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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Resource Efficiency Environmental Forum (REEF) is a Web based business club focusing on topics such as environmental management, waste and energy management.  In addition to its website, REEF encompasses a programme of quarterly seminar events featuring speakers on relevant topics.  These events, which are organised as half-day sessions, typically attract 40 to 50 delegates from a total REEF membership of over 400 individual members (from around 300 organisations).  Originally launched by Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire for local companies within its area, and managed on its behalf by factorten, REEF has now been rolled out to several other areas in the Central Belt of Scotland.

By Autumn 2004 it was felt that, almost three years after its inception, the time was now right to undertake an evaluation of REEF’s activities and effectiveness.  Following a competitive tendering process, an evaluation project was subsequently commissioned from Systems Insight, based mainly on:

· three face-to-face and five telephone interviews with relevant LEC representatives and REEF Steering Group Members;

· an email based survey of the REEF membership base, in which 97 questionnaires were completed (representing 22.1% of the membership);

· telephone interviews with 30 REEF members who had completed their emailed questionnaires.

This Final Project Report provides a retrospective view of the activities undertaken in the course of the project, together with our findings, conclusions and recommendations.

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
The members who participated in the evaluation confirmed that REEF’s activities and services - and in particular the spectrum of seminar themes to date - have been well suited to their business needs.  Encouragingly, also, their consensus ratings of various aspects of the website and seminars can be summarised as “average to good” and “good” respectively.  On the other hand, the feedback also indicated that the website is not kept as up-to-date as some members would like; that the information is not sufficiently detailed or in-depth for some companies; and that the specialist forum areas which have been set up to allow members to inter-communicate are virtually unused.

Notwithstanding these shortfalls, the general view is that REEF fulfils its strategic purpose effectively and addresses a genuine market failure - particularly as a local source of information.  Members gain a range of benefits from using REEF’s services, and these are mainly related to understanding and complying with legislation, and learning how to deal with environmental issues by networking with other businesses.  At the same time, however, REEF membership appears to have made little tangible difference to most members’ companies, beyond being a useful source of information.  This might be seen as disappointing, although it should be borne in mind that REEF does not provide dedicated hands-on advice or assistance with environmental issues.  It would be unrealistic to expect many companies to have made significant financial gains as a result of attending a seminar or two, or from gleaning information from a website.

For the future, the majority of respondents felt that REEF should continue to be run as both an online and a meeting forum; and that it should function as both a vehicle for signposting companies and a direct source of environmental information.  Most of the members anticipate that their participation in REEF will increase in the future; and four in fact said that they would be happy either to deliver a presentation at a seminar or to be the subject of a case study.  The feedback also suggested that seminars should continue to take the form of half-day events, preferably in the morning and perhaps positioned as breakfast events.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (contd)
More broadly, there was evidence that, for REEF to fulfil its remit more fully, more extensive use of the website should be actively encouraged - e.g. by increasing the frequency of emails from the REEF administrator - and that the effort and resources that are devoted to attracting new members should be stepped up substantially.  It was also felt by a number of the interviewees that the geographical scope should be extended to cover at least the whole of the Central Belt of Scotland, although respondents were divided on whether REEF should in future be run by the public sector or by the member businesses themselves (indicated by 30% and 26% respectively).  Finally, there was a strong consensus that a membership fee should not be introduced.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Continuation of REEF:
Our first recommendation is that the REEF initiative should continue to be run, for at least two more years, with public sector support.  This is partly because it is clearly providing benefit to a large number of members’ businesses, and partly because it appears to be addressing a genuine market failure.

Format and Scale of REEF:
If REEF is to continue, its basic format should continue unchanged, in the sense of providing:

· both an online and a meeting forum;

· both an information source and a signposting service.

Various aspects will, however, have to be stepped up in order for the initiative to fulfil its strategic purpose with greater depth and breadth:

· depth in the sense of providing information to the level of detail required by all members (even if in some cases this is via signposting rather than direct provision of information);

· breadth in the sense of encouraging increased use of the website, and also reaching a higher proportion of relevant Scottish companies (particularly SMEs).

Promotion and Member Recruitment:
With regard to the latter of the above points, the potential for further expansion of the REEF membership must surely be substantial.  Given the variations in commitment by the various participating LECs, it would however be unwise to continue to rely on LEC executives’ direct contact with local businesses to spread awareness of REEF and its benefits.  An independent promotional and member recruitment strategy is required, backed up with appropriate resources and taking account of interviewees’ consensus that this should be based on a combination of promotional seminars and email, backed up by having a presence at relevant conferences.

The promotional strategy should also take account of other relevant feedback generated by the Evaluation - notably the benefits gained by current members, as well as respondents’ ranking of seminar topics.

Ability for New Visitors to Review Web Site:
Clearly, an essential element of REEF’s future promotional strategy should be direct promotion of the website.  In this context, the Steering Group and Managers of the initiative should revisit whether new visitors should have to register as members of REEF in order to review the content of the site (which most visitors would wish to do before registering).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (contd)
Decision on Optimum Depth and Currency of Information:
To address evaluation participants’ comments on the depth and currency of information, we recommend organising a focus workshop involving as many as possible of those who made these comments, as well as three or four members of the REEF Steering Group.  The workshop should primarily be designed to enable clear policy decisions to be taken on questions such as:

· What depth of information should be provided on the site?

· How up-to-date should the site be kept?

· What sort of content should be held directly on the REEF website, and when should users instead be signposted to other information sources?

· How often (and when) should members be sent emails to alert them to information updates on the site?

· When and how should old news items and other non-current information be archived?

To enable meaningful decisions to be taken, it will be important to encourage workshop participants to use illustrations when addressing these and other questions.  The workshop agenda should also take account of interviewees’ suggestions for specific topics that they would like to see addressed on the website in the future.
Encouraging Increased Use of Web Site by Current Members:
In the shorter term, current members should immediately be encouraged to make more extensive use of the website via a series of measures including:

· sending an email to the entire membership to make them aware that the website was substantially redeveloped in Summer 2004.  (More than one of the evaluation interviewees had not been aware of this);

· adding impetus to the specialist forums, initially by “seeding” them with a critical mass of questions and discussion threads, and then by emailing members to encourage them to participate.  (This might, for example, be achieved by including a concise but provocative digest of some of the main discussion themes in the email).

A Summary of Evaluation Results:
An additional way of refreshing members’ “buy-in” to REEF would be to develop a summary of the results of this evaluation exercise, and then to email or post it to all members.  This would also serve the purpose of a “thank you” to those members who participated in the Email Survey or the Member Interview Programme.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (contd)
Topics for Future REEF Seminars:
Planning of future REEF seminars should take account of respondents’ ranking of topics (in Section 4.2.3 of the Final Project Report), as well as the specific subjects that Email Survey respondents and interviewees said they would like to see covered at future events .  These are detailed in Appendix E4.3 of the report, and cover areas including:

· Waste

· Energy

· Climate

· Legislation/regulation

· Accreditation

· Dealing with environmental issues

· Emissions trading / waste exchange

Considering New Activities:
Serious consideration should be given to extending REEF’s activities to cover those new activities that gained a strong vote from Email Survey respondents - i.e.:

· organising visits to companies who have successfully undertaken environmental projects (64.9% of respondents);

· making legal advice/assistance available to member companies (52.6%);

· lobbying government on issues important to member companies (51.5%);

· providing assistance with the development of an environmental action plan (49.5%);

· providing assistance with the implementation of an environmental project (37.1%);

· providing assistance with the development of an environmental management system
 (37.1%).

Taking Decisions on Strategic Issues:
In order to take decisions on the various strategic issues that were explored and/or highlighted in the Evaluation, we recommend that one or more strategy sessions are organised as soon as possible, involving both LEC representatives and Steering Group members.  The key issues which should be addressed in this context are:

· who should run REEF in the future - the Scottish Enterprise Network or the private sector Steering Group members;

· the role played by factorten, and in what ways this should change;

· the possible requirement for a full-time (and therefore proactive) co-ordinator or manager if REEF is to expand as required;

· transparency (to the Steering Group) of the financial and operational management of REEF;

· the role of the Steering Group with regard to issues such as controlling the content of the website;

· the future geographical focus of REEF (and associated issues such as potential fragmentation of activities - e.g. between East and West Coast LEC areas);

· the size and composition of the Steering Group - particularly as REEF expands geographically.

Whether to Introduce a Membership Fee:
For the time being we would not recommend introducing a fee for membership of REEF, although the option of charging for seminars should be given consideration by the Steering Group in, say, 12 months, once the more fundamental issues (expanding the membership, increasing the use of the website, extending the geographical scope, etc) have been addressed.

1.1
Background to Project
The Resource Efficiency Environmental Forum (REEF) is a Web based business club focusing on topics such as environmental management, waste and energy management.  Originally launched by Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire for local companies within its area, REEF has now been rolled out to the areas covered by:

· Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire;

· Scottish Enterprise Glasgow;

· Scottish Enterprise Forth Valley;

· Scottish Enterprise Lanarkshire;

· Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire.

In addition to the Web site, REEF, which is managed on behalf of SE Renfrewshire by factorten, also encompasses a programme of quarterly seminar events featuring speakers on relevant topics.  These events, which are organised as half-day sessions, typically attract 40 to 50 delegates from a total REEF membership of over 400 individual members (from around 300 organisations).  There are generally presentations from four speakers; and to encourage attendance, the events are always held in a venue adjacent to a motorway.  The last event of 2004, for example, was held in East Kilbride, while the previous session took place in June at Glasgow Science Centre.  Topics covered at REEF seminars over the last two years have included:
· dealing with hazardous waste;

· integrated environmental management systems;

· pollution prevention and control;

· WEEE (Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment) Directive;

· renewable energy;

· useful environmental information websites.

By Autumn 2004, it was felt that, almost three years after its inception, REEF had reached a stage where its momentum and growth had hit something of a plateau.  For this and other reasons, it was decided that the time was now right to undertake an evaluation of its activities and effectiveness.  Amongst the issues in the background to this decision were the fact that factorten’s contract expires in May 2005, plus the question of who should have “ownership” and ultimate control over REEF’s future activities.  (The private sector members of the REEF Steering Group tend to regard the Forum as being their own responsibility, while at the same time the Scottish Enterprise Network is almost at the stage of adopting REEF as a network product.  This issue is complicated further by the fact that the level of involvement and “buy-in” by participating LECs has been highly variable).
Two further historical factors worth noting are the following:

· REEF’s scope does not include direct assistance for individual member companies. (It should, however, be noted that this type of assistance is available through the Scottish Enterprise Network.  SE Renfrewshire, for example, actively supports bespoke environmental projects for REEF members within its area.  We understand that these are mainly concerned with development of environmental management systems).
· Until mid-2004, when its management was taken over by factorten, the REEF website was not particularly easy to use or modify.  This evidently inhibited some members from making use of the site.

1.1
Background to Project (contd)
With the above background, an evaluation project was commissioned from Systems Insight following a competitive tendering process.  The evaluation was based mainly on:

· three face-to-face and five telephone interviews with relevant LEC representatives and REEF Steering Group Members;
· an email based survey of the REEF membership base, in which 97 questionnaires were completed (representing 22.1% of the membership);

· telephone interviews with 30 of the REEF members who had completed their emailed questionnaires.

This document contains Systems Insight’s Final Project Report on our Evaluation of the REEF Website and Seminars.  The report provides a retrospective view of the activities undertaken in the course of the project, together with our findings, conclusions and recommendations.

1.2
Guide to Report

Section 2 restates the objectives of the project, while Section 3 describes the approach taken and the activities carried out in order to achieve the objectives.  

Section 4 presents the core results of the email survey component of the project, chiefly in the form of tables showing response levels to each question, and also presents outline response statistics.  Sections 5 and 6 present our overall findings, conclusions and recommendations from the Evaluation as a whole.

In order to keep the main body of the report as clear and concise as possible, collated and categorised lists of interview responses - in other words, the detailed findings from the LEC & Steering Group and Member Interview Programmes - are presented separately as Appendices D and E (in Volumes II and III respectively).   Copies of notes on the individual interviews are available separately if required.

Appendices A and B (also in Volume II) contain blank copies of the interview and email survey questionnaires, plus copies of the covering messages for emailshots, and the standard letter and email used to "warm up" interview targets for the Member Interviews.  A complete list of the LEC representatives and Steering Group Members who were targeted for an interview - highlighting participants - forms the basis for Appendix C1, while a full list of REEF members, indicating email survey respondents and member interviewees, can be found in Appendix C2. 
2.1
Overall Objectives

The overall objectives of this evaluation of the REEF website and seminars were:

· to assess the overall effectiveness of REEF, in terms of outputs and impacts - both overall, and with regard to measures such as employment and revenues;

· to gain a quantified assessment where possible;

· to draw specific conclusions regarding the operation and effectiveness of the REEF website;

· to draw specific conclusions relating to REEF seminar events;

· to make recommendations regarding the continued operation and development of the project, including any specific modifications which the feedback suggested would be useful.
The underlying purpose of the evaluation was to inform the future development of Scottish Enterprise’s activities in this area, and to support decisions on rolling out the initiative to other industry sectors and other areas within the Scottish Enterprise Network.

2.2
Subsidiary Objectives

In support of the overall objectives, the survey questionnaires (see Appendix A) were designed to 
provide feedback within areas including the following:

From LEC Representatives & Steering Group Members:

· REEF’s strategic purpose;

· similar organisations and initiatives;

· target audience for REEF’s activities;

· methods for recruiting new members;

· key success factors;

· views on REEF’s effectiveness;

· rating of how REEF fulfils its strategic purpose;
· suggestions for improvements;

· suggested evolution of REEF’s remit.

From REEF Members:
· REEF’s main activities;

· use of website;

· frequency of access to website;

· benefits gained from membership;

· rating of website;

· rating of seminar events;

· information that should be included in website;

· main themes and topics at events attended;

2.2
Subsidiary Objectives (contd)
· suggested topics for future events;

· overall rating of REEF’s relevance;

· rating of operation and management of REEF;

· follow-through on information gained;

· overall difference made by REEF membership;

· cost savings or revenue increases resulting from membership;

· suggested future role and modus operandi for REEF;

· suggested promotional methods/media;

· interest in new activities;

· future participation in REEF;

· views on charging a membership fee.

2.3
Purpose of This Report
The purpose of this Final Project Report is to provide a retrospective view of the activities undertaken in the course of this evaluation of REEF (Resource Efficiency Environmental Forum) website and seminars, and to deliver detailed evaluation findings, together with Systems Insight’s conclusions and recommendations.

3.1
Overview

The approach commissioned by Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire to achieve the evaluation objectives stated in Section 2 was based mainly on three distinct strands of feedback:

· three face-to-face and five telephone interviews with relevant LEC representatives and REEF Steering Group Members;

· an email based survey of the REEF membership base, in which 97 questionnaires were completed (representing 22.1% of the membership);

· telephone interviews with 30 of the REEF members who had completed their emailed questionnaires.

Particularly in relation to the email survey, close liaison was required with factorten throughout the evaluation process.  (Note that the original plan had been to carry out a Web based survey using the REEF website.  It was, however, decided that an email survey would be more practical and more effective).  The evaluation also included a review of website statistics and seminar feedback forms provided by factorten.

The four activities making up the project process are outlined below:


ACTIVITY 1:
Project Scoping (see Section 3.3)

· Initial Project Meeting

· Development of LEC & Steering Group Interview Questionnaire

· Interviews with LEC Representatives & Steering Group Participants (3 face-to-face and 5 telephone)

· Development of Interview Notes


Purpose: to finalise project plan, and agree targeting and information requirements for main evaluation feedback activities.

ACTIVITY 2: 
Email Survey (see Section 3.4)

· Questionnaire Design (2 page) 

· Email Survey Planning Meeting

· Import of Contact Information for REEF Members
· Initial Questionnaire Emailshot (438 targets)

· 1st Reminder Emailshot 

· 2nd Reminder Emailshot 

· Development of Results Analysis Database 

· Data Entry 

· Quality Checking

· Analysis & Reporting

Purpose: to obtain broad feedback on REEF - particularly in relation to its website and seminar activities - from a cross-section of its membership.
3.1
Overview (contd)
ACTIVITY 3: 
Member Interview Programme (see Section 3.5)

· Questionnaire Design

· Warm-up Letters/Emails
· Booking of Interviews

· Telephone Interview Programme (30 interviews)

· Development of Interview Notes

· Collation of Interview Notes

· Reporting

Purpose: to explore and expand upon feedback gathered from Email Survey in greater depth with a sample of respondents, and to seek feedback on a number of additional issues and questions.
ACTIVITY 4: 
Project Review & Reporting (see Section 3.6)

· Development of Final Project Report
· Final Project Meeting/Presentation
Purpose: to meet the overall objectives of the project and report back to Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire on our findings, conclusions and recommendations from the Evaluation.
3.2
Project Scope
3.2.1
Email Survey Sample
The target sample for the Email Survey comprised the entire membership of REEF (438 individuals in all).  A complete list of survey targets, indicating which individuals responded to the email survey and which of these subsequently participated in a Member Interview, is presented in Appendix C2.
3.2.2
Geographical Scope
Given that the evaluation process focused on feedback from the REEF membership, the vast majority - although not all - of the survey targets were located in the Central Belt of Scotland.  (Appendix C2 provides an indication of the area in which each of the members is located).

3.2.3
Questionnaire Content and Format
As indicated earlier, the main objective of the Member Interview Programme was to explore findings from the Email Survey in greater depth, as well as to explore a number of additional issues and questions.  To this end, the information requirements for the Member Interview Programme were determined by studying the Email Survey results and:

· identifying those questions in which it was felt that more in-depth feedback would assist the Evaluation;

· formulating supplementary questions more suited to the interview format than the Email Survey format;

· seeking views from Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire on what additional information they would like to gain from the interviews.

3.2
Project Scope (contd)
From scanning the blank copy of the member interview questionnaire in Appendix A3, it will be clear that this was very much designed to be used interactively (e.g., with specific probing notes assigned to each question).  The relationship with the email survey questionnaire will also be clear, with:

· relevant email questionnaire responses pre-merged in the telephone interview questionnaire;

· some of the interview questions annotated to indicate that they should only be asked where a particular email response was given.

The main design criteria for the email survey questionnaire itself were that it should be clear and concise (preferably no more than two A4 pages), and quick and easy to complete.  A copy of this questionnaire can be found in Appendix A2.

3.3
ACTIVITY 1: Project Scoping
The project commenced by holding an Initial Project Meeting with Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire (John Hannah and Sheila Perry) and factorten (Chris Lyttle), with the overall objective of finalising and agreeing on the project plan and objectives.  The key topics addressed at this meeting were:

· background information on REEF - notably with regard to website and seminar programme;

· detailed methodology and schedule;
· modus operandi for working with factorten in relation to the proposed online survey (which, as indicated earlier, later changed to take the form of an email survey);
· information requirements for the various feedback activities;

· selection of REEF members to be targeted for Online/Email Survey and Member Interview Programme;
· targeting and prioritisation of LEC & Steering Group Interview Programme;

· arrangements for “warming-up” LEC Representatives and Steering Group Members;
· arrangements for providing contact information on REEF membership;

· arrangements for developing, compiling, signing and sending warm-up letters and covering emails.


The Initial Project Meeting was subsequently documented by Systems Insight in the form of a set of meeting notes.
3.3
ACTIVITY 1: Project Scoping (contd)

The second Project Scoping activity was the LEC & Steering Group Interview Programme.  As well as obtaining views on REEF directly from Steering Group Members and relevant LEC representatives, this activity served to finalise the scope of the main evaluation feedback activities (Email Survey and Member Interview Programme) by gathering opinions on what information requirements and issues the Evaluation should particularly focus upon.  In preparation for these interviews, a structured interview questionnaire was developed (see Appendix A1), and the relevant individuals were “warmed-up” in advance by Chris Lyttle and John Hannah.  A total of eight interviews was carried out at this stage - five by telephone and three face-to-face - and a full list of LEC & Steering Group interview targets, indicating who ultimately participated, can be found in Appendix C1.

A complete set of responses to the LEC & Steering Group Interviews, collated question by question, forms the basis for Appendix D (in Volume II).

3.4
ACTIVITY 2: Email Survey
Following on from the Project Scoping activity, the Email Survey proceeded according to the following process.  

(a)
Email Survey Planning Meeting
To initiate the survey process, a planning meeting was held with Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire (John Hannah) and factorten (David Telford and Chris Lyttle), in order to discuss the information requirements for the survey questionnaire and agree upon detailed actions for progressing the survey.  A key decision taken early in this meeting was that an email survey would be more practical and more effective than the Web based survey originally planned.
(b)
Questionnaire Design

A two-page, A4-format questionnaire was used for the Email Survey, based mainly on tick-box questions in order to maximise response, and formatted to facilitate completion in electronic form.  A copy of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix A2.

The questionnaire was initially developed in rough form.  Once the detailed wording of the questions had been approved by Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire, the layout was then developed further in order to improve its visual format and "user friendliness", and hence to maximise the likelihood of response.

(c)
Development & Management of Project Tracking Database 

In preparation for import of contact information for the Email Survey, and for subsequent data entry of questionnaire responses, Systems Insight developed a Project Database early in the project process using Microsoft Access as the vehicle.  For effective co-ordination and monitoring of the survey process, and for effective analysis and reporting of response and status information, this database also included special “housekeeping” fields which were kept constantly updated throughout the project as questionnaires arrived.

3.4
ACTIVITY 2: Email Survey (contd)
(d)
Import of Contact Information for REEF Members

Once the Project Database had been developed, the contact information for REEF’s 438 members was imported into the database.  In preparation for logging email questionnaire responses and sending out warm-up letters for the Member Interview Programme, it was then reviewed and rationalised.

(e)
Initial Questionnaire Emailshot

When the email survey questionnaire had been approved, a copy was sent by factorten to all 438 REEF members, accompanied by the covering email message which is shown in Appendix B1.1.

A full list of REEF members, showing response status (i.e., whether the questionnaire has been completed), is shown in Appendix C2.  (N.B. In some cases the individual returning the questionnaire was different from the original target - usually as a result of the questionnaire being delegated or redirected to a colleague).

(f)
Information Entry & Quality Checking

As questionnaires were received (relayed by factorten), information was entered directly into the Project Database and any modifications to existing contact information were logged appropriately.  

In parallel with data entry, the contents of each company’s completed record were thoroughly proof-read.  Text responses were printed out in special database reports to make the proof-reading process more efficient and effective, while numeric and tick box responses were checked directly against questionnaires.  Any errors spotted during the proof-reading process were subsequently corrected.


(g)
Response Maximisation

In order to boost the response rate, a reminder emailshot was sent out by factorten to non-respondents approximately ten days after the initial emailshot outlined earlier.  The composition of the reminder emailshot was identical to that of the initial emailshot, but with an appropriately modified covering message (see Appendix B1.2).

Approximately a week after the first reminder emailshot was sent out, it was followed by a second reminder, this time using the covering message which appears in Appendix B1.3.

(h)
Analysis & Reporting

After a substantial body of completed questionnaires had been returned, data analysis facilities were developed to facilitate reporting of results.  For the bulk of the information (i.e., numeric, “tick box” and “choice” responses), spreadsheets were developed in Microsoft Excel and data was exported selectively from the Project Database into the spreadsheets for ease of analysis.

These analyses were subsequently used as the basis for Section 4.2 of this Final Project Report.
3.5
ACTIVITY 3: Member Interview Programme
As indicated earlier, the Member Interview Programme was based on telephone interviews with thirty of the organisations/individuals who had responded to the Email Survey.


The process adopted for this activity was as follows:


(a)
Questionnaire Design; Further Development of Project Tracking Database 

To ensure that findings from the Member Interviews could be analysed meaningfully, the interviews were based on a formal questionnaire format (see Appendix A3), with questions pre-designed to yield specific information aimed at meeting the project scope and objectives.  Basing the approach on a formal questionnaire also ensures consistency (and therefore comparability and analysability).  As with the email questionnaire, the interview questionnaire was approved by Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire before any interviews were undertaken.  

In parallel with questionnaire design, the Project Database was developed further to track progress with interview bookings, etc. Additional text fields were also appended to the database in readiness for development of interview notes.

(b)
Interview Warm-ups and Bookings

In advance of the interview programme, a “warm-up” letter on Scottish Enterprise letterhead (see Appendix B2.1) was sent to all interview targets, thanking them for responding to the Email Survey and explaining that Systems Insight would shortly be contacting them to explore their views in greater depth.  The purpose of these warm-ups was to ensure maximum co-operation from the individuals concerned.  Several days after the warm-up letters were sent, Systems Insight contacted each of the targets in order to arrange interview dates and times at their convenience.  All interviews were booked in advance and, by way of preparation, those interviewees who had not retained a copy of their completed email questionnaire were sent a fresh copy to which they could refer during the interview.  In addition, interviewees were generally sent an email in advance, confirming the agreed date and time for the interview.  (Note also that, in view of the fact that the Member Interview Programme was carried out only two or three weeks before Christmas, some of the warm-up messages were sent by email instead of by post). 

Although two of the interviewees turned out to be unavailable at interview time, both of these were rebooked and the target quota of 30 interviews was quickly reached.  The interviews were typically of between 25 and 35 minutes in duration, and the 30 interviewees are highlighted in the list of REEF members within Appendix C2.  

(c)
Interview Results Analysis and Reporting

In parallel with the interview programme, notes on each interview were dictated, entered into the Project Database, and then proof-read to assure accuracy.  Having developed a complete set of interview notes, findings from all of the relevant discussions were then developed and analysed via the following process:

3.5
ACTIVITY 3: Member Interview Programme (contd)
· For those questions whose results were readily categorisable, standard categorisation headings were developed.

· For each of these questions in turn, each text response was allocated one or more categories.  Appendix E (in Volume III), which is structured to reflect the interview questionnaire, lists all text responses for those questions, with each response listed under each category to which it was assigned.  Appendix E also lists all text responses for those questions which were not categorised, but in straightforward alphabetical order rather than categorised lists.  

Note that, in view of the differing situations of the various interviewees, not all questions were responded to by all interviewees. 
Notes on individual interviews can be made available if required.  (These contain no additional information, but provide a different view of the information which is already presented within Appendix E). 

3.6
ACTIVITY 4: Project Review & Reporting
Following on from completion of the LEC & Steering Group Interview Programme, the Email Survey and the Member Interview Programme, Systems Insight proceeded to complete the analysis and reporting process (which included a review of the website statistics and seminar feedback forms provided by factorten).  This culminated in:

· the development and issue of  a Final Project Report (this document!);

· a Final Project Meeting with Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire.
4.1
Introduction and Response Statistics
Section 4.2 presents our analysis of information from returned email questionnaires.  Specifically, it contains tables showing response levels (in absolute and percentage terms) for each tick-box or choice within each question.

A copy of the email survey questionnaire has been included as Appendix A2 for reference, and the table of survey targets in Appendix C2 shows which REEF members completed their questionnaires and therefore contributed to the results.  

As indicated earlier, the analysis presented in Section 4.2 is based on a total of 97 completed questionnaires, corresponding to 22.1% of the original target sample of 438.  Adding the eight “active non-respondents” - i.e., those individuals who either indicated that they did not intend to complete the questionnaire, provides an overall response level of 105 (24.0%). 
4.2
Findings from Individual Questions

4.2.1
Q1: How often do you typically access the REEF Web site?

The following table shows the number of responses to each tick box within this question, together with the associated percentage response:

	FREQUENCY OF ACCESS

	No. of Responses
	%      Return

	At least once every…                               
	
	 

	                                     …day
	0
	0.0%

	                                                 …week
	5
	5.2%

	                                                               …month
	40
	41.2%

	                                                                          …3 months
	24
	24.7%

	                                                                                           …6 months
	17
	17.5%

	                                                                                                           …12 months
	5
	5.2%

	Only in the run-up to ISO14001 evaluation
	0
	0.0%

	Never
	4
	4.1%

	Other (please specify):
	1
	1.0%


Text responses for “Other (please specify)”:

· If I have a specific question in which I need support.
4.2.2
Q2: How many of the REEF seminars have you attended?

The following table shows the number of responses to each tick box within this question, together with the associated percentage response:

	NUMBER OF SEMINARS


	No. of Responses
	%      Return

	None
	26
	26.8%

	One
	33
	34.0%

	Two
	10
	10.3%

	Three
	11
	11.3%

	More than three
	17
	17.5%


4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
4.2.3
Q3: In the following table, please rank the five topics that are most relevant to your 

company.  (Please indicate “1” for the most relevant topic, “2” for the next most relevant, 
and so forth down to “5”.  Enter “X” for any topics which you do not feel are relevant to 
your company).
Overall rankings, together with response levels for “X” (i.e., not seen as issues), are presented in the following table:

	TOPIC


	Score
	Rank
	No of "X" Responses
	% of "X" Return

	Hazardous Waste Directive
	188
	1
	5
	5.2%

	NetRegs environmental legislation information
	146
	2
	2
	2.1%

	ISO 14001
	145
	3
	1
	1.0%

	Useful environmental information Web sites
	129
	4
	0
	0.0%

	Integrated environmental management systems
	125
	5
	1
	1.0%

	Dealing with hazardous waste
	125
	6
	5
	5.2%

	WEEE (Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment) Directive
	121
	7
	5
	5.2%

	Pollution prevention and control
	115
	8
	5
	5.2%

	Business related environmental case studies
	104
	9
	1
	1.0%

	Packaging waste regulations
	101
	10
	2
	2.1%

	Renewable energy
	76
	11
	2
	2.1%

	CCL (Climate Change Levy) regulations
	57
	12
	5
	5.2%

	Supply chain pressures
	57
	13
	6
	6.2%

	SEEO (Scottish Energy Efficiency Office) information
	54
	14
	1
	1.0%

	Minimising water consumption
	49
	15
	6
	6.2%

	Energy efficiency in the built environment
	48
	16
	4
	4.1%

	Corporate environmental and social reporting
	35
	17
	3
	3.1%

	Other regulations/directives
	31
	18
	3
	3.1%

	Water Framework Directive
	8
	19
	5
	5.2%


Text responses for “Other (please specify)”:

· All of the above are relevant.
· I have hardly used this facility here in the Business Information Centre - partly because we have an Environmental Adviser based here part time - so tend to speak with her in the first instance.
· RoHS, IPP & EuP Directives.
In addition to the above feedback, one of the respondents commented that “All elements are relative”.
4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
4.2.4
Q4: What benefits do you feel your company has gained so far from its membership of 
REEF?

The following table shows the number of responses to each tick box within this question, together with the associated percentage response:

	BENEFIT


	No. of Responses
	%      Return

	Saving time/money through more effective environmental management
	19
	19.6%

	Adopting a new or improved environmental management system
	8
	8.2%

	Improved understanding of relevant legislation/directives
	54
	55.7%

	Becoming a better corporate citizen
	13
	13.4%

	Easier achievement/maintenance of ISO14001 accreditation
	12
	12.4%

	Increased confidence in maintaining compliance with legislation
	33
	34.0%

	Ability to demonstrate use of a reliable source of information on environmental issues
	28
	28.9%

	Ability to share knowledge and ideas with counterparts in other businesses
	35
	36.1%

	No benefits at all
	9
	9.3%

	Other (please specify): 
	9
	9.3%


Text responses for “Other (please specify)”:

· Access to information via the Web and newsletters.
· Awareness of environmental events.
· Helpful as an alternative source for audits.
· Improved customer acceptance.
· Interface with potential customers.
· I've simply been watching and keeping alert to changes.
· Networking with companies and access to companies.
· Not much yet. Only joined recently.
· Professional development from attending events.
· Promotion of National programme - REMADE
4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
4.2.5
Q5: How would you rate the various aspects of the REEF Web site that are listed below?  

The following table shows the number of responses to each tick box within this question, together with the associated percentage response:

	
	Very poor
	Poor
	Average
	Good
	Very Good

	RATING

 
	No. of Responses
	%      Return
	No. of Responses
	%      Return
	No. of Responses
	%      Return
	No. of Responses
	%      Return
	No. of Responses
	%      Return

	Gaining access to the site
	0
	0.0%
	5
	5.2%
	29
	29.9%
	47
	48.5%
	8
	8.2%

	Visual presentation
	0
	0.0%
	2
	2.1%
	30
	30.9%
	52
	53.6%
	5
	5.2%

	Navigating between different areas within the site
	0
	0.0%
	7
	7.2%
	30
	30.9%
	47
	48.5%
	5
	5.2%

	General ease of use
	0
	0.0%
	3
	3.1%
	34
	35.1%
	45
	46.4%
	5
	5.2%

	Relevance of information
	0
	0.0%
	2
	2.1%
	24
	24.7%
	55
	56.7%
	8
	8.2%

	Breadth and depth of information
	0
	0.0%
	5
	5.2%
	20
	20.6%
	54
	55.7%
	7
	7.2%

	Accuracy of information
	0
	0.0%
	1
	1.0%
	23
	23.7%
	47
	48.5%
	11
	11.3%


4.2.6
Q6: And how would you rate the various aspects of the REEF seminar events that are listed below?  

The following table shows the number of responses to each tick box within this question, together with the associated percentage response:

	
	Very poor
	Poor
	Average
	Good
	Very Good

	RATING

 
	No. of Responses
	%      Return
	No. of Responses
	%      Return
	No. of Responses
	%      Return
	No. of Responses
	%      Return
	No. of Responses
	%      Return

	Themes and topics
	0
	0.0%
	1
	1.0%
	12
	12.4%
	56
	57.7%
	8
	8.2%

	Choice of speakers
	1
	1.0%
	1
	1.0%
	13
	13.4%
	54
	55.7%
	7
	7.2%

	Event organisation
	1
	1.0%
	1
	1.0%
	6
	6.2%
	55
	56.7%
	13
	13.4%

	Convenience of locations
	0
	0.0%
	4
	4.1%
	24
	24.7%
	41
	42.3%
	9
	9.3%

	Suitability of venues
	0
	0.0%
	1
	1.0%
	15
	15.5%
	50
	51.5%
	10
	10.3%

	Catering
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	21
	21.6%
	45
	46.4%
	8
	8.2%



In addition to the above feedback, one of the respondents commented further on the convenience of locations: “Great venue and great catering, but I have 
to bring my car to work on days that I attend event at Castle Business Park”.  Another commented that “Most of the speakers are excellent, although some 
are not well prepared for the audience”.
4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
4.2.7
Q7: Which of the following describe the role and modus operandi that you feel REEF 
should adopt over the next 2 years?

The following table shows the number of responses to each tick box within this question, together with the associated percentage response:
	DESCRIPTION


	No. of Responses
	%      Return

	An initiative run by the public sector to assist businesses 
	29
	29.9%

	A business forum, run by the businesses themselves
	25
	25.8%

	An online forum only
	3
	3.1%

	A meeting forum only
	2
	2.1%

	Both an online and a meeting forum
	63
	64.9%

	A vehicle for signposting companies to relevant information
	51
	52.6%

	An information source for environmental information
	55
	56.7%

	Other (please specify):
	6
	6.2%


Text responses for “Other (please specify)”:

· Interaction between local authorities - SEPA, Scottish Water, etc.
· Local authorities benefit greatly too.
· Networking/commercial communication.
· Programmes such as Envirowise also signpost companies to relevant information - be careful not to duplicate public spending money!
· This replacement for LEBC has left a gap in Lanarkshire for local accessibility to this type of body.
4.2.8
Q8: What methods/media should REEF use to make the relevant people aware of its 
activities and the benefits of membership?

The following table shows the number of responses to each tick box within this question, together with the associated percentage response:

	METHOD


	No. of Responses
	%      Return

	Direct mail
	17
	17.5%

	Email
	90
	92.8%

	Exhibitions/conferences (which?):
	35
	36.1%

	Advertising in newspapers/periodicals (which?):
	17
	17.5%

	Advertising in other media (what media?):
	5
	5.2%

	PR / Press coverage
	16
	16.5%

	Promotional seminars
	42
	43.3%

	Web based promotion
	31
	32.0%

	None of these
	0
	0.0%

	Other (please specify): 
	4
	4.1%


4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
Text responses for “Exhibitions/conferences (which?)”:
· Both.
· Conferences. (12 responses)
· Exhibitions. (2 responses)
· For starters - all conferences supported by sector team of SE.
· Presence at e.g. SEEC next year?
Text responses for “Advertising in newspapers/periodicals (which?)”:

· A very expensive route and maybe not that effective?
· Ayrshire Post and Kilmarnock equivalent.
· Better to get story placed?
· ENDS Report.
· Herald.
· IEMA.
· Main publications.
· National.
· Newspapers. (3 responses)
· Periodicals.
· The Herald, Management Today.
Text responses for “Advertising in other media (what media?)”:
· IEMA/industry journals.
· Radio.
· SEPA / Envirowise / local councils / LECs / Business Gateway media.
· Sustainable Scotland Network Newsletter.
· TV & radio.
Text responses for “Other (please specify)”:

· Buses, billboards.
· Getting space at exhibitions, or as part of government-linked stands at expos, could be a good way to raise profile / cost-effectively.
· Promotion via LECs and local Chamber of Commerce.
· Site visits to view good and poor practices.
4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
4.2.9
Q9: What new activities would you like to see REEF introducing in the future?

The following table shows the number of responses to each tick box within this question, together with the associated percentage response:

	ACTIVITY


	No. of Responses
	%      Return

	Distributing a paper version of the REEF newsletter
	12
	12.4%

	Organising visits to companies who have successfully undertaken environmental projects
	63
	64.9%

	Providing assistance with the development of an environmental action plan
	48
	49.5%

	Providing assistance with the implementation of an environmental project
	36
	37.1%

	Lobbying government on issues important to member companies
	50
	51.5%

	Making legal advice/assistance available to member companies
	51
	52.6%

	Providing assistance with the development of an environmental management system
	36
	37.1%

	Other (please specify):
	2
	2.1%


Text responses for “Other (please specify)”:

· Having checked these boxes, I would put in a note of caution that EMS consultancies should not be put at a competitive disadvantage by these REEF activities (e.g. member consultancies getting a "bite at the cherry".

In addition to the above feedback, one respondent commented further on the suggestion of 
distributing a paper version of the REEF newsletter: “…but only where this is worthwhile, based 
on the information provided, and not just for the sake of it!”.
4.2.10
Q10: What topics would you like to see covered at future REEF seminars?
The table below summarises responses to this question in terms of subject area.  It is followed by a complete listing of the actual responses falling within each subject area:

	SUBJECT AREA
	No. of Responses
	%      Return

	Waste
	8
	8.2%

	Energy
	1
	1.0%

	Climate
	1
	1.0%

	Legislation/regulation
	13
	13.4%

	Accreditation
	4
	4.1%

	Dealing with environmental issues
	9
	9.3%

	Emissions trading / waste exchange
	4
	4.1%

	Other suggested topics
	13
	13.4%

	No suggestions
	1
	1.0%

	Other
	1
	1.0%


4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
(a)
Waste (8 responses)

· Acorn Project. 

Revised ISO14001 standard.

Integration of management systems.  

Cost-effective waste management.

Waste minimisation.

· Climate change and emission trading.  WEEE.  Hazardous waste.

· Databases of waste by area.

· Landfill issues.

· More on how WEEE will be implemented.

Waste exchange services and information.

Assistance with / information on gaining licences and planning.

Links to the Institute of Waste Management and other relevant industry bodies.

· More topics on waste reduction, and up and coming legislation and its possible outcomes.

· Planning regulations, toxicity testing and waste to energy.

· Solvent reduction programmes and creative opportunities for reducing packaging consumption and landfill waste.

(b)
Energy (1 response)
· Environmental/energy savings.

(c)
Climate (1 response)
· Climate change and emission trading.  WEEE.  Hazardous waste.

(d)
Legislation/regulation (13 responses)
· Any new legislation about to be introduced.

· Carbon trading, UK and EU schemes.

Water Framework Directive - issues for industry.

· Climate change and emission trading.  WEEE.  Hazardous waste.

· Green Jobs: What and where are they?

CSR what benefits are there?

· Hazardous Waste Directive.  Mcerts Scheme.

· Hazardous Waste impact Scotland.

Waste recovery programmes / recycling opportunities for businesses

ISO14001 (2005)

EMAS

· Legal aspects of RoHS and WEEE Directives

· More on how WEEE will be implemented.

Waste exchange services and information.

Assistance with / information on gaining licences and planning.

Links to the Institute of Waste Management and other relevant industry bodies.

· More topics on waste reduction, and up and coming legislation and its possible outcomes.

4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
· Planning regulations, toxicity testing and waste to energy.

· Role of regulators - overbearing regulation and cost to industry.

Emissions Trading Scheme - local trading  / dealing / negotiation?

Lobbying MSPs re “sustainability” of industry.

Scottish Water - customer complaints are (according to press) at their highest levels.  Are there alternatives?

· Understanding PRO legislation.

WEEE Directive.

· With the changing face of the waste legislation, this is always one which should be included.

Emissions trading and future potential for inclusion of other greenhouse gases.

NOx and SOx trading.

(e)
Accreditation (4 responses)
· Acorn Project. 

Revised ISO14001 standard.

Integration of management systems.  

Cost-effective waste management.

Waste minimisation.

· As most companies complying with ISO14000 have to comply with ‘The Duty of Care’, including recycling, reuse and disposal, with the associated documentation, I would propose  information on how companies achieve this (best practice), and how they are continually improving their improvement programmes.

· Hazardous Waste impact Scotland.

Waste recovery programmes / recycling opportunities for businesses

ISO14001 (2005)

EMAS

· Updates on WEEE, and information on how to develop markets for recycled material.

New materials and technologies to harness alternative energy sources.

How can Scottish recyclers support less developed nations, whilst benefiting themselves and this country, by capitalising on the demand for recyclable electronic equipment in these countries?  How can the mind-set that believes that exporting electronic equipment for recycling is an environmental curse to workers in these countries, rather than an economic blessing, be convinced otherwise.  What issues should be addressed to allow more international trade in recyclables?

(f)
Dealing with environmental issues (9 responses)
· As most companies complying with ISO14000 have to comply with ‘The Duty of Care’, including recycling, reuse and disposal, with the associated documentation, I would propose  information on how companies achieve this (best practice), and how they are continually improving their improvement programmes.

· EMS - What's involved?

Sustainable design & construction - how to work towards it with low cost / no cost options.  Drivers.

4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
· Hazardous Waste impact Scotland.

Waste recovery programmes / recycling opportunities for businesses

ISO14001 (2005)

EMAS

· Pollution control issues, and more relevance to the construction sector.

· Practical examples of business environmental initiatives, examples of training and awareness raising methods used by other companies.

· Solvent reduction programmes and creative opportunities for reducing packaging consumption and landfill waste.

· Sustainable urban drainage.  

Urban forestry.  

Volunteering in the environment for company employees.  

How the Greenspace Network can assist companies.  

How your site can benefit biodiversity.

· Updates on WEEE, and information on how to develop markets for recycled material.

New materials and technologies to harness alternative energy sources.

How can Scottish recyclers support less developed nations, whilst benefiting themselves and this country, by capitalising on the demand for recyclable electronic equipment in these countries?  How can the mind-set that believes that exporting electronic equipment for recycling is an environmental curse to workers in these countries, rather than an economic blessing, be convinced otherwise.  What issues should be addressed to allow more international trade in recyclables?

· Utility price negotiation.

Energy conservation ideas/projects that have benefited other companies.

Electronic management of systems.

Process control in saving energy. 

A look at good environmental websites.

Use of energy monitoring devices.

(g)
Emissions trading / waste exchange (4 responses)
· Carbon trading, UK and EU schemes.

Water Framework Directive - issues for industry.

· Climate change and emission trading.  WEEE.  Hazardous waste.

· More on how WEEE will be implemented.

Waste exchange services and information.

Assistance with / information on gaining licences and planning.

Links to the Institute of Waste Management and other relevant industry bodies.

· With the changing face of the waste legislation, this is always one which should be included.

Emissions trading and future potential for inclusion of other greenhouse gases.

NOx and SOx trading.

4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
(h)
Other suggested topics (13 responses)
· Acorn Project. 

Revised ISO14001 standard.

Integration of management systems.  

Cost-effective waste management.

Waste minimisation.

· Carbon trading, UK and EU schemes.

Water Framework Directive - issues for industry.

· Climate change and emission trading.  WEEE.  Hazardous waste.

· Green Jobs: What and where are they?

CSR what benefits are there?

· Logistics to reduce environmental impact, saving energy & valuable resources.

· More on how WEEE will be implemented.

Waste exchange services and information.

Assistance with / information on gaining licences and planning.

Links to the Institute of Waste Management and other relevant industry bodies.

· Producer responsibility.

· Role of regulators - overbearing regulation and cost to industry.

Emissions Trading Scheme - local trading  / dealing / negotiation?

Lobbying MSPs re “sustainability” of industry.

Scottish Water - customer complaints are (according to press) at their highest levels.  Are there alternatives?

· Sustainable urban drainage.  

Urban forestry.  

Volunteering in the environment for company employees.  

How the Greenspace Network can assist companies.  

How your site can benefit biodiversity.

· Utility price negotiation.

Energy conservation ideas/projects that have benefited other companies.

Electronic management of systems.

Process control in saving energy. 

A look at good environmental websites.

Use of energy monitoring devices.

· Water related.  Renewables.

· Water related.

Renewable.

· With the changing face of the waste legislation, this is always one which should be included.

Emissions trading and future potential for inclusion of other greenhouse gases.

NOx and SOx trading.

(i)
No suggestions (1 response)
· Cannot think of anything at the moment.  REEF is first-class at sourcing relevant topics.

4.2
Findings from Individual Questions (contd)
(j)
Other (1 response)
· Links with other environmental initiatives (e.g. DEMI2, Envirowise, Ayrshire Waste Minimisation Club, IEMA Scotland West) in the area of the West of Scotland.
5.1
Introduction

In Section 5, we present our main findings and conclusions from the various strands of the evaluation, which were specifically drawn from:  

· Email Survey Results Analysis (Section 4.2) - based on 97 completed questionnaires.

· Collated responses from LEC and Steering Group interviews (Appendix D) - based on five telephone and three face-to-face interviews.

· Collated and categorised responses to Member Interviews (Appendix E) - based on thirty telephone interviews.
· Statistics on use of REEF website, provided by factorten.

· Findings from seminar feedback forms provided by factorten.

Note also that:

· The questionnaires used for the LEC & Steering Group Interviews, Email Survey and Member Interviews can be found in Appendices A1, A2 and A3 respectively.
· Appendix C1 provides a list of those LEC representatives and Steering Group members who were targeted for an interview, indicating those who participated.
· Appendix C2 presents a complete list of REEF members - all of whom were targeted on the Email Survey - indicating which members responded to the Email Survey and which participated in the Member Interview Programme.
The main purpose of incorporating detailed interview findings within separately bound appendices, rather than within this main body of the report, was to ensure that the main volume is as user friendly and uncluttered as possible.  In the remainder of Section 5, we therefore concentrate purely on a synopsis of our overall findings and conclusions, while Section 6 presents our key recommendations from the Evaluation.

5.2
Awareness of REEF’s Remit and Similar Organisations/Initiatives

Member Interviewees, who in roughly equal numbers either held a dedicated HSE role or occupied a wider role incorporating responsibility for addressing environmental issues, generally demonstrated a good understanding of REEF’s role, activities and scope in terms of website and seminar content.  Asked, subsequently, what was their understanding of REEF’s strategic purpose, they then responded in the following terms:

· to provide a source of information on environmental issues;
· to promote networking and dialogue amongst members;
· to provide support to companies without a dedicated environmental function;
· to promote awareness of environmental issues to industry.
LEC and Steering Group interviewees responded similarly to these questions.  They also added that, while the main target audience for REEF’s activities is SMEs, many of the members are from large companies.  This is not seen as a particular problem, however, especially when some of these companies provide active support (e.g. by hosting visits).

5.2
Awareness of REEF’s Remit and Similar Organisations/Initiatives (contd)
Perhaps surprisingly, no single organisation, initiative or information source emerged as serving the same function as REEF for more than a small minority (4 out of 30) of the Member Interviewees.  We conclude that REEF is not duplicating or displacing any other organisation or service to any significant extent.  In this sense, the evaluation therefore appeared to confirm that REEF is addressing a genuine market failure - particularly as a local source of information.  In addition, only a very few of the interviewees mentioned local environmental business forums which had been superseded by REEF - let alone suggesting that REEF does not perform the role as adequately as other forums.  One interviewee, however, expressed the view that REEF takes second place to the local environmental forum in Ayrshire; and the issue of Ayrshire companies being unwilling to travel to seminars in the Glasgow and Paisley areas was also highlighted.

Feedback in this area from LEC & Steering Group Interviewees produced similar findings.

5.3
Membership Profile, Size and Buy-in

Considering that the REEF membership base is essentially a captive audience, and that being a “member” implies a certain degree of attachment - if not commitment - to the initiative, the overall response to the Email Survey (24%) was relatively low.  This is especially apparent when one takes account of the fact that not one, but three copies of the questionnaire were sent to all members, explaining that the purpose of the survey was “to ensure that REEF provides maximum benefit to its members”.

Despite the fact that a typical REEF seminar attracts 40 or 50 out of the 400-plus members, this begs the question of how many are “real” committed members, as opposed to people who have had to register on the website but have rarely or never used it since their first visit.

Because of factors such as the readiness of email survey respondents to participate in the Member Interview Programme when they were contacted, we believe, however, that ultimately the 97 completed email questionnaires, together with the 30 telephone interviews with members and the eight interviews with LEC representatives and Steering Group members, is a strong body of feedback which can safely be regarded as being representative of the views and experiences of those who have knowledge of REEF.
Analysis of the business descriptions of Member Interviewees’ companies, backed up by a scan of the membership database provided by factorten, confirms that a significant minority of REEF members are suppliers of environmental services.  While the remainder of the members are from companies whose core business is in manufacturing or process engineering - i.e. the main types of business that one would normally associate with waste, contamination and other environmental issues - the current REEF membership nonetheless represents only a small proportion of the total population of such businesses in the Central Belt of Scotland.  Given, also, that these are not the only types of business facing environmental issues, the potential for further expansion of the REEF membership must surely be substantial.

Feedback from both Member Interviewees and LEC & Steering Group Interviewees pointed towards most REEF members having been recruited by direct recommendation from a LEC executive or other business contact, rather than from promotional activity.  This, combined with the above implication of a much wider untapped pool of potential members - particularly amongst SMEs - suggests that stepping up the effort and resources that are devoted to promoting REEF is likely to be highly fruitful.

5.4
Use of REEF Website

Responses to Q1 of the Email Survey suggested that most REEF members who actively make use of the REEF website do so at least once every 3 months, and typically around once a month.  Only a small minority (around 5%) use the site once a week or more, while no-one confessed to being a daily (or more frequent) user.  Adding to this feedback, the Member Interviewees revealed that the website is mainly used to:

· maintain members’ awareness of relevant legislative issues;

· obtain information about forthcoming REEF seminars;

· view recent news items.

As one might have expected, two of the main triggers to members accessing the REEF website are to find a solution to a specific question or issue, and to check for new information in general.  Visiting REEF and similar websites is also an activity that some members undertake periodically when they have a spare moment.  The most common trigger, however, is being prompted by an email from factorten, which suggests that increasing the frequency of emails should lead to fuller use of the site.

5.5
Attendance at REEF Seminars

The likelihood that the Email Survey respondents are generally more representative of the active members of REEF than non-participating members or one-off visitors to the website is strong.  Because of this, it would not be realistic to expect the statistics on seminar attendance to be indicative of the membership as a whole.  What can be concluded, however, is that the active members are split in roughly equal numbers across:

· those who have attended three or more REEF seminars;

· those who have only attended one;

· those who have not attended any.

Obviously the newer REEF members have not yet had time to attend several events.  Another factor limiting attendance at specific events is the diversity of subject matter falling within REEF’s remit: not every seminar theme will be of interest to every member, and this was confirmed from the Member Interviews.  It was, however, also clear from the interview feedback that geographical constraints (or perceived constraints) play a part - particularly for members in locations such as Glenrothes.

A scan of Appendix E4.2 will reveal that members have a preference for REEF seminars to take the form of half-day events.  Although there was no absolute consensus on whether the events should take place in the morning, afternoon or evening, there was a marked bias towards breakfast or morning events.

5.6
Scope of Information Covered by REEF
Email Survey respondents’ ranking of the relevance of the broad spectrum of topics covered by previous REEF seminars would suggest that the balance of themes to date has been well suited to the membership base.  None of the topics listed in Q3 of the email questionnaire drew significant levels of “not relevant” indications, while the overall scores suggested that the following “Top 10” topics have particularly broad relevance to members:

· Hazardous Waste Directive

· NetRegs environmental legislation information

· ISO 14001

· Useful environmental information Web sites

· Integrated environmental management systems

· Dealing with hazardous waste

· WEEE (Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment) Directive

· Pollution prevention and control

· Business related environmental case studies

· Packaging waste regulations

5.7
Overall Ratings of REEF

Most of the Member Interviewees confirmed that REEF’s activities and services are either relevant or very relevant to their business needs, with some of the larger companies also commenting that REEF’s role in their own context is to supplement information provided by their internal environmental department.  Most interviewees also commented that REEF fulfils its strategic purpose effectively - albeit with a need to evolve more depth to its information provision - and rated its operation and management either highly or very highly.  In addition, two of the Steering Group interviewees commented that, for REEF to achieve its purpose more fully, use of its website will have to increase and it will also have to acquire more members. 

5.8
Ratings of Website

Feedback from Email Survey respondents yielded a strong consensus rating of “average to good” (as opposed to “very good”) for all aspects of the REEF website.  (See table of Section 4.2.5 for rating criteria).  Specific areas for improvement (or review) that were highlighted in relation to the website (by both Member Interviewees and LEC & Steering Group Interviewees) were as follows:

· The site is not kept as up-to-date as some interviewees would like.

· The information is not sufficiently detailed or in-depth for some members.

· Some people find the password access system offputting or unreliable.

· Using LEC boundaries as a basis for referring to geographical areas within Scotland does not necessarily reflect businesses’ view of geography.

· Some information which is being deleted when it becomes less current should instead be archived, so that members who have previously found it useful can refer to it again if they wish.

· The specialist forum areas which have been set up to allow members to inter-communicate are virtually unused.  (One interviewee commented that this negates one of the main reasons for using the site).

5.8
Ratings of Website (contd)
All of the above are important points, and at least worthy of review, although it should be noted that each was highlighted by only a small number of interviewees.  In addition to the above, one interviewee also commented that the website launch event had been so disorganised as to discourage him from making further use of the site.

The question regarding future use of the REEF website generally prompted a clear “Yes”.  Five of the interviewees however stressed the importance of ensuring that the information held on the site is adequately maintained so that it is both constantly up-to-date and sufficiently in-depth to be of practical use.  It also transpired that a number of the interviewees were unaware of the recent revamp of the site, and this is something which obviously requires further promotion.

5.9
Ratings of Seminar Events

Email Survey respondents’ assessment of the various aspects of the REEF seminars listed in the questionnaire (see Section 4.2.6) was generally more positive than the equivalent ratings of the website, and can be summarised as “good” (rather than “average” or “very good”).  The seminars were also rated highly by the LEC & Steering Group Interviewees.

Very few of the Member Interviewees highlighted issues or areas for improvement in relation to the seminars, although critical comments were made regarding the website launch event (as indicated earlier) and the cancellation of an event which had been due to be held at Safeway in Bellshill.  Two interviewees also remarked that they had found some of the seminar presentations boring - e.g. because they had seen the same speaker several times, or because a speaker had simply read out the text from his presentation slides.  As well as echoing the desirability of not having too much repetition of the same speakers, LEC & Steering Group interviewees also highlighted the importance of speakers not using REEF seminars as an opportunity for a sales pitch.

5.10
Outcomes and Benefits

The highest levels of response to Q4 of the Email Survey confirm that the main benefits that companies gain from membership of REEF relate to understanding and complying with legislation, and learning how to deal with environmental issues by networking with other businesses.  More specifically:

· 55.7% ticked “Improved understanding of relevant legislation/directives”;

· 36.1% indicated “Ability to share knowledge and ideas with counterparts in other businesses”;

· 34.0% cited “Increased confidence in maintaining compliance with legislation”;

· 28.9% highlighted “Ability to demonstrate use of a reliable source of information on environmental issues”. 

Importantly, only one in ten respondents claimed to have gained “no benefits at all”, while - perhaps surprisingly - only one in twelve cited “Adopting a new or improved environmental management system”, and one in eight ticked “Easier achievement/maintenance of ISO 14001 accreditation”.

The detailed responses to Member Interview Q6.5, in which interviewees were asked for illustrations of the benefits they had ticked in the email questionnaire, add more flesh to the bones of the above statistics, and can be found in Appendix E6.5.

5.10
Outcomes and Benefits (contd)
In spite of members’ generally high ratings of the various aspects of REEF that were covered in the email and interview questionnaires, and although a high proportion of the Email Survey respondents claimed to have benefited from their participation, feedback from the Member Interviews suggested that REEF membership has so far made little tangible difference to most members’ companies, beyond providing them with a useful source of information.  Two individuals however indicated that they had won business as a result of being a member, while four cited savings in energy, time or costs and two said that their membership had made it easier to comply with ISO 14001.  (The detailed responses in Appendix E6.2 and category (b) of Appendix E6.3 are worth scanning in this context).

In line with the above feedback, only two of the interviewees, when asked about any cost savings or revenue increases that had happened as a result of their membership of REEF, were able to respond in quantified terms.  (Both companies had saved £10,000 - one in landfill waste bills, and the other as a result of deciding not to go for ISO 14001 accreditation).  This feedback is consistent with the Email Survey results, in which relatively few respondents (one in five) claimed to have saved time or money through more effective environmental management.  It is also reflected in the related interview question regarding organisational changes and staff increases, in which the only tangible outcome that was cited was a securing of existing jobs.

Although at face value it might be seen as disappointing that participation in REEF has not made more of a difference to members’ companies - especially in quantified terms - our own view is that it should be borne in mind that REEF does not currently provide dedicated hands-on advice or assistance with environmental issues.  It would be unrealistic to expect many companies to have made significant financial gains as a result of attending a seminar or two, or gleaning information from a website, and this is further echoed in interviewees’ responses (in Appendix E6.1) regarding how they had followed through on the information they had gained from attending REEF events or using its website.

It is also, of course, relatively early in REEF’s evolution to expect profound impacts - particularly when the website appears to have been poorly presented and difficult to use until only a few months ago.  Instead, REEF’s first two or three years should be regarded as a successful foundation upon which a range of improvements can be made which can confidently be expected to achieve broader and deeper benefits for the membership base in the longer term future.
5.11
Views on REEF’s Future

With regard to REEF’s role and modus operandi for the future, the majority of Email Survey respondents felt that:

· REEF should continue to be run as both an online and a meeting forum;

· it should continue to function as both a vehicle for signposting companies and a direct source of  environmental information.

Further detail on respondents’ thinking behind the above views can be found in Appendix E7.1.

5.11
Views on REEF’s Future (contd)
The Email Survey respondents also provided strong support for all but one of the potential new activities for REEF that were listed in the questionnaire - namely the following:

· Organising visits to companies who have successfully undertaken environmental projects (64.9% of respondents);
· Making legal advice/assistance available to member companies (52.6%);
· Lobbying government on issues important to member companies (51.5%);
· Providing assistance with the development of an environmental action plan (49.5%);
· Providing assistance with the implementation of an environmental project (37.1%);
· Providing assistance with the development of an environmental management system
 (37.1%).
Question 7.2 in the Member Interview Programme was designed to ascertain in more depth what the interviewees would like to see happening in each of these areas.  The main findings from this were that:

· visits to other companies should mainly be designed to provide practical examples of how environmental issues have been tackled;

· assistance with the development of an environmental action plan should principally take the form of practical advice/consultancy, but could also involve project management assistance, development of case studies or the provision of a standard “template”;

· roughly the same approaches would apply to assistance with the implementation of an environmental project;

· issues where lobbying could be useful include the WEEE Directive, Removal of Hazardous Substances Directive and REACH legislation;

· legal advice could be made available either through the website, a helpline or consultancy, and would be particularly useful for smaller companies.

A number of interviewees also suggested that REEF should expand its scope either throughout the Central Belt or Scotland-wide, and that linkages with national initiatives such as SEPA and National Waste Strategy should be improved.

The options for who should run REEF in the future - the public sector or the member businesses themselves - produced an almost even split amongst the Email Survey respondents.  The LEC & Steering Group interviewees also highlighted issues in this area - not only concerning whether REEF should be driven by the Scottish Enterprise Network or by the Steering Group, but also regarding:

· the role played by factorten, and in what ways this should change;

· the possible requirement for a full-time (and therefore proactive) co-ordinator or manager if REEF is to expand as required;

· transparency (to the Steering Group) of the financial and operational management of REEF;

· the role of the Steering Group with regard to issues such as controlling the content of the website;

· the future geographical focus of REEF (and associated issues such as potential fragmentation of activities - e.g. between East and West Coast LEC areas);

· the size and composition of the Steering Group - particularly as REEF expands geographically.
5.11
Views on REEF’s Future (contd)
Members’ consensus on how other businesses should be made aware of REEF’s activities and the benefits of membership emerged very strongly in favour of a combination of promotional seminars and email, backed up by having a presence at relevant conferences.  It was also felt that the REEF website had a part to play in attracting new members.  A number of interviewees remarked that promotion of REEF should be stepped up generally, and this makes clear sense if the initiative is to have the desired impact upon a critical mass of relevant companies (which ultimately means all companies!) in the Central Belt of Scotland.

Based on the interview programme, most of the members themselves anticipate that their participation in REEF will increase in the future; and four of the interviewees in fact said that they would be happy either to deliver a presentation at a REEF seminar or to be the subject of a case study.  Finally, the strong consensus of Member Interviewees was that a membership fee should not be introduced.  Two, however, suggested a compromise which is worth considering - i.e. charging a fee for seminar attendance but not for overall membership .

6.1
Our first recommendation is that the REEF initiative should continue to be run, for at least two more years, with public sector support.  This is partly because it is clearly providing benefit to a large number of members’ businesses, and partly because it appears to be addressing a genuine market failure.

6.2
If REEF is to continue, its basic format should continue unchanged, in the sense of providing:

· both an online and a meeting forum;

· both an information source and a signposting service.

Various aspects will, however, have to be stepped up in order for the initiative to fulfil its strategic purpose with greater depth and breadth:

· depth in the sense of providing information to the level of detail required by all members (even if in some cases this is via signposting rather than direct provision of information);

· breadth in the sense of encouraging increased use of the website, and also reaching a higher proportion of relevant Scottish companies (particularly SMEs).

6.3
With regard to the latter of the above points, the potential for further expansion of the REEF membership must surely be substantial.  Given the variations in commitment by the various participating LECs, it would however be unwise to continue to rely on LEC executives’ direct contact with local businesses to spread awareness of REEF and its benefits.  An independent promotional and member recruitment strategy is required, backed up with appropriate resources and taking account of interviewees’ consensus that this should be based on a combination of promotional seminars and email, backed up by having a presence at relevant conferences.

The promotional strategy should also take account of other relevant feedback generated by the Evaluation - notably the benefits gained by current members, as well as respondents’ ranking of seminar topics.

6.4
Clearly, an essential element of REEF’s future promotional strategy should be direct promotion of the website.  In this context, the Steering Group and Managers of the initiative should revisit whether new visitors should have to register as members of REEF in order to review the content of the site (which most visitors would wish to do before registering).

6.5
To address evaluation participants’ comments on the depth and currency of information, we recommend organising a focus workshop involving as many as possible of those who made these comments, as well as three or four members of the REEF Steering Group.  The workshop should primarily be designed to enable clear policy decisions to be taken on questions such as:

· What depth of information should be provided on the site?

· How up-to-date should the site be kept?

· What sort of content should be held directly on the REEF website, and when should users instead be signposted to other information sources?

· How often (and when) should members be sent emails to alert them to information updates on the site?

· When and how should old news items and other non-current information be archived?

To enable meaningful decisions to be taken, it will be important to encourage workshop participants to use illustrations when addressing these and other questions.  The workshop agenda should also take account of interviewees’ suggestions for specific topics that they would like to see addressed on the website in the future (as listed in Appendix E3.3. category (c)).

6.6
In the shorter term, current members should immediately be encouraged to make more extensive use of the website via a series of measures including:

· sending an email to the entire membership to make them aware that the website was substantially redeveloped in Summer 2004.  (More than one of the evaluation interviewees had not been aware of this);

· adding impetus to the specialist forums, initially by “seeding” them with a critical mass of questions and discussion threads, and then by emailing members to encourage them to participate.  (This might, for example, be achieved by including a concise but provocative digest of some of the main discussion themes in the email).

6.7
An additional way of refreshing members’ “buy-in” to REEF would be to develop a summary of the results of this evaluation exercise, and then to email or post it to all members.  This would also serve the purpose of a “thank you” to those members who participated in the Email Survey or the Member Interview Programme.

6.8
Planning of future REEF seminars should take account of respondents’ ranking of topics (in Section 4.2.3), as well as the specific subjects that Email Survey respondents and interviewees said they would like to see covered at future events (in Section 4.2.10 and Appendix E4.3).

6.9
Serious consideration should be given to extending REEF’s activities to cover those new activities that gained a strong vote from Email Survey respondents - i.e.:

· organising visits to companies who have successfully undertaken environmental projects;
· making legal advice/assistance available to member companies;
· lobbying government on issues important to member companies;
· providing assistance with the development of an environmental action plan;
· providing assistance with the implementation of an environmental project;
· providing assistance with the development of an environmental management system
.
6.10
In order to take decisions on the various strategic issues that were explored and/or highlighted in the Evaluation, we recommend that one or more strategy sessions are organised as soon as possible, involving both LEC representatives and Steering Group members.  The key issues which should be addressed in this context are:

· who should run REEF in the future - the Scottish Enterprise Network or the private sector Steering Group members;

· the role played by factorten, and in what ways this should change;

· the possible requirement for a full-time (and therefore proactive) co-ordinator or manager if REEF is to expand as required;

· transparency (to the Steering Group) of the financial and operational management of REEF;

· the role of the Steering Group with regard to issues such as controlling the content of the website;

· the future geographical focus of REEF (and associated issues such as potential fragmentation of activities - e.g. between East and West Coast LEC areas);

· the size and composition of the Steering Group - particularly as REEF expands geographically.

6.11
For the time being we would not recommend introducing a fee for membership of REEF, although the option of charging for seminars should be given consideration by the Steering Group in, say, 12 months, once the more fundamental issues (expanding the membership, increasing the use of the website, extending the geographical scope, etc) have been addressed.
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