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‘Getting It Right’’
Feed-Back On The First Phase Of Consultation

On SEEDA’s Social Enterprise Strategy

Interim Report #2

3 October 2003

Preamble

This report sets out the key research findings to be generated by the staging of four consultation events in the South East region.  The purpose of these events was two-fold.  First, they provided the South East England Development Agency (SEEDA) the opportunity to present the first draft of its Social Enterprise Strategy to a ‘social enterprise orientated’ audience, and to receive feed-back.  Second, the events also provided an opportunity to start shaping the scope and structure of one of the social enterprise strategy’s key planks – the establishment of a South East Social Enterprise Agency.

The four consultation events were organised and facilitated by Economic Partnerships Limited, a social economy research and development co-operative working on behalf of SEEDA and the South East Social Enterprise Partnership (SESEP).  

The four events comprise part of a broader programme of consultancy being carried out by Economic Partnerships, which at its heart relates to assisting SEEDA and SESEP in the development and implementation of a social enterprise strategy.  In particular, this programme consists of the following key elements;

· Deliver 4 sub-regional consultation events

· Provide comment upon drafts of the SEEDA strategy

· Support the planning and establishment of a regional social enterprise agency

Progress to date includes:

1. Commenting upon a draft strategy produced by SEEDA

2. Putting together a database of social enterprises and organisations with an interest in the sector;

3. Brokering and attending a meeting between SEEDA and SEC

4. Sending out an initial mailing with dates of consultation to 460 organisations.

5. Drawing up agenda for the four consultation events and producing a flyer for them

6. Inputting additional contacts into our database, which now includes over 750 contacts

7. Sending out a second mailing with times and venues

8. Contacting key agencies to begin generating a wider ownership of the strategy and involvement in the development of the SESE.

9. Appraisal of relevant documentation, such as the ECOTEC ‘mapping report’.

In addition to the above, we have staged the following four consultation events:

· Portsmouth on 15th September for Hampshire/Isle Of Wight

· Oxford, on 18th September for Milton Keynes, Oxfordshire, Buckinghamshire and Berkshire (MKOBB)

· Maidstone on 25th September for Kent & Medway

· Leatherhead on 26th September for Surrey/Sussex

The purpose of this report, is to set out the feed-back to be generated by the four consultation events.  The views expressed in this report are not those of Economic Partnerships unless expressly stated to the contrary.

Event Format

Appendix I contains the agenda used for the consultation events.  The two ‘facilitated’ break-out groups were designed to generate a range of structured comments on both the SEEDA strategy and the shape and scope of the proposed Social Enterprise Development Agency.  In addition, a written questionnaire survey was used to generate written and more quantitative information The questionnaire also enabled us to evaluate of the events in terms of the quality of the presentations, venue, etc.  This questionnaire is attached as Appendix II.  Analysis of the questionnaire’s results indicate that participants felt that the events were well organised, held in suitable venues, and featured good presentations (see Appendix II).  

Key Consultation Findings

Before considering the specific feed-back to be generated by the consultation events, it is useful to provide an overview of the consultation ‘experience’.

Overview

In general, consultees welcomed the SEEDA initiative and were happy that much effort was being put into the consultation process.  People liked the fact that they were being consulted.  Positive voices were very much in the ascendancy, and although Economic Partnerships had been braced for a much more mixed reception, it was only at the Oxford event that negative views were articulated in a consistent fashion.  

Quantitatively, in response to the evaluation questionnaire, 25 people thought the outline strategy was either very good’ or ‘good’, whilst 26 people judged it to be ‘ok’.  Only 3 people thought it was ‘poor’ or ‘very poor’.   However, 39 people felt that some areas of the strategy could be improved, whilst 10 people indicated they were happy with the strategy as it was. A full list of responses is available in appendix II.
This general enthusiasm for the strategy can be interpreted in at least two ways.  Either the draft strategy is broadly on target and is hitting all the right buttons, or the consultation process has been slightly flawed.  It is difficult to distinguish which of these analyses, or indeed both, are right!  There are certainly quite a lot of ‘goodies’ contained within the strategy, and therefore the presentation of it was quite easy to support.  However, because no written draft of the strategy had been circulated before the consultation events, the audience had little time to digest what was being presented to them.  

In addition, the participants in the events displayed the whole spectrum of social enterprise experience, from people who actually work in the sector, to others who had not heard of the term ‘social enterprise’’ before.  For the latter, although their views are of use, they can hardly be seen as informed views.

Economic Partnerships feel it is important that the above issues are highlighted, and are drawn upon to inform the remainder of the consultation period.  Two key issues are of importance here.  The next stage of SEEDA’s process is to launch the draft strategy. It is important that this is widely circulated well in advance of the launch. It is also important that this draft refers to this consultation process and highlights how it has been developed or modified in light of this process. This, we feel, will prove SEEDA do listen and are engaging everyone – point highlighted as issues by some of the consultees – and help ensure an informed debate.  Second, and related to this, stake-holder ‘buy-in’ is going to be crucial for the success of the project, and every step needs to be taken to ensure that the major social enterprise players are supportive of and engaged in the strategy.  

Appendix III contains the detailed responses generated by the break-out sessions, and the plenary.  Here, we highlight the main issues to arise.  The first sub-section relates to the strategy overall, whilst the second sub-section deals with the possible organisation and structure of an independent and region wide social enterprise agency.  Clearly the scope of the strategy and the shape of the agency are inter-related.  Where there is this overlap, it will be clearly indicated.

Comments On The Strategy Overall

Geography & Scale

Social enterprise development has been historically quite a 'local' activity.  Indeed, this 'localisation of solutions' to economic and social problems is one reason why Government and SEEDA are keen to support its development.  There are a range of issues, however, created by such 'localisation' in terms of how it connects with a regional strategy. These issues are:

· How can a regional strategy, and social enterprise agency promote what is quite a confusing concept at grass roots level?  Likewise, how can local scale activity and delivery with the regional picture be linked to the regional picture.

· How can local people and delivery agents feel ownership of what might be perceived as a 'top down' strategy and agency?

· How can local views be fed into a regional structure?

It was clear at some of the events that the 'sub-regional scale' lacked relevance for the social enterprise sector, and that the level of County might be more appropriate.

The answer to many of the above questions will be wound up with the design of the regional social enterprise agency in terms of both its governance structure, and it's functions.  Suffice to say here is that the social enterprise agency must feature transparent and easy to access two way lines of communication - information, in a sense must be at the heart of the proposed Social Enterprise Agency.

Fragmentation, Bureaucracy and Structure

A clear message to come across from all the consultation events was a fear that a bureaucracy and structure was going to be imposed on what is an organic movement, and potentially stifle the very creative solutions that the strategy is seeking to encourage.  There is no easy solution to this as government attempts to embrace and mainstream a sector that displays a level of ‘counter culture’ roots.  

At a superficial level, the strategy document must be clearly written, avoid jargon, and include a glossary.  At a more structural level, the operation of the social enterprise agency and other 'social enterprise policy instruments', must be fast and responsive to need, transparent, and easy to understand. 

Finance

Because the main aim of the draft strategy is to focus on the development of quality social enterprises, access to finance is going to be a key issue.  Participants on the whole welcomed the introduction of the new CDFI, but there was some concern over the lack of grant or equity finance for social enterprise new starts or growth and development.  Loan funding alone would not be enough to 'kick start’ the sector’s needs.  There was also concern that the introduction of a new CDFI would bring confusion to the finance market place, where existing CDFIS were struggling to make loans, or indeed cover their running costs.  

In addition, some consultees felt that whilst a CDFI was necessary ultimately, the first step was to change the culture of social enterprises to enable them to make use of loans.

From the perspective of the social enterprise looking for development finance, these two factors, the culture of being averse to loans and the confusion over the variety of loan funds available are potentially serious barriers.  What was seen as being helpful would be one single point of contact which could co-ordinate a range of financial sources, promote them and then provide a 'money with management service'.
Interface with mainstream business support structures

There was variance in opinion as to how the business support needs of new and existing social enterprises could be met.  Some participants felt that Business Links had difficulty in dealing with the social enterprise sector, especially when voluntary sector organisations were attempting to make the transition to social enterprise.  Others felt that the business needs of social enterprises were pretty similar to that of any other business, and with some training, many Business Link advisers would be able to support the development needs of the sector.  

Whatever way ‘it is cut’, there was a view that support for social enterprise development was patchy at grass roots level, and effort needed to be taken to identify precisely what support was currently available, and then the strategy should then ‘knit’ all the support together.  It was recognised that the sector was currently fragmented, and a clear role for both the strategy and the social enterprise agency was to make it whole.  Some participants pointed out that without a more coherent support network then many elements of the strategy, for example training, would be difficult to deliver.

A Dedicated Social Enterprise Agency

A key plank of the proposed SEEDA social enterprise strategy relates to the establishment of a dedicated social enterprise agency.  This proposal received general support from all four consultation events.  There was however much debate over the size, structure and scope for such an agency.  The remainder of this report rehearses the main ‘heads’ of debate, and offers possible structure and activity options for such an agency.

Options For Social Enterprise South East

The second half of each event concerned the nature and structure of the proposed social enterprise agency.  As in the previous section, the detailed and specific comments to be generated by the break-out sessions are contained within Appendix III.  Here, we draw out what appear to be the key issues, before offering a range of  'discussion topics' to be worked through in the coming months, first at a planning meeting with all potential stake-holders scheduled for the 20th of October, and at subsequent meetings.

For the sake of clarity we have given the proposed social enterprise agency the working title 'social enterprise south east' (SESE).  

There was much debate over whether there was actually the need for the establishment of a social enterprise agency for the South East.  One option considered was to give the 'social enterprise brief' to an existing organisation.  The conclusion of this debate was that an independent Agency should be created, in order to ensure the creation of a dedicated voice. 

Before going on to discuss what SESE might do, and look like, it important to highlight that first, all consultation events agreed with the proposal to establish a dedicated social enterprise agency for the region, and second, that that agency should develop out of the South East Social Enterprise Partnership (SESEP).  This is because the other possible options were viewed as not really being tenable.  These alternative options are:

Option #1:
Establish an new agency parallel to SESEP as the new SESE.  Economic Partnerships are of the opinion that such a new development would lead to duplication and confusion.
Option #2
Allow an alternative existing organisaton to adopt SESE's proposed  remit.  Again we feel that this would lead to duplication and confusion. In addition none of the alternative organisations focus specifically on social enterprise and would find it difficult to provide a dedicated voice for the sector.
As a precursor to establishing SESE, a robust definition of social enterprise must be adopted, which will then shape its membership and sphere of activities.  The definition contained within SEEDA's draft Social Enterprise strategy, which is itself based upon the DTi definition appears to fit the bill, and is attached as Appendix IV.

SESE needs to feature some ‘smart’ objectives.  These could be to:

· Increase the stock of Social Enterprises in the South East

· Increase the financial turnover of existing Social Enterprises

· Increase the number of people helped by Social Enterprises

· Increase the number of people employed by the sector

SESE  therefore must feature effective systems to continually monitor and evaluate the impact of the sector and to social and economic well being of the South East community.

People preferred the idea of a federation rather than an Agency.  By federation we mean an organisation comprising of existing organisations that have come together to expedite a particular common good.  People felt the agency should grow organically, and one of its first tasks would be to go out to Social Enterprises and find out what they want.  There was however a concern that it would be difficult to unify such a fragmented sector.

There was some discussion to as to whether there should be one or two organisations.  

1.
An agency dominated by support agencies that drive the project forward

2.
A federation of Social Enterprises that somehow holds the support agencies in check

There was a key concern that people working in social enterprises are doers, and as such will not have the time to give to any form of organisation.  The key issue here is one of mutuality.  The Agency must provide genuine benefits for its membership.  These are outlined later in this section.

There was a genuine desire to build on what exists already – i.e. to grow SESEP rather than to create a new body.  However, any new organisation should be lean, and not become self-serving.

Consultees varied in how they described the aims of SESE, but the two key common aims suggested by all were advocacy and information. Functions suggested to achieve such aims were:

1. Leadership - A unifying body/focal point for the sector

2. A regional portal for SEC

3. Raise the sector’s profile - PR & marketing

4. Governance – Sits on SEC, RDA?, Area Partnerships – key role in strategy review

5. Directly delivers other aspects of the SEEDA social enterprise strategy

6. Co-ordinate specialist delivery

7. Link with the CDFI and other sources of finance

8. Inter-trading web-site

9. Establish sub-regional infrastructure

10. Develop Provider organisations

11. The production of a directory of Social Enterprises

12. Information brokerage – sign-posting to appropriate training and development support, plus bursaries to allow people to access such support

13. Promotion of value by social audit and other quality ‘tools’

14. Sharing best-practice

15. Mentoring – a social entrepreneur’s network

In terms of structure, there are a number of shaping factors including:

a)
SESE must be fundable – therefore needs to be either a guarantee company or an Industrial & Provident Society

b)
SESE must be ‘governable’ from an executive management perspective.  The staff team will need the freedom to take decisions and deliver projects to time and budget

c)
SESE must be inclusive – memberships needs to be open to the social enterprise sector

d)
SESE must be relevant to the social enterprise sector, and deliver projects and products that are of value to the sector

e)
SESE’s structure needs to meet the Social Enterprise Coalition criteria for membership – ie it must be  inclusive plus have sufficient resources to act

In addition to the above conditions, the consultation events have provided some further factors.  These are:

First, SESE needs to design a governance structure which balances genuine democratic representation of stake-holder groups, whilst simultaneously being 'fit for purpose' - SESE must be able to act entrepreneurially, and deliver specific projects to time and budget.

Second, the agency needs to be owned (in part?) by the sector itself - this is why establishing a robust definition is so important.  The following membership categories are suggested:

a)
Social Enterprises – geographical and sectoral

b)
Sector support agencies and networks (Are the mainstream business support infrastructure granted membership, or should it just be organisations primarily involved in the sector?)

c)
‘partner/champions’

d)
The RDA 

e)
Possibly an ‘emerging social enterprise’ category, which would be open to aspiring social enterprise who don’t quite meet the strict definition of the term (yet).  This would allow a route into SESE for a range of voluntary and community organisations and networks, whilst at the same time providing a mechanism to control or limit their representation.  This is important as SESE should be ‘enterprise led’, not ‘vol-com sector-led’.  RAISE already performs this function for the ‘vol-com’ sector. 

Third, a decision needs to be made as to how SESE reaches out to the grass roots, through its governance structure.  One possible option could be to create a 'County Level' membership category, and rather than stipulate in precise terms how each County should organise its network, allow each County to nominate a member, in line with the following guidance:

a)
Each County Network must be inclusive and open to all organisations primarily engaged in the social enterprise sector

b)
Nominees must be selected in a fair and equitable manner, and open to challenge/election

c)
The nominee must be re-selected on an annual basis

For simplicity, we are advocating a County based structure for the base level, but we are aware that some people would chose different areas of similar sizes and others are already involved in networks covering smaller areas.  For example, at the Portsmouth event there was a consensus that the base level should be defined more by the nature of the areas than by existing County boundaries. Thus, they felt, that an area that covered the South Coast and another that covered the inland areas of made more sense than the geographical counties of Hampshire, Surrey and Sussex. We also heard that a social enterprise network had been set up to cover the Portsmouth and South East Hants area.

In a sense, it would appear some kind of federated approach, with a range of regional and sub-regional categories, is the way forward. The new agency should be flexible about the areas chosen and allow them to grow organically. In doing this, it was suggested that SESE should work with existing geographical networks and use them as pilots and potential models for other areas that are not currently covered.

The development of such an Agency will require further detailed consultation which establishes a process which results in the establishment of SESE.

Given the above comments, the following options are open to consideration:

· Option 1 - SESEP & SESE Co-exist – SESEP continues to deliver its project - SESE  becomes the 'inclusive and representative body.

· Option 2- SESEP grows into SESE, by opening membership to others

· Option 3 - Wind up SESEP - transfer contracts, etc to new organisation/SESE

Option 2 was the option most favour by consultees.

Key Issues

In summary, the key issues generated to date are:

· Not to impose a bureaucratic structure on an organic movement

· There is general support for the development of a regional social enterprise agency, and that this is created by ‘evolving SESEP’

· People are happy SEEDA are consulting with them, but have some concerns over whether their voice will be heard

· 'Let's not re-invent the wheel'

· EPL's only view at this time is a concern that the Agency will either be 'dragged down’ the local/community end of the 'social enterprise spectrum’, or conversely become ‘agency dominated’.  With either of these scenarios, expectation may be raised, and the Agency will lose its regional/strategic capacity to act in the sole interests of the sector.

We should also point out that our proposal to organically develop a network of networks will mean that SESE will not start from day 1 with a coherent geographical coverage. Some areas with existing networks, like Oxford, will find it easier to link in with SESE. When we pointed this out to consultees they accepted this as a price worth paying. 

Whilst this is not ideal, it may not altogether be a bad thing. If people feel left out, it will provide a spur to areas not covered to develop their own sub regional networks. SESE should make it clear that they encourage and support such developments.

To ameliorate potential problems of exclusion, it was pointed out that an effective web site will provide an increasingly acceptable alternative means of linking in with SESE. Indeed for some, virtual networking may well be preferable, particularly in an area in which travel is so difficult. A well maintained interactive website therefore needs to be an integral part of the development of SESE.  

Appendix I

‘Getting It Right’

The Agenda

A voice and strategy for social enterprise in Hampshire/Isle of Wight 15 September

Agenda
9.30

Refreshments and registration

9.45
Introduction and explanation of the seminar – EPL

9.50
What is a social enterprise – EPL

9.55
Case study 1 – Richard Priest, Riverside Centre

10.00
The proposed social enterprise strategy for the South East - SEEDA

10.25
Workshop 1 - Views on the draft strategy – how could it be improved?

11.15

Refreshment break

11.25

Plenary

11.30

Case study 2 - Sunderland Home Care Associates, EPL

11.35
An agency for social enterprise – why have one and what has happened so far? - SESEP

11.45
What is happening nationally and in other regions - EPL

11.55 
The views of two local social enterprises on creating a voice for social enterprise

12.05
Workshop 2 – do we need a voice and an agency for social enterprise? How should it be run? Who should be in it? 

12.55 

Conclusions and next steps – EPL

13.10

Lunch

14.00

Finish
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Appendix II

‘Getting It Right’

Evaluation & Questionnaire Pro Forma

Your views for a bottle of champagne!

We want to find out what all participants thought of today’s seminar and in particular your views on the strategy and the development of a regional representative agency for the sector. This questionnaire ensures that everyone has an opportunity to comment and have their views heard. In fact we are so keen to get your views that we will be holding a Champagne draw at the end of today’s seminar for everyone who completes a questionnaire and returns it to us.

We will ensure your comments are treated in strict confidence and there is no need to include your name or organisation. This questionnaire will only be seen by Economic Partnership’s staff and we will ensure that you or your organisation will not be identifiable in any materials or presentations we give.

The Day 

Please tick the box or circle the response of the most appropriate response

	
	V Good
	Good
	OK
	Poor
	V Poor

	1) How suitable was the venues 


	29
	19
	5
	1
	

	2) How did you rate the      

    presentations overall
	17
	31
	9
	1
	

	3) How do you rate the overall 

    organisation of the seminar
	14
	28
	8
	3
	


The strategy
4) Do you think the outline strategy for social enterprise was?

Very good
Good

OK

Poor

V Poor 
NR

6

19

26

1

2

4



5) Are there any areas you feel need to be improved?

Yes
No
NR










39
10
9

6) If so, what areas?

7) Are there any areas you think are particularly good? 
Yes
No
NR









36
8
12

8) If so, what are they?

9) Is there any other information or issues that the strategy 

should address, that it doesn’t? 




Yes
No
NR










25
17     
12




10) If so, what are they?

11) Are there any things in the strategy you think shouldn’t be in

or think should be changed? 




Yes
No
NR









11
26
18

12) If so, what are they?

An agency

13) Do you think there should be a regional representative agency 

specifically for the social enterprise sector in the South East? 
Yes
No
NR










42
6
6

14) Why do you think this (if you answered No to 13, please then go to 19)?

15) What are the most important things such an agency should do?

16)  Do you think this body should also include and which of these groupings would you or your organisation participate in:

	
	Should be
	Would participate in

	One group for whole region
	23
	17

	4 geographical groups ie RDA sub-regions
	15
	18

	Groups for each County
	8
	13

	Thematic groups (eg recycling, child  care)
	13
	17


17) Are there any existing networks or groups  that could become 

a member or part of a new regional social enterprise body or 

could be developed as a regional agency? 


Yes
No
NR









34
3
16

18) If so, what are they?

19) Do you have any other comments you would like to make about today’s event or the issues it covers?

Please hand in this form in at the seminar or send it to Economic Partnerships, 14 Manchester Street, Morpeth, NE61 1BH.

Thank you!

If you wish to win the champagne please put your name here or a number/word you will remember!

Appendix III

‘Getting It Right’

Specific Comments Generated By The Break-out Sessions and Plenary

What People Liked

1. The strategy’s evidence base and thought it ‘rang true’

2. The focus on development of quality social enterprises

3. The CDFI

4. The awards scheme.

5. Do respect and value SEEDA working with the social enterprise sector – but there is a need to talk more

6. The need to have a strategy

7. Training for mentors to the sector

8. Sign-posting to training

9. Bursaries for training

10. Empathetic training and support

11. Raising awareness amongst the public

12. Promotion of value by social audit

13. Networking to allow audit of what is out there

14. Recognition of the independence of the sector

15. Promotion currently undersold

16. The awareness of barriers

17. The promotion and marketing of the section

18. Share knowledge, infrastructure – building a new cohesiveness

19. The idea for a se web site

20. A directory of social enterprises

21. Acknowledgement of the various stages of Social Enterprise Development

22. The recognition of the importance of training

23. Focussing funds where they are needed

24. Establishing a focal point for accessing all information regarding social enterprise

25. Finance – access to the CDFI

26. The network of (social?) entrepreneurs)

What People Disliked

1. the potential for the imposition of bureaucratic structure

2. concern that innovation will be stifled

3. the lack of ability to promote at grass roots, and felt there was need for more promotion to intermediaries

4. Not everyone has been consulted or had any contact with SEEDA re research and strategy

5. Not everyone was aware of some partnership based organisations eg SESEP

6. Is SEEDA joined up in terms of interdepartmental thinking and action? Eg ESF Co financing current round

7. Funding an issue – how will SEEDA enable local grass roots organisations to access money if money is put into regional networks?

8. Social enterprise plays a large part of in general economy, not just social economy – it is an economic development tool first that can help social inclusion and therefore shouldn’t be marginalized

9. 119 deprived target areas – but what about pockets of social exclusion eg in rural areas

10. SEEDA is behind in terms of social enterprise agenda eg Dti Social Enterprise Unit is already in 2nd of 3 year life.

11. Why are organisations such as ECOTEC coming into SE region from outside to run and manage research – should ask in own back yard!

12. Strategy lacks grounding in reality and appears to duplicate – eg most of area has access to mentoring schemes through eg Business in the Community

13. CDFI is in principle OK, but existing loan funds are underused (eg BL in Bucks/Berks?). Want to see SEs make use of loans, but need to change culture first. Lower limit (£20,000) also seems high.

14. Need to priorities action to reduce patchy nature of SE support in region as without it proposals to eg provide more training can’t happen.

“Address what is actually happening on the ground – patchy specialists business support & Lack of resources reaching social enterprise’s needs.”

15. Sub-regional geographical breakdown as proposed by SEEDA does not make sense on the ground.

16. “More emphasis on local support/delivery networking – together linking up to form regional picture.”

In terms of what was missing in the strategy, the following was highlighted.

· The delivery of pooled management services directly delivered by SESE.

· The need for the SEEDA Social Enterprise strategy to link more directly into the Local Strategic Partnerships and Community Plans

· Description of the Strategy’s review mechanisms

· Concern over how the strategy would be reviewed

· That the strategy needs to properly reflect what already exists on the ground, and then works to ‘knit together’ existing activity and structures rather than create new ones

· Needs to recognise what’s going on already on the ground

· The is a gap between what to ‘top’ wants to do, and what is going on in terms of grass roots

· The need for grants at the start up phase

· What is the demand – more mapping to identify needs

· The role of parish councils and other local networks

· Need for venture capital

· Support for transition from vol org to SE – difficult for Blinks

· Link to community HUBS

· Needs to signpost and be flexible

· How will the use of money be prioritised

· Need to deal with hidden deprivation in rural areas

· Local links are very important - 

It was also stated that the strategy needs to be flexible enough to allow the organic growth of the sector.

Quotes 

Need range of funding solutions – not just commercial rate loans.

Many shapes of social enterprise. Will require help/mentoring/access to finance . Need loan repayment holiday for first 6 months.

SEEDA must listen

The current emphasis on deprived communities should be widened out – it’s a society issue and a different way of looking at people.

(Qu 6 Improvements needed) – More consultation with social enterprises and those businesses already engaged in support.

(Qu 8 What like)- Whole concept of one organisation/group representing sector.

Very interesting – a great start!

More emphasis on the individual with ideas linking into the process.

Thank you for this opportunity to get together.

To be conscious of not imposing yet another government agency on the already organic social enterprise movement in this area.

Appendix IV

A Definition Of Social Enterprise As Set Out In The SEEDA Social Enterprise Strategy

SOCIAL ENTERPRISE

Social Enterprises are defined by the Department of Trade and Industry as: 

“ A business with primarily social objectives whose surpluses are principally reinvested for that purpose in the business or the community, rather than being driven by the need to maximise profit for shareholders and owners.”

Social enterprises are businesses. The key difference between a social enterprise and any other business is that they trade with a social aim. The Social Enterprise Coalition states that there are three defining characteristics of social enterprises;

These are:

Enterprise Orientation – they are directly involved in producing goods or providing services to a market.

Social Aims – they have explicit social aims such as job creation, training or the provision of local services. They have ethical values including a commitment to local capacity building. They are accountable to their members/ stakeholders and the wider community for their social, environmental and economic impact.

Social Ownership – they are autonomous organisations with governance and ownership structures based on participation by stakeholder groups (users or clients, and local community groups etc) or by trustees who control the enterprise on behalf of a wider group of stakeholders. Profits are distributed as profit sharing to stakeholders or for the benefit of the community.

A number of organisational forms fall under these definitions such as;

· Consumer Co-operatives

· Mutuals

· Housing Associations

· Trading arms of Charities

· Workers Co-operatives

· Community Businesses

· Development Trusts

· Social Firms

· Intermediate labour market projects

· Social businesses.
· Community Interest Companies

