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Executive summary

1 This evaluation has looked at the experience of a variety of businesses of varying scales and sectors which have received support through Business Growth services in Fife over the period 2003-2005.  These services have been delivered through the Business Gateway, principally in the form of a Business Development Review (BDR) through Client Management or a Healthcheck through the Universal service.  Many of these businesses have also benefited from a variety of other interventions such as Fife Council grant support, IIP, Lean Management or ICT help, and where this has been delivered at least in part through the Business Gateway, it has formed part of this evaluation.  

Impacts

2 As a result of this support, there have been impacts on Fife businesses, both in terms of quantifiable measures as well as in relation to changes in attitudes.  Most of these have occurred in the Client Managed companies that have received a BDR.  Among these businesses, ‘gross’ impacts have been of the order of £100,000 in sales per company, falling to £37,000 once deadweight, displacement and multipliers are taken into account.  These appear to us to be reasonable and run alongside findings which suggest that over 40% of firms which have received the service believe that it has had some degree of impact on their competitiveness.  

3 Ratings for the overall quality of the service and for the Client Managers and Business Advisers are good.  Additionality overall is reasonable and displacement is within what we understand to be acceptable levels, though in some individual cases of companies supported it is up to or at 100% at the Scotland level.  The overall performance of the service among BDR-assisted companies has been positive; impacts among Healthcheck companies are generally very limited, however.  

4 The model for segmenting the market for assisted companies in the Scottish Enterprise Network has recently been overhauled.  Though there are differences compared with what went before, the main principles of good client/adviser relationships are likely to remain the same.  There will continue to be important questions about whom the Business Gateway targets and what is done with these companies.  These questions are present across Scotland and are not confined to Fife.  Much of this revolves around how to match demand, which is potentially infinite, with supply, which clearly is not.  

5 There are some lessons emerging from this particular evaluation which could be helpful in influencing the shape of support for businesses through the Business Gateway over the coming period and in the context of the new model.  

Targeting companies

6 There are strengths about the how Business Growth Services has been delivered in Fife over the period covered, not least, the generally high regard among businesses for the Client Managers and Business Advisers.  However, the service has not been delivered quite as it should have been, particularly if the system described in ‘Consistent Client Management’ is considered.  This specified that in each case:

· the companies worked with would be those which were prepared to engage strategically with the adviser

· there would be a review of the business 

· this would be followed by the Action/Development Plan which would be an independent and regularly reviewed entity

· there would be a focus on objectives and strategic thinking.

7 It might be idealistic to expect this to have occurred in every single transaction with companies.  However, it does not appear to have happened in very many cases among the companies interviewed for this evaluation.  And while in some cases it may probably have occurred in a less formal way than that described above, there have been many cases where the support appears to have been ad hoc in nature.  Thus, many of the businesses supported have engaged with the Network to secure grant funding for a specific project or some other very limited and specific form of intervention.  Some of the expressions of satisfaction with the service among this group will probably be because grant funding is what they were looking for and that is exactly what they have received.     

8 The approach to working with companies has in the main been reactive and with relatively few instances of the Adviser/Client Manager ‘driving forward’ change within the company.  It has to be accepted that in many cases, companies that can genuinely benefit from some form of support do not want active engagement by the Client Manager/Adviser and there may be no harm (and there can be some benefit) in supporting some companies this way, as long as there is a clear benefit in terms of net economic impact.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

9 The impression from the evaluation, however, is that providing ad hoc support to companies, often through the Fife Council grants fund, has itself been the driving force of the service.  Development of strategic thinking among companies or broad planning for the future have not been present to a great extent, with most interventions partial in nature.  

10 In the future, under the new model, it might be expected that more support would be given to those companies which are willing to engage at a different level and are indeed looking for advice on the broad way forward and the development of strategy.  Our estimate would be that about 30% of the BDR companies interviewed would fall into this category.  These are companies, for example which:

· have growth potential (para 2.14)

· are looking for general advice rather than support for one project (para 2.21)

· have already demonstrated that they can engage with the Client Manager/Business Adviser (para 2.28).

11 These are companies that are willing to talk about wider items, including strategy, where the additionality of the Client Manager support as a sounding board and even driving force, would be high.    

12 It should be a priority to seek out companies, such as the 30% in the sample which displayed the right attitudes.  This may mean refreshing the former list of Client Managed Companies or looking among the Healthcheck companies for evidence of willingness to engage and growth potential.  One or two of the Universal businesses that were interviewed would appear to fall into this category.  

Explaining the support available

13 In terms of whom to work with, it is very important that a consistent message is sent out about what Business Gateway is there for and what businesses might expect.  There were examples in the survey of misplaced expectations among companies.  There needs to be a clear philosophy for Business Gateway intervention and support for existing businesses which is principally strategy and growth driven and not grant driven.  

14 Marketing of the Business Gateway is a national matter, but it might be expected that some local marketing will take place and we believe that this should be clear about what Business Gateway would intend to do with individual companies.  Similarly, at the start of the process of working with a company, it should be made clear what this is about from the Business Gateway’s perspective.  If the company does not want to engage at this level then there will be others that will.  Without a doubt, a process something like this operates informally at present, with Advisers and Client Managers taking a view on what degree of time might be appropriate to a particular client company.  There would be value, however, in making this process more open and explicit, drawing companies’ attention to the fact that the whole purpose of support is to promote strategic thinking and company growth and that all the various individual programmes of support which might be brought to bear would effectively be lined up behind this over-riding objective.  

The process of engagement
15 Needs are always likely to be such that the relationship will vary from one company to another  - as will the time required for reach.  There might be three levels of engagement, which should sit reasonably comfortably with the new market segmentation model, with by far the most time allocated to those at the ‘strategic engagement’ level as indicated below:
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16 There are now no targets for numbers of BDRs or Healthchecks to be delivered through the Business Gateway (although they are still expected to be delivered and Business Advisers will also be expected to deliver leads to the Specialist Team in SEF).  However, the evidence of the survey is that the BDR in particular is useful as a discipline for those companies that wish to engage as well as for Client Managers/Advisers.  In many cases, however, BDRs have not been used properly and have functioned as an appraisal tool for grant applications.  In addition, Action Plans have not had an independent life and have rarely driven forward change in the companies.  

17 The review process nonetheless is potentially a very valuable one – and one which some companies interviewed would welcome – but it appears to have become muddied with the grant-giving process.  As we look forward to the implementation of the new segmentation model, it will be important to learn from the experience of delivering Business Growth services over the last two years and to pick out those elements of a good adviser/client relationship which should characterise the service delivered by Business Gateway in future.  These elements figure in the following recommendations.

Recommendations

Philosophy of intervention.  There needs to be a clear statement of what Business Gateway will do with existing businesses – based on an indication of what is expected as the output and pointing the business towards strategic thinking and growth.


Marketing and explanation. The philosophy of intervention should be explained consistently:

· first, through the general marketing of Business Gateway (though we accept that much of this will be driven nationally), and 

· second, directly to companies at an early point in any relationship.

.
Who is worked with.  There should be more selectivity about which businesses should be worked with and how much time they should get, based on four principles:

· their growth prospects

· their willingness to engage at the right level

· the markets which they are in and displacement

· their potential to be included in the ‘pipeline’ of businesses which might merit ‘Designated Relationship Management’ status.

With these businesses, the company should be the project.


The BDR process.  This should be applied as was originally intended, and not as a grant appraisal vehicle (though the need for proper appraisal of applications for grants will still need to be recognised).


Action Plans/Development Plans.  Action Plans should be an essential feature of intervention.  The Action Plan should be a document separate from the BDR, though it should clearly follow from it.  There should be a formal process of follow up and review of the Action Plan, whether or not there is to be a specific further intervention from the Business Gateway.  Consideration should be given to calling it a Development Plan rather than an Action Plan.    

1:
Introduction

Background to the evaluation 

1.1 This report sets out the findings of an evaluation of Business Growth Services delivered in Fife through the Business Gateway over the period July 2003-July 2005.  The work was commissioned by Scottish Enterprise Fife (SEF) and was undertaken by Alan Brazewell Economics Limited and IBP Strategy and Research.  The fieldwork took place during August 2005.  

1.2 The terms of reference required the consultants to:

 Provide a structured analysis of the service, quantifying the caseload handled, resource inputs, outputs achieved, and impacts generated

 Make a qualitative assessment of the customer experience

 Assess the appropriateness of the support provision

 Draw conclusions on the effectiveness of the service, including an assessment of the trail of diagnostic reviews from Business Gateway through to the delivery of services through the SEF Specialist Team

 Make recommendations on future development to improve the effectiveness of the service as well as improvements in relation to the integration into the wider support services that SEF can offer.

Population of businesses and survey methodology

1.3 Business Growth Services in Fife over the period covered by the evaluation have been delivered through the Business Gateway by Small Business Gateway Fife (a company jointly owned by SEF and Fife Council).  Services have been provided to a range of companies.  The process of identifying companies to work with and what exactly is done with them is covered in detail in the next chapter.  Over the period of the evaluation, over 500 small and medium-sized enterprises have been assisted through the means of:

 Business Development Reviews (BDRs) 
212 businesses

 Healthchecks




309 businesses.

1.4 BDRs have been targeted at the more substantial organisations with potential for growth.  Though not explicitly spelled out in the brief, it was made clear to us that there was more interest from the client’s side in looking at the process of involvement with businesses which had benefited from BDRs.  This was reflected in the survey approach, as follows:

 all interviews were undertaken face-to-face by experienced consultants

 the split of interviews was weighted towards BDRs rather than Healthchecks

 in as many cases as possible, the actual BDR or Healthcheck undertaken with the business was also reviewed.  

1.5 We were able to carry out 37 interviews overall.  Twenty-seven were with businesses which had received BDRs (a 10% sample) and 10 were with businesses which had received Healthchecks (a 3% sample).  These are small samples.  In the case of Healthcheck businesses it is unlikely to be representative.  Our brief has been to look at the process of intervention with businesses as well as at impacts and to describe and comment on what has been done with businesses.  We are confident that we have been able to do this with the BDR businesses, though with the Healthcheck ones it is more a case of undertaking a brief overview.  

1.6 There are consequences in relation to the impacts of the services.  The sample of company interviews was kept small to enable the in-depth discussions with businesses to take place face-to-face (rather than, for example, over the phone).  Consequently, the number was not really sufficient to warrant ‘grossing up’ from the sample to the population in relation to the economic impacts of support, so the chapter on impacts sets out the quantitative results for the sample only – not for the population.    

1.7 As well as interviews with companies, consultations were undertaken with Business Gateway staff who had performed the Client Manager and Business Adviser function over the period covered by the evaluation, and managers in Business Gateway and SEF.  

1.8 It is worth making a brief comment on the fact that the segmentation model adopted by the Scottish Enterprise Network has recently been changed.  This evaluation covers the period when the previous system was in operation.  This does not, however, invalidate the results or render them irrelevant.  The main reporting covers the relationship between a Business Adviser or Client Manager and a client company.  The findings and conclusions are appropriate no matter the precise segmentation of the market between one delivery organisation and another.  There is a degree of universal application.  

Report structure

1.9 The next section of this report considers how Business Growth Services have been delivered in Fife.  The section which follows looks at the difference which this has made to business performance.  The final section draws general conclusions and makes recommendations.   

2:
Delivery of Business Growth Services

1.10 The main part of this chapter is descriptive, setting out the segmentation model as it operated over the time period covered by the evaluation and then covering the results of the survey.  The chapter concludes, however, with a commentary on the way that support has been delivered over this period.  

The segmentation model

1.11 It is worth setting out a short description of the way in which Business Growth Services were expected to be delivered over the period covered.  Under the Scottish Enterprise (SE) Segmentation model operational at the time of the evaluation, the ‘market’ for SE services fell into three segments
:

 Account Managed companies – companies with potential for the highest impact on the Scottish economy.  Allocated an Account Manager from among SE staff.  These companies could expect a dedicated and customised service from their Account Manager

 Client Managed companies – these are companies with potential for medium scale impact.  They would receive the services of a Client Manager, who need not be an SE employee.  They might expect a degree of face-to-face input from the Client Manager, though to a smaller extent than Account Managed companies.  A Client manager might expect to have a portfolio of 40-45 active customers

 Universal businesses.  These are the remainder, with no clear or obvious prospects for significant growth.  If required, they would receive the services of a Business Adviser, mainly on a reactive basis, though there could be limited face-to-face or ongoing contact. This group should be offered mainly universal products and services.  Business Advisers were expected to have an important role in identifying potential new medium impact customers.  

1.12 Account Managers, Client Managers and Business Advisers have been expected to conduct a formal review of the business using one of three diagnostic tools:

 Growing Business Review for Account Managed companies

 Sirius Business Development Review for Client Managed companies, and 

 Sirius Healthcheck for Universal businesses.  

1.13 The review should identify any areas within the business where the Network could offer support, subject to the business being appraised as satisfying additionality and displacement criteria.  Importantly, in the case of Account and Client Managed companies:

 a key requirement of the support should be to stimulate companies to become organisations committed to strategic development, and 

 the output from the review of each business was expected to be an agreed bespoke Development Plan – an overview (rather than an in-depth analysis) of the issues facing the business and a ‘living document’ subject to regular review and updating.  Vision, strategic plans and objectives should be key elements.  

Delivery in Fife 2003-05

1.14 This evaluation covers only the services provided to Client Managed businesses using the Sirius BDR and to Universal clients using the Healthcheck.  Over the period covered, these services were provided in Fife through the Business Gateway by Client Managers, who have dealt with Client Managed companies, and Business Advisers, who have dealt with the Universal clients.  

1.15 Client management.  At the outset of the operation of the segmentation model, about 250 companies in Fife were identified as potential Client Managed companies.  This was undertaken on the basis of the knowledge of the company base in Fife among Business Gateway staff at the time, as well as a process of scoring.  Within the Business Gateway, the ‘establishment’ to deal with this workload was expected to be five Client Managers.  The full establishment has not always been in place as a degree of flexibility has recently been required in order to assess what the staff requirement would be under the new segmentation model mentioned in Chapter One.  Overall, each Client Manager in Fife has been expected to handle a portfolio of about 50 companies, somewhat higher than the Network guideline.  Admittedly, the level of contact with companies within this portfolio would vary considerably from company to company, depending on the circumstances.  Not all would be active clients for all of the time.  All Client Managers are on a permanent contract.

1.16 SEF set a target for numbers of BDRs to be completed per annum.  Over the period covered, there have been 200 BDRs in Fife, just over 100 per annum.  

1.17 Universal service.  There have been three Business Advisers in post to deliver this service, two on permanent contract, one on a temporary contract.  There have also been targets to meet for numbers of Healthchecks delivered.  Unlike Client Managers, Business Advisers do not have a guideline for number of clients in the portfolio, since there are expected to be many customers with very limited levels of contact.  Over the period covered, there have been just over 300 Healthchecks in Fife, just over 150 per annum. 

1.18 This service, overall, has cost approximately £560,000 in total to deliver over the two years of the evaluation, £383,000 in staff costs associated with employing Client Managers and Business Advisers and £180,000 in the share of overheads, including management costs
.  This amounts to just over £1,000 per BDR/Healthcheck.   

1.19 The new model which has recently superseded these arrangements sets out how the Network will organise its relationships with business customers.  A new classification reflects Market Segmentation, which differentiates between three types of intervention with its business customers, based on economic impact: 

 “Designated” Relationship Management – led by a dedicated adviser, such as a Principal Relationship Manager, Account Manager or Client Manager, who develops a sustained relationship with companies designated as having the most significant impact on the economy; 

 One-to-one support – led by a business adviser or specialist, delivering Network Products that build capacity in businesses and generate the “pipeline” of growing businesses into the Network’s higher-value interventions; and

 Self-service relationships, where the customer’s relation with the Network is via our “one-to-many”, telephone and web services, where greater impact is achieved by generating significant volumes relative to the cost of delivery – but where face-to-face intervention is unlikely to be cost-effective.

1.20 Business Gateway staff in Fife will now be charged with handling the ‘one-to-one support’ and ‘self service relationships’, with an important aim to provide the pipeline of companies with the growth potential sufficient for them to move into the ‘Designated Relationship Management’ group.  In this context, there are now no longer any specific targets for numbers of BDRs or Healthchecks.  They are still expected to be delivered, however, and Business Advisers are also expected to deliver good quality leads into the Specialist Team in SEF.  

1.21 This section of the report now looks at the characteristics of the companies that participated in the sample and then considers the nature of the relationship between these businesses and the Client Manager/Business Adviser.

The companies in the sample

1.22 We interviewed 37 businesses altogether during August 2005, 27 BDR companies and 10 which had received Healthchecks.  There was a considerable representation of manufacturing businesses in the sample, representing nearly 50% of the total
 (Fig 2.1).  Service businesses represented 41%, with 8% (two businesses) in retail.  The representation of service companies was somewhat higher among the small sample of Healthcheck businesses.  


1.23 Average turnover among BDR companies was just under £1.2m.  On average, these companies expected turnover to grow by 47% over the next three years.  Four companies expected turnover to grow by over £400,000 per annum (the new Client Management minimum criterion).  Looking forward, it might be expected that companies such as these would be reviewed for possibly referring on to the ‘Designated Relationship Management’ status.  

1.24 Among Healthcheck businesses average turnover was just under £1m, not much different to the BDR ones.  Some of the Healthcheck companies were small-scale operations with few growth prospects, serving purely local markets.  However, a few appeared to be reasonably significant operations.  On average, these companies expected turnover to grow by 51% over the next three years.  One Healthcheck company expected turnover to grow by over £400,000 per annum.

1.25 The companies have a trading performance which extends well beyond Fife.  When we looked at new start businesses last year for SEF, it was established that 63% of their business on average came from within Fife.  The comparative figure for the BDR group of businesses is 31% (Fig 2.2), with nearly 30% of their trade outside Scotland.  The figures for Healthcheck companies were slightly less positive.  


1.26 Related to this is the question of displacement.  Consistent Customer Management suggests that efforts should be made to assist companies where the benefits of intervention will have least negative effect on other Scottish based companies.  The pattern of displacement, established through the survey, shows that among BDR companies, average displacement at the Scotland level would be 35%.  This is probably an acceptable figure; however, there were seven BDR companies (25% of the total) where Scotland level displacement was at the level of 90%, among which there were a few where it was 100%.  We would suggest that the process of appraisal has not always worked well in this respect.  The BDRs in Fife conclude with an appraisal of economic impact and in almost all cases, the view of the Client Manager/Business Adviser has been that displacement would be minimal.  The survey results suggest otherwise.  

1.27 Around 50% of interviewed companies were relatively mature, having been formed more than 10 years ago.  The Healthcheck businesses appeared to be somewhat younger.  Among the BDR companies, a few (15%) had been approached directly by the Business Gateway, but the majority (certainly over 50%) appeared to have a fairly long-term relationship with the Business Gateway.  Nearly 70% of the BDR companies had first received support from the Business Gateway (or its antecedents) three years or more ago, in some cases more than 10 years ago.        

1.28 About two years ago, the Business Gateway did identify 250 or so companies that were thought to be Client Management material.  These were all approached directly with an offer of support, some of which has been taken up.  The service to Healthcheck companies has been almost entirely reactive, except when undertaken as part of a wider effort, such as the Central Fife initiative.  

1.29 Client Managers are expected to build up relationships with companies, but the above figures do suggest that there is limited ‘churn’ in the identification of new companies to benefit from the service.  It is likely that many of the 250 were companies which had an established relationship with the Business Gateway.  Under the new arrangements mentioned earlier, it may be time to try to refresh this list by looking for different clients.  It was also our impression, though no more than that, that some of the Healthcheck companies probably merited more intensive support than had been made available - probably at the Client Management level.  There may well be some businesses which should be coming on to the list for more intensive support, taking the place of some who have been supported for many years and could make way for new candidates.  Regular review of the range of companies supported, with a view to populating the ‘pipeline’ will be a feature of the model in the future.  

Company motivation

1.30 Most companies had actually approached Business Gateway for support.  Only a relatively small number had responded to a contact which had originated from Business Gateway.  Thus, while Business Gateway may have contacted all of the 250 Client Managed companies some time ago, the relationship which we discussed with companies in most cases originated in the company approaching Business Gateway more recently looking for something quite specific.  Over half had approached Business Gateway looking for finance for a particular project.  However, about one third were looking for more general advice, guidance and support.  These may be the companies more willing to engage with Business Gateway (rather than simply looking for a grant – about which many were very frank).  It suggests that there is a group of companies which could indeed benefit from more than just a straightforward input of grant finance, for example, those who said:

 “Looking for assistance/advice about the development of the business – a sounding board, reassurance about activity, ways to improve

 Finance at start up stage but now general advice and mentoring

 Interested to see what they could do for the company.” 

1.31 Nonetheless, the overwhelming impression is that over the period covered by this evaluation, the service has been a reactive one, both in relation to Client Managed and Business Adviser assisted businesses.  

1.32 It is important not to be simplistic about this.  Many businesses would not welcome an approach from the Business Gateway on a ‘proactive’ basis and a few did in fact make comments such as ‘they did approach us but there was nothing that we particularly needed their help on’.  However, the number of businesses, which are looking for general support/guidance, would suggest that there is scope for reorientation to develop a more proactive approach based on a clear explanation to businesses of the rationale and criteria for support from Business Gateway.  This is covered later in the recommendations.      

Diagnostic review

1.33 Almost all businesses interviewed acknowledged that they had gone through a diagnostic review of some form, either a BDR or Healthcheck.  The businesses themselves would not know which one that they had taken part in but they would be aware that a review of some form had occurred.  

Action Plan/Development Plan

1.34 The Consistent Customer Management guidelines make clear that the Development Plan is an important element in any relationship between an adviser and the company.   It should be a ‘living document’ subject to regular review.  About 80% of the businesses interviewed recognised that an Action Plan had been agreed, many noting that it had taken place at the end of the review.  The same proportion of Healthchecks had concluded with an Action Plan as had been the case under BDRs.  

1.35 We can look at what firms remembered the Action Plans to cover and the extent to which firms believe that this has been implemented.  There is an orientation in the Action Plans towards finance / investment (Table 2.1), with marketing, IT and human resources/training next in importance.  However, what is also evident is that:

 Strategy features very low in Action Plans and not at all in items which had been implemented

 In almost all cases, levels of implementation were lower than might have been expected given the presence of a factor in the Action Plan

 30% of businesses had taken no action as a result of the Action Plan (though this figure was lower among BDR businesses than among Healthcheck businesses)

 the main areas where implementation has taken place appear to coincide with those for which there is a ‘product’ available – such as IIP, Workforce Development, e-business, Fife Council grants and so on; the fact that ‘strategy’ features hardly at all may reflect the fact that there is no ‘product’ to cover it.  

	Table 2.1:  Action Plans – coverage and implementation 

	
	Item was present in the Action Plan

%
	Item was implemented

%

	Finance/investment 
	41
	30

	Marketing 
	30
	27

	IT
	27
	8

	Human resources/training 
	27
	22

	Product Development 
	19
	16

	Nothing implemented
	
	30

	Premises
	14
	11

	Operations/production
	11
	16

	Strategy
	8
	0

	Management structure
	5
	3


1.36 Over one half of businesses felt that the Action Plan had met their needs with another 20% believing that it partially met their needs.  Thirty per cent believed that it did not meet their needs.  This is worth considering in more detail.  Some businesses may have been perfectly happy with the process simply because it has delivered grant funding for them.  This was their sole motivation for participating and they received what they expected.  This might account for about 15% of the total.  Some appear to have been disappointed with the process, either because they were not really willing to engage in the first place or because they believed that it did not deliver what they might have expected (including the level of funding they thought they might receive).  This would account for about 40% of the businesses interviewed.  A further group of about 15% were ambivalent.  

1.37 That leaves a group of about 30% whose comments about the process lead us to believe that they have engaged properly with the adviser and had derived benefit from it beyond grant funding.  Looking forward, this is the group that potentially will derive most benefit from the process.  It is easy to say that businesses such as these should be targeted in the future, but there were no easily identifiable common characteristics among them.  Identifying businesses such as these comes down to judgement based on careful appraisal.  Some of the comments from this group of businesses, which highlight some of the strengths and weaknesses of the process, were as follows:

 “Was appropriate but probably needs to be developed more thoroughly                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

 Funding has allowed move to the next stage.  BDR helps you to take a step back on your business                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

 Superb - they will go out of their way and follow up - quite impressed with them                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

 It was precisely what we needed                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

 It was a very constructive process / document that highlighted areas for improvement                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

 Looking / hoping for a wider involvement with the Business Gateway                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

 It met the company's needs in terms of issues identified, but has not led to an on-going relationship which the company would like to see                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

 Development plan - only annual - would be better if things could be rolled forward into future years                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

 Sensible suggestions.  Also advisor kept it realistic and started at feasible level
 It was adequate and built on what we had done through IIP”
1.38 Some of the more negative comments from other businesses were:

 “Did the review and development plan as a way of obtaining support for activities to be undertaken – no ongoing relationship with the Business Gateway 

 All we wanted was the grant

 Didn’t make a good enough case for investment support

 Not aware of an action plan following the Healthcheck

 Could not see where it would add to the business”.

1.39 There are clearly mixed views among the Business Gateway clients.

Referrals on

1.40 Referring on to providers of specialist services is an important function of the Client Managers and Business Advisers.  Information provided by the Business Gateway suggests over 200 referrals to SEF specialist services during 2003-05, mainly on product development, workforce development and international activity with over 500 referrals under e-business over the same period mainly through e-business workshops.  Of the businesses that we interviewed, 62% suggested that they had been referred on to some form of specialist activity, though the figure was higher (70%) among BDR companies.   Conversely, in 30% of BDR cases, there has been no referral on.  The main subjects for referral on were training/workforce development and computing/IT/e-business (Fig 2.3).


1.41 In over 40% of cases, a specialist provider was brought in although in nearly 50% of cases, it was carried out through another source, principally, we believe, through the courses and seminars delivered by the Business Gateway.  Investors in People was relatively common as a referral on.  We did not get a strong impression that, apart from IT support, the specialist service had been delivered by SEF, at least not to the group that we interviewed.  It may be that in the future there will be scope for greater co-ordination between the Business Advisers and the SEF Specialist Team to integrate support around a specific development plan for an assisted company – presuming that interventions using specific Network products are required.  

1.42 Overall, integration of different forms of support was considered to be good.  In 60% of cases there was favourable comment about Client Managers/Business Advisers keeping a watch on different forms of support or delivering them in a reasonably co-ordinated way (in the sense that individual providers know what each other was doing).  

Grant funding

1.43 It is clear that finance/investment has been the main area where implementation has taken place (see Table 2.1).  This mainly refers to the investment that has been possible through the grants provided through the support.  We noted earlier (para 2.20) that the most common motivation for businesses to approach the Business Gateway was to secure funding.  Fife Council runs a grants fund which is primarily delivered through the Business Gateway.  Up to £15,000 is available in individual grants, though increasingly these come in the form of repayable grants.  Overall, nearly £1.3m
 was provided in Fife Council grants to Fife businesses from this source between 2003 and 2005.  

1.44 Our estimate is that about 60% of the firms interviewed had received a grant from the Fife Council fund.  Some had also received support through Business Gateway to bid for Regional Selective Assistance.  The role of the grants in the delivery of the Business Growth service is covered in the discussion at the end of the chapter.  

Business Gateway delivery

1.45 This part of the report looks at businesses’ views on the qualitative side of the Business Gateway service.   Nearly 40% of businesses had had contact with an adviser quarterly or more frequently.  In 60% of cases it was less frequent than that.  Where, for example, the contact revolved around grant approval, the business would see be little need for more contact.  There was slightly more regular contact with BDR clients than with Healthcheck clients.  

1.46 Three quarters were happy with the level of contact, many finding it reassuring that the Adviser was there to be contacted if required.  The remainder, 25%, would have liked more contact.  None would have liked less contact, though there were a few who were opposed to the idea of direct and unsought approaches from the Adviser.  The variety of opinions apparent can be illustrated by the following quotations from individual businesses:

 “Depends on what they are selling.  What might be flavour of the month to BG.  Maybe concentrating on the strength they have.  Depends on who comes from BG.                                            

 Nothing required.                                                                                                                                                                                    

 There if we need him.  This is ideal.  Difficulty in finding time to think about these things.  No time to step back.                                                                                      

 No need for it really.                                                                                                                                                                                  

 Would like more, though what has been received so far has been good.  A bit disappointing that no contact on development plan.                                                                                            

 Down to clients to approach them if required.                                                                                                                                                           

 Only when I phone them but they do respond quickly.                                                                                                                                                     

 It would be wrong for them to contact you.                                                                                                                                                               

 After some funding you get a courtesy call.                                                                                                                                                           

 He has been proactive in following us up.                                                                                                                                                                

 Has lots of ideas and would like to discuss with someone at BG.                                                                                                                                          

 Would be good if advisor made a regular (less formal) contact to discuss business issues and retain contact.                                                                                             

 Not sure what the advisor can add to the company on a more regular basis.  Knew how to contact him if we had an issue.                                                                                    

 Not sure what value the advisor can add to the business: we have a strategy / plan which we are adapting.                                                                                              

 Good relationship with advisor and other contacts at SE Fife.                                                                                                                                           

 Knew where to get hold of the advisor.  Balance is about right.”                                                                                                                                           
1.47 These illustrate the balance of comments between:

 businesses which would indeed have liked more contact/support

 those which are perfectly happy with a reactive form of contact (they contact Business Gateway when required)

 those which require nothing much at all. 

1.48 The attitudes of the Advisers and Client Managers are extremely important.  Clearly, this can often be a matter or personal chemistry and in some cases, an Adviser and the main contact in the business just will not get on.  There are clearly some cases where this has occurred, but overall, levels of satisfaction are reasonably good (Table 2.2).  Highest positive scores were for:

 showing an encouraging attitude

 speed in responding and 

 referrals on – which tends to reinforce the earlier findings on this item.  

	Table 2.2: Attitudes of the Adviser/Client Manager

  

	Business Advisor …
	Strongly agree

%
	Agree

%
	Neutral

%
	Disagree

%
	Strongly disagree

%

	….had an encouraging attitude
	54
	30
	11
	3
	0

	….showed a good understanding of our  business 
	35
	35
	19
	8
	0

	….had skills/experience to make a contribution to the business 
	38
	24
	30
	5
	0

	….challenged us in a constructive way
	38
	19
	27
	14
	0

	.…was sufficiently quick in responding
	46
	30
	14
	5
	3

	….was able to make decisions about support
	19
	38
	24
	11
	3

	….referred us on to other appropriate forms of support
	46
	16
	24
	8
	3

	…..pitched support at the right level
	43
	35
	14
	5
	0

	Note:  the small number of ‘don’t knows’ have been excluded from this table.  Thus rows do not sum to 100%.  


1.49 Client Managers and Business Advisers have no delegated authority to make decisions about funding or other discretionary forms of support, and this appears on occasion to have been noticed by the clients.  This may be a matter of how Advisers and Client Managers have presented themselves to clients and may be an additional item to be looked at in moving forward.  That said, over 40% of BDR businesses also believed that there had been skills transfer from the Adviser to the business.  

1.50 There were fewer businesses who believed that the Adviser/Client Manager had a good understanding of the business or had the skills to contribute to the business, though overall the findings were still reasonable.  In respect of all the questions, the answers given by BDR clients were more positive than those from Healthcheck clients.  This is to be expected given the BDR clients receive a more thorough review and generally are expected to receive a more responsive service.  Similarly, scores were slightly lower for ‘challenged us in a constructive way’.  While this has certainly happened in a number of cases (38% of businesses strongly agreed that it had occurred), scores are lower than for other items.  This may be consistent with survey findings about the absence of strategic influence.

1.51 There was little difference between the responses from service industry business and the others, except in the one respect that a higher proportion of service industry businesses strongly believed that they had been challenged in a constructive way.  

1.52 Overall levels of customer satisfaction were also reasonably good (Table 2.3) with over 70% satisfied or very satisfied with most aspects of the service.  Levels of satisfaction fell somewhat in relation to appropriate follow up, however.  Finally, 44% of BDR clients believed that the Business Gateway was vitally important to the business.  

	Table 2.3: Customer satisfaction 

	
	Very satisfied

%
	Quite satisfied

%
	Neither / Nor

%
	Quite Dissatisfied

%
	Very Dissatisfied

%

	Quality of customer service
	46
	30
	16
	8
	0

	Speed of service
	43
	35
	16
	3
	3

	Clear communications
	41
	32
	16
	8
	3

	Appropriate follow-up
	30
	32
	24
	8
	5

	Overall satisfaction
	43
	32
	16
	5
	3


Chapter overview and discussion

1.53 The findings of the survey provide a mainly positive impression of the Business Growth Service.  We can run these findings together with our own impressions based on the nearly 40 interviews undertaken to arrive a rounded picture of what is being done and how it might be improved or developed to fit in with the new arrangements for segmentation.  

1.54 Clients come to the Business Gateway in a number of ways:

 some are looking for funding alone

 some are looking for help with a specific project or to handle a specific problem

 a few are responding to a proactive approach from the Business Gateway (which in some cases has been primarily motivated by the desire to meet the target number of Healthchecks).

1.55 In the main, the service is reactive with few businesses looking for general or strategic support in the first instance.  

1.56 The function of the service is to stretch businesses in the way that was described at the beginning of the chapter.  This has certainly happened in a number of cases judging from the interviews, but it is not always true and mostly it is not.  It is probably optimistic to expect the ideal segmentation model (intervention – development of strategic approach – widening business horizons – living development plan subject to regular review) to be present in all cases, but we might have  expected it to be present in more cases than appears to be present among this group of Fife businesses.  There were, for example, relatively few cases of the Action Plan driving forward fundamental change in the business or of the Adviser being an active driver of change.  

1.57 BDRs have invariably been used with companies, and are considered by the Advisers and Client managers - and by many businesses - to be a useful tool which adds discipline to the relationship between the client and the Adviser.  However, in many cases, our impression is that they have been used principally as an appraisal tool to review the case for financial support under the Fife Council grants scheme.  While the grants scheme is likely to be a useful mechanism for bringing businesses into the support network, and indeed in many cases for providing useful finance, operating as an appraisal tool for grant applications should not be the main purpose of the BDR.  It was not what the BDR was intended to be used for.  To some extent the existence of the grants scheme, which has apparently not been subject to detailed scrutiny among all the partners in the Business Gateway, has resulted in a misapplication of the BDR process.  We believe that the processes of grant appraisal and the BDR should be separated.  

1.58 Other impressions of the BDR process are that:

 It is wide ranging, often illuminating and brings forward many points of action for the business

 These points of action are often, however, not reflected in the Action Plan itself

 The Action Plans are certainly not 'living documents' and sometimes appear to be accorded little importance by the businesses themselves, even though they have been ‘signed off’ by the Client Manager and the main company contact

 There is limited follow up to the Action Plans – mainly if there is a specific point of action for Business Gateway staff 

 In only a very few cases has the adviser been a major influence in driving forward the Action Plans

 The development of strategic thinking within the business rarely emerges from this process – our estimate is that only four or five of the businesses interviewed would acknowledge an influence on strategic thinking.  

1.59 This is not to underestimate the difficulty facing business advisers (nor to underestimate the actual impacts of what has been done with businesses – discussed in the next chapter).  Many businesses just are not up for the development of strategic thinking and there are some who acknowledge that it needs to be done but can ‘never find the management time’.  That said, evidence of ‘stretching’ businesses is pretty limited from our survey, though the Advisers will often try to achieve this (as the evidence about ‘constructive challenging’ in Table 2.2 demonstrated).   And it has to be acknowledged that many businesses only require a limited and specific form of support, from which they might derive some benefit.  In some cases, a degree of frankness about what is required and what is being provided may be required.  

1.60 The question is fundamentally about the purpose of the Business Gateway.  In theory, the Business Gateway is expected to provide services - at one level or another - to a potentially huge client market; that is all businesses which are not Account Managed or Client Managed (as recently re-defined).  We know, from other work that we are involved in, that defining what exactly the Business Gateway should be doing and with which companies is an area of active debate across the SE Network as a whole at the moment.  There is potentially unlimited demand for Business Gateway services and clearly very limited resources.  And while the nature of the intervention with start-ups is fairly clear, well-defined and understood in the marketplace, this is much less true of Business Gateway support to established businesses.  Thus, issues which are being grappled with in Fife are also present in the rest of the country.  

1.61 Looking forward, it would be helpful if this evaluation could help Business Gateway in Fife to develop a philosophy or ethos of intervention.  At the moment, this appears to be present in a limited sense only.  There should be a clear understanding of what the Business Gateway can and is expected to do for existing businesses.  This should be explained to potential clients in a consistent manner.  There needs to be a proper explanation of what the Business Gateway can do for existing businesses at two levels:

 In the marketing of the Business Gateway as a whole – there were many cases of unreasonable or badly-informed expectations on the part of some of the businesses 

 In the explanation that is provided to established businesses at the start of any process of intervention about what shape the process will take and what it is expected to achieve.   

1.62 To look forward, we can see three possible levels of intervention, which should sit reasonably comfortably with the new market segmentation model, as follows.




1.63 This leads to a series of conclusions which form the basis of our recommendations.  They emerge from the evidence of the survey.

 There needs to be a clear statement of what Business Gateway can do with existing businesses – based on a clear philosophy of what is expected as the output

 The philosophy of intervention should be explained consistently through the general marketing of Business Gateway (though we accept that much of this will be driven nationally) and directly to companies at an early point in the relationship

 There should be more selectivity about who should be worked with and how much time they should get, based on four principles:

 their growth prospects

 their willingness to engage at the right level

 the markets which they are in and displacement

 their potential to be included in the ‘pipeline’ of businesses which might merit ‘Designated Relationship Management’ status.

 With these companies, ‘the company should be the project’.

 The BDR process should be applied as was originally intended, and not as a grant appraisal vehicle (though the need for proper appraisal of applications for grants will still need to be recognised).

 Action Plans should be an essential feature of intervention.  The Action Plan should be a separate document from the BDR, though it should follow from it.  There should be a formal process of follow up and review of the Action Plan, whether or not there is to be a specific further intervention from the Business Gateway.  Consideration should be given to calling it a Development Plan rather than an Action Plan.  There is a not too subtle difference in meaning.  
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3:
Impacts

Introduction

2.1 This section of the report looks at the impacts which Business Gateway activity has had on companies, both qualitative impacts and quantitative ones.  It should be made clear that in seeking to find impacts within companies, we asked about those that were derived from all forms of contact which had arisen through the Business Gateway over the period covered, not just those items which had emerged from a BDR/Healthcheck and subsequent Action Plan.  Impacts will have emerged from IT support, grant funding, IIP, Lean Management, Workforce Development etc.  Thus, any impacts which have arisen may well have been partially reflected in any previous evaluations of these separate subjects.  

2.2 However, there is likely to have been some added value in the fact that they were delivered through contact with a Client Manager/Business Adviser or there may have been a higher degree of additionality because of this. Our impression is that businesses would have been much less likely to have taken up the individual forms of supported listed unless they had been introduced to them first through the Adviser/Client Manager.  

2.3 We therefore excluded from the analysis any benefits which had arisen from contact with an intervention which had not occurred through the Business Gateway.  The impacts reported below are therefore likely to have emerged through a range of forms of support.  The distinguishing feature, however, is that businesses were asked to talk about support and impacts delivered through the Business Gateway.  

Qualitative impacts

2.4 Changes to attitudes among assisted businesses can be as important as short-term changes to tangible performance.  It is important that Business Gateway has some effect in this way.  Businesses were asked to comment on a variety of ways in which support received via the Business Gateway – in any form – might have influenced their thinking.  The results (Fig 3.1) show that the greatest influence has been on commitment to learning and development and asset base of the business.  These suggest that the most important influences have been items such as the financial support accessed through grants and Investors in People.    

2.5 There seems to have been relatively little influence in relation to generating a shared vision or ability to plan strategically.  This reflects the findings of the last chapter.  That said, there has been reasonable influence on management confidence and overall business competitiveness.  Influence on competitiveness was much higher among BDR businesses (48% ‘some’ or ‘significant’ impact) than among Healthcheck businesses (20%).   


Impacts on quantitative variables

2.6 All businesses which took part in the evaluation were asked about the influence that all forms of Business Gateway support taken together might have had on key indicators of business performance.  Performance has been reasonable in relation to sales, employment safeguarded and productivity (Table 3.1).    

	Table 3.1:  Broad effects of Business Gateway assistance on business performance 

	
	Significant impact
	Some impact
	Future impact expected
	No impact now or in future

	
	% of companies 
	% of companies 
	% of companies 
	% of companies 

	Sales  
	11
	24
	35
	30

	Employment (safeguarded)
	14
	27
	14
	46

	Employment (created)
	11
	14
	16
	60

	Reduction in costs
	3
	8
	0
	90

	Productivity (output/employee)
	14
	22
	5
	60


2.7 In all of these respects the impacts were higher for BDR companies than for Healthcheck businesses.  Among the BDR businesses, there were significant impacts as follows:

 sales




15%

 employment safeguarded

14%

 productivity



14%.

2.8 Overall, over 80% of assisted businesses believe that they have experience some form of impact following support through the Business Gateway.  

Quantitative impacts in ‘gross’ terms

2.9 Businesses were asked to quantify these results as far as they could.  In many cases, they were able to.  In some cases, there were no impacts, but in a few others there had been impacts but the company was not prepared (or not able) to quantify them, so the figures below might be a small underestimate.  Quantifiable results suggest gross impacts (that is before deductions for non-additionality, displacement and so on) among BDR assisted companies have been:

 £2.76m in sales so far - average of £100,000 per company (on average a 9% increase in turnover), and

 nearly 180 jobs safeguarded (which would otherwise have been under threat) or created – average of 7 per company.

2.10 There have been relatively limited impacts so far among the Healthcheck companies (about £35,000 in gross sales in total) but with some reasonable impacts expected (£130,000 in gross sales overall).  These impacts are not included in the above total.  The figures for net impacts set out next also relate only to BDR companies since the impacts among Healthcheck companies were very small and also because our sample of Healthcheck companies is unlikely to be representative.  This is not true of the sample of BDR companies.  

Impacts in ‘net’ terms

2.11 The gross figures need to converted into net terms to take account of:

 non-additionality or deadweight – supported activity which firms acknowledge that they would definitely or probably have undertaken anyway

 displacement – discussed in chapter two, and 

 multipliers – knock-on effects of increased business for suppliers or spend by employees.

Additionality 

2.12 Additionality can be looked at in relation to firms’ behaviour as well as in quantitative terms.  The whole purpose of a programme of support such as Business Growth Services is to persuade businesses to do things differently.  The extent to which this happens can be one indicator of the success of the programme.  Indeed, Consistent Customer Management makes it clear that the extent of likely additionality should be a key item in appraising whether or how much businesses should be supported.  In reality, this is likely to be difficult for a Client Manager/Business Adviser to measure at the outset, but the survey results can provide an indication of the extent to which with hindsight it actually can be seen to have occurred.  

2.13 There has been an influence on behaviour on over three-quarters of businesses affected (Fig 3.2) with 11% them saying that they would have made none of the changes at all and 67% saying that there has been an influence on the effectiveness or timing of change in behaviour.  These figures are certainly reasonable but show slightly less influence than has been apparent in some other business development programmes which we have been responsible for evaluating.    



2.14 Looking at the question quantitatively, we have applied the individual additionality factor to each individual BDR business’s estimate of impact so far.  This suggests that overall 35% of the turnover generated is additional.  This sharp level of reduction in impact once deadweight is taken into account is not uncommon.  

Displacement 

2.15 Displacement was discussed in chapter two.  We noted that there were some businesses where displacement was high and that support for firms such as these should be avoided in the future.  Overall, however, the displacement figures, expressed quantitatively for BDR companies, are reasonable – 10% at the Fife level and 35% at the Scotland level.  Thus, while some businesses have been supported where displacement is high, there are more where it has been at lower and certainly acceptable levels.  

2.16 This can be further mitigated by reference to companies' expectations of the growth prospects for the market that they are in.  Clearly if a market is growing, the extent of displacement will diminish as businesses compete within a growing pot of sales.  Over 60% of BDR-supported businesses believed that they were in growing markets, with 22% in declining markets.  In this respect, the selection of companies to support appears to have been reasonable.  

Multipliers

2.17 We used standard values for income and supplier multipliers which have been used in SE for some time and which provide values for both Scotland and LEC levels.  

Overall net economic impact

2.18 The results on net economic impact, expressed in terms of sales or turnover, among the 27 BDR-assisted companies so far, are as follows.  

	Table 3.2: Net economic impact among BDR-assisted companies  



	Gross sales generated 
	£2,755,000

	Overall additionality 


	34.5%

	Overall displacement  - Fife 
	10%

	Supplier and income multipliers 
	Scottish Enterprise standard values were used for local and national supplier and income multipliers.  

Supplier multiplier:  local 1.10: national  1.20

Income multiplier:    local 1.05:  national 1.25

	Net sales in Fife 


	£989,000

	Overall displacement – Scotland 
	35%

	Net sales in Scotland 
	£927,000


2.19 Over the 27 BDR assisted companies, net sales impact amounts to nearly £990,000 when expressed at the Fife level and £927,000 at the Scotland level.  This suggests about £37,000 per annum per company in ‘net’ sales at the Fife level, probably equivalent to about one net job per company assisted.  These figures look modest but have to be qualified in two important respects:

 The cost per net company is not high.  We noted earlier that overall it was about £1,000 per business assisted.  This applies to both Healthcheck and BDR businesses.  It is reasonable to assume that the average will be higher for BDR businesses, but even if it is twice this amount, say £2,000 per company, the net impacts show a reasonable return on this investment 

 Most of the interventions have been very recent so many impacts may not have come through yet.  Company estimates of projected impacts were one third higher than those achieved so far, so our figures probably understate the potential benefits of the support received.

2.20 However, it is our view, based on the findings of this and the previous chapter, that these figures can be improved upon through more selective targeting of companies to support and changing some features of the way they are worked with.  This is returned to in the final chapter.  

2.21 Among Healthcheck companies, impacts were low, with relatively low additionality and high displacement at the Scotland level (though considerably less so at the Fife level).  This will not be a surprise to Business Advisers given the reactive nature of the Healthcheck process.  

4:
Conclusions and recommendations

Introduction

2.22 This chapter draws together the general conclusions from this evaluation and suggests a series of recommendations which follow.  The survey has looked at the experience of a variety of businesses of varying scales, sectors, covering all regions of Fife – all of whom had received support over the period 2003-2005 in the form of a BDR (through Client Management) or a Healthcheck (through the Universal service) – both delivered through the Business Gateway in Fife.  Most have also benefited from a variety of other interventions such as grant support, IIP, Lean Management or ICT help and where this has been delivered at least in part through the Business Gateway, it has formed part of this evaluation.  

Impacts

2.23 As a result of this support, there have been impacts on Fife businesses, both in terms of quantifiable measures as well as in relation to changes in attitudes.  Most of these have occurred in the Client Managed companies which have received a BDR.  Among these businesses, ‘gross’ impacts have been of the order of £100,000 in sales per company, falling to £37,000 once deadweight, displacement and multipliers are taken into account.  These appear to us to be reasonable and run alongside findings which suggest that over 40% of firms which have received the service believe that it has had some degree of impact on their competitiveness.  

2.24 Ratings for the overall quality of the service and for the Client Managers and Business Advisers are good.  Additionality overall is reasonable and displacement is within what we understand to be acceptable levels, though in some individual cases of companies supported it is up to or at 100% at the Scotland level.  The overall performance of the service among BDR-assisted companies has been positive; impacts among Healthcheck companies are generally very limited, however.  

2.25 The system for segmenting the market for assisted companies in the SE area has recently been overhauled.  Though there are now differences compared with what went before, the main principles of good client/adviser relationships are likely to remain the same.  There will continue to be important questions about who the Business Gateway targets and what is done with these companies.  These questions are present across Scotland and are not confined to Fife.  Much of this revolves around how to match demand, which is potentially infinite, with supply, which clearly is not.  

2.26 We believe that there are some lessons emerging from this particular evaluation which could be helpful in influencing the shape of support for businesses through the Business Gateway over the coming period and in the context of the new model.  

Targeting companies

2.27 There are strengths about the how Business Growth Services has been delivered in Fife over the period covered, not least, the generally high regard among businesses for the Client Managers and Business Advisers.  However, it has not been delivered quite as it should have been, particularly if the system described in ‘Consistent Client Management’ is considered.  This specified that in each case:

 the companies worked with would be those which were prepared to engage strategically with the adviser

 there would be a review of the business 

 this would be followed by the Action/Development Plan which would be an independent and regularly reviewed entity

 there would be a focus on objectives and strategic thinking.

2.28 It might be idealistic to expect this to have occurred in every single transaction with companies.  However, it does not appear to have happened in very many cases among the companies interviewed for this evaluation.  And while in some cases it may probably have occurred in a less formal way than that described above (and the dropping of targets for BDRs and Healthchecks may suggest that a less formal structure for support might be expected in the future) there have been many cases where the support appears to have been ad hoc in nature.  Thus, many of the businesses supported have engaged with the Network to secure grant funding for a specific project or some other very limited and specific form of intervention.  Some of the expressions of satisfaction with the service among this group will probably be because grant funding is what they were looking for and that is exactly what they have received.     

2.29 The approach to working with companies has in the main been reactive and with relatively few instances of the Adviser/Client Manager ‘driving forward’ change within the company.  It has to be accepted that in many cases, companies which can genuinely benefit from some form of support do not want active engagement by the Client Manager/Adviser and there may be no harm (and there can be some benefit) in supporting some companies this way.  However, often the attitude among these companies has been:

 “Businesses don't want hassle of meetings / written stuff.  Don't want business plans - all unnecessary

 Business only looking for financial support  - nothing more

 Too much time has to be spent on analysis and business plans.  Business don't have the time to take their eye of the ball.”                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

2.30 The impression from the evaluation is that providing ad hoc support to companies, often through the Fife Council grants fund, has itself been the driving force of the service.  Development of strategic thinking among companies or broad planning for the future have not been present to a great extent, with most interventions partial in nature.  

2.31 In the future, under the new model, it might be expected that more support would be given to those companies which are willing to engage at a different level and are indeed looking for advice on the broad way forward and the development of strategy.  Our estimate would be that about 30% of the BDR companies interviewed would fall into this category.  These are companies, for example which:

 have growth potential (para 2.14)

 are looking for general advice rather than support for one project (para 2.21)

 have already demonstrated that they can engage with the Client Manager/Business Adviser (para 2.28).

2.32 Comments from companies such as these include:

 “Huge support, very helpful.  Would have wanted more follow up with the development plan.  Puzzled that this hasn't happened.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

 Good to have an outsider to talk to - especially someone with experience, all had good experience.  A comfort to have around, enthusiasm helped.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

 Appreciative of the support offered to us

 Some companies could do with more support in putting plans together

 Looking for some proactivity.  I would prefer to have someone to speak to, identify what needs to be done and go and do it

 Over the years it has certainly been vitally important.  All down to how you get on with the guy.”                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

2.33 These are companies that are willing to talk about wider items, including strategy, where the additionality of the Client Manager support as a sounding board and even driving force, would be high.  Many companies, including some of those assisted so far, are not like this and look for minimal involvement alone.  In some of these cases where grant funding had been provided, additionality was low – the companies would have had to find the funding from one source or another and probably would have been able to without jeopardising the business.  While some support might be offered to businesses such as these in the future (and it is often hard to turn businesses down for ‘advice’), the support which they are offered should be minimal.  

2.34 In terms of whom to work with, it is very important that a consistent message is sent out about what Business Gateway is there for and what businesses might expect.  As noted earlier, there were many examples of misplaced expectations.  There needs to be a clear philosophy for Business Gateway intervention and support for existing businesses which recognises that it is principally strategy and growth driven and not grant driven.  The confusion in clients’ minds at present can be illustrated by the following quotations from business in the survey:

 “Should promote themselves better - we don't know what they do unless they tell us.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

 Business Gateway should clearly say what they do for existing businesses and what they do not do.  Would have perceived them as for start-ups alone.  

 Need to make sure people are aware of the assistance that is out there, particularly the advisor support. Should promote BG website more                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

 Not sure that BG understand the issues faced by established companies - more suited to start-ups and dealing with crisis

 Make an effort to contact companies every 4/5 months to discuss the business and its environment.  The relationship with the advisor is important and this doesn't appear to get time to develop and mature                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 Not clear just how they can help (apart from start-ups). Not clear how they can help existing companies to grow. Would have been helpful if this had been clarified. 

 Lots of businesses don't know that BG / SE Fife actually exist and what they do. Get the right message e.g. advice, information.” 

2.35 Marketing of the Business Gateway is a national matter, but it might be expected that some local marketing will take place and we believe that this should be clear about what Business Gateway can actually do and would intend to do with individual companies.  Similarly, at the start of the process of working with a company, it should be made clear what this is about from the Business Gateway’s perspective.  If the company does not really want to engage at this level then there will be others that will.  Without a doubt, a process something like this operates informally at present, with Advisers and Client Managers taking a view on what degree of time might be appropriate to a particular client company.  There would be value, however, in making this process more open and explicit with companies, drawing their attention to the fact that the whole purpose of support was to promote strategic thinking and company growth and that all the various individual programmes of support which might be brought to bear would effectively be lined up behind this over-riding objective.  

2.36 It should be a priority to seek out other companies, such as the 30% in the sample which displayed the right attitudes.  This may mean refreshing the former list of Client Managed Companies or looking among the Healthcheck companies for evidence of willingness to engage and growth potential.  One or two of the Universal businesses that were interviewed would appear to us to fall into this category.  

2.37 As was noted in chapter two, needs are always likely to be such that the relationship will vary from one company to another  - as will the time required for reach.  We made the suggestion, repeated here, that there might be three levels of engagement, which should sit reasonably comfortably with the new market segmentation model, with by far the most time allocated to those at the ‘strategic development level as indicated below:







The process of engagement

2.38 We appreciate that there are now no targets for numbers of BDRs or Healthchecks to be delivered through the Business Gateway (although they are still expected to be delivered and Business Advisers will also be expected to deliver leads to the Specialist Team in SEF).  However, the evidence of the survey is that the BDR especially is useful as a discipline for those companies that wish to engage as well as for Client Managers/Advisers.  As was also discussed in chapter two, in many cases they have not been used properly and have functioned as an appraisal tool for grant applications.  

2.39 In addition, Action Plans have not had an independent life and have rarely driven forward change in the companies.  

2.40 The review process nonetheless is potentially a very valuable one – and one which some companies interviewed would welcome – but it appears to have become muddied with the grant-giving process.  As we look forward to the implementation of the new segmentation model, it will be important to learn from the experience of delivering Business Growth services over the last two years and to pick out those elements of good adviser/client relationships which should characterise the service delivered by Business Gateway in future.  

Recommendations

2.41 The analysis leads to the following recommendations for SEF and Business Gateway in Fife to consider as they move forward.


Philosophy of intervention.  There needs to be a clear statement of what Business Gateway will do with existing businesses – based on an indication of what is expected as the output and pointing the business towards strategic thinking and growth.


Marketing and explanation. The philosophy of intervention should be explained consistently:

 first, through the general marketing of Business Gateway (though we accept that much of this will be driven nationally) and 

 second, directly to companies at an early point in any relationship


Who is worked with.  There should be more selectivity about who should be worked with and how much time they should get, based on four principles:

 their growth prospects

 their willingness to engage at the right level

 the markets which they are in and displacement

 their potential to be included in the ‘pipeline’ of businesses which might merit ‘Designated Relationship Management’ status.

With these businesses, the company should be the project.


 The BDR process.  This should be applied as was originally intended, and not as a grant appraisal vehicle (though the need for proper appraisal of applications for grants will still need to be recognised).

.

Action Plans/Development Plans.  Action Plans should be an essential feature of intervention.  The Action Plan should be a separate document from the BDR, though it should follow from it.  There should be a formal process of follow up and review of the Action Plan, whether or not there is to be a specific further intervention from the Business Gateway.  Consideration should be given to calling it a Development Plan rather than an Action Plan.    
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Lower again priority.  Accept that this job needs to be done and could bring some benefits in relation to economic development.    





Signposting





Fig 3.1: Business Gateway qualitative impact 





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





There will be some companies looking for a specific and limited intervention and nothing more – but who might still generate net economic impact.  Limited time would be spent with them doing due diligence though there might be a hope that this limited support might lead to a broader intervention.  Lower priority





Fig 3.2: Additionality 





The key target audience being companies willing to engage beyond a specific and limited intervention.  Targeted at growth companies with ‘the company as the project’.  Feeding the ‘pipeline’.
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Lower again priority.  Accept that this job needs to be done and could bring some benefits in relation to economic development.    





Signposting





There will be some companies looking for a specific and limited intervention and nothing more – but who might still generate economic impact.  Limited time would be spent with them doing due diligence though there might be a hope that this limited support might lead to a broader intervention.  Lower priority





The key target audience being companies willing to engage beyond a specific and limited intervention.  Targeted at growth companies with ‘the company as the project’.  Feeding the ‘pipeline’.
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Signposting





Due Diligence





Strategic engagement





Fig 2.2: Trading pattern of BDR assisted companies 





Strategic engagement
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Fig 2.3: Referrals on  
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Fig 2.1: Sector distribution of businesses  





Lower again priority.  Accept that this job needs to be done and could bring some benefits in relation to economic development.    





Due Diligence





There will be some companies looking for a specific and limited intervention and nothing more – but who might still generate net economic impact.  Limited time would be spent with them doing due diligence though there might be a hope that this limited support might lead to a broader intervention.  Lower priority











Strategic engagement





The key target audience being companies willing to engage beyond a specific and limited intervention.  Targeted at growth companies with ‘the company as the project’.  Feeding the ‘pipeline’.




















� These guidelines are largely taken from the Consistent Customer Management document of February 2004.  This would have been expected to guide activity with companies over the period of the evaluation.  


� Information provided by the Business Gateway.


� There appear to be no data on the characteristics of the population of BDR and Healthcheck companies overall, so we cannot comment on the extent to which the sample is representative.  


� This total includes funding becoming available through recycling of the receipts from repayable grants.
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BDR

		Case		Company		Service		Turnover 2002-2003		Turnover 2003-2004		Turnover 2004-2005		Turnover Expected		Employees 2002-2003		Employees 2002-2003		Employees 2002-2003		Employees Expected		Actual Impact: Sales		Actual Impact: Emp Safeguarded		Actual Impact: Emp Created		Actual Impact: Reduced Costs		Actual Impact: Productivity		Projected Impact: Sales		Projected Impact: Emp Safeguarded		Projected Impact: Emp Created		Projected Impact: Reduced Costs		Projected Impact: Producivity		Additionality		How much less effective?		How much later?		Sales: Fife		Sales: Rest of Scotland		Sales: Rest of UK		Sales: Outside UK		Sales Growth: Fife		Sales Growth: Scotland

		2		Print Beyond		BDR		170,000		200,000		280,000		300,000		3		3		4		4		80,000		0		0		0		30												Would have made changes, but later				6		80		20		0		0		80		100

		7		Thes McGilvray and sons		BDR		342,000		380,000		414,000		500,000		8		9		10		12		80,000		3		1				10		90,000		4		1				10		Would have made changes, but less effective		70				70		25		5		0		0		90

		8		Water coolers (Scotland) LTD		BDR		800,000		1,000,000		1,200,000		1,500,000		23		24		25		25																						Would have made changes, but less effective		25				20		78		2		0		10		60

		10		Flosuite		BDR		600,000		700,000		750,000		3,000		8		10		12		18		200,000										500,000				6						Would have made changes, but less effective		75				0		0		90		10		0		0

		11		Octagon Specialist Engineering		BDR				500,000		70,000		900,000		0		7		15		17		200,000														2						Would have made all changes						10		70		20		0		20		100

		12		Stakly quality foods		BDR		300,000		300,000		300,000		400,000		4		4		4		4												100,000		4								Would have made changes, but less effective		50				10		84		5		10		0		50

		15		Golgen		BDR		0		0		4,500,000		4,500,000		0		0		80		0		1,200,000		20		0		0														Don't Know						10		50		30		10		0		0

		16		IT works		BDR		125,000		150,000		200,000		500,000		4		5		6		12												300,000		6		6						Would have made changes, but later				12		85		15		0		0		0		0

		17		Nationwide Gas care		BDR		500,000		600,000		800,000		1,200,000		9		9		11		13		0		10		1		0		0		320,000		0		0		0				Would not have made changes						50		50		0		0		15		85

		18		Glen Fab		BDR		400		750,000		1,950,000		3,000,000		6		16		22		25		500,000				5		0		10										0		Would have made changes, but less effective		25				25		70		5		0		25		90

		20		Pro-Duct		BDR		500,000		600,000		750,000		1,000,000		16		20		30		30		150,000		20		10				30												Would have made changes, but less effective		30				5		75		20		0

		21		John Henderson		BDR		1,500,000		1,800,000		2,000,000		2,700,000		18		20		22		27		100,000		1		2																Would not have made changes						95		5		0		0				90

		22		Forrester Park Resort		BDR		750,000		900,000		1,200,000		1,200,000		20		18		16		16		75,000		2																		Would have made changes, but less effective		70				5		25		10		60		20		30

		23		Eastfield Fresh Produce		BDR		1,800,000				1,800,000		3,500,000		28				28		30																						Would have made all changes						30		70		0		0				20

		24		AXYZ Engineering		BDR		122,000		228,000		211,000		400,000		4		4		9		12						7				15		120,000										Would have made changes, but less effective		70				90		10		0		0		40		50

		25		Dyglen Engineering Ltd		BDR		482,000		522,000		660,000		1,000,000		16		20		23		25										5												Would have made changes, but later				6		60		25		10		5		15		20

		26		Premier Engineering & Signs Ltd		BDR		340,000		390,000		480,000		550,000		10		10		12		14										15												Would have made changes, but later				12		95		2		3		0		10		20

		27		Spraymakers Ltd		BDR		1,300,000		1,400,000		1,100,000		3,000,000		30		30		30		45				30																		Would not have made changes						5		49		46		0		5		5

		28		ATC Systems		BDR		5,800,000		5,300,000		4,800,000		6,500,000		80		70		56		65				56						15		1,000,000								15		Would have made changes, but less effective		40				0		80		20		0				25

		29		FX Simulation		BDR		900,000		900,000		1,000,000		1,300,000		8		9		10		11		50,000								5		180,000										Would have made changes, but less effective		50				2		13		75		10

		30		Newburgh Clothing & Textiles Ltd		BDR		500,000		450,000		400,000		1,000,000		21		17		16																								Would have made all changes						1		60		33		6				60

		31		Flectchers of Auchtermuchty		BDR		110,000		120,000		150,000		190,000		5		5		5		7		40,000		1								50,000		1								Would have made changes, but less effective		50				40		15		45		0				15

		33		VZS Seago		BDR		3,700,000		3,800,000		4,100,000		7,000,000		85		85		90		130																						Would have made changes, but less effective		10				5		10		51		34

		34		Cambo House		BDR		180,000		190,000		200,000		275,000		20		20		20		20																						Would have made all changes						0		25		60		15		100		100

		35		Fivex		BDR				5,000		40,000		1,000,000				2		2		4												900,000				2						Would have made changes, but later				6		10		30		50		10

		36		St Andrews Aquarium		BDR		280,000		350,000		300,000		350,000		10		10		10		10		30,000		10																		Would have made changes, but later				24		20		50		20		10		100		100

		37		Lomond Engineering		BDR		490,000		490,000		500,000		600,000		13		15		15		15																						Don't Know						15		85		0		0		75		25

												1,116,852		1,643,259

																																																		31		40		22		7
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Healthcheck

		Case		Company		Service		Turnover 2002-2003		Turnover 2003-2004		Turnover 2004-2005		Turnover Expected		Employees 2002-2003		Employees 2002-2003		Employees 2002-2003		Employees Expected		Actual Impact: Sales		Actual Impact: Emp Safeguarded		Actual Impact: Emp Created		Actual Impact: Reduced Costs		Actual Impact: Productivity		Projected Impact: Sales		Projected Impact: Emp Safeguarded		Projected Impact: Emp Created		Projected Impact: Reduced Costs		Projected Impact: Producivity		Additionality		How much less effective?		How much later?		Sales: Fife		Sales: Rest of Scotland		Sales: Rest of UK		Sales: Outside UK		Sales Growth: Fife		Sales Growth: Scotland

		1		Doe Sport (North)		Healthcheck		1,600,000		2,000,000		2,150,000		3,150,000		4		5		7		9		25,000		1		0		0														Would have made changes, but less effective		50				10		80		10		0		0		0

		3		JC Morris and sons		Healthcheck		420,000		430,000		450,000		50,000		5		5		5		5												30,000		1		0		0		0		Don't Know						100		0		0		0		0		100

		4		Serrutier LTD		Healthcheck						80,000		250,000						4		10												50,000										Would have made changes, but less effective		20				75		25		0		0		60		90

		5		Wee Wild Flower		Healthcheck										0		0		2		3																						Would have made all changes						90		10		0		0		80		20

		6		Inter Co Nexus		Healthcheck		280,000		300,000		480,000		1,500,000		6		8		10		20		0		0		0		0		0		50,000		0		0		0		0		Would have made changes, but less effective		6				8		70		4		18		0		0

		9		Ideal services		Healthcheck		1,000,000		1,500,000		2,000,000		3,500,000		13		13		15		20																						Would have made changes, but less effective		5				2		78		20		0		0		100

		13		Forte Business Consultants LTD		Healthcheck		125,000		25,000		400,000		650,000		3		6		10		13																						Don't Know						50		50		0		0		10		80

		14		David Douglas Cabinet Makers		Healthcheck		480,000		750,000		1,300,000		2,000,000		15		20		25		30																						Would have made changes, but less effective		10				30		70		0		0		10		40

		19		Wilkinson Golf		Healthcheck		1,100,000		1,100,000		1,200,000		1,500,000		5		5		6		9																						Don't Know						0		0		0		100		0		100

		32		Glenrothes Hire Ltd		Healthcheck		100,000		100,000		100,000		100,000		4				4		4		10,000		0																		Would have made changes, but later				6		90		10		0		0		75		100

												906,667		1,411,111

																																																		46		39		3		12

														1.56

												2,150,000		3,150,000		333,333

												450,000		50,000		-133,333

												80,000		250,000		56,667

												480,000		1,500,000		340,000

												2,000,000		3,500,000		500,000

												400,000		650,000		83,333

												1,300,000		2,000,000		233,333

												1,200,000		1,500,000		100,000

												100,000		100,000		0
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