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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Evaluation of Network Activity with Social Enterprises

1.
The principal objectives of the evaluation are to:

· identify various models and methods of delivery currently being used across the Business Gateways and LECs and the differential impact support services have made on social enterprises;

· assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the current services and support provided to social enterprises by the Business Gateways and LECs, including the fit with the Growing Business segmentation model;

· establish the impact of the support services on the client social enterprises;

· consider the knock-on social benefits to the clients of the social enterprises and the communities that are served.

2.
The evaluation involved a range of research methods including one-to-one discussions with key individuals in each LEC area, analysis of Scottish Enterprise databases, a survey of over 250 assisted social enterprises, in-depth case studies and a review of good practice in other localities.

Delivery Across the Network

3. Between April 2004 and October 2005, 505 social enterprises received some form of assistance through the Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise: 23 of these were account managed and 124 client managed.

4. There are broadly three models in operation.

· 18% of all assists are through the standard Business Gateway process.

· In 47% of instances, it is a Business Gateway model with generic business development advisors, but with extra resource brought to bear on social enterprises.

· For 35% of assisted social enterprises, there is both additional resource and business development support provided by specialist social economy support organisations.

Evaluation of Services

5. The survey of just over 260 social enterprises generated generally positive feedback, with around 75% describing the service as valuable or very valuable.

6.
Particularly strong ratings were reported in relation to the skills and expertise of staff, and even more so to their behaviours and attitudes.

7. There is very little variation in feedback across the three delivery models, with the valuation of overall effectiveness very similar across all models.

Impact of Business Gateway and Scottish Enterprise

8. Despite the short time period between the delivery of the business development service and the evaluation survey there are some positive findings in terms of the impact of Scottish Enterprise and Business Gateway support.

· A high percentage of organisations claim to have observed a positive impact.

· A significant proportion of social enterprises reported growth in turnover, trading income, etc.

· The contribution of Scottish Enterprise to this growth is averaging out at around 15% which is both realistic and not insignificant.

Recommendations

9. Although Communities Scotland have a clear responsibility in the social economy start-up area, consideration needs to be given to delivering support to social enterprise starts through the Business Gateway. 

10. The Network should set targets for social enterprises on the basis of a more systematic assessment of what each LEC should be able to deliver.

11. The Network needs to adopt a systematic approach to developing the pipeline bringing through new social enterprises.  Each LEC should be required to put together a statement of how the pipeline is being developed in their locality and what they are doing to contribute to the development.

12. Scottish Enterprise should agree on and adopt the same delivery model across the Network on the grounds that there is no convincing case for localised variation in this service. 

13. There should be a presumption in favour of simple delivery models.

14. With very low volumes of social enterprise customers in many LEC areas, it is hard to justify a LEC-by-LEC contracting process, particularly where specialist rather than generic business development services are on offer. 

15. There is unnecessary diversity in relation to diagnostic tools. There is no rationale for having different tools in different LEC areas.

16. Once there is agreement on the appropriate tools a valuable by-product would be to link these clearly to the relevant databases so that service delivery can be logged comprehensively.

17. Scottish Enterprise, through Business Gateway and other business development services, should promote business-to-business networking for social enterprises.

18. Feedback on business development staff was good, but there is still potential for more staff development.

· Generic business advisors need better briefing on the nature of social enterprise, and good case studies can help here.

· Networking across generic and specialist business advisors for social enterprises can help spread good working practices.

· Generic business advisors need access to centrally held directories of financial and other supports specific to social enterprise. Although a number of these exist they need to be reviewed, enhanced, regularly updated and made readily accessible for advisors.

19. To engage new social enterprise clients with growth potential and to demonstrate Scottish Enterprise’s commitment to assisting social enterprises, the Network should launch simultaneously a marketing campaign and more proactive engagement with prominent social enterprises.

1. BACKGROUND AND BRIEF

Background 

Over a period of 25 years in Scotland there has been a growing interest in social enterprises, starting with support for the development of community businesses back in the 1980s.  With the passage of time, Scotland’s major players, in terms of funding and supporting these organisations, have become increasingly focused on the need for them to become more businesslike, thus delivering better quality services within a sustainable context. 

Study Objectives

The principal objectives of the evaluation are to:

· assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the current services and support provided to social enterprises by the Business Gateways and LECs, including the fit with the Growing Business segmentation model;

· identify various models and methods of delivery currently being used across the Business Gateways and LECs and the differential impact support services have made on social enterprises;

· establish the impact of the support services on the client social enterprises;

· consider the knock-on social benefits to the clients of the social enterprises and the communities that are served.

Where possible, the assessment of impacts is tied into indicators associated with making progress towards the objectives of A Smart Successful Scotland.

Study Methods

The evaluation involved a range of research methods.

· One-to-one discussions with the key individuals in each LEC area, drawn from Scottish Enterprise staff, Business Gateway contractors and partner organisations.

· Analysis of Scottish Enterprises databases to identify the volume and type of support for social enterprises across the Network.

· A survey of just over 260 social enterprises in receipt of business development support services.

· In-depth case studies of 20 organisations where Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway’s business development support was deemed to be particularly effective.

· A review of good practice in other localities and of the evidence based on the effectiveness of different approaches to supporting social enterprises.

Plan of Report

The report is set out in the following way.

· Chapter 2 discusses definitions of social enterprises and the Scottish Enterprise approach to segmentation. There is then a LEC-by-LEC description of how support is provided.

· Chapter 3 looks at various measures of the nature and extent of Scottish Enterprise engagement with social enterprises.

· Chapter 4 describes the characteristics of the social enterprises supported and the type of business development assistance they received, based on an extensive survey of social enterprises.

· Chapter 5 considers the additionality, value and impact of the business developments services delivered by the Business Gateway and Scottish Enterprise.

· Chapter 6 presents an overview of the key findings from a series of case studies of social enterprises receiving significant business development assistance.

· Chapter 7 highlights the evidence of good practice from other locations.

· Chapter 8 considers the key conclusions and recommendations of the study.

2. SCOTTISH ENTERPRISE SUPPORT FOR SOCIAL ENTERPRISES 
Definitions of Social Enterprise

There have been a number of attempts to define social enterprises, as opposed to social economy and voluntary sector organisations more generally.  The broad definition of social economy organisations (McGregor, Glass and Clark, 2003) adopted in this study includes bodies with the following characteristics.

· They are not motivated by profit – goods or services are not sold in response to demand on the free market but delivered to targeted groups of individuals whose needs remain unmet by the mainstream economy.  Beneficiaries are not usually required to pay market prices for goods and services.

· Provision of their services would ordinarily be considered uneconomical by the private sector.

· Employment is more likely to be targeted on the more disadvantaged communities and groups.

· Services are provided by paid employees, but voluntary activity in service delivery and management are also strong features.

· There is a degree of reliance on charitable or public sector financial support, and often services are delivered on behalf of public sector bodies.

Social enterprises are a subset of the social economy but are generally defined as a more business-like model where trading income is a key component of income generation. ‘A social enterprise is a business with primarily social objectives whose surpluses are principally reinvested for that purpose in the business or in the community, rather than being driven by the need to maximise profit for shareholders and owners.’ (DTI, 2002).
Scottish Enterprise and Social Enterprise
Broad Role

In April 2001, the then Enterprise Minister, Wendy Alexander gave direct written guidance to Scottish Enterprise suggesting in broad terms that:

· Scottish Enterprise should focus on supporting, through its mainstream business development support services, ‘those social economy organisations that have reached a degree of commercial development and trading maturity’;
· Communities Scotland would deal with the wider social economy area, for example, helping bring through new social economy organisations.

Although this distinction makes sense in broad terms it is, of course, much more difficult to operationalise this.

The refreshed A Smart Successful Scotland confirmed that Scottish Enterprise had a key role to play in supporting the social economy: ‘Proper engagement by the Networks with this sector will ensure that social economy organisations with growth potential are identified early and offered the appropriate business support services that will enable them to realise that potential’.

The publication by the Scottish Executive of Futurebuilders-Scotland again underlined the need for Scottish Enterprise to support the social economy through its business development services.

Prioritisation and Segmentation

A difficult issue for Scottish Enterprise, having been instructed to support the social economy through its mainstream and business development services, was to select organisations that met the definition of ‘a degree of commercial employment and trading maturity’. Initial consideration of this issue worked around criteria such as size of organisation, potential for growth and strategic importance –with consideration also for priority areas. Generally speaking the criteria were relatively broad creating a large potential social enterprise client group for business development services delivered through Scottish Enterprise.

Guidance circulated by Scottish Enterprise in May 2005 to all LEC Business Development Directors and Business Gateway Managers sets out the current broad intervention framework in relation to social enterprise, which is much more tightly defined.

· New social enterprise clients enter via Business Gateway.
· Social enterprises with ‘a degree of trading maturity and with an ambition to grow earned income and reduce dependence on grants’ will go through a Business Development Review (BDR).
· On the basis of the BDR, social enterprises are then segmented in the normal way and according to the same criteria in relation to potential turnover growth as conventional enterprises.
The guidance then goes on to say that:

· all social enterprises have access to self service;
· the majority which ‘come within the Scottish Enterprise remit to assist social enterprises’ will come within one-to-one support;
· a number, but not necessarily in every LEC area, would come within client management;
· a few ‘very substantial social enterprises’ might come under account management.
The supports available will include the standard menu of services such as business planning and e-business.

Scottish Enterprise and Business Gateway Support for Social Enterprises

This section describes the nature of business development support for social enterprises for each LEC area, covering both:

· Business Gateway services;

· client and/or account management by LEC staff or their contractors.

A broad overview of support services is provided at the outset with detailed descriptions of each of the LEC areas presented as an Annex to the chapter.

Broad Approaches to Delivery

Support for social enterprises is extremely diverse across the Scottish Enterprise Network.  One of the factors in play here is who provides the support.

· In the majority of LEC areas, delivery is provided by the Business Gateway contractor – and, in some cases, the contractors have established a dedicated social enterprise team.

· In a small number of areas, social enterprise support is provided by a different contractor – often with specialist social enterprise expertise.

· In one area, support is provided in-house by the LEC, although funded by a range of partner organisations and the EU.

Another element of the diversity of support is what support is available.  

· Most areas will support social enterprise start-ups  - but a small minority of areas (3 out of 12) do not and instead refer these clients to other organisations, including Communities Scotland and local CVS.   In areas where start-ups are supported, this usually reflects a commitment to treat social enterprises in the same way as private businesses.  Areas that do not support social enterprise starts believe that it is not Scottish Enterprise policy to do so.  

· All areas (except Scottish Enterprise Edinburgh and Lothians) use the standard Sirius diagnostic tools – Health Checks and Business Development Reviews, including the Social Enterprise BDR.  

· Most support for social enterprises is provided through standard products, but a small number of areas have developed dedicated social enterprise products including workshops, graduate placements, training, mentoring/coaching and dedicated funding schemes.

· In most cases, account and client management is carried out by the LEC Growing Business Team but in a few cases it is carried out by the Business Gateway contractor or a specialist social enterprise contractor.  Social enterprises are client and/or account managed in 8 of the 12 LECs – but in most areas the numbers assisted are low.

Scottish Enterprise Segmentation Criteria

· Account managed companies are those that have the growth potential of increasing annual sales levels by at least £1m – with £800,000 set as a minimum, thereby generating at least £500,000 of Gross Value-Added to the Scottish economy from each account-managed company.  For bigger account managed companies, such as those with sales above £20m, a percentage figure of 10% of sales will be used.

· Client managed companies are those where the potential growth and the likely economic impact are not large enough – or are too ‘distant’ – to justify selection for Account Management, but where using a ‘designated’ advisor is justified.  It is for this reason that the relationship is less intense, with Client Managers handling larger portfolios of companies.  The criterion for selection for Client Management is growth potential – with sales growth again used as the yardstick.  The difference is that the level of growth is less (or more long-term) than Account Management.  Client Management also plays a key role in the growth pipeline, preparing companies for Account Management.  Reflecting this, Client Management will also be driven by an Output Measure that is focused on business growth.  The purpose of Client Management intervention is, after three years, to raise the annual sales levels of growing businesses by at least £800,000 – with the minimum set at £400,000, generating at least £300,000 of Gross Value-Added to the Scottish economy from each Client-Managed company.

· Important to the economy – Organisations can be selected for Account Management support because of their importance to the economy.  This is where an organisation accounts for a significant amount of economic activity, and where there is a clear opportunity or threat requiring our intervention.  Under this measure:

· ‘Important to the economy’ can be at the national or local level, or in terms of the contribution to a priority industry or cluster; and
· ‘Significant amount of economic activity’ is defined as at least 100 jobs, or in terms of sales of over £1m; and

· ‘Clear opportunity or threat’ is where there is a specific project where Scottish Enterprise can intervene to address a challenge the company is facing – and where this will deliver a clear economic impact.

Provision will be made for organisations in rural areas, by applying a lower threshold.  In these areas, the jobs threshold will be set at 50 jobs and the sales threshold at £500,000.  This reflects the different nature of rural economies, with the smaller scale of businesses and the greater importance attached to retaining local businesses.

Specialist Versus Mainstream Business Development Support

One of the key delivery issues is whether the standard Business Gateway service is appropriate, or whether specialist social enterprise expertise and products need to be deployed.  There are probably three options here:

· Option 1: Specialist social enterprise business advisors.
· Option 2: General business advisors better briefed and trained.

· Option 3:  General business advisors, with access to specialist back-up.

Opinions varied on the merits of these different approaches.

Specialist Versus Mainstream Products

A number of areas had developed bespoke products and services, but others argued that most social enterprises wanted the same offering as private enterprises.  The consensus view seemed to be that the best package of products was one characterised by largely standard products, with a few bespoke around issues of particular salience for social enterprises.

Appropriate Delivery Area

The point to be made here is not so much about specific good practice, but rather about the interaction between the scale of delivery and the specification of good practice.  If there were a consensus around the notion that specialist social enterprise support staff and products were the best way to deliver to social enterprises, this is likely to be cost-effective only in a small number of LEC areas, given current LEC by LEC contracting arrangements.  It would make more sense to contract for this across a group of LECs or on a Network-wide basis.

Weaknesses in Delivery
A number of weaknesses in current approaches were identified.

· In some areas, the support systems for social enterprise were complex.  This can make it difficult for social enterprises to know how to access support and can  lead to delays in support being provided.

· Many felt that social enterprises required more assistance than conventional businesses at the start-up stage and that current supports did not reflect this.

· A number of consultees expressed concern that there were limited supports available between start-up and the more mature relationship-managed social enterprises.  This has serious consequences in terms of creating a ‘pipeline’.

· Some consultees felt that non-specialist advisers required some initial training and awareness raising in relation to working with social enterprises, and that this did not currently exist.

· Concerns were raised that Scottish Enterprise systems – and CRM (Client Relationship Management system that records information about individual customers, including activities undertaken and performance information) in particular – were not clear on recording of information of work with social enterprises.

· Scottish Enterprise’s increased emphasis on growth businesses limits the potential to support social enterprises.

Perceived Good Practice
The review of support services identified a wide range of specific, perceived good practices.  There is a lot of useful detailed material here, for example on specific products of particular value to social enterprises, which can be picked up on and taken forward.  A detailed discussion of perceived good practice is contained in the LEC by LEC descriptions set out below.  

Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire 

Who Delivers?

· The Business Gateway is delivered by Alba Smart Thinking.

· Alba Smart Thinking work with both conventional enterprises and social enterprises.

Contractual Details

· There is no separate contract. Social enterprise delivery is simply part of the overall package.

· There is, however, a specific BDR target (15) for social enterprises to facilitate reporting to Atlantic Quay.

Start-Ups

· Social enterprises starts are not supported.   Signpost to Communities Scotland.

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· Alba Smart Thinking carry out Health Checks and BDRs.

Client Management/Account Management

· Client and account management of social enterprises is delivered by Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire, with one member of staff handling client, and another account management.

· Client and account management averages around 5 days of advisor time. There is no standard approach to length of support or exit strategy.

· Both business development advisors have social enterprises as part of a wider portfolio of client and account managed business.

· Social enterprises are targeted for client and account management on the basis of the new segmentation criteria, which has meant that Scottish Enterprise Ayrshire has had to reduce significantly the number of social enterprises with which it is working in this relationship.

· Social enterprises are offered Class Leader Reviews.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· Relatively small base of social enterprises, and so makes sense to deliver support through mainstream.

· For same reasons, social enterprises offered standard Business Gateway workshops, but with some specialist workshops provided.

How Effective is this Structure?

Weaknesses

· The Business Gateway contractor is concerned that there is little effective provision (other than workshops) for social enterprises falling between start-up and client managed status.  With no real opportunity to build a relationships with them,  it is hard to create a ‘pipeline’.

Strengths/Good Practice

· Client and account management process is at heart of good practice, as social enterprises appreciate the relationship built up over time.

· By concentrating client and account managed social enterprises on only two advisors, they can quickly build up their expertise.

· Because social enterprises lack financial resources, Business Excellence Ayrshire helps them through EFQM and also delivers workshops on public procurement.  SEA discounts the cost of this.

· SE Ayrshire organised best practice learning journeys to successful social enterprises.

· Because client and account management sits within SE Ayrshire, the account and client managers can influence business development products, and specialist social enterprise expertise can be sourced as required.
Other Comments

· Perception of too much information/guidance coming out from Atlantic Quay, and this guidance is not as clear as it might be.

· Advisors working with social enterprises need to have empathy, but also understanding of the wider aims of social enterprises, as these may effect the development of the business and the move to income generation (e.g. may put off some stakeholders or threaten charitable status).

· Concern that SE systems – principally CRM – not clear on recording of information on work within social enterprises.

· Does there need to be more active and effective marketing of business development services to social enterprises?

Scottish Enterprise Borders

Who Delivers?

· Business Gateway is delivered by Enterprise Lauder, which is part of Lauder College.

· Social enterprises are offered the same business support services as conventional businesses.
Contractual Details 

· Low targets (3/4 social enterprise starts) reflecting small numbers of social enterprises in the area.

· Contractor provides Business Gateway services as part of overall contract (value £460,000) – but is paid an additional sum of £750 per start and £300 per Health Check.

Start-ups

· Start-up support for social enterprises is provided by Enterprise Lauder.

· Social enterprises are provided with the same start-up supports as ‘conventional’ businesses, namely access to business information service, one-to-one advice and access to training courses.

· Start-ups that are not focused on generating income are referred to other organisations for support.

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· Health Checks are used by the Business Gateway.

· Business Development Reviews are used by the Client Managers.

· Target of 3 Business Development Reviews.

Client Management/Account Management

· Client management is delivered by SE Borders.

· There are no account managed social enterprises.

· Support is based on an analysis of the potential of the social enterprise to grow and/or importance to the local economy – and the added value of Scottish Enterprise support.

· Client manager will normally receive 3 days of client manager time, followed by an ongoing ‘watching’ brief.  On average, support is provided for 3 years.

· Some of the programmes offered by the client management team are locally developed – but these are not social enterprise specific.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· Low base of social enterprises in area means it makes sense to treat social enterprises using universal structures.

How Effective is this Structure?

· Client and account managed companies receive good quality service, in line with that delivered to conventional businesses.

· Flexibility of current products is a key factor in effectiveness of client/account management.

· A specialist approach to social enterprises would be helpful (at least in terms of client/account management).

Weaknesses

· Scottish Enterprise’s focus on larger businesses (and, in particular, those with high growth potential) works against many social enterprises, which tend to be smaller – and have more limited potential to grow.  There are essentially two conflicting priorities (sectoral priority on social enterprises and growth priority).

· Certain aspects of BDRs are not suitable or relevant to social enterprises.

Strengths/Good Practice

· Felt main strength was listening to clients to identify their needs – and being clear about what they are able to deliver.

· Recent development of Local Social Economy Partnership has helped improve linkages between agencies.  In addition, research commissioned through the Partnership has helped improve SE Borders’ knowledge of the social enterprise sector in their area and their business support needs.

· Client/account management strengths include a good understanding of the sector; flexibility in how products can be applied; and the amount of time they are able to spend with clients.

· Whilst an understanding of the sector is needed, it is important to recognise that cannot be an expert in all fields, especially as many of the social enterprise sectors (e.g. housing, care, etc.) are governed by extremely complex regulation.

Scottish Enterprise Dumfries and Galloway

Who Delivers?

· Social enterprises can access the same support as conventional businesses through the Business Gateway (provided by Alba Smart Thinking).

· However, most established social enterprises receive support through the BASE project, which is delivered by Scottish Enterprise Dumfries and Galloway.  SE Dumfries and Galloway, Communities Scotland, Dumfries and Galloway Council and the EU fund this specialist support service for social enterprises.

Contractual Details 

· The BASE project has a target of 5 BDRs in 2005/06.

· Business Gateway has a target of 3 start-ups.

Start-Ups

· Social enterprise start-ups are supported through the Business Gateway.  They receive the same support services as ‘conventional’ businesses.

· Start-ups are also signposted to specialist support (through BASE team and others).

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· BASE is currently working through a target list of 70 social enterprises they have identified in the area.  These organisations are offered one-to-one advice, business diagnostics (Health Checks/Business Development Reviews), Action Plan and help implementing the Action Plan.  

· Once the approach becomes established it is hoped that they will be actively advising 20-30 social enterprises at any time.

· In addition, a training advisor works with social enterprises to identify training needs and address these.

Client Management/Account Management

· Do not have any formally client or account managed social enterprises at present.  However, this is currently under review.

· However, the BASE advisors provide a similar service to client management.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· Not many social enterprises were coming through the universal support system.

· As a rural area, they recognised the contribution of social enterprises to economy.

· Given the current level of activity in the sector, Business Gateway advisers can find it difficult to keep up-to-date with developments.  Having specialist advisers means they can focus on the sector, stay well informed and disseminate information to others.

How Effective is this Structure?

Weaknesses

Too early to say.

· Strengths/Good Practice

· Partnership approach is starting to work well.

· New team with a wide range of backgrounds helps bring new skills and expertise to the field.  

· In addition, as these individuals specialise in assisting the social enterprises, delivery of services and communication with clients has been improved.

· Having a dedicated social enterprise team helps as many social enterprises are uncertain about whether they can access mainstream business development supports.

· Having a dedicated team means that advisors can easily share skills and experiences.

· In addition, as the team is part of the Business Gateway team, this helps with sharing of information.

Scottish Enterprise Dunbartonshire

Who Delivers?

· The Business Gateway contract is delivered by Alba Smart Thinking.

· The Lennox Partnership (TLP) has been contracted in 2005/06 to provide a support resource to the Business Gateway and SE Dunbartonshire client and account managers for social enterprises. In part this gives a more prominent role to Business Gateway in supporting social enterprises.  Alba Smart Thinking refers social enterprises to TLP.

· Through the EU Equal project, there had been a lot of prior social enterprise mapping and development activity in the SE Dunbartonshire area. TLP played a lead role in this.

Contractual Details

· Alba Smart Thinking has targets to meet as part of the Business Gateway contract, and social enterprise supports and targets have to be met on the same resourcing as private enterprises.

· Alba Smart Thinking have 2005/06 targets for social enterprise for:


-
3 starts


-
35 enquiries


-
15 Health Checks


-
5 BDRs

· TLP has a contract in the region of £30,000 for 2005/06 to provide a development support resource to social enterprises, by assisting the Business Gateway contractor, SE Dunbartonshire staff and the Local Social Economy Partnership.

Start-Ups

· TLP will work with starts with potential for social enterprise, but others will be referred to CVSs, etc.

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· Standard Health Checks and BDRs are delivered to social enterprises which present as established and ready to grow.

· TLP will refer social enterprises with more potential to Alba Smart Thinking to do Health Checks and BDRs.
Client Management/Account Management

· Client management and account management are delivered by Scottish Enterprise Dunbartonshire.  The time inputs are similar to those for private enterprise clients, but with a bit more effort going in to support managers of social enterprises.

· The social enterprises which are client or account managed are spread over 2 business advisors. These are mainly organisations with which SE Dunbartonshire has been working for some time, and there is no clear exit strategy.

· SE Dunbartonshire used to work closely with a wide range of social enterprises, but under new segmentation criteria, there has been a change in practice. For example, Communities Scotland or Community Links now work with housing associations.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· SE Dunbartonshire felt that social enterprises had different sets of and more complex needs in terms of business development, and that this requires both additional support and specialist support.

How Effective is this Structure?

·   It is too early to tell. 
Weaknesses

· SE Dunbartonshire account/client managers feel need for some initial training and awareness raising in relation to working with social enterprises. Feel particular weakness in relation to specialist funding supports, legal structures, tax, etc. 

· Relatively little activity flowing from Business Gateway to TLP, so now having to go back through former EQUAL clients and find clients by other routes. 

· Business Gateway contractor feel already has sizeable workload and does not have the specialist expertise to source social enterprise clients – reactive system.

· Business Gateway provision is too standardised, with relatively little customised in way to fit social enterprise customers.

· Advisers lack good case studies of transformed social enterprises to understand their learning journeys and how they have been transformed.

· Lack of clear guidance on the definition of a social enterprise start.

Strengths/Good Practice

· TLP bring a wealth of specialist expertise.  They understand the support infrastructure and funding landscape for social enterprises.

· SE Dunbartonshire has agreed a protocol with Communities Scotland on who does what – although within this SE Dunbartonshire’s role and client group is more clearly specified than Communities Scotland.

· SE Dunbartonshire have piloted Lean Management with social enterprises to help improve their business processes. This is a ‘tweaked’ version of private enterprise model. 

· TLP are building the capacity of the mainstream Business Gateway contractor – and SE Dunbartonshire account and client managers – to work with social enterprises.

· TLP has secured funds from the Community Regeneration Fund to link social and private enterprises (e.g. bringing in private sector company’s marketing expertise).  This is a Scottish Business in the Community project, and has also received funding from West Dunbartonshire Council and Scottish Enterprise Dunbartonshire.

Other Comments

· Seems a contradiction between the many statements emanating from Scottish Enterprise on the importance of social enterprise and the very strict segmentation criteria which limit more in-depth work with social enterprises to a very small number of organisations

· Whereas North Lanarkshire Council mainstreamed the intensive development work with social economy organisations funded by EQUAL, support for this could not be secured in West Dunbartonshire, although the SE Dunbartonshire contract with TLP has kept one element of the original service.

Scottish Enterprise Edinburgh and Lothian

Who Delivers?

· In Edinburgh, Forth Sector provides support for social enterprises on behalf of the Local Social Economy Partnership.  This support is funded by SE Edinburgh and Lothian, Communities Scotland, City of Edinburgh Council and Capital City Partnership.

· In Midlothian, East Lothian and West Lothian, support for social enterprises is provided by the main Business Gateway contractors (Midlothian Chamber of Commerce, East Lothian Council and West Lothian Council, respectively).

· As a result of the Midlothian Social Enterprise Partnership Strategy, SEEL have provided funding to Midlothian Voluntary Action to provide additional support to social enterprises in this area.  Similar supports may be developed in East and West Lothian, as the local social enterprise partnership strategies are actioned. 
Contractual Details 

· SE Edinburgh and Lothian pay £60,000 to Forth Sector for social enterprise business development support services in 2005/06.

· Cost of social enterprise supports delivered by East Lothian Council is less than £1,000, reflecting the small number of social enterprises assisted.

· SE Edinburgh and Lothian provided funding of £45,000 over 3 years (2005-2008) for development officers post in Midlothian Voluntary Action.

· SE Edinburgh and Lothian has set Forth Sector the following targets for 2005/06:


-
40 ‘surgeries’ delivered


-
25 business development supports delivered


-
5 new social enterprise starts


-
60 individuals on training courses


-
5 social enterprises referred to client/account management.

· No social enterprise targets have been set for the Business Gateway providers in East Lothian, Midlothian and West Lothian.  SEEL felt that it would be inappropriate to set targets due to the nature of SEEL’s involvement in the local social enterprise strategies.

· SE Edinburgh and Lothian has set Midlothian Voluntary Action the following targets:


-
1,000 enquires (over 3 years)


-
180 engagements (over 3 years)


-
50 training places (per year)


-
30 capacity building and growth activities implemented (per year)


-
30 social enterprises to start trading (per year).

Start-Ups

· Social enterprise start-ups are assisted by Forth Sector in Edinburgh.  In the other areas, social enterprises start-ups are supported by the Business Gateway contractor, with additional support from Midlothian Voluntary Action in this area.

· Most start-ups are spin-outs from existing organisations.

· Forth Sector will only deal with a social enterprise start that aims to generate trading income.
Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· Forth Sector does not use Health Checks or BDRs.  Instead they use their own ‘client-focused’ business development review process.  Social enterprises are offered a ‘surgery’ to discuss both business development and wider issues (e.g. what is the motivation for start-up/development/etc., is the organisation’s culture open to developing social enterprise, understanding of running a business, generating ‘market-orientated’ business ideas, finance and procurement issues).  Appropriate supports are then either provided directly – or clients are signposted to those delivered by others.

· Forth Sector also offer ‘business development’, which is a mentoring/coaching approach – they support the social enterprise through the development process, meeting regularly with the client and discussing needs and supports.

· Approximately 50-60 social enterprises are being actively supported by Forth Sector at any given time, based on funding from a range of organisations, including SE Edinburgh and Lothian. However, none of this activity is captured in Scottish Enterprise’s business development databases.  

· In East Lothian, social enterprises will be given a Health Check, or the locally-designed business diagnostic.  Supports that are identified may be provided through either the Business Gateway or the Council.

· In Midlothian and West Lothian, social enterprises are able to access the same services at ‘conventional’ businesses, including Health Checks and BDRs.

Client Management/Account Management

· Account management is carried out by SE Edinburgh and Lothian.

· There are 7 account managed social enterprises.

· Account managed social enterprises are identified using the standard growth criteria and an assessment that Scottish Enterprise Edinburgh and Lothian would be able to add value.

· There are no client managed social enterprises.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· In Edinburgh, it is argued that previous attempts to get social enterprises to use mainstream Business Gateway had been unsuccessful, so a different approach was needed.    Various partners came together to see what package of support could be put together.  At this time, attempts were made to get the 4 local authority areas to work together, but with little success.  It was therefore agreed to fund a business development organisation (Forth Sector) to deliver.

· In Midlothian, social enterprises were accessing support from various agencies including Business Gateway, Midlothian Council and Midlothian Voluntary Action.  The Midlothian Voluntary Action project arose out of a recognition that there was a duplication of effort, alongside gaps in provision.

How Effective is this Structure?

Weaknesses

· It would be useful to have one contractor for all 4 local authority areas, rather than a different structure in each area.  However, earlier attempts to get the areas to work together had little success.  Forth Sector does not have the capacity to expand to deliver in the other areas.

· With the exception of Edinburgh, the contractors are not set targets for social enterprises, and therefore do not concentrate effort on assisting these organisations.  This lack of targets reflects the evolving role of SEEL in the local social enterprise partnerships.

· The delivery may be effective, but is hard to judge because CRM and Sirius capture only a fraction of the activity.

Strengths/Good Practice

· The support provided by Forth Sector and Midlothian Voluntary Action is designed specifically to help social enterprises.  In addition, the skills and expertise of these advisors are focused on social enterprises.

· Having advisors with the right skill sets – i.e. experience of business gives credibility.

Scottish Enterprise Fife

Who Delivers?

· Fife Council Social Economy Team provides business development support to social enterprises, on behalf of Scottish Enterprise Fife.

· Fife Council holds the Business Gateway contract for Fife.

· There are currently 3 advisors working with approximately 30 organisations.

Contractual Details 

· There is no specific contract to undertake social enterprise activity – it is part of the overall Business Gateway contract.  The Fife Social Economy strategic board set the terms of reference for working with social enterprise organisations.

· Target of 8 Business Development Reviews in 2005/06.  By December 2005, they had completed 10 BDRs, 5 Health Checks and 6 start-up reviews.

Start-ups

· Any business (including social enterprises) is entitled to a pre-start-up review and/or start-up review.  These are delivered by Fife Council.  In addition, any business (including social enterprises) is entitled to use the business information service.

· However, in most cases, the majority of start-up support is provided by Social Enterprise Development Partnership, which is a partnership between FEAT Enterprises, BRAG Enterprises, the School for Social Entrepreneurs, CVS Fife, Social Firms Scotland, Fife Council Employability Team and Fife Council Development Services (who deliver the Business Gateway).  

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· Fife Council Social Economy Team work with established social enterprises (18-24 months) that either have a trading income or would like to develop trading income.

· Health Checks are used with younger organisations and those just beginning to address business development issues. BDRs are used with the more established organisations.

· Support is identified on the basis of the diagnostic tool and an action plan is drawn up.  Fife Council then work with the organisation to implement the action plan.

· The action plan is usually reviewed after a year to see if any further supports are needed.

· Other supports include group workshops and training.
Client Management/Account Management

· There are no social enterprises account or client managed by SE Fife – all are dealt with by Fife Council Social Economy Team.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· Pre-existing team within Fife Council.  Approached Scottish Enterprise about delivering Business Gateway services to social enterprises.

How Effective is this Structure?

Weaknesses

· Procedures/processes for referrals are not always followed – but development of local partnership should help address this.

Strengths/Good Practice

· Provides co-ordinated and easy-to-access support to social enterprises.

· Provides dedicated social enterprise advisors.
Scottish Enterprise Forth Valley

Who Delivers?

· Business Gateway contract is held by a consortium of 3 local enterprise trusts – Ceteris (based in Clackmannanshire), Falkirk Enterprise Action Trust and Stirling Enterprise Trust.

· Social enterprises are dealt with as part of the overall Business Gateway contract.

· Social enterprises access exactly the same services as ‘conventional’ businesses.

· SE Forth Valley has also part funded a social economy/creative industries incubator unit in Clackmannanshire (Kilncraigs Mill).

Contractual Details 

· Target of 7 BDRs set locally for 2005/06 (out of total BDR target of 205).

· Target of 2 Growing Business Reviews with social enterprises.

· Contractors are paid per activity. Costs for 2005/06 activities are approximately £6,000 per year – with a further £2,000 allocated in grants.  Support for client/account managed social enterprises is a further £3,000-£4,000.

Start-ups

· Social enterprise start-ups are treated in same way as business start-ups, with access to one-to-one advice, start-up training course and business skills seminars.

· Support would only be provided to social enterprises that intend to trade in some form.  However, even if they do not meet this criteria they would be allowed to access universal supports – e.g. training that is happening anyway.

· Support needs that were not met by these standard programmes would need to be met by other organisations (e.g. CVS, local authorities).

· Support for start-ups is intensive for a short period, followed by 3 years of aftercare. 

· In Clackmannanshire, social enterprise start-ups can be referred onto Kilncraigs Mill, a social enterprise/creative industries incubator unit, which can offer more in-depth support.

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· Health Checks/BDRs are used to help identify businesses/social enterprises with the potential to grow.

· Support following a Health Check tends to be much less intensive than that following a BDR.

Client Management/Account Management

· Client management is carried out by the Business Gateway contractor.

· Account management is carried out by SE Forth Valley.

· In addition, pipeline companies are dealt with by the Business Gateway contractor, through the ‘Focus on Growth’ programme (businesses estimated to grow by between £150,000 and £400,000 over the next 3 years).

· Focus on Growth was developed locally to fill gap between start-up support and support for high-growth companies.

· Social enterprises must meet the standard criteria (e.g. projected increased in turnover of between £400,000 and £800,000) to be client/account managed.  However, a social enterprise may also be account managed if it is deemed important to the economy.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· Limited number of social enterprise in area, so utilise standard business development structures.

How Effective is this Structure?

Weaknesses

· Lack of effective local social economy partnership makes it complicated for social enterprises to know who provides what support.

· Social enterprises start-ups tend to be more complex than conventional business starts – and whilst the current service is good, a more in-depth support may be appropriate.

· Social enterprise start-ups often ‘make-do’ and establish basic processes and structures.  It would be good to have a grant fund to be able to fund them to initially establish processes and structures that are more fit for purpose.

Strengths/Good Practice

· A locally designed programme ‘Focus on Growth’ fills the gap between start-up support and support for high-growth companies.  This is important as many social enterprises will never realistically reach the client management criteria.

· Advisors have a good understanding of business development issues.  This is key as business development support is their core work (and is needed across all sectors).  Expertise in social enterprise should be additional to this.  Whilst dedicated social enterprise advisors would be a good resource, they are only realistic in areas with sufficient demand.

Scottish Enterprise Glasgow

Who Delivers?

· The Business Gateway contractor is Glasgow Business Services.

· Glasgow Business Services are responsible for providing a Business Gateway service for both conventional and social enterprises.

· Within this there is a separate contract to resource a specialist team to work exclusively on social enterprises.  This team consists of two client managers plus one business advisor.

· There are strong links with the city’s Local Economic Development Companies who support smaller social economy organisations.

Contractual Details

· GBS have a separate contract for supporting social enterprises through the Business Gateway. The contract is around £180k per annum.

· 2005/06 targets for social enterprises are:


-
90 client managed


-
30 BDRs


-
50 Health Checks


-
100 Business Assists.

· EQUAL funding is available to support 8 graduate placements of 34 weeks until 2007.  Graduates provide support for specific short term projects identified in the organisation’s BDR.

Start-Ups

· Scottish Enterprise Glasgow do not support social enterprise start-ups as they believe it is not Scottish Enterprise policy so to do.

· Concern that Business Gateway has a well-honed approach to business start up, but is not allowed to use it for social enterprise. Lot of social enterprise expertise now built up in Glasgow Business Services.

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· Glasgow Business Services conduct Health Checks and BDRs using the standard Sirius tools.

· Bespoke social enterprise workshops were popular but there was also a desire for mixed workshops – mainstream business and social enterprise.  They now deliver both – with bespoke social enterprise workshops focusing on human resources, board development and finance.

Client Management/Account Management

· Account management is delivered by Scottish Enterprise Glasgow, and there are 17 account managed social enterprises.

· Account management is spread over a range of business development advisors.

· Client management is carried out by Glasgow Business Services.

· Account and client management taking longer than anticipated – roughly an 18 month cycle.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· Social enterprise is a substantial ‘sector’ in Glasgow and merits a bespoke service.

· Social enterprises are more complex for a given scale than private enterprises, and so advisors need to have specialist expertise.

· Given the complexity and specialisms of support funding for social enterprises, it helps to have specialist advisers

· However, there are many common business development issues across private and social enterprises, and so it makes sense to locate support for social enterprise in the mainstream business development agency.

How Effective is this Structure?

· Generally perceived to be highly effective, and allows Glasgow to deliver a lot of Scottish Enterprise’s target in relation to social enterprise.

Weaknesses

· Not a lot of guidance on how to exit the client management relationship.

Strengths/Good Practice

· Because dedicated teams, able to ramp up effort more quickly and build an effective base of expertise and skills.

· Also stayed with core business development focus by locating service in the Business Gateway contractor.

· Because delivered by mainstream Business Gateway providers, familiar with processes and products, and able to lever business development services out of SE Glasgow because know what is available.

· Graduates into Business programme meets the needs of social enterprises, which tend to have limited management capacity in-house to deliver particular projects. They can go in to develop and implement a marketing plan, set up IT support, etc. Glasgow Business Services also employ a graduate to deploy to social enterprises for shorter periods, but few graduate entry level jobs because social enterprises need people up to speed – so graduate programme helps.

· Strong delivery partnership including Glasgow’s network of Local Economic Development Companies, Glasgow Business Services and SE Glasgow’s account managers.

· Clusters of smaller social enterprises– which individually would not meet segmentation criteria – are sometimes supported (e.g. CABs).

· Learn Thinking course, tweaked version of standard business development offered, works well.  Massive potential to achieve efficiencies in social enterprises if there is sufficient management capacity to delivery change.

· A Learning Journey has been successfully delivered with plans to replicate this in the future.

· Single page planning has been used successfully by account managers with language tweaked.  Important because social enterprises typically are less strategic and more short-termist in approach.

Other Comments

· Turnover growth criteria for medium and high impact social enterprises does not quite do the business.  Social enterprises have wider goals and often only part of the organisation will trade.

· Need to develop more effective products/services around procurement, tendering and sales.  Critical areas for developing social enterprises.  This would include ‘meet the buyer’ missions to NHS and other major public and private procurers.

· Products around introducing and maintaining quality standards critical to help social enterprises onto tender lists.

· Given the uneven spread of social enterprises and the low numbers in some LEC areas, LEC-based delivery makes little sense.  More effective service, building in specialist expertise, could be delivered in bigger geographical units.  Additionally, in small areas with small number of social enterprises, it is only an add-on or diversion to the business development advisor’s normal portfolio.  It would however be vital that this specialist team remains tightly linked into the LEC areas to ensure maximum access to mainstream services.

· There is a need for an Expert Help budget given the specialist needs of social enterprises and their limited cash revenues.  Even low levels of financial support e.g. part sponsorship of board development days, can have a significant (and disproportionate) impact.

Scottish Enterprise Grampian

Who Delivers?

· Support is provided by the Business Gateway contractor – Enterprise North East.

· Social enterprises can access the same supports as ‘conventional’ businesses.

Contractual Details 

· Targets -  4 BDRs and 5 start-ups.

· Contractor is paid by activity.  Estimated cost for social enterprise starts is £4,000 and £6,700 for BDRs/Action Plans.

Start-ups

· Social enterprise start-ups access the same support as conventional start-ups, namely awareness sessions, ‘Think, Plan, Do’ programme, one-to-one business advice, online services and networking opportunities.

· Start-up support is available to any social enterprise that demonstrates that it is viable, regardless of potential for generating a trading income.

· Start-ups are monitored for 3 years following initial support.

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· All established businesses receive a Health Check to determine their current needs and their eligibility for support.  

· Organisations that are not assessed to be growing or sufficiently large are referred onto other organisations.

· Organisations that are growing and are suitable for client management receive a BDR.

Client Management/Account Management

· Business Gateway contractor is responsible for client management, but there are currently no client managed social enterprises.

· Account management is carried out by SE Grampian.

· Only one social enterprise is account managed.

· Selection is on basis of standard growth criteria.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· Very little emphasis placed on social enterprises in past, so support is same as that provided to ‘conventional’ businesses.

How Effective is this Structure?

Weaknesses

· Social enterprises require more support than conventional businesses at start-up.

· Lack of knowledge of sector – but forthcoming mapping exercise through Local Social Economy Partnership should assist with this.

· Focus on growth potential means many social enterprise organisations are not supported.

· Very limited reporting of social enterprise statistics.

Strengths/Good Practice

· Highly skilled and experienced advisors, including good understanding of social enterprise.

· They are client-driven, rather than product-driven.  This means they base delivery around individual client needs.

Scottish Enterprise Lanarkshire

Who Delivers?

· Business Gateway is delivered by Lanarkshire Enterprise Services, who support social enterprises as well as private enterprises.

· With support funding from North and South Lanarkshire Council, there is also a pre-Gateway service to social enterprises located within Lanarkshire Enterprise Services, involving 4 staff.  The team will refer organisations into Business Gateway.

· SE Lanarkshire have invested around £100,000 in the pre-Gateway service.

Contractual Details

· SE Lanarkshire pay Lanarkshire Enterprise Services £60,000 per annum to work with the social enterprises at the top end to cover BDRs, business support from the normal portfolio of products, plus one-to-one support from the business growth team.  

· There is a target of 16 social enterprise BDRs.

Start-Ups

· Social enterprise starts would be handled through the normal Business Gateway start-up team.

· CVSs play an important role in referring organisations to the pre-Gateway service.

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· Health checks and BDRs are carried out using the normal tools.

· Health checks are carried out by the pre-Gateway service, and BDRs by Lanarkshire Enterprise Services business advisors.

Client Management/Account Management

· There are no client or account managed social enterprises within SE Lanarkshire.

· This reflects the stage in development between Scottish Enterprise Lanarkshire and its social economy marketplace.  It is anticipated that client and account managed social enterprises may come through the system in due course.

· As noted above, however, Lanarkshire Enterprise Services do more intensive work with a small number of social enterprises.  These are spread across the business growth advisors where allocation is based on the specific expertise (eg. finance, marketing) of the advisor relative to the needs of the social enterprise.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· SE Lanarkshire felt that they needed to know more about their marketplace before committing significant resources, hence their support (along with partners) for the development of a market analysis stage and a pre-Business Gateway service.

· In general terms they believed that the issues facing all social enterprises are generic business development issues.

How Effective is this Structure?

· SE Lanarkshire believe it is having a significant impact.

Weaknesses

· It is hard to get smaller social enterprises to team up to tender for bigger contracts.  An effective mechanism for doing this has not yet been developed.

· There seems to be a case now for managing a small number of social enterprises, but this has not yet been picked up.

Strengths/Good Practice

· An effective protocol has been agreed by the Local Social Economy Partnership, looking at who does what.  The Partnership has also begun to look at procurement opportunities, with a view to targeting relevant social enterprises.

· Although the emphasis within the Business Gateway is very much on standard provision for enterprises, whether social or private, a bespoke version of Sage has been developed for social enterprises.

· Specialist services and products work well for social enterprises by building on a central core of generic products and services.

· A wide range of social enterprise support – effectively from pre-Gateway through to client management – is delivered within a single organisation.  This facilitates joining up of service delivery and maximises the impact of the resource package.

· A development fund is available, which is dedicated to social enterprise.  All key partners contribute to funding this, and there is also ERDF funding.

Other Comments

· More concerted action on public sector procurement is required to create an effective and level playing field for social enterprises tendering for work.

· On the procurement side, there is an awareness-raising issue for public sector procurement staff in relation to the nature and potential of social enterprises.

· Scottish Enterprise needs to be clearer in terms of this guidance.

Scottish Enterprise Renfrewshire

Who Delivers?

· Business Gateway is delivered by BDA, but they have no responsibility for support services to social enterprises.

· Business development support for social enterprises involves the three local authorities and Community Enterprise in Strathclyde.

Contractual Details

· SE Renfrewshire pay Community Enterprise in Strathclyde around £34,000 per annum for their services.  CEIS are able to add to this resource by accessing ERDF monies.

· SE Renfrewshire has set a target of 6 social enterprise BDRs for 2005/06.  They have exceeded this, having achieved 12 to date.

Start-Ups

· SE Renfrewshire does not support social enterprise starts through the Business Gateway, but pays local CVSs around £5k per annum to work with smaller social economy organisations to help build a pipeline.

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· Each of the three local authorities is responsible for doing business Health Checks for both conventional enterprises (for the Business Gateway), as well as social enterprises.

· The local authorities know the Scottish Enterprise segmentation criteria, and appropriate cases for client and account management are then referred on to SE Renfrewshire, and then to CEIS.

· CEIS carry out the BDRs for the social enterprises.

· The social enterprises which are not client or account managed will be linked to the universal Business Gateway service, local CVSs, or Local Authority services.

Client Management/Account Management

· Client management is contracted to Community Enterprise in Strathclyde (CEIS) to deliver.   

· Each organisation dealt with by CEIS is told how many days of support they will have access to under the arrangement.

· A small number of organisations are account managed by SE Renfrewshire.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· There is a concern that social enterprise is a specialist sector, and it needs an input from a specialist social economy development organisation.

How Effective is this Structure?

· It is too early to tell.

Weaknesses

· It may be better to have a specialist service available for delivery within SE Renfrewshire to give ready access to SE Renfrewshire’s product managers.  However, CEIS do currently have direct access to the product managers and are part of the client manager network.

· The structure is quite complex, with a range of different providers.  This can delay the processing of support services for social enterprises.

Strengths/Good Practice

· The ability to generate extra resource – through ERDF – is important because social enterprises are more complex organisations, and need more complex and intensive service delivery.

· The use of an expert organisation provides a specialist resource input which adds value, but also credibility with social enterprises.

· Because volumes are small it is easier and more cost-effective to contract out.  SE Renfrewshire would have needed to invest in staff development to deliver an effective service.

Other Comments

· Scottish Enterprise guidance not very clear, and possibly contradictory, eg. marketing leaflets.

· Position on social enterprise starts unclear.  On the one hand we are not supposed to be doing them – on the other they appear in the 2005/06 operating plan.

Scottish Enterprise Tayside

Who Delivers?

· Support for social enterprises is provided by main Business Gateway contractor – Tayside Business Gateway Limited, a partnership made up of the private sector, Angus Council, Perth and Kinross Council, Dundee City Council and SE Tayside.

· Social enterprises can access the same support services as ‘conventional’ businesses.

· Whilst support is available to all social enterprises, the Business Gateway tries to focus support on those with greatest potential.

Contractual Details 

· Targets for BDRs is 8.

· Contractor is paid overall fee for delivering business support services.  They argue it is not possible to identify specific spend on social enterprises

Start-ups

· There are very few social enterprise starts – approximately 1 per year.

· Social enterprises can access the same start-up support services as ‘conventional’ businesses.

Health Checks/Business Development Reviews

· Health Checks and Business Development Reviews are carried out by the Business Gateway.

· Health Checks are used to identify client needs and what support can be provided (usually during first meeting).  The two main areas of support required by social enterprises are help with business planning/strategy and help securing income streams.

· BDRs are used to look at issues in more detail, and to draw up an action plan (usually during a second meeting).

· Number of interventions depends on needs of individual organisations.

· Funding towards consultancy support is available through the Social Enterprise Services Programme, a dedicated funding pot available to social enterprises.  There is a similar programme available to ‘conventional’ businesses (Business Services Programme).  Funding of up to £4,000 is available to pay up to 50% of costs.  In addition, £2,000 can be provided for training costs.  Total available funding in 2005/06 is £40,000.

Client Management/Account Management

· Client and account management is carried out by SE Tayside.

· There are no client or account managed social enterprises in Tayside.

Why is it Delivered in this Way?

· Social enterprises are not a Scottish Enterprise priority and therefore less attention is paid to this structure.

· Limited number of social enterprises access SE Tayside support.

How Effective is this Structure?

Weaknesses

· Limited options for providing financial assistance to social enterprises.

· Perception that very few social enterprises use Business Gateway, despite some attempts at promotion.

· Social enterprises are not currently a Scottish Enterprise priority and therefore LECs and contractors do not focus much attention on this sector.

3. ENGAGEMENT WITH SOCIAL ENTERPRISE

Scottish Enterprise Engagement with Social Enterprise

On the basis of Sirius, CRM, other ad hoc databases and discussions with LECs, Table 3.1 has been put together in an attempt to put some scale on Business Gateway and Scottish Enterprise support for social enterprises since April 2004. The headline findings are that:

· 505 social enterprises have been assisted;

· 158 have enjoyed more intense support through relationship management. 

Table 3.1:
Scottish Enterprise Engagement with Social Enterprises,


April 2004 – Oct 2005

	LEC Area
	Account Managed
	Client 

Managed
	Important 

to 

Economy
	All 

Assists
	% of All

Assists
	% of Population

	Ayrshire
	1
	4
	0
	36
	7
	8

	Borders
	0
	0
	5
	9
	2
	2

	Dumfries & Galloway
	0
	0
	0
	15
	3
	3

	Dunbartonshire
	0
	4
	1
	20
	4
	4

	Edinburgh & Lothian
	7
	0
	2
	87
	17
	17

	Fife
	0
	0
	0
	28
	6
	8

	Forth Valley
	0
	0
	2
	11
	2
	6

	Glasgow
	11
	99
	0
	186
	37
	13

	Grampian
	0
	1
	1
	9
	2
	9

	Lanarkshire
	0
	0
	0
	53
	10
	14

	Renfrewshire
	4
	16
	0
	27
	5
	7

	Tayside
	0
	0
	0
	24
	5
	8

	Total
	23
	124
	11
	505
	100
	100


Notes:
1.  In a number of areas (including Edinburgh and Lothians, Lanarkshire, Dumfries and Galloway and Fife) there are no formally account or client managed organisations, but a similar level of service is provided by specialist services or dedicated projects.

2. % of population based on Midyear Population Estimates 2004 (NOMIS).

Using a breakdown of population across LECs, we can see that most areas provide roughly their share of assists on a pro-rata basis.  There are exceptions to this.

· Glasgow accounts for 13% of the population, but delivers 37% of assists.

· Forth Valley, Grampian, Lanarkshire and Tayside all have lower levels of assists relative to the size of the population.

Another way to look at the business development support effort for social enterprises is to group the LEC areas by type or model of service delivery deployed.  Three categories have been developed based on the detailed delivery descriptions in Section 2 of the report.

· Basic.  Here the social enterprises receive the standard Business Gateway service (Ayrshire, Borders, Forth Valley, Grampian and Tayside).

· Resource Plus.  Here additional resource has been provided to help build up the support service to achieved greater volumes and/or higher quality of service (Glasgow and Lanarkshire).
· Resource Plus + Specialist.  In this instance, additional resourcing has also been made available but on top of this specialist social enterprise support organisations are involved in the delivery of business development services (Dunbartonshire, Dumfries and Galloway, Edinburgh and Lothians, Fife and Renfrewshire).
This classification of models is a relatively crude exercise as delivery has changed over time.  For some LECs, for example Scottish Enterprise Dunbartonshire, the additional and dedicated resourcing were introduced in 2005/06 whereas for others, for example Scottish Enterprise Glasgow, it covers the entire period since April 2004.

The resource issue is important, as devoting additional resource to business development services for social enterprises can achieve two outcomes – and ideally both of these.

· More social enterprises can be supported out of a higher budget.

· Each social enterprise receives a higher level of service than would otherwise have been the case.

The issue of quality of service will be reviewed later.

Table 3.2 shows that the areas providing more resource assist volumes of social enterprises well above what would be expected on population grounds, particularly the ‘resource plus’ model where there is more resource but not specialist social enterprise support organisations.

Table 3.2: Social Enterprises Assisted by Scottish Enterprise by Model

	
	Account Managed
	Client Managed
	Important 

to Economy
	All

Assists
	% of

All Assists
	% of

Population

	Basic
	1
	5
	8
	89
	18
	33

	Resource Plus
	11
	99
	0
	239
	47
	27

	Resource Plus

+ Specialist
	11
	20
	3
	177
	35
	22


Support Measures and Targets

The number of Business Development Reviews (BDRs) completed with social enterprises is a key target for Scottish Enterprise.  BDRs are a business diagnostic tool used by Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway to help identify client’s strengths and weaknesses and priorities for action.  Table 3.3 shows:

·  a growth in the numbers between 2003/04 and 2004/05, but with a likely significant decline in 2005/06, assuming that the targets are met, largely due to the tighter segmentation criteria introduced in the summer of 2005. These restrict the number of account and client managed social enterprises, reducing the need for a BDR. An additional factor is the longer than anticipated cycle of engagement with social enterprises subsequent to the BDR, which reduces the scope to expand the client base.

· There are significant variations across LECs.  However, the very low figures for Edinburgh and Lothian are largely a consequence of the fact that the main contractor working with social enterprises in the Edinburgh area use their own tool instead of BDRs.

Table 3.3:  Number of BDRs Completed

	LEC
	2003/04 (Actual)
	2004/05 (Actual)
	2005/06 (Target)

	Ayrshire
	18
	15
	15

	Borders
	2
	3
	3

	Dumfries & Galloway
	24
	5
	6

	Dunbartonshire
	12
	4
	5

	Edinburgh & Lothian
	9
	9
	-

	Fife
	11
	8
	8

	Forth Valley
	13
	7
	6

	Glasgow
	32
	87
	34

	Grampian
	2
	2
	4

	Lanarkshire
	17
	17
	16

	Renfrewshire
	7
	6
	8

	Tayside
	8
	13
	6

	Total
	155
	176
	111


Source:  Scottish Enterprise KMIS

There is no key target for social enterprise starts although there is capacity within KMIS (Scottish Enterprise’s internal Knowledge Management Information System which records spend, activities and outputs for products and projects) to record these. There are two reasons for this.
· As some LECs have chosen to support social enterprise starts (often through their normal start-up supports), Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway staff need a mechanism to record or ‘claim’ these starts.
· From time to time, the Scottish Executive asks Scottish Enterprise how many social enterprise starts they have assisted.  It is easier (and more consistent) to record social enterprise starts in KMIS than to try to gather information on an ad hoc basis.

Table 3.4 shows that very few Social Enterprise starts were logged across the Network in 2004/05, and only in a minority of LEC areas.  However, assuming that the targets are met, there will be an increase in both the number of social enterprise starts, and the LEC areas reporting starts in 2005/06.
Table 3.4: Number of Start-Ups by Social Enterprise
	LEC
	2004/05 (Actual)
	2005/06 (Target)

	Borders
	1
	2

	Dumfries & Galloway
	-
	1

	Dunbartonshire
	1
	2

	Edinburgh & Lothian
	
	3

	Fife
	5
	4

	Forth Valley
	-
	1

	Grampian
	-
	5

	Lanarkshire
	-
	9

	Tayside
	5
	-

	Total
	12
	27


Source:  Scottish Enterprise KMIS

Another measure is the number of social economy organisations demonstrating improved business performance. This is a demanding indicator, and to date there is very little being logged across the Network.  For 2005/06, only Scottish Enterprise Glasgow has been set a target for this measure.

Table 3.5:  Number of Social Economy Organisations Demonstrating Improved Business Performance

	LEC
	2004/05 (Actual)
	2005/06 (Target)

	Forth Valley
	1
	-

	Glasgow
	0
	8

	Lanarkshire
	3
	-

	Total
	4
	8


Source:  Scottish Enterprise KMIS

Note: Social Enterprises are considered to have demonstrated improved business performance when they show progress against one of 14 ‘characteristics of growing businesses’ which are visionary leadership; entrepreneurial culture; strong asset base; able to adapt to change; committed to innovation; detailed market knowledge; customer aware and focused; strategic thinker/long-term planner; promotes learning and knowledge management; business uptake and use of ICT; active networker; international networking; environmentally and socially responsible; and commitment to continuous improvement.

4. BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR SOCIAL ENTERPRISES

Introduction

As with all service delivery evaluations, a key aspect is to assess the value and impact of the services on the customers. In this instance a major survey of social enterprises assisted by the Business Gateway and/or Scottish Enterprise was carried out. The survey covered all LEC areas. An attempt was also made to over sample those LEC areas with smaller numbers of social enterprises to allow some discussion of cross-LEC variations. This chapter analyses some of  the key characteristics of the social enterprises assisted and the types of business development services they received.

Characteristics of Supported Social Enterprises

Table 4.1 summarises two key characteristics of the social enterprises supported by or through Scottish Enterprise, namely trading income and employment levels. The advice given to Scottish Enterprise by the Scottish Executive was to focus its efforts through its Business Development services on more mature social enterprises with good trading and growth potential. Scale alone does not capture this but it is a proxy indicator. Table 4.1 shows that:

· average trading income was £907,000 per annum;

· average employment levels were 46.

With reasonably high average figures there are clearly a number of substantial social enterprises within the portfolio of assisted organisations.

There are big variations across LEC areas, although some of this is down to the relatively small number of social enterprises covered by the survey particularly in Borders, Dumfries and Galloway,  Forth Valley and Grampian. For example, the Borders figure is skewed very heavily in an upward direction as a key client is a major housing association with a substantial rental income.

Table 4.1: Average Trading Income and Employment, by LEC 

	LEC
	Trading Income (£000s)
	Number of Employees
	Number of 

Cases

	Ayrshire
	386
	11
	19

	Borders
	3,870
	79
	7

	Dumfries & Galloway
	104
	8
	10

	Dunbartonshire
	402
	17
	16

	Edinburgh & Lothian
	1,416
	43
	33

	Fife
	465
	14
	16

	Forth Valley
	119
	18
	8

	Glasgow
	862
	68
	84

	Grampian
	213
	35
	10

	Lanarkshire
	601
	30
	27

	Renfrewshire
	2,225
	121
	18

	Tayside
	266
	17
	14

	Scottish Enterprise Network
	907
	46
	262


Note: Average Trading Income is £549,000 and average employment is 35 if the 5 organisations with an income of more than £10 million are excluded

Using employment and income as proxy for scale, the survey shows clearly (Table 4.2) that the social enterprises which are in a relationship management position vis-à-vis Scottish Enterprise as account managed or deemed important to the economy are substantial organisations. Interestingly client managed organisations appear to be smaller in terms of turnover than the social enterprise ‘business base’.    One reason for this may be that in some of the ‘Resource Plus/Specialist’ areas (e.g. Edinburgh and Lothians, Fife) organisations are provided with an enhanced service by the Business Gateway provider rather than being referred onto client management.

Table 4.2: Average Trading Income (£000s) and Employment, by Relationship 

	
	Account Managed
	Client 

Managed
	Important to Economy
	Rest

	Trading Income
	4,976
	381
	2,248
	712

	Employment
	366
	25
	80
	24


Part of the interest in social enterprise over time has been the nature of their employment, not simply their overall employment levels and service delivery contribution. There are big variations across LEC areas, but the overall picture (Table 4.3) for the Network area as a whole suggests that there is significant employment of:

· lone parents (10% of social enterprise workforce);

· residents of disadvantaged neighbourhoods (25% of social enterprise workforce).

Additionally, the social enterprises claim that 58% of their workforce have taken part in some form of training over the last 3 months.

Table 4.3: Characteristics of Workforce (%)

	LEC
	Disabled
	LP
	BME
	50+
	SIP
	Trained

	Ayrshire
	3
	8
	1
	9
	18
	56

	Borders
	0
	6
	1
	8
	1
	50

	Dumfries & Galloway
	6
	9
	0
	27
	28
	62

	Dunbartonshire
	9
	11
	1
	23
	18
	67

	Edinburgh & Lothian
	9
	8
	7
	17
	25
	59

	Fife
	22
	6
	5
	25
	27
	47

	Forth Valley
	0
	9
	0
	46
	8
	43

	Glasgow
	4
	14
	4
	20
	30
	58

	Grampian
	9
	4
	1
	33
	5
	64

	Lanarkshire
	4
	8
	2
	29
	28
	61

	Renfrewshire
	13
	19
	1
	31
	37
	67

	Tayside
	10
	6
	2
	28
	23
	42

	Total
	7
	10
	3
	23
	25
	58


Note:
LP = Lone Parent; BME = Black or Minority Ethnic; 50+ = Aged 50 or more; SIP = Residents of Disadvantaged Neighbourhoods

Demand for Business Development Services

Table 4.4 attempts to capture the main reason for trying to source business development services. This is broken down by the nature of the relationship.

· Overall, 9% were interested in start-up, with 42% looking for support for expansion. The balance covered a wide range of different situations.

· Clearly the larger account managed and ‘important to the economy’ organisations are well beyond the start-up stage.

· However, it is interesting to note that there is little variation across the different sets of social enterprises in the proportion looking for help with expansion, and indeed the account managed organisations were the least likely to give this reason.

Table 4.4:
Main Reason (%) for Contacting Business Gateway/Scottish  Enterprise Initially

	Reason
	Account Managed
	Client Managed
	Important

to Economy
	Rest
	Total

	Start-up
	0
	3
	0
	12
	9

	Expansion
	31
	41
	40
	43
	42

	Other
	69
	56
	60
	45
	49

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100


Table 4.5 summarises the position on the perceived business development needs at the time contact was made initially with the Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise, and the responses are broken down by the category of client. Earlier caveats about small sample sizes for clients in the account managed and important to the economy groups need to be kept in mind.

· Funding issues – including assistance with identifying and applying for funding – are very much to the fore. This is a classic social economy response, but it is interesting to see relatively high percentages of account and client managed organisations stressing this issue.

· Account managed organisations typically identified only one key business development need whereas the client managed and ‘business base’ were much more likely to cite a number as is evident from the higher percentages in the relevant columns of the table. In this regard maybe what we are seeing is the finer line between client managed and business base than between account managed and the others.

· The perceived business development needs of the client managed organisations seem to fit well with sets of issues tackled, often on a workshop basis, through the Business Gateway.

Table 4.5: Business Development Needs at Outset, by Relationship (%)

	
	Account Managed
	Client 

Managed
	Important to the Economy
	Rest
	Total

	Funding issues
	20
	25
	0
	31
	29

	Business planning/strategy
	13
	33
	50
	24
	26

	HR/Training/IiP
	0
	25
	50
	17
	19

	General business advice
	7
	5
	0
	12
	10

	Identifying support avail.
	13
	20
	0
	6
	9

	IT support
	0
	13
	0
	8
	9

	Marketing
	13
	12
	0
	6
	8

	Help with start-up/start trading arm
	0
	2
	0
	10
	7

	Advice on growth
	7
	2
	25
	8
	7

	Review of organisation
	7
	3
	0
	4
	4

	Financial advice
	0
	5
	0
	2
	3

	Property advice
	0
	0
	0
	4
	3

	Advice on sustainability
	7
	0
	25
	2
	2

	Help identify future direction
	0
	2
	25
	2
	2

	Employment/ recruitment
	7
	2
	0
	2
	2

	Help develop business ideas
	0
	3
	0
	2
	2

	Improve procedures
	7
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Bookkeeping/ Accounts
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Help becoming more competitive
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Increase trading income
	7
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Networking opportunities
	7
	2
	0
	1
	1

	Achieve quality accreditation
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1

	Governance issues
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1


Many of these issues reflect those identified in the Business Development Reviews carried out with social enterprises.  Data from Sirius for the year 2004/05 (Sirius Concepts Limited, 2005) shows that the main priorities highlighted in social enterprise BDRs were ensuring:

· funding is available to support business development plans (including e-business);

· the organisation has a plan, which sets out how the vision will be achieved;

· the marketing strategy and plan is understood by all;

· there is capacity (premises, plant and equipment) to support the business plan;

· the organisation is generating sufficient surpluses to remain viable.

Services Used by Social Enterprises

Business Gateway and Scottish Enterprise provide a range of products and services to social enterprises, including the following.

· Business diagnostic tools – Health Checks and Business Development Reviews (BDRs).  By working through a series of questions, these tools help the business advisor and the social enterprises identify the organisation’s current strengths and weaknesses and identify priorities for action.  The Health Check has 20 questions, whilst the Business Development Review has 55 questions and is much more detailed.  There is a dedicated Social Enterprise BDR, but this is not used by all LECs, with many using the standard BDR.

· The information supplied through the Health Checks and BDRs can be used to generate an Action Plan.  This will set out the areas where action is needed and outline the supports available.

· Scottish Enterprise and/or Business Gateway can then support the implementation of the action plan by helping the organisation access various internal products/services or by referring them to other agencies and services.  They can also help by offering one-to-one advisor support to help implement the action plan. 

· Some social enterprises will also receive ongoing one-to-one support from a business advisor.

· Social enterprises can access generic information on the Business Gateway website.

Table 4.6 below shows the number of social enterprises that used each of these services.  Key points to note are as follows.

· 50% of social enterprises received a Health Check and 40% received a Business Development Review.  Even allowing for the fact that some organisations received both, this shows that the majority of assisted social enterprises received some form of business diagnostic.

· Just under half of assisted social enterprises received an Action Plan, outlining the key priorities for action.  However, while many did not receive an Action Plan, they did discuss key actions with their advisor and in 76% of cases, social enterprises had one-to-one support to implement their Action Plan or key priorities.

· As you would expect to see, those social enterprises that are relationship managed and in particular account managed or ‘important to the economy’ social enterprises tend to be more likely to have used the different services than the ‘business base’.  The exceptions here are the Health Check and the Business Gateway website – perhaps because these are the more basic services.

· 32% of assisted social enterprises received Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway products/services and/or referrals to other agencies to help implement the action plan (or to deliver improvements in their organisations effectiveness).  In addition, 76% received one-to-one support from their business advisor to help implement the action plan or to improve effectiveness.

· 32% of assisted social enterprises have used the Business Gateway website.

Table 4.6: Social Enterprises Using Social Enterprise/Business Gateway Services (% of Cases), by Relationship

	
	Account Managed
	Client Managed
	Important to the Economy
	Rest
	Total

	Health Check1
	25
	52
	40
	52
	50

	Business Development Review
	81
	48
	60
	33
	40

	Action Plan
	69
	49
	40
	43
	46

	Support for Action Plan Interventions2
	50
	18
	40
	21
	32

	One-to-one support to help implement action plan2
	88
	70
	80
	76
	76

	Ongoing one-to-one support
	75
	33
	60
	39
	40

	Business Gateway website
	44
	31
	20
	32
	32

	Number of cases
	16
	61
	5
	180
	262


Note:   1.  If social enterprise were unsure of whether business diagnostic they received was a Health Check or a BDR, we have classified it as a Health Check.

2.  In some cases, the interviewees did not receive an Action Plan but did discuss key actions with their advisor and subsequently received support accessing interventions and/or one-to-one support.  These clients are included in these rows.

Improvements Required to Business Development Support

The social enterprises were asked about the business development support they required but found it difficult to source through the Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise.  Over half (55%) of social enterprises interviewed said that they were able to source all of the assistance that they needed (Table 4.7).  The main gap in business development services identified was help with accessing funding (mentioned by 19% of respondents).  There was a perceived lack of help with accessing potential funders and some interviewees thought Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise should provide funding themselves.  Help with preparing funding applications and longer-term funding were also raised as issues.  A wide range of other gaps were mentioned – but each of these was mentioned by 5% or less of respondents. 

Table 4.7:
Gaps in Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise Services (% of Respondents)

	Gaps in Services
	%

	Nothing
	55

	Access to Funding
	19

	Marketing/PR
	5

	Training
	4

	Networking opportunities
	3

	More tailored business planning
	3

	Help preparing funding applications
	2

	Longer term funding
	2

	Financial advice
	2

	General advice and support
	2

	Business development/business planning support
	2

	IT support
	2

	Legal information
	1

	Help moving into new markets/expansion
	1

	HR/Employment advice
	1

	Financial management systems
	1

	Longer term support
	1

	More tailored support
	1

	More hand-on engagement 
	<1

	Advice on environmental issues
	<1

	Budget allocation
	<1

	Signposting to specialist support
	<1

	Advice on procurement
	<1


Interviewees were asked what improvements to Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise business support services are required to make them more valuable to their organisation.  Table 4.8 shows that 46% of respondents said that no improvements were necessary.  The largest single suggestion (mentioned by 17% of respondents) was that Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise needed to improve their understanding of social enterprise organisations and their needs.  A further 3% of social enterprises mentioned that Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise needed to improve their understanding of particular sectors that social enterprises are operating in.
Table 4.8: Main Improvements in Business Development Services

	Improvements
	%

	Nothing
	46

	Improve understanding of social enterprises
	17

	Don’t know
	8

	More structured follow-up
	5

	Better marketing of SE/BG supports
	5

	Help accessing funding/ Provide funding
	4

	Improve understanding of specific sectors
	3


Interviewees also suggested ways in which Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise could change the way they deliver their business development services to make them of greater value to their organisations.  Again, a significant proportion (66%) of social enterprises said there were no improvements to be made.  The main suggestions were to:

· improve communications with assisted organisations;

· provide more information on the range of support available;

· business advisor should be more involved in the management of the client organisation;

· provide support which is tailored to the needs of social enterprises;

· become more efficient and speed up processes; 

· clarify the different roles of Business Gateway and Scottish Enterprise – as it is currently confusing;

· provide more one-to-one support and follow-up; and 

· be more proactive in contacting social enterprises.

Account managed organisations were much less likely to report the need for improvements in the way the service was delivered.   

Annex: Business Gateway Website

32% of social enterprises interviewed had used the Business Gateway website.  Social enterprises that were account managed were much more likely to have used the website than those in other groups.

Table 4.9: Used Business Gateway Website

	Relationship
	Used Website (%)

	Account Managed
	44

	Client Managed
	31

	Important to the Economy
	20

	Rest
	32

	Total
	32


The social enterprises that had used the Business Gateway website were asked to assess how effective it had been in providing the information and support that they needed.  Just over 70% of social enterprises said that it had been ‘effective’ or ‘very effective’.   A further 25% said that they had a mixed experience, with just 5% saying that it had been poor.

Table 4.10: Effectiveness of Business Gateway Website

	
	%

	Very effective
	20

	Effective
	51

	Mixed
	25

	Poor
	5

	Very poor
	0


The main reasons given for thinking that the website had been effective were that:

· it provided the information that the social enterprise required (mentioned by 46% of those who used it);

· the site was user friendly (25%);

· no problems encountered (7%);

· it provided a wide range of information (5%);

· it reassured the client that the Business Gateway would be able to help them (1%).

However, some social enterprises had a mixed experience with the website.  It is useful to look at the reasons for this as it may suggest possible areas of improvement.  9% of those who used the website noted that whilst it provided general business development advice, there was a limited amount of detailed information available.  However, some social enterprises made the opposite criticism – that there was too much information on it.  This highlights the fact that different social enterprises need (and want) different services.  One final criticism was that the site was difficult to navigate (mentioned by 7%).

One possible future development for the Business Gateway website would be to put business diagnostic tools online.  All social enterprises (regardless of whether they had used the website or not) were asked whether they would be interested in using business diagnostic tools online.  43% said that they would be either very interested or interested, suggesting that there would be some take up of this service by social enterprises if it was introduced.  

Table 4.11: Interested in Business Diagnostic Tools Online, by Relationship 

	
	Very Interested
	Interested
	Slightly Interested
	Not At All Interested

	Account Managed
	25
	31
	0
	44

	Client Managed
	7
	31
	26
	36

	Important to the Economy
	20
	0
	40
	40

	Rest
	13
	30
	22
	34

	Total
	13
	30
	22
	36


17% of interviewees suggested other ways in which the Business Gateway website could be developed so that it had a greater impact on their business.  The main suggestion was that the website should provide more detailed or specialist information, for example on funding, training, marketing, start-up, local market information, etc.  However, as we saw earlier it is essential that the website is easy to navigate so that those who do not wish to use this detailed information can easily bypass it and access more generic information.  Other suggestions included:

· provide information/resources specifically for social enterprises;

· provide opportunities to network online with other social enterprises;

· allow users to sign-up for regular emails to highlight new services;

· provide good practice case studies (including some relating to social enterprises);

· provide links to websites of other support services; and

· provide interactive/downloadable business tools.

In addition, a small number of organisations mentioned that the website would be more useful if it was easier to navigate.  One final suggestion is that contact details for Business Gateway staff are posted on the website.

Key Findings

Characteristics of Supported Social Enterprises

· Supported social enterprises had an average trading income of £907,000 and average employment of 46.

· Account managed and ‘important to the economy’ social enterprises were substantial organisations, with an average trading incomes of £5 million and £2.2 million respectively.

· Just 9% of social enterprises said that start-up was the main reason for initially contacting Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway, with 42% citing expansion as the main reason.

· Social enterprises had a wide range of business development needs at the outset of their relationship with Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise, including funding issues; business planning and strategy development; and HR and training. 

Services Used by Social Enterprises

· A variety of Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway products and services, including business diagnostic tools, are available to social enterprises.

· Majority of assisted social enterprises received either a Health Check or a Business Development review, with a small number receiving both.

·  Just under half of social enterprises also received an action plan, setting out    the key priorities for action.

Improvements Required to Business Development Support

· Whilst most social enterprises said that they were able to access all the business support they needed, 19% said that the main gap in Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise services was help accessing potential funders.

· 46% of interviewees said that no improvements were needed to Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise services.  Amongst those who made suggested improvements, the main recommendation was that Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway must improve their understanding of social enterprises.

· The main improvements to they way business development services are delivered were to improve communications with assisted organisations, provide more information on the support available and more in-depth involvement of the advisor in the organisation.

Business Gateway Website

· Just under a third of assisted social enterprises have used the Business Gateway website.

· The majority (71%) of those that have used it found it to be ‘effective’ or ‘very effective’.

· 43% of social enterprises would either be interested or very interested in using business diagnostic tools online.

· A number of social enterprises suggested that it would be useful to provide dedicated social enterprise information or resources online.

5. VALUE AND IMPACT OF BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Introduction

This section of the report addresses four issues.

· To what extent is there additionality associated with the business development services provided by the Business Gateway and Scottish Enterprise?

· How valuable did the social enterprises find the services?

· What impact did the business development support have on the assisted social enterprises?

· What was the impact on the wider communities and client groups served by the social enterprises?

Additionality

In order to consider the additionality of Business Gateway and Scottish Enterprise services, it is useful to consider what the social enterprises would have done if the Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise support had not been available.  Over 40% of the social enterprises interviewed would have known where else to obtain business development support (Table 5.1). This is a comparable figure to other evaluations of business development support services, but in the evaluation of the Business Gateway carried out in 2005 by GEN Consulting, only 26% of assisted business knew where else to obtain support.  However, this may reflect the large number of micro-businesses captured by the GEN evaluation (61% of companies interviewed had 5 or less employees).

Table 5.1:
% Which Would Have Known Where Else to Obtain Business Development Support, by Relationship

	
	%

	Account Managed
	25

	Client Managed
	53

	Important to the Economy
	80

	Rest
	42

	Total
	44


The assisted social enterprises were also asked which organisation would have been their main source of business development support had the Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise support not been available.  SCVO/CVSs, local authorities and private consultants were the most popular choices.  Additionally, the larger organisations (account managed and important to the economy) do not see SCVO/CVSs as a source of business development support.

Table 5.2: Main Sources of Business Development Support (%), by Relationship

	
	Account Managed
	Client Managed
	Important to the Economy
	Rest
	Total

	SCVO/CVS
	0
	39
	0
	24
	26

	Others
	25
	16
	25
	25
	23

	Local authority
	25
	10
	50
	24
	21

	Private business advisor/consultant
	50
	7
	25
	13
	13

	Local Economic Development Initiatives
	0
	23
	0
	7
	11

	Accountant
	0
	3
	0
	3
	3

	Bank
	0
	3
	0
	1
	2

	Trade association
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Friends and Relatives
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Lawyer
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Jobcentre
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Enterprise trust
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Another measure of additionality is whether the assisted organisations have used other support services.  As Table 5.3 shows, just over a third of social enterprises interviewed had used other business advisors recently.  In contrast, the evaluation of the Business Gateway (GEN Consulting, 2005) found that 18% of businesses assisted by the Business Gateway had used other business advisors.  The percentage of organisations using other advisors was a similar across all relationship types, with the exception of ‘important to the economy’, where only 20% of organisations had used other advisors – but caution should be exerted here as the sample size for this category is small.  The most commonly used type of other business development support was a private consultant, used by 12% of social enterprises interviewed.

Table 5.3: Have Used Other Business Advisors Recently, by Relationship

	
	%

	Account Managed
	31

	Client Managed
	38

	Important to the Economy
	20

	Rest
	36

	Total
	36


Given that just over a third of social enterprises interviewed have used other business advisors, it is worth examining how the service these organisations provided compared to that provided by Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise.  Table 5.4 shows that 41% though that the service from the other organisations was ‘better’ or ‘far better’ than the service provided by Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise, with a further 49% saying that it was the same.  Just 10% thought that the service offered by the consultants was ‘worse’ or ‘far worse’ than that offered by Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway.  These proportions are comparable to those found by GEN Consulting (2005) in their evaluation of the Business Gateway.

Table 5.4:
How Did Service From Other Organisations Compare to Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise Service

	
	%

	Far better
	5

	Better
	36

	The same
	49

	Worse
	7

	Far worse
	3


The main reasons given for thinking that the service offered by the other advisors was better than that offered by Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise were:

· other consultant was more geared to supporting social enterprises;

· other consultant had a better understanding of the specific sector;

· other consultant provided a better quality service;

· other consultant completed the task.

These are areas where Business Gateway/Scottish Enterprise might concentrate on making improvements to its service.

Overview of Additionality

In overall terms, Scottish Enterprise and the Business Gateway:

· helped the majority of the social enterprises assisted to link with business development assistance they would not otherwise have accessed due to lack of knowledge;

· have delivered business development assistance to social enterprises only a third of which had sourced this type of assistance in the recent past.

The Business Gateway and Scottish Enterprise have addressed an important information market failure for many of the social enterprises assisted.  Having engaged these social enterprises, the next sections look at the impact on the organisations as businesses.

Value of Services

The social enterprises were asked to place a value on the various business development services they received, using a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is ‘not at all valuable’ and 5 is ‘very valuable’. Table 5.5 summarises the position by LEC area, but should be treated with caution for those LECs with very small sample sizes. The final column of the table shows the valuation across the Network as a whole.

· The overall value of the services is scored at 3.9, which is on the positive side of a neutral score.

· The highest scores on specific services were around support for action plan implementation.

· The skills and expertise, and the attitude and behaviour of staff also scored highly.

The scores on Health Checks and the website are less reliable because of the low numbers using these services.

Table 5.5: Value of Scottish Enterprise Services, by LEC – Scale of 1 (Not at all Valuable) to 5 (Very Valuable) 

	
	SEA
	SEB
	SEDG
	SED
	SEEL
	SEF
	SEFV
	SEG
	SEGR
	SEL
	SER
	SET
	All

	Overall Effectiveness
	4.2
	4.3
	3.4
	4.0
	3.8
	4.0
	3.3
	3.8
	3.4
	4.2
	3.9
	3.8
	3.9

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Health Check
	3.8
	-
	3.5
	3.3
	3.7
	3.4
	2.4
	3.5
	3.5
	3.5
	3.9
	3.2
	3.5

	Business Development Review
	4.4
	4.0
	3.3
	4.7
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	3.7
	1.0
	3.7
	3.9
	3.8
	3.8

	Action Plan
	4.3
	3.8
	3.0
	3.5
	3.9
	4.1
	2.8
	3.7
	4.0
	4.1
	4.1
	3.9
	3.8

	Support for Action Plan Interventions
	4.5
	4.0
	3.3
	4.0
	4.3
	4.5
	4.0
	4.4
	5.0
	4.8
	4.4
	5.0
	4.4

	One-to-One Advisor Support to help Implement Action Plan
	4.4
	4.4
	3.8
	4.4
	4.1
	4.5
	3.4
	4.1
	3.7
	4.2
	4.4
	3.9
	4.1

	On-going One-to-One Support
	4.4
	4.5
	3.7
	4.1
	4.4
	4.4
	5.0
	4.4
	4.0
	4.1
	3.8
	4.4
	4.3

	Skills and Expertise of Staff
	4.3
	4.1
	3.6
	4.2
	4.1
	4.0
	3.6
	4.2
	3.7
	4.4
	4.2
	4.1
	4.1

	Behaviour and Attitude of Staff
	4.5
	4.6
	4.2
	4.4
	4.3
	4.5
	3.6
	4.4
	4.0
	4.6
	4.3
	4.5
	4.4

	Website
	3.5
	2.5
	3.0
	4.3
	3.8
	3.7
	3.5
	3.9
	-
	4.5
	3.9
	3.8
	3.8

	Sample Size
	19
	7
	10
	16
	33
	16
	8
	84
	10
	27
	18
	14
	262


Notes:
 ‘-‘ indicates no responses

Table 5.6 explores these variations in terms of groups of LECs, distinguishing between the three models.

· In terms of feedback from the social enterprises in relation to ‘overall effectiveness’ the scores are almost identical.

· There are some variations between the models on specific services, but sometimes the basic model scores better – and sometimes the better resourced and/or specialist models score better.

· Particularly worthy of note is the very similar scores across the three models on the skills and expertise of staff, a service area when the specialist advisory models might be expected do decisively better.

There is no clear differentiation between these three models in terms of the value placed by social enterprises on the services received.

Table 5.6: Value of Scottish Enterprise Service, by Model 

	
	Basic
	Resource Plus
	Resource Plus + Specialist

	Overall Effectiveness
	3.8
	3.9
	3.9

	
	
	
	

	Health Check
	3.4
	3.5
	3.6

	Business Development Review
	4.0
	3.7
	3.9

	Action Plan
	3.9
	3.8
	3.9

	Support for Action Plan Interventions
	4.5
	4.5
	4.3

	One-to-One Advisor Support to help Implement Action Plan
	4.0
	4.1
	4.2

	On-going One-to-One Support
	4.4
	4.3
	4.2

	Skills and Expertise of Staff
	4.0
	4.2
	4.1

	Behaviour and Attitude of Staff
	4.3
	4.5
	4.3

	Effectiveness of Website
	3.5
	4.1
	3.8


Table 5.7 looks at variations in feedback on the value of services by different categories of social enterprise client. It is important to note that although clients who are not in managed relationships are highly unlikely to have had BDRs, action plans, one-to-one support to implement action plans. We designed the questionnaire in such a way as to allow them to comment on similar types of support they may have received, particularly in LEC areas where there is an augmented social enterprise service. The other caveat is the very small numbers in the account managed and, particularly, the important to the economy categories, which makes comparisons tricky. The key points to note are as follows.

· In terms of overall effectiveness there is very little difference in the scoring although the social enterprises getting more support do give a more favourable score.

· A strong finding is that there is no difference in the (positive) scoring given on the behaviour and attitude of support staff.

Table 5.8:  Value of Scottish Enterprise Service, by Relationship 

	
	Account Managed
	Client Managed
	Important to the Economy
	Rest

	Overall Effectiveness
	4.2
	4.0
	4.0
	3.8

	
	
	
	
	

	Health Check
	4.0
	3.5
	2.5
	3.5

	Business Development Review
	3.9
	3.6
	4.0
	3.9

	Action Plan
	4.4
	3.8
	3.0
	3.8

	Support for Action Plan Interventions
	4.4
	4.5
	4.5
	4.3

	One-to-One Advisor Support to help Implement Action Plan
	4.3
	4.0
	3.8
	4.2

	On-going One-to-One Support
	4.6
	4.3
	3.7
	4.3

	Skills and Expertise of Staff
	4.3
	4.2
	3.8
	4.1

	Behaviour and Attitude of Staff
	4.4
	4.4
	4.4
	4.4

	Effectiveness of Website
	3.9
	3.9
	3.0
	3.9

	Number of Cases
	16
	61
	5
	180


Another measure of the value placed on Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise services is whether social enterprises would be willing to pay for it.   Overall, 14% said they would be willing to pay for Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise services, with a further 37% saying they would possibly consider paying for services.  There is some variation across models, with those assisted by the better-resourced model most likely to say they are willing to pay for Scottish Enterprise services – but with no difference between the basic model and the better resourced plus specialist delivery model.

Table 5.9: Willing to Pay for Scottish Enterprise Services, by Model 
	
	Yes
	No
	Possibly

	Basic
	12
	53
	35

	Resource Plus
	17
	43
	40

	Resource Plus + Specialist
	12
	52
	37

	Total
	14
	49
	37


As Table 5.10 shows, account managed and important to the economy organisations are more willing to pay for Scottish Enterprise or Business Gateway services than client managed or those accessing universal services.  This may reflect the more in-depth support they received.
Table 5.10: Willing to Pay for Scottish Enterprise Services, by Relationship 

	
	Yes
	No
	Possibly

	Account Managed
	25
	38
	38

	Client Managed
	12
	43
	46

	Important to the Economy
	20
	40
	40

	Rest
	14
	52
	34

	Total
	14
	49
	37


Impacts of Services on Social Enterprises

Table 5.11 summarises the impacts of the business development services on social enterprises based on their own assessment of impact.  A number of measures are used to cover a range of impacts.

· the percentage of social enterprises reporting an impact on their organisation;

· the overall impact of the assistance on a scale of 1 (irrelevant) to 6 (vital).

· the percentage of social enterprises reporting an increase in income (i.e. total turnover), trading income (i.e. income generated from the provision of goods and services and excluding grants, fundraising, etc.), surpluses (i.e. profits - which in social enterprises are normally re-invested into the social enterprise or community) or employment;

· the percentage of the increase that can be attributed to the Business Gateway or other business development services received from Scottish Enterprise.  At this level we are discussing quite small numbers of assisted social enterprises as we are dealing with percentages of percentages, and so greater care should be exercised with these numbers.  

Across the Network as a whole, the last column of the table shows that:

· 76% of organisations reported an impact;

· the average impact was scored at 3.6 (between ‘important’ and ‘not very important’;

· 31% had increased total income since receiving Business Gateway and/or Scottish Enterprise support, but on average only 15% of this increase was attributed to the support;

· 24% had increased trading income, with 15% of this increase attributed to the support;

· 10% had increased their surpluses, with 19% of this change attributed to the support;

· 29% had increased their employment, with 15% of this increase attributed to the support.

Clearly, these measures are strongly correlated for the organisations supported, and these are simply different ways of measuring positive impacts. 

The fact that 76% reported a positive impact but much lower percentages said their income, trading income, surpluses and employment had expanded needs some discussion.

· The most obvious explanation is the time lag between business development service delivery and ‘bottom line’ benefits coming through. The study focused on social enterprises assisted since April 2004 and so includes a significant number of more recent assists.  Whilst there is no definitive answer to how long impacts take to come through, a number of business development evaluations suggest that it may take up to 3 years.  

· An additional explanation is that social enterprises simply find it difficult to connect the service delivery and the knock-on benefits to the business.

· Finally, perhaps the benefits are of a fairly broad nature and not particularly deep-seated (hinted at by the average impact score of 3.6).

Table 5.11: Impacts of SE Support, by LEC

	
	SEA
	SEB
	SEDG
	SED
	SEEL
	SEF
	SEFV
	SEG
	SEGR
	SEL
	SER
	SET
	All

	% Impacting on Organisation
	95
	86
	80
	75
	73
	81
	50
	70
	70
	93
	72
	64
	76

	Importance of Impact (Scale 1 to 6 – irrelevant to vital)
	3.8
	4.0
	3.3
	3.5
	4.0
	3.9
	3.5
	3.5
	3.2
	3.7
	3.5
	3.6
	3.6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Income
	16
	43
	20
	38
	36
	38
	25
	29
	40
	48
	11
	29
	31

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	38
	0
	0
	33
	4
	23
	0
	16
	5
	15
	5
	43
	15

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Trading Income
	16
	29
	20
	38
	36
	25
	25
	19
	30
	30
	17
	21
	24

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	38
	0
	0
	33
	4
	18
	0
	13
	7
	33
	3
	15
	15

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Surplus
	5
	29
	-
	25
	12
	19
	-
	5
	10
	11
	11
	7
	10

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	75
	0
	-
	23
	14
	0
	-
	14
	20
	0
	5
	100
	19

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Employment
	16
	29
	20
	25
	36
	38
	38
	26
	30
	48
	17
	29
	29

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	49
	0
	0
	6
	19
	16
	0
	17
	40
	6
	0
	15
	15

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No of Cases
	19
	7
	10
	16
	33
	16
	8
	84
	10
	27
	18
	14
	262


In addition to considering the proportion of organisations reporting an impact, we can also estimate the overall impact.  Support from Scottish Enterprise or Business Gateway:

· Increased the turnover of the assisted social enterprises by around £970,000 with an average increase of £15,000.

· Increased the trading income of the assisted social enterprises by £776,000 with an average increase of nearly £17,000.

· Increased the surpluses of the assisted social enterprises by nearly £252,000 with an average increase of around £17,000.

· Increased employment in the assisted social enterprises by around 60 with an average increase of one employee.

These figures represent the increase in turnover, trading income, surpluses and employment in the interviewed social enterprises.  In order to estimate the overall impact of Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway’s assistance to social enterprises, it is necessary to gross-up these findings to the whole sample (i.e. the 505 social enterprises assisted between April 2004 and October 2005).  Assuming that the social enterprises interviewed were broadly representative, we estimate that Scottish Enterprise and Business Gateway support:

· increased turnover of assisted social enterprises by nearly £1.9 million;

· increased trading income of assisted social enterprises by around £1.5 million;

· increased surpluses of assisted social enterprises by £485,000;

· increased employment in assisted social enterprises by roughly 110.

There are certainly some variations between the LEC areas.  However, the small sample size in some areas makes this analysis problematic. More secure comparisons can be made contrasting the different models based on whether or not additional resource has been brought to bear on social enterprises. Table 5.12 suggests the following.

· There is little difference between the alternative models on overall impact and the scoring of the impact.

· No one model does better than the others in terms of the percentage of social enterprises reporting impacts on turnover, trading income, surpluses or employment.  

· With the exception of trading income, the percentage of growth attributed to Business Gateway and/or Scottish Enterprise services is significantly lower for the better resourced and specialist models than for the basic model.  However, this again raises the problem of the small absolute numbers involved when dealing in percentages of percentages.

Table 5.12: Impacts of Scottish Enterprise Service, by Model 

	
	Basic
	Resource Plus
	Resource Plus + Specialist

	% Impacting on Organisation
	76
	76
	75

	Importance of Impact (Scale 1 to 6 – irrelevant to vital)
	3.6
	3.6
	3.7

	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Turnover
	28
	33
	30

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	19
	15
	14

	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Trading Income
	22
	22
	29

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	13
	19
	11

	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Surplus
	9
	6
	14

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	39
	7
	17

	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Employment
	26
	32
	29

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	27
	14
	12


Account managed and ‘important to the economy’ social enterprises were more likely than client managed or ‘business base’ to think that Scottish Enterprise or Business Gateway’s services had an impact on their organisation (Table 5.13).  However, the impact score was higher in the ‘business base’ category than for account and client managed organisations – suggesting that although fewer organisations see the impact of the assistance, when they do it is greater.  Whilst account managed companies were most likely to report an increase in turnover and trading income, they were less likely to attribute this to Scottish Enterprise support.  In general, client managed social enterprises attributed a greater proportion of any increases to Scottish Enterprise than other categories.  

Table 5.13: Impacts of Scottish Enterprise Service, by Relationship 

	
	Account Managed
	Client Managed
	Important to Economy
	Rest

	% Impacting on Organisation
	88
	77
	80
	74

	Importance of Impact (Scale 1 to 6 – irrelevant to vital)
	3.4
	3.4
	4.0
	3.7

	
	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Turnover
	44
	23
	-
	33

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	11
	24
	-
	14

	
	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Trading Income
	44
	16
	-
	26

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	8
	31
	-
	12

	
	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Surplus
	19
	8
	-
	9

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	33
	30
	-
	13

	
	
	
	
	

	% Increasing Employment
	19
	21
	20
	33

	% Of Increase Due to SE
	18
	18
	100
	13


The social enterprises were also asked about what was the most important impact of Scottish Enterprise or Business Gateway’s support.  As Table 5.14 shows, improving strategy development/business planning was the most important impact for 34% of social enterprises, with a further 11% saying the introduction of strategy development/business planning.  This may reflect the fact that this is a key area of Scottish Enterprise or Business Gateway’s expertise.  Again, there is some variation across the different relationships.  The most striking finding here is that account managed and important to the economy social enterprises nominated a much narrower range of impacts as being the most important, suggesting that their support needs and, therefore the impact of that support, is much more focused.

Table 5.14: Most Important Impact (% of Total), by Relationship

	
	Account Managed
	Client Managed
	Important to the Economy
	Rest
	 Total

	Improve strategy dev/business planning
	39
	35
	50
	33
	34

	Introduce strategy dev/business planning
	15
	7
	25
	12
	11

	Improve delivery of social aims
	-
	4
	-
	12
	9

	Develop new services/products
	15
	2
	-
	7
	6

	Improve ways of promoting services
	8
	9
	-
	4
	5

	Strengthen the organisation’s board
	-
	4
	-
	6
	5

	Start trading
	-
	-
	-
	6
	4

	Introduce financial/management systems
	-
	2
	-
	5
	4

	Improve financial/management systems
	-
	9
	-
	3
	4

	Improve personnel systems
	-
	4
	-
	3
	3

	Identify new markets
	15
	4
	-
	2
	3

	Increase sales
	8
	-
	-
	3
	3

	Introduce ways of promoting services
	-
	7
	25
	1
	3

	Safeguard jobs in organisation
	-
	4
	-
	3
	3

	Introduce personnel systems
	-
	4
	-
	1
	2

	Employ more people in organisation
	-
	4
	-
	1
	2

	Generate greater surpluses
	-
	-
	-
	1
	1


Impacts on Wider Community

The nature of social enterprises means that they have an impact on the community or communities that they serve.  It is, therefore, essential to consider the impact that Scottish Enterprise’s support for social enterprises has on their wider communities.  Table 5.15 shows that Scottish Enterprise or Business Gateway support has had or is expected to have a wide range of impacts and, in particular, has helped or will help:

· provide services that the community would not otherwise have been able to access (mentioned by 21% of social enterprises);

· build self-confidence of the community and local capacity (mentioned by 19%);

· increase local skills and employability (mentioned by 18%).

With the exception of ‘important to the economy’ social enterprises (of which there are a very small number) there is very little difference between different relationship types.  

Table 5.15: Impacts on Wider Community (% Saying Support Had Impact), by Relationship

	
	Account Managed
	Client Managed
	Important to the Economy
	Rest
	 Total

	Provide services not otherwise accessible
	25
	13
	20
	23
	21

	Build up self confidence and local capacity
	13
	18
	0
	21
	19

	Increase local skills/employability
	19
	15
	0
	19
	18

	Reduction in poverty
	19
	12
	0
	10
	11

	Reduce unemployment
	6
	8
	0
	12
	10

	Improve the environment
	6
	7
	0
	8
	8

	Increase community purchasing power
	0
	5
	0
	9
	7

	Others
	13
	12
	20
	3
	6

	Improve access to childcare
	6
	8
	0
	4
	5


Key Findings

Additionality

· 44% of social enterprises assisted would have known where else to obtain business development support if Business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise support had not been available.

· Popular sources of support were SCVO or local CVS, local authorities and private consultants.

· 36% of supported social enterprises had used other business advisors recently – and again private consultants were the most popular choice.

· Almost half of social enterprises who had used other business advisors recently said that the level of service was comparable to that provided by Scottish Enterprise or Business Gateway.  41% said the service offered by the other consultants was ‘better’ or ‘far better’ than that offered by Scottish Enterprise or Business Gateway, whilst only 10% considered the Scottish Enterprise or Business Gateway to be better than that provided by the other consultants.
Value of Services

· On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is ‘not at all valuable’ and 5 is ‘very valuable’, the assisted social enterprise gave the support they received an overall score of 3.9.  

· Out of the various support services discussed, supports for action plan implementation were scored highest.

· Scottish Enterprise and Business Gateway staff received high scores for both their skills and expertise (4.1) and their behaviour and attitudes (4.4).

· There was no clear differentiation between the different models, in terms of the value placed by the social enterprises on the services received.

· Social enterprises receiving more in-depth support through relationship management gave services a slightly higher score – but this difference is small.

· 14% of assisted social enterprises said they would be willing to pay for Scottish Enterprise services, with a further 37% said they would possibly consider paying.

Impacts of Services on Social Enterprises

· Just over three-quarters of assisted social enterprises reported that the support had had an impact on their organisation – but the average impact was scored at 3.6 (between ‘important’ and ‘not very important’).

· 31% had increased turnover – and on average 15% of this increase was attributed to Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway.

· 24% had increased trading income – and again 15% of this increase was attributed to the support.

· 10% had increased their surpluses – with 19% of this increase was attributed to the support.

· 29% had increased employment – and 15% of this increase was attributed to the support.

· There was little difference between the three models, in terms of impact of the support.

· The most important impacts were in relation to introducing or improving strategy development and business planning.

Impacts on Wider Community

· The main impacts of the support on the wider community is to facilitate the provision of services that would not otherwise have been accessible, building local capacity and improving local skills/employability.

6. OVERVIEW OF CASE STUDIES

Introduction

Each LEC area was asked to identify a small number of social enterprises that they felt had significantly benefited from Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway support.  21 case studies were chosen and these cover a wide range of activities, as Table 6.1 shows.  Detailed interviews were carried out with the case studies and these are presented in the Appendix.  This section will present a brief overview of the key findings.

Table 6.1: Overview of Case Studies

	Case Study
	LEC Area
	Type

	Aberdeen Foyer
	Grampian
	Housing Association

	Almond Valley Heritage Trust
	Edinburgh and Lothian
	Tourism/Heritage

	Capital Credit Union
	Edinburgh and Lothian
	Financial Services

	Community Housing Advocacy Project
	Ayrshire
	Advocacy

	Cunninghame Housing Association
	Ayrshire
	Housing Association

	East End Partnership
	Glasgow
	Local Economic Development Company

	Fair Play Training
	Tayside
	Educational Services

	Furniture Plus
	Fife
	Recycling

	Kibbleworks
	Renfrewshire
	Training/Employability

	Legal Services Agency
	Glasgow
	Legal Services

	Littlewing
	Tayside
	Mental Health Services

	Mid Annandale Playcare
	Dumfries and Galloway
	Childcare

	Momentum
	More than one area
	Services/Training for Disabled

	One Plus
	More than one area
	Services/Training for Lone Parents

	PHEW
	Lanarkshire
	Respite Care

	RAMH
	Renfrewshire
	Mental Health Services

	Rural Development Trust
	Lanarkshire
	Transport

	Scottish Childminding Association
	Forth Valley
	Support/Training for Childminders

	Seton Care
	Borders
	Care Services

	Spruce Carpets
	Glasgow
	Recycling

	The Lennox Partnership
	Dunbartonshire
	Economic Development Intermediary


Position Prior to Support

The case study social enterprises were extremely diverse, with:

· new social enterprises looking for assistance with start-up;

· established social enterprises, mainly looking for assistance to manage growth or to address particular needs;

· organisations (both social enterprises and those in the wider social economy) looking to establish new sources of trading income either in-house or as stand-alone social enterprises.

In many cases, the support had been triggered by a major event.  For example:

· Furniture Plus had lost its major funder and a sizeable contract.

· the establishment of the Financial Services Authority and a change in regulations meant that Capital Credit Union’s potential client group had grown from 50,000 to 1,000,000.

· Mid Annandale Playcare’s premises were becoming unsuitable and they needed to move.

· managing the transition from private business to social enterprise for the Rural Development Trust.

Package of Support

Again, the package of supports provided to the case study social enterprises were diverse.  15 of the 21 case studies are relationship managed – either client or account managed through the segmentation criteria or because the have been deemed ‘important to the economy’ and this is reflected in the range and depth of support provided.   

Most case study organisations received either a Health Check or a Business Development Review and the package of support was often tailored to meet the priorities identified through this process.  Common supports included:

· development or updating of a business plan; 

· assistance with IT issues, including website and database development;

· assistance with marketing, including market research and production of marketing materials;

· help identifying and securing funding for development;

· help to achieve quality accreditation (including support to achieve Investors in People accreditation) - this is particularly important in the context of winning public sector contracts;

· examining and improving policies and procedures – this was important because many of the social enterprises had grown rapidly and their systems were struggling to cope.

Quality and Effectiveness of Support

Generally, the case study organisations felt that the support they have received was of high quality.  Many of the social enterprises felt that the business advisors had a good understanding of social enterprises, or were prepared to develop this.   However, knowledge of the social economy was often seen as a secondary issue – with most valuing expertise in particular business areas (e.g. marketing, IT, etc.) over specific social enterprise experience.

Many of the case studies praised the behaviour and attitudes of the advisors.  Social enterprises appreciated they way in which advisors attempted to understand their organisation and developed a package of support to meet their needs.  They were perceived to be approachable, flexible and responsive and this had led to the development of good working relationships.

Impact of Support

Impact on Social Enterprises

The support from Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway has had a significant impact on some of the case study organisations, whilst for others it is too early to say.  Some of the key impacts are outlined below.

· The support has helped some of the organisation to become more focused – and in particular, to take more of a business-orientated perspective on the challenges they face.

· For a number of the case studies, the support from Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway has made them more confident, both in their own abilities and in terms of knowing where to access support.

· Many social enterprises are engaged in sectors that are highly regulated, including care and housing.  By helping improve the skills of management and staff and by helping improve procedures and systems, Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway support has had a significant impact on social enterprises meeting these requirements – which has knock-on impacts for winning contracts and improving the quality of services they deliver. 

· The support from Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway has improved networking – with other social enterprises and private businesses. 

· Some of the social enterprises approached Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway with a very clear understanding of the challenges they faced and the supports they needed.  In these cases, the main impact has been to help change to happen quicker.

Impact on Beneficiaries

In most cases, it was too early to see a direct impact on the beneficiaries, but the case study social enterprises believed that the support would have a long term impact on:

· the volume of clients they can assist;

· the quality of services they can provide;

· the range of services they can provide;

· the range of client groups they are able to assist.

Good Practice and Learning

1.
The provision of support to the case study social enterprises required a strong portfolio of skills and attitudes. Almost every case study highlighted the value of advisors that:

· understand how a business works and can quickly establish how the client’s business works. While the social enterprise model may look different from a conventional business, it will generally feature the same issues and problems;

· can swiftly pinpoint where the problems or issues lie and where support is needed;

· come to listen and understand rather than bring a ready-made response.  

However, some of the case studies did not find a contact equipped to meet their needs and expectations first-time around and for a small number there are some ongoing issues suggesting a need to sharpen up on technical skills.

2.
The ability to facilitate and orchestrate a range of support for the client is important, regardless of whether this information, training or a specific expertise.   The case studies show a thirst for connections to wider resources, networks and markets, to opportunities for peer learning, joint ventures and inter-trading etc. One or two case studies seem to have needs that are not being met – so there is some room for improvement here.

3.
The case studies demonstrate that Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway is of most use when it focuses on enhancing the capacity of the organisation to sustain itself. This can be about:

· the capacities of managers, board or staff;

· enlarging intelligence, confidence or skills.

4.
Developing effective relationships is key - ensuring a shared understanding of what is trying to be achieved and what each is expected to deliver.  Flexibility, approachability and face-to-face contact are all important in building these relationships.

5.
Most of the case studies valued highly the focus and discipline of working through the Business Development Review.  It provides a structured way to look at the business and creates space for strategic reflection.  However, a small number thought it would have been more effective if it had been tailored to the needs of social enterprises.

6.
The case studies generally had ideas about where they wanted to go and how to get there but they also valued being challenged and having new routes and opportunities opened up.  They also appreciated candidness, especially if Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway is not able to provide a particular support or if there is a more appropriate route to achieving their goals.

Key Findings

1.
In-depth case studies were carried out with 21 social enterprises that have received support from Scottish Enterprise or Business Gateway.

2.
Generally, the case study organisations thought that the support was high quality with advisors being praised for their business expertise and for their knowledge of social enterprises or a willingness to develop this.

3.
In many cases, it was too early to identify the impact of support on the case studies organisations and their communities.  However, impacts that were noted included greater focus, increased confidence, improved procedures and systems, and increased networking.

4.
Key elements of good practice include:

· advisors should have a good understanding of business and social enterprises;

· advisors should be able to help link the social enterprises to wider networks of support;

· developing good working relationships is key – and this requires honesty and candidness.

7. GOOD PRACTICE FROM ELSEWHERE

With the growing importance of the social economy within the economic development context of the UK and elsewhere, several efforts are being made to support social enterprises. A review of the literature looking at how social enterprises have been and/or are being supported is presented here, including the literature concerned with how the social economy can be supported.

Providing Technical Support to Social Enterprises

Hines and Thomas (2004) study the provision of technical/business support to social enterprises in the UK (the findings of their research are also discussed in Hines (2005)). They observe that most social enterprises often find that the support offered to them lacks understanding of the values on which they are based, and in fact they are frustrated by the problems faced when trying to obtain even basic advice related to the day to day running of their businesses. Many of the social enterprises they interviewed revealed that their source of technical knowledge and support was internal to the organisation, and sometimes from closely related bodies, such as, boards of trustees or committees associated with the business. The external sources of support mainly relate to government sources (Business Link, Business Gateway and Business Connect), and they are generally perceived by social enterprises as poor in quality. Relatively few of the social enterprises interviewed obtain technical knowledge and support from local authorities and commercial consultants.

Hines and Thomas (2004) highlight certain issues that emerged from their study which are the relationships with business support providers and knowledge of technical support. As far as relationships with support providers are concerned, it was mainly in the area of grant funding that negative remarks were made. Some of the businesses interviewed described their relations with grant funders as poor, stating that grant funders do make unreasonable demands on them. Relationships with other types of business support providers were, however, perceived as fairly good, even in cases where the support required was not provided. On the issue of knowledge of or access to support, a number of the business managers interviewed indicated it was not clear which support was available or where to go to for support and this is worsened by the limited opportunities for networking.

Hines and Thomas (2004) conclude that despite the focus and task being given to the national business support service there seems to be relatively little progress in developing ‘skilled focused support’ for the social economy and social enterprises remain ‘rather cynical and disillusioned about the quality of the support provided.’  They argue that there is still much to be done before business support meets the expectations of government and social enterprises themselves in terms of the quality and suitability of the advice given. Hines and Thomas (2004), therefore recommend that social economy firms need to:

· review changes in the business support sector, taking advantage of new schemes;

· build on the informal networks in which they operate to influence business support agencies to provide the type of support required;

· continue to seek assistance from the national business support services in order to direct the focus of the support given.

For government and other support agencies they recommend that the focus should be on coherence and integration, specific needs, providing ongoing intensive support and on facilitating the transfer of knowledge and skills to enable the social economy to realise its full potential. 

Technical Assistance for Social Enterprises Served by CDFIs

The Community Development Finance Association (CDFA) (year unknown) looks at the provision and gaps in technical assistance for social enterprises that are served by community development finance institutions (CDFIs). They distinguish between the general definition of technical assistance  (‘any kind of support to businesses to assist them in their development and to tackle operational, management or governance issues’) and the working definition used within the US CDFI sector (‘the inputs CDFIs provide to build the capacity of their chosen market,’ which often includes fundraising assistance, budgeting and financial planning, marketing, legal advice and other management support).  The report is geared towards the latter definition of technical assistance and shows that the majority of CDFIs prefer to offer larger loans, often for property acquisition or renovation, to more established social economy organisations. 

A smaller number of CDFIs are more likely to be regionally based, offering smaller loans to relatively less established social enterprises which operate in markets that commercial lenders do not regard as prime. The report shows that these CDFIs are much more likely to provide technical assistance. CDFA indicates that both weaknesses and gaps exist in the provision of services to make social economy firms become investment ready and thereby access and manage investment. Five main areas of need are identified in the report: improving and increasing financial awareness and/or literacy amongst social economy organisations, providing a guide to basic management accounts for social economy organisations, improving access to specialised support for social economy firms preparing to access finance (e.g. how to understand and use complex financial information), the development of brokerage and co-financing services and increasing and enhancing access to post-loan support for social economy firms.

CDFA suggests a number of solutions to fill in the gaps in the provision of technical assistance to social enterprises. These include developing ‘managed accounts templates’ and peer learning and support programmes, carrying out a consultation exercise and research to enable CDFIs to understand the type of technical assistance they currently provide and the resource implications, conducting an integrated evaluation of current CDFI technical assistance programmes and developing a pool of financial consultants to support social enterprises. CDFA also suggests further developing the Financial Awareness for Social Enterprise programme and further developing brokerage and co-financing services, as well as developing an integrated strategy for post-loan support.

DTI’s Social Enterprise: A Strategy for Success

DTI (2002) sets out a three-year government strategy for promoting and sustaining social enterprise activity.  The report highlights a number of barriers to the growth of the social enterprise sector that government aims to tackle. These include a poor understanding of the importance of the social economy sector, the difficulty in demonstrating the contribution of the social economy, limited access to appropriate advice and support, difficulty in accessing finance and funding, complexity and lack of coherence within the social economy and limited acknowledgment of the characteristics and needs of social economy firms. In addressing these barriers, government aims to be able to create an enabling environment, make social enterprises better businesses and establish the value of social enterprise through the following means.

Creating an Enabling Environment

In the effort to create an enabling environment for social enterprises to flourish, government intends to use coordinated action by the DTI, involving the RDAs, government offices, other government departments and local government. The aim is to ensure that the regulatory, tax and administrative framework is supportive of the development and growth of social economy firms. Additionally, it is suggested that public procurement could be done through social economy firms, as they are often in the position to deliver good quality, cost-effective public services.

Making Social Enterprises Better Businesses

The report proposes helping social enterprises with good quality business advice and training, because unlike mainstream businesses, they have to meet financial targets as well as deliver social aims. DTI (2002) also proposes ensuring that the appropriate finance and funding is available to social economy firms to enable the sector to develop and grow. The report also highlights the importance of encouraging social economy firms to move from grant-dependency towards income generation/self-financing.

Establishing the Value of Social Enterprise

The report notes that there is an urgent need to carry out research to determine the actual size, strength and spread of the social economy in the UK, in other words, increase the knowledge base on the social economy. The report also proposes raising an awareness of achievements, rewarding success, promoting the sector and providing examples of innovative and entrepreneurial approaches for other enterprises. DTI (2002) further proposes setting standards of behaviour and an accreditation system for social economy firms in order to build trust and setting up a representative organisation to be a voice for social economy organisations.

DTI’s Progress Report on ‘Social Enterprise: A Strategy for Success’

DTI (2003) highlights the progress made in the initial year of implementation of government’s social enterprise strategy. The report details the actions that had been or were being taken in various parts of the UK to promote social enterprises. It indicates that the administrations in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland lead within those respective countries when it comes to the activities that fall within their areas of responsibility, whereas in England, RDAs and Government Offices help to promote social economy organisations. 

In Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland significant progress has been made in promoting and supporting social economy firms, for instance, strong working relations have been established within Government Departments in these countries through the Interdepartmental Group to aid in learning and information exchange (DTI, 2003). The report also reveals that in England, actions taken were mainly in the areas of improvements in the evidence base (e.g. mapping exercises and developing social accounting tools), structures and networking (e.g. trade fairs, awareness raising, partnership and joint working, facilitating networking and integrated business support) and technical assistance (capacity building, asset transfer, support for CDFIs and other specialist finance, provision of incubation space, web based services, trade promotion and improving the capability of Business Links Operators to support social enterprise). 

DTI (2003) also details the priorities for future action relating to the three main outcomes that Government seeks to achieve via its social enterprise strategy. In terms of creating an enabling environment for social enterprises to flourish, priorities identified for future action include taking forward work on legal forms, progressing the Futurebuilders fund, ensuring the promotion of the public procurement toolkit for social enterprises and partnership working to promote greater involvement of the social economy firms and other organisations in the delivery of local services. 

With regards to making social enterprises better businesses, priorities identified include working with the Small Business Service and others to deliver a constant level of excellence within the Business Link Operators (BLO) network and to promote the take-up of BLO services and ensuring that the new Business Support Directory is open to eligible social economy firms and is accessible by and known to them.  Other priorities are supporting those developing and delivering high quality specialist support, training and advice to social economy firms, following up the Bank of England’s review of financing of social enterprise while carrying out further work on the recommendations that followed thereafter, improving understanding of and encouraging consistency of application of the regulations regarding ‘clawback’ and working with others to tackle the barriers facing social enterprises when they seek to acquire assets. Government will also consider what additional actions can be taken to improve the effectiveness of social enterprises in terms of the benefit to their clients and community (DTI, 2003). 

In terms of establishing value of social enterprise, DTI are conducting a UK-wide social enterprise mapping to provide information on the size of the social economy, the number of people engaged in it and the contribution of the sector to the UK economy, continuing to raise the profile of social enterprise, e.g. through awards and media coverage, continuing to support the work of the Social Enterprise Coalition as it becomes the voice of the sector and continuing to work with other organisations, such as the Social Enterprise Partnership (GB) Ltd in the area of impact measurement.    

Renewal.net (Delivering Support for Social Enterprises)
The ODPM's online guide to neighbourhood renewal, renewal.net, also looks at ways in which social enterprises can be supported. It notes that small-scale support is available to the social economy in different parts of the UK, but on a patchy basis. It observes that mainstream business support through the Business Links is beginning to meet expectations as far as support for social enterprises is concerned.  

The Small Business Service, which is the DTI’s strategic delivery vehicle for supporting the social economy, has used the Phoenix Development Fund to promote new initiatives supporting the sector (renewal.net). The Phoenix Development Fund has initiated some developments, leading to actions to help market segments, including (renewal.net):

· developing existing social economy firms by promoting high performing social economy firms;
· promoting new starts within the social economy;
· stimulating the growth and development of social entrepreneurs, and helping to develop succession plans;
· linking social economy firms in clusters. 
There have also been actions to support changes within the operating environment of the social economy. These include developing a more sophisticated investment climate that values the returns from social enterprise, helping strengthen balance sheets, developing markets and encouraging innovation (renewal.net). The ODPM's online guide to neighbourhood renewal also gives some case study examples of initiatives being used to support the social economy as detailed in the table below. 

	Initiative Type
	Examples

	Information
	Bristol Social Economy Network – various, including a directory of financial support available (nationally and locally)

	Awareness Raising
	SEL – social enterprise training for business advisers, a national programme.

	Strategic co-ordination
	Business Link for London – a network to develop mainstream social enterprise business support in London.

Business Link Berkshire and Wiltshire (Regional Infrastructure for the Social Economy, RISE).

	Training and management development
	The Scarman Trust, and the School for Social Entrepreneurs provide such support for individual social entrepreneurs.

	Intermediate Labour Market (ILM)
	Connects in Wolverhampton support the training and employment costs of social enterprises and co-operatives through its ILM.

	Federations and networking
	Fair Shares uses federation principles of support to help reduce the risks associated with developing a social enterprise – in this case a community time bank.

The Cats’ Pyjamas (on Merseyside) – where systematic knowledge exchange is encouraged through conferences.


Source: www.renewal.net
Evaluation of Phoenix Fund Project in Devon and Cornwall 

Peter Lloyd Associates (2003) assess the impact of the support Co-active Ltd provides to social enterprises in Devon and Cornwall under the Phoenix Fund. The Co-active toolkit for supporting social enterprises has 3 elements:

· enhanced business support, with the aim of promoting a healthy social enterprise sector in Devon and Cornwall; 
· NVQ in management for social enterprises, with the aim of supporting business excellence within the social economy in Devon and Cornwall;
· electronic business services delivery,  aimed at increasing the benefits of  ICT and ecommerce for the social economy in Devon and Cornwall. 
Peter Lloyd Associates (2003) found reasonable evidence that Co-active’s business support toolkit was changing the behaviour of the social enterprises studied in a positive manner, such that, they were being more ‘businesslike’ and being ‘better businesses.’

Business Support Services in the Social Economy of Northern Ireland

Social Economy Forum (2005) looked at the business support services within the social economy in Northern Ireland. Among the objectives of the study are ascertaining the business support priorities of the social economy sector, determining the current levels of awareness and ‘uptake’ of the available business support by social economy firms, identifying the problems/barriers associated with the use of business support services by social economy firms and identifying any gaps in current provision. The study, based on a mail survey, in which 223 social economy firms responded, followed by a telephone survey and focus group meetings identified the following issues.

Business Support Priorities (Present and Future)

The social economy sector in Northern Ireland is made up of a wide variety of activities and types of organisations; therefore their support needs vary. However four main priorities were identified across the sector, namely, finances (i.e. management, planning, budgeting, borrowing, cash flow, credit control), time management planning and delegation, building staff and volunteer capability and business planning, project management and decision-making. The relative importance of business supports priorities differed across the various sub-sectors within the social economy, depending on the number of employees, proportions of employed as against voluntary staff and the type of sub-sector. No considerable differences were found between present and future business support needs.
Levels of ‘Uptake’ and Awareness of Business Supports

Unlike the findings of the UK-wide study carried out by Hines and Thomas (2004), the study by Social Economy Forum (2005) finds that there seems to be a relatively high level of awareness of the available business supports services within the social economy in Northern Ireland. However, the study also finds some confusion arising from the wide variety of provision and poor marketing of mainstream business support services available to the social economy sector. The study finds that the levels of ‘uptake’ of several available mainstream and sub-sectoral business support services are low, and suggests that social economy firms seem to rely on their main funders or on their regulating bodies for advice and business support. The low ‘uptake’ of available services is attributed to perceptions of a mismatch between organisational need and mainstream provision. Specifically relating to sectoral provision, low levels of communication, information and learning exchange and networking within sector and sub-sectoral units are identified as causes of low ‘uptake’ of business support.
Barriers to ‘Uptake’ of Business Support Services

The main barrier to the use of business support services was found to be time, financial and human resource constraints, although distance and transport problems prevent a small number of rural based social economy firms from taking advantage of available business support services. The study also finds other problems affecting the use of business support services to be definition problems (there is confusion about what the social economy is), a perceived lack of understanding of the social economy and the viewing of mainstream support services as inappropriate or inaccessible by social economy practitioners.
Gaps in Current Provision

Only one-third of respondents identified gaps in provision. These were in the areas of business planning, project management and decision-making, building staff and volunteer capability, finances and increasing sales. With the exception of the last, these largely coincide with what was identified as the business supports priorities of the social economy sector. These gaps in business supports provision again vary across sub-sectors of the social economy in Northern Ireland. The Social Economy Forum (2005) also suggests there are low levels of skill and knowledge relating to social auditing, low organisational capacities relating to tendering and low levels of awareness of public procurement opportunities.

The Social Economy Forum (2005) recommends promoting the prioritisation of what they refer to as the ‘3 critical business supports areas’ to business support providers. The 3 critical areas are finances, building staff and volunteer capability and business planning. They also suggest that a joint implementation group should be established to pursue the study recommendations. Another recommendation made by the Forum is to raise awareness and understanding of business support needs within the social economy and to improve access to and targeting of development support in both urban and rural areas, as well as considering customised delivery of support, where suitable. The Social Economy Forum (2005) also urges the Social Economy Network to improve networking or learning exchange throughout the social economy and among business supports providers. They further recommend developing specific quality standards in relation to business supports.

Supporting Social Enterprises in the North East of England 

The North East Social Enterprise Partnership (NESEP) details actions to support social enterprises across the North East of England in the document entitled ‘Building a Vibrant Social Enterprise Sector-The North East Social Enterprise Regional Action Plan.’ The action plan centres around four main themes (NESEP, 2003):
· promotion and animation – activities to raise awareness of the size and importance of the social economy; 

· development activity – activities aimed at establishing or growing social enterprises; 

· training and skills development – developing human capacity and professional skills among social economy practitioners;

· governance – addressing issues of governance, which relate to how communities of interest served by social enterprises have ownership and control over the social enterprises serving them.

The North East Social Enterprise Regional Action Plan provides a matrix of specific activities to be carried out at the various levels, regional, sub-regional and local, against the above themes. The main priorities identified within the action plan are the establishment of a central Research and Development Unit, a procurement initiative and the establishment of a constructive interface within a proposed brokerage model.

Delivery Plan for Social Enterprise Support in the West of England

Cooperative Assistance Network (2004) provides a delivery plan for social enterprise support in the West of England, a mix of rural and urban environments. They put forward a case for social enterprise support in the West of England by showing that little support is currently being delivered on a very patchy and very-low level basis in the sub-region. In terms of the delivery of support to social enterprises the report describes the West of England as a ‘desert’ and blames this complete gap on the lack of capacity to deliver by organisations in the sub-region. The authors consider the problem to be ‘a lack means rather than a lack of desire.’ 

Cooperative Assistance Network (2004) recommends an approach that involves partnership working with all agencies and organisations that can make some contributions towards supporting social enterprises.  They argue this will also tackle capacity issues regarding expertise, knowledge and experience. 
Supporting the Social Economy in Rural Areas 

The Countryside Agency (2003) discusses the role of the social economy in rural areas and suggests ways in which rural social economy firms can be supported. They show that rural social enterprises have the potential of contributing to wealth and employment creation, as well as presenting a range of solutions to the needs of rural areas. The report indicates that rural social enterprises differ from urban social enterprises slightly, in that they tend to concentrate around fewer areas of businesses, mainly in the areas of community transport, agricultural cooperatives, community and sports centres and heritage/environment trusts. 

The Countryside Agency (2003) further notes that in many cases, rural social enterprises develop to respond to gaps in service provision, and thereby address market and government failure, with many of them being organisations developing from voluntary sector approaches. Others tend to develop from large agricultural cooperatives. However the nature of rural economies (such as, dispersed populations, failure of commercial markets to provide services and the increased gap between the rural rich and poor) often presents opportunities and constraints to rural social economy firms. Furthermore rural social enterprises have to compete with mainstream firms, addressing similar economic constraints. 

In light of the specific needs and differences of rural social economy firms, the Countryside Agency (2003) suggest the following strategic actions to support rural social economy firms: 

· establishing the value of social enterprise, for instance, by increasing  the understanding of the social and environmental impacts of rural social enterprises and to develop ways of demonstrating their impact;

·  making social enterprises better businesses, for instance through providing them with appropriate business advice and improving access to finance;

· creating an entrepreneurial culture through promoting best practice, increasing networking opportunities and introducing social economy firms and others to social enterprise models;

·  creating an enabling environment for rural social economy firms, for instance through enhancing the role of local authority procurement and development support to enable the start-up and development of social enterprise.

The Countryside Agency (2003) further recommends improving the identification, co-ordination and support for social enterprise training resources and consultancy in rural areas; supporting and facilitating both local and national networking opportunities for rural social economy firms; establishing specific grants to cater for specific social outcomes; working with RDAs to develop funds for social enterprise start-up and development and increasing awareness of special finance providers specifically catering for the social economy; and developing business incubation and accommodation for social enterprises and other small businesses in rural areas. 

Social Enterprise Business Support Strategy for London

London Social Economy Taskforce (2002) outlines a social enterprise business support strategy for London, with the aim of supporting the growth of a vibrant and sustainable social economy in London by ensuring access to good quality and appropriate business support services. The key recommended actions within the strategy have been summarised in the table overleaf:

	Research, mapping and building understanding 
	Reviewing the funding of business support services;

Building a better understanding of the needs of social enterprises in black and minority ethnic communities;

Mapping and research exercises to provide information; 

Building understanding and awareness.

	Delivering advice
	Developing a referrals system between support organisations and social enterprises;

Ensuring access to mainstream services;

Creating an online knowledge centre;

Implementing quality standards for social enterprise support services;

Supporting training programmes for business advisors dealing with social enterprises;

Ensuring access to training funds and programmes for social enterprise practitioners;

Providing core funding for social enterprise organisations’ work on promotion, networking and facilitating social economy development;

Supporting closer working between funders, business support provision and CDFIs.

	Theme projects
	Developing the capacity of local agencies to work with social enterprises;

Assisting local authorities to develop strategies to support local social enterprises; 

Continuing to develop a sectoral approach to social enterprise with specific tailored support;

Assisting the growing voluntary sector involvement in the social economy;

Supporting organisations expanding their asset base;

Supporting social enterprises engaged in the delivery of public services.


 Source: London Social Economy Taskforce (2002)

Actions to Support Social Enterprises in Wales

Welsh Assembly Government (2004) details the feedback from a public consultation on actions to support social enterprises in Wales. Several respondents to the consultation hold the view that social enterprises are not accessing mainstream business support services due to three main reasons:

· many social enterprises do not consider themselves to be businesses, as a result they are not approaching traditional business support providers;

· a general lack of awareness  as to who to approach for support;

· a perception that mainstream services are unsuitable for providing advice and guidance for social enterprises.

Respondents, therefore, believe there should be a strategy to ensure services are co-ordinated, building on existing support services and backed by clear sign-posting to advice and sources of funding. This has led to the development of the Welsh Assembly Government’s social enterprise strategy.

Welsh Assembly Government (2005) outlines a strategy for promoting and supporting social enterprises in Wales.  The objectives of the strategy largely coincide with the three main themes within the UK Government’s ‘Social Enterprise: Strategy for Success,’ namely, creating an enabling environment, making social enterprises better businesses and establishing the value of social enterprise. A fourth objective of the Welsh Strategy is to encourage the development of new opportunities. The table below summarises how the Welsh Assembly intends to achieve the stated objectives.

	Objective
	How to achieve

	Creating an enabling environment
	Co-ordinate government action and policy;

Ensure the legal and regulatory environment is supportive; 

Increase the involvement of social enterprise in public service delivery.

	Making social enterprises better businesses
	Ensure the availability of high level, quality support; 

Secure appropriate finance and funding.

	Establishing the value of social Enterprise
	Determine the size, strength and spread of the sector;

Recognise success and promote the sector;

Help social enterprises to prove their value.

	Encouraging the development of new opportunities
	Support specialist networks;

Support cluster development;

Establish links with regeneration programmes.


Source: Welsh Assembly Government (2005)

Review of Business Support Needs of Social Economy Enterprises 

As part of the review of business support needs carried out for the National Assembly of Wales (ESYS Consulting Limited, 2003), the following key themes of good practice were highlighted.

1. Need for Additional Support Networks – to provide a strategic perspective, encourage networking between social enterprises, promote good practice and to advocate on behalf of the sector.  For example, Social Enterprise London (SEL) was launched in 1999 to improve understanding of the sector; improve access to and quality of business support services; and improve access to finance.

2. Ensuring Access to Business Support Services – and, in particular, encouraging co-ordination between mainstream business support services and specialist support agencies.  Links are developed through training, by appointing dedicated social enterprise advisors (as in Business Link for London and Business Link Wessex) or by contracting with specialist providers to support social enterprises (as in Business Link Norfolk or Business Link Devon and Cornwall).

3. Improving Social Enterprise’s Access to Training – but a major issue here is the lack of appropriately trained social enterprise advisors.  Actions needed are twofold – increasing training to business advisors on social enterprise development (which in turn allows them to offer more training to social enterprises) and increasing the availability of education and training opportunities to social enterprise staff.  Examples of education and training opportunities include ‘The Cat’s Pyjamas’, a three-day programme developed by Furniture Resource Centre in Liverpool; the Social Entrepreneurship Programme run by the London Business School; and the Exchange Programme run by the Barclays Centre for Entrepreneurship at Durham University that brings together mainstream and social entrepreneurs to learn from one another.

4. Improving Access to Finance and Funding – as lack of access to finance is the main business constraint faced by social enterprises.  Examples of good practice include the Charity Bank, which provides affordable loans to the charitable and social enterprise sector; Mutual Aid Fund (London Rebuilding Social) which offers loans to social enterprises working in London’s deprived areas to reduce dependency of grants and develop trading activities; and Community Loan Fund (Finance Wales) which provides loans of between £5,000 and £50,000 and advice to community enterprises.    

5. Developing Social Enterprises Clusters – can assist by allowing sharing of resources, developing networks and improving exchange of information and good practice.  Clustering can be achieved through managed workspaces or locating in a specific geographic area.  An extension of this approach is the development of a Social Enterprise Zone, where regulations that prevent or inhibit social enterprise development are changed.  There is currently one Social Enterprise Zone, in the borough of Newham in London.

6. Utilise Public Procurement – through improving social enterprise’s understanding of procurement process and procedures and by improving public sector’s understanding of social enterprise sector.  In Ealing, the local authority has developed a tendering assistance programme to assist social enterprises to complete the paperwork to join the approved tender list.  

7. Encourage Achievement of Quality Standards – to help social enterprises demonstrate their ability to deliver services.  A number of quality standards, including Practical Quality Assurance System for Small Organisations (PQASSO) and Community Mark are suitable for social enterprises.

8. Development and Use of Social Audits by Social Enterprise – to help demonstrate impact of social enterprises, bidding for contracts and negotiating service level agreements.  For example, Wastesavers Limited (based in Newport) used a social audit to identify cost savings for the local authority (in terms of landfill and collection costs) and negotiated a revenue contribution to Wastesavers in return for delivering part of the collection service.

ESYS Consulting Limited (2003) also identified a number of elements of good practice from Europe, the US and Guatamala.  These included:

· Development of social co-operatives in Italy has been underpinned by legal recognition of the role of co-operatives in delivering public services, representation of co-operative interests by consortiums and funding available through the Marconi Fund (into which co-operative must invest 3% of annual income to fund new co-operatives).

· In the US, the Community Reinvestment Act places a requirement on the banking sector to invest in poor communities.  In addition, ‘not-for-profits’ are eligible for a wide range of tax exemptions compared to traditional businesses.  However, perhaps the most important difference is the emphasis on being commercially driven, with a focus on earned income and recruitment from the private sector for staff and board members.

· The Guatamalan Co-operative Strengthening Project (CSP) helped strengthen the Guatamalan credit unions, by encouraging a more business-like model of operation.

Links Between Good Practice and Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway

Many of the challenges highlighted by the research reflect those faced by Scottish Enterprise and the Business Gateway.  The include:

· supporting advisors to develop a good understanding of the needs of social enterprise;

· ensuring consistency of the service across different areas;

· encouraging greater take-up of business support services by social enterprises;

· improving referrals between support services.

Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway are addressing many of these issues already and others have been raised in this study as issues to be taken forward.

One area where the research from elsewhere differs from our findings is in terms of the need for specialist social enterprise business supports.  Whilst much of the research from elsewhere advocates the need for specialist support services (either through dedicated advisers or by contracting with specialists), the survey of social enterprises assisted by Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway has shown that this has no measurable advantage over the mainstream Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway service.

The research also identifies a few issues not considered to date by Scottish Enterprise/Business Gateway.  These include:

· the possibility of supporting the development of a business-focused qualification for social enterprises;

· encouraging social enterprise networks – to share good practice, peer learning, etc;

· developing an on-line resource for social enterprises;

· establishing social enterprise clusters and/or business incubation units.

These are perhaps issues that could be considered in more detail in the future.

Key Findings

1. Evidence from a number of areas, suggests that it is important that business development services have a good understanding of the nature of social enterprises and the values on which they are based.  This understanding should be utilised in both the design of programmes and their implementation.  Some areas have developed social enterprise training for business advisors to improve their understanding of the issues.  

2. Building strong social enterprise networks to help facilitate peer learning is a key element of successful social enterprise support structures.

3. Low levels of awareness and a perceived lack of understanding of social enterprises within mainstream supports both had an impact on the uptake of mainstream business development supports by social enterprises.   Business development services must ensure that they are providing a consistent message about what it is available and its suitability for social enterprises.

4. In many areas, complicated structures and the range of different agencies providing business development support are confusing to social enterprises.  Clarity about who provides what, and to whom, is essential.

8. Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

Delivery Across the Network

1.
Between April 2004 and October 2005:

· 505 social enterprises received some form of assistance through the business Gateway or Scottish Enterprise;

· 23 of these were account managed and 124 client managed;

· by and large the distribution by LEC area is in line with expectations, although Glasgow makes a disproportionate contribution particularly in terms of client and account management.

2.
There are broadly 3 models in operation.

· 18% of all assists is through the standard Business Gateway process.

· In 47% of instances it is a Business Gateway model with generic business development advisors, but with extra resource brought to bear on social enterprises.

· For 35% of assisted social enterprises there is both additional resource, and business development support provided by specialist social economy support organisations.

Social Enterprises Evaluation of Services

3. The survey of just over 260 social enterprises generated generally positive feedback.

· Around 75% described the service as valuable or very valuable.

· Particularly strong ratings were given in relation to the skills and expertise of staff, and even more so to their behaviours and attitudes.

4. There is very little variation in feedback across the 3 delivery models.

· In terms of overall effectiveness the valuation of services across the models is very similar. 

· There is no clear evidence that the model with specialist social economy delivery organisations does any better than the ones based on generic business development services.

Impact of Business Gateway and Scottish Enterprise

5. It is important to underline once again the limit on the impacts flowing from the short time period between the delivery of the business development service and the evaluation survey. It takes time to translate business development services into enhanced business practices and subsequent bottom-line benefits. Nonetheless, in broad terms the results are positive insofar as:

· a high percentage of organisations claim to have observed a positive impact;

· a significant proportion of social enterprises reported growth in turnover, trading income, etc;

· the contribution of Scottish Enterprise to this growth is averaging out at around 15% which is both realistic and not insignificant.

Recommendations

The recommendations set out below build both on the survey evidence discussed earlier but also on in-depth interviews carried out with management and frontline staff across the Network, the case studies of social enterprises in receipt of business development support and good practice from elsewhere.

1.
Although Communities Scotland have a responsibility in the social economy start-up area, it is not clear that there is any clear responsibility in relation to social enterprises starts, i.e. where organisations wish to commit more strongly to deriving their income in the market place. Serious consideration needs to be given to delivering this through the Business Gateway. 

2.
Although social enterprises are supported right across the Network and a key target is the delivery of BDRs, the justification for the target levels set is unclear. The Network should set these targets on the basis of a more systematic assessment of what each LEC should be able to deliver in terms of business development service to social enterprises.

3.
The Network needs to adopt a systematic approach to developing the pipeline bringing through new social enterprises, and there are a number of elements of good practice in the Lanarkshire model. As the partner organisations are the most significant players in developing the pipeline of potential clients (i.e. social enterprises with the potential to grow) it is difficult for Scottish Enterprise to be prescriptive on what should be done in each LEC area. However, each LEC should be required to put together a statement of how the pipeline is being developed in their locality and what they are doing to contribute to the development. Developing an effective pipeline of new social enterprises is a process too important to leave to chance.

4.
There are too many different delivery models across the Network, and often it is difficult to justify the particular delivery model adopted. In a number of instances these reflect historical legacies. On the basis of this review, Scottish Enterprise should agree on and adopt the same delivery model across the Network on the grounds that there is no convincing case for localised variation in this service. 

5.
In selecting delivery models there should be a presumption in favour of simple delivery models. Some existing delivery models are extremely complex with many delivery partners. There is no clear justification for this, and these models simply give scope for more malfunctions and delays for customers

6. With very low volumes of social enterprise customers in many LEC areas, it is hard to justify a LEC-by-LEC contracting process, particularly where specialist rather than generic business development services are on offer. 

7. There is unnecessary diversity in relation to diagnostic tools. There is no rationale for having different tools in different LEC areas.  There may well be a debate to be had about the most appropriate tools to be used for social enterprises. Sufficient evidence must now be available to make this an educated debate, and so a quick decision on this is perfectly feasible. 

8. Once there is agreement on the appropriate tools a valuable by-product would be to link these clearly to the relevant databases so that service delivery can be logged comprehensively. At the same time there needs to be general tightening up of recording of social enterprise support, with a simple field added which distinguishes social versus private enterprises.

9. Feedback on Business Gateway and other business development products is generally positive. However, to improve the offering, Scottish Enterprise, through Business Gateway and other business development services, should promote business-to-business networking for social enterprises.

10. Feedback on business development staff was good, but there is still potential for more staff development.

· Generic business advisors need better briefing on the nature of social enterprise, and good case studies can help here.

· Networking across generic and specialist business advisors for social enterprises can help spread good working practices.

· Generic business advisors need access to centrally held directories of financial and other supports specific to social enterprise. Although a number of these exist they need to be reviewed, enhanced, regularly updated and made readily accessible for advisors.

11. To engage new social enterprise clients with growth potential and to demonstrate Scottish Enterprise’s commitment to assisting social enterprises, the Network should launch a simultaneous marketing campaign and proactive engagement with more prominent social enterprises.
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