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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.
This is an overview interim evaluation of 8 multi-year continuing business development programmes consolidated into a “Growing Businesses” group of a larger number of ongoing programmes which receive an annual expenditure approval by SEFV Board within a three year rolling funding allocation process.  The programmes are:

· Smarter Businesses

· High Growth Start Up

· Tourism Growth

· Investors in People

· Forth Valley Innovation Grant (Small Companies Innovation Support)

· Expert Help

· E-Business Development and Support

· Leadership/Management Development

2.
The first three are generic support  programmes including account managed business.  The remainder address specific business development issues or opportunities.  The programmes are a mix of  SE national and SEFV local programmes.  All offer various forms of grant assistance towards consultancy or otherwise sub-contracted business development advisory services.  There is a considerable degree of interaction between programmes within the group.


3.
The budget for 2002-03 for this group of programmes was £1.208 millions.  There were broadly similar budgets for the two previous financial years.  Individual programme budgets varied between £350,000 and £80,000.  The scale of financial support offered to any participating business in the course of any financial year is relatively small.  Such support is offered on the basis of de minimis  within EU State Aid rules.  The recipient companies are primarily SMEs.

4. 
A conventional quantitative interim evaluation was not possible for this group of programmes.  The support given acts primarily on the internal resource base of businesses.  Combined with of the small scale of support offered and the composite support from different programmes, this made the quantitative allocation of impacts impossible.  Accordingly a qualitative methodology was adopted using a “golden sample” best case to identify participant experience and impacts.  A total of 52 supported companies were interviewed using a telephone survey.

5.
The overall findings show that business directors consider these programmes to be relevant to their business needs.  They recognise the improvements that have been made to their business performance, internal efficiency and long term viability by SEFV support.  The additionality of SEFV support is considerably higher than had been anticipated.  While the economic impacts derived from direct business performance are only moderate, there are enough to suggest that a significant scale of economic benefit is derived from this group of programmes.  Findings for the group as a whole and for individual programmes are considered.

6.
The interim evaluation concludes that this group programmes is worthwhile and that it does achieve its objectives of improving and strengthening the Forth Valley economic base by “growing businesses”.  However, some deficiencies of administrative process and technical support affect the delivery of programmes, detract from their success, and need to be addressed.  Efforts should also be made to extend access to these programmes for all local businesses with economic development potential.

INTRODUCTION

1.1
We were commissioned by Scottish Enterprise Forth Valley (SEFV) on 18  February 2003 to carry out an interim evaluation of a group of 8 programmes representing the LEC’s  continuing portfolio of multi-year support to companies directed at assisting business development in Forth Valley.  The commission was originally intended to be completed by 30 April 2003, but a moratorium on contact with companies in the April campaigning period for the Scottish parliamentary election led to a revised completion date of 26 May 2002.  The research for this commission was carried out in March and May 2003  by Roger Leclerc and Professor Mark Brownrigg.

Context

1.2
The programmes included in this interim evaluation are:

· PH0282  Smarter Businesses  (SB)

· PH0144  High Growth Start Up  (HGSU)

· PH0146  Tourism Growth  (TG)

· PH0141  Investors in People  (IIP)

· PH0136  Forth Valley Innovation Grant   (FVIG)

   (Small Companies Innovation Support)

· PH0137  Expert Help  (EH)

· PH0114  E-Business Development and Support  (EBUS) 

· PH0281 Leadership/Management Development

· Manager for Hire  (MH)

· Leadership Development  (LD)

MH/LD in effect consists of the two separate programmes shown above, FVIG & EH while not synonymous are very closely related, and EBUS contains a portfolio of sub programmes (8 in 2002-03).  Some of these programmes are Scottish Enterprise national programmes implemented by the LEC,  while others are local Forth Valley initiatives in whole or in part.

A ninth programme in the original brief  - PH0147 Tourism Business Skills Seminars -was discontinued for 2003-04 and was withdrawn from the evaluation.

1.3
These programmes have a fairly complex interaction. They fall into two categories:

· three which can be classed as generic support platforms either for 

ongoing account managed businesses in any sector or for support directed at specified key sectors (Smarter Businesses / High Growth Start Up / Tourism Growth).

· the remaining five,  which offer specific forms of problem solving or developmental support.  

1.4
A summary overview of  nature of the support offered by each programme is given in section 3. The delivery of support is in part by “hands-on” involvement with companies by programme managers or other directly employed SEFV staff,  and in the majority of cases also by the use of external consultants working with the recipient company on specific issues.  In many cases the actual support offered is a financial contribution to the cost of such consultancy services.  Access to programme support  by a company may result from a  direct approach by a business or from referral by an external source (public or private) or internally by programme managers,  with the three generic programmes acting as the principal internal feeder routes.  These programmes are not marketed to businesses in the general sense.   A company may receive “once only” support or it may obtain multiple access and multiple combinations of support on varying timescales.

1.5
The 8 programmes which are the subject of evaluation accounted for  2002-03 out-turn expenditure of £1,107,114 against a 2002-03 operating plan budget of £1,028,000. This was a 7.7% overspend on the initial budget as a result of budget adjustments in the course of the year.  The overall out-turn expenditure in 2002-03 was 1.1% lower than for 2001-02 (£1,119,174) and 8.3% higher than for 2000-01 (£1,021,427) for the same programmes.  In broad terms therefore, an equivalent level of overall expenditure of £1.0-£1.1 millions has been maintained year on year over three years.  However, this overall picture masks scale variations for individual programmes.  The patterns of expenditure are reviewed later (Section 3 below).

1.6
This evaluation takes place at a time when the SEN Business Transformation process is starting to be implemented across the LEC network.  This involves the standardisation of business support programmes and processes in an attempt to achieve consistent customer management,  and a customer segmentation strategy which is intended to offer defined differentiated levels and routes to business development support  for both companies and individuals according to an assessment of their likely economic development impact.  The administration of some of the programmes within this evaluation is likely to be affected by this change in varying degrees.

Objectives of the Interim Evaluation

1.7
 The scale of this evaluation, in terms of the number of programmes included is substantial. Any one of the programmes might have been subjected to an interim evaluation requiring about the same timeframe as ours for the eight.  This is an overview interim evaluation. It is based  on four objectives :

· review of the performance and impact of the existing on-going programmes against their original strategic and operational objectives and targets  with an analysis of how these programmes have been delivered through the Forth Valley Business Gateway.

· identify any modifications or changes in the design and/or delivery of these programmes that might improve their performance and delivery.

· identify their continued relevance to the economic development issues they are attempting to address.

· identify any gaps that might help address the challenges affecting the performance of the Forth Valley economy.

The nature of this interim evaluation as an overview scan across eight programmes together with the nature of the programmes themselves have had a significant impact on the depth of analysis we could undertake and  on the methodology adopted.  Some key issues of methodology are considered in Section 2 below.

Report Structure

1.8
This report consists of four further sections:

· Section 2 explains the methodology adopted. This is important in relation to the interpretation of the findings from the primary research carried out.

· Section 3  reviews and attempts to codify the key features and context for the group of ongoing programmes as a whole  with a summary review of the achievement of the targets set for them in 2002-03.

· Section 4  analyses the sample survey results for the group and the individual programmes.

· Section 5 considers our overall conclusions.

· An appendix contains a summary for each programme.
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METHODOLOGY

2.1
In our tender for this commission our stated intention was to adopt a methodology well tested in a substantial number of earlier interim evaluations consisting in essence of two stages:

· discussions with individual managers

·  on their experience of the way each programme operated and its impacts, strengths and weaknesses

· a review of papers and the assembly by us from data supplied by managers of factual detail about the way each programme operated which was consistent between programmes.

· a stratified random sample survey of 8-10 client businesses for each programme which would allow us 

· to collect qualitative data about company experience of programme participation and programme delivery 

· to collect quantitative performance data which would allow us to make an impact calculation of net additionality within the standard methodology defined in Scottish Enterprise guidelines for appraisal and evaluation of projects and programmes.

Logistical time/cost issues for this commission required the mechanism for the survey to be a telephone questionnaire.

2.2
In the event,  our first stage discussions with managers brought to light two issues and a conclusion which in our view required a variation of the approach adopted for the survey of companies:

· First,  as our detailed understanding of the nature and variable scale of these programmes grew, we concluded that the type of support offered would primarily affect the quality of the internal resource base in most companies. While this would influence longer term viability and performance, it would be difficult verging on arbitrary, to allocate the quantitative impact of this improvement on current levels of turnover, profit or employment.  The problem of attributing quantitative impact was exacerbated by the relatively low level of assistance given to any individual company by any individual programme. It would be difficult in most cases to identify a specific performance impact which could be linked to the scale of the support.

· Second,  a significant number of companies within the overall portfolio have obtained assistance from multiple programmes and/or repeat assistance from a particular programme on short timescales.  Our previous experience of company surveys has demonstrated that businessmen find it impossible to distinguish the impact on business operations of small single elements of a composite support package.  “Programme” specification is a public sector management control tool neither generally understood nor recognised by most businessmen in the SME sector.  The majority of businessmen interviewed for this commission did not know/remember the name of the programme(s) through which they had received support from SEFV.

2.3
As a result, was highly unlikely that we would be able to complete a standard quantitative calculation of net additionality in which we had any confidence. In the context of an interim evaluation, it seemed to us that  from a SEFV policy  review perspective, it would be more useful  to show whether and which  components of net additionality were present  and could be directly linked  to the SEFV support.  The surest way to do this was by reference to company directors who had direct experience of the support offered and who would know  the  impact it had had on the business.  However, this assessment  would be impossible to formally quantify, and a wholly qualitative approach would need to be adopted.

2.4
This change of approach was suggested to SEFV and was agreed with them as client in April 2003.  Subsequently, we asked each programme manager to select for us around 10 companies which in their view had benefited most from participation in their programme in either 2002-03 or 2001-02. A standard questionnaire was used for all programmes and companies were notified by SEFV email of the impending survey. In addition to the always intended qualitative questions on programme participation and programme delivery, the survey required qualitatively scored (1-5, with 5 high) answers from company directors (usually the MD) or proprietors/partners to a series of questions about the perceived impact of the package of support given by SEFV on

· improved sales (turnover)

· improved profitability

· increased employment

· improved internal business efficiency

· enhanced long term business strength

in addition, benchmarking data was collected to establish

· the present level of turnover.

· the present level of FTE employment.

· the proportion of employees living within Forth Valley to establish economic leakage rates.

· the location of principal competitors to give some indication of factor displacement.

2.5
The survey was piloted by combining the FVIG & EH programmes from a sample selected directly by us after reading individual casefiles and discussions with the programme manager.  These programmes were used as the pilot because we felt that greatest identifiable net additionality would be derived from the support offered, because it was applied to product or process development directly affecting sales performance.  Turnover, profitability and employment questions related to the present and to the future within 3 years.  While businessmen could at least identify possible future turnover or profitability impacts, they had much greater difficulty with assessing future derived employment.  This proved to be impossible for most other programmes so reported employment impacts are restricted to the present situation.  Similarly, while the FVIG/EH and subsequently SB respondents were able to make broad assessments of the proportion of turnover increase they could reasonably attribute to SEFV support, this was impossible for all the other programmes and is therefore not reported for the group.

2.6
As a basis for analysis, from the survey results combined average scores to questions have been calculated for the group of 8 programmes, together with average scores for individual programmes.  This relationship is then considered in the context of known features or issues associated with each programme. When making an  interpretation of the results, it is essential to remember that this is a “golden sample” representing the best case position for these programmes and not an average position.  

Sample Size:

2.7
The gross overall size of the sample selected by managers was 81 companies.  Managers made their selections without reference to any other programmes and as a result a few companies appeared in more than one list.   These were included in the prime support programme but eliminated from others because as noted above, it is impossible for a businessman to identify even qualitative impacts against different components of support.  Further, in terms of fieldwork practicality it is not feasible to interview company directors more than once in the same survey.  Two businesses refused to participate and were eliminated. Overlaps and refusals reduced the sample total to 68 businesses.

	Programme
	Selected

gross
	eliminated

overlap/refused
	eliminated 

no contact 
	Surveyed

net

	Smarter Businesses
	13
	2
	1
	10

	High Growth Start Up
	9
	2
	1
	6

	Tourism Growth
	10
	1
	3
	6

	Forth Valley Innovation Grant (SCIS)

Expert Help    (survey pilots)
	13
	1
	2
	10

	Manager for Hire
	10
	2
	2
	6

	Leadership Development
	10
	3
	4
	3

	E-Business Development & Support
	8
	1
	1
	6

	Investors in People
	8
	1
	2
	5

	Total sample
	81
	13
	16
	52


2.8
The survey was conducted over 7 working days between 9 May and 19 May. In that time it proved to be impossible to contact 16 companies after 5-8 attempts on different days and times and they were eliminated, leaving a completed sample of 52 businesses.  We are satisfied that the overall sample size is sufficient for purpose.  The small size of some of the programme samples creates problems for the interpretation of results for some individual programmes,  but we consider them acceptable in the context of time pressure for the completion of the evaluation.  A high rate of elimination occurred for the Leadership Development Programme, but the small number of participants overall gave no opportunity to add in more businesses.  Three of the Tourism Growth sample had received Leadership Development training as part of a support package.

THE PROGRAMMES AS A GROUP

3.1 
This section provides a descriptive outline narrative of the organisation of this group of programmes,  its pattern of spend from 2000-01 to 2002-03 and the achievement of 2002-03 performance targets, together with an analysis of issues relating to local and national programme status and programme delivery in the context of the SEN business transformation process.

3.2
This group of 8 programmes represents the “Growing Businesses” stream of a larger number of projects and programmes (total 29,  principally Skills and Learning programmes) now designated in the SEFV Operating Plan as “ongoing programmes”.  This designation means that they run over a number of years and do not have a defined exit point.  Expenditure approval is confirmed by the SEFV Board annually and for an additional two years forward (i.e. there is a rolling funding allocation process), subject to continuing funding availability, changes in strategic priorities, and satisfactory performance monitoring and evaluation.

3.3
All the individual programmes contained within the Growing Businesses group are directed towards business development activities which will selectively strengthen and develop the company base within Forth Valley.  These programmes have origins mostly in the mid 1990s but with changes of focus in their operation over time:

	Programme
	Formation

	Smarter Businesses
	1999

	High Growth Start Up
	1999

	Tourism Growth
	1997

	Investors in People
	1995 (?)

	Forth Valley Innovation Grant (SCIS)
	1996

	Expert Help
	1997

	E-Business Development and Support
	1999

	Leadership/Management Development
	2000


Investors in People was established as a UK national programme in 1990. The Tourism Growth programme changed significantly from 2002-03 when property support was excluded.  The Leadership/Management Development Programme was developed in mid 2000, with a separate budget in 2001.  E-Business Development and Support was developed in 1999, with a separate budget in 2000. It has experienced a significant expansion of its activities in 2001, continuing into 2002.

Operational Activities

3.4
The key identifying activities for these programmes are:

· Smarter Businesses is the primary vehicle for the direct account management of existing companies in Forth Valley from any sector which fall within the SEN definition of innovative farsighted companies and are likely to generate significant economic development benefits for the local area and for the Scottish economy.

· High Growth Start Up is a similar vehicle for entirely new companies and is a key nursery route for subsequent adoption into the Smarter Businesses programme.  The emphasis of this programme is towards high technology businesses.

· Tourism Growth offers holistic support to companies in the leisure and tourism sector which is identified as a key priority for growth in SEFV’s Global Change Local Challenge Strategy.  The programme contributes to sustainable community development and employment generation in rural areas and is focused primarily on the EU defined “transitional areas” of Forth Valley.

· Investors in People is the local implementation of the UK national Standard which sets a level of good practice for the training and development of people to achieve business goals in any business or non commercial organisation.
· Forth Valley Innovation Grant  is the local incarnation of the Small Companies Innovation Scheme and offers financial support to small companies for the development of new products and processes where there is a significant degree of innovation and some risk.

· Expert Help offers support to SME companies to allow them access to specialist advice or skills required as ancillary support for the development of new products and/or processes.

· E-Business Development and Support offers various levels of advice, support and research for the adoption of e-commerce and specialist sub-programmes directed towards creating ITC infrastructure and encouraging e-commerce utilization in remoter rural areas.

· Leadership/Management  Development offers two distinctive forms of support which run as separate programmes:

· Leadership Development  provides skills training to individual managers.  

· Manager for Hire provides access for companies to consultancy services focused on business management expertise initially in relation to finance, marketing and human resources.  In  2002 the range was broadened to allow strategic, operational and general business development issues to be addressed.

A more detailed summary specification for each programme is shown in the Appendix.

3.5
The Forth Valley Innovation Grant and Expert Help often offer separate elements of support to the same company, both for the same project and/or for sequential projects.  A number of companies have multiple awards of assistance from these programmes.  The three generic support programmes are important but not exclusive referral routes to assistance from the specialist programmes, especially Leadership Development and Manager for Hire.  Investors in People is another referral route to these programmes.

Structure and Pattern of Programme Funding and Expenditure

3.6
Table 1 below shows the  data for initial annual Operating Plan budget allocations for these programmes for the past three years and the confirmed year end out-turn spend.

TABLE 1 : Initial OP Budget Allocations & Out-turn Spend  2000-01 - 2002-03

	Programme
	2000-2001
	2001-2002
	2002-2003

	
	budget

£
	out-turn

£
	budget

£
	out-turn

£
	budget

£
	out-turn

£

	Smarter Businesses
	350,000
	386,133
	315,000
	358,578
	300,000
	393,056

	High Growth Business Start Up
	160,000
	187,895
	160,000
	180,289
	150,000
	170,121

	Tourism Growth 
	48,000
	61,749
	120,000
	104,972
	90,000
	74,397

	Investors in People
	85,000
	85,854
	85,000
	111,771
	80,000
	71,590

	Forth Valley Innovation Grant
	230,000
	182,744
	100,000
	72,876
	80,000
	83,311

	Expert Help
	90,000
	41,879
	80,000
	55,588
	60,000
	60,667

	E-Business Development & Support
	80,000
	75,173
	213,000
	205,604
	178,000
	161,477

	Leadership/Management Development
	0
	0
	30,000
	29,498
	90,000*
	92,500

	All
	1,043,000
	1,021,427
	1,103,000
	1,119,176
	1,028,000
	1,107,119


*  the 2002-03 split between Leadership Development and Management Development is approximately 40:60

3.7
Budget allocations and out-turn expenditures are broadly stable over the three year period, consistently between about £1.0 million and £1.1 millions overall.  This “Growing Businesses” group of ongoing programmes is therefore one with a relatively modest annual expenditure.  As a comparison, the equivalent overall Skills and Learning budget (another set of ongoing programmes) for 2002-03 was £5.5 millions.

3.8
As noted above, the overall group budget is stable over the three year period but there have been marked changes to some individual programme allocations. 

· Leadership/Management Development has been supported as a new programme with a  tripled budget from 2001-02 to 2002-03.

· E-Business Development & Support budget has more than doubled in the period 2000-2001 reflecting the national emphasis on the promotion of e-business.

· The Tourism Growth Programme retains a significant priority but its position has slipped between 2001-02 and 2002-03.

· The Forth Valley Innovation Grant has had  its budget reduced by about two thirds between 2000-01 and 2002-03.

· The associated Expert Help Programme has had a one third reduction in its budget in the same period.

TABLE 2 :  Programme Budget Allocations and Out-turn Spend as a proportion of  Total Spend

	Programme
	2000-2001
	2001-2002
	2002-2003

	
	budget

allocation

%
	out-turn

actual

%
	budget

allocation

%
	out-turn

actual

%
	budget

allocation

%
	out-turn

actual

5

	Smarter Businesses
	33.6
	37.8
	28.6
	32.0
	29.2
	35.5

	High Growth Business Start Up
	15.4
	18.4
	14.5
	16.1
	14.5
	15.4

	Tourism Growth 
	4.6
	6.0
	10.9
	9.4
	8.8
	6.7

	Investors in People
	8.1
	8.4
	7.7
	10.0
	7.8
	6.5

	Forth Valley Innovation Grant
	22.1
	17.9
	9.1
	6.5
	7.8
	7.5

	Expert Help
	8.6
	4.1
	7.2
	5.0
	5.8
	5.5

	E-Business Development & Support
	7.6
	7.4
	19.3
	18.4
	17.3
	14.5

	Leadership/Management Development
	0
	0
	2.7
	2.6
	8.8
	8.4

	All
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100


3.9
Variation in funding allocations is one element of changing priorities but the proportional allocation of the overall “Growing Businesses” budget between programmes gives an overview of scale as another key measure, with the two together giving a rounded picture.  Table 2 shows individual programme allocations as a proportion of overall spend:

· Smarter Businesses is the lead programme  with consistent out-turn expenditure  +/- 35% of total spend and with a budget allocation of  +/-30%

· High Growth Start Up is another consistent key programme  with expenditure at +/-16% out-turn and  +/- 15% budget allocation.

· E Business Support and Development priority is also confirmed, ranking alongside HGSU in 2002-03.

3.10
These three programmes account for 61% of the budget allocation and 65% of out-turn expenditure for 2002-03.  The remaining programmes have a +/-8% share of group budget allocations and between +/- 6.5 - 8.5% of out-turn expenditure.  

· Smarter Businesses and High Growth Start Up both received additional budget allocations in the course of 2002-03 and out-turn spend matched their increased final budget allocations.  As a result there was a knock-on effect on the overall  out-turn expenditure for the group of programmes.

· Severe earlier year under-spending by Forth Valley Innovation Grants and Expert Help was contained in 2002-03 within the significantly reduced budget allocations noted earlier.  The nature of the product or process development undertaken by very small companies means there is a built-in very strong probability of long delays in the achievement of spend, but hiatus created by major changes in the administrative responsibility for the programmes in 2000-01 (from Forthright Innovation to SEFV) is also likely to have severely affected the pattern of spend.

· Tourism Growth has shown a significant under-spend in both 2001-02 and 2002-03 which appears to be demand related.  Inevitably this raises issues of continuing  purpose and effectiveness.  The programme is the subject of a separate evaluation by us  which will allow us to establish the position in more detail.

· Investors in People showed a significant under-spend for 2002-03 resulting from a mid year change of management for the programme and from a subsequent review and revision of its marketing strategy.  The restructuring benefits did not begin to show in the spend profile until the final quarter of the year and most have slipped into 2003-04. This is a temporary glitch in performance.

National v Local Programme Status

3.11
The restructuring of business support programmes at national level by Scottish Enterprise through the business transformation process self-evidently has operational implications for every LEC in the Network.  A number of programmes already have national status with the new national Business Gateway model.  Of our group, SCIS, Investors in People and E Business Development and Support have been through an extensive standardisation (“productisation” sic) process.  

3.12
The formal codification of the nature of the support, the standard of service to be provided and the process through which it is to be delivered, together with the segmentation of customer contact are all likely to lead to significantly reduced flexibility at local level.  It is not clear to us how budget allocations will be formulated locally for national programmes under the business transformation process.  It is also our present understanding that an ability for LECs to devise and/or retain local programmes to meet local priorities will be retained but it is not clear to us whether there will be limits imposed,  nor where and how these may act on the structure of business development support in a local area.

	Programme
	Status

	Smarter Businesses
	national

	High Growth Start Up
	national

	Tourism Growth
	local

	Investors in People
	national

	Forth Valley Innovation Grant (SCIS)
	national

	Expert Help
	local

	E-Business Development and Support*
	national

	Leadership/Management Development
	local


* two local sub-programmes - see text

3.13
Of the 8 SEFV “Growing Businesses” ongoing programmes 5 are national continuing initiatives being absorbed into the national Business Gateway structure.  In relation to the objectives set for our commission therefore, whether or not we think there is continued relevance for one or more of these programme or for the way it /they will be structured in future is neither here nor there because they will be a mandatory part of the SEFV portfolio of support.

3.14
The remaining three programmes - Expert Help, Tourism Growth and Leadership/Management Development - and the sub programmes of E-Business Support and Development relating to rural initiatives  (PH0114009 / PH0365002) are initiatives local to Forth Valley and therefore, in principle, are capable of modification. The Tourism Growth Programme and the E Business rural initiatives are also supported by EU funding and this will affect flexibility in relation to modifying activities. 

3.15
We return to the question of continued programme relevance in our Conclusions,  after our analysis of the findings from our sample survey.

Programme Delivery Issues

3.16
Whatever formal structures and processes are defined for programmes of support, for those initiatives in which there are any direct dealings between Scottish Enterprise and individual businesses on either a continuing or a “one off” basis, the component which indisputably makes or breaks success is effective programme delivery to the customer: i.e.  the quality of contact at the level of the company.  This relies on:

· the personal qualities and skills of individual account managers and other advisers. 

· the efficiency of the administrative procedures which control  both the approval process for assistance packages and any ongoing contact with the business.

3.17
We can do no better than  include an extract from  SE Consistent Customer Management presentation material which gives an admirable summary of the issues:

	What customers say they do want
	…. and do not want

	A strategic relationship which adds and creates value….specifically:
	A time-sapping, uncoordinated and unproductive dialogue….specifically:

	· a coordinated and consistent approach
	· multiple network contacts pushing different and un-coordinated agendas

	· a relationship focussed on their needs and not our programmes
	· time consuming but low level discussions dealing with “commodity” issues

	· a tailored solution to optimise impact on their organisation
	· inconsistent service availability and patchy quality

	· focus on strategic issues which make a real difference and make their investment in the relationship worthwhile
	· opaque, complex, bureaucratic and slow procedures

	· face to face contact through an empowered , informed and skilled individual account manager
	· confusing roles and responsibilities and frequent changes of account manager 

	· an account manager who is focused on the relationship
	· parochial or small minded outlook from contacts


3.18
The group of programmes which are the subject of this evaluation utilize two form of person to person interaction, mostly in combination:

· Direct involvement of SEFV business development staff - either programme managers themselves or their staff or consultants contracted full time to SEFV. Plainly, as a minimum, for all these programmes a direct SEFV staff involvement occurs in the initial contact with a company and the approval stages of any support package.

· Indirect external consultants or other agents who provide the support package of expertise or skill accessed through SEFV programme assistance.  Attitude, relevance of skills or knowledge and quality of work are all significant factors.  In the context of the SEN business transformation process, national pools of selected consultants are being established to deliver programmes.  Issues therefore arise in relation to access to the best consultants in the pool, notwithstanding minimum selection criteria.  This sort of procedure also restricts the opportunity for businesses to select consultants whose provenance they already know and with whom they may show a greater willingness to discuss openly issues of significant commercial confidentiality or other sensitivity.

3.19
In terms of administrative procedures, the key elements are consistency of the contact with SEFV in terms of personnel, clarity and simplicity of process, and above all a known timescale to a definite decision on the offer of a support package,  which is as short as is practicable.  In our experience, most businessmen accept that the process necessary to justify the expenditure of public monies on private companies will be (and should be) more complex than their own decision making processes as directors.  Certainty about the timescale of decision making allows them to co-ordinate their own action and to time the opening of the small window of opportunity most businesses have to implement any sort of business investment or restructuring project and still maintain trading performance.  As it has been put to us on countless occasions “There is nothing worse than slow decision making, and especially if the answer at the end is No”.

3.20
Accordingly, in our sample survey we have tested the experience of businessmen in relation to the delivery of the programmes, and we  return to the question in our conclusions.

Programme Performance against Targets 2002-03

3.21
Part of our brief was to establish whether the out-turn performance of the programmes in this group met the targets set for them in 2002-03.  The table overleaf summarizes the results of our enquires with project managers

· Smarter Businesses:  the targets were met

· a 60 business portfolio was maintained.

· employment creation of 120 full time jobs and £4.6 millions export based turnover  assumed by not verified.

An increased budget allocation was made to accommodate the early completion of some major projects.

· High Growth Start Up: the targets were exceeded 

· 11 new start up business were assisted

· a total of 31 companies were assisted

· employment creation of 110 jobs and £3.5 million turnover can be assumed but has not been verified.

An increased budget allocation was made to accommodate additional expenditure.

· Tourism Growth: except for the learning tour (absorbed by SEN, see below) the targets were met in full  

· 6 businesses were assisted with performance improvement.

· 5 businesses participated in the Leadership Development programme.

· 163 attendees from participated in three Best Practice Seminars  held in 2002-03, organised jointly with SE Dumbartonshire  by Stark Events Ltd.*

· 10 attendees participated in a Creativity Workshop.*

· the Learning Tour to Finland did not take place (organisation of such events absorbed by the SEN Tourism Cluster Group)

NB - the number of companies represented on these courses was not available by the evaluation deadline.

· Investors in People: the target was partially met  

· 18 new recognitions were achieved  (50% under)

· 21 re-recognitions on review were achieved (44% over)

As noted earlier, Investors in People had management changes and restructuring in 2002-03, and the disruption/changes were not fully absorbed until the fourth quarter. The strong  fourth quarter performance shows the changes created only a  temporary glitch with the operation of this programme.

· Forth Valley Innovation Grants: the target was exceeded

· 6 new SCIS grants were approved in the year

· 2 projects carried over from 2001-02

As noted earlier this programme is very much subject to delay in the completion of projects by companies.

· Expert Help: we accept the outcome as the full achievement of the target

· 7 new grants were approved

· 7 previously approved grants were carried over from 2001-02

As noted earlier this programme is very much subject to delay in the completion of projects by companies.

· E-Business Development & Support:  the target was fully met

· Leadership/Management Development: the targets were partially met        (about 80% achievement LD, targets exceeded MfH)

· Leadership Development: 5 companies participated directly in the seminar programme and a further 5 by referral from Tourism Growth      (but double counting of target achievement)

· Manager for Hire: 33 companies were assisted directly.

TABLE  3 :  Programme Targets And Their Achievement  2002-03

                   ( targets stated in Ongoing Programmes SEFV Board Approval Paper 2002-03 Ref 02/038)
	Programme
	2002-03 Targets
	Achievement of Targets

	Smarter Businesses
	Assist over 60 businesses to develop their performance

Develop & Implement over 30 strategic development plans with these clients

Increase export sales by £4.6 millions and create a further 120 full time jobs


	achieved in full

(turnover/employment targets not verified)



	High Growth Start Up
	Assist 22 clients with 9 new start-ups generating sales of £3.5 millions and 110 new jobs.


	11 new start-ups

31 companies assisted

(turnover/employment targets not verified)

	Tourism Growth
	Assist 5 tourism businesses to substantially increase performance

Support over 110 businesses to up-skill workforces

Implement a Learning Tour for 10 companies


	6 business assisted

5 businesses referred to MD Programme

163  attendees at best practice seminars

10 attendees at Creativity Workshop

Did not take place

	Investors in People
	Achieve 30 new recognitions

Achieve 9 reviews (recognition re-confirmations)
	18 new recognitions

21 re- confirmations


	Forth Valley Innovation Grant

 (SCIS)
	Support the development of 3 new products or processes 


	6  new projects

2  carry-over projects

	Expert Help
	Support the development of 10 new products or processes


	7 new projects

7 carry-over projects

	E-Business Development and Support
	Assist 60 businesses to transact and market on-line


	achieved in full

	Leadership Development
	12 companies to participate


	5 companies participated directly

additional 5 companies via Tourism Growth

	Management Development

(Manager for Hire)
	25 companies to receive consultancy support


	33 companies were assisted 




THE SAMPLE SURVEY OF PROGRAMME PARTICIPANTS

4.1
The reasons for adopting a golden sample for the survey in a deliberate structured qualitative search for the components of additionality were explained in section 2.   It is worth repeating that the position illustrated by this sample represents the best case for this group of programmes,  not an average case. 

4.2
The survey was organised in 4 sections:

· 4 questions relating to the businessman’s experience of taking part in a programme, it’s relevance to his business needs at the time, and the importance of SEFV assistance. The purpose of these questions was to identify how far a programme met the businessman’s expectations and was considered relevant to business needs.

· 7 questions relating to the perceived  impact of the support offered by SEFV in terms of present and future turnover, present and future profitability, present employment, internal business efficiency and long term business viability.   The purpose of these questions was to identify how far a programme was perceived by the businessman to have had direct or indirect impacts on business performance.

· 5 questions relating to the administrative process of programme delivery. The first  3 questions tested the relationship between the company and SEFV staff and  2 other parallel questions related to the performance of consultants if they had been used.  The purpose of these questions was to probe the level of customer satisfaction with the administration of programme delivery in terms of SEN consistent customer management goals.

The three sections above were all qualitative scoring questions on a scale 1-5 with 5 as the highest score.  For the FV Innovation Grant and Expert Help programmes, most interviewees had received assistance from both and were unable to distinguish between the programme impacts, and the combined result are shown.

· The final section of the survey asked 7 questions to obtain simple factual benchmarking data on the business: trading activity, date of incorporation, location, size of business in terms of present turnover, size of business in terms of present employment, and two questions to give an indication of key variables in relation to additionality,  the proportion of employees living within Forth Valley to allow an insight into economic leakage,  and the location of principal competitors to give an insight into levels of likely product displacement.

4.3
23 questions were as much as could be achieved using a short telephone survey, and in our view the questions covered the principal components required to make a qualitative assessment of evidence of net additionality. They would also give a clear perspective of customer satisfaction with the product and the delivery process.  A total sample of 52 companies was interviewed across the 8 programmes.

4.4
Interviewees were directors/partners/proprietors of companies with a direct knowledge of the SEFV assistance package being considered.  We were given thoughtful answers and explanations of the scoring made throughout, and we have every reason to believe the opinions given were honest and accurate qualitative statements by experienced businessmen and businesswomen.

4.5
In this section we review the comparative results for the group as a whole against individual programmes and provide a commentary on  the key issues as they emerged from the survey.

Benchmarking Data

TABLE 4 :  Basic Benchmarking Data for the Sample

	Benchmarking Data
	% 

	
	GROUP

n=52
	SB

n=10
	HGSU

n=6
	TG

n=6
	IiP

n=5
	FVIG

EH

n=10
	E BUS

n=6
	L/M DEV

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LD

n=3
	MfH

n=6

	Years Trading

	< 3 years
	21.2
	
	83.3
	
	
	40.0
	66.6
	
	

	3 - < 5 years
	28.8
	10.0
	16.7
	
	20.0
	20.0
	16.7
	
	33.3

	5 - <10 years
	9.6
	10.0
	
	
	60.0
	30.0
	
	
	16,7

	> 10 years
	40.4
	80.0
	
	100.0
	20.0
	10.0
	16.7
	100.0
	50.0

	Present Turnover (most recent financial year)

	<£500K
	43.1
	
	83.3
	16.7
	60.0
	40.0
	83.3
	66.6
	33.3

	£500K - < £1m
	13.7
	
	16.7
	16.7
	
	40.0
	16.7
	
	

	£1 m - < £1.5m
	11.8
	10.0
	
	50.0
	
	20.0
	
	
	16.7

	£1.5m - < £2.5m
	7.8
	20.0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	33.3

	> £2.5m
	23.5
	70.0
	
	16.7
	40.0
	
	
	33.3
	16.7

	Present Total FTE Employment 

	1 - 4
	21.2
	
	16.7
	
	40.0
	40.0
	66.6
	
	

	5 - 9
	19.2
	
	33.3
	16.7
	
	50.0
	33.3
	
	

	10 - 19
	17.3
	10.0
	33.3
	33.3
	
	
	
	33.3
	50.0

	20 - 49
	21.1
	20.0
	16.7
	33.3
	40.0
	10.0
	
	33.3
	33.3

	50 - 99
	7.7
	20.0
	
	16.7
	20.0
	
	
	
	

	100 - 249
	9.6
	30.0
	
	
	
	
	
	33.3
	16.7

	>250
	3.8
	20.0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Industrial Sector

	manufacturing
	46.2
	70.0
	66.6
	
	
	90.0
	16.7
	33.3
	33.3

	construction
	1.9
	
	
	
	20.0
	
	
	
	

	service
	51.9
	30.0
	33.3
	100.0
	80.0
	10.0
	83.3
	66.6
	66.6

	Location

	Clackmannan
	7.8
	
	
	
	
	20.0
	16.7
	
	16.7

	Falkirk
	50.0
	80.0
	83.3
	16.7
	20.0
	50.0
	16.7
	66.6
	50.0

	Stirling
	44.2
	20.0
	16.7
	83.3
	80.0
	30.0
	66.6
	33.3
	33.3


4.6
Table 4 shows the basic characteristics of the sample group as a whole and the variations for individual programmes.  For the group:

· 50% of companies had been trading for less than 5 years,  40% for more than 10 years

· 56.8% of companies had turnover less than £1 million, 23.5% more than £2.5m. Notably,  43% had turnover of less than £500K.

· In terms of EU definitions for business size,  40.4% are micro businesses, 76.9% are small businesses, 94.2% are SMEs. Of the group total, 75% had less than 30 employees.

· 51.9% of companies were in the service sector, and  46.2% were in the manufacturing sector. SB/HGSU & FVIG/EH had a heavy skew towards manufacturing companies.

· location distribution for this sample is broadly proportionate to the size and differentiation of the  economic base in the three local authority areas of Forth Valley. Notably, SU and SGSU draw 80%+ of their primarily manufacturing sample companies from Falkirk, while service sector companies are located mainly in Stirling.

We were not able to compare our sample with the overall population of companies which have received assistance from these programmes because data was not available, so we do not know the skew of the sample.  However,  the characteristics of all these companies are what we would expect for an economy consisting primarily of small SME businesses and for a group of programme with the purpose of growing the business base.

4.7
The preponderance of small companies is also partly a product of programme eligibility criteria - HGSU and FVIG/Expert Help  focus on small companies.  A high proportion of E-Business companies were start-up service companies deliberately designed for internet based trading.  As would be expected the Smarter Business sample consisted of more mature and larger companies.  All the Tourism Growth companies were well established but with mostly moderate turnover and employment.  The Investors in People sample consisted of established companies but with a sharp split between very small and larger companies in terms of turnover and employment.  The Leadership Development sample was all long established companies. Two were social economy businesses with moderate numbers of employees but small turnovers.  The small size of this sample limits its interpretation.   Half the Manager for Hire companies were well established with two third having turnover in excess of £1 million.    The characteristics of all these companies are again broadly compatible with what might be expected for the respective programmes given the nature of the assistance being sought.

Routes to Programme Assistance

TABLE  5:  Routes to Programme Assistance
	Location of Competitors
	% 

	
	GROUP

n=52
	SB

n=10
	HGSU

n=6
	TG

n=6
	IiP

n=5
	FVIG

EH

n=10
	E BUS

n=6
	L/M DEV

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LD

n=3
	MfH

n=6

	Finding out about the SEFV Programme

	Referral from another local economic development agency
	21.2
	
	33.3
	
	20.0
	50.0
	50.0
	
	

	Referral by an existing SEFV adviser
	28.8
	20.0
	16.7
	50.0
	20.0
	30.0
	
	66.6
	50.0

	Referral by a private sector adviser


	9.6
	10.0
	16.7
	
	40.0
	
	
	
	16.7

	Own approach to SEFV


	40.3
	70.0
	33.3
	50.0
	20.0
	20.0
	50.0
	33.3
	33.3


4.8
Table 5 shows how companies found their way to obtaining assistance from SEFV. Overall, a direct approach by a company to SEFV was the most important single route to access assistance, with referral by an existing SEFV adviser the second most common but significantly less important route.   Many of the direct approach companies had historical connections with the LEC network either as a businesses or through the previous experience of directors.  None of these programmes is actively marketed and given the importance of direct approaches by the sample companies as a whole, a question does arise as to whether other companies who might benefit from support  are being exclude for lack of  knowledge of  the range of assistance available. Failure of information flows is a form of market failure within SEN methodologies.

4.9
Referral by another economic development agency - primarily the local enterprise trust - was a significant route for Innovation Grant, E-Business and HGSU companies.  Referral by an existing SEFV contact was an important route to  the Tourism Growth and Leadership/Management Development  programmes and demonstrates the importance of the latter as a support programmes for account managed companies.  A very substantial majority of companies found their own way to support from the Smarter Businesses programme,  and direct approaches were important for both Tourism Growth and E Business Support.  Referral by private sector advisers was a relatively minor route for the sample  overall, but it was the most important single route for the Investors in People sample.

4.10
While it is not surprising that there would be no referrals from local economic development agencies into the Smarter Businesses programme,  a expansion of the role for the Leadership/Management Development  programme  might usefully be developed using that route.  

Qualitative Assessment of Programme Relevance

4.11
Table 6 below represents good news for SEFV in terms of the customer’s view of the relevance of programmes.

TABLE 6 : Customer Satisfaction with Programme Relevance

	Question
	Average Scores (range 1-5, higher=better)

	
	GROUP

n=52
	SB

n=10
	HGSU

n=6
	TG

n=6
	IiP

n=5
	FVIG

EH

n=10
	E BUS

n=6
	L/M DEV

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LD

n=3
	MfH

n=6

	Overall,  how far did  involvement with the programme meet your initial expectations?
	4.06
	3.80
	3.83
	4.00
	4.20
	4.60
	4.17
	4.00
	3.67

	Was the programme relevant to your business needs?


	4.33
	4.00
	4.00
	4.17
	4.80
	4.70
	4.33
	4.33
	4.33

	Did the support given address the business issues it was meant to resolve?
	4.04
	3.20
	3.83
	3.83
	4.20
	4.80
	4.33
	3.67
	3.50


4.12
The high group scores for this set of questions are an indication that  these programmes did meet customer expectations (4.06), were relevant to customer’s business needs (4.33),  and did focus well on addressing the issues where advice was sought (4.04). The overall scores indicate a suite of business support programmes which are well received and are meeting client expectations. There are however variations  between programmes which  require comment:

· The FVIG/EH, E BUS and IIP samples scored programme relevance very highly throughout.  This was because support offered helped to find solutions to specific product or process problems  blocking access to a market opportunity for the company (FVIG/EH),  or opened a technology-led route to new trading opportunities(EBUS), or offered the company  the same thing by enhanced status (IIP).  A  key driver for a number of sample companies to undertake IIP was to meet tendering eligibility requirements from major corporate customers that suppliers must be IIP registered.  The problems requiring solutions and addressed in each of these programmes were clearly articulated and specific.

· For TG & LD, samples scored highly (4.00+) in relation to broad expectations and relevance to business needs, but  at a significantly lesser level (3.67/3.83) in terms of the specific problem solving ability of the support offered.  In both cases this is linked to dissatisfaction with the  work carried out by consultants (see Table 7 and its commentary)). Two social economy companies in the  Leadership Development sample (which is too small to be reliable)  had particular problems and this badly skews the overall scores for the LD programme.

· SB/HGSU and in a more polarised form MfH  had  minorities of their samples who also had difficulties with consultants which resulted in specific issues not being fully resolved (see below). This had a knock on effect on the scoring of the reality of the programme compared with the businessman’s expectation of it .  It is also worth noting that SB businesses were bigger and more complex than in other programmes and their directors tended to be less effusive and more cynical about their interaction with  the public sector. The HGSU  sample average score was affected by a one company’s bad experience and should be  set in the context of the additionality scores in Table 8 below.

Qualitative Assessment of Programme Delivery

TABLE 7: Customer Satisfaction with Programme Delivery

	Question
	Average Scores (range 1-5, higher=better)

	
	GROUP

n=52
	SB

n=10
	HGSU

n=6
	TG

n=6
	IiP

n=5
	FVIG

EH

n=10
	E BUS

n=6
	L/M DEV

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LD

n=3
	MfH

n=6

	Contact with SEFV: n=52

	Overall, how satisfied were you with SEFV?


	4.23
	3.80
	4.33
	4.50
	4.20
	4.70
	4.17
	3.67
	4.17

	Were SEFV staff consistent, coordinated and fully focused on your business needs?
	3.90
	3.60
	3.83
	4.33
	4.20
	4.60
	3.33
	2.67
	3.83

	Was your own investment of time and effort with SEFV worthwhile to you in business terms?
	4.10
	3.70
	4.17
	4.33
	4.20
	4.50
	4.00
	4.00
	4.17

	Contact with Consultants: n=39

	Overall, how satisfied were you with the appointed consultants?


	3.72
	3.28
	3.40
	3.80
	4.60
	3.00
	3.50
	2.00
	4.00

	Was the work done by the consultants satisfactory in terms of quality and relevance?
	3.69
	3.14
	3.60
	3.60
	5.00
	3.00
	3.00
	1.67
	4.00


4.13
Customer satisfaction with programme delivery relates to the personal contact with individuals and to the administrative process within which that contact occurs.   This is always the aspect of interaction between public agencies and the private sector most vulnerable to criticism because of  marked differences in attitude, purpose and process between the two.  Nevertheless, in terms of providing quality of service and in the context of the SEN business transformation process thrust to secure consistent customer management, it is an aspect which requires careful consideration.

Contact with SEFV

4.14
The scores for the three questions relating to SEFV contact are broadly encouraging but with some important underlying messages.  There was a high degree of satisfaction overall with SEFV (4.23)  reflected in the scores for  the perceived value of the businessman’s own investment of time and effort  in terms of advantage gained for his  business (4.10).     However there was also a strong undercurrent of concern and criticism on deficiencies in the administrative process which did impact on business investment decisions.  This shows in the score of 3.90 to the question testing consistency, co-ordination and focus.  The key criticisms voiced consistently in the survey were:

· Too many changes of personnel.  There is acute uncertainty in a significant number of the surveyed companies as to whom they should now contact at SEFV and a failure to understand why such high rates of contact turnover occur. In particular this affects trust and confidence regarding the necessary  disclosure of commercially sensitive data on investment plans and market opportunities.

· As a corollary, frustration that  SEFV systems for maintaining casefiles and  databases together with procedures for internal communication for handover seem so poor that each new contact arrives with no knowledge of the company and has to be led through the whole business history and characteristics and the purpose of SEFV support.  This causes a high degree of irritation.

· An apparent lack of urgency to pursue the approval of support proposals combined with

· Over-bureaucratic approval systems,  which together lead to

· Significant time delays in the approval of support  which affects business  investment timing in companies where there are only narrow windows of opportunity to implement change and at the same time maintain business performance.

· On a  different theme, concern was expressed by a number of businesses that support was available “provided that you fit into a suitable box”  which was accorded priority by SEFV.   The complaint  was that companies potentially offering high economic benefit returns and deserving support  but which were non-conforming  to current policy fashion had great difficulty in gaining access to assistance, and that this was unfair.

4.15
These criticism showed themselves most consistently among companies with the most experience of contact with SEFV and which were also “battle-hardened”  - the account managed companies in the Smarter Business Programme.  This is reflected in the scores for this programme, but they were also in evidence within other programmes, even where the eventual score posted by the interviewee was a 4.0.

4.16
FVIG/EH, IiP & TG all score very highly in relation to the quality of SEFV contact.

4.17
Small sample size and a bipolar distribution causes distortion in the overall scores for this section for HGSU and MfH.  In both cases a single company with a very bad experience substantially degrades the averages score in a small sample.  HGSU would lead the field with exceptionally high averages excluding the low score (4.80/4.40/4.80)  and the MfH scores also would be significantly lifted (4.17/4.20/4.60).  Both managers for these programmes were on holiday at the time of the sample selection by SEFV staff which in their cases was done by proxy, and it is highly likely that the poor scoring companies were selected in error for a golden sample survey.  We are satisfied that these two programmes properly fit into the group noted in para. 4.16 above for sample purposes.

4.18
A similar influence in EBUS reduces the score for consistency/coordination and focus, but was selected by programme staff as a golden sample  interviewee.

4.19 
For the LD programme, once again on the basis of a very small sample size and a particular sample orientation, but  across the sample, serious issues of lack of consistency and variable quality of contact  led to a very low average (2.67), with a knock on effect on the overall scoring for SEFV contact.   These issue were compounded by perceived consultancy quality problems (see below).

Contact with Consultants

4.20
Many of these programmes rely heavily for their implementation - directly or indirectly - on external consultants.  Accordingly we tested the customer perception of consultancy services supported by SEFV assistance in two questions which paralleled those for SEFV staff.   75% of the total sample of 52 companies (39) in the survey had received assistance via external consultants, some more than once.  A clear picture emerged in this part of the survey of strong dissatisfaction with some but not all consultants. A bipolar distribution again emerged with the two extremes of very good and very bad represented.  A score of 3 came to represent an overview balancing score by an interviewee  perplexed as between  a 5 and a 1.  

4.21
Because the consultancy provided was de facto the assistance supported by SEFV,  the memory  of and contrast between poor quality and high quality work by consultants was particularly vivid in the minds of the businessmen to whom we spoke.  The “productisation” of programmes through the business transformation process within the LEC Network continues to rely heavily on consultancy services for the delivery of programme assistance, so this aspect of our survey has continuing relevance.

4.22
As a result, the “satisfaction with consultants” questions return the lowest average scores of all customer satisfaction questions and there are no let-out clauses relating to sample size or sample selection.  The “overall satisfaction” score  was 3.72, that  for  “quality and relevance”  of work done  was 3.69.  These averages were only obtained by the scoring performance of two “swimmers against the tide”:

· IIP where consultancy services were universally praised with exceptionally high average scores (4.60 and 5.00).

· MfH   where  average scores of 4.00 for both questions were recorded.

4.23
HGSU and  TG programme fair better than  others, though are still subject to critical scoring.  LD scores very poorly, principally on account of those most heinous  of consultancy crimes - an unwillingness to adapt to the needs of the client  coupled with high cost.

4.24
The consultancy service singled out for the most vehement and consistent criticism was  marketing advice, with a high incidence of acute dissatisfaction, but no sector of consultancy services for this group, with the exception of IIP, escaped  some criticism even where high-ish scores were eventually allocated.

The Additionality of SEFV Assistance
4.25
The pursuit of the demonstrated additionality of SEFV assistance  was one of the key objectives of the survey using a golden sample. To achieve this we asked one simple question and then probed the responses to articulate the nature of any additionality.   

4.26
The average score  for  the “would it have happened anyway”  non-additionality question was  2.13 for the group as a whole demonstrating that SEFV assistance had a very definite and positive influence on securing  business development  activity in the sample companies.  In response to our supplementary questions relating to what difference the assistance made, the picture shown in  Table 7 emerged:

· one third of all activities would not have happened at all without SEFV support, showing full additionality.

· the key component of partial additionality was a strong influence on the timing of business development activities in a company.  For the group this was mentioned in about 40% of responses.   Affecting timing had a downstream effect of allowed companies to gain earlier access to market opportunity  as well as bringing forward the implementation  of internal-to-company  investment decisions.

· Improved quality was cited as a lesser but still significant partial additionality in 15% of responses.  A hidden downstream quality additionality mentioned but not scored, especially by directors/proprietors of very small businesses, was  that the assisted  project experience had provided an important learning curve for directors and managers.  This had greatly improved their ability to manage future business structuring decisions and activities.

· Overall, additionality impacts on scale were relatively small, though they were of significance within the SB programme.
TABLE 7: The Additionality of SEFV  Assistance

	Question
	Score 1-5 (lower score = higher additionality)

	
	GROUP

n=52
	SB

n=10
	HGSU

n=6
	TG

n=6
	IiP

n=5
	FVIG

EH

n=10
	E BUS

n=6
	L/M DEV

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LD

n=3
	MfH

n=6

	How likely is it that you would have gone ahead with the same proposal without SEFV assistance?
	2.13
	2.50
	2.00
	2.83
	2.00
	2.30
	2.33
	1.00
	2.67

	Components of  Additionality     %  each component identified

	Full


	32.4%
	26.7%
	37.5%
	28.6%
	60.0%
	11.8%
	66.7%
	100%
	22.2%

	Timing


	39.4%
	33.3%
	37.5%
	57.1%
	20.0%
	52.9%
	33.3%
	
	44.4%

	Scale


	9.9%
	20.0%
	
	
	
	11.8%
	
	
	11.1%

	Quality


	15.5%
	6.7%
	25.0%
	14.3%
	20.0%
	23.5%
	
	
	22.2%

	None


	2.8%
	13.3%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


4.27
There are marked variations in components of additionality attributed to support between programmes:

· None of the LD companies would have participated in that programme without SEFV support, and very high levels of full additionality was recorded among companies on the IIP and EBUS programmes.

· There was a very low level of full additionality  recorded for the FVIG/EH programmes, where the influence on timing was paramount, with significant influence on quality.

· Impact on timing was the key influence of support in the TG programme but full additionality was cited in well over 25% of cases.

· HGSU additionality was full in more than a third of cases, and there were high impacts on timing and quality. These were also the key components of additionality for MfH.

· A more muted pattern for additionality shows for the SB programme where, as noted earlier, companies are more mature and calculating in their dealings with economic development agencies.  We were offered open admissions that  businesses  tried to time investment to take advantage of available support.  This is of course a partial additionality of support, provided an  appraisals shows economic development  benefits accruing at minimum cost to the public purse, and absolute additionality is not a requirement of SE support.  A small but noticeable minority (13%) admitted that there was no additionality gained from the support given by SEFV.  100% additionality was still cited in a quarter of cases, with timing influences on a third and scale influences on a fifth of other cases.

4.28
These findings demonstrate that  additionality is significant for the supported business development activities and provides confirmation of relevance this group of programmes. A qualification is that  careful appraisal  of companies cannot be neglected  in order  to confirm genuine need.  There is some prima facie evidence from this evaluation to suggest  that  a minority of  companies, in receipt of multiple-sourced repeat assistance from these programmes, deliberately  set out to “work the system” to obtain what is “free” money (to them) from the public purse.

The Business Performance Impacts of SEFV Assistance
4.29 
While  demonstrated additionality is welcome, it is as a bride stranded at the altar without a groom if business performance impacts cannot be married to it.  Standard SEN evaluation methodology proxies all economic impacts  by employment, but in the context of a set of  bespoke business development programmes,  that definition of convenience needs to be broadened  to explore other factors.  

4.30
This group of programmes is entitled  “Growing Businesses”, and it is therefore reasonable to  look for signs of  growth in terms of 

· cash generation represented by turnover, 

·  wealth creation (value added) represented by gross profitability together with

·  employment as representatives of direct growth impacts.  

Two further  positive but indirect  business development  benefits are 

· improvements to internal business efficiency  and 

· measures which improve the long term strength or robustness of the business.  

Our search was therefore directed towards gaining a qualitative insight into these impacts in a series of questions to our interviewees. In the case of turnover and profitability we probed   future as well as present impacts, using a three year forward timescale as a generous one against which to assess the impact of SEFV assistance which took place in 2001-02 or 2002-03  (years from which all our sample  was drawn).

4.31 
 Before considering the findings shown in table 8 below, some issues of interpretation need to be noted.  It is highly unlikely that this set of support programmes will release growth on a dramatic scale in supported companies for the following reasons:

· the support does not act upon an absolute constraint  on further business growth, for example by a physical constraint created by no longer fit-for-purpose premises which when released can lead to a sudden and sometimes explosive rate of business performance increase.  Rather support offered by these ongoing programmes acts in a slow nurturing capacity, albeit in some cases such as job safeguarding a vital one, which will sustain and encourage modest but hopefully steady improvements in performance.

· as noted in section 3, the group of programmes we are evaluating is only a small one in total  value  amounting to around £1 million annually. Five of the 8 programmes have annual budgets of less than £100,000, only one has a budget of more than £200,000.  The scale of assistance given to companies is small.  While this support is nevertheless valuable,  it  is impossible legitimately to associate such small scale support  to high rates of growth in business performance,  even if they exist  within supported companies. The only exception would be catalytic support which would need to be demonstrated  in detail by evaluation on a case by case basis. In any event, support from some of the programmes in this group is not designed to act directly on business performance but is rather designed to solve issues of business organisation where feed-through to performance change may be difficult to pinpoint.

· the benchmarking characteristics of the surveyed sample of companies considered earlier shows a high proportion (43% <£500K turnover) at the low end of the SME sector and their organisational and commercial mass is below the critical level likely to affect noticeably the performance of the portfolio, even if  excellent performances are returned on an individual basis by a significant proportion of companies. 

· we attempt to  examine future performance in relation to turnover and profitability.  There is, of course, a lead time between any investment and  its impact, especially  on financial performance capable of showing in accounts. Notwithstanding this, in our view, reliance entirely on promises of benefit placed well forward with no demonstration of early improvement is a dangerous basis on which to come  to judgements in even an interim evaluation.  Future benefits have a characteristic of being shy and staying around the next (but one) corner.  We have noted  the conclusions of the evaluations of the SCIS (FVIG) programme in 1999 and the Tourism High Growth Programme in 2000 where economic benefit was qualified against future performance which we doubt could be realised on a sufficient scale. As we understand it,  no subsequent  assessment was made to confirm the outcomes expected to materialise with the passage of time.

4.31
With these issues  in mind, proportionality is necessary in the assessment  of significant scores for our qualitative questions on performance impacts. 

· any score greater than 1 is an indication of some impact though we would hope to find average scores of at least 2+ to claim significant impact.

· scores higher than around 3+ for direct impacts seem unlikely for this sample of companies given the characteristics of the companies and the scale and nature of the support offered.

4.32
Taken  overall,  the qualitative findings shown in table 8,  resulting from very carefully considered answers from business directors,  are encouraging for this group of ongoing programmes.  They sensibly reflect the scale and nature of the support offered in most cases and seem to us plausibly valued and structured:

· the highest group average scores relate to the consolidation of long term business strength and internal business efficiency  which is what we had expected.  The scores suggest important resource quality benefits have been obtained by companies receiving assistance.

· Direct impact on present turnover is the third highest group average score at a level which suggests positive but legitimately modest impact.  Lower scores for direct impact on current profitability would be expected.  Where a profitability impact was identified, directors confirmed that support did act to improve gross profitability which is the measure for value added.

· Employment impact is lower than financial impact, which is again to be expected from this type of support.

· In  the light of our caution above regarding reliance on the anticipation of  turnover and profits growth, for the group as a whole dependence on future impacts are not excessive.

TABLE 8: The Performance Impacts of SEFV Assistance
	Impact
	Average Scores (range 1-5, higher=better)

	
	GROUP

n=52
	SB

n=10
	HGSU

n=6
	TG

n=6
	IiP

n=5
	FVIG

EH

n=10
	E BUS

n=6
	L/M DEV

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LD

n=3
	MfH

n=6

	Present direct impact on turnover


	2.62
	3.20
	3.17
	1.83
	2.00
	2.40
	3.40
	1.33
	2.33

	Future direct impact on turnover

(next 3 years)


	2.83
	2.60
	2.83
	2.67
	2.40
	3.50
	3.17
	3.00
	2.17

	Present direct impact on profitability


	2.02
	1.80
	2.33
	1.83
	2.40
	2.30
	2.57
	1.00
	1.83

	Future direct impact on profitability

(next 3 years)


	2.31
	1.50
	2.50
	2.33
	2.20
	2.80
	3.00
	2.67
	2.00

	Present direct impact on employment


	2.40
	3.20
	2.50
	1.33
	1.60
	3.30
	1.00
	2.00
	2.50

	Impact on internal business efficiency


	3.04
	2.90
	2.50
	2.50
	4.00
	2.00
	3.33
	3.67
	4.00

	Impact on long term strength of the business


	3.54
	3.80
	3.00
	2.50
	2.80
	3.60
	4.17
	4.33
	4.17


4.33. Within the programme structure, principal impacts are positioned where they should be expected given the nature of the individual programmes.  

· LD which had a bad earlier press is considered by participants still to provide positive benefits for business efficiency and long term strength, which is where it is intended to act.  MfH shows a similar  impact but with stronger direct impacts.

· EBUS scores are born on hopes of technology based success from a sample of optimistic companies set up to take specific advantage of e-commerce opportunities, where the scores suggested are capable of realisation if the companies are successful. While the scores are high, the present scale of operations and performance is very small for all these companies.

· Reassuringly, SB and HGSU as key programmes within the group both show relatively high impact scores consistent with their individual characteristics.

· Strongly positive performance impacts are derived from FVIG/EH but there is still a heavy reliance of future direct impacts to be set against risk factors associated with this type of company.

· Within this sample survey, undoubtedly the weakest programme in the group in terms of  impacts is TG and a broader survey is needed to establish whether this is an accurate representation. 

4.34 
 Taken overall we are satisfied that this group of ongoing programmes do show moderate impacts attributable to SEFV assistance, and taken together with the additionality of support noted earlier, this provides the basis of a positive  case for their continuation.

Economic Leakage and Displacement

4.35
In our qualitative search for components of net additionality there are two negative values which need to be considered: 

· economic  leakage at local level created by in-commuting by employees.

· the likely displacement impacts at local and Scottish level.

Table 9 :  Residence of employees in sample companies

	Employees living

in Forth Valley
	% 

	
	GROUP

n=52
	SB

n=10
	HGSU

n=6
	TG

n=6
	IiP

n=5
	FVIG

EH

n=10
	E BUS

n=6
	L/M DEV

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LD

n=3
	MfH

n=6

	<25%
	7.8
	10.0
	
	16.7
	20.0
	
	
	33.3
	

	25% - <50%
	3.8
	
	16.7
	
	20.0
	
	
	
	16.7

	50% - < 75%
	19.2
	20.0
	16.7
	
	
	60.0
	
	33.3
	

	75% - <100%
	32.7
	70.0
	33.3
	33.3
	
	20.0
	16.7
	
	50.0

	100%
	36.5
	
	33.3
	50.0
	60.0
	20.0
	83.3
	33.3
	33.3


4.36
We collected data from companies on the residence of their workforces. Taking the group overall,  69%  companies have more than 75% of their employees resident in Forth Valley and 88% have more than 50% of their employees resident.  This data does not require extensive analysis, and while some leakage is evident, the scale is relatively minor for a very open economy such as Forth Valley and is not a significant issue for this sample of companies. In terms of a net additionality calculation, economic leakage created by travel to work patterns would be unlikely to significantly reduce gross benefits.

Table 10 : Location of Principal Competitors

	Location of Competitors
	% for each location

	
	GROUP

n=52
	SB

n=10
	HGSU

n=6
	TG

n=6
	IiP

n=5
	FVIG

EH

n=10
	E BUS

n=6
	L/M DEV

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LD

n=3
	MfH

n=6

	Forth Valley

	none
	55.8
	80.0
	50.0
	16.7
	40.0
	80.0
	66.6
	33.3
	33.3

	<10%
	17.3
	10.0
	33.3
	16.7
	20.0
	10.0
	16.7
	
	33.3

	10% - < 25%
	7.7
	10.0
	
	
	20.0
	10.0
	
	33.3
	

	25% - < 50%
	7.7
	
	16.7
	16.7
	
	
	16.7
	
	16.7

	50% - < 75%
	1.9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	16.7

	75% - < 100%
	3.8
	
	
	16.7
	
	
	
	33.3
	

	all
	5.8
	
	
	33.3
	20.0
	
	
	
	

	Rest of Scotland

	none
	30.8
	40.0
	16.7
	50.0
	20.0
	40.0
	50.0
	
	

	<10%
	19.2
	30.0
	33.3
	
	
	40.0
	16.7
	
	

	10% - < 25%
	13.5
	10.0
	16.7
	16.7
	
	10.0
	16.7
	66.6
	

	25% - < 50%
	13.5
	20.0
	
	
	20.0
	
	
	
	66.6

	50% - < 75%
	9.6
	
	16.7
	16.7
	20.0
	10.0
	
	
	16.7

	75% - < 100%
	9.6
	
	16.7
	16.7
	20.0
	
	16.7
	
	16.7

	all
	3.8
	
	
	
	20.0
	
	
	33.3
	

	Outside Scotland

	none
	28.8
	
	33.3
	83.0
	60.0
	
	16.7
	66.6
	33.3

	<10%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10% - < 25%
	1.9
	
	16.7
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25% - < 50%
	11.5
	10.0
	
	
	20.0
	10.0
	
	
	50.0

	50% - < 75%
	9.6
	10.0
	
	
	20.0
	10.0
	16.7
	33.3
	16.7

	75% - < 100%
	25.0
	40.0
	33.3
	
	
	40.0
	33.3
	
	

	all
	23.1
	40.0
	16.7
	16.7
	
	40.0
	33.3
	
	


4.37
We collected data from companies on the location of principal competitors to get some feel for the likely level of product displacement  generated locally and at Scottish level within the sample.  Factor displacement on any scale is unlikely to be an issue with these companies because of their small size.

· 73% of the sample had less than 10% of competition located within Forth Valley

· 50% of the sample had less than 10% of competition located in the Rest of Scotland

· 58% of the sample had more than 57% of competition located outside Scotland.

4.37
Service sector companies inevitably have higher local and Scottish competition than most manufacturing companies:

· in the Tourism Growth programme 50% of companies had more than 75% of competitors located within Forth Valley and local displacement is a significant issue with this sample group.

4.38
Some level of displacement is inevitable for all business activities and is in the nature of a competitive market. Without straining further to demonstrate a negative, the data in Table 10 demonstrates adequately that for this sample, very high levels of displacement likely to have a serious impact on net additionality are unlikely to be present.  The exception to this is the TG programme, which on this sample requires further examination.

Multiplier Impacts

4.40
We have not felt it necessary for this sample survey to explicitly consider multiplier impacts. In our view it is highly likely that for the group as a whole, multiplier impacts will lie within the normative standards laid down by SE Guidelines and the Treasury Green Book.  Given the small size  of most of the sample companies, the value of supplies and inter industry linkages are likely to be on a scale that will only change the rate of capacity utilization within the relevant industrial sectors, rather than creating a strong indirect employment multiplier impact.

4.41
 Having worked our way through a qualitative notional economic appraisal of this group of companies in this section, on the basis of a golden sample of programme companies we used deliberately for the purpose, we are satisfied that net additional impacts on a sufficient scale to offer justification for this set of ongoing programmes are demonstrated, at least within the sample.

CONCLUSIONS 

5.1
This interim evaluation has reviewed a set of 8 SEFV ongoing programmes defined as the “Growing Businesses” portfolio, providing  year on year business development support to the company base in Forth Valley.   The group programmes splits into two types of operations:

· those offering continuing generic support to companies which meet key eligibility criteria for support relating to business characteristics or sectoral priority:   the Smarter Businesses, High Growth Start Up, and Tourism Growth  programmes.

· those which are intended to address or to promote specific perceived business development opportunities, constraints, problems, or issues : Investors in People,  Forth Valley Innovation Grant (SCIS), Expert Help, Leadership/Management Development and E-Business Development and Support.

While all of these programmes operate individually to some extent, they are interactive within the group as a whole. Companies can and do receive multiple offers of assistance from within the group -  i.e.  there is transfer of client companies  between programmes.  

5.2
From the standpoint of evaluation, this interaction made it difficult to identify with any certainty the individual impact of any single programme on a company. The nature of the programmes made the formal quantitative assessment of net additionality impossible within the terms and timeframe of this evaluation. Any attempt to do so would have required a depth of investigation of individual programmes not possible within  a group review, and of very uncertain outcome for this particular group operational structure. 

5.3
The primary  target of most of these programmes is to improve the quality of the internal business resource base of companies, and it would be arbitrary to attempt to allocate a proportion of turnover, profit or employment growth (or safeguarding) to a particular programme.  This compounds the difficulties of evaluation.

5.4
Accordingly we modified our methodology to establish in a systematic way whether the components of net additionality could be identified for programmes within the group by client business directors themselves taking an overview of the impact of  the package of SEFV assistance received by them.  We also established participant satisfaction with the products provided by these programmes and the delivery process.

5.5
We must qualify our findings by noting that they are based  primarily on a golden sample selected  by programme managers and representing the notional best case for these programmes in terms of impacts.  While this fulfilled our own requirements in terms of establishing components of additionality, it is highly likely that the full performance of the group of programmes will be at  an unknown  lesser level than is shown in the sample.  Thus weak performance in the sample is likely to be exacerbated in the full population.  

5.6
It proved impossible to identify the same benchmarking characteristics used in the survey for the whole population of companies participating in these programmes, and  therefore we are not able to compare the sample selected against the population to establish its fit.  Further, because we could not  establish the scale of spend on the sample of companies, we could not attempt to estimate the cost effectiveness of any  programme nor for the group.  This evaluation placed programme managers under a significant additional workload and we did not feel that further pressure would provide us with better data.

 5.7
Our conclusions and  assessment of the key issues of concern arising from the evaluation are set out below.

Performance  against Objectives and Targets 

5.8
We are satisfied from our review of papers, discussions with programme managers, and the sample survey that these programmes do operate within the terms of the strategic and operational objectives set for them.

5.9
For 2002 -03 the following programmes met in full or exceeded the targets set for them:

· Smarter Businesses

· High Growth Start Up

· Forth Valley Innovation Grant

· Expert Help

· E-Business Development and Support

· Investors in People 

managerial and operational changes in 2002-03 led to reduced mid year performance but with a strong recovery showing in the final quarter and running through the financial year end. 

· Tourism Growth Programme

5.10
For 2002-03 the following programmes partially met the targets set for them but they did not achieve their  targets in full:

· Leadership & Management Development Programme 

(Leadership element)

We comment further below  (5.17) .

Additionality and Impacts on Business Performance 

5.11
The primary research carried out by us through interviews with a sample of companies shows that the business development support offered by these programmes does have  clearly defined additionality.  Further, moderate business performance impacts consistent with the scale and nature of the support offered  are demonstrated in the survey companies.   While the strongest impacts are indirect and act upon business efficiency and long term business strength, significant impacts on direct trading performance are also clearly identified.  There is also a clear indication that a greater benefit will be reaped as improvements on the resource base of the company work through to measurable outputs such as turnover and profit, but we restate our earlier caution that there is a danger of such  benefits always being round the next corner.  These impact assessments were qualitative, but they were carefully considered judgements by businessmen with detailed knowledge of overall company performance,  and we are satisfied that they do present an accurate picture.  The broad patterns of scores on impacts seem very consistent one against another, and for a group of mainly small SME businesses. 

5.12
Additionality and business performance impacts exceeded our expectations for the sample.  

5.13
 There was also a very clear demonstration from the survey that sample companies did consider  that these programmes offered  products which were directly relevant to their own business development  needs.

5.14
In our view the levels of additionality and performance impacts generated in the sample together with the demonstrated relevance of the programmes from a customer perspective do provide strong prima facie justification for the continuation of these programmes.

Design of Programmes

5.15
Customer satisfaction with the operational design of these programmes was clearly demonstrated in the survey sample.  The national programmes have been  absorbed into the SEN Business Gateway through the business transformation process  and as we understand it a LEC has no discretion as to the continued operation of these programmes.

5.16
In relation to the national programmes in this group :

· Smarter Businesses and High Growth Start Up.  These two programmes represent the core of the business development portfolio for SEFV ongoing programmes. While we understand that, of necessity, they must conform to standards laid down, in the local context it is important that some flexibility is retained through operational discretion. A route to access assistance needs to be kept open for existing or new companies which can offer significant economic development benefits in terms of accessibility and scale of  employment but may not necessarily meet  standardised  assessments of  innovative and far sighted companies  or use high technology. We return to this in 5.22 below.

As far as we are aware no recent evaluations have been carried out for either of these programmes and given their importance within the SEFV business development programme group, consideration should be given to a review in more depth than we have been able to make,  to provide more definite information  on impacts and direction. 

5.17
In relation to the local programmes in this group we have the following observations to make.

· The Leadership Development programme  in our view addresses important issues of  business management, but ones which are very sensitive in a personal sense to SME sector businessmen.  It is the one programme in the group that focuses on personal skills training for senior management.  Our discussions with the programme manager brought out issues relating to demand in 2002-03.  The programme has been used internally as an important “remedial” referral programme by the generic support programmes.  The sample we were able to interview  within our own timetable was very limited and  it did not give a balanced picture of the programme.  Notwithstanding  perceived delivery problems for the sample companies, the programme was still highly rated in terms of  purpose and impact.    The manager for this programme is under acute time pressure from other duties. In our view time should be found to allow a more rounded assessment  of customer feedback  and  if this is positive,  routes to broadening access to the programme should be considered.  In what is no more than a superficial observation, it  occurs to us that it might be an appropriate programme  to take referrals from Small Business Gateway if this can be organised.

· The Tourism Growth programme gives us cause for concern in relation to impacts, especially given that it obtains funding support from the EU. Its approved funding application makes specific statements about net additional impacts. The evaluation sample  size did not give a clear enough  picture of the impacts of this programme.  An additional factor is the inevitability of high local and Scottish level displacement attached to any tourism based businesses. Discussions with the programme manager brought out issues relating to demand, partly because the popular property  support component of the programme was abandoned for 2002-03 but maybe also because of the wider  conditions for tourism in the period which may have acted to depress demand. There is also a wider issue as to whether  there needs to be a specific sectoral programme for tourism businesses.  

5.18
By co-incidence  we are shortly to carry out a separate  Tourism Growth programme evaluation for EU funding claim purposes.  We intend to extend the customer survey to obtain a more substantial and reliable view of the operation of the programme and the demand side climate.  Once this has been carried out  we hope a clearer picture will emerge.  We  therefore reserve our position in terms of an opinion about the future of this programme.

Programme Delivery

5.19
A number of issues arise with programme delivery. These are the principal  causes of concern for this programme group emerging from the evaluation.

5.20
The quality and relevance of consultancy services was a real issue  to business customers  across programmes in  our sample.  Some variations in quality and relevance of output are bound to occur with such services - sometimes this is as much or more to do with the brief given, or the attitude / co-operation / expectations of the client,  rather than being a consultant-side problem.  Nevertheless the issue was raised in the course of the survey regularly, vehemently, and without any prompting from us. Marketing advice was the least well regarded consultancy service. We are not in a position to make recommendations or suggest  remedies  but we alert SEFV to the problem.

5.21
There is a real problem with internal SEFV administrative processes  and their interaction with this group of programmes.  Deficiencies or overload of administrative processes are affecting the quality of delivery and the operational effectiveness of programmes.  As with consultancy services, unprovoked negative customer feedback in our sample survey came from businesses across the group of programmes.  Present  SEFV delivery does not consistently conform to consistent customer management criteria:

· there are too many changes of personnel : this badly affects the front-line of  person to person contact with businesses but it also badly disrupts programme administration and programme effectiveness.

· there is insufficient  technical support for professional managers to allow an efficient minimum level of data management for necessary  record keeping,  management information, and evaluation.  We have been struck in this evaluation by the effort necessary to obtain simple data sets.  We have been unable to obtain consistent basic benchmarking data on supported companies.  The ability to collect and collate basic sets of “snapshot “ data  in an electronic format for management information and  monitoring purposes is essential for a public agency offering financial support to the private sector.  All the pointers suggest there is an immediate need for a staff appointment to provide technical data management backup for the SEFV business development team.

· an administrative overburdening of  programme managers  affects the time they can spend on client contact. Some programme managers also have broader general account management responsibilities  beyond their programme responsibilities.  Our understanding is that the SEN  Network requirement is for an 80:20 split in favour of client contact.   The SEFV business development split is closer to  50:50.   Urgent steps are necessary to address this problem.  A significant step would be the simplification of  funding approval documentation for individual projects.  The scale of  financial assistance offered by all these programme is relatively small. The key requirement  is to maintain a level of due diligence assessment  commensurate with  the scale of assistance being offered.  Key factors  to be addressed are the project displacement impacts and economic benefits,  a demonstrated funding gap, and ensuring minimum cost to the public purse.  Variation of depth of appraisal in relation to scale of assistance is permitted within SEN project approval methodology and within Treasury Green Book rules.

Maintaining Open Access to Programmes

5.22
Access to business support from these programmes is of some concern to us.  The programmes are not actively marketed. Our understanding from managers is that access is intended to be achieved primarily by referral either from within SEFV or  through SBG partners, but with the opportunity for spontaneous  direct approaches by individual businesses.  At least for our sample,  a direct approach was the most common route to access. 

· Our primary concern is that as productisation and the whole process of  SE national Business Gateway is rolled out across the Network, sufficient local operational flexibility needs to be maintained to allow  access to national programmes for local companies  which can offer economic benefit  - whether in terms of job creation or job safeguarding or  wealth generation at either or local and Scottish levels - even if they do not entirely  “fit” within for-the-time-being defined national priorities.  This applies in  particular to Smarter Businesses and High Growth Start Up as noted earlier, but it is equally applicable to all the other programmes in this group where “one-off” assistance to deal with particular issues could offer timely and valuable support.  We have some anecdotal evidence from our discussions with company directors during our sample survey  that some of their business colleagues are put-off from seeking assistance from SEFV  and that “programme” structures were too narrowly defined.  This is reinforced from another angle by the findings of the Scottish Executive 2002 survey of business community perceptions of local business development support, which showed relatively low levels of knowledge of available services.

5.23
We have two secondary concerns:

· First, if  these programmes are not marketed  but direct approaches are the most common form of access for all  customers, there is a danger that  a club of “businesses in the know” will dominate access to what is a limited overall scale of support.  It has not been part of our brief to examine in any detail the SBG partners referral mechanism either internally or externally, but  our anecdotal understanding is that  the scale of referrals to SEFV  from individual partners is variable.  Other work carried out by us has shown that at least parts of the enterprise trust and local authority networks in Forth Valley have a very low level of knowledge  of the company base in their own areas.

· Second,  a related issue emerges for programmes which are ongoing and offer continuing generic business development support  but  have no time-based exit strategy - how to achieve a though-flow of companies to maintain a portfolio which is not in a state of continuing expansion.  A point must come when companies can and should be left to their own devices.   Nevertheless,  an overall resource implication for more accessible services is an increased budget allocation for business development services, which are a core service - some would say the core service - offered by an economic development agency.

5.24
It is not clear to us how many companies receive multiple tranches of assistance from this group of programmes.  For the avoidance of doubt, we do not mean to imply that  companies should receive only one element of support - this would entirely negate the concept of account management and of “growing” businesses. However there should come a time when a “growing” business reaches a point of self sustainability, at least for a period.  

5.25
 There is some prima facie evidence from this evaluation to suggest  that  a minority of  companies, in receipt of multiple-sourced repeat assistance from these programmes, deliberately  set out to “work the system” to obtain what is “free” money (to them) from the public purse.  In some conversations we had with directors in the course of the survey,  they were open about the fact that they knew assistance was available from SEFV and when they could do so conveniently they “tapped into it” (sic)  as a deliberate policy to reduce investment costs to the business.  This provides another argument for taking on the more difficult task of maintaining a search for new client companies rather than taking the easier option of achieving budget spend by responding to repeat business from existing customers.  It also reinforces  the need within any streamlined approval process always to make an explicit consideration of the scale of any funding gap demonstrated.  Happily, the additionality demonstrated in our sample of companies re-assures us that money is not being wasted for this group of programmes as a whole.

5.26
 In short:

· these programmes are addressing local business development needs, with possible reservations about Leadership Development and Tourism Growth which need to be resolved;

· customer businesses recognise the improvements that have been made to their business performance, efficiency, and long term viability by SEFV support;

· while economic impacts derived from direct business performance are only moderate, there are enough to suggest a significant scale of economics benefit is derived from this group of programmes;

· the additionality of SEFV support is very much stronger than we had expected;

therefore

· This range of business support programmes is worthwhile and it does achieve its objectives of improving and strengthening the Forth Valley economic base by “growing businesses”  - 

however

· the SEFV  administrative and technical support system for business development services is now running too lean and cannot deliver consistent customer management nor maintain a necessary minimum standard for recording and monitoring data;

· consultancy variability is undermining  the delivery of a group of beneficial ongoing programmes;

· there is a danger of a “club” of regular repeat users of the services on offer operating to  the exclusion of others and access needs to be widened.

APPENDIX - PROGRAMME PROFILES

SMARTER BUSINESSES

Programme Manager:
Archie Thomson

Purpose:    Offers direct advice and financial support for consultancy services to selected existing businesses to develop  potential to deliver benefits  to the local and Scottish economies. This is the primary  programme for continuing multi-year support to existing businesses using account  managers as interlocutors.   A specified member of SEFV business support staff acts as the front  line contact with the company but can call upon consultancy support and referral to other SEFV business support programmes.

Level of Support :   50% of approved consultancy  costs. Up to 100% in exceptional circumstances.

Client Group:     Manufacturing or service sector businesses falling within the SEN definition of innovative and far sighted companies especially those delivering export led growth.  Local flexibility adopted by SEFV allows support to companies  which offers high levels of new or safeguarded local benefits.

Programme Formation in SEFV:   1999

Programme  Status:   This is a  Scottish Enterprise national programme.

SEFV Budget Allocation and Out-turn:

2000-01:

£350,000 / £386,133

2001-02:

£315,000 / £358,578

2002-03:

£300,000 / £393,056

Sample Survey Performance Results:
	Smarter Businesses n=10

	Programme relevance
	SEFV delivery
	Consultants delivery

	Did involvement meet

expectations?
	Was programme relevant to business needs?
	Did

support given

address issues?
	Overall, how satisfied with SEFV?
	SEFV  consistent coordinated and focused ?
	Own investment of  time  and effort  with SEFV worthwhile?
	Overall, how satisfied with consultants?
	Quality  and relevance of consultants work?

	3.80
	4.00
	3.20
	3.80
	3.60
	3.70
	3.28
	3.14

	overall sample group scores 

	4.06
	4.33
	4.04
	4.23
	3.90
	4.10
	3.72
	3.69

	Additionality of SEFV support

	How likely you  would have gone ahead  anyway without SEFV assistance?
	Full
	Timing
	Scale
	Quality
	None

	2.50
	26.7%
	33.3%
	20.0%
	6.7% 
	13.3%

	overall  sample group scores

	2.13
	32.4%
	39.4%
	9.9%
	15.5%
	2.8%

	Business Performance Impacts

	on

Turnover

now
	on

Turnover

future


	on

Profitability

now
	on

Profitability

future
	on

Employment
	on

Business

Efficiency
	on

Long Term

Strength

	3.20
	2.60
	1.80
	1.50
	3.20
	2.90
	3.80

	overall sample group scores

	2.62
	2.83
	2.02
	2.31
	2.40
	3.04
	3.54


Given its importance, this programme would benefit from a specific evaluation.

Key Benchmark Characteristics : 

· 80% of companies had been trading for more than 10 years. 

· 70% of companies had current  turnover in excess of £2.5 millions. 

· 50% of companies had more than 100 FTE employees. 

· 70% of companies were  in the manufacturing sector.

Key Interpretation Factors:

· The participating companies are predominantly larger and well established companies. As a group, their Directors are more  calculating in their dealings with SEFV.  Problems are more obvious in multi-year contact  with a company. This accounts for lower levels of satisfaction with programme relevance and delivery performance, which are nevertheless real.

· Programme has most  additionality impact in relation to scale.

· The support offered acts primarily on current turnover and employment  which feeds into improved long term viability.

HIGH GROWTH START UP

Programme Manager:
Laura Finlayson

Purpose:    Offers some direct advice but mainly financial support for specialist consultancy services to selected start-up businesses.  This is the primary  programme for continuing contact generic support to new businesses using account management.  The programme manager acts as the front  line contact with the company but can call upon consultancy support. The objective of the programme is to work with a company to develop its ability to attract funding and its readiness for successful trading, and to deliver early benefits  to the local and Scottish economies.

Level of Support:
    50% of  approved consultancy costs.

Client Group:    Newly formed manufacturing or service sector companies with the capable of rapid growth in terms of employment and value-added.  The emphasis of the programme is on high technology companies but others are not excluded.  The programme acts as a nursery route for companies later taken into the Smarter Businesses programme.

Programme Formation in SEFV:   1999

Programme Status:   This is a Scottish Enterprise national programme.

SEFV Budget Allocation and Out-turn:

2000-01

£160,000 / £187,895

2001-02

£160,000 / £180,289

2002-03

£150,000 / £170,121

Sample Survey  Performance Results:
	High Growth Start Up n=6

	Programme relevance
	SEFV delivery
	Consultants delivery

	Did involvement meet

expectations?
	Was programme relevant to business needs?
	Did

support given

address issues?
	Overall, how satisfied with SEFV?
	SEFV  consistent coordinated and focused ?
	Own investment of  time  and effort  with SEFV worthwhile?
	Overall, how satisfied with consultants?
	Quality  and relevance of consultants work?

	3.83
	4.0
	3.83
	4.33
	3.83
	4.17
	3.40
	3.60

	overall sample group scores 

	4.06
	4.33
	4.04
	4.23
	3.90
	4.10
	3.72
	3.69

	Additionality of SEFV support

	How likely you  would have gone ahead  anyway without SEFV assistance?
	Full
	Timing
	Scale
	Quality
	None

	2.00
	37.5%
	37.5%
	-
	25.0%
	-

	overall  sample group scores

	2.13
	32.4%
	39.4%
	9.9%
	15.5%
	2.8%

	Business Performance Impacts

	on

Turnover

now
	on

Turnover

future


	on

Profitability

now
	on

Profitability

future
	on

Employment
	on

Business

Efficiency
	on

Long Term

Strength

	3.17
	2.83
	2.33
	2.50
	2.50
	2.50
	3.00

	overall sample group scores

	2.62
	2.83
	2.02
	2.31
	2.40
	3.04
	3.54


Given its importance, this programme would benefit from a specific evaluation.

Sample Benchmark Characteristics:

· 83% of companies had been formed for less than 3 years  (including pre-trading activities) . 

· 83% of companies had current turnover of less than £500K. 

· 50% of companies had between 10 and 49 FTE employees. 

· 66% of companies were in the manufacturing sector.

Key Interpretation Factors:

· a single case in a small sample degrades otherwise very high scores for programme relevance and delivery

· the programme has significantly higher than average full additionality and important quality benefits

· performance impacts are primarily on current turnover  but with other higher than average other direct impacts in early stage businesses.  

TOURISM GROWTH

Programme Manager :
Kirsteen Binnie

Purpose:    Offers financial support for individual consultancy services, organised group  training courses, and referral to other SEFV support. This is a sector specific programme designed to offer generic support to businesses in the tourism and leisure services industries to improve direct business performance.  Tourism is identified in SEFV strategy as a key priority for growth.  The programme is supported by EU  ERDF Objective 2  funding in the 2000-2006 programme and supports community development  and employment generation. It is directed primarily at businesses located  in EU defined Transitional Areas in Forth Valley.

Level of Support:
    50%  of expenditure to a maximum of £10,000 for individual company support.

Client Group:   Tourism related businesses with the capacity and capability for high growth.

Programme Formation in SEFV:   1997 but with major changes to activities.

Programme Status:   This is a Scottish Enterprise Forth Valley local programme.

SEFV Budget Allocation and Out-turn:

2000-01

£48,000  / £61,749

2001-02

£120,000 / £104,972

2002-03

£90,000 / £74,397

Sample Survey  Performance Results:
	Tourism Growth n=6

	Programme  relevance
	SEFV delivery
	Consultants delivery

	Did involvement meet

expectations?
	Was programme relevant to business needs?
	Did

support given

address issues?
	Overall, how satisfied with SEFV?
	SEFV  consistent coordinated and focused ?
	Own investment of  time  and effort  with SEFV worthwhile?
	Overall, how satisfied with consultants?
	Quality  and relevance of consultants work?

	4.00
	4.17
	3.83
	4.50
	4.33
	4.33
	3.80
	3.60

	overall sample group scores 

	4.06
	4.33
	4.04
	4.23
	3.90
	4.10
	3.72
	3.69

	Additionality of SEFV support

	How likely you  would have gone ahead  anyway without SEFV assistance?
	Full
	Timing
	Scale
	Quality
	None

	2.83
	28.6%
	57.1%
	-
	14.3%
	-

	overall  sample group scores

	2.13
	32.4%
	39.4%
	9.9%
	15.5%
	2.8%

	Business Performance Impacts

	on

Turnover

now
	on

Turnover

future


	on

Profitability

now
	on

Profitability 

future
	on

Employment
	on

Business

Efficiency
	on

Long Term

Strength

	1.83
	2.67
	1.83
	2.33
	1.33
	2.50
	2.50

	overall sample group scores

	2.62
	2.83
	2.02
	2.31
	2.40
	3.04
	3.54


This programme is shortly to have its own interim evaluation as part of an EU funding claim.

Sample Benchmark Characteristics:

· all the companies had been trading for more than 10 years.

· 67% of companies had current turnover of more than £1 million.

· 67% of companies had between 10 and 49 FTE employees.

· a service sector programme.

Key Interpretation  Factors:

· Higher than average levels of satisfaction with SEFV delivery.

· Primary additionality is  timing.

· High dependence on future direct business performance impacts.

· Significantly lesser impacts on business efficiency and long term business strength.

· Further investigation is necessary to determine relatively low current business performance impacts - wider demand-side climate for tourism business may have affected  impacts.  

INVESTORS IN PEOPLE

Programme Manager:
Anne Brodie

Purpose:     Offers financial support for consultancy services to achieve IIP recognition/re-recognition.  Investors in People is the UK national Standard which sets a level of good practice for training and development of people to achieve business goals. The Standard provides a national framework for improving business performance and competitiveness, through a planned approach to setting and communicating business objectives and developing people to meet these objectives.

Level of Support:
    Free diagnostic audit  and  50% of funding  for  SEFV  selected consultants.
Client Group:    Any commercial or non-commercial organisation of any size.

Programme Formation in SEFV:   circa 1995.

Programme Status:    This is a Scottish Enterprise national programme.

SEFV Budget Allocation and Out-turn:

2000-01

£85,000 / £85,854

2001-02

£85,000 / £111,771

2002-03

£80,000 / £71,590

Sample Survey  Performance Results:
	Investors in People n=5

	Programme  relevance
	SEFV delivery
	Consultants delivery

	Did involvement meet

expectations?
	Was programme relevant to business needs?
	Did

support given

address issues?
	Overall, how satisfied with SEFV?
	SEFV  consistent coordinated and focused ?
	Own investment of  time  and effort  with SEFV worthwhile?
	Overall, how satisfied with consultants?
	Quality  and relevance of consultants work?

	4.20
	4.80
	4.20
	4.20
	4.20
	4.20
	4.60
	5.00

	overall sample group scores 

	4.06
	4.33
	4.04
	4.23
	3.90
	4.10
	3.72
	3.69

	Additionality of SEFV support

	How likely you  would have gone ahead  anyway without SEFV assistance?
	Full
	Timing
	Scale
	Quality
	None

	2.00
	60.0%
	20.0%
	-
	20.0%
	-

	overall  sample group scores

	2.13
	32.4%
	39.4%
	9.9%
	15.5%
	2.8%

	Business Performance Impacts

	on

Turnover

now
	on

Turnover

future


	on

Profitability

now
	on

Profitability 

future
	on

Employment
	on

Business

Efficiency
	on

Long Term

Strength

	2.00
	2.40
	2.40
	2.20
	1.60
	4.00
	2.80

	overall sample group scores

	2.62
	2.83
	2.02
	2.31
	2.40
	3.04
	3.54


Sample Benchmark Characteristics:

· 60% of companies participating had been in business between 5 and 10 years.

· There is a marked bimodal split on current turnover : 60% under £500K, 40% over £2.5 millions.

· 40% of companies had less than 5 employees, 40% had 20-49 employees.

· 80% of companies were in the service sector.

Key Interpretation Factors:

· high scores for relevance and  delivery performance.

· very high scores for quality of consultants.

· very high full additionality of SEFV support.

· Impact primarily on business efficiency with slight knock on effect on current profitability.

· Very low employment impact.

FORTH VALLEY INNOVATION GRANT (SCIS)

Programme Manager:
Alan Stewart

Purpose:   Offers grants to single companies (not joint ventures nor collaborations) to assist a new product or process development that is innovative to the business and which involves a technical problem to be resolved, and where there is some technical risk.  This is the local delivery arm of the Small Companies Innovation Support  (SCIS) programme.

Level of Support: 
    Up to 50% of expenditure  to a maximum of £25,000 for product/process development.  Additional discretionary support  of research and product/process launch may be available.

Client Group:    Limited to SME companies with less than 100 employees.

Programme Formation in SEFV:  1996.

Programme Status:  This is a Scottish Enterprise national programme (SCIS).

SEFV Budget Allocation and Out-turn:

2000-01

£230,000 / £182,744

2001-02

£100,000 / £72,876

2002-03

£80,000 / £83,311

Sample Survey  Performance Results:
	Forth Valley Innovation Grant & Expert Help  n=10 

	Programme  relevance
	SEFV delivery
	Consultants delivery

	Did involvement meet

expectations?
	Was programme relevant to business needs?
	Did

support given

address issues?
	Overall, how satisfied with SEFV?
	SEFV  consistent coordinated and focused ?
	Own investment of  time  and effort  with SEFV worthwhile?
	Overall, how satisfied with consultants?
	Quality  and relevance of consultants work?

	4.60
	4.70
	4.80
	4.70
	4.60
	4.50
	3.00
	3.00

	overall sample group scores 

	4.06
	4.33
	4.04
	4.23
	3.90
	4.10
	3.72
	3.69

	Additionality of SEFV support

	How likely you  would have gone ahead  anyway without SEFV assistance?
	Full
	Timing
	Scale
	Quality
	None

	2.30
	11.8%
	52.9%
	11.8%
	23.5%
	-

	overall  sample group scores

	2.13
	32.4%
	39.4%
	9.9%
	15.5%
	2.8%

	Business Performance Impacts

	on

Turnover

now
	on

Turnover

future


	on

Profitability

now
	on

Profitability 

future
	on

Employment
	on

Business

Efficiency
	on

Long Term

Strength

	2.40
	3.50
	2.30
	2.80
	3.30
	2.00
	3.60

	overall sample group scores

	2.62
	2.83
	2.02
	2.31
	2.40
	3.04
	3.54


Most often in combination with Expert Help - for sampling purposes these two programmes were  taken together.

Sample Benchmark Characteristics:

· 60% of companies  participating had been in business for less than 5 years.

· 40% of companies had a current turnover of less than £500K and 80% less than £1 million.

· 90% of companies had less than 10 employees.

· 90% of companies were in the  manufacturing sector.

Key Interpretation Factors:

· The programme is subject to long delays caused by companies failing to  complete the implementation of their projects to the timetables initially projected by them.

· Very high scores for programme relevance and SEFV delivery.

· Significantly lower scores  for work undertaken by consultants.

· Very low absolute additionality of SEFV support - primary additionality is on timing, secondary on quality.

· This programme acts on projects which should , if successful,  directly affect business performance but impacts on turnover and profitability are heavily dependent on future results.

· Significantly higher impacts on current employment in businesses.

· Low impacts on business efficiency.

EXPERT HELP

Programme Manager:
Alan Stewart

Purpose:    Financial support for consultancy or sub-contract services for new product and process development or enhancement, intellectual property rights, legal advice with regard to the commercialisation of a product/process and technical marketing.

Level of Support:
   50% of expenditure to a maximum of £10,000.

NB

  This programme has a very strong (but not exclusive) supporting association with the Forth Valley Innovation Grants programme.

  The programme is subject to long delays caused by companies failing to  complete the implementation of their projects to the timetables initially projected by them.


Client Group:    SME companies including start-up businesses where economic benefits to Forth Valley  can be demonstrated and achieved. 

Programme Formation in SEFV:   1997.

Programme Status:   This is a Scottish Enterprise Forth Valley local programme

SEFV Budget Allocation and Out-turn:

2000-01

£90,000 / £41,879

2001-02

£80,000 / £55,588

2002-03

£60,000 / £60.667

Sample Survey Performance Results:

Combined with Forth Valley Innovation Grants (see previous page).  

Companies were unable to distinguish between the  effects of Expert Help and FVIG assistance, often for the same or a consecutive project.

E-BUSINESS  DEVELOPMENT & SUPPORT 

Programme Manager:
Fiona Souter

Purpose:    To encourage the utilization of e-commerce.  This is a portfolio programme with  8 sub programmes or projects:

· Advisors:  3 consultants employed full time by SEFV :

#1 - to offer 2 days free advice on e-commerce to local businesses, 

#2 - for rural projects delivery, 

# 3 - to manage the FV Broadband Demonstration Centre. 

(02-03 budget = £60K).

· E-business Adviser Programme : grant support  (50%) for 10 days maximum consultancy to businesses from a consultants pool via Enterprise Services Scotland Ltd. (SEN subsidiary).

(02-03 budget = £18.5K).

· E-business supplier forums  for networking contacts organised by First Tuesday (Scotland) Ltd. (02-03 budget = £11.1K).

· Funding Support: for online workshops (50%) and discretionary small scale funding of functional websites  (£500 maximum/business). 

(02-03 budget.= £32.3K).

· Marketing: to support national events and events management.  

(02-03 budget. = £18K).

· Surveys: undertaken to monitor take-up of e-commerce.

(02-03 budget = £21.4K).

· Aberfoyle Satellite Wireless Pilot Project .

(02-03 budget = £10.5K  -  also supported by LEADER +  & ERDF).

· Rural Businesses ICT Initiative  Pilot Project.
(02-03 budget = £ 20.7K  -  also supported by  LEADER + & ERDF).
Client Group:     Local businesses considering adopting e-commerce and local supplier companies.

Programme Formation in SEFV:  1999

Programme Status:   This is a Scottish Enterprise national programme with two local rural  projects

SEFV Budget Allocation and Out-turn:
2000-01

£80,000 / £75,173

2001-02

£213,000 / £205,604

2002-03

£178,000 / £161,477

Sample Survey  Performance Results:
	E-Business Development & Support  n=6

	Programme  relevance
	SEFV delivery
	Consultants delivery

	Did involvement meet

expectations?
	Was programme relevant to business needs?
	Did

support given

address issues?
	Overall, how satisfied with SEFV?
	SEFV  consistent coordinated and focused ?
	Own investment of  time  and effort  with SEFV worthwhile?
	Overall, how satisfied with consultants?
	Quality  and relevance of consultants work?

	4.17
	4.33
	4.33
	4.17
	3.33
	4.00
	3.50
	3.00

	overall sample group scores 

	4.06
	4.33
	4.04
	4.23
	3.90
	4.10
	3.72
	3.69

	Additionality of SEFV support

	How likely you  would have gone ahead  anyway without SEFV assistance?
	Full
	Timing
	Scale
	Quality
	None

	2.33
	66.7%
	33.3%
	
	
	

	overall  sample group scores

	2.13
	32.4%
	39.4%
	9.9%
	15.5%
	2.8%

	Business Performance Impacts

	on

Turnover

now
	on

Turnover

future


	on

Profitability

now
	on

Profitability 

future
	on

Employment
	on

Business

Efficiency
	on

Long Term

Strength

	3.40
	3.17
	2.57
	3.00
	1.00
	3.33
	4.17

	overall sample group scores

	2.62
	2.83
	2.02
	2.31
	2.40
	3.04
	3.54


Both local rural projects are to be evaluated in 2003

Sample Benchmark Characteristics: 
· 67% of participating companies had been trading for less than 3 years.

· 83% of companies had current turnover of less than £500K.

· 67% of companies employed fewer than 5 people.

· 83% of companies were in the service sector.

Key Interpretation Factors:

· Very small sample size for the scale of programmes

· Lower than average scores for programme delivery, especially for work by consultants.

· Very high proportion of absolute additionality 

· High impacts on direct  and future turnover and profitability.

· No impact on employment.

· Strong influence on long term business strength

LEADERSHIP / MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT

Programme Manager:
Leadership Development : 
Helen Lewis




Manager for Hire:   
Alan Addison

Purpose:    Leadership Development is aimed primarily at improving  the capability of directors and senior managers to lead and develop their businesses. Personal skills training is undertaken by participation is  three 1 day seminars  1 month apart  followed by 2 ½ days  coaching within 14-28 days, “in house” at the participants business to embed  seminar lessons.  Organisation contracted to Matrix Management  Consultancy.


    Manager for Hire provides financial support up to 12 days  “in house” consultancy from SEFV nominated consultants for marketing, finance, human resources, operations or strategy  development,  carried out in association with senior managers to allow skill transfer into the company.

Level of support:
Leadership Development:   25% of  approved consultancy costs


Manager for Hire:   maximum £10K support with £500 performance related retention.
Client Group:    No specific eligibility criteria but principally SME companies in Forth Valley.  Mainly SEFV account managed companies.

Programme Formation in SEFV:  mid 2000.

Programme Status:  This is a Scottish Enterprise Forth Valley local  programme.

SEFV Budget Allocation and Out-turn:
2000-01

no separate budget in 2000-01

2001-02

£30,000 / £29,498

2002-03

£90,000 / £92,500 *

* 2002-03 funding split  between Leadership Development and Manager for Hire is approximately 40:60

Sample Survey  Performance Results:
	Leadership Development  n=3

	Programme  relevance
	SEFV delivery
	Consultants delivery

	Did involvement meet

expectations?
	Was programme relevant to business needs?
	Did

support given

address issues?
	Overall, how satisfied with SEFV?
	SEFV  consistent coordinated and focused ?
	Own investment of  time  and effort  with SEFV worthwhile?
	Overall, how satisfied with consultants?
	Quality  and relevance of consultants work?

	4.00
	4.33
	3.67
	3.67
	2.67
	4.00
	2.00
	1.67

	overall sample group scores 

	4.06
	4.33
	4.04
	4.23
	3.90
	4.10
	3.72
	3.69

	Additionality of SEFV support

	How likely you  would have gone ahead  anyway without SEFV assistance?
	Full
	Timing
	Scale
	Quality
	None

	1.00
	100%
	-
	-
	-
	-

	overall  sample group scores

	2.13
	32.4%
	39.4%
	9.9%
	15.5%
	2.8%

	Business Performance Impacts

	on

Turnover

now
	on

Turnover

future


	on

Profitability

now
	on

Profitability 

future
	on

Employment
	on

Business

Efficiency
	on

Long Term

Strength

	1.33
	3.00
	1.00
	2.67
	2.00
	3.67
	4.33

	overall sample group scores

	2.62
	2.83
	2.02
	2.31
	2.40
	3.04
	3.54


Sample Benchmark Characteristics: 

· all participating companies had been trading for more than 10 years.

· 83% had turnover of less than £500K

· all had more than 10 employees, 67% had between 10 and 50 employees.

· 67% were service sector businesses.
Key Interpretation Factors:

· Sample size and composition  (2 social economy businesses)  makes results unreliable.  Additional companies unavailable for survey.

· Relevance acknowledged but  delivery very unsatisfactory for 2 of 3 businesses in sample.

· Additionality of SEFV support was 100% in all cases.

· Acts on the resource base of businesses (efficiency, long term strength)   with direct impacts dependent on future turnover and profitability.

· Low employment impacts.

	Manager for Hire  n=6

	Programme  relevance
	SEFV delivery
	Consultants delivery

	Did involvement meet

expectations?
	Was programme relevant to business needs?
	Did

support given

address issues?
	Overall, how satisfied with SEFV?
	SEFV  consistent coordinated and focused ?
	Own investment of  time  and effort  with SEFV worthwhile?
	Overall, how satisfied with consultants?
	Quality  and relevance of consultants work?

	3.67
	4.33
	3.50
	4.17
	3.83
	4.17
	4.00
	4.00

	overall sample group scores 

	4.06
	4.33
	4.04
	4.23
	3.90
	4.10
	3.72
	3.69

	Additionality of SEFV support

	How likely you  would have gone ahead  anyway without SEFV assistance?
	Full
	Timing
	Scale
	Quality
	None

	2.67
	22.2%
	44.4%
	11.1%
	22.2% 
	-

	overall  sample group scores

	2.13
	32.4%
	39.4%
	9.9%
	15.5%
	2.8%

	Business Performance Impacts

	on

Turnover

now
	on

Turnover

future


	on

Profitability

now
	on

Profitability 

future
	on

Employment
	on

Business

Efficiency
	on

Long Term

Strength

	2.33
	2.17
	1.83
	2.00
	2.50
	4.00
	4.00

	overall sample group scores

	2.62
	2.83
	2.02
	2.31
	2.40
	3.04
	3.54


Sample Benchmark Characteristics: 

· 50% of participating companies had been trading for more than 10 years

· 50% of companies had current turnover in excess of £1.5 millions.

· 83% of companies employed between 10 and 50 employees.

· 67% of companies were in the service sector.

Key Interpretation Factors:

· Average  results skewed by marked bi-polar distribution - very good / very bad - in small sample.

· High scores for satisfaction with work of consultants.

· Additionality relatively low with principal impact on timing. 

· Impact is on the resource base of the business (efficiency / long term viability) with low impacts on turnover and profitability.

· Employment impacts around average for group. 

PAGE  
48

