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1.
 INTRODUCTION
Slims Consulting and O’Herlihy & Co. were commissioned to undertake a case study analysis of Scottish Enterprise (SE) Account Management support. The work was carried out over the summer of 2009 and comprised in-depth qualitative interviews with 30 SE supported companies across Scotland. The study is one of four elements in the research and analysis phase of the enterprise policy evaluation and complements the largely quantitative research undertaken to date. The overarching aim of the study has been to explore the factors driving the achievement of net impacts.  
1.1 Background

In 2005, SE reviewed the growth trajectory for different types of business in Scotland. This led to the development of the Growing Business Strategy which focused business support on those companies which were considered to represent the greatest opportunity for economic growth. This explicit segmentation identified two principal categories of business through which SE expected growth to come:

· account managed businesses – companies which have the potential to increase turnover, with SE’s assistance, by at least £800,000 over three years; and
· client-managed businesses – companies which have the potential to increase turnover by at least £400,000 over three years with SE’s assistance.
Businesses selected for support in each of the groups are ‘Designated Relationship Managed’ (DRM) and assigned an account or client manager who works intensively with the company to help them achieve their growth objectives. There are currently around 2,200 companies in Scotland with DRM status. 

The programme was externally evaluated in 2008 through a study which assessed its economic impact on the Scottish economy in terms of its net additional turnover, employment, innovation and Gross Value Added (GVA) benefits. The work paid specific attention to GVA as the Scottish Government’s preferred measure of wealth creation. As well as assessing GVA at the national level, the evaluation analysed GVA impacts at the individual company level and carried out a statistical analysis of the factors which influence SE’s ability to positively impact on some companies and not others. 

This analysis provided some valuable insights into the characteristics of positive and zero impact companies, yet it was inconclusive in providing definitive answers on the types of companies which SE can have greatest impact on. As a result of this, the previous report recommended that further in-depth case study work be undertaken with paired samples of positive and zero GVA impact companies in order to further explore why some companies ascribe no impact to SE’s interventions. This report presents the key findings from this case study analysis. 

1.2
Study Objectives

A number of specific objectives were set for the commission. The study was expected to: 

· conduct 30 independent and objective case studies of account managed companies;

· complement evidence already gathered, by deepening the understanding of why, for whom and under what circumstances, SE account management is effective;

· analyse and synthesise factors that influence net additional impacts attributable to Scottish Enterprise;

· explore how SE could improve its account management support, leading to an increase in net attributable impact; and

· present evidence-based conclusions/recommendations and added value insights that can influence the direction of SE policy towards account management support. 
1.3
Report Structure

The report presents the key findings of the case study analysis in an interpretative rather than descriptive fashion. In this way it distinguishes between:

· descriptive analysis – which identifies individual experiences, attitudes and views in the sample;
· associative analysis – to identify linkages in the data in a way which broadens understanding of the key issues; and
· interpretative and explanatory analysis – which builds or finds explanations in the data for the views, behaviours and accounts expressed in the consultations. 
The study has gathered a large amount of diverse information on company issues, engagement and impacts.  In order to identify the common themes and threads of analysis across the sample, we have structured the main body of the report using the chronological steps in a company’s engagement with SE. This is presented in Figure 1.1 below. 
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Figure 1.1: Key Stages in the Account Management Relationship 

[image: image2.png]Building the
Relationship






Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy & Co. Interpretation
Following this cycle as a broad structure, the remainder of the report is set out as follows:

· chapter two sets out the methodology used in the study;

· chapter three provides an overview of the companies interviewed and the key business challenges they face;

· chapter four considers why companies engage with Scottish Enterprise and what they expect to gain from doing so; 

· chapter five analyses the main aspects of the account manager – company relationship;

· chapter six reviews the interventions and products delivered to companies and the impact they have; 

· chapter seven tests the hypotheses from the previous DRM economic impact evaluation and considers the extent to which the characteristics of a company influence Scottish Enterprise’s ability to impact on it; and 

· chapter eight draws together the earlier evidence to offer a series of conclusions and recommendations. 

2.
METHODOLOGY
2.1
Introduction
The report begins by considering some of the evidence gathered to date on the DRM programme and sets out the approach followed in carrying out the research. The chapter is structured as follows:

· existing evidence;

· sample selection;

· fieldwork and analysis; and

· considerations. 
2.2
Existing Evidence


Economic Impact Evaluation – Key Findings 

The economic impact evaluation of SE’s interventions with account and client managed companies
 quantified the range of impacts the programme has on the Scottish economy. In summary, it found that:

· the Gross Value Added (GVA) impact attributable to the DRM programme was £613.2m (+/- 3.8%) over the period 2004 to 2007;

· every £1 of SE spend produced a fivefold return in terms of net GVA impact 

· between 2004 and 2006 account and client managed establishments posted higher levels of GVA growth (6.5%) than establishments in the wider Scottish economy (4.1%); and

· the proportion of establishments in the survey sample reporting net additional GVA benefits from SE support increased year-on-year to a high of 34% in 2006/07. 
Although the economic impacts generated by the programme were substantial and it was found to represent good value for money in comparison to other business support programmes
, SE was found, at the time of the evaluation, to have no GVA impact on the majority of companies it engages with through the DRM programme. The impacts presented in the DRM study related to the period 2004/05 to 2006/07. The case study analysis has shown that impacts can take time to translate into financial benefit. Furthermore, average levels of deadweight were found to be high at 95% on GVA and turnover and 96% on employment. This led the report to conclude that where SE does make a positive impact it tends to be modest, typically in the region of less than 10% on any given aspect of business performance. 

However, while the evaluation found that the economic impacts were driven by a minority of companies, overall satisfaction with SE support was found to be high. Eighty six percent of the companies surveyed stated that they were satisfied with the package of services received from SE. The conclusion that companies can be satisfied with SE support but report it makes no difference to business performance has been one of the key factors examined in greater detail through the case study analysis. 


Explaining GVA Impacts

As noted in the introduction, the DRM economic impact evaluation used a range of statistical tests to explore the characteristics which differentiated positive and zero GVA impacts in companies. The key conclusion was that both sets of companies were characterised by more similarities than differences on the survey variables. Indeed it was found that zero GVA companies (i.e. those on which SE interventions make no impact) showed turnover growth three times greater than the positive GVA sub-group and profit growth 50% greater. 

Despite the challenges in reaching definitive answers, the evidence suggested that SE was most likely to impact upon companies that were, in the context of the DRM portfolio:

· smaller (in terms of turnover and employment);

· younger; and

· had better qualified staff (in terms of the proportion of the workforce with degree level qualifications). 

Within this sub-set of positive GVA companies, further analysis concluded that that the greatest impacts were likely to occur in more ‘mature young companies’ which have an established relationship with SE, and which also export and spend above average amounts on innovation. However, it was not possible to determine the causality of these relationships with any certainty. For example, do companies export and spend on innovation as a result of SE’s support, or are these activities already taking place regardless of SE’s involvement? 

GVA impacts were also explored in terms of their relationship to SE’s range of interventions and products
. It was found there was statistically significant relationships between positive GVA impacts and six SE products. These were:

· Leadership for Growth;

· e-Business Advisers;

· Graduates for Business;

· Market Development – Flexible Financial Product;

· International Exhibitions, Missions and Learning Journeys; and

· International Strategy Workshop.

There was some dubiety over the extent to which these products were available across SE’s operational area and the extent to which these products were being delivered in isolation or being positively reinforced by others that appeared not to be related to positive GVA impacts. However, it should be emphasised that positive reinforcement of interventions has not been part of SE’s approach to date. 

In summary, the previous evaluation provided some insight into the types of companies that SE is most likely to positively impact on and the products which appear most likely to generate this impact. The report considers these factors in the context of the evidence gathered through the case studies and discusses the extent to which these appear to influence impact in the final chapters. 

SE’s Impact on GVA and Behavioural Change in DRM Companies

Using the data gathered through the economic impact evaluation, SE recently investigated the relationship between GVA and company views on the impact of SE support on company behaviours
. The aim of this work was to provide evidence to inform the development of the revised Intervention Frameworks
. The survey of DRM companies asked respondents the extent to which they felt that SE had encouraged them to develop behaviours that were considered to be consistent with the characteristics of innovative, far sighted organisations. At the time the survey was undertaken, these were central to the diagnostic used in the Growing Business Review
. 

The key finding was a statistically significant relationship between positive behavioural changes and positive GVA impacts in account and client managed companies. In other words, the analysis suggests that SE’s ability to help develop positive behaviours which enable the company to promote innovation, manage change and develop business strategy have a positive impact on GVA. The paper concluded that interpreting cause and effect in the relationship is difficult, but argues that positive behaviour change is likely to be the starting point from which positive GVA follows. 
The main theme running through this brief review of existing evidence is the difficulties in understanding the ways in which sets of specific factors come together to greater predispose some companies to positive GVA impact more than others. The inferential statistical tests used in the previous evaluation identified the key factors but was unable to shed any light on why these were more important in driving positive GVA impacts than others. This is something which may be better explored through qualitative interviews with companies rather than the manipulation of large data sets and forms the underlying rationale for the current study. 
2.3
Sample Selection

In order to compare and contrast the factors which influence positive impact, the case study analysis comprised two distinct groups of companies. The first contained companies that were able to attribute positive GVA impacts to SE in the quantitative survey, with the second containing companies who were unable to attribute any GVA impact. 

The final survey sample was drawn from a population of 62 companies pre-selected by SE and passed to Slims Consulting. The population was constructed from respondents to the previous DRM survey who had indicated, at that time, their willingness to take part in further research. The group contained equal numbers of positive and zero GVA impact companies and a cross section of companies across SE’s Key and Other Growth Sectors (formerly Priority Industries).

Slims Consulting selected 30 companies to interview, which comprised 15 pairs of positive and zero GVA impact companies. The small size of the population meant that it was not possible to select perfect matches in the company pairs. The two key criteria were that both companies had to be in the same sector and each pair had to contain one positive and one zero GVA impact company. Table 2.1 presents the key characteristics of the final survey sample. This shows that the interview group was well balanced and comprised:

· representation from seven of SE’s Key and Other Growth Sectors;

· 16 companies reporting positive GVA impact and 14 zero GVA impact

· a mix of urban and rural businesses; and

· a high proportion of SMEs. 

Table 2.1: DRM Case Studies Final Sample 

	Key Sector
	Case Studies
	Positive GVA
	Zero 

GVA
	Urban
	Rural
	No. of SMEs

	Construction
	2
	1
	1
	-
	2
	2

	DMET*
	8
	4
	4
	8
	-
	8

	Energy
	4
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Food & Drink
	6
	3
	3
	2
	4
	2

	Life Sciences
	5
	2
	3
	5
	-
	5

	Textiles
	2
	1
	1
	-
	2
	1

	Tourism 
	3
	3
	-
	1
	2
	3

	Total 
	30
	16
	14
	18
	12
	23



*Digital Markets and Enabling Technologies 

Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy & Co. Case Study Analysis

Within the final sample of 30 companies there were 13 pairs of positive and zero GVA impact companies matched by Key and Other Growth Sectors. The remaining four could not be paired with companies in the same sector. The main reason for this was due to the substantial amount of ‘backfilling’ in the original sample. Targeted companies were replaced in the sample if:

· we could not establish contact with the company;

· the key company contact could not meet with a member of the consultant team within the study timeframe; or

· discussions with the company’s account manager highlighted a valid reason why the company should not be consulted as part of the study. 

This led to a total of 13 companies being removed from the sample, including the only 3 zero GVA impact tourism companies in the population. This accounts for the slight imbalance in the pairs. 

2.4
Interview Programme and Analysis

The work programme began with the development of a detailed topic guide for use in the company case consultations. This was developed in conjunction with the SE study steering group and is attached as Appendix One. The interview programme progressed following the key stages set out in Figure 2.1 below, with the company case studies undertaken on a face-to-face basis. 

Figure 2.1: Key Stages in the Interview Process
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Upon completion of the 30 interviews, the written up case study notes were analysed by the research team.  This involved the coding of interview responses in order to organise the data gathered into an analysable form. The data was then interrogated to identify common experiences, themes and linkages across the survey sample. 

2.5
Considerations  
The case study analysis represents one of four elements in the enterprise policy evaluation. The study brief notes that “different research methods offer different blends of strengths and weaknesses and may well provide different answers to the same question”. While the findings in this report build on the evidence generated by the previous economic impact evaluation, there are a number of factors to bear in mind when reading this document.

The first point relates to research methods. The case study analysis has gathered evidence using a relatively small number of face-to-face semi-structured interviews. In contrast, the previous DRM survey gathered its information through 740 structured telephone interviews. By design, the current study has provided an opportunity to explore issues to a greater depth than was possible in the DRM telephone survey. The case study interviewers have been able to spend more time with each company and have had the freedom to explore particular lines of inquiry as they have arisen. 

The result of this has been that the company case studies have identified a range of business impacts which extend beyond GVA. To account for this, we have used a broader definition of impact to that used in the previous DRM evaluation. Within this study, SE was considered to have made an impact on a company if it was found to have positively contributed to one or more of the following:

· changes in turnover;  
· productivity changes;  
· employment changes; 
· skills development; 
· changes in the volume of exports; 
· infrastructure investment and improvement; 
· research and development activities;

· innovation – commercialisation of new product or process development;

· diversification strategies; and

· other business improvements such as an improvement in confidence. 

The second point is around the timing of the current research. The company case studies have been undertaken around 18 months after the DRM telephone survey. This has resulted in a number of companies reporting positive impacts that were not present at the time of the previous survey. In some cases, it appears that the telephone survey came along too soon after an SE intervention to pick up on the impact. The later timing of the case study research has, in some cases, provided a longer period of time for the support to embed benefit in the business. However, it has not been possible to conclude with any certainty on how long it takes from interventions to impacts. 

The final point is that the current research has been undertaken in a different economic climate from the DRM economic impact evaluation. The economic downturn has not only impacted on the performance of a number of the businesses interviewed, but may also have led them to value SE’s and other public sector support more than under economic growth conditions. 

Based on these factors, it was found that 26 of the 30 case study companies reported that SE had positively impacted on at least one of the above aspects of their business. The pre- and post interview impact designations are presented in Table 2.2 below.

Table 2.2: DRM Case Studies Final Sample 

	
	
	Pre-Interview (GVA only)
	Post-Interview (1+ impact)

	Key Sector
	Case Studies
	Positive
	Zero 
	Positive
	Zero 



	Construction
	2
	1 
	1 
	1 
	1

	DMET*
	8
	4 
	4 
	6 
	2

	Energy
	4
	2 
	2 
	4 
	-

	Food & Drink
	6
	3 
	3 
	6 
	-

	Life Sciences
	5
	2
	3
	4 
	1

	Textiles
	2
	1 
	1 
	2 
	-

	Tourism 
	3
	3
	-
	3 
	-

	Total 
	30
	16
	14
	26
	4



*Digital Markets and Enabling Technologies 

Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy & Co. Case Study Analysis
It is important to emphasise that although the upswing in the number of companies reporting positive impact as a result of SE’s support is encouraging, the definitions of impact between pre- and post-interview are different. The wider definition of impact has increased the number reporting positive benefits. However due to the qualitative nature of the study it was not tasked with quantifying these. 

Therefore, the report presents the analysis in terms of the similarities and differences between groups of companies based on their responses in this research, with comparisons of positive and zero GVA impact companies being made where useful and valuable insights were found. 

3.
THE COMPANIES AND THE CHALLENGES
3.1 
Introduction
This chapter provides an overview of the companies interviewed and discusses some of the most common challenges faced, past and present, in developing the business. It is set out under the following themes: 
· a varied sample;

· recent performance;

· key growth challenges; and 

· conclusions. 

3.2 
A Varied Sample
The previous chapter showed the sample contained a good balance in terms of Key and Other Growth sectors, urban/rural and large/small companies. This chapter begins by adding some more depth to this, starting with geography. Table 3.1 shows that the companies interviewed were spread throughout SE’s operating area. The urban companies were largely based in and around the main population centres of Glasgow and Edinburgh, with the rural companies located in the more rural regions of Dundee (Tayside), Aberdeen City & Shire and the South. With the exception of Aberdeen, which contained two Energy companies, each of the other regions contained companies in at least three of the seven sectors covered. 

Table 3.1: Companies by SE Operating Region
	SE Operating Area 
	Urban
	Rural
	Total 

	Aberdeen City & Shire
	2
	1
	3

	Dundee City Region
	1
	4
	5

	East
	7
	1
	8

	West
	8
	1
	9

	South of Scotland 
	-
	5
	5

	Total 
	18
	12
	30


Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy& Co. Case Study Analysis

The sample was also relatively even split in terms of manufacturing/production and service companies. Manufacturing companies are defined here as those which have a dedicated factory or laboratory facility which produces a physical commodity for sale to customers. Amongst the 17 companies which fell into this group, the outputs varied from ‘low-tech’ Fast Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG) such as foodstuffs to ‘high-tech’ engineered microbes for use in bio-catalytic processes. 

Within the 13 service companies there was a similar level of variation. The Tourism companies interviewed provided a mix of accommodation, catering and cultural activities, while within DMET and Energy there was some specialist niche provision including software applications to track power flow around electricity networks and technology used to detect hydrocarbons from water in oil exploration. 

As would be expected, there were also differences in the size of companies consulted. Table 3.2 presents information on the annual turnover and employment profiles of those consulted.  It should be noted that these details refer to the establishment only as a number of the sites visited were part of much larger multi-national corporations (MNCs). As shown, just under half the establishments turned over between £1m and £5m in the last financial year, within this group the majority employed between 11 and 49 staff. 

In terms of turnover and employment, the composition of the case study sample was broadly comparable to the DRM telephone survey sample with the highest proportion of companies in both surveys in the £1m to £5m turnover category and employing between 11 and 49 staff. 

At the extremes, the two establishments which turned over less than £50,000 were still in the embryonic stages of company development and could be best described as pre-revenue. Whereas, the three establishments which employed over 100 staff and generated more than £20m were all manufacturing or production sites for MNCs. 

Table 3.2: Establishment Turnover and Employment
	Employment →
Turnover ↓
	10 or less
	11 – 49
	50 – 100
	100+
	Total

	<£50K
	2
	
	
	
	2

	£50K - £500K 
	1
	1
	
	
	2

	£500K - £1m
	2
	1
	
	
	3

	£1m - £5m
	
	9
	4
	1
	14

	£5m - £20m
	
	1
	1
	1
	3

	£20m+
	
	
	1
	3
	4

	Total
	5
	12
	6
	5
	28


Note: Turnover and employment details were not available for two case study establishments. 
Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy& Co. Case Study Analysis

Finally, the age or maturity of companies varied across the case study sample. As noted above, two of the DRM companies were young and within their first couple of years of existence. There were also three family businesses in the interview group. These had generally been started by a parent or grandparent and passed down through the family. On the whole, the majority of businesses interviewed were less than 15yrs old. It should be noted however that company age bears no relation to the experience of the original founders and/or present Senior Management Team (SMT), the majority of which had a background in the industry prior to starting the business or joining the company.

In summary, the case study sample contains a broad mix of the types of companies found in the DRM portfolio. This has enabled the research to explore how the dynamics of the relationship between SE and business can be influenced by factors such as company location, size and maturity. 

3.3 
Recent Performance

The companies interviewed can be organised into three broad categories according to recent performance: high growth; medium growth; and low or no growth. Given the differences in the size of companies in the sample, growth was defined in terms relative to the company’s past turnover performance. The growth definitions used are set out in Table 3.3 below.  

Table 3.3: Company Growth Definitions
	Definition 


	No. of Companies 

	high growth companies were those that had increased turnover by at least 50% in the past three years. All the companies in this group had exceeded the account management target of £800,000 turnover growth in the period 
	5 

	medium growth companies had increased turnover by at least 20% in the past three years. The majority of these companies had exceeded the client management target of £400,000 turnover growth. Those which had not, had turnovers of less than £800,000 per annum. 
	15 

	low or no growth companies had posted turnover growth of less than 20% or a decline in turnover over the past three years. None of these companies had met the client management growth targets in the past three years. 
	10 


Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy& Co. Interpretation

High Growth

Within the sample, there were a number of ‘star’ performers. Companies which had grown substantially over the past three to five years and crucially, had been able to manage this growth. This group has exceeded the account management target of £800,000 turnover growth in the past three years and included: 

· a Construction company specialising in landscaping services which has bucked the recessionary trends in the industry and doubled its turnover in the last year. The SMT in this company foresaw the decline in the private housing market and refocused the business towards public sector contracts;

· a DMET firm which services televisual equipment has grown from 10 to 80 employees and £3m turnover in 4 years;

· an Energy firm which specialises in underwater survey and positioning technology and has increased its turnover from £900k in 2006 to a projected £5.7m in 2009. This firm is currently developing a new product, with financial assistance from SE, which it believes will increase sales by 30% in the next three years;

· an Energy firm which went from start-up to a multi-million dollar acquisition by a larger competitor in 5 years; and

· a Food and Drink company which supplies products to the major supermarkets and has grew turnover from £11.2m to £17.4m (55%) between 2005 and 2009. 

Table 3.4 presents some of the characteristics of high growth companies. This shows that on the whole, the high growth companies in the case study sample were:

· small businesses - with the majority employing less than 50 staff and posting a turnover of less than £5m in the last financial year; 

· young – with 4 out of 5 less than 10 years old;

· strong exporters – with 80% deriving more than half their annual turnover from non-UK markets; and

· all led by growth driven SMTs who had set clear, time bound growth targets for the business. 

Table 3.4: High Growth Company Characteristics 
	Company Characteristic
	% of High Growth Companies

	Turnover - £1m - £5m
	80%

	Turnover - >£5m
	20%

	Employment - <50 employees
	60%

	Employment  - > 100 employees
	0%

	Age - <10 years old
	80%

	Growth Driven SMT
	100% 

	Exports - >50% of turnover
	80%

	Technological Products/Services
	40%


Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy& Co. Case Study Analysis
n=5

All the high growth companies reported that SE support had made a positive impact on their company in some way. SE impacts included efficiency improvements, new product development and the development of management and leadership skills. Interestingly, there were two zero GVA impact companies amongst the group, both of whom had worked with the High Growth Start Up Unit prior to account management. However, this is merely an observation as both companies felt that the support from the HGSU was crucial in helping them to overcome initial start-up barriers. Indeed, one consultee opened the interview by saying “If it wasn’t for the High Growth Start-Up Unit, the company would not be where it is today”.  

Medium Growth

Exactly half the companies (15) fell into the medium growth category which included companies in all sectors except construction
. These firms were found to have posted steady growth in the three to five years leading up to the advent of the economic downturn, with current conditions leading to a plateau rather than growth in some cases. Up to this juncture, the majority of these companies would have met at least the client management targets of £400,000 turnover growth in three years. 

Table 3.5 presents the characteristics of medium growth firms. Comparison of this with the high growth cohort reveals a number of interesting insights. 

· on the whole, the medium growth companies in the sample were older. Table 3.5 shows that one third of medium growth companies were less than 10 years old, this is in comparison to the 80% of high growth companies. The growth curve was much less steep in the medium growth firms, with modest year-on-year improvements in performance leading to steady growth over time. On the basis of this limited evidence, it suggests that if a company does not achieve high growth early on its life cycle (excluding pre-revenue R&D and product development time) it appears to be more difficult, though not impossible, to achieve;

· on the whole, the medium growth firms were typically larger than high growth firms. Although a higher proportion of medium growth firms employed less than 50 staff, 27% employed more than 100 staff. In addition, the turnovers of medium growth firms were typically larger with 20% posting more than £5m in the last financial year. 
· less export driven than high growth firms with 40% of the medium growth group deriving more than half their turnover from non-UK markets. This is in comparison to 80% of high growth firms. 

· had a lower proportion of growth driven SMTs. This included a number of MNCs where the ultimate decision makers were based outside of Scotland.  

Table 3.5: Medium Growth Company Characteristics 
	Company Characteristic
	% of Medium Growth Companies

	Turnover - £1m - £5m
	60%

	Turnover - >£5m
	20%

	Employment - <50 employees
	73%

	Employment - >100 employees
	27%

	Age - <10 years old
	33%

	Growth Driven SMT
	60% 

	Exports - >50% of turnover
	40%

	Technological Products/Services
	40%


Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy& Co. Case Study Analysis
n=15

In addition, a number of the medium growth firms were in sectors with greater regulation and longer lead times to market. This is particularly true for the companies we interviewed in pharmaceuticals (Life Sciences) and to a lesser extent software (DMET). These companies generally have to invest time and money to develop a product that is better than the competition and incur high costs in getting it to market. Two of the Life Sciences companies also had the added complication of ensuring compliance with stringent regulatory and licencing requirements for new products. This can mean that whilst a company is in the process of getting its first product to market, it must generate income from partnerships and other activities until it achieves it first big break. 
Low or No Growth

Lastly, the low or no growth group contained 10 companies. All sectors were represented in this category with the exception of Tourism. To recap, these companies had posted turnover growth of less than 20% or a decline in turnover over the past three years. Within this group there were four positive GVA impact and six zero GVA impact firms, although none of the paired samples appeared together. Table 3.6 sets out the key characteristics of the low or no growth group. Comparison of this with high and medium growth companies reveals two main insights:

· low or no growth companies had a lower proportion of growth driven SMTs than medium and high growth companies (30% against 60% for medium and 100% for high); and

· low or no growth companies were less export focused than medium and high growth companies. Only one company (10%) in this category gained more than half its turnover from non-UK markets. 
Table 3.6: Low or No Growth Company Characteristics 
	Company Characteristic
	% of Low or No Growth Companies

	Turnover - £1m - £5m
	20%

	Turnover - >£5m
	30%

	Employment - <50 employees
	70%

	Employment - >100 employees
	20%

	Age - <10 years old
	40%

	Growth Driven SMT
	30% 

	Exports - >50% of turnover
	10%

	Technological Products/Services
	30%


Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy& Co. Case Study Analysis
n=10

Further analysis of the individual companies in this group found that they fell into three broad categories. These were:

· the new starts – as noted earlier, there were two companies in the sample which were less than two years old. Both of these had generated small amounts of revenue (<£50k) but were still in the process of getting their products to market. Consultation with the company’s account managers highlighted that they had been included in the DRM programme due to their growth potential;
· businesses facing internal challenges – within the group this included issues such as a lack of investment from the larger parent company, the loss of significant customers on price or poor service, or an increase in the cost base of the business. For example, one production company has to now send all of its waste to landfill which has increased disposal costs from £12k to £90k per annum; and
· businesses facing external challenges – even before the onset of the recession a number of companies reported falls in revenue due to a decline in the overall market for their product or an increase in competition. The Food and Drink companies were particularly susceptible to this, with half of those interviewed reporting these challenges.
It should also be emphasised that a number of the low or no growth companies were generating significant annual turnover and were important employers in their local area. However, in contrast to the other companies interviewed performance had remained static or even deteriorated in recent years. There was high level of activity in terms of coming up with new products or ideas to make money, but in comparison to the high growth companies, none of these had taken off in a serious way as yet. 
What Differentiates High, Medium and Low Growth Firms? 

The above analysis has taken a systematic approach to analysing the characteristics of high, medium and low growth firms and is summarised in Table 3.8 below. Based on this evidence, we can conclude that three main characteristics appear to differentiate high growth from medium and low growth companies in our sample. The high growth companies were:

· younger – with 80% less than 10 years old;

· had growth driven SMTs – who had either founded the company or been brought in at an early stage; and

· exporters – with 80% generating more than half their turnover from overseas markets. 

The size of high growth firms (in terms of turnover and employment) was less of a defining characteristic as there were small companies in both the medium and low growth groups. Likewise technological products and/or services was not a key feature of high growth, as examples of this could be found in all groups. 

Therefore, our key conclusion is that younger, hungrier companies appear more likely to grow faster than established companies. However, we would also stress it is harder to achieve impressive year-on-year growth the bigger a company gets.
Table 3.8: Comparison of Company Characteristics  
	Company Characteristic
	% High
	% Medium
	% of Low/No

	Turnover - £1m - £5m
	80%
	60%
	20%

	Turnover - >£5m
	20%
	20%
	30%

	Employment - <50 employees
	60%
	73%
	70%

	Employment - >100 employees
	0%
	27%
	20%

	Age - <10 years old
	80%
	33%
	40%

	Growth Driven SMT
	100% 
	60% 
	30%

	Exports - >50% of turnover
	80%
	40%
	10%

	Technological Products/Services
	40%
	40%
	30%


Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy& Co. Case Study Analysis
n=30

3.4 
Key Growth Challenges

The above analysis has been presented independently of the effects of the economic downturn, however this was without doubt the number one growth challenge currently facing the businesses we interviewed. In the case of individual companies, if the effects of the recession had not already hit them as yet, they were making plans for when they expected it to. 

We present this section as a ‘snapshot’ of the main challenges facing the businesses we spoke to at the time of interview. We stress this is based on a small sample of companies and should not be taken as an indicator of general economic conditions for firms in these sectors. Nevertheless it provides some interesting insights into the diversity of issues faced by companies in the account managed portfolio. 

Within the sample, the recession was found to have hit the low growth companies the hardest, although it has also stagnated growth in the medium group and slowed expansion in some of the high growth companies. The key message here is that it has changed the way that almost all the companies we interviewed do business. In order to understand the differential impacts of the economic downturn alongside the particular growth challenges faced by businesses, it is helpful to present the findings on a sectoral basis. 

Construction

The Construction and Property sectors have been hit hard by the recession. One of the companies interviewed had reduced in size by 75% since 2007. This decline has been driven by the downturn in the private sector Construction market, specifically housebuilding, which was its biggest customer base. In order to offset this, the company has attempted to diversify out the housebuilding market, yet despite this, it is still currently in ‘survival mode’ and estimates it will be at least another 18 months before the market picks up. 

In contrast, one of the Construction companies was placed in the high growth group of companies we interviewed, even in the face of the recession. The change of emphasis from private to public sector markets has enabled the company to flourish. Nevertheless, slow payments from customers have became a key challenge to cashflow and each company reported issues with a lack of suitable premises in the area. Both companies were based in the Scottish Borders.

DMET

DMET is diverse and contains a number of sub-groups. Within the sample, there was a mix including software development, recycling and film production companies. On the whole, the companies we spoke to had yet to be as affected by the recession as companies in other sectors and the diversity in the sample meant that there was not much linking DMET firms in terms of common growth challenges.

Increasing competition was given as key challenge in software and recycling, with the SMEs in the sample reporting it was difficult to compete in a global marketplace. One company which provides a consumer product for use with mobile devices cited challenges in ‘productising’ the technology developed and in securing effective distribution channels for the product. Increasing export sales was given as a key future driver of growth by three DMET companies. 

Energy

Export sales played a key role in the fortunes of the companies interviewed in the Energy sector. The majority of each company’s sales were made overseas, with those made in the UK predominantly in Aberdeen and the North Sea. Each company provided services to the oil industry and the buoyancy of their respective markets was closely tied to the oil price. 

When the price of oil was less than $50 a barrel, as it was for much of late 2008 and early 2009, it was said that the large oil companies ‘work their old assets’ as there is little margin to invest in new technology or capital equipment. When it rises above $50, oil companies begin to invest again and feed money back down the supply chain. The recent state of play has meant that the companies in our sample had felt a general cooling off in the market and that a sustained rise in oil prices was key to future growth.

Food and Drink

Half the Food and Drink establishments visited (3) were owned by larger parent companies, with two of these being MNCs headquartered outside the UK. This was found to bring challenges which were common not only to Food & Drink companies, but to all the large multi-site companies in the sample. Principal amongst these was internal competition, and in particular on the pressure to manufacture products more efficiently than other sites in the group.

Reducing costs and improving efficiency was seen as critical to the longer term viability of the site. Those in the sample that had been successful in doing this had generally attracted investment and even additional product lines from the parent group. While those which had not been successful in demonstrating efficiency had suffered loss of internal status with the group, reductions in headcount and greater levels of uncertainty about the future of the plant. 

Workforce issues were found to be more an issue in this sector than others. The low skilled and repetitive nature of the production work was a key issue in recruiting and retaining staff. As such, a number of companies made extensive use of temporary staff. The employment of migrant workers featured strongly in this, particularly in rural areas.

Managing relationships with big customers such as supermarkets was a key growth challenge for the Food and Drink companies we consulted. Fluctuations in demand for the product, linked to weather or other factors, could lead to a massive increase in orders at short notice. Being able to fulfil these orders was said to be key to keeping customers. 

Life Sciences

The Life Sciences companies faced a number of growth challenges which were distinct to the sector. Firstly, the length and intensity of research and development (R&D) required before a product reaches market was much greater in the Life Sciences companies than others. One company consulted had been developing a product for 10 years until its recent launch. Secondly, the amount of money needed to fund this R&D is substantial and can be difficult to raise, particularly for small and new start companies in the current financial climate. 

Thirdly, the products developed by Life Sciences companies are generally subject to more scrutiny and regulation than those of other sectors. For example, the global nature of pharmaceuticals means that a company must get clearance from the regulatory authorities in each country it wishes to sell before it can do so. Fourthly, the Life Sciences industry is dominated by large MNCs with vast R&D budgets. The success of the SMEs we consulted within was closely tied to being able to develop partnerships and alliances with the bigger players who in turn who could help them ‘jump through the hoops’ needed to get to their products to market.

Of all the sectors covered, the recession was found to have made the least impact on Life Sciences to date. With the exception of the difficulties in raising external finance, the rest of the firms stated that things were operating largely as normal. Indeed one firm had started in 2009 with 72 staff, had increased to 83 at the time of interview and had plans to increase to 96 by the end of the year. The level of R&D investment by big companies in products was said to be one of the main reasons why the sector was not as badly hit by the recession as some others. Companies have generally ploughed large sums of money into developing new products and need to keep going until they start to see some return on their investment. 

Lastly, securing the right technical skills was a common challenge amongst Life Sciences companies. Within the case study sample, the companies with the highest skilled workforces were both in Life Sciences. One company employed 13 post-doctorate staff in a workforce of 17, whilst the other reported struggling to find staff with relevant vaccine development experience in Scotland.  
Textiles

The two textiles companies consulted operated in different markets. One manufactured high end knitwear products for designer labels and couture houses while the other specialised in technical textiles. The drop in global demand as a result of the recession was given as the key growth challenge by the knitwear firm. The interviewee stated that current market conditions were the worst seen in a 25 year career and said of the knitwear market “the USA is dead, Europe is dying and the UK has gone seriously downmarket”. It was the view of this individual that it would be 2011 before the market started to pick up again.

The technical textiles firm reported to be holding up well and had invested in a new product line which would be launched shortly. For both companies, a key growth challenge was developing new export markets and finding funds to invest in capital equipment. 
Tourism

Although three companies we spoke to came under the Tourism banner, they were all different in terms of what they offered to customers. One company offered rural holidays in Perthshire, the other boat trips in the Trossachs and the last teaching and merchandise for those interested in Scottish Piping. 

One company had grown out of a SE Tourism Team project and had been supported by extensive grant funding, both from SE and other public sector agencies. Overall, the recession had not adversely affected these companies as yet. All reported that domestic and overseas demand was up this year in comparison to others, which one consultee felt was driven by the weak pound and UK citizens opting to holiday at home rather than abroad.

The key challenge for these companies included the development of onsite infrastructure and being able to develop new sides to the business including retail and property. Attracting more overseas visitors was a key growth aim for all three. 

Summary of Key Growth Challenges
Figure 3.1 summarises the challenges outlined above. This highlights the diversity of growth challenges faced by the companies in our sample and shows the challenge for SE in attempting to deliver interventions which can help with these issues on a sector by sector basis. The key message here is that account managers usually have to take an individualised approach to supporting each company in their caseload.   

Figure 3.1: Summary of Key Growth Challenges

Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy & Co. Interpretation

3.5
Conclusions

This chapter has presented an overview of the characteristics of the case study companies, an analysis of their recent growth and some insight into the key future challenges faced. Based on the evidence gathered, there are a number of important observations:

· SE has a considerable challenge in supporting companies through the account management programme. The diversity and breadth of growth challenges faced by companies in the portfolio mean that account managers have to adopt an individualised approach to working with each company;

· the case study sample contained a balanced mix of DRM portfolio companies by location, size and maturity (age);

· in comparison to the medium and low growth companies in the sample, the high growth companies were:

· younger;

· had more growth focused Senior Management Teams; and

· derived a greater proportion of their turnover from exports. 

· the high growth companies tended to have been formed with clear growth aspirations and been successful in achieving these. In comparison, the medium and low growth firms had been around longer and had faced more ups and downs along the way;

· in terms of key growth challenges, the consultations identified a number of macro and micro-economic issues faced by businesses. The macro challenges such as a drop in demand in the Construction industry and global knitwear markets, a drop in the oil price or an increase in competition in a given market, are outwith the gift of SE or indeed anyone else to do anything about;

· on the micro side, barriers such as lack of suitable accommodation, lack of money to invest in R&D, difficulties in breaking into new markets and developing the right skills in the workforce are all issues which SE can help firms with. Providing support to overcome these barriers was considered important by firms in making them more competitive; and 
These findings are broadly consistent with the characteristics of high growth companies identified in the previous DRM economic impact evaluation (section 2.2). The subsequent chapters outline the ways in which SE has engaged with the case study businesses, the support provided and the ways in which this has helped them to compete. 
4.
ENGAGEMENT WITH SCOTTISH ENTERPRISE   
4.1 
Introduction
This chapter sets out the circumstances which prompt companies to get involved with SE, the main motivations for doing so, the expectations companies have from engagement and why the continue to engage with SE. It is set out around the key aspects of engagement. These are:

· the process;

· the motivations;

· the expectations;

· satisfaction; and 

· the future relationship. 
4.2 
The Process 

Exploring the history of the relationship between the company and SE was not straightforward. Although a number of companies had been engaged with the organisation since as far back as the 1980s, staff turnover in the company meant that the extent of ‘corporate memory’ was short. The longest continuous relationship found was 15 years, where the same company contact and account manager had not changed in this time. However, this was the exception rather than the rule. Company contacts could generally only speak about their experience of working with SE since they had been in post, which on the whole ranged between one and five years. Consultees reported beginning their relationship with SE in one of three main ways:

· the relationship with SE was already established prior to joining the company – in these cases, the new manager was generally aware that the company had a history of working with SE and opted to continue the relationship;

· the company approached SE to ask for assistance with a specific project – examples included help to find new premises, funding for staff training and to get advice on a product licencing deal; and

· SE approached the company and invited them to start working with the organisation – this was the case with the three companies which had graduated to account management from the HGSU. A number of companies also came in to contact with SE at local networking events and started the relationship from there. 
There was a relatively low of referral into Scottish Enterprise from other sources. One company’s bank recommended that they speak to SE as it could help with some of the issues they faced, whilst another company began their relationship with Business Gateway before the advisor realised they required more comprehensive support and referred the company to the account management programme. 

Two companies reported some frustration with being accepted for support by SE, with a fairly rigorous interview process where their business plan and growth aspirations were discussed in detail. Indeed one of the high growth companies said of SE “It was difficult to get them to take me seriously at first. I had to work quite hard to convince them I was a bona fide business with serious intentions”. There was underlying perception here with this company and some others that SE was only interested in working with companies in specific sectors, and if you were not in these it was more difficult to get help no matter how strong the business. The interviewee did not specify which sectors he was referring too. 
In summary, companies began working with SE in a number of different ways and the process of engaging was seen as relatively straightforward. The visibility of the organisation was high amongst those consulted, however the process of being accepted for support was viewed as easier for some than others. 

4.3 
The Motivations

The DRM survey identified the prospect of financial assistance as the primary reason why companies engage with SE and the evidence gathered through the case study analysis supports this. With the exception of one Tourism and one DMET company, both of which had grown out of SE funded projects and were involved with the organisation since inception, the remainder of companies were motivated to engage with SE to obtain some form of financial support.

In observing this however, it should be clarified that there were two distinct forms of financial motivation amongst the sample. We have defined these as:

· financial support only; and 

· financial support with expertise. 

Those companies which were looking for financial support only, predominantly fell into the group which approached SE to secure funding for specific projects. These companies tended to be larger and older with a fixed idea of where they need to invest and were looking for SE to make a contribution towards this. As a consultee in one MNC put it “At the end of the day it all comes down to cash. When the company was taking a gamble in an unknown area, we were looking for as much support as possible from SE to make it happen”. The case studies did find that the provision of financial support only can make a positive impact on companies. This is discussed further in sections 6.5 and 6.6 of the report.  
The financial support with expertise group are those that engage with SE to get access to a range of experts which can help them to develop the business, but are also looking for SE to provide financial assistance to help meet the costs of using these experts. The three businesses which came through the HGSU are a good example of this. These companies needed cash to start-up but more importantly needed access to business expertise in order to overcome the start-up barriers and survive the first few years. Two of these businesses continue to rely heavily on SE to broker in external expertise through the account management programme.  

4.4 
The Expectations

The case study analysis found that the extent to which a company is motivated to engage with SE for purely financial reasons is linked to the extent to which they feel SE can add value to their business. It was a common theme amongst financial support only companies that it was money, as opposed to strategic input, that they expected from SE. There were two main reasons for this. 

The first was around the level of internal management expertise a company had at its disposal. The companies with experienced boards and SMTs did not need or indeed expect SE to provide them with anything other than money. Indeed amongst this group, there was a sense that their minds were fairly closed to involving SE more closely in the business. Two quotes serve to illustrate this point. One company owner said “It’s up to us to run our own business, we don’t go to SE for help with this”  while another stated “When we hit a difficult patch SE are not the first people we pick up the phone to. We have many years experience in the team and we form an internal ‘huddle’ first to see what we can do to get through it”. In both these instances, the companies felt responsible for running their own businesses without outside help from SE or indeed any other external body. 
The second reason was around how realistic it was for SE to add anything other than financial support to a company. Consultees with a high level of industry knowledge felt that they knew better than SE who to go to if they needed outside help. In these cases, they saw SE’s role as helping them to fund what the companies felt they needed. For example, one  consultee stated “Can SE really advise us? They don’t have an understanding of the business nor the challenges we are facing on a day-to-day basis”. In this case, the company felt that SE was too distant from the company to offer advice. 
In addition, some larger companies, particularly the MNCs, felt they had better experts internally than SE could provide externally. This was the case in several of the companies in Life Sciences and Energy. In the case of these highly technical companies they felt that it was very hard for SE to add value when they did not employ anyone with the specialist skills they needed. 

On the whole, the larger companies we interviewed expected less of SE than the smaller ones in terms of strategic input. Another way of putting this is that smaller companies were generally more open to involving SE closely in the business. It should be stressed however, that expectations are a dynamic concept and can change over time. There were a number of examples of where companies had opened up to SE support over time. One company had initially approached SE for help in finding new premises and is now working closely with SE on a number of innovation projects. While another approached SE for financial support during a difficult period and is now working with it on strategy development. 

Finally, analysis of the positive and zero GVA impact companies found no differences in terms of their expectations of SE. To explain, within the sub-sample of positive GVA impact companies there were some which expected financial support only from SE and some financial support with expertise. There was a similar mix in the zero GVA impact group. 
4.5 
Satisfaction 

The key measure of the extent to which SE has successfully met the expectations of companies is overall satisfaction. As noted in chapter two, the DRM survey found 86% of companies surveyed were satisfied with the overall package of support provided by SE. The case study analysis found a similar level of satisfaction with 80% (26 companies) expressing they were satisfied with the support received. Of the four that did not, two were ambivalent, one had no real relationship with SE and one was not satisfied with the scale of support it had received (see example below). 

The key conclusion from this is that the majority of companies were getting what they expected from SE. One of the main areas for further investigation from the previous DRM survey was why satisfaction was high but the distribution and level of GVA and turnover impacts low? This issue will be considered in more detail in chapter six and again in the conclusions, however based on the evidence presented in this chapter there are a number of possible explanations: 

· companies, and in particular large companies, can be satisfied with the level of support from SE but not necessarily attribute it to improvements in financial performance. In other words SE support is ‘nice to have’ but not necessarily business critical;  

· linked to this, the support from SE may be valued but may not have been of a sufficient scale to make a difference to the business performance. One example of this, was a company which received £750,000 of support through SE and Regional Selective Assistance (RSA) grants. The company appreciates that this has been a significant investment however when it is set against the context of their own £36m investment, it feels it has not been enough to change performance; and

· SE support is often focused on ‘speculative’ areas of the business. Help with overseas market development, innovation and strategy development were all welcomed by the companies we interviewed, but in some cases had not yet led to direct improvements in business performance and indeed may not ever. 

4.6
The Future Relationship  

In keeping with the high satisfaction levels, there was a desire amongst all those consulted to remain engaged with SE in future. The only exception to this was one company which did not have a relationship with SE and was in the process of being de-segmented from the DRM portfolio at the time of interview. 

Generally speaking, staying involved with SE was seen as a sensible thing to do by those consulted. As one interview put it “We can’t lose by working with SE, it pays to keep close to government”. There were a number of individual improvements suggested linked to account manager relationships and products which will be covered in the following chapters. 

One of the prominent themes running through the interviews was the perceived role of SE in helping to ‘de-risk’ the future activities of companies. A number of companies reported that support from SE had been the tipping point between doing something or not. Several past examples of this were found including: 

· one Life Sciences company which had been supported by SE to attend an annual overseas industry event. The company reported securing contracts from new customers every time it had attended;

· SE helping one company to secure an RSA grant of £650,000 to move to new premises. This made the difference between expanding or staying the same size; and

· two DMET companies where financial support from SE was the difference between them undertaking ambitious R&D projects or not. 
These examples illustrate how SE can provide a high degree of project level additionality, but which may take time to translate into turnover additionality. Indeed, in the two DMET companies turnover additionality may never materialise if the projects do not achieve the outcomes expected by the companies. 

Furthermore, it was found that expectations of the future relationship with SE were linked to companies’ past experiences of working with the organisation. In the main, where SE had demonstrated credibility and met the past expectations of companies, there were plans to involve SE in more projects. 

4.7 
Conclusions

This chapter has considered the processes through which companies engage with SE and their motivations for doing so. It has also considered the expectations companies have of SE, their level of satisfaction and future relationship. The key points to take from this chapter are:

· taking the case study sample as a whole, there was no evidence to suggest that companies’ initial motivations, expectations or satisfaction with SE support was linked to SE’s ability to positively impact on the GVA contribution of the company; 

· companies’ primary motivation for engaging with SE was to obtain financial support. Within this there were two groups: those looking for financial support only and those looking for financial support with expertise;

· the financial support only companies were found to be larger (£5m+ turnover) and tended to engage with SE to obtain money to fund specific projects or activities. These companies were generally well resourced in terms of internal skills and management expertise and had not expected, nor sought, anything else from SE expect funding. When these expectations were met, the companies usually reported their satisfaction with SE support;

· the financial support with expertise companies were found to be smaller (less than £5m turnover) and although motivated primarily by the prospect of cash, also had a need to access external expertise which could help develop the business. In contrast to larger companies, the smaller firms had less financial and internal management resources to draw upon and often had less well developed business networks. For this reason, they entered the SE relationship with a view to getting more out of it than simply cash.
These findings suggest that there is scope to segment the account management portfolio to a greater degree than present. It is unsurprising to find that the expectations and support needs of large and small companies differ. This is discussed further in the conclusions and recommendations chapter. 
The next chapter considers the key interface between SE and the companies it works with, the account manager. 

5.
THE ACCOUNT  MANAGER - COMPANY RELATIONSHIP
5.1 
Introduction
The previous chapter considered what motivated companies to get involved with SE as an organisation and what they expected to gain from doing so. By definition, the account manager is an account or client managed company’s main point of contact within SE. It is the role of the account manager to develop an effective working relationship with the company and provide guidance on the range of the public sector support most appropriate to the business. 

One of the limitations of the quantitative approach adopted in the previous economic impact evaluation was that it was unable to explore some of the more qualitative aspects of the account manager relationship. The dynamics of the relationship between the manager and the company was seen as an area worthy of further investigation, on the basis that it was possible it could be one of the key factors which influences SE’s ability to positively impact on some companies and not others. 

This chapter presents the case study findings on the key factors which underpin an effective account manager relationship and is structured around the following key themes:

· understanding the challenges;

· playing a strategic role;

· assisting companies to access support; and

· factors that influence an effective account manager?

5.2
Understanding the Challenges

Telephone consultations with account managers formed a key stage in the research methodology. The aim of these was to do some groundwork on the DRM companies themselves and find out more about the history of their relationships with SE. During these discussions, the products and interventions delivered by SE and the perceived impact on the company were also covered. 

This exercise found a degree of variability in account managers’ knowledge of the companies they worked with. Some had a detailed knowledge and provided high quality insights into the company’s history, markets, support received and key future challenges. While some possessed less detailed knowledge of the specific companies we asked about and as such these consultations provided less informative background. 

This is to be expected given that we spoke to 25 different account managers, 5 of whom had worked with their companies for less than a year. It should also be noted that the degree of churn in the account manager pool is likely to have been greater than normal due to the recent restructuring of SE. This was found to have resulted in some re-allocation of companies in the DRM portfolio to new account managers. 

So it was unsurprising to find that in every instance, the account manager interview set the tone for the company case study interview. The account managers who knew most about the issues and challenges facing their companies generally had the strongest relationships. Analysis of the case study responses found four key variables which influenced the strength of the account manager relationship with the business: 
· length of account manager relationship; 

· proactivity and interest; 

· level of business acumen; and

· company openness. 

Length of Account Manager Relationship
It is an obvious point, but account managers who had worked with companies longest generally had a better understanding of the key issues facing that business. Across the sample, around half of companies had worked with their current account manager for two years or more and in most of these cases the company consultees felt that the account manager had a reasonable understanding of the main challenges facing the firm. 

In the cases where there had been a level of churn in the account manager pool, SE’s relationship with the business suffered. One Food & Drink company manager who had three different account managers in three years stated “I seem to spend most of my time bringing new account managers up to speed on our business”. In the small number of cases where there had been this level of account manager turnover, the businesses highlighted their frustration at having to build the relationship from scratch each time. 
Another example of the value of developing a sustained relationship was provided by a Life Sciences company. On a recent suggestion from SE that their account manager be changed, the interviewee stated “We’ve invested a lot of time in the account manager relationship and it works. SE should not change account managers to suit their internal needs ahead of companies”. In a similar vein, a DMET company which had started life working with the HGSU commented “Just as we got ourselves into a position to make best use of the HGSU adviser, SE transferred our main point of contact to the LEC”. Despite the time bound nature of support from the HGSU, this consultee felt the timing of the transfer from HGSU to LEC did not best suit the needs of the company. 

These comments highlighted the value of stability in the account manager – company relationship. As noted above, those account managers that had been working with the same company for two years or more, generally had a greater understanding of the challenges facing the business than those that worked with the company for less time. In addition, it takes time for the account manager to demonstrate credibility to the company and have confidence that he/she really understands the business and can realistically help with the challenges faced.

However, there was also some evidence to suggest that a degree of familiarity can set in if an account manager works with a company too long. In the case of the longest relationship we found, which was 15 years, it appeared that the account manager had such an understanding of the challenges facing the business that he had stopped trying to ‘sell’ in new SE services. Over the years, the company had received mostly workforce development support but our interview indicated that they may also be open to support from SE for strategy development. Our interpretation of this is that the relationship had reached the point where the account manager had stopped trying to challenge the company to think about issues in new ways. 

Proactivity and Interest

One of the key insights into this was provided by companies which had experienced a churn in account managers in recent years. Inevitably, when consultees made comparisons of who they considered to be the effective and ineffective account managers they had worked with, the key thing which differentiated them was level of interest in the company. There were a number of comments made by companies which highlighted the importance of a proactive approach in a good account manager. One DMET company which felt they had an ‘excellent’ relationship with their account manager stated the main reason was that “She had really taken the time to understand the business”. This account manager had worked with the company for three years and provided support with strategy development, innovation and market development. 

Along the same lines, a large Food & Drink company consultee felt that the best account manager he had worked with “…understood the problems in the business and instinctively suggested solutions”. A practical example of this was when the company experienced problems with mould forming inside food packaging. The account manager took note of this issue and several weeks later whilst at a networking event, met an expert who had experience of resolving these issues. She put the company in touch with the expert and together they found a solution to the problem. This was a relatively small act by the account manager, but was highly valued by the company.

Regular visits, even where there may be nothing specific to discuss, were also seen by some as key to developing an effective relationship. Again, when companies made comparisons between the account managers they had had over the years, those who made the effort to visit often tended to be most highly rated. A good example of how high visibility has helped to raise an account manager’s profile was given by one of the DMET companies we interviewed. The consultee said “The account manager has been really good at getting to know other people in the business. He took the time to do it, he didn’t just stick to meeting me and leaving, rather he arranged to meet others who were leading on different projects. Now I don’t know when he’ll be in as he deals directly with my staff. He’s excellent”. The approach adopted here may not suit every company and it is important that the relationship is founded on mutual understanding. In some cases, ‘regular contact’ may be twice a year, in others twice a month. In all cases, it is vital that the company feels the contact is at the level which is right for it. 

The key theme running through these comments is that each consultee felt that an effective account manager should be genuinely interested in what the company was trying to achieve. This was summed up by one Textiles company consultee when talking about his account manager said “He actually tried to do what was best for the company rather than score brownie points for himself”. While another DMET company manager said “A good account manager should fight our corner in SE and fight SE’s corner in here”. 
Level of Business Acumen

One of the key areas we set out to test through the case studies was the extent to which an account manager having relevant industry experience was an advantage in developing an effective relationship with a company. Only two of the companies we spoke to reported that their account manager had any direct experience of working in their specific industry. 

Overall, in-depth knowledge of the industry was not seen by companies as a prerequisite to developing a strong working relationship. Across the board, consultees did not expect their account managers to be industry experts. Being able to understand the generic challenges facing the business and match these to the support available from SE and other public sector bodies were seen as the most important qualities.  

That said, getting to grips with the issues was found to be easier with some companies than others, particularly those in highly technical or specialist areas. One example of an account manager – company relationship that had turned sour was given by a Life Sciences company. The director at this firm concluded after several meetings with his previous account manager that “Either the individual understood the challenges and could not do anything about them, or simply did not understand the challenges”. He then went on to say that when he discussed the key areas of the business which needed support, he always got what he described as a ‘textbook’ response which led him to comment “The individual had an inability to translate our business model into the support available from SE”. The director contrasted this relationship with the current account manager of whom he states “The new account manager has the right mindset and wants all the information to see where SE can help us. With your account manager you want to feel that somebody is fighting your corner, understands the challenges facing your business and can work to help”.

In this example, the first account manager’s inability to understand the specific and technical support needs faced by the company led to an ineffective relationship. However in these cases, finding the areas where SE can target support can be challenging. Another Life Sciences consultee said of his account manager relationship “Speaking the same language in a highly technical area can be difficult sometimes”. 

In summary, it was found that account managers possessing a general level of business acumen was more important than specific industry knowledge. However, getting to grips with the issues was easier with companies in less technical fields such as Tourism and Construction rather than Life Sciences and to a lesser extent Energy. 
Company Openness

On the whole, the consultations found that companies expected account managers to drive the relationship. In their view, it was up to the account manager to show interest, set up regular meetings and come back with information on specific issues. On this one consultee said “I never instigate a meeting with the account manager and that’s the way it should be”. 

However, relationships require two willing parties and the case studies found what can best be described as a general apathy towards account managers and SE amongst a limited number of companies. In a small number of cases, companies did not expect their account manager to develop an understanding of the key challenges they face. In these cases, companies tended to keep their account manager at arms length and only approach them as and when they needed financial support. 

The central point here is that there is also a strong onus on the company to keep its side of the bargain in developing the relationship. Without opening up and providing full information on key areas of the business, it is difficult for account managers to be proactive. This is an aspect of the business which should be taken into account when appraising companies for acceptance on to the account management programme and in follow-up reviews.
5.3
Playing a Strategic Role 

Upon developing an understanding of the key challenges facing the business, the main role for the account manager is to work with the company to help them meet these challenges. The consultations found three ways in which account managers worked with companies. These were defined as:

· non strategic role; 

· indirect strategic role: and

· direct strategic role. 
Non Strategic Role 

In the sample there were eight companies in which the account manager and SE as an organisation can be considered to have played no strategic role. By this we mean that companies did not recognise SE as playing a role in developing future business plans and/or strategy. In these cases, SE had not provided financial support to hire external expertise to develop strategy. 

There was no clear pattern to differentiate these companies in terms of GVA impacts, with the five being in the zero group and three in the positive. Taking the eight companies as a whole, they had a number of factors in common:

· six of the eight were the largest companies in the sample;

· all had Senior Management Teams with a broad range of skills and access to expertise elsewhere in the company; and

· their initial motivation for engaging with SE was for financial support only, with all having developed specific projects which they approached SE to fund.

By and large, these companies were in the financial support only group and began their relationship with SE by diagnosing their own business support needs and approaching SE for money to support them. This trend was found to continue in the account manager relationship, with company managers setting the direction of the company and then approaching the account manager to find out which parts of the plan that SE could fund. As one Food & Drink company senior manager put it when speaking about his account manager “We put ideas to her, it’s her job to fund them”. In these cases, financial resources and internal expertise were generally not an issue for the companies. The role of account managers was seen as sourcing potential funding streams and helping these companies meet the eligibility criteria.  
Indirect Strategic Role 

The majority of companies (17) fell into the category where the account manager and SE had played what can be considered an indirect strategic role with the company. In these relationships, the account manager had not provided direct strategic input themselves, but had helped to secure funding to bring in outside external expertise. These companies were typically smaller than those where SE has played a non-strategic role. 
Some examples of this included:

· a Tourism company where SE had funded management consultants to undertake a strategic review of the company’s operations;

· a Textiles company where SE had funded external consultants to investigate reducing the size of the factory and the associated overheads; and

· a Food & Drink company where SE funds an external body to assist the company two days per month on new product development.

The support provided through the Scottish Manufacturing Advisory Service (SMAS) and Life Sciences Business Advisory Service (LSBAS) could also be included in this category. The smaller nature of companies in this group meant that account managers were closer to the management team. The diagnosis of business support need was more of a two way process with the account manager required to understand the process, in some cases source the required expertise and then find a funding mechanism which helps the company to pay for it. 

Direct Strategic Role

The remainder of companies (5) worked with account managers who had played a central role in the strategic direction of the company. In these cases, the account manager was regularly consulted on key aspects of the company’s development. 

The examples included:

· a Construction firm where the account manager had helped the company to source and appoint a Non-Executive Director and had helped it to plan and manage its rapid growth;

· a Tourism company where the account manager had worked with the company since SE had provided grant funding to set it up and had also helped with the appointment of  the current Commercial Director. Of his account manager, the consultee stated “If I have a problem, she is one of the first people I turn to for support”;
· a DMET company which had also grown out of an SE backed initiative. The account manager was regularly consulted on strategic matters relating to the running of the project; 

· a DMET company whose account manager encourages them to think strategically. The interviewee stated “It’s good to have someone who pulls us back from the coal face”; and

· a Tourism company which takes part in annual off-site strategic planning days facilitated by their current and previous account managers. 

The personal qualities of the individual account managers discussed here were key to developing these higher value relationships. The account managers had been successful in demonstrating competence and gaining the trust of the key company contact. However, the need for strategic input was greater in these companies as they were smaller and younger than the two previous groups. In conclusion, these companies had a gap for this type of strategic input and the account managers they work with had the skills and qualities to fill it. In view of this, it is interesting to note that four of the five companies here were in the positive GVA impact group. 

5.4
 Assisting Companies to Access Support

The case study interviews found that regardless of the level of strategic input provided by an account manager, a key quality that consultees looked for in their account manager was the ability to help navigate the complexities of the public sector landscape. In summary, the companies we interviewed were looking for three things from an account manager in this respect:

· to use their knowledge to help identify and access funding from the public sector;

· to advise the company on the steps it needed to take to meet the criteria to qualify for this support; and

· to reduce the administrative and paperwork burden on the company when applying for public sector support. 

There was a clear view that the process of applying for public sector support was bureaucratic. This is unsurprising, as it is  rare for this issue not to be raised in consultations with business. In some cases, there was a view that account managers were restricted in what they could do for companies by the rules and regulations they had to follow. One Life Sciences company MD made two comments which capture this point eloquently. Of his account manager he said “He is very knowledgeable in his area, but rarely says anything to me without a caveat. There is always a ‘but’ at the end of his sentences”. This referred to the lack of the perceived decision making power in his account manager which was further reinforced when he said “I would like the relationship to be the one that the account manager wants. He is keen to help but he is shackled. I would love his job but I couldn’t do it as I couldn’t deal with all the constraints he has to”. 

This consultee recognised that SE had to employ the appropriate safeguards to ensure it was achieving value for money and accountability. However, it was pointed out that sometimes when he requires a quick decision, the account manager is unable to make it unilaterally. This leads to delays which are sometimes outwith the timescales the business needs to work to. 
One of the key points made here was the reliance of consultees on account managers to inform them of what support was available. Several companies commented on the account manager as the only way to find out what help was available. Another Life Sciences MD stated “You can only find out what support is available if you know the right questions to ask”. This individual’s concern was that the company could miss out on funding for capital equipment or particular projects either through the MD not articulating the support needs properly or the account manager failing to identify relevant support which could help him.

5.5 
Factors that Influence an Effective Account Manager

This chapter has provided an overview of the different ways in which account managers work with companies and presented some insights into what companies look for in an effective account manager. Although the expectations of account managers vary depending on what the company is expecting to get out of the relationship with SE, there are a number of common factors which underpin effective relationships. These were encapsulated by one DMET company MD who in reference to his account manager said “He has a can-do attitude. He acts as a link to what’s available in terms of support and approaches it with a spirit of ‘lets get this to work for you’”. In this statement, the important aspects of interest, knowledge of the public sector landscape and the drive to fight the company’s corner are present. 

In general, where account managers can mould themselves around the needs of the company and provide as close as possible to individualised and tailored support, the more effective the relationship. 

The other key conclusions in this chapter are: 

· the account managers who had the greatest knowledge of the challenges facing their companies generally had the strongest relationships;
· stability of account managers is key to developing effective relationships with companies - the case studies found that it can up to two years for an account manager to develop a detailed understanding of the company he or she works with; 

· companies felt that the most effective account managers were those that were genuinely interested in what the company was trying to achieve;

· having specific industry knowledge was not seen as a pre-requisite to be an effective account manager. Rather having a generic understanding of the challenges facing the business and being able to match these to the support available from SE and other public sector bodies was seen as vital; 

· relationships between account managers and companies are two way -  there is a strong onus on the company to keep its side of the bargain in developing the relationship by being open to working with the account manager and sharing information; 
· the consultations found that account managers can play one of three roles with the companies they support:

· a non-strategic role – where the account manager nor SE is recognised as playing a role in developing the future plans and/or strategy of the company. These companies were typically the largest in the sample and had access to considerable in-house expertise; 

· an indirect strategic role – where the account manager had not provided direct strategic input themselves, but had helped to secure funding to bring in outside external expertise to support the company; and
· a direct strategic role - where the account manager was regularly consulted on key aspects of the company’s development and often involved in decision making.

· the case studies found that the SE account manager has played an indirect or direct strategic role with 23 of the 30 companies interviewed; 
· of the five companies where the account manager played a direct strategic role, four had previously reported positive GVA impact. This suggests that where account managers succeed in developing a direct strategic relationship with a company, the company is more willing to attribute improvements in business performance to SE support; 
· regardless of the type of strategic role played, all the case study companies were looking for their account manager to help them navigate the public sector and secure SE and other public sector funding; and 

· some companies reported being frustrated at the lack of flexibility in public sector funding and the limits on decision making ability in their account manager. 
6.
INTERVENTIONS, IMPROVEMENTS AND IMPACTS
6.1 
Introduction
The report thus far has looked at aspects of SE’s engagement with companies, motivations, expectations and relationships with account managers. Although the analysis has found a degree of commonality on these issues, they have not divided neatly along positive and zero GVA impact company lines. The key factors driving engagement and the effectiveness of account manager relationships permeate both groups. 

This chapter analyses the range of support delivered to the DRM companies we interviewed. It is structured around the seven intervention framework categories and presents examples of the support delivered, the timing of this support in relation to other events in the business, the improvements this has made and the reported impacts of this support on company performance. 

In contrast to the previous economic impact evaluation, this chapter does not quantify the impact of SE’s interventions on different aspects of business performance. Rather, it focuses on providing examples of where SE has supported companies and the range of ways this has impacted on the business. It is set out as follows: 

· overview of support received; 

· start-up;

· strategy development;

· workforce development;

· business improvement;

· investment;

· market development; 

· innovation;

· other public and private sector support; and 

· conclusions. 

6.2
Overview of Support Received

Table 6.1 maps the intervention frameworks received by the types of companies in the sample. This is set out using the high, medium and low or no growth categorisation (as described in section 3.3) with companies split according to whether they were positive or zero GVA impact. The shading denotes the most common intervention framework delivered to each company type. The main points which emerge from this are:

· there is no clear observable pattern between the intervention frameworks delivered and the extent to which a company exhibits high, medium or low/no growth or indeed positive or zero GVA impact; 

· the most common form of support received by high growth positive GVA companies was market development; 

· the high growth zero GVA companies interviewed had received little in the way of formal support from SE;

· business improvement support was most received by medium and low or no growth companies.

	Company Type
	No. of Cos.
	Start-Up
	Strat. Dev.
	WfD
	Bus.

Improv.
	Invest.
	Market Dev.
	Innov.

	High Gwth (+ve GVA)
	3
	-
	1
	1
	1
	-
	3
	1

	High Gwth (zero GVA)
	2
	2 (HGSU)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-

	Med Gwth (+ve GVA)
	9
	-
	3
	4
	6
	-
	4
	2

	Med Gwth (zero GVA)
	6
	-
	1
	5
	5
	-
	4
	3

	Low Gwth (+ve GVA)
	4
	-
	2
	2
	2
	-
	2
	1

	Low Gwth (zero GVA)
	6
	1 (HGSU)
	2
	2
	5
	1
	5
	2

	Total
	30
	3
	9
	14
	19
	4
	19
	9


Table 6.1: Overview of Support Received
Source: Slims Consulting/O’Herlihy& Co. Case Study Analysis
6.3
Start-Up

The consultations found no examples of specific start-up support delivered through the account management programme. This is unsurprising given that the account management programme is focused on helping companies to grow rather than helping them to overcome initial start-up barriers. There were two companies in the sample which were pre-revenue, however the support they had received fell in to other intervention framework categories as opposed to being explicitly start-up. For example:

· an early stage Life Sciences company had received Proof of Concept funding prior to its acceptance on to account management and had subsequently received SE support totalling approximately £125k including:

· support from LSBAS advisers on two occasions;

· an investor readiness programme; 

· an investment from SE of £100k through the Scottish Seed Fund (SSF);

· overseas market development support to attend exhibitions; and

· an innovation grant.

· an early stage DMET company founder had been through the HGSU with a previous company he founded, but had since started another venture. This company received:

· an investor readiness programme (in preparation for an SSF investment which did not happen);

· market development support comprising a £15k grant to help raise the profile of its key product and support to attend overseas events; and

· a £15k technical grant to help retain expertise to ‘productise’ the company’s technology.

With the exception of the SSF investment, both these companies had received broadly similar types of support. The product mix concentrated on overcoming early stage market failures of raising external finance and achieving market penetration. In terms of GVA impacts, the Life Sciences company was in the zero group and the DMET the positive, yet the level of SE investment in the Life Sciences was much greater. This is evidence that scale of SE intervention does not necessarily directly equate to greater economic impact. It is important to note the timing of impacts. Life Sciences can take a long time to materialise, while the DRM evaluation was focused on a three year period. 

Looking at these companies in terms of their previous positive and zero GVA impact designations is somewhat misleading. Discussion with the Life Sciences zero GVA consultee confirmed that SE had, in her view, improved the overall management of the business and its ability to attract investment. This had led to additionality on turnover (albeit this was less than £50k), productivity, employment, leadership skills, innovation and commercialisation. To sum up she stated “We would not be in business today if it had not been for SE’s input”.

Similarly, the DMET company consultee reported that SE had improved the business development and marketing side of his business which had translated into modest increases in export sales. There was also clear time additionality associated with the support from SE by helping to get the product to market quicker than would have been the case otherwise.  
Neither of these companies were on course to achieve the client management growth targets of £400,000 in three years at the time of interview. Consultation with both companies’ account managers confirmed they were included in the programme due to their potential on the rationale that growth would be rapid once the company achieved its first big break. 

As was noted earlier, three companies in the sample came through the HGSU. Two of these had achieved high growth status (as defined in section 3.3) with one still to register any meaningful growth. In comparison to the HGSU, the account management programme was found to have not really got going with the two high growth companies. Both companies reported the key role played by the HGSU in helping them in the beginning, but commented that the role of SE in the business had been minimal since the transition to account management. There were two explanations for this:

· the HGSU did such an effective job in assisting the companies to overcome the initial start-up barriers that there was no longer a role for SE with these companies once they had ‘graduated’ from the Unit; and

· the contrast between the intensity and quality of support available through the HGSU and account management has led the companies to view the latter as less effective and as such they have not fully engaged with it. 

There was evidence to support this in both companies. Each was in the zero GVA impact group for account management, however they attributed positive business performance impacts to the HGSU. In summary, the account management programme was found to provide a valuable umbrella under which to deliver a range of support to the early stage companies we interviewed. However, account management was found to be less effective for the HGSU graduate companies we visited. 

6.4
Strategy Development

This section considers the delivery of strategy development as a specific SE product intervention. To be clear, this differs from the indirect or direct strategic role played by the account manager as set out in section 5.3. With the strategy development product intervention, SE provides funding to hire external expertise to develop a strategy focused on improving one or more aspects of the business. This differs from the more generic indirect or direct strategic role played by account managers who can identify and broker in support on any aspect of the business, not just strategy development. 

Within the sample, nine companies had received some form of strategy development support from SE. The support can be divided into three groups:

· strategic business reviews which helped set longer term aspirational goals for the company;

· support to develop or review a business plan; and

· strategic support to investigate developing one particular aspect of the business such as site/premises or products. 

In all cases, SE had funded external consultants to carry out the work. In all but two of the cases, this support was delivered when the companies were facing some level of uncertainty about the future. None were in crisis, but there was a definite need for some assistance in plotting a future course for the company. The delivery of support was not found to be limited by sectors or location, with the companies receiving this type of support spread across Scotland and in all sectors bar Life Sciences. 

The case studies found that in six of the nine companies where this type of support had been delivered, strategic development work was yet to deliver additionality on turnover, employment or productivity. The main reasons for this were:

· the work produced a different outcome from that which was first anticipated. For example, one DMET company hired consultants to look at innovation and the work ended up focusing on looking at the general management of the business. In another case, a Textiles company explored the prospect of reducing in size and moving premises, but concluded that it was not the right option for them at that time; and 

· insufficient time had passed between delivery of support and our interview. This was the case with strategy development that been initiated as a result of the recession. Both a Construction and Food & Drink company were in the process of exploring how to diversify their product range into new areas in direct response to the downturn. However, this work was still to filter through properly to the business.

We found three cases where strategy development had delivered improvements and impacts to companies. Probably the best example of this was a Tourism firm which had received strategy development support from SE in 2004. Although this was just before the account management programme came into being, this type of support is consistent with that still available from SE. 

The company is classified as Tourism by SE, however it trades across a range of areas including accommodation, retail, land based industries, forestry, farming and field sports. The company initially approached SE for help with a project to develop holiday cottages based around fishing. These initial discussions transformed the project into a root and branch review of the management structures of the company. The consultee pointed out that the need for this strategic review had already been identified prior to approaching SE, but was impressed to find that SE could help. He commented “I had not realised that SE had the skills and ability to offer such strategic support”.

The key element of the support is that the funding from SE enabled the firm to hire expertise that ordinarily they could not have afforded. The consultee was very happy with the consultant recommended by SE and felt that their skills and personality matched what the business needed. The strategic review itself focused on restructuring the company and led to the creation of new marketing and business development functions. 

The company director highlighted that this support had improved the overall management and leadership of the company and led to improvements in performance. In his own words “The review absolutely led to turnover and profit improvements quicker than we otherwise would have done. We’ve also got greater capacity to grow and change the business as a result of the management structure and systems we now have in place”. This company was in the positive GVA impact group. 
Another example is also provided by a Tourism company. The general manager we interviewed had been put in place by SE to help the company through a difficult period and this individual had since continued his close association with the organisation. In this case, SE facilitates what he referred to as a ‘single page planning’ exercise on an annual basis. This is hosted offsite and involves all the company’s SMT working with the account manager to set the strategy for the coming year. He feels that this has helped the company to focus on growing the retail side of the business. He could also attribute increases in turnover off the back of this strategy development. This company was also in the positive GVA impact group. 

The fast growing Construction company in the sample had also received strategy development support. SE had funded an external consultant to review the company business plan and had also paid for accountants to prepare a cashflow and profitability report. In addition, the account manager had helped to source and appoint a Non Executive Director to the board. The combined effect of this support was to help the company better manage its growth. Once again, this company reported positive GVA impact in the previous DRM survey.

Based on this limited evidence, there appears to be a tentative link between positive GVA impacts and strategy development support. Where SE can target strategy development on the right areas of the company at the right time, it appears that this can translate into additionality on GVA. In offering this conclusion, we would put a number of caveats around it:

· first, it is harder for SE to get strategy development right than wrong. For two thirds of the companies which had received it, it had made no difference; 

· second, it takes time for this form of support to make a positive impact on the business. The wholesale structural changes that often result from it can take several years to bed down in the business; and 

· third, as we have discussed in previous chapters not all companies are open to receiving strategic input from SE, either formally or informally. This reinforces earlier research findings (see section 2.2).
6.5
 Workforce Development 

Within the sample, workforce development (WfD) support was the third most received intervention type after business improvement and market development. In total, 14 companies had received WfD through the account management programme. Analysis of the case study responses identified a number of interesting observations about this type of support. These were:

· WfD was the principal way in which SE supported the larger employers we interviewed. Four of the five largest employers in the sample (100+ employees) had received it and each was a manufacturing or production company;  

· the need for WfD support tends to be diagnosed by the company, as opposed to the account manager. Our interviews found that larger employers in particular approached SE to help offset the costs of large scale training programmes; and

· WfD support tends to be delivered alongside Business Improvement support such as RSA grants, Lean Manufacturing Techniques or Scottish Manufacturing Advisory Service reviews. This was the case in 11 of the 14 instances of WfD support found.

One of the key themes running through the larger company interviews, particularly the MNCs, was that SE support had enabled them to train more staff than would have been the case otherwise. As noted in section 3.4, internal competition  was given as one of the key growth challenges for Scottish establishments which were part of a larger MNC. Training budgets were generally set by head office at the start of the year and the site had to work within them. 

A good example of where WfD has made a difference to a large company was given by an Energy company which employs 190 staff. This firm manufactures tools for the oil industry and has a highly skilled workforce with over half having completed an engineering apprenticeship. SE supported this company with staff training on Six Sigma
 and training on new specialist manufacturing machinery. The total cost of this support has been in the region of £50k.

With the Six Sigma, the consultee reported that SE support had allowed the company to train 24 staff instead of 12, which in turn has led to additional efficiency improvements at the plant of between £500k and £1m per annum. In addition, upskilling workers on the new machines has helped to reduce lead times and as such may have secured another £5m of orders from elsewhere in the group. 

This was a positive GVA impact company and it was clear to understand why. The support from SE was targeted on the areas of the business which have a direct impact on GVA: increasing turnover, decreasing costs and improving productivity. However, despite the economic impacts this company can be considered to represent a dilemma for SE in a number of ways:

· it is part of a multi-billion dollar foreign owned MNC with vast resources;

· the need for Six Sigma training was identified by head office and rolled out across the company. The firm had diagnosed the need independently of SE and committed to funding the training themselves, raising questions about the additionality of SE’s support; and

· the account manager was found to play a non-strategic role with the company. The company seeks financial support only from SE. 

On the face of it, the rationale for SE working with this company could be considered weak. There are no barriers of cash or expertise which SE can help it to overcome. Yet despite this it was one of the biggest GVA contributors in the case study sample. On the other hand, the company interviewee reported that SE support was welcomed by head office as it shows that the Scottish Government was willing to invest alongside the company. This was said to be positive as the support climate would feature in any decisions on the long-term future of the plant by head office. In addition, the site is an important employer in a rural area. Were it to shut down, it would have a significant negative impact on the local economy. Based on this, the arguments for and against SE supporting such a company are well balanced. 

To add to this debate, the director of a large Food and Drink company said the following at interview “I view the relationship with SE as quite embarrassing. I work for a multi-billion euro turnover company. Its not right that I should go to SE cap in hand for support”. This individual also stated “We now use SE to help us with the softer skills that head office are not interested in and cannot help us with”. These comments illustrate the dilemma facing the company, it had a desire to work with SE as it felt it was a worthwhile thing to do, but was not sure how deserving of public sector support it was given its size and resources. 
Nevertheless, the support offered by SE to this business was found to have delivered improvements and impacts. SE had helped fund soft skills training which developed supervisory skills in production assistants recently promoted to team leaders. Once again the view was that SE support had enabled the company to do more than it would have been able to on its own. The interviewee said “If SE support was not available it would not be as easy for our company to invest in people. It would be too expensive to bring bespoke training providers to our area to deliver bespoke training. We would have to send staff away, one and two at a time and that would take too long”. The time additionality, of training more people, more quickly, was the main impact of SE’s WfD support on the company. 

SE support was also found to have delivered productivity improvements to this company. The organisation had funded what the interviewee described as Lean Production Techniques training. This appeared to be a hybrid product which sat between WfD and Business Improvement. It reviewed the set-up of the production operations and delivered training to staff to help them work more productively. The manager estimated that the increase in product yield obtained following this training had generated around £256k per annum for the company in efficiency improvements. This intervention was delivered prior to the previous DRM economic impact evaluation but the company was in the zero GVA impact category.  

In conclusion, the case studies found that WfD support was particularly effective in supporting companies with larger workforces. Where this support helped to improve productivity or reduce costs, the impact on the firm and the Scottish economy could be substantial. However, SE’s role with these companies is largely limited to the provision of funding for training needs identified by the company’s themselves. 

6.6 
Business Improvement 

Of all the framework categories, business improvement was found to contain the greatest mix of intervention types. This was due to the high proportion of ‘flexible financial products’ delivered within this category. Where SE had made a contribution to a project that did not fit in any of the other framework categories, we classified it under business improvement. As such, this was the most delivered intervention type, received by 19 companies. 

As with the other intervention categories, the business improvement products delivered were discussed and agreed with account managers prior to the company interviews. The business improvement interventions amongst our sample fell into two broad groups: standardised SE and public sector products; and flexible financial products. With the standardised products the most commonly found were:

· Regional Selective Assistance grants (RSA) (then administered directly by the Scottish Government but in some cases SE had either signposted the company towards it or provided resource to help access it); 

· SMAS reviews;

· e-Business Support;

· commercial property searches;

· LSBAS Advisors; 

· Graduates for Business programme; and 

· The Encouraging Dynamic Global Entrepreneurs (EDGE) programme. 

In terms of financial flexible products, some instances of SE support included:

· the funding of a hydro-geological survey to secure the aquifer from which one Food and Drink company draws its water; 

· support with travel and accommodation to cover the cost of visits to production facilities for a Life Sciences company;
· a £96k contribution towards the infrastructure costs incurred by a Tourism company; and

· three companies helped to implement new IT systems. 

Looking across the 19 companies, they were relatively even split with nine positive and ten zero GVA impact companies. Analysis of the role of the business improvement interventions in potentially explaining GVA revealed little in the way of definitive insights. For example, one zero GVA impact Life Sciences company had received support from SE to hire a consultant who helped the company prepare their RSA application. This application was successful and the company received a £650k grant which enabled them to move premises, which in turn, has opened the door to future growth according to the company MD. 

Similarly, a positive GVA impact Textiles company had received £150k in RSA funding with the help of SE. This was used to invest in new capital equipment which improved efficiency on the manufacture of old products and also added some new ones to the range. The company had invested £750k of its own cash in the equipment, but said the RSA grant tipped the balance between investing or not.

A good example of where SE business improvement support was timed to help a company through a difficult period was given by another Textiles company we interviewed. Around three years ago, the company received a large order from a new customer and needed to immediately recruit and train more staff to deliver it. At the time, the company was having some cashflow difficulties and did not have the money to pay for this upfront. The company was not healthy enough at that time for the bank to lend them the money and ensuring they met this new order was key to future survival. SE stepped in and provided the cash to cover the recruitment and training costs when the firm had no other options.

Today, this customer is one of the firm’s largest and responsible for around £45k of monthly turnover. The company consultee stated that demonstrating capacity and the ability to meet the first order deadline was key to developing this relationship. The support from SE has not only delivered turnover and profit impacts to this company, but even more fundamentally, SE support was timed to keep this company afloat. Without it, the consultee stated that there was no question they would have gone bust. Interestingly, this company reported zero GVA impact in the previous DRM survey, however it was one of the clearest examples of SE making a positive impact amongst the case study sample despite the intervention being delivered prior to the previous DRM economic impact evaluation.  

To summarise, the extent to which business improvement support makes a positive impact on the business appears to be driven largely by timing. In the above example and those where RSA grants were delivered, the support was needed to help the company through a transformational stage. In the case of RSA grants, the scale of intervention does appear to be a factor given that more money allowed the companies to take bigger steps. However, the cash was also provided at the time when the companies were ready to take these next steps.  

With some of the smaller financial flexible product interventions, it was harder to assess overall additionality. In some cases, it appeared that funding was provided to undertake activities that the company would have done anyway. For example, the upgrading of IT systems. Although there was clear time additionality with this type of support as it enabled the company to upgrade quicker than they would have otherwise, there was limited evidence that this type of activity had radically changed the business in the same way as the examples provided above. 

One of the key strengths of business improvement interventions is their flexible nature. Funding can be targeted on needs that are specific or unique to the company requesting the support. However, the flip side of this is that it is hard to tell where SE funding is being used for:

· maintenance – where SE is helping to fund, renew or replace aspects of the business the company would have to do anyway; or

· investment – where SE funding is helping to lay a platform for future growth and stability.

It’s not easy for account managers to differentiate between these. Indeed we would argue that in some of the smaller funding cases it is only possible to do some time after the SE intervention has been delivered. 

6.7 
Investment

There was only one company in the sample which had received equity investment from SE. This was the pre-revenue Life Sciences company which obtained £100k through the Scottish Seed Fund (SSF). As noted in section 6.2, this was highly valued by the company and essential to its survival. This company had received investor readiness support prior to attracting this investment, which was delivered by an LSBAS adviser and had helped to get the company’s accounts and legals in order. 

Discussions with this company highlighted that cash was more important to them in the early stages than strategic advice from SE. However, the consultee did state that they would like the SE investment team to take a more active role in the company if possible. The £100k investment entitled SE to a seat on the board, but there had been no attendance at any board meetings as yet. This would be welcomed as it would help to balance  private sector investor’s views at meetings. 

Two other companies, one DMET and one Life Sciences had received investor readiness support from SE. Both had been successful in securing business angel investment, but SE was not an investor in either company. Overall, SE played more of role with these companies through investing in specific innovation projects as opposed to an equity investor. 
6.8 
Market Development

Market development support was the second most widely accessed intervention framework category in the sample. Scottish Development International (SDI) featured prominently in our discussions with companies. SE and/or SDI had provided support to 19 companies under this framework with assistance taking three forms:

· overseas market development; 

· general marketing support; and

· support towards the cost of marketing staff. 
Overseas Market Development 

It should be noted that at the time of writing, SE was involved in reviewing the impact of its internationalisation support. The organisation has commissioned a comprehensive evaluation involving a large scale quantitative study supported by a number of in-depth company case studies. Therefore, the information presented in this section should be taken as providing  some insights into the experiences of the small number of cases interviewed. These issues will  tested more fully in the internationalisation evaluation. 

By far the most popular was overseas market support. Within the sample as a whole, there were 10 companies which derived more than 60% of their annual turnover from export sales. These firms were concentrated in the Key Sectors of Energy, Life Sciences, Textiles and DMET. SE provided overseas market support to seven of these companies. The three where it did not were all foreign owned and headquartered outside of Scotland. The case studies found no aversion to overseas market support in these three firms, it was just that it had not been offered to them, they had not enquired about it or they did not see any real need for it.

In the seven companies where SE did provide support, all were found to have been exporting prior to SE assisting them with overseas market development. In these companies, the founders or SMT were international business people who had experience of working in foreign markets prior to establishing or joining their current company. On the whole, the support from SE allowed them to do more of what they were already doing. This group constitutes the first type of company that SE supported with overseas market development.

An example of where SE support has helped an already exporting company to do more was provided by the MD of a Life Sciences company. SE has covered around half the cost of all overseas trips for the last two to three years. The company feels this is the most significant element of support they have received from SE as it has allowed them to cover more ground in the USA, Europe and Asia than would have been the case otherwise. The MD reported that every year SE has supported him to attend the premier industry event in their field and every time he has secured new business which has led to direct increases in the company’s turnover. His view was that overseas market support from SE had enabled them to do more business development which had added as much as one third to the turnover of the company since 2003. 

This individual was also complimentary about the service he has received from SDI. He said “They are very good at keeping in touch. They think about us and give us a high level of comfort and trust”. Furthermore, he felt there were real advantages to being associated with SDI when exhibiting at international events. On this he stated “The SDI stand is very impressive and slick. Being part of it raises our profile, it makes us look bigger by being associated with them”. This was a positive GVA company and the main tranche of support they had received was through market development, suggesting that in this case, this intervention framework has driven GVA impact. 
Another example of where this type of support has driven impacts in the business was given by a DMET company which draws 90% of its turnover from exports markets. The firm was supported with the cost of market development trips to South America to explore sales leads the company had found itself. The consultee described this “The support allowed us to feel more comfortable in taking the risk on the Colombia project. We were able to better qualify the leads, develop the relationship and now we’ve signed our first contract in South America. This will give us a platform to build other sales while we’re over there”. In this case, SE support had helped overcome the market failure of risk aversion and also delivered:

· scale additionality -  through securing new contracts and increasing turnover;

· time additionality – by providing the funding to bring the project forward; and

· quality additionality – by strengthening the overall quality and sustainability of the business. 

Interestingly, this company was in the zero GVA impact group in the previous DRM survey. A final example shows how well timed overseas market support led to the turning point in one company’s performance. This Energy company had in the words of interviewee “been plodding along for five years” in the UK market with limited growth. SDI then contacted the company at very short notice to offer them a place on its stand at an oil exhibition in Texas. The company took this up and has achieved great success as a result of the relationships forged at this event. The USA and Mexico are now its biggest export markets and generate the company around £1m per annum in orders. According to the consultee, virtually all of this is attributable to SDI as they encouraged the company to attend and provided the necessary support to make it happen in the first place. This company was also originally categorised in the zero GVA impact group. 
The second group comprised eight companies which generated almost all their income in the UK. With these companies, SE had helped them to explore the possibility of developing overseas markets. However, our interviews found that SE and SDI support had been of limited success in helping these companies to develop new export markets from scratch. 
Based on this small sample, it appears to be the case that overseas market support is less effective for companies that are not exporting before they start working with SE. It seems it is  difficult for SE to help companies get into new export markets if they do not have some prior experience of exporting. A case study example serves to illustrate this.

One Textiles company who had worked with SDI on trying to break into Russia commented that where both the company and SDI had failed was on not having the right contacts in the market. The consultee felt that in order to succeed they needed direct access to a retailer, wholesaler or distributor. As the project was at an exploratory stage, the company was not in a position to put sales staff on the ground to develop these networks and instead relied fully on SDI to provide some early leads. This highlights the challenges for SDI in delivering specialist industry support when they may have only one or two staff in country. 

These examples show that overseas market support can deliver impact in some cases and not others. The previous economic evaluation found that three market development products had a statistically significant relationship with positive GVA impacts: market development – flexible financial product; international exhibitions, missions and learning journeys; and international strategy workshop (section 2.2). The case studies have found evidence to suggest that in some cases, these products are related to positive business impacts. 

Given the number of companies that SE and SDI support with this type of activity, it is difficult for both agencies to provide the type of tailored support required by some companies. In the companies we interviewed, SE/SDI support was most effective when companies had already started to travel in the direction they wanted to go. Overseas market support provided a boost to this, enabling them to do more things, more quickly than would have been the case otherwise. However, it was found not to be able to open doors that companies could not open themselves. 

General Marketing Support

SE had provided general marketing support to five of the companies we interviewed. This support was more bespoke and included: 

· a Construction company receiving 30% towards the costs of a company re-brand and new logo; 

· SE funding a PR agency to review and update a Life Sciences company’s website; and

· market research for two companies around new product ideas. 

At the time of interview, companies reported no real financial impact from these interventions to date. Indeed, given the scale of these and the ‘softer’ aspects of the business they focus on, it is unlikely that this support would lead to significant increases in GVA impact on its own. 
Support Towards the Cost of Marketing Staff  
One Construction company had received costs to cover 30% of the salary costs for a new Marketing Executive for a year. This company required a greater focus on marketing and SE agreed to help them offset the cost of hiring specialist input. This individual has recently taken up post, so the business impacts are yet to accrue.

In conclusion, market development support is a key intervention category for SE. Our consultations found that it was particularly valuable to smaller, younger firms as it helps them to overcome the earlier stage barriers of lack of money, knowledge and confidence. Our interviews found instances where SE/SDI support had delivered significant additionality to companies. 

6.9 
Innovation

The final SE intervention framework category is innovation. Eight companies in the sample had received innovation support from SE through the account management programme, while one had received support from other public sector bodies. All nine are considered together in this section. 

The companies were spread across Scotland from Aberdeen to Ayr and Port Glasgow to Edinburgh. Technology was a key competitive advantage for each of these firms as was reflected in their sectoral breakdown which comprised: 

· 4 DMET companies; 

· 2 Energy; 

· 2 Life Sciences; and

· 1 Textiles company. 
Interestingly, overseas market support was received by eight of the nine companies which had received public sector innovation support. This was largely due to the two key stages in innovation: developing the product/service; and then encouraging customers to buy it. However, the extent to which these two intervention types complement each other in driving GVA impacts was inconclusive. Of the nine companies, five were zero GVA impact and four positive. 

One of the possible explanations for this is that it takes time for innovation support (particularly product innovation) to translate into improved business performance. The DRM study did not project forward impact, instead it presented impacts that had been achieved over three year period from 2004/05 to 2006/07.  

SE had played a role in helping two companies to build a business around the core technology they had developed, one Energy and one DMET, but the credit for this goes to the HGSU rather than the account management programme according to our interviewees. Recent research published by SE
 shows that the time lag between intervention and the accrual of benefits can be lengthy

Despite the caveat presented above about the difference between economic impacts that are forecast as opposed to those already achieved, the case studies found clear evidence of scale, time and quality additionality with regards to innovation. One of the best examples of this was reported in a DMET company. SE has directly provided innovation support of around £90k to this company in 2009 which has comprised three streams:

· an R&D Product Development Support grant to develop a new ‘off the shelf’ software product; 

· support to hire specialist contractors to work on the innovation product; and

· innovation support to help them enhance an existing product. 

According to the company, the provision of this support has helped them to directly meet some of the key growth challenges they face. They are a small player in a global software market where cutting edge technology is key. The MD reported that almost all their competitors are bigger and better resourced. Receiving innovation support from SE has allowed them to dedicate roughly one third of their small workforce to the development of this new product and buy-in the specialist skills they need without putting them directly on the payroll. It has also helped them to develop the product quicker and to a higher standard than would have been the case otherwise. In describing the innovation work the consultee said “There is no way we would be able to put that level of resources into those things if we didn’t have the support from SE”. 

The aim of this company was to grow by 50% over the next 3 years, driven mostly by the software product currently under development. The company trades almost entirely in the UK at present, but the hope of the MD was that the new product would be the catalyst they need to break into export markets. This shows the relationship between innovation and market development support. 

A further example of where SE innovation support has delivered scale, time and quality additionality was provided by an Energy company we interviewed. This company will invest £1m over the next 15 months to develop a new underwater survey system which will vastly reduce the cost of surveys in shallow water. SE has provided an R&D grant to cover 22% of the costs of this development. The R&D grant has allowed the company to acquire two prototypes, halving the research programme from 30 to 15 months and thereby reducing the risk that a competitor will ‘leapfrog’ their technology.

According to the company, the market potential for this product is significant. The MD envisages that 30% of future growth will come from the sales of this new system and that the Far East and Africa will become key export markets. To conclude, the MD stated that SE’s input had allowed them to enact their plans on a bigger scale and more quickly. SE’s overall role in the company was described as “significantly influential” rather than “actively shaping”. 
Looking at both these companies and the other in the sample which had received innovation support, one of the key things which links them, is that each had an account manager who played either a direct strategic or indirect strategic role with the company. In the case of the DMET company described above, the account manager had suggested that the company may also be eligible for a Scottish Government SMART award to fund their product development. The company rejected this on the basis that they felt that they had enough public sector support to be getting on with, but appreciated the fact that the account manager was notifying them of the full funding options available to them. The key point here is that account managers need to be close to their companies in order to:

· identify the areas where SE and the public sector can help develop ideas; and 

· gain enough trust so that the company actually involves them in discussions about how to develop the business. 

To conclude, the evidence suggests that the innovation support delivered to the case study companies takes time to translate into positive GVA impacts. The existing SE evaluation evidence
 supports this finding. 

If a company had reported positive GVA impact in the previous survey, it is likely to have been driven by intervention frameworks other than innovation. 

6.10 
Other Public and Private Sector Support 
The previous DRM survey found that Scottish Enterprise was the main source of external support for the companies we interviewed. The case study analysis supported this with low levels of additional public and private sector support accessed by the companies we spoke to. To clarify this point, companies did report using external advisers (not funded by SE) when required, but this tended to be on an ‘as and when’ basis and for one-off requirements, such as annual audit or legal issues. There was little evidence of companies having ongoing relationships with other bodies in the same way as they do with SE through account management.

The closest equivalent was one company’s relationship with their local authority. This company was not satisfied with the support from SE and reported having a better relationship with the council. The firm had received no support from SE over the course of the relationship, but had recently obtained a £30,000 loan through the West of Scotland Loan Fund (WSLF). In terms of financial support a number of firms had received support from other bodies. These included: 

· a Tourism company (which had evolved from an SE Tourism project) receiving a grant of £1m from a large utility company;

· four companies reported receiving SMART awards at some point in their lifetime; and

· a DMET company received a Scottish Government SPUR award of £300k and a DTI Technology Award of £100k independently of SE and without the input of the account manager. This company stated that it now approached Scottish Government direct for technology funding as SE had previously mishandled a SCIS application on the company’s behalf. 
Despite this, the influence of bodies other than SE on the companies in our sample was minimal. No other organisation was found to provide the scale, range or flexibility of support available from SE. In this sense, the complementarity and timing of SE support in relation to other forms was irrelevant.

6.11 
Conclusions

This chapter has presented a broad range of case study evidence on the improvements and impacts that SE support can deliver to companies. The overriding conclusion, based on the companies we have interviewed, is that the greater the business need for an intervention, the greater the potential for the intervention to deliver positive business impacts. Within this chapter, the clearest examples of impact (in all its forms) have been in those companies which have had a clear idea of where SE could add the most value to their business. Companies which could best articulate where they needed support and why, generally reported the greatest level and range of impacts. 

The other key conclusions are: 

· there was no clear observable pattern between the intervention frameworks delivered and the extent to which a company exhibits high, medium or low/no growth or indeed positive or zero GVA impact; 

· the account management programme was found to provide a valuable umbrella under which to deliver a range of support to the early stage companies we interviewed. However, account management was found to be less effective for the HGSU ‘graduate’ companies we visited. This may reflect the fact that generalist account managers do not have the same remit to provide specialist support as HGSU advisers;
· there appears to be a tentative link between positive GVA impacts and the strategy development intervention framework (confirming earlier research findings, see section 2.2). Where SE can target strategy development on the right areas of the company at the right time, it appears that this can translate into additionality on GVA. However, assessing when to intervene is difficult for account managers to determine; 
· the case studies found that Workforce Development support was particularly effective in supporting companies with larger workforces. Where this support helped to improve productivity or reduce costs, the impact on the firm and the Scottish economy could be substantial. However, SE’s role with these companies is largely limited to the provision of funding for training needs identified by the company’s themselves;  
· one of the key strengths of business improvement interventions is their flexible nature. Funding can be targeted on needs that are specific or unique to the company requesting the support. However, the flip side of this is that it is hard for SE to assess whether the funding is being used for maintenance (which the company would fund themselves) or investment; 

· in the companies we interviewed, market development support was found to be most effective in companies which were already exporting before they received support from SE (confirming earlier research findings section 2.2). The intervention framework was found to be less effective in delivering positive impacts to companies which were attempting to break into new markets for the first time; 

· the innovation support delivered to the case study companies to date was found not to have been a driver of past positive GVA impacts, although this may reflect the time lag between innovation interventions and the appearance of benefits. If a company reported positive GVA impact in the previous DRM survey, it is likely to have been driven by intervention frameworks other than innovation;

· the influence of bodies other than SE on the companies in our sample was minimal. No other organisation was found to provide the scale, range or flexibility of support available from SE. In this sense, the complementarity and timing of SE support in relation to other forms was irrelevant.

In terms of the complementarity of intervention frameworks in driving positive GVA impacts, the case study analysis was inconclusive. It was found that workforce development and business improvement interventions complemented each other well, particularly in larger manufacturing companies. And market development and innovation support were often received by the same companies. However the role of these interventions in reinforcing positive GVA impacts in companies was unclear. Some which had received the above combinations had previously reported positive GVA impact, while some reported zero impact. Although these frameworks can work together to match common business support needs, the factors driving their success in delivering impacts are complex. 

The penultimate chapter in this report draws together the evidence and considers it in relation to existing evidence on the DRM programme. It considers the extent to which SE’s ability to positively impact on a company is driven by specific characteristics of the business itself or SE’s relationship with that business. 

7.
RELATING THE FINDINGS TO EXISTING EVIDENCE
7.1 
Introduction
The second chapter in this report highlighted some of the previous evidence gathered on the impact of the DRM programme. To recap, this suggested that SE was most likely to impact on companies that were in the context of the DRM portfolio:

· smaller; 

· younger; and

· had better qualified staff. 

Within this subset of positive GVA impact companies, it was also concluded that SE’s influence was likely to be greatest on those that were slightly older, had a longer relationship with SE, exported and spent above average amounts on innovation. 

This chapter considers the extent to which the evidence gathered through the company cases studies supports or conflicts with these assertions. It also considers a range of other factors which may have also have a bearing on impact including company internal expertise, scale of support, location and satisfaction levels. The section is structured as follows: 

· company size;

· company age; 

· workforce skills;

· relationship with SE; 

· exports;  

· innovation;

· location; 

· satisfaction with SE support; and 

· conclusions. 

7.2 
Company Size 

The case studies found that SE had the ability to positively impact on the turnover, profit and productivity of both the large and small companies in our sample. Five companies in the sample employed more than 100 people. In terms of the previous assessment of SE’s impact on the companies GVA, three recorded positive GVA and two zero. 

Our consultations found that four of these large companies (three positive GVA impact and one zero GVA impact) reported positive business impacts attributable to SE. These happened in a number of ways with SE interventions helping to: 

· improve the skills and efficiency of the workforce leading to productivity improvements; 

· improve production processes leading to reductions in cost; and 

· attract greater investment or additional product lines from elsewhere in the group, particularly in the case of MNCs. 
One large company previously recorded zero GVA impact in the DRM survey and also reported that SE had made no impact on business performance at the time of our interview. However, this was largely due to a decline in the overall performance of the business rather than the ineffectiveness of SE support per se. The company reported that SE had helped to improve the business by developing management and leadership skills in the SMT. 

Although these companies have the potential to deliver high GVA returns, the case studies found that SE’s role with them was limited to the provision of financial support only. The scale of the large companies, the level of internal expertise and indeed the complexity of the internal business model meant that in all cases the SE and the account manager played a non-strategic role with these businesses. 
In contrast, our interviews found that the smaller the business (in terms of turnover and employment) the greater the potential for SE to positively impact on that company. We found three main reasons for this:

· the scale of SE support can have a greater proportional impact on smaller companies than large companies; 

· smaller companies generally have less internal expertise to draw on than larger ones and so place more reliance on the expertise they can access externally; and

· it was found that account managers tend to play an indirect strategic or direct strategic role with smaller companies. 
The three examples where SE had worked with the company to develop strategy are a good case in point. Each of these companies had previously reported positive GVA and the case studies found evidence that changes in business behaviour, enacted as a result of the strategy development work, had driven improvements in business performance. This provides some support to the evidence in section 2.2 which found a statistically significant link between positive behavioural changes and positive GVA impacts. 

In conclusion, we have found evidence that SE can positively impact on large and small companies alike. The nature of SE’s relationship with these companies is different, but SE’s support offer is sufficiently broad to drive performance improvements in both sets of companies, if it is targeted on the right areas of the business. 

7.3 
Company Age  
Within our interview group, company age was closely linked to company size. By and large, the smallest companies were the youngest companies. Once again, we found evidence to show that SE can positively impact on the younger (less than 10 years old) than the older companies in the context of our sample. However, as with smaller companies, we found that SE has a greater likelihood of developing an indirect strategic or a direct strategic role with younger companies. There were a number of reasons for this:

· the younger companies in the sample had more issues that SE could help them with, principally around the early stage barriers of limited cash and expertise; and

· the support provided by SE was, in some cases, the difference between success and failure in the early stages.

There were young and old companies in both GVA impact groups and our interviews confirmed that SE can impact on the turnover, employment and productivity of companies of any age.

7.4 
Workforce Skills 
The case study analysis found no evidence to suggest that SE was more likely to positively impact on those companies with better qualified workforces. Conversely, our evidence suggests that SE has a greater ability to impact on companies with lower skilled workforces through delivering Workforce Development interventions which improve productivity. 

It was found that innovation support was better suited to companies with higher skilled workforces as they have the skills to identify and undertake the necessary research and development. However, as noted in the previous chapter the innovation examples we found were yet to deliver improvements in the performance of the business.
7.5 
Relationship with SE

Our consultations found that the length of time which a company worked with SE as an organisation had no relationship to its ability to impact on a company. To illustrate, one company which had worked with SE since the late 1980’s was in the zero GVA impact group while another which had worked with SE for just over two years was in the positive GVA impact group. It is important to emphasise that the zero GVA impact group was related to inputs and benefits over the period 2004/05 to 2006/07.

Of much greater importance was the length of the relationship between our consultees and their account manager. The case studies found that, on the whole, the longer a company and account manager worked together the greater the possibility of an indirect strategic or strategic relationship forming. There was some evidence to suggest a link between these types of relationships and positive GVA impacts. This included:

· four of the five companies which had a direct strategic relationship with their account manager being in the positive GVA group; and

· three companies which had received strategy development from SE being in the positive GVA impact group. In each of these companies the account manager played an indirect or direct strategic role.

However, although there is evidence to suggest that a closer relationship with the account manager is related to positive GVA impacts in smaller companies, this does not hold true for the larger firms in our sample. The account manager played a non-strategic role in all of the large positive GVA impact companies we interviewed. In conclusion, the evidence suggests that an indirect or direct strategic relationship can increase the likelihood of positive business impacts, but it is not a prerequisite. 
7.6 
Exports 

The previous economic impact evaluation found that there was a statistically significant relationship between positive GVA impacts and the Market Development – Flexible Financial Product intervention. On the basis that this product equates to the provision of funding to cover the costs of overseas market development, the case studies have found evidence to confirm that this product can deliver additionality on exports, turnover and profit.

The existing evidence also suggested that SE has a greater ability to positively impact on those companies which export. Again, our interviews supported this assertion. Almost all of those companies which already exported prior to receiving market development support from SE reported increasing turnover as a result of SE’s support. It is important to re-emphasise that this relationship only applies to companies which were already exporting before receiving overseas market support from SE. For those which had no pre-existing export base and were looking for SE/SDI support to develop new markets from scratch, the relationship between product and impacts was much weaker. Based on our limited number of cases, the key conclusion is that SE can help companies export more than they were before, but cannot easily turn a non-exporting company into an exporting company.  

7.7 
Innovation

SE support was found to have delivered scale, time and quality additionality to several companies in the sample, however this impacts are likely to accrue over time. Evidence for the DRM economic impact evaluation concluded that SE was most likely to impact on companies that spent above average amounts on innovation (in the context of the innovation spend levels in the previous DRM survey). However, although there was a relationship between these two variables, one did not necessarily drive the other. 

With the case study sample, eight companies had received innovation support from SE. Within this group, the two which had spent the greatest amount on innovation were both positive GVA impact companies, but market development support as opposed to innovation appeared to be driving the positive business impacts, achieved to date, in these companies. 

7.8
Location

Aside from chapter two which profiled the survey sample, the report has made few references to location as a factor in influencing SE’s ability to positively impact on a company. The main reason for this is that company location was not a significant factor in the company case studies. 

The analysis has found that SE’s ability to positively impact on companies was not driven in any way by where they are located in the SE operating area or whether they are based in an urban or rural location. The ability of companies to access support under each of the intervention frameworks was also not found to be influenced by its location. On the whole, positive GVA impact companies were spread across Scotland and urban and rural areas. 

There were some suggestions by rural companies that SE should do more to improve the ‘softer’ business infrastructure in rural areas. For example, one Food & Drink company consultee suggested that there should be an SE sponsored business forum in the South West of Scotland which brings businesses together to discuss the common issues associated with doing business in a rural location. This would enable them to share ideas and agree joint solutions to shared problems. Furthermore, another consultee from a rural company complained that SE held too many of its networking meetings in the central belt, at the expense of rural areas. Two companies in the Scottish Borders also reported issues with lack of suitable property, but this issue seemed to be an issue affecting businesses in that particular area rather than rural businesses across Scotland as a whole. Although these were valid points none of these companies felt that their rural location disadvantaged their relationship with SE. 

7.9
Satisfaction with SE

The report has made several references to the high satisfaction levels found amongst the companies we interviewed. The main conclusion is that satisfaction is related to company expectations of SE, but not to SE’s ability to positively impact on a company. 

To recap, 26 companies we interviewed reported that they were either ‘very satisfied’ or ‘satisfied’ with the overall package of support received from SE. Within this group, 14 were positive GVA impact and 12 zero GVA impact. The key conclusion here is that companies can receive support from SE which they value and which improves specific aspects of their business, but does not necessarily translate into direct increases in turnover, profit, employment or productivity. Some of the main reasons for this found in this study are:

· the scale of SE support in relation to the investment the company is making in a new project;

· the outcome of the SE support – not all leads directly to improvements in business performance; and

· the underlying performance of the business when it receives support – if it is experiencing difficulties it is harder for SE support to achieve scale additionality on business performance. 

7.10
Conclusions

This chapter has considered the key variables which may influence SE’s ability to positively impact on a company. To recap, the principal messages from this are
· SE can positively impact on large and small companies, but the ways in which it achieves this are different; 
· It was found that large companies sought financial support only and expected their account manager to play a non-strategic role with the company. However, this relationship was found to deliver positive impacts to these companies;

· In comparison, the relative lack of resources and internal expertise (in comparison to large companies) means that the SE and the account manager can play an indirect or direct strategic role with these companies. This relationship was also found to deliver positive impacts to small companies. This contrast in expectations and outcomes has implications for the ways in which SE engages with large and small companies through the account management programme and is discussed in greater detail in the concluding chapter;  

· SE can positively impact on young and old companies (in the context of our sample), but has a greater propensity to develop indirect strategic or direct strategic relationships with younger (predominantly smaller) companies; 

· the case study analysis found that SE was more likely to deliver positive GVA impacts to companies with lower skilled, as opposed to higher skilled, workforces. This contrasts with the findings of the previous economic impact evaluation;

· the length of a company’s relationship with SE as an organisation had no bearing on the ability of SE to positively impact on that company. However, the length and quality of relationship with the account manager was found to have a bearing on positive GVA impacts in smaller companies; 

· there was a relationship between positive GVA impact companies which were already exporting prior to receiving overseas market support from SE. The provision of this support enabled them to achieve greater impacts in export sales. However, SE/SDI was found to have less ability to help a company export if it had never done so before;

· innovation levels were found not to be related to positive GVA impacts in the sample, which highlights the time lag between intervention and benefits; 

· the location of a company in SE’s operating area and whether it is urban or rural based was found not be a factor in influencing SE’s ability to impact; and

· overall satisfaction with SE support was found not to be  a factor in determining positive GVA impacts. 
The final chapter presents our overall conclusions and recommendations. 
8.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
8.1 
Introduction
The case study analysis was commissioned to build upon the quantitative evidence gathered in the previous DRM economic impact evaluation. While the earlier study quantified SE’s impact in terms of its scale additionality on company GVA, turnover, profit, employment and innovation, the case study analysis has adopted a qualitative approach in order to explore some of the factors which influence SE’s ability to impact on the firms we interviewed. 

In considering the conclusions it is important to note that the current research differs from the previous research in a number of ways. The case studies:

· have consulted with a smaller number of companies – 30 as opposed to 740 in the DRM economic impact evaluation;

· employed a different research method – semi-structured face-to-face interviews as opposed to structured telephone interviews in the previous study; and

· were undertaken approximately 18 months after the original DRM telephone survey and in a period of recession as opposed to growth. 

Therefore this study does not set out to challenge the findings of the previous research. Rather it seeks to add depth through building a better understanding of the dynamics of the relationship between SE and the companies it supports.
This final chapter draws together the preceding evidence to draw a series of conclusions on the company case studies and make recommendations on the future delivery of the account management programme. These are set out around the following themes:

· the aims and objectives of the account management programme;

· the evidence base; 

· segmentation; and

· supporting recommendations. 

8.2 
The Aims and Objectives of the Account Management Programme 

Scottish Enterprise’s Growing Business (GB) strategy was launched in 2005 and committed the organisation to channel most of its business growth resources to those companies which were considered to represent the greatest opportunity for economic growth. 

The Designated Relationship Management (DRM) or account management programme has been the key vehicle through which SE has implemented the GB strategy. For companies to qualify for support through this programme they must be considered to have the potential to increase annual sales by at least £400,000 over three years with SE’s assistance. 

In addition, companies can also qualify for support through the account management programme if they are deemed to be ‘important to the economy’, defined as providing at least 100 jobs or annual sales of £1m+. In these cases, intervention had to be justified by their being a clear opportunity or threat that SE could address by intervening. This criteria was particularly important for rural areas allowing for intervention that may not otherwise be justified.

However, based on the evidence gathered in the case study research we have found a number of companies included in the DRM portfolio that do not meet this criteria. In addition, we would argue that adopting the same approach when engaging with large and small companies does not recognise the differences in support needs of both these groups.

8.3 
The Evidence Base

This research has provided a number of valuable insights on the operation and delivery of the account managed programme. These are:

· large and small companies expect different things from SE; 

· large companies (100+ employees) tend to look for SE to provide financial support for specific projects and generally do not seek or require strategic input from the organisation; 

· however in large companies, this lack of a strategic role for SE does not impair its ability to achieve economic impact through the support it provides. This work and the previous DRM economic impact evaluation found that although the rate of additionality from large employers may be low, the absolute value can produce the lion’s share of net GVA impacts. This creates a paradox whereby the rate of additionality within small firms is potentially greater, although the financial value that this produces can be modest. To illustrate a 5% net additional impact from a single firm turning over £10m will exceed a 10% net additional impact from 10 firms turning over £0.4m. Although SE support could be interpreted as being twice as effective in 10 of the 11 cases, the value from a single case can produce a higher level of net impact; 

· small companies tend to look for financial support and expertise from SE and are more open to the organisation playing a strategic role in the company;

· in addition, there appears to be a tentative link between SE’s strategic influence on a small company and positive GVA impacts. Two findings support this:

· of the five companies where account managers played a direct strategic role in the company, four reported positive GVA impact in the previous DRM survey; and

· where the SE strategy development intervention had been successful it had delivered positive GVA impacts to companies. 
· this conclusion is consistent with previous SE research which found a statistically significant relationship between positive behavioural changes and positive GVA impacts in account and client managed companies (section 2.2). 

Based on these conclusions we offer a number of recommendations on the segmentation of support to account managed companies.

8.4 
Segmentation

Our first recommendation is: 

1. SE should employ a different approach when engaging with large as opposed to small companies. 

The evidence has shown that the way in which SE engages with and impacts on both groups is different. This should be recognised and influence the way support is delivered to large and small companies in future. 

Large Companies
It is our conclusion that the development of indirect or direct strategic relationships with large companies in the DRM portfolio is uncommon in most cases. However, working with large companies is important. Based on this we recommend that:

2. SE should review the large companies it is currently supporting through the account management programme.

It is our view that SE is currently working with a number of large companies for which there is no clear threat or opportunity for intervening. In some cases, support appears to be provided on the basis that SE feels it is important to have a relationship with large employers rather than the company wanting to have a relationship with SE. This appears to be a legacy of the LEC structure, however given that SE has adopted a single organisation approach we believe there is scope to apply the account management selection criteria more stringently. Following this review we recommend that:  

3. SE should recognise that account managers will play a non-strategic role with most large employers. 
We believe that SE should continue to provide financial support to the large companies it deems there is a justification for working with. Engagement will be largely driven by funding for specific projects, where it should be the responsibility of SE to make an assessment of the potential returns to the Scottish economy before agreeing to provide support or not. However, we recognise that in some cases SE will want to be closer to large employers and play a more active role in the company’s development, particularly in rural areas where the company is deemed as important to the economy. In these cases we recommend that:

4. Where SE deems it is important to work more closely with certain large employers, it should develop a time-bound plan on the economic impacts it hopes to achieve.

This would make the relationship more two-way than is currently the case in some instances with large employers. The plan should include clear local economic development objectives, such as increased investment, employment or skills development, attached to the support provided. 
Small Companies

By contrast the evidence suggests that the development of a strategic relationship with small companies is important in driving impacts. Based on this we recommend that:

5. Small companies should only be accepted on the account management programme if the Senior Management Team are open to developing an indirect strategic or direct strategic relationship with SE.

This refers to the willingness of companies to build a working relationship with SE. For a company to benefit from SE support, its SMT must be open to accepting and acting on support. Following on from this we recommend that: 

6. If a company is not considered to have developed an indirect or direct strategic relationship with SE within the first three years of acceptance on the programme, it should be de-segmented regardless of performance.
This is on the basis that if a company is not open to developing a relationship with SE, it is likely the organisation will be having no impact on performance. Furthermore, with regards to small companies we recommend that: 
7. The growth criteria should be more rigidly applied. If a company has not achieved the account or client management targets within three years of commencement of the programme it should be de-segmented.

The account management programme was designed to support companies with the highest growth potential. The case study research has found several examples of small companies where the growth criteria had not been achieved within three years, nor was likely to be in the near future. It is our view that companies should be de-segmented more quickly than they are at present.

8.5 
Supporting Recommendations 

We also propose a number of recommendations regarding the delivery of account management. The case studies have found that it takes time for an account manager to develop the relationship to the point where he or she can exert a strategic influence on the business. In recognition of this, we recommend that:  

8. Effort should be made to maintain greater levels of continuity between account managers and the companies they support. We recommend that SE should aim to have the majority of its account manager – company relationships between the two and five year range. 

In order to support this and ensure that effective account managers are recognised and incentivised to stay in post, we recommend that: 

9. Consideration should be given to the creation of a ‘super’ account manager role, with enhanced responsibilities and reward.
We believe this has the potential to keep the best account managers engaging with companies. It should be the responsibility of SE to draw up the job specification for this role and develop the criteria for promotion. However, we recommend that progression into the ‘super’ role should be underpinned by positive feedback and evidence-based financial improvements within Account Managed firms that are attributable to AM support. SE should consider where best to place these ‘super’ account managers consistent with its aim to increase GVA impact and levels of additionality. 
More generally, in the desire to build relationships, account managers can deliver interventions which are highly valued by the company but make no impact on bottom line company performance. If SE’s focus is on increasing the GVA impact of the programme, account managers need to understand the interventions which are most likely to drive it. We therefore recommend.

10. Account managers should be trained on the interventions which are most likely to lead to GVA impact in companies. Based on the evidence in this research we recommend this would be:
· Strategy development interventions with small companies; 
· Workforce development interventions designed to improve productivity in large companies and leadership/management skills in small companies;
· Business improvement interventions with both large and small companies; and

· Market development support to small companies. 
In closing, the case study analysis represents one element of SE’s Enterprise Policy evaluation, As has been highlighted throughout the report, the findings from this exercise support and reinforce those of  earlier research, particularly around identifying the broad characteristics of companies that SE has the greatest potential to impact on. 

APPENDIX ONE – COMPANY CASE STUDY TOPIC GUIDE

Introduction
· Interviewer and company intro.
· Explain the purpose of the research
· Follows on from large scale telephone survey which you participated in around a year ago. Aim of the current research is to speak to a no. of companies in-depth to better understand the ways in which SE can help cos. to improve their performance
· Today’s discussion will be split into three parts:
· Firstly, we would like to spend some time talking about your company
· Secondly, we would like to discuss your relationship with SE and the ways in which it has supported your business
· Thirdly, we would like to discuss the areas of your business where SE’s support has benefited your business and the reasons why.
· This will be a fairly in-depth discussion and is likely to generate a lot of useful information for SE. As such, we would like to ask your permission to use some of your comments in the final report we produce. These would appear as direct quotes and will help emphasise or explain some of the key themes which emerge from the study. If there is anything you say which you would prefer does not appear in the final report, then let us know and we will ensure it remains confidential. 
· Would it be OK to do this? 
Part One – The Company
Can I begin by asking you to give me a brief overview of the company and its history? 
Probe for:

· What the company makes or does? 

· When it was established?

· Why it was started? 

· How it was started? (Start-Up/Spin-Out/MBO)

· Changes in product and/or service offer since the start
· The company’s key markets presently (get rough % breakdown of Scotland, UK and International)
Can you now tell me about the skills and experience of the senior management team you have in place?
Probe for:

· Size and structure of the senior management team (SMT)

· Background and skills of key personnel (and relevance to the sector)

· The number of changes in personnel in the SMT in the last 3 – 5 years
· Level of interaction between key members of SMT (i.e. do they work at the same location, how often do they meet?)

· Exposure to SE – does one person interact with SE or are a number involved?

We are also interested to find out more about the workforce of your company, can you tell me about the people you employ?
Probe for:

· Number of employees

· Structure of workforce

· Rough proportion which have a degree or professional qualification
· Company training offered/People development policies
· Level of ‘churn’/average length of service

· How the workforce has changed over the last 3 – 5 years
What are the growth aspirations for the company for the next 3 – 5 years?
Probe for:

· Increases in turnover and profits

· New products/services planned
· New export markets.

What are the big issues or challenges you face in attempting to achieve this growth?
Probe for:

· The impact of the recession (drop in demand, lack of credit, etc)
· The suitability of support available
· The extent to which SE is working with the company to help them meet these challenges
Part Two – Working with SE
Can you describe the process through which you first started working with SE and your main reasons for doing so?
Probe for:
· Motivation of the firm to engage and extent to which this was financial

· Length of time company has worked with SE (cross-check with CRM data)
· How the company became aware of SE and the support available

· Expectations of what the company would get out of working with SE

What support from SE has made the most difference to your business and why? 
Check off the responses given by the interviewee against the list of interventions agreed with the company’s account manager. Use the list as a prompt if necessary. 

Probe for:
· How the business need was diagnosed (by the company themselves or the account manager)
· What support was given, over what time period and the rough value of it
· The ways in which the support has impacted on the business. 
Have you had any support from SE that has not made a difference to your business? If so, why has this been the case? 
Check off the remaining interventions on the list with the interviewee. Any support that SE has supplied but not covered in the previous question.  

Thinking about the range of support offered by SE, to what extent has this has been targeted on the right areas of your business at the right time?
Probe for:

· How SE has assisted the company during a period of change

· The timing of support in relation to existing plans or activity already taking place in the business.
Continuing to think about the key times of change in your business, how valuable has the support from SE been in comparison to the support you may have received from other sources? 
Probe for:

· The level of support received from other internal and external sources (public and private)

· The extent to which SE support has filled the ‘gaps’ left by other support sources

· The ongoing use of support from other sources (public and private)

· The cost effectiveness of SE’s support in comparison to other sources. 

Can we now talk about your relationship with your account manager in three broad ways? In particular, we want to find out about their:
· Level of interest in your company
· Expertise and knowledge
· Overall engagement with you. 
Talk through these one at a time. In the course of these cover off: 

· Length of relationship

· ‘Churn’ of account managers

· Types of formal and informal assistance offered by the account manager

· Account manager’s understanding of the business and the wider industry

· Account manager’s understanding of the range of public sector support available to the business (i.e. RSA, SMART, etc) 

· Views on the skills and experience of the account manager

· Overall satisfaction with the relationship. 
Part Three – The Impact of SE’s Support
Which aspects of your business would you say have improved as a result of working with SE?
Probe for:
· Workforce Skills

· Management and Leadership 

· Ability to understand and develop export markets. 

What has been the impact of these improvements to date? 
Probe for:

· Recent changes in turnover, employment, profitability and productivity as a result of the improvements

What do you think the impact of these improvements will be in future?
Probe for:
· Recently completed projects yet to deliver impacts

· Anticipated changes in turnover, employment, profitability and productivity as a result of the improvements

· The time lag between changes in the business and impact

How likely would you have been (will you be) to achieve these impacts without the support you received from SE?
Probe for:
· Would have taken longer (time additionality)

· Would have had lower quality products/services (quality additionality)

· Would be smaller (scale)

· Made no difference – would have got there regardless of SE support. 

How would you like to see your relationship with SE develop in future?
Probe for:

· Length of time they intend to continue working with SE

· Areas where they feel SE’s support offer could be strengthened

· The value of SE’s support in the current recession
· If SE were to withdraw its support, what impact would this have on the company
· Final comments.

THANK AND END
Telephone Interview with Account Manager


Company Background


Nature of Relationship


SE Support Delivered


Impact of Support


Key Business Challenges 








Account Manager ‘Warm-Up’ of Company 


AM explained nature of research to co.


Secured interview time or informs study team of willingness to participate. 








Face-to-Face Company Case Study Interview


Overview of Company and Key Challenges


Experiences of working with SE


Impact of SE’s Support





Case Study Write-Up and Permission


Interview write-up


Email permission from company on use of anonymised quotes. 








� Economic Impact Evaluation of Scottish Enterprise’s Interventions with Account and Client Managed Companies, Scottish Enterprise, 2009 


� Value for money was assessed using evaluation evidence on the Regional Selective Assistance programme, SE High Growth Start-Up Unit, Business Link and the Advantage West Midlands Cluster Programme. 


� A product is an intervention used to support the needs of customers in the delivery of SE’ s priorities. These include: a financial contribution to a business; a consultancy led programme; a defined seminar/workshop; a common tool (eg. diagnostic tool); and web interactive products. 


� The Relationship Between SE’s Impact on GVA and Behavioural Change in Account Managed Companies, Scottish Enterprise, 2009.  


� SE currently delivers support through seven intervention frameworks: start-up; strategy development; workforce development; business improvement; investment; market development; and innovation.  


� The Growing Business Review is formal review carried out with the company by the account manager. The outputs of the review form a development plan to which interventions and products are matched. 


� There were only two construction companies in the sample.  


� Six Sigma seeks to improve the quality of process outputs by identifying and removing the causes of defects (errors) and �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statistical_dispersion" \o "Statistical dispersion"�variability� in �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Manufacturing" \o "Manufacturing"�manufacturing� and �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Business_process" \o "Business process"�business processes�.�HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Six_Sigma" \l "cite_note-proscons-0"�[1]� Each Six Sigma project carried out within an organization follows a defined sequence of steps and has quantified financial targets (cost reduction or profit increase).


�  R & D Grant Evaluation, Scottish Enterprise, 2009; Commercial Programme Review: Synthesis of Findings, Scottish Enterprise, 2009


� R & D Grant Evaluation, Scottish Enterprise, 2009; Commercial Programme Review: Synthesis of Findings, Scottish Enterprise, 2009 
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