3,260 

Leverage £694,651,014 £377,453,695 £1,072,104,709 

 
The LEP and Combined Authority are therefore forecasting to exceed the houses completed and the leverage 
target.  The current forecast for jobs created and safeguarded is 58% of the target.  However, the LEP and  
Combined Authority are committed to achieving the target in full and are developing a strategy to enable this 
to occur. The modelling that has been carried out as part of this evaluation estimates that over 45,000 gross 
jobs will be created or safeguarded through the non-transport elements of the Growth Deal.  

 
6. Conclusions and recommendations:  
 

Some of the key evaluation findings are summarised below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Combined Authority’s Strategic Economic Plan provided a robust 

evidence base with clear priorities for investment. 

The programmes of activity within each strategic priority were well- designed 

with clear logic models linking the activities back to the overall challenges 

and opportunities.  

 The targets for the third tranche of Growth Deal activity were ambitious and 

contained some schemes with very high forecast outputs which ultimately 

proceeded without investment. 

 

STRATEGY AND 

PROGRAMME DESIGN 
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7. Report structure  
 

The next section of this report provides the context for the evaluation.  It plots the formation of the LEP and 
the Combined Authority and provides summary analysis of the policy and economic backdrop to Growth Deal 
delivery.  Chapter 1 also summarises the Strategic Economic Plan. 
 
Chapter 2 provides an overview of the three Growth Deal submissions.   
 
Chapters 3 to 8 examine each of the Growth Deal priorities in turn. Priority 4 (Infrastructure for Growth) is sub-
divided into the following sub-priorities:  
 

• Priority 4a: Housing and Regeneration; 

• Priority 4c: Economic Resilience; and, 

• Priority 4d: Enterprise Zones. 

 

Chapters 3 to 8 contain logic models and impacts for each priority and sub-priority.  They also contain a case 

study for each priority and sub-priority.   

 

Chapter 9 contains analysis of the overall economic impact of the Leeds City Region Growth Deal.  Chapter 

10 contains analysis of performance against expenditure and output targets. 

 

Chapter 11 contains details of feedback from stakeholders.  Chapter 12 provides the evaluation team’s 

conclusions and recommendations.  Finally, Appendix 1 has details of the economic impact that is forecast for 

West Yorkshire, given that the Combined Authority will focus on this geogaphy for future programmes.  

The Combined Authority is on track to spend the full Growth Deal allocation 

and exceed target outputs for homes created and private sector leverage. 

 
There are notable success stories across all of the Combined Authority’s 

priority programmes.  A number of priority programmes moved successfully 

from design to delivery very rapidly.      

 
Over the course of the Growth Deal the Combined Authority developed its 

delivery capability and capacity significantly. 

The programmes have delivered wide ranging impacts including creating 

and safeguarding jobs; upskilling young people; reducing carbon emissions; 

developing new homes; protecting businesses from flooding; and, 

establishing Enterprise Zones. 

The Growth Deal projects are forecast to deliver £19.0 billion of cumulative 

net economic returns for Leeds City Region. 

For the Growth Deal? of £235.45 million the Combined Authority’s delivery 

achieves a Benefit Cost Ratio of 40 : 1, representing exceptional value for 

money. 

When all the public and private investment needed to fully deliver the 

programmes is included, the Benefit Cost Ratio is 12.1 : 1 which still 

represents very good value for money. 

ECONOMIC  

IMPACT 

DELIVERY AND 

MANAGEMENT  
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Chapter 1 - Context 

This Chapter explores the policy context that led to the creation of Local Enterprise 

Partnerships (LEPs) and summarises key developments in their growth.  The 

formation of Leeds City Region LEP and West Yorkshire Combined Authority are 

documented, along with the key economic and policy position that informed the 

development of the 2014 Strategic Economic Plan and first Growth Deal 

submission.     
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1.1: Formation of Local Enterprise Partnerships  

 
The May 2010 Coalition Agreement outlined plans for the creation of Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEP), 
defined as “joint local authority-business bodies brought forward by local authorities themselves to promote 
local economic development” to replace existing Regional Development Agencies (RDAs). 
 
In June 2010 the Government’s proposals for LEPs were set out in a letter sent by the Secretary of State for 
Business Innovation and Skills, and the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, to Local 
Authorities and business leaders.  The Government received a total of sixty two proposals, twenty four of 
which were approved in the Local Growth White Paper.  A further fifteen LEPs were subsequently approved, 
covering the remaining areas in England.   
 
The responsibilities of RDAs were not passed over wholesale to LEPs.  Instead Government opted for a 
mixture of local and national provision to replace regional provision.  The Local Growth White Paper listed 
some of the anticipated roles of LEPs including: 
 

• working with Government to set out key investment priorities, including transport infrastructure and 
supporting or coordinating project delivery;  

• co-ordinating proposals or bidding directly for the Regional Growth Fund; and, 

• supporting high growth businesses, for example through involvement in bringing together and supporting 
consortia to run new growth hubs. 
 

Initially, LEPs did not have direct central funding and were expected to meet their own day-to-day 
administration costs.  However, in 2011 Government made allocations to LEPs from a one-off £5 million start-
up fund, and in 2012, the Minister of State for Business and Enterprise, announced that £25 million of 
Government funding would be made available to LEPs to address this.  
 
In 2010 the Government launched the Regional Growth Fund “to help areas and communities at risk of being 
particularly affected by public spending cuts.”  LEPs were eligible to apply for funding from the first 4 funding 
rounds, but did not receive preferential treatment in the bidding process. 
 
In 2011 and 2015 LEPs were encouraged to lead and co-ordinate proposals for Enterprise Zones.  In 2012 
Government made allocations of the new Growing Places Fund to LEPs calculated using a formula based on 
population and employed earnings.  Later in 2012, the report ‘No Stone Unturned: In Pursuit of Growth’ was 
published with 89 recommendations for economic growth and wealth creation including a call for a greater 
devolution of funding from central government to LEPs.  LEPs were called to develop Strategic Economic 
Plans (SEP) to negotiate support from the Local Growth Fund (LGF). 
 
In 2013 LEPS were tasked with developing and delivering strategies on how best to use European Structural 
and Investment Funding.    
 
In 2018 through the ‘Strengthened Local Enterprise Partnerships’ report, Government outlined plans for LEPs 
to play an increasingly active role in national industrial strategy through the formulation and delivery of Local 
Industrial Strategies.  The report outlined the Government’s commitment to support LEPs in in developing 
strategies setting out a “long-term economic vision for their area based on local consultation” and in publishing 
an annual delivery plan  
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1.2: Formation of LCR LEP and the Combined Authority  

 
In 2008 a Multi-Area Agreement (MAA) was established by the following Local Authorities for Leeds City 
Region: Barnsley, Bradford, Calderdale, Kirklees, Leeds, Wakefield, York, North Yorkshire: Selby, Craven, 
Harrogate.  The MAA set out specific areas of delegation to enhance the capacity of democratically 
accountable leadership to make decisions that will accelerate the sustainable economic growth of the city 
region.    
 
The MAA provided the following vision for the City Region: “to develop an internationally recognised city 
region; to raise our economic performance; to spread prosperity across the whole of our city region, and to 
promote a better quality of life for all of those who live and work here.” 
 
In 2011 the Leeds City Region Local Enterprise Partnership was formed.  The LEP covered the area shown in 
the map below from its inception in 2011 through to 1st April 2020.   
Leeds City Region LEP included several Local Authority areas that also occupied other City Region 
geographies: 

 

• Barnsley was also in Sheffield City Region’s 
area; and, 

• Craven, Harrogate, York and Selby were also 
within the York, North Yorkshire & East Riding 
Enterprise Partnership. 

 
Leeds City Region LEP worked closely with the two 
neighbouring LEPs when developing strategies and 
projects. 
 
In response to the 2018 ‘Strengthened Local 
Enterprise Partnerships’ report, Leeds City Region 
agreed to reduce its geographical focus from 1st April 
2020 onwards to focus purely on West Yorkshire 
consisting of the following Local Authority areas: 
Bradford, Calderdale, Kirklees, Leeds and Wakefield.  
It is important to note that the Growth Deal had a 
Leeds City Region focus from its inception through to 
its completion.   
In 2012 the LEP secured a City Deal in the first wave 
agreed by government.  The City Deal had the 3 
following targets: 
 

• to accelerate output growth to an average 2.6% 
per year to 2030; 

• to create 60,000 new jobs by 2016; and, 

• to achieve a substantial reduction in city region carbon emissions. 
 
The City Deal proposal highlighted the LEP’s commitment to “take a big step towards a faster-growing city 
region and start to generate extra tax revenues for the national purse.  For example, a 10% reduction in LCR 
unemployment will generate an extra £1.3bn for the Exchequer over the next decade as a result of the extra 
taxes received and lower benefit spending by Government. What we ask from Government is that 
departments work with local partners to give us the freedoms and flexibilities that will enable us to fulfil our 
ambitions for Leeds City Region and play our full part in the UK’s economic recovery 
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The City Deal offered partners the opportunity to manage a devolved transport budget through the vehicle of a 
new Combined Authority, alongside significant freedoms, flexibilities and influence over economic investment, 
skills and labour market interventions, trade promotion, planning and low carbon activities.  Through the City 
Deal the LEP successfully established and delivered local programmes such as the Apprenticeship Hubs, the 
Business Growth Programme and the Growing Places Fund.  In delivering the City Deal, the LEP developed a 
number of strategies, such as the LCR Skills Plan, the LCR Trade and Investment Plan, and the overall LCR 
Investment Plan. 
 
The West Yorkshire Combined Authority was established by statutory instrument under the Local Democracy, 
Economic Development and Construction Act 2009 on 1st April 2014.  The Combined Authority and LEP work 
in partnership with one another, and with local councils and business, to achieve a shared vision.   
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1.3: Economic and policy backdrop 

 

1.3.1 – The 2008/09 recession 

In the quarter from April to June 2008 the size of the United Kingdom’s (UK) economy fell for the first time 

since 1992.  The economy shrunk for five successive quarters, thereby placing the UK firmly in recession 

which is defined as two or more consecutive quarters of falling Gross Domestic Product (GDP).   

 

As shown in the chart below, the economy shrunk by more than 6% between the first quarter of 2008 and the 

second quarter of 2009. 

 
By the end of 2011, almost 2.7 million people were looking for work.  The quarterly unemployment rate 

reached 8.4%, the highest rate since 1995.  Earnings have lagged behind prices for most of the decade since 

the start of the recession.  In the public sector, a pay freeze (from 2011) and pay cap (from 2013) kept wage 

rises below inflation, while in the private sector wage growth was also slow.  Productivity had been rising 

steadily before the recession, but it slumped in 2008 and has barely recovered since.  Had the pre-2008 trend 

continued, productivity would have been 20% higher than it actually was at the end of 2017. 
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1.3.2 – The 2010 Coalition Government’s priorities  

 
The 2008 financial crisis led the UK government to bail out British banks at an estimated cost of £141 billion, 
with exposure to liabilities of over £1 trillion.  At the same time, the government began a £31 billion stimulus 
effort, which included reducing VAT, bringing forward capital spending on schools and social housing, and 
deferring an increase in corporation tax.  The stimulus programme lasted until 2010. 
 
In 2010, the Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition government announced the biggest cuts to state 
spending since the Second World War, including significant cuts to social security and the planned loss of 
900,000 public sector jobs between 2011 and 2018.   
 
The Government launched a major policy drive to increase private sector employment.  By the end of 2011, 
almost 2.7 million people were looking for work, and the quarterly unemployment rate reached 8.4%, the 
highest rate since 1995.  The Coalition Agreement stated that ‘deficit reduction and continuing to ensure 
economic recovery, is the most urgent issue facing Britain.’   
 
The Coalition Government’s Plan for Growth (2011) outlined how over the previous decade ‘economic growth 
was unbalanced across the UK, concentrated in the South East, with other parts of the country increasingly 
reliant on jobs funded by public spending.  Growth relied on a limited number of sectors.  Financial services’ 
share of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) rose from 6.5% in 1997 to 8.5% in 2007, while manufacturing’s share 
nearly halved over the same period, from over 20% to 12.5%.  In terms of jobs, the position was equally stark, 
with the numbers employed in manufacturing falling from 4.5 million in 1997 to 3 million in 2007.’ 
 
The Government was keen to support Northern England which was particularly reliant on public sector 
employment.  Data from 2008 (Source) showed that 19.7% of the total workforce in Leeds were employed in 
the public sector.  The equivalent figure for the other Districts in Leeds City Region were as follows: 
 

• Barnsley: 26.7%; 

• Bradford: 23.7%; 

• Calderdale: 16.6%; 

• Craven: 11.7%;  

• Harrogate: 16.1%;  

• Kirklees: 20.4%; 

• Selby: 13.1%; 

• Wakefield: 27.1%; and, 

• York: 24.3%. 

 
The Government was also focussed on rebalancing the economy and support the manufacturing sector, which 
as highlighted above, had seen a fall in GDP.  The Plan for Growth (2011) highlighted that ‘many businesses 
are struggling to access the finance they need to grow…  In particular, the UK venture capital (VC) market has 
declined significantly, with total investment down by nearly a half.’ 
 
The Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) produced a Business Plan for 2011 to 2015 outlining 
the Coalition Government’s priorities which included: 

 
• Rebalance the economy across sectors - ensure new businesses and economic opportunities are more 

evenly shared, supporting growth and a low-carbon economy. 

• Help small and medium-sized businesses start and thrive through better business support, improved 
access to finance and stronger competition, with fewer market barriers to entry, creating a more 
entrepreneurial culture.  
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Other key policies which informed the development of the LEP’s Strategic Economic Plan and the Growth 
Deal submissions included: 
 

• Strategy for Sustainable Growth (2010) which set out long-term plans for ‘a sustainable economy that 
is greener, more enterprising, more technologically advanced, more balanced and grounded in diverse 
sources of sectoral strength.’  
 

• Skills for Sustainable Growth (2010) which set out the ambition to have world-class skills base to 
stimulate private sector growth that will bring new jobs and provide a consistent source of competitive 
advantage.  
 

• Unlocking Growth in Cities (2011) which identified the important roles of cities as engines of growth. 
 

• Laying the Foundations: A Housing Strategy for England (2011) which set out the ‘intended direction 
of travel for housing, its role in the wider economy and its contribution to social mobility.’ 
 

• Innovation and Research Strategy for Growth (2011), which set out how Government would work with 
business and the knowledge base to underpin private sector led growth. 
 

• Industrial Strategy (2012) which had a particular focus on developing business competitiveness in key 
sectors including advanced manufacturing, knowledge-intensive traded services (particularly the 
information economy), professional and business services and enabling industries, such as energy and 
low carbon.  
 

• Encouraging a British Invention Revolution (2013) which highlighted that significant scope existed to 
better align funding streams, organisational focus and increase cross institution collaboration to avoid 
delays in ideas reaching maturity and the risk of British inventions building foreign industries.  
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1.4: Strategic Economic Plan  

 
1.4.1 – The 2014 Strategic Economic Plan: 
 
In 2014 Leeds City Region LEP published the Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) and it formed the basis for the 
first and second Growth Deal submissions.  The SEP provided the LEP’s long term vision for the City Region 
economy. 
 
Over 600 organisations and individuals were involved in the SEP’s development.  Engagement methods 
delivered by the LEP included roadshow events in partnership with the Yorkshire Post; online consultation, via 
the LEP’s website and social media; and, one-to-one meetings with individual business leaders and 
representatives of business groups.  The LEP also engaged consultants and academics to act as ‘critical 
friends’ to provide objective and external challenge. 
 
The SEP outlined that Leeds City Region is the biggest of the core city region economies and its annual 
output of £55 billion represents 5% of the English total.  In 2014 the City Region had 106,000 businesses, 3 
million residents and a workforce of 1.4 million.  The SEP also highlighted that following the 2008/09 recession 
‘growth is now returning to the UK and the Leeds City Region:  
 

• we have recovered all the jobs lost in the recession, with 1.38 million City Region residents in work and 
30,000 new jobs created during the year to September 2013; 
 

• unemployment in the City Region is falling, and the rate has been coming down at a faster rate than the 
UK average since the beginning of 2012; and, 
 

• local business confidence and growth are at levels not seen since before the crisis, according to the latest 
City Region business survey.’ 

 
However, there was clear recognition of a number of structural challenges faced including: 
 

• A jobs gap created through losing more jobs in the recession than many other places.  The City Region 
had a deficit of 35,000 jobs compared to the national average.   
 

• Fewer jobs in high level occupations in the City Region compared to the rest of the country. 
 

• Low productivity standing around 90% of the England average. 
 

• Low levels of inward investment with the City Region needing to more than double its share of inward 
investment in order to match their share of the national economy as a whole. 
 

• Inadequate access to finance with almost a quarter of City Region businesses possessing a stalled 
investment project.  
 

• Identified failures in the housing market that hold back new building, increased affordable housing, 
more private rented accommodation and the refurbishment of empty homes. 

 

The SEP’s vision was to 

 
“unlock the potential of the City Region, developing an economic powerhouse that will 
create jobs and prosperity.” 

 

The SEP provided the following growth commitment: 
 
“by 2021, the City Region economy will be almost a quarter bigger, and we will have almost 
10% more jobs.  Over the period, the City Region’s accelerated growth will save £675m from 
the nation’s benefit bill.  In fact, for every £1 of net investment by the taxpayer, the City 
Region’s - and the nation’s – economic output will grow by nearly £10.” 
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The SEP outlined the LEP’s four strategic priorities: 
 
Priority 1: supporting growing businesses 
 

The LEP’s ambition in Priority 1 was to ‘enable vibrant private sector growth, based on 
innovation and exports’.  Proposed key action areas included: 
 

• continuation of the highly successful Business Growth Programme to accelerate business 
investments, unlock commercial lending and equity and create significant jobs growth; 
 

• delivery of a start-up programme for growth businesses for new-starts up to three years old with growth 
ambition and capability; and, 
 

• programmes to accelerate business innovation, including investment in capital infrastructure to develop 
priority sector innovation assets and initiatives to fully exploit the LCR’s science and technology assets.  

 
Priority 2: developing a skilled and flexible workforce 
 

The LEP’s ambition was to ‘create a NEET-free City Region, with more and better jobs, and 
the skilled and flexible local workforce to sustain them.’   Proposed key action areas included 
a skills capital investment programme to ensure key sectors and sources of growth are 
supported by high-quality skills and education facilities. 

 
Priority 3: building a resource smart City Region 
 

The LEP’s ambition was to ‘become a lean, resource efficient economy underpinned by a 21st 
century energy infrastructure.’  Key actions proposed included: 
 

• develop new energy infrastructure (including energy efficiency, energy generation, supply chain and 
distribution and storage) across the Leeds City Region.  
 

• programmes to help SMEs to understand and adopt new environmental technologies and resource smart 
operations which reduce resource impact on the environment – for example in energy, waste and water 
consumption – which in turn leads to gains in both  competitiveness and reputation. 

 
Priority 4: delivering the infrastructure for growth 
 

The LEP’s ambition was to ‘build a 21st century physical and digital infrastructure that enables 
us to reach our growth potential.’  Proposed key action areas included: 
 

• the West Yorkshire plus Transport Fund - 32 prioritised schemes delivered over 10 years 
specifically targeted at increasing employment opportunities and economic growth, creating 20,000 jobs 
and increasing economic output (GVA) by £2.4bn each year by 2035;  

• a significant increase in housing and employment development activity and growth, particularly in 
strategic housing and employment growth areas  

• site decontamination, clearance and infrastructure enabling works, new affordable housing development, 
complemented by improvements to digital and green infrastructure 

 
1.4.2 – The revised 2016 Strategic Economic Plan: 
 

The SEP was updated in 2016 with a revised vision to be: 

 
“a globally recognised economy where good growth delivers high levels of prosperity, jobs 
and quality of life for everyone” 
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The revised SEP introduced the concept of good growth as expressed in the visual below: 

 
 
The SEP updated the LEP’s growth commitment and outlined that: 
 

“As part of the Northern Powerhouse, and with growth magnified by devolution, we would 
look to achieve even faster rates of growth and job creation, moving to upwards of 50,000 
additional new jobs by 2040. This will mean the City Region will be well on its way to the 
aspiration of becoming a positive, above average contributor to the UK economy in terms of 
the tax revenues it raises.” 
 
The revised SEP retained the four strategic priorities and outlined headline initiatives under each one as 
summarised in the table below. 
 

Priorities Headline initiatives 

Priority 1, Growing 
Business 

Implement coordinated and wide ranging action to radically increase innovation  

Become a global digital centre – with specialisms in data storage, analytics, digital 
health and tech skills  

Boost business growth, productivity, exports and investment by linking businesses 
to support and funding, including through the LEP growth service, skills service and 
trade and investment programme 

Priority 2, Skilled 
People, Better Jobs 

Deliver a ‘more jobs, better jobs’ programme to widen employment, skills, 
apprenticeships and progression opportunities, linked to NEET-free goals  

Devise and deliver a programme of action to increase high level skills and close the 
gap to UK average 

Priority 3, Clean 
energy and 
environmental 
resilience  

Targeted investments and innovation to make the city region a leading edge 
centre for zero carbon energy  

Make climate change adaptation and high quality green infrastructure integral to 
improving the city region economy and its spatial priority areas 

Priority 4, 
Infrastructure for 
growth 

Deliver 30+ West Yorkshire Plus Transport Fund schemes and make progress 
towards a single ‘metro style’ public transport network, connected to major 
national/northern schemes such as hs2 and northern powerhouse rail  

Develop and regenerate integrated spatial priority areas, supporting employment, 
quality environments and the building of 10,000-13,000 new homes per year  

Develop an integrated flood risk reduction programme, incorporating flood 
defences, green infrastructure and resilient development 
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Chapter 2 – The Growth Deal 

This Chapter summarises the three submissions that Leeds City Region LEP made 

to Government resulting in an overall allocation of £235.45 million.  The Chapter 

highlights that the LEP committed to achieving the following outputs by March 

2025: 

▪ 19,595 new jobs; 
▪ 2,300 new homes; and,  
▪ £1,031 million of additional investment levered from local partners and the 

private sector.  
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2.1: Growth Deal 1  

 
Leeds City Region Local Enterprise Partnership submitted the first Growth Deal bid to Government in 
December 2013 which consisted of two parts: Part A: Growth Plan; and, Part B: Delivery Plan. 

 
The Growth Plan outlined how the Strategic Economic Plan had been developed and set out the vision and 
investment priorities as set out in Section 1.4.1.  The Plan made the case for investment in Leeds City Region 
and sought £1,232 million across the four strategic priorities as summarised below: 
 

• Priority 1: £180 million requested for schemes including the Business Growth Programme;  
 

• Priority 2: £104.3 million requested for schemes including the Skills Capital Investment Programme; 
 

• Priority 3: £36.7 million requested for schemes including the Resource Smart Operations Programme; 
and, 
 

• Priority 4: £911.4 million requested for schemes including one focused on Accelerating Housing Growth, 
Development and Connectivity.   
 

The first Growth Deal submission included a logic model for the each of the four strategic priorities, and these 
models informed those presented in each of the Priority Chapters in this report.  
 
The submission concluded with details of the LEP’s assurance process, highlighting that the LEP Board would 
lead on the implementation of the forthcoming Growth Deal, and West Yorkshire Combined Authority will 
formally be established on 1st April 2014.  The formation of the Combined Authority enabled the LEP to 
provide democratic accountability and drive collective decision-making between statutory partners in 
economic development, regeneration and transport. 
 
The first Growth Deal submission re-confirmed the LEP’s commitment to implement the Single Appraisal 
Framework (SAF) agreed in the City Deal.  The submission highlighted that the “SAF will appraise all types of 
City Region projects and programmes – including housing, regeneration, transport, low carbon, skills and 
innovation – in the same manner, enabling much more informed and robust decision-making based on clear 
investment priorities.”  
 
The first Growth Deal submission was approved in July 2014.  The table below was provided by the Combined 
Authority and shows the allocation received from the Government. 

 

 Growth Deal 1 

Priority 1 £18,000,000 

Priority 2 £74,000,000 

Priority 3 £4,800,000 

Priority 4a  £16,600,000 

Priority 4c  £0 

Priority 4d  £0 

Total £113,400,000 

 
Growth Deal delivery commenced from 1st April 2015. 
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2.2 Growth Deal 2 

 
Leeds City Region Local Enterprise Partnership submitted the second Growth Deal bid to Government in 
November 2014 in response to their request for a further, limited set of proposals for projects and 
programmes that could commence in 2016/17. 
 
In the second submission the LEP considered: 

 

• strategic priorities that were not considered for inclusion as specific bids in our Strategic Economic Plan 
because investment in 2015-16 was not required;  
 

• strategic priorities where we feel further investment would be helpful to our economic ambitions in light of 
the settlement in the July Growth Deal; and  
 

• changed circumstances since March 2014 that have resulted in new proposals coming forward.  
 
The LEP put forward 10 schemes as summarised below: 
 

• Priority 1: £18.9 million requested for schemes including the University of Leeds Innovation and 
Enterprise Centre; 
 

• Priority 3: £6 million requested for schemes including the Solid Wall Insulation Programme; and, 
 

• Priority 4: £14.3 million requested for schemes including the Bradford/Shipley Canal Road Corridor and 
Bath Road remediation.   

 
The table below was provided by the Combined Authority and shows the allocation received from the 
Government. 
 

 Growth Deal 2 

Priority 1 £21,600,000 

Priority 2 £5,000,000 

Priority 3 £8,000,000 

Priority 4a  £20,000,000 

Priority 4c  £0 

Priority 4d  £0 

Total £54,600,000 
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2.3: Growth Deal 3  

 
In September 2016 the LEP and Combined Authority submitted the Growth Deal 3 submission reflecting the 
updated SEP.  The third bid focused on the new challenges and opportunities that were identified in the 
revised SEP and on gaps in the existing Growth Deal allocation.  The third submission included an overall 
logic model replicated below. 

 

 
   
 
The LEP requested £109 million for the five following schemes: 

 
• Infrastructure acceleration: £25 million 

• Economic resilience: £20 million 

• Business expansion: £24 million 

• Skills Capital: £30 million 

• Low carbon innovation: £10 million 
 
The table below was provided by the Combined Authority and shows the allocation received from the 
Government. 
 

 Growth Deal 3 

Priority 1 £22,450,000 

Priority 2 £0 

Priority 3 £0 

Priority 4a  £5,000,000 

Priority 4c  £20,000,000 

Priority 4d  £20,000,000 

Total £67,450,000 

 
  



 

  Growth Deal - Independent Assessment Evaluation |  22 

 

2.4: Growth Deal overview 
 

Over the three Growth Deal submissions Leeds City Region secured £235.45 million for economic 
development schemes, not including transport.  The allocations are summarised in the table below. 
 

Priority  
Growth Deal 

1 
(£m) 

Growth Deal 
2 

(£m) 

Growth Deal 
3 

(£m) 

Total 
(£m) 

Priority 1,  Growing Businesses £18.00 £21.60 £22.45 £62.05 

Priority 2,  Skilled People, Better Jobs £74.00 £5.00 - £79.00 

Priority 3,  Clean Energy £4.80 £8.00 - £12.80 

Priority 4a,  Housing and Regeneration £16.60 £20.00 £5.00 £41.50 

Priority 4c, Economic Resilience - - £20.00 £20.00 

Priority 4d,  Enterprise Zones - - £20.00 £20.00 

Total £113.40 £54.60 £67.45 £235.45 

 
The financial allocations ran to the 31st March 2021, and across the three Growth Deal allocations the LEP 
agreed to achieve the following core outputs by March 2025:  
 

• 19,595 new jobs; 

• 2,300 new homes; and,  

• £1,031 million of additional investment levered from local partners and the private sector.  
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Chapter 3, Priority 1, Growing 

Business  
This Chapter summarises the performance and impact of Priority 1, Growing 

Businesses.  A logic model developed by the evaluation team in consultation with 

Combined Authority staff is presented setting out the policy context; the objectives 

the Priority sought to deliver; the inputs; activities; outputs; outcomes; and overall 

impact.   

The Chapter includes detailed economic modelling to determine the Priority’s 

impact.  Finally, a summary of lessons learned relating to the design and delivery 

of the Priority identified by Combined Authority staff are presented.  
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3.1: Background to Priority 1, Growing Businesses 

 
Prior to submitting the Growth Deal 1 package to Government in December 2013, the LEP had 
secured funding from the Regional Growth Fund (RGF) to establish the Business Growth Programme.  
The RGF was part of a major policy drive to increase private sector employment following the 2008/09 
recession.   
 
The Government was keen to support Northern England which was particularly reliant on public sector 
employment.  As highlighted in Section 1.3, the percentage of public sector employment varied across the City 
Region from 13.1% in Selby to 27.1% in Wakefield.   
 
The Plan for Growth (2011) contained an ambition to make the UK ‘one of the best places in Europe to start, 
finance and grow a business’ with measurable benchmarks including ‘more finance for start-ups and business 
expansion.’  The Plan for Growth highlights that ‘many businesses are struggling to access the finance they 
need to grow…  In particular, the UK venture capital (VC) market has declined significantly, with total 
investment down by nearly a half.’ 
 
Innovation was also an area of concern with the Plan highlighting that ‘despite the UK’s strength in research, 
some measures suggest UK business is falling behind in innovation.  Just over 40% of UK manufacturing 
firms are involved in technological innovation, lower than Germany at over 70%, Sweden at over 50% and 
Finland at 50%.  In a recent survey around 20 per cent of UK manufacturing firms cited lack of information on 
technology or markets as a barrier to innovation.’  
 
The Plan for Growth (2011) also contained an ambition to ‘encourage investment and exports as a route to a 
more balanced economy’ with measurable benchmarks including to ‘ensure the UK remains one of the top 
destinations for foreign direct investment (FDI); an increase in exports to key target markets; and, an increase 
in private sector employment, especially in regions outside London and the South East.’ 
 
The Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) produced a Business Plan for 2011 to 2015 outlining 
the Coalition Government’s priorities which included to: 
 

• Rebalance the economy across sectors - ensure new businesses and economic opportunities are more 
evenly shared, supporting growth and a low-carbon economy. 
 

• Support universities, science and research in building a strong, innovative economy.  
 

• Boost enterprise and make this the decade of the entrepreneur - help small and medium-sized 
businesses start and thrive through better business support, improved access to finance and stronger 
competition, with fewer market barriers to entry, creating a more entrepreneurial culture.  
 

Stimulate exports and inward investment.   
 
In 2013 David Cameron launched the University Enterprise Zones (UEZ) pilot programme, in response to 
findings in the Witty Review that universities could play a bigger role in enhancing economic growth.  The UEZ 
aimed to: 
 

• encourage universities to strengthen their roles as strategic partners in local growth to engage with LEPs, 
building on existing capabilities and partnerships; and, 
 

• stimulate development of incubator or ‘grow-on’ space for small businesses in locations that encourage 
businesses to interact with universities and to innovate. 

 
During the five year delivery period of the Growth Deal (April 2015 to March 2021) there were a number of key 
policy developments and major events which the Combined Authority responded to through Priority 1.  
These key developments include: 
 
Major flooding events (2015 and 2020): 
In a 24-hour period the equivalent of five-inches of rain fell, 20% more than would be expected for the month 
of December as a whole. The rain fell on already saturated ground with November and December 2015 being 
the third and first wettest months respectively for over 100 years.   
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Communities in Hebden Bridge, Mytholmroyd and Sowerby Bridge were among the areas most affected by 
flooding disruption across the United Kingdom.  The River Aire also burst its banks in Leeds and other 
communities affected included Bingley and Castleford. 
 
The Combined Authority established a £5 million Business Flood Recovery Fund within weeks with grants of 
between £5,000 and £100,000 available. The Authority also began work on the 2015/16 Flood Review.  This 
report concluded that over 4,000 homes and almost 2,000 businesses were flooded with the economic cost to 
the City Region being over half a billion pounds, £100 million of which was damage to key infrastructure such 
as bridges, roads and Yorkshire Water assets.  The Authority also responded to major flooding events in 
2020.    
 
Industrial Strategy (2017): 
The Industrial Strategy: Building a Britain fit for the future had the central aim of boosting productivity by 
backing businesses to create good jobs and increase the earning power of people throughout the UK with 
investment in skills, industries and infrastructure.  As outlined in the introduction to the Strategy the 
Government highlighted that ‘the deficit is now down two-thirds since 2010, the unemployment rate is at its 
lowest in over 40 years and we have had 19 continuous quarters of economic growth.’   
 
Key policies within the Strategy included ‘launching a review of the actions that could be most effective in 
improving the productivity and growth of small and medium-sized businesses, including how to address the 
long tail of lower productivity firms.’ 
 
Covid-19 pandemic (2020): 
Whilst the Innovation Strategy brought a renewed focus on addressing the productivity puzzle, the outbreak of 
Covid-19 and the lockdown restrictions, have changed the focus towards safeguarding businesses and 
helping them build resilience.  Whereas the Industrial Strategy had a clear focus on value-added sectors, the 
Covid-19 pandemic has led to support for business-to-consumer industries including retail.   
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3.2: Priority 1, Growing Businesses - Logic Model 

 

Context 

Following the 2008/09 recession the Government was focussed on reducing a reliance on public sector 
employment and encouraging businesses to create employment.  There was also a keen focus on 
boosting innovation and attracting Foreign Direct Investment (FDI).   
 
Through Priority 1, the LEP and Combined Authority sought to address the challenges and opportunities 
outlined in Government policy.  The City Region had some particular challenges outlined in the SEP 
including a GVA gap of £3,300 per head; a lack of investment by manufacturing businesses; a low 
business birth rate with (44.5 new businesses per 10,000 of the population compared to 55.3 for England 
as a whole); and lower levels of FDI compared to other similar City Regions.   
 
The LEP and Authority have had to be flexible and respond to a changing policy context and major events 
including flooding, Brexit and the Covid-19 outbreak.  The changing policy context included a shift from a 
narrow focus on private sector job creation to a broader focus on productivity, inclusive growth and high-
value jobs.   

 
 

Objectives  Inputs 

• Support businesses to create employment, 

invest in innovation, adopt technology, 

increase productivity and contribute towards 

good growth  

• Encourage Universities to forge closer links to 

businesses 

• Encourage large foreign and domestic firms 

to the City Region 

• Increase exporting activity by City Region 

firms 

• Build the strength of supply chains for large 

firms in priority sectors 

• Support businesses to respond to major 

events including flooding, Brexit and the 

Covid-19 outbreak 

 £60.4 million from the Growth Deal 
Establishment of Priority 1 teams within the 
Combined Authority 
Private sector match funding 
Public sector match-funding including in-kind 
contribution 
European funding  

 

Outputs  Activities 

Number of businesses supported  Create delivery team within the LEP 
Private sector match-funding levered  Establish business support schemes 
Jobs created and safeguarded  Establish funding schemes to support businesses 
Number of new to firm and new to market 
products created  

 Build partnerships with sector stakeholders 
 Promote City Region to potential investors   

Number of domestic and foreign firms secured  
 

Support businesses following major events  

 

Outcomes  Overall impact 

Increased business investment in manufacturing 
capacity and capability  

 Increased GVA per head and overall GVA at City 
Region level 
Reduced reliance on public sector employment 
Culture of enterprise and business growth in the 
City Region 
Economic impact calculated through monetisation 
of enabled floorspace, businesses supported and 
jobs created 

Increased business investment in technology and 
innovation  

 

Increased business confidence, resilience and 
productivity 

 

Increased levels of exporting  

Stronger supply chains in priority sectors   

Enhanced reputation as business growth location  
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3.3: Priority 1, Growing Businesses – Case Study 

 

Bradford Business, Regal Foods, expands operations during pandemix with £89,000 investment 

Regal food Group has secured funding from Leeds City Region Enterprise partnership (the LEP) to invest in 

new equipment to meet growing demand. 

 

The well-established food manufacturer has grown from selling to corner sjops to supplying major UK 

supermarkets chains including Asda, Sainsbury’s, Tesco and Morrisons, and exporting to over 40 countries 

worldwide. Regal foods manfuacture and supply over 100 different product lines including cakes ad partires, 

biscuits, savouries and jucies under the brand names, Regal Foods and Yorkshire Bakery, and saw an 

opportunity in the UK market to manufacture the popular snack, Bombay Mix. 

 

Absar Younis, Operations Director and Fax Ali, Group Sales Marketing Director of Regal Foods Group, Said: 

“Support from the LEP will help us expand our manufacruing and production facility to manufacture the new 

product to fulfil a supply gap in the UK, and in turn, create 30 new associated jobs” 

 

The manufacturer has helped supermarkets across the country remain stocked with products throughout the 

pandemic and has recently signed a UK-wide supplier agreement with Lidl. As an active member of the 

bradford community, Regal Foods supports a range of local initiatives, including sponsorship of junior football 

teams, ongoing donations to local food banks and charities, and a recent partnership with the Yorkshire 

County Cricket Club to support youth development. This project received investment from the LEP, delivered 

by the West Yorkshire Combined Authority, through the Leeds City Region Growth Deal . 
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3.4: Priority 1, Growing Businesses performance 

The table below summarises expenditure on Priority 1.  Please note that this information was obtained in 
February 2020 and may change before the Growth Deal as a whole reaches financial completion. 
 
As can be seen, against an original allocation of £48.622 million Priority 1 schemes have achieved total 
expenditure of £60.417 million as at February 2021. 
 
The table below summarises the actual core outputs that Priority 1 has achieved up to December 2020 
(Quarter 3, 2020/21).   
  

 
Jobs created & 

safeguarded 
Houses completed Leverage 

Priority total 8,115 0 £389,731,488 

% of all Priorities 25% 0% 56% 

 
Priority 1 has achieved a quarter of all jobs created by Growth Deal schemes, and over a half of all leverage.  
Given that Priority 1 expenditure of £60.417 million equates to 25.7% of all Growth Deal expenditure the 
performance on leverage is particularly impressive.   
  

Schemes  
Original 

Allocation 
Full Funding 

Approval 

Actual GD 
expenditure to 

Feb 21 

1 
Access to Capital Grants 
Programme 

£15,700,000 £15,700,000 £15,045,284 

2 Business Expansion Fund   £13,450,000 £7,450,000 

3 Business Growth Programme £27,000,000 £37,000,000 £32,000,000 

4 
Huddersfield Incubation and 
Innovation Programme 

£2,922,000 £2,922,000 £2,922,000 

5 
Institute for High Speed Rail and 
System Integration 

 £9,252,000  

6 Leeds University Innovation Centre £3,000,000 £3,000,000 £3,000,000 

 Totals £48,622,000 £81,324,000 £60,417,284 

Actual spend as a % of original 
allocation 

124% of original allocation 
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3.5: Priority 1, Growing Businesses impact 
 
Growth Deal investment in Priority 1 has supported the delivery of three centrally run capital grants schemes 
and enabled the delivery of two new innovation assets across Leeds City Region.  Up to February 2020 
Growth Deal funding in the capital grant schemes has provided support to around 2,390 businesses across 
LCR, with further business support expected over the coming months as the capital grant schemes reach their 
conclusion.  
 
The Growth Deal has also enabled the delivery of two new innovation assets totalling 16,810 m2 of new 
innovation space that will also provide long-term packages of high value start-up business space and 
innovation support to almost 1,000 businesses and entrepreneurs going forward.   
 
Across the five investments, the Growth Deal investment of £60.4 million across LCR has or will leverage 
further public investment of around £28 million and private investment of around £357 million, meaning the 
overall cost of delivering the new innovation assets and support to businesses is in the order of £445 million.  
 
For the purpose of this assessment, the approach to modelling economic impacts has taken a ‘whole priority’ 
view, considering the long-term effects of all Growth Deal and leveraged investment in the five projects, as 
follows: 
 

• Direct – construction-related and longer-term generated and safeguarded employment and associated 
GVA impacts arising from investment in the delivery and operations of the innovation assets, alongside 
Growth Deal funded support to businesses; and,  
 

• Indirect – the longer-term impacts of the new innovation infrastructure going forward, including the role of 
the innovation assets to provide ongoing start-up and business support.   

 
Outcomes in each project are assessed against the counterfactual ‘no Growth Deal investment’ position, 
which in practice only relates to some businesses that would otherwise have received support for their capital 
projects from elsewhere or some may have delivered their investment plans irrespective of the funding. 
Evidence from the Business Growth Programme evaluation also points to some acceleration of capital 
investments achieved through the Growth Deal, so where relevant, a 50% ‘deadweight’ factor and 2-year 
delay has been modelled on costs and impacts as the counterfactual position. All innovation asset impacts are 
considered wholly additional.  
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3.5.1 - Gross and net employment effects 
 
Gross construction job years have been derived through application of an ONS turnover per job benchmark 
for the construction sector in Yorkshire and Humber, applied to the levels of direct and indirect investment 
required (delivered or forthcoming).  For prudence, we have assumed that only 10% of grant awards are 
included in the assessment of construction effects.  For reporting purposes, construction job years have then 
been converted to Full Time Equivalent (FTE) terms, in line with recognised convention - 10 job years per 
FTE.  
 
PIM’s tracking, alongside some business case expectations has informed the assessment of gross generated 
and safeguarded FTE jobs supported among those businesses receiving capital grants and those longer-term 
FTE jobs supported by the new innovation assets, either directly or indirectly.  To reflect the net additionality of 
the gross employment, prudent adjustments for leakage, displacement and indirect and induced (multiplier) 
effects have been made.  
 

Growing Business Priority – Net Adjustments 

 Construction Operational 

Leakage -50% -10% 

Displacement -35% -30%/0% 

Multiplier Effects 1.15 induced 1.35 indirect and induced 

 
For construction impacts, leakage is assessed at the higher level, reflecting the potential for some national 
scale procurement of contracting, whilst displacement is assessed at the low-medium level.  As investment in 
construction will support jobs directly and within the supply chain, only an induced multiplier is applied.  
 
For operational impacts, leakage is considered to be reasonably low.  Displacement is also assessed at the 
lower end, reflecting limited other similar provision elsewhere locally.  No displacement is included for the 
assessment of safeguarded FTE jobs, as these jobs are already present.  The assessment of longer-term FTE 
impacts includes a composite multiplier for indirect (supply chain) and induced (wage-related) impacts.  
 
Through this modelling we conclude that Priority 1 is forecast to deliver the following direct and indirect gross 
and net employment impacts. 
 

Direct & indirect impacts (less deadweight) Direct Indirect Total 

New Enabled floorspace, m2 GEA 16,808  16,808 

Businesses and Entrepreneurs Supported 2,390+ 984 3,374+ 

Gross Construction job years 38 1,338 1,375 

Gross Construction FTEs 4 134 138 

Gross Longer-term FTEs 4,994 118 5,112 

Total Gross FTEs 4,998 252 5,250 

Net impacts Direct Indirect Total 

Net Construction FTEs 1 50 51 

Net Longer-term FTEs 4,637 102 4,738 

Total Net FTEs 4,638 152 4,790 
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3.5.2 – Gross Value Added and Value for Money 
 
Profiling of employment impacts over time has been completed based on a mix of jobs tracking through PIMs 
and expected business case trajectories and a profile of expected cumulative GVA returns has then been 
derived through the application of ONS GVA per job benchmarks for the City Region.  
 
For construction GVA, estimates have been modelled against net construction-job years and for longer-term 
GVA among the enabled generated and safeguarded FTE jobs, the modelling assumes that these jobs will 
persist for 10 years.  
 
The table below shows the profile of gross and net FTE jobs, reporting in cumulative terms and at Net Present 
Values (NPV). Impacts are reported by milestone date. 
 

Gross Market Impact By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 

Gross Construction job years  1,622 1,375 1,375 1,375 

Gross Construction FTEs 162 138 138 138 

Gross Operational FTE Jobs 5,901 5,112 5,112 5,112 

Total Gross FTEs 6,063 5,250 5,250 5,250 

 

Net Market Impact By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 

Net Construction FTEs 61 51 51 51 

Net Operational FTE Jobs 5,493 4,738 4,738 4,738 

Total Net FTEs 5,553 4,789 4,789 4,789 

 
The table below shows the GVA impacts, reporting in cumulative terms and at Net Present Values (NPV). 
Impacts are reported by milestone date 
 

Growing Business Priority – GVA returns  

  By 2020/21 By 2025/26 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 

Cumulative GVA Impacts – Leeds City Region (£m) 

Construction-related GVA £60.3m £51.1m £51.1m £51.1m 

Construction GVA (NPV) £60.3m £51.5m £51.5m £51.5m 

Operational GVA  £1,175.6m £2,206.0m £2,493.4m £2,438.4m 

Operational GVA (NPV) £1,175.6m £2,124.0m £2,369.8m £2,332.4m 

Total GVA (£m) £1,235.9m £2,257.1m £2,544.5m £2,489.5m 

Total GVA (£m, NPV) £1,235.9m £2,175.5m £2,421.3m £2,383.9m 

 
As shown above: 

 
 
Growth Deal investment has helped leverage wider public and private-led 
investment that will support the delivery of around 4,350 FTE jobs across 
Leeds City Region, of which around 4,105 will be net additional. 
 
 

 
Against a spent Growth Deal investment of £60.4m across LCR to date is it forecast that Priority 1 will 
deliver exceptional economic returns with a Growth Deal only Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) of between 39.5 : 
1. When factoring in other leveraged public and private investment (less 50% deadweight among private costs 
leveraged among the capital grant schemes) the full delivery of Priority 1 will still deliver very good value for 
money.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  Growth Deal - Independent Assessment Evaluation |  32 

 

The table below confirms the Benefit Cost Ratio achieved through Priority 1. 
 

Costs and Value for Money 
Net Delivery 
Cost in LCR 

BCR  
LCR Level 

Growth Deal Cost and BCR* £60.4m 39.5 : 1 

Overall Net Cost and BCR** £266.6m 25.0 : 1 
 

* Growth Deal BCR = NPV Net Benefits / Growth Deal Cost 
** Overall BCR = NPV Net Benefits – NPV Private Costs / Total Public Costs 

 
Alongside those impacts assessed quantitatively, the Growing Business priority will support a range of wider 
impacts, including: 
 

 

• The delivery of 184 apprenticeships to date across LCR. 
 

• The attraction of significant inward investment and improved capacity to supply 
new innovative businesses to the LCR business community. 
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3.6: Priority 1, Growing Businesses - Lessons Learned 

 
Design of Priority 1 package: 
 

• The Combined Authority benefitted from a small, but experienced delivery team that informed the first, 
and subsequent, Growth Deal submission.  This helped ensure that the schemes in the submission were 
well developed with realistic expenditure and output forecasts. 
 

• Ensure that there is a strong link between the overall strategic ambition and the specific schemes that 
funding is sought for. 
 

• Develop, and ideally pilot the delivery of schemes in advance of Government funding opportunities.  

 
Delivery of Priority 1 package: 
 

• The LEP benefitted from a small but experienced team when the first Growth Deal submission was made.  
This team formed the kernel of what is now a much larger Business Support team and they were able to 
successfully deliver the first, and subsequent, Growth Deal packages.  
 

• Whilst the first Growth Deal submission requested support for several schemes, funding was only initially 
provided for the Business Growth Programme (BGP).  This enabled the team to focus on a single Growth 
Deal scheme.  The BGP was already operational and was proving an important tool in helping businesses 
overcome growth constraints.  The Combined Authority therefore did not have to focus resources on 
designing the BGP and benefitted from delivery commencing from the 1st April 2015 onwards.    
 

• Build partnerships with public sector partners and increase their capacity to deliver by having them lead 
on aspects of delivery.  The partnership approach the Combined Authority had adopted has had spin-off 
benefits as Local Authorities have been better placed to deliver business support funding channelled 
directly to them by Government, including Covid-19 grants.    
 

• The provision of grants to businesses, particularly larger grants, can unlock private sector finance as 
providers take confidence from the fact that the Combined Authority has completed a level of due 
diligence on the business and is willing to provide financial support.  
 

• Build linkages within the Combined Authority to maximise the impact of individual Growth Deal schemes.  
For example, the Authority has successfully developed products for inward investors across teams 
including the Enterprise Zone team and the Business Support team. 
 

• Use the Growth Deal funding to help unlock other sources of public funding including the European 
Regional Development Fund (ERDF).  The Combined Authority has successfully secured wider resources 
to deliver the wide-ranging objectives articulated in the 2014 and 2016 SEP.  
 

• Build the relationship with Government representatives and engage them in the successes and 
challenges encountered in delivery. 
 

• Use the opportunity of major funding to pilot innovative activities, and test different approaches.  For 
example, through the Business Growth Programme the Combined Authority launched a Productivity Pilot 
which has enabled them to test different approaches to measure productivity gains. 
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Chapter 4 – Priority 2, Skilled 

People and Better Jobs 
This Chapter summarises the performance and impact of Priority 2, Skilled People 

Better Jobs.  A logic model developed by the evaluation team in consultation with 

Combined Authority staff is presented setting out the policy context; the objectives 

the Priority sought to deliver; the inputs; activities; outputs; outcomes; and overall 

impact.   

 

The Chapter includes detailed economic modelling to determine the Priority’s 

impact.  Finally, a summary of lessons learned relating to the design and delivery 

of the Priority identified by Combined Authority staff are presented.  
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4.1: Background to Priority 2, Skilled People Better Jobs4.1: 

 
From April 2015 the Government transferred the skills capital budget, previously managed by the Skills 
Funding Agency (SFA), to Local Enterprise Partnership’s.  The Skills Funding Agency was one of two 
successor organisations that emerged from the closure in 2010 of the Learning and Skills Council (LSC).  
 
The LSC was closed following a damning report by Government’s Public Accounts Committee which 
concluded that it had behaved ‘recklessly’ by promising £2.7bn more funding than it could afford to rebuild the 
Further Education (FE) colleges.  A number of FE colleges in Leeds City Region had been anticipating 
significant funding from the LSC.  For example Leeds City College was anticipating around £200 million from 
LSC's Building Colleges for the Future fund, to support the merger of three separate colleges.   
 
In 2016 the LEP published the Employment and Skills Plan which outlined that the skills gap between Leeds 
City Region and the national average at level 4 and above was widening, particularly in comparison with 
London.  The Plan included commitments to raise awareness of apprenticeships among young people and 
parents as a pathway to exciting career opportunities.   
 
The Further Education and Skills Geography tool, 2014/15 to 2018/19 (Source) shows the number of people 
that attended FE colleges across the UK.  Key data is replicated in the table below: 
 

 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 % change 

Total participants 3,576,860 3,274,890 3,152,110 3,062,010 2,924,260 -18.25% 

16 to 18 year old 
participants 

2,613,680 2,324,680 2,236,790 2,179,070 2,068,200 -20.87% 

       

Barnsley 12,340 11,640 10,770 10,860 10,040 -18.64% 

Bradford 28,860 25,730 24,010 24,020 22,950 -20.48% 

Craven 11,290 10,770 10,160 9,390 9,760 -13.55% 

Calderdale 1,980 1,820 1,590 1,500 1,620 -18.18% 

Harrogate 4,890 4,340 4,270 4,020 3,780 -22.70% 

Kirklees 18,870 17,530 16,040 15,470 14,880 -21.14% 

Leeds 40,080 36,450 37,510 36,670 35,460 -11.53% 

Selby 3,480 3,090 3,000 2,710 2,740 -21.26% 

Wakefield 19,440 16,600 14,900 13,960 12,810 -34.10% 

York 8,290 7,720 7,410 6,810 6,970 -15.92% 

TOTAL 149,520 135,690 129,660 125,410 121,010 -19.07% 

 
As can be seen, the number of total FE college participants fell by 18.25% across the United Kingdom from 
2014/15 to 2018/19.  The decline in Leeds City Region was slightly higher at 19.07%. 
 
The table below shows total participants from 2009/10 to 2013/14. 
 

 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 % change 

Total participants 4,635,500 4,264,900 4,216,600 4,320,200 3,913,500 -15.58% 

 
As can be seen the number of participants consistently fell in the five years prior to the Growth Deal 1 
submission which was made in December 2013. 
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4.2: Priority 2, Skilled People Better Jobs - Logic Model 
 

Context 

Leeds City Region had a number of persistent challenges in relation to skills, including significant skills 
shortages in high value-added sectors such as engineering and advanced manufacturing.  Further Education 
(FE) providers play a crucial role in the provision of vocational training, and through the provision of 
apprenticeship training offer an important bridge between businesses and potential employees.  They have a 
critical role to play in addressing the skills deficits in the City Region and balancing the supply and demand for 
skills.  Prior to the launch of the Growth Deal, a number of FE providers had been anticipating major capital 
investment to help them rationalise their estate and construct new facilities.  A Government Public Accounts 
Committee report found that scores of colleges were deep in rising debt with 23 colleges having long-term 
debt exceeding 40% of their annual income.  It was therefore becoming increasingly challenging for FE 
providers to invest in their estate. 
 
The counter-factual position is that without funding from the Growth Deal, a number of FE colleges could not 
have rationalised their estate and constructed new learning centres.  Without this investment the colleges 
would be less able to respond to the shifting policy environment and contribute to the Combined Authority’s 
priorities.   

 

Objectives  Inputs 

• Assist colleges to rationalise their estate their 
reducing on-going costs and increasing 
financial sustainability  

• Assist colleges to enhance students’s learning 
experience  

• Encourage colleges to address skills gaps in 
value-added sectors in the City Region  

• Encourage colleges to increase 
apprenticeship provision 

• Assist colleges to reduce their environmental 
impact  

• Catalyse regeneration of key towns and cities 

 £86 million Growth Deal 
Establishment of Priority 2 within the Combined 
Authority 
Match-funding from colleges 
Equipment provided free of charge by businesses 
Loans to aid cash flow for major schemes 

 

Outputs  Activities 

Learning floorspace built or refurbished  Issue calls for projects and prioritise schemes   
Increase in student numbers  Complete appraisal and approve funding 
Improved student experience   Support rationalisation of estate 
Improved public realm  Fund new build learning space 
Improved carbon footprint  Fund refurbishment of learning space 

 

Outcomes  Overall impact 

Reduced operational costs for colleges  Increase in people completing entry level and 
level 2,3 and 4+ qualifications thereby reducing 
skills deficit  
Raised aspirations among individuals 
Impact on earnings potential and improved labour 
supply  
Economic impact calculated through monetisation 
of enabled floorspace, jobs created, Labour 
Supply Impact (LSI) and Move to More Productive 
Jobs (MMPJ) 

Improved financial viability of colleges  

Stimulation of regeneration activity in towns and 
cities 

 

Provision of learning space that reflects the value 
the City Region places on Further Education 
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4.3: Priority 2, Skilled People Better Jobs – Case Study 
 
 
Kirklees College - Dewsbury Learning Quarter 

The college’s existing campus buildings in Dewsbury (Halifax Road and the Wheelwright Centre) had 
deteriorated over time and the teaching space was inadequate for current and future curriculum requirements.  

The LEP worked with the college to develop and deliver ambitious plans that would address the existing 
issues and provide a long-term solution. This work resulted in the proposal of a Dewsbury Learning Quarter 
consisting of two complementary developments: 

• Pioneer Higher Skills Centre    
The centre occupies the former Pioneer House in the centre of Dewsbury - a historic Victorian Grade II listed 
building. The building had fallen into state of disrepair, was boarded up and had become a liability rather than 
an asset to the town. The renovation into the Higher Skills Centre retained many architectural features and 
now provides 3,600m2 of modern teaching space within a unique study environment. 
 

• Springfield Centre  

The Springfield Centre stands close to Pioneer House and occupies the former Safeway Stores site. This new 
building provides 4,500 m2 of new purpose-built teaching facilities, comprising of 16-18 provision centre and 
includes a construction and motor vehicle training facility. 
 

The LEP committed £11.1 million of Growth Deal funding into the £18.5m project. Alongside the learning 
outcomes the project returns an iconic building to the town, increasing footfall and acting as a catalyst for its 
ongoing regeneration.  
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4.4: Priority 2, Skilled People Better Jobs performance 
 
The table below summarises expenditure on Priority 1.  Please note that this information was obtained in 
February 2020 and may change before the Growth Deal as a whole reaches financial completion. 

 
 
 
As can be seen, against an original allocation of £78.157 million Priority 2 schemes have achieved total 
expenditure of £86.137 million as at February 2021.  Please note that the actual expenditure of £86.137 
million includes loans made to colleges to assist with cash flow and these loans have been repaid.  In practice 
total expenditure in Priority 2 was in line with the original allocation.   
 
The table below summarises the actual core outputs that Priority 2 has achieved up to December 2020 
(Quarter 3, 2020/21).   
 

 Jobs created & 
safeguarded 

Houses 
completed 

Leverage 

Priority total 7 0 £39,722,146 

% of all Priorities 0% 0% 6% 

 
Priority 2 has achieved 6% of all leverage.  Whilst this figure appears modest it reflects the financial 
constraints that Further Educations providers have as outlined in Section 4.1 and the Priority 2 logic model.  
  

Schemes  
Original 

Allocation 
Full Funding 

Approval 

Actual GD 
expenditure to 

Feb 21 

Bradford College £250,000 £250,000 £250,000 

Calderdale College £4,977,000 £4,977,000 £4,977,000 

Kirklees College, Dewsbury Learning 
Quarter 

£11,120,000 £11,971,218 £11,121,218 

Kirklees College, Process Manufacturing 
Centre 

£3,100,000 £3,100,996 £3,100,997 

Leeds City College, Printworks £9,000,000 £8,998,258 £8,998,358 

Leeds City College, Quarry Hill £33,400,000 £39,900,000 £39,900,000 

Leeds College of Building £11,900,000 £13,350,000 £13,350,000 

Selby College £690,000 £693,748 £693,748 

Shipley College - Mill £120,000 £119,000 £119,000 

Shipley College – Salt Building £300,000 £300,000 £300,000 

Wakefield College £3,300,000 £3,327,133 £3,327,133 

Priority 2 total £78,157,000 £86,987,453 £86,137,454 

Actual spend as a % of total original 
allocation 

110% of original allocation 
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4.5: Priority 2, Skilled People Better Jobs impact 
 
Ensuring and maintaining a competitive learning offer is in some regards a public good.  LCR has seen 
around a 15% decline in student enrolment over a decade and this has weakened the financial viability of 
some colleges.  To improve this position, the policy response has sought to consolidate provision and deliver 
a more efficient and accessible skills offer for residents.  
  
Growth Deal investment in Priority 2 has focussed on supporting the ambitions of 11 colleges across LCR, of 
which 10 are within West Yorkshire.  The Growth Deal investment has sought to provide new and improved 
learning space across LCR, alongside some consolidation of increased redundant and no longer fit-for 
purpose space. The outturn from this, is that around 37,500 m2 of ‘net’ new and improved space has been 
delivered.  
 
Whilst the GD investment of £86.1 million to date (February 2021) has supported the ‘direct’ delivery of the 
new provision, further public investment in the order of £39.7 million has also been leveraged to complete the 
schemes.  Consequently, the overall public cost of the Skilled People and Better Jobs priority is estimated at 
£125.9 million.  
 
For the purpose of this assessment, the approach to modelling economic impacts has taken a ‘whole 
programme’ view, considering the long-term effects of all ‘direct’ Growth Deal and ‘indirect’ outcomes as 
follows: 
 

▪ Direct – construction-related and operational employment and associated GVA impacts arising from 
Growth Deal investment in the delivery of the skills capital projects, both generated and safeguarded; 
and,  

 
▪ Indirect – further construction-related employment and GVA and the effective economic returns of 

upskilling on both improved labour supply and wage returns. 
 
The principles of Labour Supply Impact (LSI) and Move to More Productive Jobs (MMPJ) are well-established 
within the HM Treasury Green Book.  LSI impacts consider the potential of an investment to induce workforce 
re-entrants in the labour force, whilst MMPJ impacts considers uplifts in wages arising from upskilling.  
 
Outcomes are assessed against the counterfactual ‘no investment’ position, which in practice relates to 
‘deadweight’ training and skills provision which would have otherwise occurred within the colleges. The 
deadweight counterfactual position included in the economic modelling has been defined for each college, 
based on the evidence provided within the relevant business cases.   
 
In practice, in the event that the Combined Authority had not secured Growth Deal funding, the colleges would 
have continued to lease space as needed and would have had large on-going maintenance budgets.  
Colleges would have found it increasingly hard to borrow due to growing debt ratios.  This would have placed 
increasing pressure on the colleges and as the physical estate deteriorates it is likely that student numbers 
would fall.  It is possible that this situation would have been addressed by Government, and the evaluation 
team note that in June 2020 the Prime Minister announced that £200 million of a £1.5 billion college capital 
funding pot was being fast-tracked and being made available a year earlier than planned. 
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4.5.1 - Gross and net effects 
 
Gross construction job years have been derived through application of an ONS turnover per job benchmark 
for the construction sector in Yorkshire and Humber, applied to the levels of direct and leveraged indirect 
investment in the college estates. For reporting purposes, construction job years have then been converted to 
Full Time Equivalent (FTE) terms, in line with recognised convention - 10 job years per FTE.  
 
Estimates of gross generated and safeguarded operational college FTE jobs have been taken from PIM’s 
tracking and the business cases and profiling of intakes (minus the deadweight position) has then been 
undertaken to arrive at a profile of college enrolments over 10 years 
 

Growth Deal induced participant over 10 years - LCR 

  Enrolment Qualifiers 

Level 1 / Entry  9,030 7,224 

Level 2 13,872 11,098 

Level 3 21,056 16,844 

Level 4 12,278 9,822 

Intermediate Apprenticeships 13,137 10,509 

Higher / Advanced apprenticeships 17,000 13,600 

 
The enrolment profiling has been completed based on expected course provision by level, ranging from entry-
level courses right up to degree equivalent (NVQ4+) provision and the profiles created also include 
intermediate to higher level/advanced apprenticeships. 
 
For prudence, we have assumed a ‘gearing up’ of enrolments where relevant over 2-5 years to account for 
some gradual transfer of operations and to reflect that some new assets may take time to reach capacity. In 
practice, the new assets are likely to be/have been popular from day 1.  A similarly prudent (20%) failure rate 
has then been applied to arrive at estimates of qualifications attained.    
 
The LSI analysis considers the potential for the qualification attained to induce re/-entrants to the labour force 
and a reasonable view would be that around 5% of entry level, Level 1 and Level 2 qualifiers alongside 
intermediate level apprenticeships would otherwise not engage in the workforce without the qualifications 
achieved.  For reference, evidence from the ONS Labour Force Survey reported by UKCES identifies that 
working-age residents qualified to NVQ Level 2 or below are almost 20% more likely to be in unemployment, 
compared to qualification profile of those in employment across the UK, so 5% feels prudent1.  
 
The remaining 95% of qualifiers can also expect an uplift in wages as a consequence of higher attainment.  
For prudence, a 2-year delay has been included within the modelling to account for a delay between a 
qualification attained translating into improved wages.  
 
The modelling considers 10-years of college operations with 10 years of resultant impacts on wage rates and 
labour supply within the economy. In practice, the investment will support college success for longer than the 
first 10 years and improved wages could arguably be claimed as a life-long benefit.  
 
To reflect the net additionality of the gross impacts to the LCR and the Combined Authority area labour 
markets, prudent adjustments for leakage, displacement/deadweight and indirect and induced (multiplier) 
effects have then been made, varying by each area under review, as shown in the table on the following page. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

1 The Labour Market Story, UKCES Briefing Paper, 2014 
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Skilled People and Better Jobs Priority – Net Adjustments 

 Construction 
College 

Operations 
Learner Outcomes 

Leakage -50% -10% -25% 

Displacement -35% -25% / 0% -60% 

Multiplier Effects 1.15 induced 
1.35 indirect and 

induced 
None 

 
For construction impacts, leakage is assessed at the higher level, reflecting the potential for some national 
scale procurement of contracting, whilst displacement is assessed at the low-medium level, reflecting the 
expectation that the delivery of the college improvements are unlikely to displace other construction activities 
locally. As investment in construction will support jobs directly and within the supply chain, only an induced 
multiplier is applied.  
 
For college operational impacts, leakage is considered to be reasonably low, given the distances required for 
commuting from outside of LCR.  It is also assumed that most jobs at the colleges will be filled by local 
residents.  Displacement among new jobs is also assessed at the lower end, reflecting declining enrolments 
across LCR and limited other educational institutions for which activities could be displaced. Note, no 
displacement is applied to existing jobs safeguarded as a result of the investment as the continued presence 
of these jobs will not ‘displace’ other activities locally. The assessment of college operational impacts includes 
a composite multiplier for indirect (supply chain) and induced (wage-related) impacts.  
 
For learner outcomes (LSI and MMPJ), a 25% leakage factor has been applied, reflecting the potential for 
some relocations to jobs outside of each area under review following the completion of the courses and 
displacement adjustments have also been made to reflect some ‘crowding out’ of job opportunities which 
could otherwise be filled by others within local labour markets.   
 
Through this modelling we conclude that Priority 2 has delivered the following direct and indirect gross and net 
employment impacts: 
 

Skilled People and Better Jobs Priority – Direct and Indirect 
Impacts (less deadweight) 

Gross LCR Impacts 

Direct Indirect Total 

Enabled learning floorspace, m2 GEA, new and improved, less 
rationalised 

+37,498 - +37,498 

Gross Construction job years 559 258 817 

Gross Construction FTEs 56 26 82 

Gross College FTEs – Generated 293 - 293 

Gross College FTEs – Safeguarded 106 - 106 

Total Gross FTEs 454 26 480 

Qualifiers over 10 years (less DW) - 69,097 69,097 

Of which workforce entrants - 1,442 1,442 

Of which improved wage-returns - 67,656 67,656 

Net LCR Impacts Direct Indirect Total 

Net Construction FTEs 21 10 31 

Net College FTEs 395 - 395 

Total Net FTEs 416 10 425 

Net Qualifier Labour Market Impacts over 10 years - 20,729 20,729 

Of which workforce entrants - 432 432 

Of which improved wage-returns - 20,297 20,297 
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4.5.2 - Gross Value Added and Value for Money 
 
Profiling of employment and qualifier impacts over time has been completed based on a mix of tracking 
through PIMs and expected business case trajectories and a profile of expected cumulative GVA returns has 
then been derived through the application of relevant sector-based ONS GVA per Job benchmarks for the City 
Region.  
 
For LSI, it is considered that the workforce entrants would likely enter employment in reasonably low value 
entry level roles and uplifts in wage returns (as a proxy for GVA) among the remaining qualifiers have been 
informed by benchmarks taken from research carried out by Hull College Group into the marginal wage 
returns by qualification attained has been used to estimate potential uplifts in wage rates. 
 
For construction GVA, estimates have been modelled against net construction-job years and for longer-term 
operational GVA among the enabled FTE jobs, the modelling assumes 10 years of commercial operations. 
LSI and MMPJ outcomes are also assessed over 10 years, with an appropriate 2-year delay in benefits being 
realised following the completion of a course.  
 
The table below shows the profile of gross and net FTE jobs reporting in cumulative terms and at Net Present 
Values (NPV).  
 

 Gross LCR Labour Market Impact By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 

Gross Construction job years  817 817 817 817 

Gross Construction FTEs 82 82 82 82 

Gross College FTE Jobs 297 388 398 398 

Total Gross FTEs 379 470 480 480 

Gross LSI outcomes 54 578 1388 1442 

Gross MMPJ outcomes 2,168 25,955 65,488 67,656 

Net Leeds City Region Labour Market Impacts  

Net Construction FTEs 31 31 31 31 

Net College FTE Jobs 269 386 395 395 

Total Net FTEs 300 416 425 425 

Net LSI outcomes 16 173 416 432 

Net MMPJ outcomes 650 7,787 19,646 20,297 

 
The table below shows the profile GVA, LSI and MMPJ impacts, reporting in cumulative terms and at Net 
Present Values (NPV).  

 
 
 
 
 

Skilled People and Better Jobs 
Priority – Economic returns 

By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 

Cumulative Monetary Impacts – Leeds City Region (£m) 

Construction-related GVA  £30.4m £30.4m £30.4m £30.4m 

Construction GVA (NPV) £30.4m £30.4m £30.4m £30.4m 

Operational GVA  £25.9m £127.8m £213.1m £222.4m 

Operational GVA (NPV) £25.9m £117.5m £183.3m £189.5m 

Net LSI  £0.5m £16.4m £62.1m £108.1m 

Net LSI (NPV) £0.5m £14.5m £49.0m £78.1m 

Net MMPJ Impact  £1.2m £53.9m £213.9m £384.6m 

Net MMPJ (NPV) £1.2m £47.5m £168.3m £276.0m 

Total Impact (£m) £58.0m £228.3m £519.5m £745.5m 

Total Impact (£m, NPV) £58.0m £209.8m £430.9m £574.0m 
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As shown in the table on the previous page:  

 
Growth Deal investment has helped leverage wider public investment that will 
support the delivery of around 480 FTE jobs in Leeds City Region, of which 
around 425 will be net additional to the City Region’s labour market.  The net 
jobs will support around £746 million in cumulative GVA across Leeds City 
Region.   

 
Over the longer-term the investment will provide a modern learning platform across LCR, enabling around 
69,100 students to succeed over the first 10 years.  When factoring in the fact that some college leavers will 
relocate outside of LCR and others will ‘displace’ higher waged jobs that could otherwise be filled by others, it 
is estimated that around 20,700 college leavers will have a net additional influence on the overall performance 
of the LCR labour market. These impacts are likely to be focussed in West Yorkshire, given that all but one 
college investment has taken place in the Combined Authority area.  
 
Against a spent Growth Deal investment of £86.1m in LCR is it forecast that the Priority 2 will deliver good 
economic returns with Growth Deal only BCR of 6.7 : 1.  When factoring in other leveraged public 
investment the full delivery of the P2 priority will still deliver good Value for Money.  
 

Costs and Value for Money 
Delivery Cost 

 in LCR 
BCR  

LCR Level 

Growth Deal Cost and BCR* £86.1m 6.7 : 1 

Overall Net Cost and BCR** £125.9m 4.6 : 1 
 

* Growth Deal BCR = NPV Net Benefits / Growth Deal Cost 
** Overall BCR = NPV Net Benefits / Total Public Costs 
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4.6: Priority 2, Skilled People Better - Lessons Learned 
 
Design of Priority 2 package: 
 

• The Growth Deal submission was predicated on a rise in student numbers but in practice student 
numbers have fallen.  This wider shift has resulted in the student numbers output being impossible to 
achieve.    
 

• There is some tension between the policy objective to rationalise college estate and the output of 
increasing student numbers.  Rationalising estate will reduce colleges’ on-going costs and may improve 
the learner experience, but this doesn’t necessarily lead to a rise in student numbers.  This tension could 
have been explored in the intervention logic model included in the Growth Deal 1 submission.    
 

• The Combined Authority issued a call for projects before the Growth Deal 1 submission was made and 
prioritised responses received.  This enabled the Authority to test schemes before their inclusion in the 
Growth Deal and aided the move into delivery.   
 

• Further work could have been undertaken to test the intervention logic model in the Growth Deal 1 
submission, and test the assumptions and links between stages.  In the evaluation team’s view, there is a 
mis-match between the objective of rationalising estate and the central output of a rise in student 
numbers.   
 

• The expenditure target for year 1 of £30 million was very demanding for a newly formed organisation 
operating in a policy space that was previously the domain of the Skills Funding Agency.  Expenditure 
targets that allowed for a build in capacity and experience would have been more realistic and reduced 
the risk of needing to focus more on achieving expenditure targets than on impact.    
 

Delivery of Priority 2 package: 
 

• Establish the team early and resource it effectively.   
 

• The assurance process established was effective and helped build the partnership between the 
Combined Authority and Further Education providers.  The appraisal process involved individuals from 
several teams within the Authority and this also helped build internal linkages in what was then, a new 
organisation.   
 

• Whilst not an explicit objective, the Skills Capital programme achieved an equitable spread across Leeds 
City Region.  Some of the investments supported local regeneration priorities. 
 

• The majority of colleges were asset rich but cash poor. The Authority supported several colleges by 
providing loan funding to aid cashflow.  This created a significant amount of extra administrative work for 
the Authority, but without this intervention some of the schemes may not have been able to proceed.    
 

• Investment in colleges has stimulated regeneration in key towns and cities.  For example, the delivery of 
the Kirklees College, Dewsbury Learning Quarter scheme has revitalised the Victorian grade II-listed Co-
op building in Northgate.  The investment supported a Townscape Heritage Initiative to achieve its 
objectives in Dewsbury, and has catalysed other surrounding developments.  The new building benefits 
from a sculpture on the roof by the renowned Dewsbury-born artist Antony Gormley, creator of the Angel 
of the North. 
 

• The policy and operational context shifted dramatically during delivery with the introduction, amongst 
other things, of the Apprenticeship Levy.  This led to colleges having to focus on building relationships 
with businesses and offer courses that they were confident that they could fill.  This changing relationship 
made it more difficult for the Combined Authority to influence the types of courses needed to address the 
skills mismatch.   
 

• Priority 2 in the original Strategic Economic Plan contained programmes with a wider skills focus.  Several 
of these programmes have been delivered and stronger outcomes may have been achieved if the 
delivery of Skills Capital and the wider employment and skills programmes were co-ordinated. 
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Chapter 5 – Priority 3, Energy & 

Environmental Resilience 
This Chapter summarises the performance and impact of Priority 3, Clean Energy 

and Environmental Resilience.  A logic model developed by the evaluation team in 

consultation with Combined Authority staff is presented setting out the policy 

context; the objectives the Priority sought to deliver; the inputs; activities; outputs; 

outcomes; and overall impact.   

 

The Chapter includes detailed economic modelling to determine the Priority’s 

impact.  Finally, a summary of lessons learned relating to the design and delivery 

of the Priority identified by Combined Authority staff are presented. 
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5.1: Background to Priority 3, Energy & Environmental Resilience  

 
Prior to submitting the Growth Deal 1 package to Government in December 2013, the LEP had secured 
a City Deal which had three core targets: 
 

• to accelerate output growth to an average 2.6% per year to 2030; 

• to create 60,000 new jobs by 2016; and, 

• to achieve a substantial reduction in city region carbon emissions. 
 
In relation to carbon emissions the City Deal had a supplementary proposal focussed on ‘delivering the UK’s 
Leading Low Carbon City Region.’  The proposal highlights how the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) 
completed a ‘Mini-Stern review which identified that, by investing in cost-effective and cost-neutral measures 
alone, the Leeds City Region could reduce its carbon emissions by 40% by 2022.’ 
 
The Mini Stern review found that ‘10% of city-scale GDP leaves the local economy every year through 
payment of the energy bill. This is forecast to grow significantly by 2022.’  Specifically, the review concluded 
that in 2011 the City Region’s energy bill is £5.38 billion and will rise to £7.24 billion by 2022.  The review 
highlighted that investing 1% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) for 10 years in energy efficiency and low 
carbon opportunitiesa could deliver benefits including: 
 

• Energy reductions in the energy bill equalling 1.6% of GDP;  

• More jobs and skills in low carbon goods and services;  

• Wider economic benefits through energy security and increased competitiveness; and,  

• Wider social benefits including reductions in fuel poverty and improvements in health. 
 
In terms of specific interventions, the Mini Stern review examined domestic and commercial actions.  The 
most carbon effective measures for the domestic sector include solid wall insulation, biomass boilers and air 
source heat pumps.  In relation to the commercial sector the review found that the biggest carbon savings 
from cost effective measures come from the installation of biomass boilers, biomass district heating schemes 
and air source heat pump. 
 
The City Deal proposal highlights how over the next 12 months the LEP will ‘develop a portfolio of renewable 
energy and retrofit investment opportunities, working in partnership with the private sector and energy 
companies. As part of this programme of work we will investigate potential delivery mechanisms (such as 
Energy Service Companies) and utilising existing funding streams.’ 
 
Both the City Deal and the Mini Stern review were informed by significant policy developments including the 
2008 Climate Change Act - legislation that led the UK to become the first country in the world to set legally 
binding carbon reduction targets.  The Act also led to the establishment of the independent Committee on 
Climate Change (CCC) which informed the Government’s adoption of legally binding targets to reduce level of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
The ‘Attitudes towards eco-innovation’ report by Eurobarometer (2011) found that 80% of 
UK entrepreneurs reported that material costs for their company had increased moderately or dramatically in 
the last 5 years.  The ‘Further benefits of business resource efficiency’ report (2011) found that UK businesses 
could save around £55 billion per annum by making simple changes to use resources more efficiently, with the 
greatest saving opportunities in waste prevention through lean manufacturing. 
 
In relation to existing activity, the LEP had successfully created the City Region-wide Domestic Energy 
Efficiency Programme.  Over five years the LEP and partners had invested over £20m in energy efficiency 
solutions in the domestic sector, alleviating fuel poverty and providing local jobs. 
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5.2: Priority 3, Energy & Environmental Resilience – Logic Model 
 

Context 

Leeds City Region LEP commissioned a Mini Stern review in 2012 which highlighted that investing 1% of 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) for 10 years could deliver benefits including: energy reductions in the energy 
bill equalling 1.6% of GDP; more jobs and skills in low carbon goods and services; and, wider  social benefits 
including reductions in fuel poverty and improvements in health. 
 
The 2014 Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) cemented the LEP’s ambition to ‘become a lean, resource efficient 
economy underpinned by a 21st century energy infrastructure.’  The SEP highlighted barriers faced to 
achieving this ambition including: a lack of development finance resulting in a £330m stalled pipeline of local 
authority-led low carbon energy schemes; low levels of waste being managed higher up the waste cycle, with 
particularly low rates of waste re-use; and, high energy costs acting as a barrier to business growth. 
 
The counter-factual position is that without Growth Deal funding the majority of Priority 3 schemes would not 
have taken place at the same scale and speed.  This reflects the complex market failures that discourage 
businesses from investing in resource efficiency measures and the challenges of developing renewable 
energy schemes. 

 

Objectives  Inputs 

• Reduce the consumption of energy, water 
and waste in the commercial sector  

• Reduce the consumption of energy in the 
domestic sector 

• Reduce fuel poverty in deprived communities 

• Develop of a pipeline of renewable energy 
schemes 

• Support the delivery of heat networks  

• Support the clean energy supply chain 

 £11.4 million from the Growth Deal 
Establishment of Priority 3 team within the 
Combined Authority 
Private sector match funding 
Public sector match-funding including in-kind 
contribution 
European funding including from the European 
Investment Bank and the European Regional 
Development Fund 

 

Outputs  Activities 

Number of businesses supported to improve 
resource efficiency 

 Create delivery team and establish schemes 

Number of fuel poor households supported to 
reduce energy consumption  

 Issue funding to businesses to enhance resource 
efficiency 

Number of households and businesses connected 
to district heat network 

 Build partnerships with public and private sector 
stakeholders 

Number of renewable energy schemes developed  Promote schemes with businesses  
Tonnes of carbon dioxide prevented  Procurement of suppliers  

 

Outcomes  Overall impact 

Businesses with increased profitability and 
resilience 

 Reduced reliance on fossil fuels   
Individuals in better health and with more 
disposable income  
Reduced carbon emissions  
Culture of resource efficiency and re-use 
Economic impact calculated through monetisation 
of enabled jobs, carbon saving and traded carbon 
value savings and welfare-related impacts 
primarily relating to NHS savings 

Individuals in better health due to energy 
efficiency measures with financial saving for the 
NHS and the Exchequer 

 

Jobs created in the clean energy supply chain  

Cleaner environment due to reduced energy 
consumption  
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5.3: Priority 3, Energy & Environmental Resilience – Case Study 
 
 
Case study: Tackling Fuel Poverty 

Fuel poverty is characterised by a combination of low incomes, energy inefficient homes and relatively 

expensive fuel bills.  It is estimated fuel poverty affects 156,000 households across the city region equivalent 

to 12.4% of all households – 1.5% higher than the national average. The impacts resulting from fuel poverty 

include poor health and well-being with the additional annual health costs of those affected estimated at £2.5 

billion nationally. 

A programme of measures to tackle fuel poverty has been delivered across the city region and has built upon 

previous schemes that have addressed issues such as loft and cavity wall insulation. The measures 

undertaken have generally targeted properties that require less ‘standard’ interventions such as external wall 

insulation and attic room insulation.  

The total spend on the programme has been £10.6m of which £5.7m has been provided through the Growth 

Deal. This has enabled 1,756 energy efficiency measures to be delivered to 1,446 homes which has 

supported 228 jobs and 8 apprenticeships over the life of the programme.  

It is estimated that over the lifetime of the measures installed the scheme will save around £13.5m in terms of 

fuels bills for residents and alongside 42,000 tonnes of carbon emissions. The resulting improvement in the 

health of residents will also deliver significant cost savings to the NHS and wider economy.  

  



 

  Growth Deal - Independent Assessment Evaluation |  49 

 

5.4: Priority 3, Energy & Environmental Resilience performance 
 
The table below confirms the schemes that have been delivered through Priority 3 and the expenditure profile.  
Please note that this information was obtained in February 2021 and may change before the Growth Deal as a 
whole nears financial completion. 

 
 
As can be seen, against an original allocation of £6.360 million Priority 3 schemes have achieved total 
expenditure of £11,441 million as at February 2021. 
 
The table below summarises the actual core outputs that Priority 3 has achieved up to December 2020 
(Quarter 3, 2020/21).   
 

 Jobs created & 
safeguarded 

Houses 
completed 

Leverage 

Priority total 233 0 £24,182,830 

% of all Priorities 1% 0% 4% 

 
Priority 3 has achieved 1% of jobs created by Growth Deal schemes and 4% of all leverage.  Whilst modest, 
the Priority only represents 4.9% of the Growth Deal expenditure on economic development schemes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Schemes  
Original 

Allocation 
Full Funding 

Approval 

Actual GD 
expenditure to 

Feb 21 

Energy Accelerator £1,200,000 £820,000 £530,587 

Leeds District Heating Network £4,000,000 £4,000,000 £4,000,000 

Resource Efficiency Fund £600,000 £720,000 £720,000 

Resource Efficiency Fund 2 £560,000 £616,552 £520,891 

Tackling Fuel Poverty - £5,669,406 £5,669,840 

Priority 3 totals £6,360,000 £11,826,392 £11,441,318 

Actual spend as a % of total original 
allocation 

180% of original allocation 
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5.5: Priority 3, Energy & Environmental Resilience impact 
 
Growth Deal investment in the Clean Energy and Economic Resilience priority has supported the delivery of 
five projects designed to enable energy, waste and water efficiencies. The Growth Deal funding will provide 
collaboration and support to around 680 businesses and as well as supporting efficiency and cost savings 
among the supported businesses, the projects have also supported improved energy efficiencies among 
2,900 homes.   
 
Across the five investments, the Growth Deal investment of £11.4 million to date (February 2021) has helped 
leverage around £29.3 million of further public investment and around £100 million of private leveraged 
investment, meaning the overall cost of delivering the energy efficiencies is in the order of £141 million.  
 
For the purpose of this assessment, the approach to modelling economic impacts has taken a ‘whole priority’ 
view, considering the long-term effects of all Growth Deal and leveraged investment in the five projects. Whilst 
some outcomes could be considered to be ‘indirect’, for this priority we conclude that all impacts are ‘direct’, 
primarily as all outputs can be claimed directly.  
 
Those impacts assessed comprise: 
 

• Construction-related and longer-term Full Time Equivalent (FTE) generated and safeguarded 
employment and associated GVA impacts 

• Carbon saving and associated traded carbon value savings 

• Welfare-related impacts, primarily relating to NHS savings arising from improved health outcomes and 
savings to household fuel bills 

 
Outcomes in each project are assessed against the counterfactual ‘no investment’ position. 
For employment impacts, without capital investment in delivering the new infrastructure, it is considered that 
no investment would occur. For operational FTE jobs generated or safeguarded through the Resource 
Efficiency Fund (REF) 1 and 2, a deadweight factor of 45% has been assumed based on REF Phase 1 
evaluation findings. No deadweight deductions have been included among remaining operational FTE jobs 
supported and all welfare, carbon value and fuel bill savings claimed are also considered to be wholly 
additional.  
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5.5.1 - Gross and net employment effects: 
 
Gross construction job years have been derived through application of an ONS turnover per job benchmark 
for the construction sector in Yorkshire and Humber, applied to the capital investment required to deliver the 
new infrastructure.  Where appropriate all non-capital development costs are excluded from the construction 
jobs (and GVA) modelling.  For reporting purposes, construction job years have then been converted to Full 
Time Equivalent (FTE) terms, in line with recognised convention - 10 job years per FTE.  
 
A mix of PIM’s tracking, business case expectations and evaluation findings have informed the assessment of 
gross FTE jobs supported among those businesses receiving support.  To reflect the net additionality of the 
gross employment impacts, prudent adjustments for leakage, displacement and indirect and induced 
(multiplier) effects have then been made.  
 

Clean Energy and Economic Resilience 
Priority – Net Adjustments 

LCR Level 

 Construction Operation 

Leakage -50% -10% 

Displacement -35% -30% 

Multiplier Effects 1.15 induced 1.35 indirect and induced 

 
For construction impacts, leakage is assessed at the higher level, reflecting the potential for some national 
scale procurement of contracting, whilst displacement is assessed at the low-medium level, reflecting the 
expectation that some contracting may displace other construction activities locally.  As investment in 
construction will support jobs directly and within the supply chain, only an induced multiplier is applied.  
 
For operational impacts, leakage and displacement are considered to be reasonably low, based on the 
findings of the REF evaluation.  This feels reasonable given that no displacement would occur among any 
safeguarded FTE jobs, as these jobs are already present and won’t ‘crowd out’ other activities.  The 
assessment of longer-term FTE impacts includes a composite multiplier for indirect (supply chain) and 
induced (wage-related) impacts.  
 
Through this modelling we conclude that Priority 3 has delivered the following gross and net employment and 
carbon impacts. 
 

Clean Energy and Economic Resilience – Gross and Net 
Impacts (less deadweight) 

Gross Direct  
LCR Impacts 

Homes Benefitting from Efficiencies 2,886 

Businesses Supported 681 

Total Beneficiaries  3,567 

Gross Construction job years 894 

Gross Construction FTEs 89 

Gross Operational FTEs  197 

Total Gross FTEs 286 
 Net LCR Impacts 

Net Construction FTEs 33 

Net Operational FTEs 167 

Total Net FTEs 201 

Total Carbon Savings (tn, Co2) 2,748,283 
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5.5.2 – Gross Value Added and Value for Money 
 
Profiling of employment impacts over time has been completed based on a mix of jobs tracking through PIMs 
and expected business case trajectories and a profile of expected cumulative GVA, returns has then been 
derived through the application of ONS GVA per Job benchmarks for the City Region.  
 
For construction GVA, estimates have been modelled against net construction-job years and for longer-term 
GVA among the enabled generated and safeguarded FTE jobs, the modelling assumes that these jobs will 
persist for 10 years.  High level estimates for traded carbon values and non-traded welfare-related NHS and 
fuel bill savings have also been taken from the business cases where available. Where these have not been 
available, various benchmarks have been derived from business case evidence, largely based on a ‘value per 
£1 investment’ basis.  
 
The table below shows the profile of gross and net FTE jobs in cumulative terms and at Net Present Values 
(NPV) for Leeds City Region. 
 

  By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 

Gross Leeds City Region Impacts  

Gross Construction job years  696 894 894 894 

Gross Construction FTEs 70 89 89 89 

Gross Operational FTE Jobs 168 197 197 197 

Total Gross FTEs 237 286 286 286 

Net Leeds City Region Impacts  

Net Construction FTEs 26 33 33 33 

Net Operational FTE Jobs 143 167 167 167 

Total Net FTEs 169 201 201 201 

Total Carbon Savings (tn Co2) 192,177 1,118,289 2,549,728 2,748,283 

 
The table below shows the profile of GVA, Carbon and Welfare impacts, reporting in cumulative terms and at 
Net Present Values (NPV) for Leeds City Region. 
 

  By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 

Cumulative Impacts – Leeds City Region (£m) 

Net Construction-related GVA  £25.9m £33.2m £33.2m £33.2m 

Net Operational GVA £20.9m £53.6m £83.0m £83.7m 

Total Traded Value of Carbon  £30.4m £193.8m £459.6m £503.6m 

Total NHS Welfare Impact  £22.3m £66.4m £112.1m £113.4m 

Total Fuel Savings  £9.1m £32.6m £60.1m £61.0m 

Total Impact (£m) £99.4m £347.1m £688.0m £733.9m 

Net Construction GVA (NPV) £25.9m £33.0m £33.0m £33.0m 

Net Operational GVA (NPV) £20.9m £50.9m £74.4m £74.9m 

Total Traded Value of Carbon (NPV) £30.4m £185.0m £398.0m £429.1m 

Total NHS Welfare Impact (NPV) £22.3m £64.2m £101.6m £102.5m 

Total Fuel Savings (NPV) £9.1m £31.4m £53.8m £54.4m 

Total Impact (£m, NPV) £108.5m £364.5m £660.8m £693.9m 

 
As shown in the tables above: 
 

 
Growth Deal investment has helped leverage investment which will support the 
delivery of around 286 FTE jobs across Leeds City Region, of which around 201 
will be net additional.  In turn the net jobs will support £734 million in 
cumulative GVA impacts and carbon-related outcomes (£694 million at Net 
Present Value).  
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Against a spent Growth Deal investment of £11.4m across LCR it is forecast that the Clean Energy and 
Economic Resilience priority will deliver exceptional economic returns with a Growth Deal only BCR of 60.6 
: 1.  When factoring in other leveraged public and private investment the full delivery of Priority 3 will still 
deliver very good Value for Money.  
 

Clean Energy and Economic 
Resilience Priority  

Delivery Cost 
in LCR 

BCR  
LCR Level 

Growth Deal Cost and BCR* £11.4m 60.6 : 1 

Overall Net Cost and BCR **  £141.2m 14.5 : 1 
 

* Growth Deal BCR = NPV Net Benefits / Growth Deal Cost 
** Overall BCR = NPV Net Benefits – Private Costs / Total Public Costs 
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5.6 – Priority 3, Energy & Environmental Resilience – Lessons Learned 
 
Design of Priority 3 package: 

 
• The Growth Deal menu of outputs was not well-suited to Priority 3.  This meant it was harder to make the 

case for investment through the Combined Authority’s Assurance Framework, as schemes appear poor 
value with no outputs.  It also resulted in schemes not being monitored against a standard set of output 
indicators.    
 

• Whilst the LEP had begun developing a pipeline of renewable energy and retrofit investment 
opportunities, further work could usefully have been undertaken to test the deliverability of some pipeline 
schemes.  Local Authority partners had limited capacity to develop the pipeline given recent funding cuts.   
 

• A number of individuals at the LEP were deeply committed to the policy area and proved highly effective 
in pushing the agenda forwards at a point where Government was encouraging LEPs to focus on 
business growth and employment creation following the 2008/09 recession.   

 
Delivery of Priority 3 package: 

 
• The LEP benefitted from a small but experienced team when the first Growth Deal submission was made.  

This team did grow in size over time but would have benefitted from greater resource earlier in delivery. 
 

• The schemes which attracted support from the first Growth Deal submission needed considerable 
development work to get them to the point of delivery.  For example, on the Energy Accelerator it took 
considerable time to secure funding from the European Investment Bank.  The staff time that was 
required for this development work reduced available resource to commence delivery of other schemes.    
 

• The schemes the LPE put forward in the first Growth Deal submission were innovative and complex.  
Moving from defining to delivering these schemes took time and resource, the expenditure forecasts in 
the Growth Deal 1 submission perhaps did not fully reflect this.   
 

• One of the funders of the Energy Accelerator had demanding requirements including high confidence that 
identified schemes could move straight into delivery, and a low intervention rate resulting in the need for 
£20 of match for every £1 of grant.  These parameters have made it challenging to deliver the Energy 
Accelerator.  It was also challenging to secure match-funding needed for the Resource Efficiency Fund in 
a timely manner.    
 

• Unlike several of the other Priorities, there was no one Government Department or Agency for the LEP 
and Combined Authority to engage with.  This meant that the LEP had to build partnerships with multiple 
small stakeholders – this added value but was time consuming.   
 

• Local Authorities had limited resources to focus in this policy area – they had witnessed significant 
reductions in budget and had to focus on statutory requirements. 
 

• The Resource Efficiency Fund and the REBiz scheme have both proved successful at catalysing 
businesses to take action.  The schemes are well-designed and remove several of the key barriers that 
businesses face when considering resource efficiency and re-use.   
 

• However, the outbreak of Covid-19 alongside the period of uncertainty over Brexit has made it much 
more challenging to engage businesses and secure match-funding from them.  For example, it has not 
been possible for a long time to conduct face-to-face inspections of businesses’ premises to identify 
resource efficiency actions that could be undertaken. 
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Chapter 6 – Priority 4a, Housing 

and Regeneration 
This Chapter summarises the performance and impact of Priority 4a, Housing and 

Regeneration.  A logic model developed by the evaluation team in consultation with 

Combined Authority staff is presented setting out the policy context; the objectives 

the Priority sought to deliver; the inputs; activities; outputs; outcomes; and overall 

impact.   

 

The Chapter includes detailed economic modelling to determine the Priority’s 

impact.  Finally, a summary of lessons learned relating to the design and delivery 

of the Priority identified by Combined Authority staff are presented.  
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6.1: Background to Priority 4a, Housing & Regeneration 

 
In July 2012 Leeds City Region submitted its City Deal proposal to Government.  The proposal 
highlighted that the City Region was ‘struggling to secure the public and private investment 
needed to improve the quality of some of our cities and towns, with major redevelopment schemes 
stalled as investors have become much more risk averse.  Public sector investment in housing in Yorkshire 
and Humber has consistently seen the lowest allocation per capita of any region.  In the three financial years 
from 2006 to 2009 the region received only 20% per capita of the allocation to London and only 55% of the 
average allocation.’ 
 
The City Deal had a strategic priority 4 focussed on ‘creating the environment for growth’ with priorities 
including facilitating ‘the delivery of key investment in our cities and towns that both directly supports business 
and improves the overall attractiveness of the city region (e.g. the right mix of new housing and employment 
sites and making the most effective use of our cultural and environmental offer).’  
 
As part of developing the Growth Deal 1 submission the LEP and Combined Authority issued a call for 
projects, and from an original long-list of over 80 proposals 34 were invited to develop and submit Outline 
Business Cases.  This list was then further refined to the seven projects included in the Growth Deal 1 
submission.   
 
The Growth Deal 1 submission also highlights how the LEP has invested over £17 million in development 
loans to eight property based projects in the previous 12 months.  The LEP confirms that ‘apart from one in 
which we have co-invested with the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA), all of the others fell outside of 
the HCA investment parameters. The funding supported, for example, site clearance and decontamination, 
listed building refurbishment, and relocation of an existing manufacturing business.’  
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6.2: Priority 4a, Housing & Regeneration – Logic Model 
 

Context 

The Yorkshire and Humber Plan Regional Spatial Strategy published in 2008 predicted that West Yorkshire 
‘will need to accommodate higher levels of housing growth within the context of strong economic growth and 
demographic changes (population growth, in-migration, and falling household size).’  When Priority 4a was 
designed national policy was focussed on the need to increase the volume of house building to meet the 
needs of a growing population.   
 
During the course of delivery a wider focus has emerged including the need to address environmental 
concerns and focus on low carbon developments.  There is a greater focus on the quality of housing and a 
renewed commitment to increasing the supply of affordable homes.  Given the significant targets that Priority 
4a had to deliver 2,500 new homes by March 2025, and that the Growth Deal submissions named the 
proposed schemes, these wider policy drivers have not fundamentally influenced delivery.  The counter-
factual position is that a number of schemes would not have progressed at all given persistent viability issues. 

 

Objectives  Inputs 

• Unlock stalled housing developments  

• Increase the volume of house building. 

• Unlock brownfield sites  

• Focus investment in towns and cities which 
have suffered from long term decay 

• Invest in infrastructure that delivers 
environmental improvements  

• Increase the supply of affordable homes  

• Support the delivery of good growth  

• Co-ordinate activity with other supporting 
infrastructure 

 £34.7 million from the Growth Deal 
Establishment of Priority 4a team within the 
Combined Authority 
Private sector match funding 
Public sector match-funding including in-kind 
contribution 
 

 

Outputs  Activities 

Area of land remediated or enabled for 
development (hectares) 

 
Create Priority 4a team within Combined Authority 

Number of homes enabled for development  Provide funding to address barriers 
Number of homes constructed  Provide funding to support public realm 
Commercial floorspace created (m2)  Work closely with partners 
Construction jobs created  
Apprenticeship opportunities created   

 

Outcomes  Overall impact 

Economic growth supported by the provision of 
new homes  

 Increased GVA delivered by commercial schemes 
and by expenditure on housing and regeneration 
schemes  
Land Value Uplift on sites where constraints to 
development were removed  
Associated impacts on amenity and improved 
health outcomes among residents and improved 
labour market efficiency  
Place shaping and the potential for wider catalytic 
effects 
Economic impact calculated through monetisation 
of enabled floorspace, housing units, construction 
and operational jobs 

Additional homes built in sustainable communities 
in close proximity to services and well served by 
public transport 

 

Regeneration of towns and cities through 
provision of public realm, housing, regeneration 
and commercial developments 

 

Increased opportunities for businesses to locate in 
towns and cities 

 

Increase in affordable homes  

 
 

6.3: Priority 4a, Housing & Regeneration performance 
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6.3: Priority 4a, Housing & Regeneration – Case study  
 

New Bolton Woods 

New Bolton Woods (NBW) is a regeneration scheme that will create a sustainable urban village of over 1,000 
new homes within the central part of the Bradford Shipley Canal Road Corridor (BSCRC). The whole of the 
BSCRC is anticipated to create around 3,000 new homes. The masterplan for the scheme incorporates 
housing, shops, school, health facility, leisure and workspace in a high street style with water management 
infrastructure to enhance open spaces and the green environment.  

The site is subject to several constraints that mean that development could not take place without public 
sector support. The Growth Deal investment of £3.96m has enabled the rehabilitation of 5.66 hectare (Ha) of 
brownfield land addressing issues relating to flooding, drainage and topography. This has enabled the 
construction of 145 homes and the project will help to maintain the momentum of the wider development.  

The development is close to the City Centre will stimulate economic growth, attract investment, encourage 
business growth and create job and training opportunities for local people. Regeneration proposals for NBW 
have been subject of extensive consultation with local communities resulting in submission and subsequent 
approval of the master plan in October 2016. 

The scheme is being delivered by an innovative public-private partnership and Bradford Council are one of the 
key drivers within this. 
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6.4: Priority 4a, Housing & Regeneration performance 
 
The table below summarises the individual schemes performance in relation to expenditure.  Please note that 
this information was obtained in February 2021 and may change before the Growth Deal as a whole reaches 
financial completion 
 

Schemes  
Original 

Allocation 
Full Funding 

Approval 

Actual 
expenditure to 

Feb 2021 

1. Barnsley Town Centre £1,760,000 £1,757,000 £1,757,000 

2. Bradford, One City Park £5,200,000 £5,200,000 £400,000 

3. 
Bradford Heritage Buildings – 
Conditioning House 

- £1,500,000 £1,500,000 

4. Bradford Odeon £330,000 £357,500 £357,500 

5. East Leeds Brownfield Sites £1100000 £1,100,000 £1,100,000 

6. East Leeds Red Hall 4000000 £4,000,000 £4,000,000 

7.  Halifax Beech Hill 1000000 £1,400,000 £2,197,000 

8. 
Northgate House, Halifax Town 
Centre 

£1,300,000 £3,000,000 £3,000,000 

9. Kirklees Housing Sites £1,000,000 £1,000,000 £509,000 

10. Bath Road, Leeds £580,000 £575,000 £575,000 

11. New Bolton Woods £3,600,000 £3,960,000 £3,960,000 

12. Wakefield Civic Quarter £1,100,000 £1,055,687 £1,055,687 

13. York Central £1,700,000 £2,550,000 £2,550,000 

14. York Guildhall £2,350,000 £2,347,500 £2,347,500 

15. 
Wakefield South East Gateway - 
Kirkgate 

- £1,600,000 £1,600,000 

16. 
Wakefield South East Gateway - 
Rutland Mill 

- £4,900,000 £4,900,000 

17. 
Bradford Heritage Buildings - High 
Point 

- £2,900,000 £2,900,000 

Totals £25,020,000 £39,202,687 £34,708,687 

Actual spend as a % of original allocation 139% of original allocation 

 
It is worth noting that £13.3 million has been focussed on schemes with a commercial nature.  The 
commercially-focussed schemes are Barnsley Town Centre; Bradford, One City Park; Bradford Odeon; 
Northgate House; Wakefield Civic Centre; York Central; York Guildhall and Wakefield Rutland Mills.   
 
The table below summarises the actual core outputs that Priority 4a has achieved up to December 2020 
(Quarter 3, 2020/21).   
 

 Jobs created & 
safeguarded 

Houses 
completed 

Leverage 

Priority total 18 492 £97,683,489 

% of all Priorities 0% 100% 14% 

 
As can be seen Priority 4a is responsible for delivering all of the houses completed outputs, and has achieved 
14% of all Growth Deal leverage.    
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6.5: Priority 4a, Housing & Regeneration impact    
 

Activity in Priority 4a has largely sought to enable the regeneration of challenging commercial, housing and 
mixed-use development, with Growth Deal investment supporting outcomes on 17 development opportunities 
across the City Region, comprising 7 commercial, 6 residential and 4 mixed use opportunities.   
 
In total, the Growth Deal investment has sought to enable around 66,130 m2 of new commercial space and 
accelerate the delivery of around 119,250 m2 of further commercial space across LCR. The Growth Deal has 
also sought to enable around 2,480 new housing units. Investments have largely been focussed in town/city 
centres, with some investment in urban extensions.  
 
Whilst the GD investment of £34.7 million as at February 2021, has supported some ‘direct’ delivery of new 
development, the focus has largely been on supporting site assembly and enabling works as a mechanism for 
bridging viability gaps, thereby enabling around £198 million of other public and around £397 million of private 
/ third party investment to progress.  Consequently, the overall gross public and private/third party cost of the 
Housing and Regeneration priority is estimated at around £630 million.  
 
For the purpose of this assessment, the approach to modelling economic impacts has taken a ‘whole 
programme’ view, considering the long-term effects of all ‘direct’ Growth Deal and ‘indirect’ outcomes, as 
follows: 
 

• Direct – All construction-related and associated GVA impacts arising from Growth investment in enabling 
and direct regeneration works and leveraged investment in four schemes where the Growth Deal has 
‘directly’ contributed to development delivery. Among these four commercial and housing schemes, the 
longer-term operational Full Time Equivalent (FTE) jobs (generated and safeguarded) and associated 
GVA among the commercial development and the Land Value Uplift (LVU) among residential 
development has been claimed; and,  
 

• Indirect – further construction-related employment supported by wider leveraged public and private/third 
party investment in sites where the Growth Deal has only supported enabling works and the associated 
FTE employment, GVA and LVU impacts associated with these sites. 

 
Outcomes are assessed against the counterfactual ‘no Growth Deal investment’ position, which in practice 
relates to development outcomes at York Central (1 year delay) and the removal of leveraged outcomes 
achieved at One City Park, Bradford - for which outcomes will now be achieved through the Combined 
Authority Get Building Funding.    
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6.5.1 – Gross and net effects 
 
Gross construction job years have been derived through application of an ONS turnover per job benchmark 
for the construction sector in Yorkshire and Humber, applied to the levels of direct and leveraged indirect 
investment in each development opportunity. For reporting purposes, construction job years have then been 
converted to FTE terms, in line with recognised convention - 10 job years per FTE.  
 
Estimates of gross generated and safeguarded FTE jobs have been taken from PIM’s tracking and the 
business cases.  For prudence, a 20% deduction has been made to gross operational FTE job estimates to 
reflect inevitable periods of under-occupancy among the enabled commercial development.   
 
The assessment of gross housing-related LVU has considered a shift in Existing Use Values (EUVs) and the 
Gross Development Values (GDV) achieved on completion.  As all delivery costs of the housing are reflected 
in the costs informing the BCRs (presented latterly), the approach to assessing the shift between EUV and 
future asset values is appropriate and in line with MHCLG LVU methodologies.  
 
At a site-by-site level, EUVs have been derived by VOA/ONS benchmarks for agricultural (greenfield) and 
industrial (brownfield) land.  In practice, some EUVs are also reflected in acquisition costs and where relevant 
these have been removed to avoid double-counting of costs within the BCR calculations.  
 
To arrive at high level estimates for one-off GDV’s on completion of the new housing ONS median housing 
sales price estimates for new build housing by local area have been used (HPSSA 10). Although some 
affordable housing is proposed across the housing opportunities, the assessment considers all housing in 
market price terms, reflecting the benefit to society from subsidised housing and in line with the MHCLG 
Appraisal Guide approach. 
 
The modelling of future sales values excludes any annual real term growth factors, which are typically applied 
to reflect the fact that house prices have over time risen at a faster rate than general inflation. Whilst the 
MHCLG Appraisal Guide allows for a 5% uplift in real term growth, the exclusion of any real term growth 
assumptions is prudent.  
  
To reflect the net additionality of the gross impacts, prudent adjustments for leakage, 
displacement/deadweight and indirect and induced (multiplier) effects have then been made, as shown in the 
table below.  
 

Housing and Regeneration Priority – Net Adjustments 

 Construction 
Commercial 
Operations  

Residential LVU 

Leakage -50% -10% None 

Displacement -35% -35% / 0% -35% 

Multiplier Effects 
1.15  

induced 
1.35  

indirect and induced 
None 

 
For construction impacts, leakage is assessed at the higher level, reflecting the potential for some national 
scale procurement of contracting, whilst displacement is assessed at the low-medium level, reflecting the 
expectation that the delivery the of regeneration is unlikely to displace other construction activities locally. As 
investment in construction will support jobs directly and within the supply chain, only an induced multiplier is 
applied.  
 
For operational FTE jobs, leakage is considered to be reasonably low, given the distances required for 
commuting from outside of LCR and the fact that most jobs will be filled by local residents. Displacement / 
deadweight is assessed at the low-medium end, reflecting the potential some business relocations from 
elsewhere locally. No displacement is included within the assessment of safeguarded FTE jobs, as these jobs 
were already present and therefore no activities would be ‘displaced’. The assessment of operational FTE 
employment impacts includes a composite multiplier for indirect (supply chain) and induced (wage-related) 
impacts. 
 
For LVU impacts, a 30%-35% displacement adjustment has been made to reflect some ‘crowding out’ of land 
and assets values across LCR. Where displacement would be slightly higher at a national scale, at the sub-
regional level there is a known shortfall in supply locally and reasonably high levels of demand for housing 
(reflected in price signals). As affordable housing will also be 100% additional, the inclusion of reasonably low 
levels of displacement feels appropriate 
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Through this modelling we conclude that Priority 4a wil contribute to the delivery of the following direct and 
indirect gross and net employment and LVU impacts, over and above the counterfactual position. 
 

Housing and Regeneration Priority – Direct 
and Indirect Impacts (less deadweight) 

Gross Less City Region Impacts 

 Direct Indirect Total 

Enabled floorspace, m2 GEA 10,583 55,547 66,130 

Enabled Housing Units 237 2,243 2,480 

Gross Construction job years 596 3,555 4,151 

Gross Construction FTEs 60 355 415 

Gross Operational FTEs Generated 532 948 1,480 

Gross Operational FTEs Safeguarded 355 705 1,060 

Total Gross FTEs 947 2,008 2,955 

Gross LVU £54.0m £476.4m £530.4m 

 Net Leeds City Region Impacts 

Direct Indirect Total 

Net Construction FTEs 22 133 155 

Net Operational FTEs 851 1,605 2,457 

Total Net FTEs* 874 1,738 2,612 

Net LVU £35.1m £309.5m £344.6m 
 

*Includes Direct, Indirect and Induced FTE jobs 
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6.5.2 – Gross Value Added and Value for Money 
 
Profiling of impacts over time has been completed based on a mix of tracking through PIMs and expected 
business case trajectories and a profile of expected cumulative GVA and LVU returns. Whilst the approach to 
monetisation of LVU impacts has drawn on VOA/ONS evidence as described above, the assessment of GVA 
impacts has been derived through the application of relevant sector-based ONS GVA per Job benchmarks for 
the City Region.  
 
For construction GVA and residential LVU, estimates have been modelled at the expected point of delivery 
and for longer-term operational GVA from commercial activities, the modelling assumes 10 years of 
commercial operations. In practice, the new commercial space is likely to be occupied for significantly longer 
than the first 10 years.  The table below shows the profile of gross and net FTE jobs. 
 

Gross Labour Market Impact - 
LCR 

By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 

Gross Construction job years  1,491 2,829 3,548 4,151 

Gross Construction FTEs 149 283 355 415 

Gross Operational FTE Jobs 1,714 2,402 2,639 2,540 

Total Gross FTEs 1,863 2,685 2,994 2,955 

Gross LVU outcomes £282.8m £485.4m £530.2m £530.2m 

Net Leeds City Region Labour 
Market Impacts  

    

Net Construction FTEs 56 106 133 155 

Net Operational FTE Jobs 1,804 2,348 2,535 2,457 

Total Net FTEs 1,860 2,454 2,668 2,612 

Net LVU outcomes £183.8m £315.5m £344.6m £344.6m 

 
The table below shows the profile of GVA and LVU impacts, reporting in cumulative terms and at Net Present 
Values (NPV).  
 

  By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 Thereafter 

Cumulative Monetary Impacts – Leeds City Region (£m) 

Net Construction GVA  £55.4m £105.1m £131.8m £154.2m £154.2m 

Net Operational GVA  £331.2m £1,112.3m £1,648.2m £1,755.8m £2,560.1m 

Net LVU  £183.8m £315.5m £344.6m £344.6m £344.6m 

Total Impact (£m) £570.4m £1,530.9m £2,122.6m £2,252.6m £3,057.0m 

Net Construction GVA (NPV) £55.4m £101.5m £122.5m £135.7m £135.7m 

Net Operational GVA (NPV) £331.2m £1,034.9m £1,449.1m £1,518.9m £1,983.5m 

Net LVU (NPV) £183.8m £306.2m £329.6m £329.6m £329.6m 

Total Impact (£m, NPV) £570.4m £1,440.7m £1,899.2m £1,982.2m £2,446.8m 

 
As shown above: 
 

 
Growth Deal investment will support the delivery of around 2,995 FTE jobs 
across Leeds City Region, of which around 2,610 will be net additional.  We 
estimate that Priority 4a will support £3.05 billion in cumulative net GVA and 
LVU returns (£2.45bn at Net Present Value).  
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Whilst the overall gross public and third party cost is estimated at around £631m across LCR, in practice 
significant public and private costs will be invested in York Central irrespective of the Growth Deal investment, 
albeit 1 year later than currently expected. The overall ‘net’ cost position across the LCR projects is therefore 
estimated at around £428m. 
 
Against a Growth Deal investment of £34.7m for schemes in LCR is it forecast that the P4a priority will deliver 
exceptional economic returns with a Growth Deal only BCR of 70.5 : 1. When factoring in other leveraged 
public and private/third party investment, the full delivery of the P4a priority will still deliver good Value for 
Money.  
 

Housing and Regeneration Priority – Net Costs and Value for Money  

 
Net Delivery Cost for 

LCR Schemes 
BCR LCR  

Level 

Growth Deal Cost and BCR* £34.7m 70.5 : 1 

Overall Net Cost and BCR**  £428.9m 11.8 : 1 
 

* Growth Deal BCR = NPV Net Benefits / Growth Deal Cost 
** Overall BCR = NPV Net Benefits – Private Costs / Total Public Costs 

 
Alongside those impacts assessed quantitatively, the Growing Business priority will support a range of wider 
impacts, including: 

 
• Health impacts have, and will be achieved through the delivery of some affordable housing 

across the investments. 
 

• Surrounding commercial and residential properties are likely to benefit 
from Land Value Uplift due to proximity to new development supported 
by the Growth Dea.  
 

• The potential for wider catalytic and place-making effects. 
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6.6: Priority 4a, Housing & Regeneration – Lessons Learned 
 
6.6.1 - Design of Priority 4a package: 
 

• The LEP and Combined Authority Growth Deal submissions committed to a loan first principle, with 
grants only offered to Housing and Regeneration schemes were a loan was shown to not be viable.  This 
loan first principle was a little optimistic given the nature of the sites and the costs involved in addressing 
the abnormal costs that held back development. 

 

• The primary focus in the first and second Growth Deal submissions in particular was on increasing the 
volume of house building.  These submissions would have benefitted from greater emphasis on 
affordable homes, raising environmental standards and quality of design.  
 

• Whilst a call for projects was issued and prioritisation and testing led to the identification of 7 schemes 
from a long-list of over 80 schemes, the Growth Deal 1 submission would have been strengthened if the 
LEP had been able to conduct more detailed analysis of the suggested schemes and the viability gaps.  
The Combined Authority has reflected this learning in their approach and there is active work on-going to 
develop a pipeline of housing sites.  
 

• The expenditure forecast for the Priority was optimistic, particularly for Growth Deal 1 schemes.  The LEP 
was not able to get a full picture of the issues that needed addressing on the sites, or the likely scale of 
costs in advance of the Growth Deal 1 submission.  A more cautious expenditure forecast would have 
been prudent.   

 
6.6.2 - Delivery of Priority 4a package: 

 
• Delivery could potentially have been accelerated if the Housing Team at the Combined Authority had 

been established more quickly with greater resource. 
 

• The Combined Authority was not involved in the direct delivery of housing and regeneration schemes 
supported through the Growth Deal.  With greater internal resource and expertise, some direct delivery 
may have been possible and may have accelerated delivery of the schemes.  
 

• The Combined Authority demonstrated willingness to invest in schemes early in their development 
process.  In contrast the Homes and Communities Agency typically only provide funding when schemes 
are fully developed with tendered costs.  The Combined Authority’s approach may have helped build 
confidence around schemes but this can result in the Authority having to factor in that scheme’s costs and 
timescales change during delivery.  
 

• The Combined Authority contracted with Local Authorities, but there may have been occasions when it 
would have been more appropriate to contract directly with the developer.  This could offer greater control 
and mitigate delivery risks more effectively.   
 

• Where the Combined Authority seeks to include overage clauses in contracts, this should be raised as 
early in the approval process as possible to give developers the opportunity to factor this into their 
commercial decisions.   
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Chapter 7 – Priority 4c, Economic 

Resilience 
This Chapter summarises the performance and impact of Priority 4c, Economic 

Resilience.  A logic model developed by the evaluation team in consultation with 

Combined Authority staff is presented setting out the policy context; the objectives 

the Priority sought to deliver; the inputs; activities; outputs; outcomes; and overall 

impact.   

 

The Chapter includes detailed economic modelling to determine the Priority’s 

impact.  Finally, a summary of lessons learned relating to the design and delivery 

of the Priority identified by Combined Authority staff are presented 
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7.1: Background to Priority 4c, Economic Resilience 

 
Prior to submitting the Growth Deal 3 package to 
Government which included the Economic Resilience 
Programme, the City Region had experienced major floods in 
December 2015.  Communities in Hebden Bridge, Mytholmroyd and 
Sowerby Bridge were among the areas most affected by flooding 
disruption across the United Kingdom.  The River Aire also burst its 
banks in Leeds and other communities affected included Bingley and 
Castleford. 
 
The Combined Authority established a £5 million Business Flood 
Recovery Fund within weeks with grants of between £5,000 and 

£100,000 available. The fund supported small businesses with critical capital investment requirements such 
as new equipment or hire costs for machinery and premises required to recommence or maintain their 
operations. Grants were also available for costs involved in implementing internal flood resilience measures 
such as building a mezzanine floor to move business critical equipment to a higher point.   
 
The Authority also began work on the 2015/16 Flood Review.  This report concluded that over 4,000 homes 
and almost 2,000 businesses were flooded with the economic cost to the City Region being over half a billion 
pounds, £100 million of which was damage to key infrastructure such as bridges, roads and Yorkshire Water 
assets.  The report outlines that around that 20,000 properties were saved from flooding due to investments in 
flood defences since 2010.  However, the City Region contained over 63,000 residential properties and more 
than 27,000 non-residential properties still having some degree of flood risk.  Of these, 7,385 residential 
properties and 4,698 non-residential properties are at a high risk of flooding. 
 
The Flood Review report also documents that for some communities this was the fifth major flood event in four 
years, whilst for others it was the first time they had experienced flooding. However, for everyone affected by 
the flooding it brought a degree of shock and emotional toll with the potential to impact on health and well-
being.  The report highlights the following lessons: 
 

• a need for more structured support for residents and businesses in high flood risk areas to enable them to 
prepare better to help themselves in times of flooding;  

 

• greater use of flood wardens and flood groups which provide immediate on the ground informed help;  
 

• more effective use of the knowledge and resources within local communities, including a better 
understanding of key infrastructure, assets and vulnerable groups;  
 

• improvements to communications associated with the emergency response command and control 
structures and processes in places; and  
 

• improvements to infrastructure resilience preparatory work and how essential works to sewerage facilities 
and power networks are prioritised in times of flooding. 

 
The Authority’s work on distributing grants to affected businesses, and their research on the economic impact 
of flooding informed the submission of the Growth Deal 3 bid with its inclusion of the Economic Resilience 
Programme.  
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7.2: Priority 4c, Economic Resilience – Logic Model 
 

Context 

The major floods experienced in Leeds City Region in late 2015 galvanised action to identify actions that could 
be taken to reduce the frequency and scale of impact of similar flooding events in the future.  The Committee 
for Climate Change (CCC) published a report in 2016 highlighting that the United Kingdom needed to focus on 
preparing for climate change impacts, including a rise in flooding.  The CCC highlighted that flooding already 
causes £1 billion of damage every year on average but the risks will rise yet further as climate change leads to 
more intense rainfall.  The number of households at significant risk of flooding was forecast to more than 
double to 1.9 million by 2050, if the global temperature rises by 4C. 
 
The counter-factual position is that without Growth Deal funding many of the identified flood alleviation 
schemes would be reduced in scale or may not have proceeded.  The Environment Agency, as the major 
funder of flood defence works, had a funding formula which focussed their resources on residential rather than 
commercial properties.  Whilst there was increasing political pressure for major schemes like the Leeds Flood 
Alleviation Scheme to proceed, it was difficult to secure the full funding package needed.   

 
Objectives  Inputs 

• Increase the resilience of SPAs and 
employment sites to major flood events  

• Address barriers to future commercial 
development by increasing flood protection 

• Protect businesses from the economic costs 
of repeated flooding 

• Safeguard employment in areas at high risk 
of flooding 

• Increase the resilience of major 
infrastructure including the road and rail 
network 

• Develop knowledge on natural flood 
management schemes 

 £19.8 million from the Growth Deal 
Establishment of Priority 4c team within the 
Combined Authority 
Estimated match of £200 million to deliver the new 
infrastructure 
Resources from partner organisations including the 
Environment Agency, Local Authorities and 
Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

 
Outputs  Activities 

Number of flood resilience interventions 
completed 

 Approve funding for sites following Assurance 
Framework process 

Development land with reduced flood risk   Fluvial flood resilience interventions 
Improved surface water drainage  Interventions to reduce surface water run-off  
Number of improvements completed to upland 
catchment areas 
Number of flood resilience interventions 
completed 

 Improvements in upland catchment areas 
 

 

Development land with reduced flood risk    

 
Outcomes  Overall impact 
Businesses safeguarded and able to secure 
insurance 

 Increased GVA across City Region  
Increased productivity  
Reduced economic and social cost of flooding 
across City Region 
Economic impact calculated through monetisation 
of benefits including the avoidance of repair costs 
to residential and commercial assets; negating the 
damage costs associated with wider transport and 
utilities infrastructure; negated costs to blue light 
services, savings to the health service; improved 
mental health and wellbeing; and, unlocking 
housing and commercial developments. 
  

Jobs safeguarded  
Reduced road and rail closures  
Reduced flooding damage to houses  
Fall in house prices and rental levels managed   
Viability of existing employment space protected 
by improving flood risk defences  

 

Future commercial and housing schemes 
unlocked by addressing major development 
constraint  

 

Increases in biodiversity and in carbon reduction  
Secure the future viability of communities at high 
risk of flooding  

 

Improve mental health outcomes by reducing 
frequency and scale of flooding in communities 

 

6.3: Priority 4a, Housing & Regeneration performance 
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7.3: Priority 4c, Economic Resilience – Case study 
 
Mytholmroyd Flood Alleviation Scheme 
 
In common with much of the Upper Calder Valley Mytholmroyd suffers from a significant flood risk. This was 

no more evident than in December 2015 when heavy and sustained rainfall resulted in widespread flooding 

across the Upper Calder Valley. The existing flood defences within the town were breached and the resulting 

devastation included the flooding of 500 domestic properties and 102 businesses alongside significant 

damage to local infrastructure and community facilities.  

The flood infrastructure works enabled through the Growth Deal support of £4.5m formed part of wider set of 

measures within the town that would cost £50m. The impact of the project will be to reduce the flood risk from 

a 1 in 5-year chance to a 1 in 50-year chance and provide protection to residents, schools and businesses 

located close to the river corridor. 

Works included the construction of new flood walls, the widening of the river channel, the removal of an 

existing bridge and construction of a new one. The works provided improved protection to 400 homes and 196 

businesses and safeguarded 1,116 jobs.    
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7.4: Priority 4c, Economic Resilience performance 
The table below summarises the individual schemes performance in relation to expenditure.  Please note that 
this information was obtained in February 2021 and may change before the Growth Deal as a whole nears 
financial completion. 
 

Schemes  
Original 

Allocation 
Full Funding 

Approval 

Actual 
expenditure to 

Feb 2021 

1. Brighouse and Clifton £1,800,000 - - 

2. Hebden Bridge £1,800,000 £1,900,000 £1,900,000 

3. Leeds (FAS1) £3,786,981 £3,786,981 £3,786,981 

4. Leeds (FAS2) £3,900,000 £3,900,000 £3,900,000 

5. Mytholmroyd  £2,500,000 £4,500,000 £4,500,000 

6. Skipton £1,500,000 £1,500,000 £1,500,000 

7.  Wyke Beck £2,558,000 £2,558,000 £2,557,797 

8. 
Colne and Calder, Natural Flood 
Management (NFM) 

£1,299,107 £1,299,107 £1,299,107 

9. Upper Aire, NFM £388,000 £388,000 £388,000 

Totals Totals £19,532,088 19,832,088 

Actual spend as a % of original allocation 102% of original allocation 

 
The table below summarises the actual core outputs that Priority 4c has achieved up to December 2020 
(Quarter 3, 2020/21).  
  

 Jobs created & 
safeguarded 

Houses 
completed 

Leverage 

Priority total 24,583 0 £134,638,672 

% of all Priorities 75% 0 19% 
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7.5: Priority 4c, Economic Resilience impact 
 
The Economic Resilience priority has sought to support the delivery of flood defence infrastructure across 
Leeds City Region and over the course of the Growth Deal, investment in eight flood defence schemes has 
been made, bringing around 1,280 hectares of land into protection.  Through the priority investment has also 
been focussed on mitigation and resilience with the Combined Authority supporting natural flood management 
approaches.   
 
In doing so, the investment has not only helped to protect 7,700 existing dwellings and 2,306 existing 
business premises from flooding, but it has also helped enable improved viability among previously 
constrained housing, commercial and mixed-use development sites, comprising around 58 ha of employment 
and housing land, with capacity to support around 107,000 m2 of new Gross External Area (GEA) employment 
space and around 1,995 new dwellings.  
 
Whilst the GD investment of £19.8 million to date (February 2021) has directly helped to fund the £220 million 
package of schemes, in many cases the Growth Deal funding has bridged funding gaps, supporting around 
£197.8 million of additional public investment and around £2.6 million of private investment to deliver the 
schemes.  The overall gross public and third party cost needed to fully enable all Priority 4c outcomes is 
estimated at around £508 million.  
 
There are a range of economic and socio-economic benefits associated with flood mitigation measures, 
including those well-understood and assessed through established flood defence economic appraisal to the 
Environment Agency’s (EA) Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Appraisal Guidance (FCERM-AG, 
2010), which assesses whole life (100-year) impacts, typically completed to Multi Colour Manual (MCM) 
principles.  
 
These FCERM impacts include the avoidance of repair costs to residential and commercial assets that would 
otherwise be directly damaged by flooding, alongside negating the damage costs associated with wider 
transport and utilities infrastructure and vehicles. There are also negated costs to blue light services 
associated with emergency evacuation, alongside savings to the health service associated with short-term risk 
to life.  Over the longer-term, flood protection measures also have a wider societal impact, reflected in 
improved mental health and wellbeing. 
 
Beyond FCERM impacts, overcoming flood constraints can be a major factor in unlocking otherwise 
undevelopable employment and housing land, typically assessed through assessments of employment, GVA 
and Land Value Uplifts (LVU) and clearly bringing existing assets into protection can also safeguard existing 
FTE jobs.  For the purpose of this assessment, the approach to modelling economic impacts has taken a 
‘whole programme’ view, considering the long-term effects of all ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ outcomes, as follows: 

 

• Direct – construction-related employment and associated GVA impact arising from the delivery of the 
flood defence infrastructure. 
 

• Indirect – comprising FCERM impacts (negated damage avoidance and emergency response costs and 
welfare benefits) and further construction-related employment and GVA impacts supported by wider 
leveraged development site investment. Indirect impacts also include one-off LVU impacts arising from 
the enabled housing, the Full Time Equivalent (FTE) employment and GVA impacts arising through the 
longer-term occupation of new commercial development and an assessment of the role of each scheme 
to safeguarded existing FTE Jobs in each flood zone which over time would otherwise be lost. 

 
Outcomes are assessed against the counterfactual ‘no Growth Deal investment’ position, which in practice 
relates to no ‘direct’ construction impacts being achieved. The FCERM impacts are already assessed against 
the likely ‘do nothing’ position.  A prudent 50% ‘deadweight’ factor has been assumed across the commercial, 
residential and mixed-use opportunities.    
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7.5.1 - Gross and net effects: 
 
Gross construction job years have been derived through application of an ONS turnover per job benchmark 
for the construction sector in Yorkshire and Humber, applied to the levels of direct indirect in the eight flood 
defence schemes and in 50% of the investment in each enabled development opportunity. For reporting 
purposes, construction job years have then been converted to FTE terms, in line with recognised convention - 
10 job years per FTE.  
 
Estimates of gross generated FTE jobs have been taken from PIM’s tracking and the business cases and 
alongside a 50% deadweight deduction, where needed a further 20% deduction has been made to gross 
operational FTE job estimates to reflect inevitable periods of under-occupancy among the enabled commercial 
development.   
 
Safeguarded existing FTE jobs have also been taken from PIMs tracking and business case estimates. As 
these jobs are likely to otherwise be lost after major flood events, the dates for which are clearly unknown, a 
reasonable view would be that these jobs are safeguarded at some point over the 100-year (whole life) 
assessment period. The model therefore assumes that 1% of FTE jobs will be safeguarded per annum over 
100 years following the delivery of each scheme.  
 
The assessment of gross housing-related LVU has considered a shift in Existing Use Values (EUVs) and the 
Gross Development Values (GDV) achieved on completion. As all delivery costs of the housing are reflected 
in the costs informing the BCRs (presented latterly), the approach to assessing the shift between EUV and 
future asset values is appropriate and in line with MHCLG LVU methodologies.  
 
At a site-by-site level, EUVs have been derived by VOA/ONS benchmarks for agricultural (greenfield) and 
industrial (brownfield) land. To arrive at high level estimates for one-off GDV’s on completion of the new 
housing ONS median housing sales price estimates for new build housing by local area have been used 
(HPSSA 10). Although some affordable housing may be proposed across the housing opportunities, the 
assessment considers all housing in market price terms, reflecting the benefit to society from subsidised 
housing and in line with the MHCLG Appraisal Guide approach. 
 
Where available, estimates of FCERM impacts have been taken from the business cases and supporting 
Flood Risk Appraisal report evidence.  In some cases, a GVA-based approach has been adopted to inform the 
economic case submissions, so no FCERM impact modelling results have been provided.  To ensure 
completeness in the modelling, high level FCERM impact estimates have been derived through application of 
benchmarks taken from cases where MCM modelling has been completed – this relates to three of the eight 
projects.  
 
As FCERM-AG modelling has been completed at various points over the course of the Growth Deal, all 
FCERM impact results have been converted to 2020/21 terms, by using the HM Treasury GDP Deflator 
(December 2020), and re-profiling has enabled NPV impacts to also be reported in current day terms.  
  
Whilst all FCERM impacts are wholly additional, to reflect the net additionality of the gross generated and 
safeguarded employment, GVA and LVU impacts to the LCR economy, prudent adjustments for leakage, 
displacement, adaptive capacity and location dependence have been made, alongside the inclusion of indirect 
and induced (multiplier) effects and appropriate deadweight deductions.  
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Economic Resilience Priority – Direct and Indirect Impacts (less deadweight) 

 Gross Less City Region Impacts 

 Direct Indirect Total 

Enabled floorspace, sqm GEA - 53,514 53,514 

Enabled Housing Units - 998 998 

Gross Construction job years 1,430 935 2,365 

Gross Construction FTEs 143 94 237 

Gross Operational FTEs Generated - 2,489 2,489 

Gross Operational FTEs Safeguarded - 31,083 31,083 

Total Gross FTEs 143 33,665 33,808 

Gross LVU Outcomes - £264.1m £264.1m 

 
Net Leeds City Region Impacts 

Direct Indirect Total 

Net Construction FTEs 53 35 88 

Net Operational FTEs Generated - 1,965 1,965 

Net Operational FTEs Safeguarded - 4,721 4,721 

Total Net FTEs 53 6,721 6,775 

Net LVU Outcomes - £171.6m £171.6m 

Net FCERM Impacts - £6,058.7m £6,058.7m 
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7.5.2 - Gross Value Added and Value for Money 
 
Profiling of impacts over time has been completed based on a mix of tracking through PIMs and expected 
business case trajectories.  The assessment of generated and safeguarded GVA impacts has been derived 
through the application of relevant sector-based ONS GVA per Job benchmarks for the City Region.  
 
For construction GVA and residential LVU, estimates have been modelled at the expected point of delivery 
and for longer-term operational GVA from new and safeguarded FTE jobs, the modelling assumes 10 years of 
commercial operations.  FCERM impacts are assessed over 100-years, as per the FCERM-AG approach to 
assessing whole life impacts. 
 
The table below shows the profile of gross and net construction and operational jobs. 
 

Economic Resilience Priority – Impacts by Milestone Date – Leeds City Region Analysis 

  By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 
Thereafter 

(to 2123/24) 

Gross Leeds City Region Impacts  

Gross Construction job years  1,030 1,679 1,991 2,365 2,365 

Gross Construction FTEs 103 168 199 237 237 

Gross Operational FTE Jobs 
Generated 

- 498 1,493 2,489 2,489 

Gross Operational FTE Jobs 
Safeguarded 

726 1,884 3,749 6,857 31,083 

Total Gross FTEs 829 2,550 5,441 9,583 33,808 

Gross LVU outcomes - £52.8m £158.4 £264.1 £264.1 

Net Leeds City Region Impacts  

Net Construction FTEs 38 63 74 88 88 

Net Operational FTE Jobs 
Generated 

- 393 1,179 1,965 1,965 

Net Operational FTE Jobs 
Safeguarded 

110 286 569 1,041 4,721 

Total Net FTEs 149 742 1,823 3,095 6,775 

Net LVU outcomes - £34.3m £103.0m £171.6m £171.6m 

Net FCERM Outcomes £8.3 £47.5m £119.5m £277.9m £6,058.7m 

 
The table below show the profile of gross and net impacts by milestone date, reporting in cumulative terms 
and at Net Present Values (NPV). 
 

Economic Resilience Priority – Economic returns  

  By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 
Thereafter (to 

2123/24) 

Cumulative Monetary Impacts – Leeds City Region (£m) 

Net Construction-related GVA £38.3m £62.4m £74.0m £87.9m £87.9m 

Net Operational GVA £15.1m £130.1m £658.2m £1,805.0m £4,663.8m 

Net LVU  - £34.3m £103.0m £171.6m £171.6m 

Net FCERM Impact  £8.3m £47.5m £119.5m £277.9m £6,058.7m 

Total Impact (£m) £61.7m £274.4m £954.6m £2,342.4m £10,982.0m 

Net Construction GVA (NPV) £38.3m £60.7m £69.5m £78.2m £78.2m 

Net Operational GVA (NPV) £15.1m £118.8m £522.4m £1,204.8m £1,764.7m 

Net LVU (£m, NPV) - £31.0m £84.1m £127.3m £127.3m 

Net FCERM Impact (NPV) £8.3m £44.2m £99.7m £192.2m £925.1m 

Total Impact (NPV) £61.7m £254.7m £775.7m £1,602.6m £2,895.4m 
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As shown in the tables on the previous page: 

 
 
Growth Deal investment will help support around 33,810 FTE jobs, of which 
6,775 will be net additional.  It is estimated that Priority 4c will support £10.98 
billion in cumulative economic returns (£2.89 billion at Net Present Value). 
 

 
 
Whilst the overall gross public and private/third party cost to deliver the eight flood defence schemes across 
LCR is estimated at around £220m, a further £144m (50%) of likely private costs will be needed to deliver the 
enabled development opportunities. Further costs (excluded from the BCR) will also be needed to maintain 
the flood defence infrastructure over the next 100 years, although ‘whole life’ maintenance costs are likely to 
be reasonably small.  
 
There are inherent uncertainties around the scale of FCERM impacts claimed, not least owing to the 
unpredictive nature of flood events. Nevertheless, a long-term forecasting approach is considered by the EA 
to be appropriate and GENECON has therefore carried forward the previously assessed FCERM impacts into 
the modelling.  
 
Against a Growth Deal investment of between £19.8m across LCR it is forecast that P4c priority will deliver 
exceptional economic returns with Growth Deal only BCRs of 146 : 1. When factoring in other leveraged 
public and third party investment, the full deliver of P4c economic outcomes will still deliver very good Value 
for Money.  
 

Economic Resilience Priority – Net Costs and Value for Money  

 
Net Delivery Cost in 

LCR 
BCR  

LCR Level 

Growth Deal Cost and BCR* £19.8m 146.0 : 1 

Overall Net Costs and BCR  £364.3m 12.6 : 1 

 
* Growth Deal BCR = NPV Net Benefits / Growth Deal Cost 
** Overall BCR = NPV Net Benefits – Private Costs / Total Public Cost 
 
Alongside those impacts assessed quantitatively, the Growth Deal investment will support a range of wider 
impacts, including: 

 
• The delivery of 892 hectares of new landscaping, 175 hectares of new 

woodland and 106 hectares of new or restored heathland, peatland, meadows 
and wetland habitats/ponds and over 2.1 million new trees. 
 

• Supporting access and navigability improvements, with supporting signage, 
bringing amenity value.  
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7.6: Priority 4c, Economic Resilience – Lessons 
 
Design of Priority 4c package: 
 

• Carefully define the schemes and the outputs that they will deliver. 
 

• Develop a clear evidence base for each scheme to include relevant evaluations and insight that can be 
provided into schemes developed or supported by the Combined Authority.   
 

• Seek to develop a robust pipeline of potential projects in advance of any aunch of Government funding.  
This should be supported by a strategic approach that identifies key challenges and viable options for 
intervention.       
 

• Clarify who will lead the project, submit the business cases and stand behind the financial and output 
forecasts. 
 

• Ideally involve the Combined Authority team who will deliver or manage the schemes in the design and 
bidding process.  This helps ensure a clear focus on deliverability.    
 

• Use the bidding process to begin to develop relationships with the organisations who will ultimately 
deliver the schemes.  This is particularly important where the organisations do not have an existing 
relationship with the Combined Authority. 
 

• Try and include some schemes that are close to the point of delivery to ensure early momentum and 
quick wins. 

 
Delivery of Priority 4c package: 

 

• Establish a bespoke team as early as possible with an overall package lead.  Ensure the team is 
adequately resourced and a clear reporting line to a Senior Responsible Officer.  
 

• Seek to align business case and assurance templates and processes with major partners, like in this 
case, the Environment Agency.  This reduces duplication and accelerates the process of securing 
scheme approval. 
 

• Where the output framework doesn’t fully reflect the outputs and outcomes that schemes deliver, be sure 
to collect wider outputs and outcomes and report them to internal and external stakeholders as part of the 
process of demonstrating impact.     
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Chapter 8 – Priority 4d, Enterprise 

Zones 

 

This Chapter summarises the performance and impact of Priority 4d, Enterprise 

Zones.  A logic model developed by the evaluation team in consultation with 

Combined Authority staff is presented setting out the policy context; the objectives 

the Priority sought to deliver; the inputs; activities; outputs; outcomes; and overall 

impact.   

The Chapter includes detailed economic modelling to determine the Priority’s 

impact.  Finally, a summary of lessons learned relating to the design and delivery 

of the Priority identified by Combined Authority staff are presented.  
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8.1: Background to Priority 4d, Enterprise Zones 

The Enterprise Zone concept emerged in the 1970s and was based on the idea that removing 
regulation and bureaucracy would enable businesses to prosper resulting in benefits including 
increased employment and innovation.  The first Zones in the UK were established in the 1980s 
and were focussed in areas affected by urban decline.  These initial Enterprise Zones focussed 
on built environment challenges and the use of capital grants and rebates to drive growth. 
 
The 2010 Coalition Government re-introduced the Enterprise Zone concept as a tool to help stimulate growth 
following the 2008/09 financial crises.  The new Enterprise Zones offered a range of possible incentives 
including: 
 

• A business rate discount worth up to £275,000 over a 5-year period; 
 

• A simplified planning framework including Local Development Orders that grant automatic permission for 
certain development; 
 

• Grants to install superfast broadband; 
 

• Enhanced capital allowances in some Zones, for example tax relief for investment in equipment; and, 
 

• 100% local business rate retention for 25 years. 
 
Prior to submitting the Growth Deal 3 package to Government which included the Enterprise Zone package, 
the Local Enterprise Partnership and Combined Authority had undertaken initial work to secure Enterprise 
Zone status for a number of employment sites. 
 
Enterprise Zone designation was secured in two phases.  The Phase 1 work secured Enterprise Zone status 
to four sites totalling 142 hectares, just minutes from Leeds city centre and the national motorway network. 
These sites are strategically located along the East Leeds Link Road; a £32 million dual carriageway linking 
Leeds city centre to junction 45 of the M1 motorway. This is phase 1 of the Leeds City Region Enterprise 
Zones. 
 
Phase 2 sites were designated as part of the Joint Spending Review and Autumn Statement in November 
2015 and became live in April 2017.  The following 9 sites are in Phase 2: Gain Lane; Parry Lane; Staithgate 
Lane; Clifton Business Park; Lindley Moor East; Lindley Moor West; Moor Park, Mirfield; South Kirkby 
Business Park; and, Langthwaite Business Park. 
 
Enterprise Zone designation offers the Combined Authority the ability to retain business rates collected until 
2042.   
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8.2: Priority 4d, Enterprise Zones – Logic Model 
 

Context 

The LEP and Combined Authority sought to secure Enterprise Zone status, and funding to address viability 
gaps costs in order to contribute to the vision and objectives in the SEP.  The Enterprise Zones represent a 
new product for the City Region with the potential for very large units to attract national and internally 
significant firms, aligned with the Combined Authority’s work on inward investment.  The Enterprise Zones are 
a key component of the drive to build 21st Century physical and digital infrastructure to support the City Region 
to grow and compete globally.   
 
The counter-factual position is that without Enterprise Zone designation and funding to address viability gaps, 
the identified sites would not come forward for development at the same scale and timing.  The sites would 
also not be able to offer businesses an attractive package of benefits.  An income stream for the Combined 
Authority would be lost, along with the opportunity to increase inward investment and support the growth of 
indigenous firms.   

 

Objectives  Inputs 

• Identify the viability gap on each Enterprise 
Zone site and provide funding to unlock 
development 

• Accelerate development and seek to have 
units ready for businesses to occupy by 
March 2025 

• Promote the opportunities available on 
Enterprise Zones nationally and 
internationally with events including MIPIM 

• Work alongside partners seeking to 
encourage inward investment and secure 
major firms to locate on Enterprise Zones 

• Provide space that enables businesses to 
safeguard jobs by addressing barriers to 
growth, and create new jobs as they grow 

 £19.5 million from the Growth Deal. 
Establishment of Enterprise Zone team at the 
Authority. 
Estimated private sector match of £63 million.  
Estimated public sector match of £44 million. 
Re-investing business rates into Enterprise Zones 
and activities to promote them and secure inward 
investors. 

 

Outputs  Activities 

Area of sites reclaimed   Create delivery team within Combined Authority 
Type and length of utilities installed   Complete surveys to inform viability gap 
Commercial floorspace constructed (led by 
Combined Authority) 

 Approve funding for sites following Assurance 
Framework process 

Construction jobs created (led by Combined 
Authority) 

 Purchase sites if needed to unlock development 
 Promote Enterprise Zones nationally and 

internationally 
   

 

Outcomes  Overall impact 

Commercial floorspace constructed (private sector 
led) 

 Direct Commercial Land Value Uplift (LVU) on EZ 
sites 
Associated GVA returns from the long-term 
occupation of new commercial development  
Potential for wider reputational and catalytic 
impacts 
Economic impact calculated through monetisation 
of benefits including enabled commercial 
floorspace, construction and operational jobs 

Construction jobs created (private sector led)  

Commercial floorspace occupied (private sector 
led) 

 

Jobs created as businesses on Enterprise Zones 
grow 

 

Opportunity to renew existing business parks as 
some businesses move to Enterprise Zones 

 

  

6.3: Priority 4a, Housing & Regeneration performance 
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8.3: Priority 4d, Enterprise Zones – Case Study 
 
 
Gain Lane 

The Enterprise Zone programme has been developed with local authority and private sector partners to 

enable the development of industrial and commercial premises on key sites across the Leeds City Region. 

The Gain Lane site occupies a strategic location between Leeds and Bradford but suffers from abnormal costs 

that have presented a barrier to development by the private sector.  

Growth Deal funding of £9.9m has helped to address the barriers to development by providing infrastructure 

and services to the site and thereby enabling the development totalling £37.6m to proceed. The site is totals 

12.8ha and there is potential for 28,400m2 of business space with the potential to accommodate 5,500 jobs 

and generate £37m in annual gross value added.  

Two units are currently being constructed on the site. Astonish Ltd will relocate to a 120,000 ft2 unit later in 

2021 and it is anticipated that this will demonstrate the demand for the new units and act as a catalyst for 

further development. It is anticipated that all units on the site will be completed by March 2025.  
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8.4: Priority 4d, Enterprise Zone performance  
 
It is worth noting that the following schemes identified in the LEP’s Growth Deal submission did not receive 
Growth Deal investment: 
 

• Energy supply at Aire Valley Enterprise Zone – an alternative funding mechanism was found. 
 

• Moor Park, Mirfield and Lindley Moor West – as part of the appraisal process it was determined that these 
sites could proceed without Growth Deal funding. 
 

• Lindley Moor East – despite best efforts it was not possible to agree a suitable scheme with the 
landowner. 

 
The table below summarises the individual schemes performance in relation to expenditure.   
 

Schemes  
Original 

Allocation 
Full Funding 

Approval 

Actual 
expenditure to 

Feb 2021 

1. Bradford Gain Lane  £9,877,037 £9,877,000 

2. Bradford Parry Lane £8,081,000 £1,886,000 £1,816,000 

3. Bradford Staithgate Lane  £85,230 £71,600 

4. Calderdale, Clifton  £3,356,000 £1,345,030 

5. Leeds, Aire Valley £10,000,000 £4,558,590  

6. EZ Programme £10,000,000 £3,519,067 £3,298,096 

7.  Wakefield, Langthwaite  £1,261,330 £500,000 

8. Wakefield, South Kirkby £2,826,000 £2,674,620 £2,674,620 

Totals £22,826,000 £22,649,017 £19,582,345 

Actual spend as a % of original allocation 86% of original allocation 

 
The table below summarises the actual core outputs that Priority 4d has achieved up to December 2020 
(Quarter 3, 2020/21).  As can be seen the Priority has delivered a modest number of jobs to date.  
  

 Jobs created & 
safeguarded 

Houses 
completed 

Leverage 

Priority total 10 0 £4,645,768 

% of all Priorities 0% 0% 1% 
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8.5: Priority 4d, Enterprise Zones Impact 
 
Growth Deal investment in Priority 4d has focussed on supporting the delivery of enabling works on Enterprise 
Zone (EZ) sites.  Across the EZs, the Growth Deal investment has sought to unlock capacity for around 
120,100 m2 of new commercial development, with a focus on supporting production space, with some 
distribution and ancillary office development. 
 
Whilst the GD investment of £19.6 million to date (February 2021) has supported the ‘direct’ delivery of the 
enabling works, further public investment in the order of £43.8 million will be needed to complete the 
schemes, of which £17.3 million has been secured from GBF, NPIF and local authority match, with a further 

£26.0 million of unsecured but provisioned/requested funding from the Combined Authority.  Consequently, 

the overall public cost of the enabling works is estimated at £63.4 million and this will help to leverage around 
£113 million of private costs needed to deliver new development on each of the EZ opportunities.  
 
For the purpose of this assessment, the approach to modelling economic impacts has taken a ‘whole 
programme’ view, considering the long-term effects of all ‘direct’ Growth Deal and ‘indirect’ leveraged 
investment in the five sites, as follows: 
 

• Direct – construction-related employment and associated GVA impacts arising from Growth Deal 
investment in the delivery of the enabling works; and,  
 

• Indirect – construction-related impacts associated with leveraged public and private investment in EZ 
delivery and 10-year operational impacts among the EZ development once developed out  

 
Outcomes on each EZ site are assessed against the likely counterfactual ‘no Growth Deal investment’ 
position. In practice, without the Growth Deal funded enabling works it is considered that no outcomes could 
be achieved and all impacts claimed are therefore considered wholly additional.  
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8.5.1 - Gross and net employment effects 

 
Gross construction job years have been derived through application of an ONS turnover per job benchmark 
for the construction sector in Yorkshire and Humber, applied to the levels of direct and indirect investment 
required (delivered or forthcoming). For reporting purposes, construction job years have then been converted 
to Full Time Equivalent (FTE) terms, in line with recognised convention - 10 job years per FTE.  
 
When developed out, the assessment of gross FTE employment capacities has relied on PIMs tracking and 
evidence from the various business cases, which have in turn been informed by recognised ‘floorspace per 
FTE job’ benchmarks. For prudence, a 20% deduction to gross operational FTE job forecasts has been made 
to account for inevitable periods of development under-occupancy.  To reflect the net additionality of the gross 
employment impacts prudent adjustments for leakage, displacement/deadweight and indirect and induced 
(multiplier) effects have then been made. 

 

Growth Deal EZ Priority – Net Adjustments LCR Level 

 Construction Operation 

Leakage -50% -10% 

Displacement/deadweight -35% -60% 

Multiplier Effects 1.15 induced 
1.35 indirect and 

induced 

 
For construction impacts, leakage is assessed at the higher level, reflecting the potential for national scale 
procurement of contracting, whilst displacement is assessed at the low-medium level, reflecting the 
expectation that EZ delivery is unlikely to displace other construction activities locally. As investment in 
construction will support jobs directly and within the supply chain, only an induced multiplier is applied.  
 
For operational impacts, leakage is considered to be reasonably low, given the distances required for 
commuting from outside of LCR and the fact that most jobs will be filled by local residents. 
Displacement/deadweight however is assessed at the medium to higher end, reflecting the potential of the 
EZs to attract a reasonably high proportion of businesses already operating elsewhere locally.  The 
assessment of operational impacts includes a composite multiplier for indirect (supply chain) and induced 
(wage-related) impacts.  
 
Through this modelling we conclude that Priority 4d will deliver the following direct and indirect gross and net 
employment impacts: 
 

 
Gross Impacts - Leeds City Region  

Direct Indirect Total 

Enabled floorspace, sqm GEA  120,093 120,093 

Gross Construction job years 105 1,020 1,125 

Gross Construction FTEs 11 102 112 

Gross Operational FTEs 0 2,608 2,608 

Total Gross FTEs 11 2,710 2,720 

 
Net Leeds City Region Impacts 

Direct Indirect Total 

Net Construction FTEs 4 38 42 

Net Operational FTEs 0 1,267 1,267 

Total Net FTEs* 4 1,306 1,310 
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8.5.2 - Delivery Forecast, GVA and Value for Money returns 
 
Profiling of employment impacts over time has been completed based on a mix of jobs tracking through PIMs 
and expected business case trajectories and a profile of expected cumulative GVA returns has then been 
derived through the application of relevant sector-based ONS GVA per Job benchmarks for the City Region.  
 
For construction GVA, estimates have been modelled against net construction-job years and for longer-term 
operational GVA among the enabled FTE jobs, the modelling assumes 10 years of commercial operations. In 
practice, the end development is likely to support commercial activities for significantly longer than the first 10 
years.  
 
The table below shows the profile of gross and net FTE jobs.  In practice, it is forecast that all EZ operational 
jobs would be enabled by 2030/31. 
 

  Growth Deal EZ Priority – Jobs Delivery by Milestone Date  

  By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 

Gross Labour Market Impact 

Gross Construction job years  148 782 1,074 1,125 

Gross Construction FTEs 15 78 107 112 

Gross Operational FTE Jobs 0 773 2,269 2,608 

Total Gross FTEs 15 851 2,377 2,720 

Net Leeds City Region Labour Market Impacts  

Net Construction FTEs 6 29 40 42 

Net Operational FTE Jobs 0 376 1,103 1,267 

Total Net FTEs 6 405 1,143 1,310 

 
The table below shows the profile of GVA impacts, reporting in cumulative terms and at Net Present Values 
(NPV).  Impacts are reported by milestone date.  
 

Growth Deal EZ Priority – GVA returns  

  By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 

Cumulative GVA Impacts – Leeds City Region (£m) 

Construction-related GVA  £5.5m £29.1m £39.9m £41.8m 

Construction GVA (NPV) £5.5m £27.9m £36.4m £37.8m 

Operational GVA  - £61.9m £409.8m £898.6m 

Operational GVA (NPV) - £57.8m £332.3m £644.2m 

Total GVA (£m) £5.5m £91.0m £449.7m £940.4m 

Total GVA (£m, NPV) £5.5m £85.6m £368.8m £682.0m 

 
As shown above: 

 
Growth Deal investment has helped leverage wider public and private-led 
investment which will support the delivery of around 2,720 FTE jobs of which 
around 1,310 will be net additional.   In turn the net jobs will support £940 
million in cumulative GVA (£682 million at Net Present Value).  
 
 

 
Against a spent Growth Deal investment of £19.6m is it forecast that the EZ programme priority will deliver 
exceptional economic returns with Growth Deal only BCRs between 35 : 1 and 40 : 1. When factoring in other 
leveraged public and private investment the full delivery of the EZ priority will still deliver good Value for 
Money.  
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Growth Deal EZ Priority – Costs 
and Value for Money 

Net Delivery Cost 
BCR  

LCR Level 

Growth Deal Cost and BCR* £19.6m 34.8 : 1 

Overall Net Cost and BCR** £176.6m 9.0 : 1 
 

* Growth Deal BCR = NPV Net Benefits / Growth Deal Cost 
** Overall BCR = NPV Net Benefits – Private Costs / Total Public Costs 
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8.6: Priority 4d, Enterprise Zones – Lessons Learned 

 

Design of Priority 4d package: 

 

• If possible seek to develop a robust pipeline of potential employment sites in advance of the launch of 

Government funding.   

 

• Where possible avoid restricting Enterprise Zones to specific sectors as this reduces the ability to 

respond to changing demand and can hamper efforts to maximise occupancy.  If higher value sectors are 

to be targeted then this should be done as part of a wider strategic approach rather than in isolation.  

 

• Secure resource to robustly check and challenge information provided by partners in order to maximise 

the deliverability of sites that are awarded funding.  

 

• Seek to secure employment land status for employment sites in Local Plans as this helps with land 

owner’s expectations about end use and values. 

 
Delivery of Priority 4d package: 

 

• Establish a bespoke team as early as possible with an overall package lead.  Ensure the team is 

adequately resourced and a clear reporting line to a Senior Responsible Officer.  

 

• Provide early development funding to enable surveys to be conducted to confirm remediation costs, and 

complete other important development tasks. 

 

• Prioritise pipeline of schemes to test deliverability and focus resources on the sites with the greatest need 

and potential.  

 

• Establish governance structures which secure buy-in within the Combined Authority and from external 

partners. 

 

• Provide early development funding to enable surveys to be conducted to confirm remediation costs, and 

complete other important development tasks. 

 

• Work with inward investment partners to promote the new products that Enterprise Zones can offer. 

 

• Test the stated viability gap through a robust appraisal process including input from economists where 

needed. 

 

• There is continued demand for units on Enterprise Zones both from indigenous businesses and potential 

inward investors.  The Enterprise Zone product is fundamentally sound. 

 

• Find an appropriate balance between the desire to attain the highest possible environmental standards 

with the need to set the public sector investment at the level needed to unlock the identified viability gap. 

 

• Seek to maintain momentum gained through the Growth Deal by securing additional resources to 

continue to accelerate development. 
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Chapter 9 – Overall Impact 

Economic modelling, completed by GENECON, has been carried out following the 
HM Treasury Green Book approach, considering the net additionality of a range of 
economic impacts assessed against the likely counterfactual position. Impacts 
assessed include: 
 

▪ Temporary construction employment;  
▪ Longer term generated and safeguarded jobs; 
▪ Employment-related Gross Value Added; 
▪ Residential Land Value Uplift (LVU);  
▪ Flood Defence Impacts (FCERM) completed in line with Multi-Colour Manual 

methodologies; 
▪ Labour Supply Impacts (LSI) and Move to More Productive Jobs (MMPJ) 

associated with upskilling; and, 
▪ Carbon Impacts, including traded carbon values linked to businesses, 

residential fuel bill savings and wider welfare-related impacts. 
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9.1: Economic modelling approach 

 
Growth Deal investment of £242 million in the six priorities has leveraged a total of around £1.27 billion 
(£490m other public, £780m private/third party). Of this, around £223 million (92%) of Growth Deal has been 
invested in West Yorkshire, leveraging around £397 million of other public and £578 million of private/third 
party investment respectively.  The investment has supported 54 projects across LCR and each investment 
will support long-term economic outcomes. Across priorities there are a range of economic impacts and they 
are summarised below.  
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Number of schemes in LCR 5 11 5 18 8 7 

Construction employment       

Generated Operational FTE jobs       

Safeguarded Operational FTE jobs       

Employment-related GVA       

Residential Land Value Uplift (LVU)       

Flood Defence Impacts (FCERM)       

Labour Supply Impacts (LSI)       

Move to More Productive Jobs (MMPJ)       

Carbon Impacts       

Fuel Bill savings       

Welfare Impacts (NHS savings)       

 
For the purpose of this assessment, the approach to modelling economic impacts has taken a ‘whole 
programme’ view, considering the long-term effects of all ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ outcomes achieved. In most 
cases, direct impacts claimed relate to construction activities to deliver the projects plus longer-term 
operational impacts where the Growth Deal investment has directly supported the delivery of new assets. 
Those impacts assessed as being indirect relate to wider enabled outcomes, such as wider induced capacity 
for new development or the effects of learner outcomes.  In practice, all impacts have or could be achieved 
through the investment and across the Growth Deal, investment has sought to support a range of outputs as 
presented in the table below.  
 

LCR Growth Deal outputs (less deadweight) 

Commercial floorspace enabled 256,545 m2 GEA 

Commercial floorspace accelerated 119,250 m2 GEA 

New learner floorspace delivered 37,498 m2 GEA 

New housing units enabled 3,358 units 

Existing housing assets safeguarded 7,700 units 

Businesses safeguarded 2,306 businesses 

Homes receiving fuel efficiencies 2,886 units 

Enabled learners over 10 years 86,375 learners 

Carbon saved 2.74 million tonnes 

Businesses and entrepreneurs supported 4,055+ supported 
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9.2: Gross to net effects 
 
At a project-by-project level, gross outcomes are assessed against the counterfactual ‘no investment’ position, 
which in practice relates to outcomes that are or were likely to be achieved irrespective of the investment. In 
most instances, no outcomes could be achieved, but some impacts are likely to be/have been delivered 
through other mechanisms without the investment.  
 
Judgements regarding the net additional of gross impacts have been made, through the application of 
appropriate adjustments for leakage, displacement, indirect and induced (multiplier) effects and where 
relevant adaptive capacity and location dependence adjustments.  
 
Through this modelling we conclude that the LCR Growth Deal has the potential to deliver the following ‘direct’ 
and ‘indirect’ gross and net impacts. 
 

LCR Growth Deal – Direct and Indirect Impacts (less deadweight) 

 Gross Less City Region Impacts 

 Direct Indirect Total 

Gross Construction job years 2,792 7,881 10,673 

Gross Construction FTEs 279 788 1,067 

Gross Operational FTEs Generated 6,015 6,163 12,178 

Gross Operational FTEs Safeguarded 31,544 705 32,249 

Total Gross FTEs 37,838 7,656 45,494 

Gross LVU (£m) £54.0m £740.2m £794.3m 

 
Net Leeds City Region Impacts 

Direct Indirect Total 

Net Construction FTEs 104 295 399 

Net Operational FTEs (Generated and 
Safeguarded) 

10,771 4,940 15,711 

Total Net FTEs* 10,875 5,235 16,110 

Net LVU (£m) £35.1m £481.2m £516.3m 

Net FCERM Impacts (£m) £6,059m - £6,059m 

Net Carbon Savings (ktn Co2) 2,748k - 2,748k 

Learners with improved outcomes - 20,729 20,729 

Of which workforce entrants - 432 432 

Of which improved wage-returns - 20,297 20,297 
 

 *Includes Direct, Indirect and Induced FTE jobs 
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9.3: Gross Value Added and Value for Money 
Profiling of impacts over time has been completed based on a mix of tracking through PIMs and expected 
business case trajectories. Among most impacts, 10-years of persistence is claimed. The exceptions to this 
are construction and LVU impacts, which are one-off impacts assessed at the point of delivery, and FCERM 
impacts, which are assessed annually over 100-years following the delivery of the flood mitigation works.  
 
The table below show the profile of gross and net impacts.  
 

 Gross impacts By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 
Thereafter 

(to 2123/24) 

Gross Construction job years  5,805 8,322 9,645 10,673 10,673 

Gross Construction FTEs 581 832 964 1,067 1,067 

Gross Operational FTEs Generated 6,914 8,205 10,943 12,178 12,178 

Gross Operational FTEs Safeguarded 1,891 3,050 4,915 8,023 32,249 

Total Gross FTEs 9,386 12,086 16,822 21,268 45,494 

Gross LVU outcomes (£m) £282.8m £538.2m £688.6m £794.3m £794.3m 

Gross LSI outcomes (learners) 54 578 1,388 1,442 1,442 

Gross MMPJ outcomes (learners) 2,168 25,955 65,488 67,656 67,656 

Net impacts  

Net Construction FTEs 217 311 360 399 399 

Net Operational FTEs Generated 7,709 8,408 10,117 10,990 10,990 

Net Operational FTEs Safeguarded 110 286 569 1,041 4,721 

Total Net FTEs 8,036 9,005 11,047 12,430 16,110 

Net LVU outcomes (£m) £183.8m £349.8m £447.6m £516.3m £516.3m 

Net FCERM Outcomes (£m) £8.3m £47.5m £119.5m £277.9m £6,058.7m 

Net Carbon Savings (ktn) 192.2k 1,118.3k 2,549.7k 2,748.3k 2,748.3k 

Net LSI outcomes (learners) 16 173 416 432 432 

Net MMPJ outcomes (learners) 650 7,787 19,646 20,297 20,297 

 
As shown above Growth Deal investment is forecast to: 

 
• Leverage wider public investment to support the delivery of around 45,495 FTE 

jobs across LCR, of which around 16,110 would be net additional to the LCR 
labour market.  
 

• Facilitate gross Land Value Uplift of £794.3 million or £516.3 million at net 
values 

 

• Save 2,748 thousand tonnes of carbon dioxide 
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The table below shows net impacts reported in cumulative terms and at Net Present Values (NPV). 

 

LCR Growth Deal – Net Costs and Value for Money 
Net Delivery Cost 
for LCR Schemes 

BCR  
LCR  
Level 

Growth Deal Cost and BCR* £242.3m 39.9 : 1 

Overall Net Cost and BCR** £1,387.6m 12.1 : 1 

 
* Growth Deal BCR = NPV Net Benefits / Growth Deal Cost 

 
The Growth Deal investment will: 
 

• Support £19.00 billion in cumulative net economic returns (£9.58bn at NPV) 
 

• Achieve a Growth Deal Benefit Cost Ratio of 39.9 : 1 
 

• Achieve an overall cost Benefit Cost Ratio of 12.1 : 1 
 
  

Net Economic returns – 
Leeds City Region Impacts 

By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 
Thereafter 
(to 2123/24) 

Cumulative Monetary Impacts – Leeds City Region (£m) 

Net Construction-related 
GVA  

£215.7m £309.2m £358.4m £396.6m £396.6m 

Net Operational GVA  £1,568.7m £3,669.6m £5,505.6m £7,203.8m £10,867.0m 

Net LVU  £183.8m £349.8m £447.6m £516.3m £516.3m 

Net FCERM Impact  £8.3m £47.5m £119.5m £277.9m £6,058.7m 

Net Traded Value of Carbon £30.4m £193.8m £459.6m £503.6m £503.6m 

Net Welfare Impact £22.3m £66.4m £112.1m £113.4m £113.4m 

Net Fuel Savings  £9.1m £32.6m £60.1m £61.0m £61.0m 

Net LSI Outcome £0.5m £10.7m £62.1m £108.1m £108.1m 

Net MMPJ Outcome £1.2m £34.7m £213.9m £384.6m £384.6m 

Total Impact (£m) £2,040.0m £4,714.4m £7,339.0m £9,565.3m £19,009.2m 

Cumulative Monetary Impacts – Leeds City Region (NPV) 

Net Construction GVA (NPV) £215.7m £303.0m £341.3m £364.6m £364.6m 

Net Operational GVA (NPV) £1,568.7m £3,485.1m £4,931.4m £5,964.7m £6,989.2m 

Net LVU (NPV) £183.8m £337.2m £413.7m £456.9m £456.9m 

Net FCERM Impact (NPV) £8.3m £44.2m £99.7m £192.2m £925.1m 

Net Traded Value of Carbon 
(NPV) 

£30.4m £185.0m £398.0m £429.1m £429.1m 

Net Welfare Impact (NPV) £22.3m £64.2m £101.6m £102.5m £102.5m 

Net Fuel Savings (NPV) £9.1m £31.4m £53.8m £54.4m £54.4m 

Net LSI Impact (NPV) £0.5m £9.7m £49.0m £78.1m £78.1m 

Net MMPJ Impact (NPV) £1.2m £31.3m £168.3m £276.0m £276.0m 

Total Impact (£m, NPV) £2,040.0m £4,491.1m £6,556.8m £7,918.6m £9,675.9m 
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Chapter 10 – Expenditure and 

Outputs 
This Chapter analyses how the Combined Authority has performed against 

expenditure and core output targets.  Expenditure occurred over a 6-year period 

from 2015/6 to 2020/21.  The Combined Authority has until March 2025 to achieve 

core output targets which consist of jobs created and safeguarded, homes 

completed and leverage. 

 

The analysis in this Chapter excludes expenditure and outputs relating to transport 

schemes supported by the Growth Deal as the evaluation scope excluded transport 

schemes.    
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10.1: Growth Deal Expenditure 

As outlined earlier, the Combined Authority secured £516 million across three Growth Deal submissions, and 
of this total allocation £235.45 million relates to economic development schemes that do not have a transport 
focus.  The table below shows the allocation across the Priorities: 
 

Table 1. Growth Deal allocation  

 GD1 GD2 GD3 Total 

Priority 1, Growing 
Businesses 

£18,000,000 £21,600,000 £22,450,000 £62,050,000 

Priority 2, Skilled People 
and Better Jobs 

£74,000,000 £5,000,000 £0 £79,000,000 

Priority 3, Clean Energy 
and Economic Resilience 

£4,800,000 £8,000,000 £0 £12,800,000 

Priority 4a, Housing and 
Regeneration  

£16,600,000 £20,000,000 £5,000,000 £41,500,000 

Priority 4c, Economic 
Resilience 

£0 £0 £20,000,000 £20,000,000 

Priority 4d, Enterprise 
Zones  

£0 £0 £20,000,000 £20,000,000 

 TOTAL £235,450,000 

 
The chart below highlights the relative scale of each Priority: 
 

 
 
Priority 2 (Skilled People, Better Jobs) has 34% of the overall allocation, with Priority 1 (Growing Business) 
having the next highest allocation of 26% of the total.  The Combined Authority secured agreement from 
Government that some of the costs involved in delivering and managing the Growth Deal could be included as 
eligible costs.   
 
The table on the following page shows the actual and forecast expenditure by Priority, including the delivery 
costs. 
  

26% 34% 5% 18% 8% 8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Growth Deal allocation across Priorities

P1 P2 P3 P4a P4c P4d
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Table 2. Growth Deal expenditure  

 Target 

Actual defrayed 
expenditure  
(2015/16 to 

2019/20) 

Forecast 
expenditure 

(2020/21) 

Total  
(actual and 
forecast) 

Priority 1 £62,050,000 £49,900,520 £10,516,764 £60,417,284 

Priority 2 £79,000,000 £85,470,181 £667,273 £86,137,454 

Priority 3 £12,800,000 £10,803,446 £637,872 £11,441,318 

Priority 4a  £41,600,000 £23,051,687 £11,657,000 £34,708,687 

Priority 4c  £20,000,000 £15,052,287 £4,779,598 £19,831,885 

Priority 4d  £20,000,000 £2,513,462 £17,068,883 £19,582,345 

Delivery costs £0 £7,858,627 £2,273,802 £10,132,429 

Totals £235,450,000 £194,650,211 £47,601,192 £242,251,402 

      
The Combined Authority is currently forecasting to spend £242,251,402 against a target of £235,550,000, 
which equates to over-expenditure of £6,901,402.  The Combined Authority is keeping the Government fully 
up-to-date with expenditure and over-spend in the Priorities shown above may be used to compensate for 
forecast underspend in the transport priority. 
 
The chart below shows the forecast expenditure on each Priority compared to the allocation. 
 

 
 
As demonstrated by the chart there is under-spend on each Priority against the original allocation with the 
exception of Priority 2.  This under-spend has enabled the forecast expenditure of £10,132,429 on Growth 
Deal delivery costs.   
 
The Priority with the largest percentage fall in forecast expenditure compared to the original allocation is 
Priority 4a (Housing and Regeneration) which is forecasting expenditure of £34.7 million against an allocation 
of £41.7 million, representing a 16.8% fall.  This is followed by Priority 3 (Clean Energy and Environmental 
Resilience) which has seen a 10.6% fall.  In contrast, Priority 2 (Skilled People, Better Jobs) has seen a rise in 
expenditure of 9% against the allocation.     

 
In relation to annual expenditure, the table on the following page shows the allocation profile for Growth Deal 

submissions 1 and 2, and the allocation when the Growth Deal 3 submission was approved.   
 
 
 
 

£0

£10,000,000

£20,000,000

£30,000,000

£40,000,000

£50,000,000

£60,000,000

£70,000,000

£80,000,000

£90,000,000

£100,000,000

Delivery P1 P2 P3 P4a P4c P4d

Growth Deal allocation and spend

Allocation Forecast



 

  Growth Deal - Independent Assessment Evaluation |  95 

 

 
2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 

Total Growth 
Deal 1 and 2 
allocation 

£68,266,303 £127,657,838 £56,515,450 £61,618,933 £66,997,011 £67,844,603 

Total Growth 
Deal 1, 2 
and 3 
allocation 

£68,266,303 £127,657,838 £72,228,329 £74,349,287 £73,510,320 £100,338,062 

 
The Government did not contract with annual expenditure forecasts for each Priority.  As outlined earlier, the 
economic development (non-transport) projects had a total allocation of £235.55 million of the total £516 
million, which equates to 45.65%.  The table below applies the 45.65% allocation to the annual forecasts. 
 

  
2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 

Estimated 
economic 
development 
(non-
transport) 
allocation 

£31,163,567 £58,275,803 £32,972,232 £33,940,450 £33,557,461 £45,804,325 

 
The table below shows actual expenditure from 2015/16 to 2019/20 and the forecast expenditure for 2020/21.  
Please note that this report was completed in early March 2021, before the Growth Deal had concluded.  The 
forecast for 2020/21 is therefore subject to change. 
 

 Actual Forecast 

2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 

Growth Deal 
1, 2 and 3 
expenditure 

£18,426,660 £57,213,269 £49,669,550 £49,398,255 £19,942,477 £47,601,192 

 
The chart below shows how the actual and forecast annual expenditure compares to the annual allocation 
across the whole Growth Deal.    
 

 
 
As the chart demonstrates, the estimated annual allocation for the economic development projects peaked in 
2016/17 with a target of £58,275,803 and then remained largely flat from 2017/18 to 
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2019/20 before rising to £45,804,325 in the final year of 2020/21.  The actual and forecast expenditure also 
peaks in 2016/17 and then exceeds the allocation in 2017/18, 2018/19 and 2020/21.   
 
The table below, and chart on the following page, outline the cumulative percentage spend of the allocation 
and the actual expenditure. 
 

 
2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 

Allocation  13% 38% 52% 66% 81% 100% 

Actual and 
forecast spend 

8% 31% 52% 72% 80% 100% 

 
The allocation envisaged that the Combined Authority could achieve 13% of total expenditure in year 1, 
whereas in practice the actual expenditure was 8% of the total.  Cumulative actual expenditure in year 2 
(2016/17) was 31% of the total against a target of achieving 38% of total expenditure.  The Combined 
Authority met the target to achieve 52% of all expenditure in 2017/18 and exceeded the target by 2018/19.   
 

 
 
 
It is worth noting that annual allocations that the Government provided, and required that the Combined 
Authority achieved, do not directly correlate with the forecasts provided in the Growth Deal 1, 2 and 3 
submissions.  The evaluation team reviewed the Growth Deal 1, 2 and 3 submissions and the annual 
allocation letters provided by Government.  The Combined Authority would have strongly preferred a profile 
that enabled them to build capacity and momentum in years 1 and 2, with expenditure peaking towards the 
end of the 6 year Growth Deal period. 
 
The evaluation team conclude that the Combined Authority’s performance on the expenditure targets was 
highly effective, particularly given how challenging the allocation was.  To have achieved nearly a third of all 
total expenditure in year 2 (2016/17) is a significant achievement from a standing start, and particularly given 
that the Local Enterprise Partnership was in its infancy.  The evaluation team recommend that the Combined 
Authority continue to develop prudent forecasts for complex funding schemes and work with Government to 
try and agree achievable annual profiles.   
 
The chart on the following page shows how the Priorities contributed to actual annual expenditure. 
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The chart indicates that expenditure in year 1 was largely driven by Priority 1 (36% of total spend) and Priority 
2 (33% of total spend).  In Priority 1 the Combined Authority benefitted from the fact that the Business Growth 
Programme (BGP) had been piloted with funding from the Government’s Regional Growth Fund (RGF) though 
there was a period when BGP was paused with RGF support ending, and before the Growth Deal was 
agreed.  The significant expenditure achieved in 2015/16 in Priority 2 is testament to the work undertaken on 
the Skills Capital pipeline and the speed with which deliverable schemes were taken through the Single 
Assurance Framework.   
 
Priority 2 made a major contribution to expenditure in years 2, 3 and 4 with 53%, 50% and 48% of total 
expenditure in each year respectively.  Priority 1 made its largest contribution in year 5, with 53% of all 
expenditure in 2019/20 being achieved.    
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10.2: Growth Deal core outputs 
 
The table below shows the core output targets that the Combined Authority is working to achieve by March 
2025.  The targets assigned at each Growth Deal (GD) submission are highlighted.  The jobs safeguarded 
target of 11,100 was attributed solely to Priority 4c schemes.  The first jobs created and safeguarded figure 
applies to all projects other than Priority 4c schemes.    
 

Output measure GD1 GD2 GD3 Total 

Jobs created & 
safeguarded 

8,000 2,000 9,595 19,595 

Jobs safeguarded 
(indirect) 

0 0 11,100 11,100 

Houses completed 1,000 1,000 300 2,300 

Leverage £340,000,000 £300,000,000 £391,000,000 £1,031,000,000 

 
It should be noted that the core output targets do not provide an accurate measure of the range of activities 
that the Growth Deal supported.  The core output targets were established by Government following the 
Growth Deal 1 submission, and this explains why they don’t include measures for flood alleviation schemes 
which were not supported until the Growth Deal 3 submission.  However, the core output targets could 
reasonably be expected to have a measure of progress on Skills Capital (Priority 2), Resource Efficiency 
(Priority 3) and Transport (outside the scope of this evaluation).   
 
The table below shows the actual outputs achieved from 2015/16 to December 2020 and the forecast for 
2021/22 to 2024/25.  It should be noted that the actual and forecast output figures include contributions made 
by transport schemes.  The evaluation team believe that it is entirely legitimate to capture jobs created and 
safeguarded, homes completed and leverage from transport schemes, as a number of schemes have assisted 
economic development schemes to achieve their ambitions.  A number of transport schemes have opened up 
development sites and have therefore enabled homes to be constructed and jobs to be created and 
safeguarded.    
 

Output measure 
Actual  

2015/16 to Q3 
2020/21 

Forecast 2021/22 to 
2024/25 

Total 

Jobs created & safeguarded 8,383 3,041 11,424 

Jobs safeguarded (indirect) 24,583 700 25,283 

Houses completed 1,009 2,251 3,260 

Leverage £694,651,014 £377,453,695 £1,072,104,709 

 
The evaluation team completed a detailed review of Data Capture, which is an Excel spreadsheet tool that the 
Government requires that the Combined Authority completes every quarter with details of expenditure and 
outputs achieved.   
 
The charts on the following page show the actual outputs achieved up to December 2020 (Q3 2020/21) as a 
percentage of the overall target.  The data that generated the charts below excludes the contribution made to 
the core outputs by transport schemes, given that the primary focus of this evaluation is on establishing the 
impact of non-transport schemes.        
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As can be seen, the Combined Authority has achieved 43% of the overall target for jobs created and 
safeguarded as at Quarter 3 2020/21.  There are four years to achieve the remainder of the target.  The 
Combined Authority exceeded the jobs safeguarded target in 2017/18 and the reported output is now 221% of 
the target.   
 
The charts below highlight that the Combined Authority has achieved 21% of the homes completed output as 
at December 2020.   
 

 
 
This figure is based on just the economic development schemes that are subject to evaluation, the overall 
figure of homes completed is higher when outputs achieved by transport schemes are included.  The 
economic development schemes have achieved 67% of the overall leverage target by December 2020.  This 
again excludes transport schemes which have contributed to the leverage target, but are not subject to this 
evaluation.  As the chart demonstrates, the Combined Authority achieved 17% of the leverage target in Year 2 
(2016/17) which is an impressive achievement, and 60% of this leverage was achieved by Priority 1 schemes. 
 
The chart on the following page highlights that the Combined Authority is forecasting to exceed two of the 
output targets. 
 
On jobs safeguarded by Priority 4c schemes the Combined Authority’s forecast is 228% of the target.  On 
houses completed the Combined Authority’s forecast is 142% higher than the target.  The Authority is 
currently not forecasting to achieve the jobs created and safeguarded target.  The current forecast of 11,424 is 
58% of the target of 19,595.  However, the Combined Authority is committed to achieving the target and is 
developing a strategy to enable this to occur.   
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The table below analyses the relationship between the Growth Deal allocation and the scale of the outputs 
agreed.  As can be seen there is considerable variation in the unit cost across the three Growth Deal 
submissions and allocations.   
 

 

Financial 
allocation 

Unit cost of outputs 

Jobs created 
& 

safeguarded 

Jobs 
safeguarded 

Houses 
completed 

Leverage 

Growth Deal 1 £113,500,000 £14,187.50 N/A £113,500 0.33 

Growth Deal 2 £54,600,000 £27,300.00 N/A £54,600 0.18 

Growth Deal 3 £67,450,000 £7,029.70 £6,076.58 £224,833.33 0.17 

Average  £16,172.40 £6,076.58 £130,978 0.23 

 
In relation to jobs created and safeguarded (across all Priorities apart from Priority 4c) the Combined Authority 
agreed to a target of 6,734 in the Growth Deal 3 bid, for funding totalling £67.45 million, which is just 1,072 
fewer jobs than were agreed to in Growth Deal 1 where the funding allocation was £46.05 million higher.  
Given that the Combined Authority is currently not forecasting to achieve this target, there may be a lesson 
here to apply more consistent unit costs when developing bids. 
 
However, the other major factor that has led to the Combined Authority’s current forecast on jobs created and 
safeguarded is that a major project included in the Growth Deal 3 submission has proceeded without public 
sector support.  The Leeds Aire Valley Enterprise Zone was forecast to create 6,000 gross jobs and required 
investment for an enhanced power supply.  The scheme proceeded without public sector investment which 
enabled the Combined Authority to invest in alternative schemes, but this prevented the forecast job outputs 
from being recorded.  The Combined Authority had completed considerable engagement work on the scheme, 
and it was not possible to predict that the planned investment in a bespoke power supply would not proceed.  
The only advice that the evaluation team can offer for future similar bids is to try not to offer large output 
forecasts that rely on a single scheme to proceed.  
 
The trend on the unit costs of jobs created and safeguarded is reversed in relation to houses completed, 
where over the second and third submissions the Combined Authority increased the amount of funding 
required from Government to deliver homes completed. This reflected the challenges encountered in bringing 
complex brownfield sites forward for development, and the evaluation team conclude that increasing the unit 
cost was a sensible and fair reflection of the delivery challenges.  
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10.3: Growth Deal wider outputs 
 
In addition to the core output targets of: 
 

• 19,595 jobs created and safeguarded; 

• 11,100 jobs safeguarded indirectly; 

• 2,300 houses completed; and, 

• £1,031 million leverage. 
 
The Combined Authority was also able to report on a wider set of Growth Deal outputs provided by 
Government.  The outputs were categorised by the following funding themes: 
 

• Skills, 

• Housing, 

• Commercial, 

• Flood risk; and, 

• Business and enterprise. 
 
It should be noted that the Government did not set a target for these wider outputs and they were introduced 
part-way through the delivery period.   
 
It is also worth highlighting that the wider outputs do not provide a full picture of progress in delivering the 
aims, objectives and activities identified in each priority logic model.  This is a gap that the Combined Authority 
could usefully have filled at the start of Growth Deal delivery.  This approach is now being taken by the 
Combined Authority as an Evaluation Framework is created for each new major programme setitng out both 
output measures mandated by Government, and wider output measures that the Combined Authority has 
introduced to enable effective monitoring and evaluation of the programme’s aims, objectives and activities.   
 
The table below shows the outputs achieved up to the end of March 2021. 

Output measures Actual output achieved 

Skills  

Area of new or improved floorspace (m2) 83,203 

Number of New Learners Assisted 2,156 

Floor Rationaliszation (m2) 22 

Specialist Equipment £3,225,159.00 

Housing  

Hectares of Remediated Land 60.52 

Commercial  

Commercial floorspace created (m2) 12,953 

Commercial floorspace refurbished 0 

Commercial floorspace occupied 0 

Flood Risk  

Area of Land with reduced likelihood of flooding as a result of the project 
(m2) 1,680,500 

Reduced Flood Risk Homes 528 

Reduced Flood Risk Commercial 665 

Business and enterprise  

Number of enterprises receiving grant support 3,535 

Number of enterprises receiving financial support other than grants 1,356 

Number of enterprises receiving non-financial support 298 
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The table provides a partial indication of the scale of the activity that the Combined Authority completed in 
each of the priorities.  For example, in Priority 1 (Growing Business) the Combined Authority issued grants to 
3,535 enterprises.  Other types of financial support were provided to a further 1,356 enterprises with 298 
enterprises receiving non-financial support. 
 
On Priority 2 (Skilled People, Better Jobs) invetsment in futher education colleges resulted in 83,203 m2 of 
new or improved floorspace.  Specialist equipment with a total value of £3.2 million was purchased to improve 
the learning environment for Further Education students and 2,156 new learners were assisted.   
 
There are no wider outputs provided by Government that provide a menaingful measure of progress on 
Priority 3 (Clean Energy and Environmental Resilience).  The Combined Authority did require several 
schemes to report on: 
 

• Number of fuel poor homes receiving measures; and, 

• Potential of carobon dioxide reduction (tonnes). 
 
2,379 fuel poor homes received measures and these typically included insulation and other activities focussed 
on reducing heat loss.  A potential of carobon dioxide reduction of 42,043 tonnes was achieved by Priority 3 
schemes. 
 
In relation to Priority 4 (Infrastructure for Growth) the Combined Authority has supported the remediation of 61 
hectares of land in preparation for housing developments.  12,953 m2 of commercial floorspace has been 
created and 1,680,500 m2 of land now has a reduced risk of flooding.  528 homes have benefitted from a 
reduced risk of flooding, as have 665 commercial premises.     
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10.4: Factors that influenced Growth Deal Performance 
 
As outlined in the previous sections the LEP has performed effectively achieving expenditure targets and 
forecasting to exceed two of the three core output targets.  This achievement is particularly impressive given 
that the Growth Deal spend profiles which the Government provided at the start of the programme were 
extremely challenging.  Through the Growth Deal submissions the LEP and Combined Authority tried to 
present a deliverable profile, but the spending targets set by the Government were substantial sums of £80 
million in year 1 and £128 million in year 2. 
 
With the LEP and Combined Authority unable to set their own funding profile, the focus was directed on 
achieving the Government’s spend forecast.  There was also limited time available to develop the pipeline of 
schemes.  In addition, in the early stage of delivery there was some ambiguity over the outputs being 
measured.  Clearly defined outputs and impacts relating to project delivery would better enable the Combined 
Authority to link projects to the sought impacts and better manage programmes to align to the ambitions of the 
Strategic Economic Plan. 
 
It should also be noted that Brexit and the outbreak of Covid-19 have presented unique challenges.  Firstly, in 
relation to Brexit the Growth Deal was signed prior to the referendum on the UK’s membership of the 
European Union.  The referendum took place in June 2016 and the uncertainty that followed in relation to the 
UK’s future trading relationships led to capital outflows and a weaker exchange rate as the value of the pound 
dropped roughly 5% against the Euro and the US dollar between October 2015 and May 2016.  The 
uncertainty began to constrain UK growth as businesses started to defer investment projects.  Business 
investment declined by 2% in the last quarter of 2015.  
 
In relation to Covid-19 restrictions began to be imposed from March 2020.  The economic impact of the Covid-
19 pandemic has hit the UK particularly hard through 2020 with multiple national lockdowns where businesses 
had to close temporarily and the financial damage caused a large amount of business to close permanently. 
Latest figures for quarter 3 (July-September 2020) show the UK economy is 9.7% below its pre-pandemic 
levels, which represents more than double the decline seen in the EU and the US. With the furlough scheme 
and job retention scheme rolled out by the Government, data indicated that 9% of the workforce (2 million 
employees) remained on furlough and redundancies hit an all-time high of 314,000 in between July and 
September 2020. (Trade Union Congress, 2020) 
 
These events have led to a substantial fall in business confidence. The institute of Chartered Accountants 
(ICAEW) 2020 business confidence monitor shows that business confidence is currently negative both 
nationally and within the Yorkshire & Humber region.  In Q4 2020 the business confidence Index was -16.2 in 
Yorkshire & Humberside (just above the national average), with the events of the Covid-19 pandemic and the 
Brexit deal coming to its conclusion having a serious impact. This is a substantial change from Q1 2014 
around the time the Growth Deal was agreed, with the Index at 37.2. (ICAEW, 2021). 
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Chapter 11 – Stakeholders’ 

Perespectives 
This Chapter provides feedback form stakeholders on the design, delivery and 

impact of Leeds City Region Local Enterprise Partnership’s Growth Deal.  The 

analysis draws on a stakeholder survey which was completed by 11 organisations 

in January 2021.    
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11.1: Growth Deal Design 

In relation to the design of the Growth Deal stakeholders were asked the following questions: 
 

• How effective was the LEP and Combined Authority in your opinion at establishing the strategic focus for 
the Growth Deal through the Strategic Economic Plan (SEP)? 
 

• How appropriate do you think the Growth Deal was as a tool from Government to address the economic, 
environmental and social opportunities and threats that the City Region faced in 2014? 

 
On the first question 82% of stakeholders thought that the LEP and Combined Authority was effective in 
establishing the strategic focus for the Growth Deal through the SEP. This implies that the vision for the 
region, the strategic priority areas and the approach proposed within the SEP set a good foundation for the 
programmes and priorities within the Growth Deal to achieve the long-term vision for the City Region’s 
Economy. 
 
On the second question 64% of the respondents believed that the Growth Deal was an appropriate tool from 
Government to address the economic, environmental and social opportunities and threats that the Region 
faced in 2014.   
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11.2: Growth Deal Delivery 
 
In relation to the delivery of the Growth Deal stakeholders were asked the following questions: 
 

• How effective has the LEP and Combined Authority been at responding to major events or changes in 
policies, and adjusting the focus of the Growth Deal accordingly? 
 

• How effective has the LEP and Combined Authority been at working with partners to IDENTIFY schemes 
that could apply for Growth Deal funding? 
 

• How effective has the LEP and Combined Authority been at working with partners to DEVELOP schemes 
that could apply for Growth Deal funding? 
 

• How effective has the LEP and Combined Authority been at managing the Growth Deal in relation to 
achieving expenditure and output targets?  
 

• How effective has the LEP and Combined Authority been at keeping key stakeholders informed about 
progress towards achieving expenditure and output targets? 

 
In relation to responding to major events or changes 64% of the respondents believed that the LEP and 
Combined Authority has been effective in responding to major events or changes in policy by adjusting the 
focus of the Growth Deal accordingly.  The feedback suggests that the LEP and Combined Authority 
effectively reacted and adjusted the focus of the programmes and projects to allocate funding and provide 
solutions to best support the region to acclimatise to the changing landscape. However, 18% of the 
respondents believed the LEP and Combined Authority had been ineffective or highly ineffective in responding 
to the major events. 
 
In relation to the identification and development of schemes: 
 

• 55% of respondents believe the LEP and Combined Authority effectively worked with partners to identify 
schemes that could apply for Growth Deal funding; and,  
 

• 64% believed that the Combined Authority effectively worked with partners to develop these schemes.  
 
This suggests that the LEP and Combined Authority were for the most part successful with collaborating and 
advising partners.  
 
82% of respondents also believed the Combined Authority were effective in managing the Growth Deal to 
achieve expenditure and outputs targets, 73% identified that the Combined Authority were effective in 
communicating and keeping them informed in relation to the progress towards these targets. 
 
Stakeholders were also asked ‘to what extent do you think the Combined Authority has had a good 
understanding of the barriers to the successful delivery of the Growth Deal, and individual Growth Deal 
schemes?’  64% of respondents believed the Combined Authority had a reasonable or strong understanding 
of the barriers to delivery while 36% felt the Combined Authority had a poor understanding of these 
challenges.   
 
The respondents also commented on some external factors outside of the Combined Authority’s control which 
have had a detrimental effect on delivery. 
 

• “Very large-scale capital investment schemes often experience difficulties in delivery due largely to their 
inherent complexity and the capacity of contractors and third parties to deliver their promised outputs.” 
 

• “Local Authority Partners and their capacity have limited the speed at which schemes can be worked up 
and delivered. In addition, Local Authorities’ forecasts have been inaccurate causing problems down the 
line, I would like to see an improvement here.” 
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11.3: Growth Deal Delivery Processes 
 
Stakeholders were asked whether they felt the application, appraisal, contracting and monitoring process was 
an area of strength or weakness in relation to the overall management of the Growth Deal.  The feedback is 
analysed in the chart below. 

 

 
 
In relation to the overall application, appraisal, contracting and monitoring process 55% of respondents saw 
this as an area of strength or a major strength within the overall management of the Growth Deal with 18% 
identifying this as a weakness or major weakness.  
 
Some of the strengths highlighted by the respondents are identified in the quotes below: 
 

• “The Assurance Framework is a close match to the national Framework and receives praise for its 
effectiveness.  A key strength is that it determines a clear decision-making path with risk, transparency 
and scrutiny built in” 
 

• “West Yorkshire implements a reasonable assurance and appraisal process in my view. It is focussed on 
developing schemes so they can be delivered and achieve agreed local and national outcomes” 
 

• “Colleagues I worked with at the Combined Authority were very knowledgeable about the processes and 
very supportive to ensure we got our projects through them” 

 
There were also some weaknesses and areas for improvement identified by the respondents captured below: 
 

• “It is a strong assurance process and the need for rigor is not being questioned. However, it is perceived 
by the individual Local Authorities to be overly bureaucratic and has often felt disproportionate to the level 
of risk/ gain.” 
 

• “The Assurance Framework removes responsibility from locally democratically elected bodies” 
 

• “Too focussed on the process and not enough attention on the outcome proposed. Too many layers of 
bureaucracy and not enough understanding of the joined up place-making approach needed.” 
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Stakeholders were also asked whether they felt the overall application, appraisal, contracting and monitoring 
process has changed since the Growth Deal's launch in April 2015.  Responses are presented in the chart 
below. 

 

 
 
36% of respondents feel that the Assurance Framework either improved or improved significantly with the 
same amount of respondents feeling the effectiveness has remained broadly the same. Stakeholders also 
highlighted that the LEP and Combined Authority has significantly diversified its remit with the Growth Deal 
and that this has allowed them to define a programme that is relevant to the West Yorkshire setting, and 
influence activity across a range of other funding streams. 
 
There were also areas for improvement identified, as feedback suggested that the Assurance Framework can 
fails to reflect local priorities.  There is also perceived to be a lack of accountability and a sense that issues 
can take too long to resolve.  Stakeholders also put forward suggestions relating to the changes they would 
like to see to the Assurance Framework. 

 
• “Drive for more realistic and attainable forecasts at the outset from partners.” 

 

• “Greater freedoms of local expenditure with local determination of priorities, the new mayoralty should not 
be constrained by national agendas and be allowed truly devolved budget discretion.” 
 

• “Rebalance the appraisal so more than one case is considered, i.e., default position is the economic case 
wins. Included in this would be acknowledgement of the emergence and importance of the climate impact 
case alongside 5 case business case methodology.” 
 

• “Greater consideration to health benefits/activity in appraisal process.” 
 

• “Merger of FBC and FBC+ stages in new Assurance Framework.” 
 

• “Better ownership of shared strategic outcomes.” 
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11.4: Growth Deal Impact 
 
Stakeholders were asked a series of questions to establish their views on the Growth Deal’s impact. 
 

• What size contribution do you believe the Growth Deal has made to jobs created, new homes & 
investment levered? 
 

• What size contribution do you believe the Growth Deal has made to good growth? 
 

• In your view what level of impact has the Growth Deal achieved in economic, environmental and social 
areas? 
 

• To what extent do you agree or disagree that the Combined Authority has delivered Strategic Added 
Value? 

 
On the first question 82% of respondents felt the Growth Deal made either a major or reasonable 
contributions to the jobs created targets set out by the SEP and 91% of respondents felt that it also made a 
considerable contribution to investment levered within the region. The contribution towards new homes 
garnered more varied feedback, with a balanced response relating to whether the Growth Deal made a 
reasonable (36%) or major contribution (9%) and whether the contribution was minor (36%) or very minor 
(9%).  The chart below displays the responses. 
 

 
 
In relation to good growth, 64% of respondents felt the Growth Deal has made a reasonable or major 
contribution.  In relation to the Growth Deal’s economic, environmental and social impacts, 91% of 
stakeholders stated that either a major or reasonable contribution had been achieved towards economic 
outcomes.  The perceived contribution towards the other impacts were deemed less significant, 64% believed 
insignificant contributions were made relating to social impacts and more than half had the same sentiment 
towards the contribution to environmental impacts. 
 
There were also some suggestions put forward to recommend ways which these impacts could have been 
enhanced. 
 

• “Greater local flexibilities to apply funding as local Authorities see fit would allow more partnership 
working entirely localised responses to galvanise community engagement and improve the accountability 
of local Government as can be seen across much of Europe where funding is far more devolved.” 
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• “There will be a larger contribution to social and environmental impacts delivered if these cases are 
considered equitably as part of the scheme appraisal process. In addition, the CA needs to work with 
scheme promoters to gain a collective understanding of what good delivery of these outcomes looks like 
in a West Yorkshire setting” 
 

• “A greater focus on developing a West Yorkshire based approach to social value”. 

 
Stakeholders were also asked to identify whether they felt the LEP and Combined Authority had delivered the 
following areas of Strategic Added Value (SAV): 

 
• Strategic leadership & catalyst role - 'articulating and communicating development needs, opportunities 

and solutions to partners and stakeholders in the City Region.' 
 

• Influencing role - 'encouraging partners to commit to shared strategic objectives and to allocate their 
funds accordingly.' 
 

• Leverage - 'providing financial and other incentives to mobilise partner and stakeholder resources.' 
 

• Synergy - 'using organisational capacity, knowledge and expertise to improve information exchange and 
co-ordination of the design and delivery of interventions between partners.' 
 

• Engagement - 'establishing the mechanisms for more effective engagement of stakeholders in the design 
and delivery of programmes.' 

 
The responses from stakeholders are presented in the chart below. 

 

 
 
As can be seen 55% of the respondents agreed that the LEP and Combined Authority had played a strategic 
leadership & catalyst role and agreed that they articulated and communicated development needs, 
opportunities and solutions effectively to their partners.   
 
Over half of the respondents also agreed that the LEP and Combined Authority provided financial and other 
incentives to mobilize partner and stakeholder resources and were effective in delivering leverage.  45% 
agreed that the Combined Authority played an influencing role and created synergy by using organisational 
capacity, knowledge and expertise to improve information exchange and coordination of the design and 
delivery of interventions between partners. The lowest scoring facet of strategic added value the Combined 
Authority provided was engagement with 36% of recipients agreeing that the Combined Authority established 
the mechanisms for more effective engagements of stakeholders. 
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Chapter 12: Conclusions and 

Recommendations 
This Chapter provides the evaluation team’s conclusions and recommendations 
based on interviews with LEP and Combined Authority staff; survey feedback from 
stakeholders; and, desk-based research and analysis.    
 
The Chapter is structured as follows: 
 

▪ Growth Deal design conclusions and recommendations; 
▪ Growth Deal delivery conclusions and recommendations; and, 
▪ Growth Deal impact conclusions and recommendations. 
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12.1: Growth Deal Design 

 

12.1.1 – Conclusions 

The LEP had very limited time available to develop the three Growth Deal submissions, and this reduced the 
amount of development work that could be completed on individual schemes.  A number of schemes were 
already well developed in advance of the Growth Deal, and some had been piloted.  These schemes enabled 
the LEP and Combined Authority to make strong early progress on expenditure and outputs, and as explored 
earlier, Priorities 1 and 2 were responsible for a significant proportion of Growth Deal expenditure in Years 1 
and 2. 
 
The LEP did not let the limited time available to develop their Growth Deal submissions reduce their level of 
ambition.  The Growth Deal included some ground-breaking schemes and demonstrated the LEP’s desire to 
lead key policy areas including the development of schemes to tackle fuel poverty, accelerate the 
development of renewable energy technologies and help businesses reduce their use of resources.  Over the 
six-year Growth Deal period these innovative schemes have performed well, though some took longer to 
establish than perhaps initially predicted given their complexity. 
 
The Combined Authority’s Growth Deal submissions were informed by the Strategic Economic Plans (SEP) 
which was based on robust evidence and articulated a clear vision for the City Region.  The updated 2016 
SEP retained the focus on four strategic Priorities but helpfully refreshed the overall vision to include a 
renewed focus on inclusive growth.  The evaluation team conclude that the Priorities contained in the 2014 
and 2016 SEPs were relevant and appropriate, and that the Growth Deal has made a major contribution 
towards achieving them. 
 
There was a sense from interviews with Combined Authority staff that closer involvement of delivery teams in 
the development of the Growth Deal submissions may have enhanced the deliverability of selected schemes.  
The evaluation team share this conclusion, but note that for the first Growth Deal submission in particular, the 
Local Enterprise Partnership was a small organisation and did not have delivery teams covering each of the 
four strategic Priorities in the SEP.  
 
The evaluation team note that logic models were developed for each of the strategic Priorities in the first and 
third Growth Deal submissions.  The second Growth Deal submission was made in response to a call for 
additional projects and it is therefore appropriate that additional logic models were not included in this 
submission.  The logic models included in the Growth Deal submissions were thorough and appropriate.  The 
Combined Authority may wish to adopt the logic model template used in this report.  The only areas of 
constructive criticism that the evaluation team can offer in relation to the logic models used in the Growth Deal 
submissions are: 
 
i) It would have been useful to develop logic models at policy level, rather than strategic Priority level.  For 
example, in Priority 4 developing a logic model for each of the policy areas (i.e, Housing & Regeneration; 
Economic Resilience; and, Enterprise Zones) within it would have led to more robust testing of key 
assumptions in the logic chain.   
 
ii) The Priority 4 logic models had little focus on commercial schemes, yet these schemes represent a 
significant proportion of the expenditure achieved in Priority 4a Housing and Regeneration.  It would have 
been useful for the Growth Deal submissions to set out a logic for intervention in commercial schemes, 
alongside consideration of the level of budget that would be spent on them compared to housing schemes, 
with appropriate consideration on the impact on the Priority’s ability to achieve the forecast housing target. 
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12.1.2 - Design recommendations 
 
The LEP and Combined Authority should consider the following recommendations: 
 

• Where resources permit it is worth investing in the development of pipeline schemes for each of the 
Combined Authority’s policy priorities on an on-going basis.  This will position the Combined Authority to 
respond effectively to the announcement of new funding programmes by Government.   
 

• Develop logic models at policy area rather than strategic Priority level.  This will enable robust testing of 
the logic chain at a more practical scale helping set an appropriate framework for intervention. 
 

• Develop their own monitoring and evaluation frameworks for each policy area alongside the development 
of pipeline schemes.  This will enable the Combined Authority to capture a relevant range of output and 
impact measures, and establish processes to collect the data from day 1, rather than wait for Government 
to provide a framework once delivery has already commenced.  This work will enable the Combined 
Authority to define the data that needs to be collected when designing bids to enable them to identify 
impact. 
 

• Endeavour to include delivery and management costs when submitting funding bids to Government.  The 
evaluation team recognise that this is not always possible, but even if Government doesn’t allow such 
costs to be reclaimed, it is worth the Combined Authority having a strong handle on the costs involved in 
delivering and managing funding programmes and this could inform bid / no bid decisions.   
 

• Try and develop accurate and realistic expenditure profiles with provision made for Optimism Bias.  Whilst 
the evaluation team accepts that the LEP was not able to dictate the annual funding allocations that they 
received, the profiles in the Growth Deal submissions do look challenging.   
 

• The unit cost offered for jobs created and safeguarded varied considerably in the first, second and third 
Growth Deal submission.  It is recommended that the Combined Authority develop a consistent approach 
to unit costs for core outputs (jobs created, jobs safeguarded, houses completed, leverage secured) and 
this it to inform future programme bids.  The Combined Authority should where possible, be cautious 
when including individual schemes with very high output forecasts as, if they do not proceed, it can 
present real challenges in achieving contractual output allocations. 
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12.2: Growth Deal Delivery 

 
12.2.1 – Conclusions 
 
The evaluation team conclude that the LEP and Combined Authority have achieved numerous significant 
successes in delivering the Growth Deal as outlined below. 
 
Success 1: Effective delivery from a standing start 
At the inception of the Growth Deal the Combined Authority had only just been established.  Organisational 
capability presented a great challenge in providing dedicated resource and the adequate level of support 
necessary to manage the challenging early expenditure targets. 
 
There was a drive to put a structure in place to improve the delivery and governance of schemes.  Examples 
include the creation of the Programme Management Office (PMO) and the formation of the Delivery 
Directorate.  Accompanying these changes was the addition of resource to manage the delivery of Growth 
Deal programmes, which saw overall delivery capacity increase from a team of approximately 30 to over 100 
staff.  The LEP and Combined Authority now have a strong foundation for major future programmes.  The 
ability to deliver the vast array of Growth Deal schemes and allocate all the funding which was made available 
by the Government according to the timeline provided is a great success and shows the growth of the 
Combined Authority and their partners. 
 
Success 2: Collaborative working relationships  
Through the delivery of the Growth Deal, the LEP and Combined Authority has developed collaborative 
working relationships with a wide range of partners including Local Authorities.  The co-ordination, trust and 
cross-functional teams built amongst the partners to collaborate on large schemes displays a great example of 
Local Authorities and regional bodies working together to achieve the shared vision for the City Region.  This 
is evident in the development of the partnership with the Environmental Agency, which the Combined 
Authority worked closely with during the delivery of the flood alleviation programme. This is also evident in the 
£1.45 billion of leveraged investment (public and private) which the Combined Authority has or will attract to 
deliver the Growth Deal ambitions. 
 
Success 3: Introducing major programme delivery tools 
The Assurance Framework has become increasingly robust over the delivery period with stronger alignment of 
business case templates to the HM Treasury ‘5 case model.’  This has strengthened the quality and 
thoroughness of the submissions, in particular by prompting bidders to provide an improved outline of the 
counterfactual position and to provide a better demonstration of the additionality of the investment. 
 
Alongside the new Assurance Framework the LEP and Combined Authority also enhanced governance and 
decision-making arrangements. The Investment Committee constitutes a fundamental part of the assurance 
process for scheme progression.  In 2018 the Combined Authority implemented a bespoke Portfolio 
Management System (PIMS) to manage programmes and to better manage information which was necessary 
to track and monitor the progress of schemes. This system is available to all the relevant partners and they 
were granted access to ensure all the claims for funding are processed through this system.  The Assurance 
Framework is recognised by Government as an exemplar.    
 
Success 4: Successful delivery of organisational change programme  
At the time of the Growth Deal approval, the LEP had an economic development team of around 30 staff.  
This presented initial challenges in managing the Growth Deal funding as there was insufficient capacity.  To 
accompany the internal challenges, Local Authorities who were key in delivery of the programme were also 
struggling initially with capacity given budget reductions.   
The LEP and Combined Authority started to focus on increasing resources and building the capability to 
support delivery. Through a recruitment drive the Combined Authority brought in Project Managers and 
Programme Managers as part of their dedicated resource to manage the Growth Deal.  
 
Success 5: Utilising the flexibility of the Growth Deal funding 
The Growth Deal provided the LEP and Combined Authority with an opportunity to take an innovative and 
flexible approach.  The LEP created a portfolio of programmes which were tailored to the requirements of the 
City Region. The funding enabled Local Authorities to invest in their areas in a way which was not previously 
possible, creating a sense of enthusiasm which supported the investment which came with the Growth Deal. 
 
An example of how the Combined Authority used the Growth Deal in a flexible manner is evident in its 
response to the 2015 Boxing Day floods.  Quick decisions were made to reallocate funding to support flood 
alleviation works for immediate business support. This demonstrates an example of the City Region 
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responding rapidly to events and changing priorities which could not have been implemented and delivered 
without the flexibility of the Growth Deal.  
 
Another success enabled by the flexibility of the Growth Deal can be seen in the LEP and Combined Authority 
supporting projects which delivered social and environmental outcomes, and contributed to good growth. 
 
Success 6: Trialling new approaches  
Through the Growth Deal, the LEP and Combined Authority has trialled new approaches to improve 
competitiveness and drive growth. The Productivity Pilot launched in September 2018 was created to help 
tackle the productivity gap within the region. The business productivity pilot awarded capital grants to 
companies who best demonstrated how the investments will lead to clearly evidenced productivity 
improvements and provided the Combined Authority with significant lessons on how to measure productivity 
going forward. This pilot enabled companies to apply for grants between £25,000 and £100,000 and required 
businesses to show wider activities that will complement the grant investment to improve productivity. 
 
Success 7: Attracting inward investment 
Another key success has been the growth of inward investment driven by investment across several of the 
Strategic Priorities.  The LEP and Combined Authority focussed on delivering infrastructure to support inward 
investment including the Enterprise Zones, and created supporting tools including major grant schemes.  The 
Authority also promoted the City Region as an attractive location for foreign investors.    
 
Success 8: Forerunner in responding to carbon reduction needs  
The Combined Authority established clean growth as an early SEP priority well in advance of the national 
Climate Emergency declared in December 2016 and the Government’s ambition for Net Zero.  This gave the 
Combined Authority an excellent foundation for Growth Deal projects proactively responding to the pressing 
need for carbon reduction and improved environmental outcomes. Specifically, already allocated funding for 
schemes such as the Energy Accelerator has enabled the Combined Authority to bring forward low carbon 
projects.  
 
Success 9: Using the learning from the Growth Deal to inform future delivery 
The LEP and Combined Authority is using the learning and experiences from the Growth Deal to inform the 
development, delivery and management of future programmes. Some of the lessons learnt which will aid 
delivery in the future are identified below. 
 

• Enhanced focus on deliverability of schemes with greater cohesion between policy and delivery teams to 
collaborate on bids. This will enable the delivery team to get involved earlier on in the bidding process to 
ensure both vision and deliverability are factored in heavily at the beginning of the programmes. This will 
ensure schemes are feasible, practical and deliverable to improve the efficiency and success of projects 
and that any mitigating factors are considered and appropriate plans are put in place. 
 

• A focus on early resourcing including the allocation of a dedicated manager who is responsible for the 
programme and is supported by the right structure and team. This focus extends to the management of 
resource within delivery partners, and includes joint recruitment campaigns to ensure they have sufficient 
resource to support delivery.  
 

• The adoption of a direct delivery model which was perceived as a key factor in bringing the Enterprise 
Zones programme forward.  The Combined Authority will explore the use of the direct delivery route 
working with contractors and consultants for future programmes to enable greater control of end-to-end 
delivery on schemes which require direct involvement to improve delivery success.  
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12.2.2 – Recommendations 
 
The LEP and Combined Authority should consider the following recommendations: 
 

• Consider appointing an overall programme lead for major programmes in the future.   
 

• Try and appoint delivery and management teams as early in the delivery cycle as possible, and ideally 
even before new major programmes commence.  There was variability in the speed in which teams were 
established for each of the Growth Deal priorities and this led to differences in the pace of early delivery.   
 

• Commence evaluation work earlier in the delivery phase.  The Combined Authority now has an 
Evaluation Strategy in place and develops an Evaluation Framework for each major programme setting 
out whether evaluation will occur at project or programme level, or a combination of both approaches.  
Commencing the Growth Deal evaluation earlier in the delivery phase would have enabled the Combined 
Authority to establish evaluation objectives and research questions based on a thorough review of 
individual priorities.   

 

• Undertake a post programme evaluation once the Growth Deal programme is completed, and the outputs 
and outcomes have been delivered in their entirety.  
 

• The evaluation team recommends that the Combined Authority keeps a more robust audit trail of 
business cases, appraisals and monitoring data for future programmes. 
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12.3: Growth Deal Impact 
 
12.3.1 – Conclusions 
 
Against a Growth Deal investment of £242.3 million for schemes in LCR it is forecast that the Growth Deal will 
deliver exceptional economic returns with a Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) of 12.1 : 1 when all other leveraged 
public and private investment is factored in. 
 
Notwithstanding the clear challenges arising from the Covid-19 induced slowdown of the economy throughout 
2020, the economic modelling demonstrates that by 2025, the Growth Deal can deliver around 8,400 new (net 
generated) FTE jobs, meaning that it is unlikely to wholly deliver on its initial 2025 jobs target (11,400).  
 
Accepting that regeneration takes time, and to an extent some economic outcomes are reliant on wider 
partner-led leveraged investment, the modelling forecasts that around 11,900 net generated FTEs could be 
achieved when fully enabled, which means that when fully delivered the target is likely to be met or slightly 
exceeded, albeit in the years post-2025. This is perhaps due to a range of factors, including a reasonably 
prudent approach taken to forecasting within the economic modelling for the evaluation, Covid-19 induced 
slowdown of the economy and some refocusing of Growth Deal investment throughout, whereby significant 
investment in skills infrastructure and carbon outcomes in response to wider identified challenges and a 
changing policy landscape. 
 
On housing, by 2025 it is forecast that the Growth Deal will have enabled the delivery of around 2,600 new 
homes, which is also short of initial housing targets (3,620 by 20225). Again this may be due to a mix of 
prudent forecasting, Covid-19 induced slowdown and a greater emphasis on commercial development-led 
projects than originally envisaged early on in the Growth Deal.  
In totality, the Growth Deal will also leverage around £1.27bn of investment (£490m public, £781m private / 
third party) and although some leveraged investment won’t be wholly invested by 2025, the forecasts 
nevertheless suggest that the Growth Deal will exceed its leverage targets. 
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12.3.2 – Recommendations 
 
The LEP and Combined Authority should consider the following recommendations: 
 

• The current business case templates appropriately promote an improved understanding of the 
additionality of the sought funding, over and above the counterfactual position. In some cases, however, 
bidders have outlined a ‘no funding’ counterfactual position, as opposed to a ‘no Growth Deal’ one. 
Looking forward, further prompts to ensure that the counterfactual position forwarded in the cases is 
based on a ‘no Growth Deal’ scenario would make for a better view on the additionality of the sought 
investment itself. 
 

• To date much of the focus of Combined Authority-led monitoring and evaluation has been around 
collecting evidence to report against contracted outputs. We recommend that where possible the 
Combined Authority look to strengthen its monitoring and evaluation processes to better collect evidence 
that can be used to impact evaluation, rather than simply monitoring outputs. Over time, this evidence 
may be used to derive sensible, defensible and publishable local benchmarks that could assist and 
improve the development of future economic case preparations. 
 

• Similarly, we recommend that for future major funding schemes’ evaluations, that work commences 
substantially earlier in the delivery phase, potentially through the provision of mid-term and final 
evaluation work. This would at an early stage help to identify any gaps in the evidence base and enable a 
proactive early response to address any evidence gaps in advance of a more comprehensive final 
evaluation. We also recommend that where possible any future final evaluation work is completed 
following the full-delivery of the programme / project under review. This would enable all costs and impact 
expectations to be fully captured, thus negating the need for some forecasting of latter stage results that 
inform any economic modelling / Value for Money tests.  
 

• On the assessment of skills impacts, we recommend an approach that assesses 10-years of college / 
skills infrastructure investments, followed on by 10-years of improved skills outcomes in the economy. On 
outcome measures, we recommend that assessment of extent to which upskilling can both induce 
workforce re-/entrants into the labour force who would otherwise not enter employment be made, 
alongside an assessment of how improved qualifier outcomes can have a positive effect of wage-rates 
and per-worker productivity returns. 
 

• On housing and regeneration impacts, we recommend a dual approach that considers the employment 
and GVA returns from commercial development alongside the Land Value Uplift returns that could be 
achieved through the delivery of new housing. Typically, LVU returns derive a significantly lower BCR 
than a GVA-based approach, because the recognised MHCLG / Green Book compliant approach to LVU 
assessment required the inclusion of private costs within the BCR calculations, alongside the public 
costs. For parity, and to better align outcomes, we recommend a BCR approach that includes private 
costs within the assessment of commercial-development linked BCRs.  This would ensure that all costs 
and all benefits are reflected across different regeneration schemes. 
 

• On carbon impact assessment, we recommend that a stronger and more aligned approach is derived. 
Specifically, emphases on compiling and deriving standard benchmarks and metrics that can 
meaningfully be applied to assess the benefits of different types of schemes designed to bring efficiencies 
would significantly strengthen the evidence base for carbon-based impact assessment, not only for 
projects in Leeds City Region but also nationally. 
 

• On flood defence impacts, we recommend that FCERM-AG work continues to be included within the 
assessments, alongside an assessment of commercial and development site-related outcomes where 
sites can meaningfully be claimed as being enabled through the removal of flood constraints. Where net 
additionality is assessed among existing jobs claimed as being ‘safeguarded’/protected, appropriate 
allowances for adaptive capacity and location dependence should be made, alongside the inclusion of 
appropriate leakage adjustments. Benchmarks for adaptive capacity and location dependence can be 
taken from the Multi-Coloured Manual (MCM). 
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12.4: Recommendations for additional research 
The evaluation team suggest that the LEP and Combined Authority may want to consider the following 
recommendations for additional research, which could broaden and deepen the findings in this evaluation. 
 

i. Consider developing a project sponsor survey tailored to each individual Priority to gather views on 
the Growth Deals’ design, delivery and impact.  This could generate valuable lessons for the design 
and delivery of future major programmes. 
 

ii. Consider commissioning a process evaluation for Priorities which have not had any external 
evaluations.  For example, Priority 2 had an allocation of £79 million and completed actual 
expenditure totalling £86 million.  There would be merit in understanding the processes used to 
delivery Priority 2 both within the Combined Authority, and at individual Further Education providers. 
 

iii. Consider commissioning a review of actual expenditure when all Growth Deal schemes achieve 
financial completion to enable this report to be updated. 
 

iv. Consider commissioning a piece of work to test for the presence of impacts to date and those 
forecasted working alongside project promoters.  This would enable the economic modelling to be 
robustly tested, and may lead to further benefits being identified or existing benefits being re-
calculated.  
 

v. Consider updating the economic modelling in 2025 when all actual outputs have been reported to 
Government.   
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APPENDIX 1 – Impact at West Yorkshire level 
 
Around £223m (92%) of Growth Deal has been invested in West Yorkshire, leveraging around £397m of other 
public and £578m of private/third party investment respectively.  
 
The investment has supported 49 projects across West Yorkshire and each investment will support long-term 
economic outcomes.  Across priorities there are a range of economic impacts that can be monetised and 
those impacts assessed.  For the purposes of this assessment they are outlined in the table below.  
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Number of Projects in West Yorkshire 5 10 5 15 7 7 

Construction employment       

Generated Operational FTE jobs       

Safeguarded Operational FTE jobs       

Employment-related GVA       

Residential Land Value Uplift (LVU)       

Flood Defence Impacts (FCERM)       

Labour Supply Impacts (LSI)       

Move to More Productive Jobs (MMPJ)       

Carbon Impacts       

Fuel Bill savings       

Welfare Impacts (NHS savings)       

 
For the purpose of this assessment, the approach to modelling economic impacts has taken a ‘whole 
programme’ view, considering the long-term effects of all ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ outcomes achieved. In most 
cases, direct impacts claimed relate to construction activities to deliver the projects plus longer-term 
operational impacts where the Growth Deal investment has directly supported the delivery of new assets. 
Those impacts assessed as being indirect relate to wider enabled outcomes, such as wider induced capacity 
for new development or the effects of learner outcomes.  
 
Gross and net effects 
 
At a project-by-project level, gross outcomes are assessed against the counterfactual ‘no investment’ position, 
which in practice relates to outcomes that are or were likely to be achieved irrespective of the investment. In 
most instances, no outcomes could be achieved, but some impacts are likely to be/have been delivered 
through other mechanisms without the investment.  
 
Judgements regarding the net additional of gross impacts to the LCR and West Yorkshire economy have then 
been made, through the application of appropriate adjustments for leakage, displacement, indirect and 
induced (multiplier) effects and where relevant adaptive capacity and location dependence adjustments.  
 
To reflect the net additionality of the gross impacts to the LCR and West Yorkshire economies, prudent 
adjustments for leakage, displacement, indirect and induced (multiplier) effects, adaptive capacity and location 
dependence have then been made, varying by relevance for each impact assessed and also varying by each 
area under review.  
 
Through this modelling we conclude that the Growth Deal has delivered the following ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ 
gross and net impacts in West Yorkshire: 
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Growth Deal – Direct and Indirect Impacts (less deadweight) 

 Direct Indirect Total 

Gross Construction job years 2,557 5,564 8,120 

Gross Construction FTEs 256 556 812 

Gross Operational FTEs Generated 4,635 5,430 10,065 

Gross Operational FTEs Safeguarded 461 31,098 31,559 

Total Gross FTEs 5,351 37,085 42,435 

Gross LVU (£m) £54.0m £740.2m £794.3m 
 Direct Indirect Total 

Net Construction FTEs 99 216 315 

Net Operational FTEs (Generated and Safeguarded) 4,944 9,146 14,089 

Total Net FTEs* 5,043 9,362 14,404 

Net LVU (£m) £37.8m £518.2m £556.0m 

Net FCERM Impacts (£m) £4,482m - £4,482m 

Net Carbon Savings (ktn Co2) 1,956k - 1,956k 

Learners with improved outcomes - 21,240 21,240 

Of which workforce entrants - 444 444 

Of which improved wage-returns - 20,796 2,0796 

              
  *Includes Direct, Indirect and Induced FTE jobs 
 
Delivery Forecast and Value for Money returns 
 
Profiling of impacts over time has been completed based on a mix of tracking through PIMs and expected 
business case trajectories.  Among most impacts, 10-years of persistence is claimed. The exceptions to this 
are construction and LVU impacts, which are one-off impacts assessed at the point of delivery, and FCERM 
impacts, which are assessed annually over 100-years following the delivery of the flood mitigation works.  
 
The tables below show the profile of gross and net impacts, reported in cumulative terms and at Net Present 
Values (NPV). Impacts are reported by milestone date. 

 

Net Operational FTEs Safeguarded 125 324 645 1,180 5,350 

Total Net FTEs 5,749 6,673 8,758 10,235 14,404 

Net LVU outcomes (£m) £193.7m £363.1m £482.1m £556.0m £556.0m 

Net FCERM Outcomes (£m) - £28.0m £79.9m £194.3m £4,481.8m 

Net Carbon Savings (ktn) 135.1k 799.0k 1,821.8k 1,955.9k 1,955.9k 

Net LSI outcomes (learners) 14 171 430 444 444 

Net MMPJ outcomes (learners) 529 7,629 20,268 20,796 20,796 

LCR Growth Deal, impacts by Milestone Date 

  By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 
Thereafter 

(to 2123/24) 

Gross Construction job years  4,706 6,781 7,721 8,120 8,120 

Gross Construction FTEs 471 678 772 812 812 

Gross Operational FTEs Generated 5,134 6,238 8,816 10,065 10,065 

Gross Operational FTEs 
Safeguarded 

1,201 2,360 4,225 7,333 31,559 

Total Gross FTEs 6,805 9,276 13,812 18,210 42,435 

Gross LVU outcomes (£m) £276.7m £518.7m £688.6m £794.3m £794.3m 

Gross LSI outcomes (learners) 39 489 1,229 1,267 1,267 

Gross MMPJ outcomes (learners) 1,511 21,798 57,907 59,418 59,418 

Net West Yorkshire Impacts  

Net Construction FTEs 183 263 300 315 315 

Net Operational FTEs Generated 5,442 6,085 7,813 8,739 8,739 
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Net Economic returns 

  By 2020/21 By 2024/25 By 2030/31 By 2040/41 
Thereafter  

(to 2123/24) 

Cumulative Monetary Impacts – West Yorkshire (£m) 

Net Construction-related GVA  £181.6m £261.6m £297.9m £313.3m £313.3m 

Net Operational GVA  £1,052.9m £2,476.7m £4,090.1m £5,832.9m £9,045.2m 

Net LVU  £193.7m £363.1m £482.1m £556.0m £556.0m 

Net FCERM Impact  - £28.0m £79.9m £194.3m £4,481.8m 

Net Traded Value of Carbon £18.9m £120.8m £286.3m £313.6m £313.6m 

Net Welfare Impact £16.4m £44.8m £72.1m £72.7m £72.7m 

Net Fuel Savings  £6.2m £20.0m £35.2m £35.7m £35.7m 

Net LSI Impact £0.4m £10.3m £62.4m £110.9m £110.9m 

Net MMPJ Impact £1.0m £33.9m £218.6m £401.3m £401.3m 

Total Impact (£m) £1,471.0m £3,359.3m £5,624.7m £7,830.7m £15,330.5m 

Cumulative Monetary Impacts – West Yorkshire (NPV) 

Net Construction GVA (NPV) £181.6m £255.4m £283.5m £293.3m £293.3m 

Net Operational GVA (NPV) £1,052.9m £2,353.4m £3,612.1m £4,661.3m £5,283.0m 

Net LVU (NPV) £193.7m £350.5m £443.3m £489.8m £489.8m 

Net FCERM Impact (NPV) £0.0m £25.6m £65.7m £132.5m £667.8m 

Net Traded value of carbon 
(NPV) 

£18.9m £115.3m £247.9m £267.3m £267.3m 

Net Welfare Impact (NPV) £16.4m £43.4m £65.8m £66.2m £66.2m 

Net Fuel Savings (NPV) £6.2m £19.3m £31.7m £32.1m £32.1m 

Net LSI Impact (NPV) £0.4m £9.3m £49.1 £79.8m £79.8m 

Net MMPJ Impact (NPV) £1.0m £30.6m £171.6m £286.8m £286.8m 

Total Impact (£m, NPV) £1,471.0m £3,202.9m £4,970.8m £6,309.0m £7,466.0m 

 
At the West Yorkshire level, around 42,440 gross FTE jobs would be supported, of which around 14,400 FTEs 
would be net additional to the West Yorkshire labour market.   
 
Against a Growth Deal investment of £223.3m for schemes in West Yorkshire is it forecast that the Growth 
Deal will over the longer term deliver exceptional economic returns with Growth Deal only BCRs between 40 : 
1 and 33 : 1. When factoring in other leveraged public and private/third party investment, the full delivery of 
the Growth Deal will still deliver good Value for Money.  
 

LCR Growth Deal – Net Costs and Value for Money  

 
Net Delivery Cost for the 

Combined Authority 
Schemes 

BCR  
the Combined Authority 

Level 
Growth Deal Cost and BCR* £223.3m 33.4 : 1 

Overall Net Cost and BCR** £1,073.1m 11.1 : 1 

 
 
* Growth Deal BCR = NPV Net Benefits / Growth Deal Cost 
** Overall BCR = NPV Net Benefits – Private Costs / Total Public Costs 
 
Alongside those monetised impacts, there are a range of other smaller impacts associated with the delivery of 
the Growth Deal, including: 
 

• Amenity impacts associated with the delivery of ancillary public realm and greenspace provision 
  

• Health impacts achieved through the delivery of some affordable housing  
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• Wider indirect LVU associated with impacts on surrounding properties (commercial and residential), 
which are likely to benefit from proximity to new development  

 

• The potential for wider catalytic, reputational and place-making effects 
 
 
 


