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Introduction

ECOTEC Research and Consulting Limited was commissioned by the South East England Regional Development Agency (SEEDA) in January 2003 to undertake the mapping of the potential and incidence of the social enterprise sector in the South East.  The key issues that needed to be addressed by the study were:

· The national social enterprise agenda
· Little understanding of the scope and scale of the sector

· Confusion over definitions

· Limited knowledge of the role, number and impact of existing support organisations

· Weak understanding of the barriers to growth

· Limited knowledge of the ‘drivers of growth’

· Lack of data to inform the development of a strategy
This report details the findings of the research, addresses the issues above and makes action-oriented recommendations that will stimulate the growth of the sector.  

1.1 Objectives of the Study

The objectives of the study were to:

Map and describe the range of existing activity including:

· Indications of the scale, employment value and economic contribution of the sector to the region;

· Mapping the incidence of social enterprise across the region with particular emphasis on activity in SEEDA’s priority regeneration areas.   An assessment of the incidence of any local activity ‘clusters’ would be helpful;

· Examples of good practice.

Growth Potential:

· What are the barriers to community participation and constraining factors, which inhibit the emergence of new social enterprises?

· Are there particular models of social enterprise, which are best suited to the needs of rural, peri-urban and urban locations?

· What sectors can support new enterprises?

· Are there particular geographical locations where growth is most likely to occur and where the impact will be most effective?

· Which agencies and players can most effectively stimulate the growth of the sector?

· An estimate of the latent potential employment value and economic contribution of the sector.

Support and infrastructure

The report should map and scrutinise existing support mechanisms and comment upon their effectiveness, strengths and weaknesses.   In addition it should reach a conclusion upon the measures needed to facilitative the growth of social enterprise and changes or additions to be made to the existing support mechanism:

· Any new financial support mechanisms, loans and/or grants, other financial mechanisms;

· Premises – what is typical, what is optimal, are the needs of the sector different from other businesses?

· Demand, take up, accessibility and quality of advice, development, guidance services;

· Incubation and clusters – social enterprise hub(s)

· Promotion of the sector and its value;

· Linking social enterprise with mainstream business, contracting within and outside the sector, linking areas of affluence with deprived areas;

· Links between existing social enterprises and the communities in which they operate.
The Regional Development Agencies have begun to make progress in mapping, developing a strategy and devising funding mechanisms for the social enterprise sector. Considering the scope and growing scale of the social enterprise sector in the South East, there is a pressing need to filter these findings into a plan of action and develop a regional framework for supporting social enterprise.

1.2 Methodology

The work programme was conducted as a series of fully integrated, overlapping tasks and elements of the work were adapted to take on board the implications of the interim findings. 

The following work programme was adopted:

· Literature Review - The review was organised to reflect the key issues and indicators set out in the research brief and was used to inform and guide the main body of the report.
· Postal Survey  - This phase of the work involved conducting a postal survey of organisations that engage, or could potentially engage, with the social economy in order to probe the current level of understanding of and engagement with social enterprise in the South East. Over 450 copies of the survey, along with a covering letter to introduce the study, were sent out in mid-February.   The survey received a positive response, resulting in a 20% response rate..
· Company Search - This involved calculating numbers of constituted social economy organisations in the South East using Companies House data (companies limited by guarantee) and for co-ops the Register of Friendly Societies (these sources provide some indication of levels of turnover etc but records are weak).  Constituted social economy organisations are likely to capture more social enterprises than pure charitable activity and larger parts of the sector.  This information provided details of the geographical spread, rough estimates of average turnover, asset value and job creation. 

· Telephone Follow-up - Of the likely figure of around 2,000 organisations we conducted a brief telephone interview with one in ten to ascertain type of activity, whether they generate their own income, how they identify themselves, collect annual reports etc. 

· Supplementary Sources - Supplementary sources of data were consulted to gather additional information on subsectors of social enterprises, including ABCUL for credit unions, Social Firms UK, Development Trusts Association and Phoenix Fund applicants. Local co-operative development agencies, community and voluntary services, SBS and local authorities  were also approached for further information particularly around unconstituted activities and networks. 

· Face-to-face Interviews & Case Studies - Using the above information created a stratified sample of organisations, which covered geographical, sectoral and size dimensions (making use of GIS), and conducted 20 face to face interviews.  In addition 18 support organisations and 12 key stakeholders were also interviewed.

· Growth Potential - Using the information provided by the previous stages consultants identified the drivers and barriers to growth and the opportunities for the social economy within local, sub-regional and regional contexts. the social economy to deliver its potential and achieve sustainability.

	 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


ECOTEC Research and Consulting Limited was commissioned by the South East England Regional Development Agency (SEEDA) in January 2003 to undertake the mapping of the potential and incidence of the social enterprise sector in the South East. 

The following sections summarise the main findings from the study. The Regional Development Agencies have begun to make progress in mapping, developing a strategy and devising funding mechanisms for the social enterprise sector. Considering the scope and growing scale of the social enterprise sector in the South East, there is a pressing need to filter these findings into a plan of action and develop a regional framework for supporting social enterprise.

	Existing Activity 


Scale, Employment Value and Economic Contribution of the Social Enterprise Sector

· Nationally, the social enterprise sector is estimated to account for up to 1% of employment and could be growing by as much as 10% pa.

· There is no established input/output econometric models measuring the economic impact of social enterprise at a regional level. There may be potential to incorporate alternative approaches from money flow and social audit tools in the future, depending on the extent of take up across the South East.

· 7,380 organisations are operating in the incorporated social economy in the South East, as measured by all companies limited by guarantee and industrial and provident societies.

· Using an analysis of survey responses from three samples
 we estimate a growing stock of around 1000 social enterprises in the South East. Based upon the mean average, these generate a total turnover of £498m. Total turnover based upon the median average is around £143m.
 Their total employment contribution (mean average) is approximately 21,000 jobs (11,00 of which are full-time) and 35,000 volunteering opportunities.

· Social enterprises are important sources of local employment. Organisations within the sector employ on average slightly higher numbers of individuals than businesses in general (around 30% of social enterprises employ over 10 staff, compared with less than 15% of all businesses). Full/part-time split is similar to all businesses at 52/48%: In addition social enterprises are an important source of volunteering opportunities, and tend to employ over half as many volunteers again. 

· The social enterprise sector in the South East embraces an extremely diverse range of activities (Figure 1). Particularly active in community and regeneration, education and training, environment, retail, arts and culture, finance and business/social economy support. These activities would appear to be ideally suited to the social enterprise model of service delivery.

Figure 1: Areas of Activity (all Social Economy and Social Enterprise organisations)  
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· The social impact of the sector is likely to be high. A majority of organisations focus their activities on target groups, including disadvantaged and marginalised communities. As most of the organisations are not involved in business to business relationships, it would appear that, at present, there is limited supply chain activity within the sector.

Cluster Activity and Priority Regeneration Areas 

· Geographically, there is a clear concentration of co-operative models in Oxfordshire and East Sussex and social enterprises in general in East Sussex, Oxfordshire and Kent. High proportions of organisations are involved in delivering education and training in Hampshire, Kent and Surrey, whilst housing activity is a clear feature of Buckinghamshire, East Sussex and West Sussex. Despite a concentration of social economy activity, there is an under-representation of organisations involved in business/social economy support in East Sussex.

· Significant clusters of activity are located throughout SEEDA’s Priority Regeneration Areas, and in addition in Oxford, Milton Keynes, Reading and Wycombe (Figure 2). 
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Source: ECOTEC 2003

· Based upon coincidence with deprived wards, specific areas in which the survey produced an under-representation of social enterprises include parts of Swale, Dartford and Gravesham (Thames Gateway), Dover (North East Kent), Shepway (M20/Channel Corridor), and Slough.

· Complimentary aims and objectives present opportunities to promote clustering and inter-trading between locally based social enterprises regardless of activity, for example through referral mechanisms, sharing of expertise, staff, and premises and joint contracting arrangements. 
Good Practice

· UK good practice illustrates the adaptability of social enterprises and their effectiveness in a wide variety of sectors, including the care and welfare sector, transport, refuse and recycling, housing and construction. 

· Also, UK good practice indicates that no one legal form is common to successful social enterprises. Case studies illustrated in the report have chosen a variety of structures including co-operative, company limited by guarantee and development trust, (or a combination).  

· Good practice case studies from the South East are detailed in the Appendix to this report, Social Enterprise Case Studies. Case studies highlight the success of social enterprises in the South East in balancing commercial activity with the generation of positive social/community impacts, both through their employment practices and the services that they provide.. 

	Growth Potential


Growth Sectors

· Relative to other regions, support agencies perceive the impact of social enterprise to be limited at present, and therefore that there is great scope for social enterprise growth within the region. Impacts could be increased through a more entrepreneurial approach from public agencies allied to the development of specific social audit tools so that companies can capture and account for their impacts.

· 34% of all survey respondents have been formed in the period since 1998, and over 80% of respondents intend to increase earned income and have plans to grow over the next two years. This suggests active start-up and growth rates within the sector.

· An extremely diverse range of sectors can support new social enterprises. A key message is that growth opportunities can embrace almost any service or product for which there is local demand, and which would benefit from localised delivery.

· Commonality nevertheless emerged with respect to a number of growth sectors identified by support agencies and stakeholders: 

· Support agencies perceive growth opportunities as sector rather than geographically or demographically focused. Identified growth sectors include health and care services, environment (including recycling and parks management), housing, education and training, household services, the transfer of leisure services, and arts and culture. 

· Regional stakeholders identified a number of growth opportunities. These included care, housing (in particular RSL consolidation and the diversification of products), transport, training (in particular ILMs and first rung provision), environmental services, manufacturing, finance (CDFIs) and niche markets (such as organic foods). Innovative opportunities for social firms include disability awareness training, design work and improving the accessibility of information. 

Key Success Factors for Growth

· One of the key success factors of social enterprises would appear to be the support of local public sector bodies. Several organisations have stated the involvement of the local council, including Greenwich Leisure Limited and CREATE Tottenham. Other organisations have emerged following a request by local groups for services e.g. Sunderland Home Care Associates.

· Instrumental factors in the successful start-up of social enterprises in the South East have included the involvement of ‘business champions’, private sector expertise on the board, supportive local authorities, informal and in-kind advice and support, community co-operation, charitable and public (especially SRB) grants and entrepreneurialism within the voluntary sector. 

· Support agencies and stakeholders view the key factors in the growth of social enterprise as local culture, the support infrastructure, the strength of the voluntary sector, emerging clusters, access to markets, grant availability and well-connected regeneration departments. Key catalysts include an unmet market demand, forward thinking procurement practices amongst local authorities, asset transfer and the involvement of local entrepreneurs.

· At present the impact of social enterprise is perceived by support agencies to be quite low. Impacts could be increased however through a more entrepreneurial approach from public agencies. Specific tools also need to be developed (e.g. social audit) so that companies can capture and account for their impacts.

Barriers to Growth

The perceptions of social enterprises, support agencies and regional stakeholders in the South East reflect national evidence regarding barriers to social enterprise development:

· The main barriers to the growth of social enterprise in the South East include access to cash revenue and capital finance, skills issues, weak support infrastructure and leadership, low awareness/promotion of social enterprise, and the challenge of securing affordable premises for expansion: 

· Although grants are considered critical at the start-up stage, there is a need for more long-term and flexible sources of finance for social enterprises. Most social enterprises would like to develop or diversify their market, both to respond to the general ‘vibe’ from the community and to draw in more income. However, as many social enterprises operate at the margins of profitability, surpluses tend to be insufficient.

· Support agencies and regional stakeholders believe that the sector should become more entrepreneurial, ensuring greater sustainability and value for money. However, there is a lack of tailored and affordable one-to-one support and training from business support agencies, poor networking opportunities for social enterprises, and perceptions of a grant-reliant culture. The general consensus is that there is a lack of coherent support infrastructure and leadership for the sector in the South East. 

· In addition, social enterprises face deficits in management and staff skills. Unless social enterprises are part of a larger trust, employment and training practices tend to be unstructured and ad hoc. Social enterprises tend to lack the resources to improve their skills, or are either unaware of the opportunities presented by mainstream providers, or do not consider them relevant.
· There is a need to increase awareness amongst mainstream agencies, including the private sector and public sector procurers, and scope for a more entrepreneurial approach toward the sector amongst public agencies in the South East. Confused perceptions of the sector however tend to be reinforced by the ambiguity of the term social enterprise
. 

· Closely related, very little monitoring or self-evaluation takes place amongst social enterprises, especially of qualitative impacts, which would allow them to capture and account for their social impacts. The main barriers are costs, and a lack of incentives and social audit tools.

· Networking and partnership activity tends to occur in relation to meeting a defined need (e.g. fundraising within the care sector, accessing an SRB grant), or is confined to ‘word of mouth’ within the same sector. In addition, outside established networks of development trusts, credit unions, co-operatives and housing associations, many social enterprises feel they are special cases and have no one to turn to for any practical advice. There is also limited broader knowledge of SEEDA, CDFIs, and the CITR amongst social enterprises in the South East, and a gap in information on procurement.

· There is a clear gap in information regarding social enterprise in rural areas, and their contribution towards resolving issues of access to services, agricultural development, employment, affordable housing and social inclusion. Up to date mapping studies of social enterprise activity in rural areas of the South East is extremely limited. National case studies of social enterprises in turn reflect a clear urban bias. 

· Social enterprises also face constraints in terms of the size of their premises and high rental prices in the South East. 

· The growth of social enterprise is furthermore subject to the generic barriers facing all businesses, including the political and economic climate and commercial competition.   

	Support and Infrastructure


Policy Context

· It has been a very busy 12 months at the national level with the launch of the Home Office Active Communities Unit, the DTI Social Enterprise Unit and the Social Enterprise Coalition as well as the publication of a number of associated reviews and strategies. 

· As part of these developments, the legal and fiscal framework for social enterprise has been progressed through proposals for a ‘Community Interest Company’.

· There have been developments in relation to Community Development Finance through a £50 million extension to the Phoenix Fund until 2006, the establishment of a trade association (CDFA), the launch of the Community Investment Tax Relief (CITR), and the consultation proposals on the futurebuilders investment fund.

· Social enterprise and public service delivery has emerged as a policy issue, not only due to the efforts of the DTI Social Enterprise Unit but also the wider drive to reform the delivery of public services and procurement practices.
· The Equal Community Initiative is testing and promoting new means of combating discrimination and inequality in the labour market, including the social economy. There are a number of European Social Fund EQUAL Development Partnerships operating at the national and regional level. These include the flagship Social Enterprise Partnership, promoted by Social Firms UK, the Co-operative Union and the Development Trusts Association.   
· Further opportunities for supporting social enterprise development in the South East have arisen from Structural Fund and Neighbourhood Renewal eligibility, as well as the Regional Economic Strategy. Networking opportunities are offered by RAISE as well as the South East Social Enterprise Partnership. 
· The Business Link South East network (in particular Business Links in Berkshire, Sussex, and Kent) have begun to pilot social enterprise seminars, training modules and support for specialist advisers, and there is an opportunity to role out good practice across the region. 
· Networking opportunities are offered by RAISE as well as the South East Social Enterprise Partnership (SESEP). The SESEP is led by Social Firms South East, Development Trusts Association South East and the South East Regional Co-operative Council (SERCC).
Effectiveness of the South East Support Infrastructure

· The good news is that the majority of surveyed support organisations either directly or indirectly provides some assistance to social enterprise. There is an emerging support base for social enterprises across the South East (71 national, regional and sub-regional support agencies were consulted, who were able to provide details of 187 registered and 145 unregistered social enterprises). Given a strategic lead and clear framework, there is clear scope for incorporating social enterprise support within existing remits.

· However, other than selective local authorities, mainstream public agencies and particularly the Business Links are not perceived to be accessible or serving the sector well.
 Social enterprise survey data confirms that there is a low level of take-up of services offered by agencies such as Business Link, the Enterprise Agency and Chambers of Commerce. In addition, almost 60% of support organisation survey respondents stated that under 25% of their activities are focused on social enterprise (in some of these cases, the response indicated none at all). Of those that had supported social enterprise in 2002, the majority indicated this was a low number (usually between one and five). There is a clear need for the delivery of more tailored business support in the South East.  

· A further challenge for the South East is to ensure consistency of expertise and commitment across the region. 

· At the sub-regional level knowledge of the sector varies widely and is often dependent on having a key individual on board at the relevant Business Link, local authority or CVS, or the presence of an established co-operative development agency. Areas with relatively weak support infrastructure include Surrey, parts of Kent (in particular the south-east of the county) and non-urban Hampshire. 

· More significantly, the existing support infrastructure for social enterprises is exceptionally fragmented. There is a developing network across Oxfordshire, Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes (driven by an established co-operative movement in Oxfordshire, the pan-county remit of the Business Link, and ‘champions’ within the CVS sector). The HOW2 initiative also covers Reading, Wycombe and Slough. However Kent, East Sussex, West Sussex and Hampshire in particular suffer from fragmentation of support, despite a significant social enterprise presence.

Social enterprises, support agencies and regional partners identified a number of measures needed to facilitate the growth of social enterprise and enhance the existing support infrastructure. These are presented below.

Raising the Quality of and Demand for Social Enterprise Support Services

· Awareness and skills relating to social enterprise support need to be raised amongst Business Link and other advisors. This is a key responsibility for SEEDA, SBS, GOSE and the SESEP, including ensuring that best practice is spread across Business Links. The seminar held by Business Link for Wessex is cited as a good example. It is also suggested that the SEL/Baker Brown training modules for advisors (as piloted by Business Links in Kent and Sussex, and initiated by the SESEP) could be rolled out regionally. Other options include building upon the good practice in local CDAs training Business Link advisors, as demonstrated by Berkshire and Wiltshire Business Link.

· Support agencies consider that social enterprises can benefit from the input of Business Links, although principally once they have become established. There is a proven demand for specialist entities to play a brokering role between social enterprises and mainstream support agencies, identifying them on the ground, assessing specific support needs and nurturing the transfer of social enterprises to Business Link. Local authorities, CVS networks, or community or co-operative development agencies could undertake this brokering role. As a prerequisite, Business Links need to be engaged with these networks, and provide clear sign-posting arrangements.

· There is a continuing need to build the capacity of brokers across the region, and stabilise funding sources. If brokering organisations are providing a progression route to mainstream organisations, there is a case to be made for contracting services. SEEDA could play a proactive role in enabling this enhanced structure of provision.

· Ensuring more equitable coverage should also be a key priority. For areas with weak support infrastructure (e.g. Surrey, parts of Kent and non-urban Hampshire) it is especially important that further capacity building work, network support and guided audit exercises
 are undertaken. To address fragmentation (i.e. in Kent, East Sussex, West Sussex and Hampshire) there is a pressing need across all counties to develop single points of contact or appropriate gateways for social enterprise information and advice, as well as supporting network development.

· In addition, there is a region-wide need to raise awareness of social enterprise amongst enterprise agencies and chambers of commerce, building upon the good practice developed by enterprise agencies in Sussex.

· Rural areas require appropriately tailored provision. Following a model developed by Co-operative Futures and Berkshire and Wiltshire Business Link, this could involve joint working between the co-operative movement, Business Links and Rural Community Councils to resource a network of community development workers across the South East. Working with the Countryside Agency, this should be underpinned by region-wide action to raise awareness of and increase the information on rural social enterprise in the South East. 

· Inadequate business-related skills amongst social enterprises are considered to be a key barrier. There is strong support for a region-wide training programme (e.g. following the model established by the OCDA, or the SEL/Baker Brown modules delivered by Berkshire and Wiltshire Business Link and SESEP). Other solutions include working with the private sector (e.g. through the Chambers of Commerce); development of clusters and supply chains; the facilitation of networking; and ‘social enterprise buddying’.

Financial Support Mechanisms

· If aspirations are to be met, there is a need for greater access to (longer-term) investment finance for social enterprises. 

· There is still a strong demand for start-up grants. SEEDA and its partners should safeguard such sources of finance. SRB grants for example have been accessed by 40% of the social enterprise case study sample (e.g. to help purchase premises or tools), proved critical in certain cases, and have not precluded these organisations from moving relatively quickly from grant dependency to income generation. Grants however should be offered as pump-primers, and could be tied to business training, commercial advice, or loan packages.  

· Improved access to loan finance, at preferential rates, is the most commonly cited requirement. Finance providers also need to be sensitive to the needs of the social enterprise sector. This suggests a need for intermediate finance providers such as CDFIs (confirming findings outlined in SEEDA’s Asset Based Community Regeneration Study). The impact of CITR in the region will also be limited without the establishment of CDFIs. Low awareness of both of these initiatives will require complimentary promotional activities and provision of advice to social enterprises: funding mechanisms are becoming increasingly complex.

· Limited access to mainstream finance is cited as one of the key barriers to growth in the sector. This should be addressed through influencing the attitude of the banking sector, with a further push from industry leaders. There is also a need to avoid pigeonholing social enterprises as purely a response/solution to issues of deprivation.

· The corollary of this is a cultural shift and increased private sector accountability amongst social enterprises themselves, backed up by training and advice. Social enterprises also need to avoid misleadingly presenting themselves as ‘not for profit’ organisations. Nevertheless it must be stressed that, despite preconceptions, surveyed social enterprises in the region are open and flexible to new sources of finance as entrepreneurial organisations. 

Premises 

· Social enterprises require mutually convenient locations with access to markets and the community. Buildings tend to be owned by founders, donated or leased at reduced rates.

· The cost of property and a lack of incubation facilities are considered to be critical problems. Bigger and better premises are needed in particular to facilitate expansion of work. Proposed solutions include better exploiting planning agreements (S106), developing sensitively managed and affordable hubs for social enterprises, and letting public property at below market rates. Property solutions however will need to be tied to appropriate assessments of market viability and business support from specialist intermediaries to ensure longer-term sustainability

· In addition, responsive and aware local authorities are key to facilitating mainstream planning processes for the benefit of social enterprise development. 

· A partnership member or development worker within each Priority Regeneration Area (with expertise in/responsibility for community enterprise) could facilitate clustering and inter-trading between locally based social enterprises. 

Promotion of the Sector 

· There is a need for partners to clearly define and segment the market that they are aiming to support both in order to develop appropriate interventions and for the benefit of social enterprises themselves.  

· There is a strong consensus amongst consultees of the need to raise the profile of best practice within the sector and to boost the sector’s credibility (see networking solutions, below).

· There is also a critical need to develop and disseminate an affordable and universally accepted social audit tool, alongside support and resources for enterprises to make more use of them.
 

Linking existing Social Enterprises and the Communities in which they operate, Linking Areas of Affluence with Deprived Areas
· There is a need to promote information sharing and closer partnership working between social enterprises, and, considering their positive economic and social impacts, with community regeneration programmes, SEEDA and local authorities. The appropriate mechanisms, guidance and incentives need to be provided, again with specialist support agencies playing a crucial role as intermediaries.
· Outside established networks, social enterprises perceive themselves as quite isolated. As clusters of social enterprises with similar aims are emerging across the region, this attitude is a fallacy. Social enterprises need to be more proactive in their approach to networking and partnerships. However there is a need for a broader and more inclusive network for social enterprises in the South East (building on the SESEP or RAISE, or a SEEDA sponsored Social Enterprise Forum), engaged with specialist support agencies who can signpost the most suitable networking opportunities to individual businesses.

· Complimentary options include extending Business Link mainstream mentoring to social enterprises, including rolling out the successful e-mentoring pilot run by Business Link Surrey to social enterprises, and increasing take-up in the South East of the Inside UK Enterprise (IUKE) Social Enterprise Programme.
 The Case Study Appendix to this report demonstrates that there are a number of companies in the South East who could themselves apply to become a IUKE Social Enterprise host (currently represented by only one South East social enterprise, the Oxford, Swindon and Gloucester Co-operative Society).

· Social enterprise and programmes to support social enterprise should be fully incorporated into the development and implementation of Area Investment Frameworks (AIFs). Embracing social enterprise investment streams within the AIF planning process offers one opportunity to diversify away from reliance upon public sector funding.

Role of Regional Partners

In addition, ECOTEC explored the potential contribution of regional partners in supporting the growth of social enterprise in the South East, including both mainstream agencies and specialist partners within the SESEP. The key finding is that a variety of partners are keen to input into the social enterprise agenda, and will bring a range of skills and resources to the table. 

· SBS, GOSE, and the Countryside Agency all manage programmes impacting on social enterprise and are keen to support the sector. They have a particular role to play in raising awareness and sharing good practice. However they concede that they need to raise knowledge and skill levels within their own organisations. The SBS believes that Business Links can provide appropriate advice to social enterprises providing that advisors understand ‘what is a social enterprise’.    

· The Housing Corporation is planning to link targets to SEEDA’s and encourage greater RSL involvement in community regeneration. 

· Although overly high expectations were raised regarding the flexibility of the LSC, they are now implementing the voluntary sector Compact and developing inclusion impact measures, which should help to boost social enterprise involvement in learning delivery. 

· The TUC can provide specialist training support in staff skill analysis and democracy and accountability, and is prepared to develop a social enterprise training module and website sign posting. 

· Social Firms SE, the Development Trusts Association SE, Co-operative Futures and the Community Action Network (CAN) all provide valuable support services to social enterprise organisations. In addition, SFSE and DTA SE are helping to develop tools to measure impacts and SFSE has experience of facilitating the SEL/Baker Brown training modules, through the SESEP. CAN, through its electronic network, is well placed to disseminate experience from areas with more established social enterprises. 

· RAISE and the South East Social Enterprise Partnership (SESEP) are both strengthening networking opportunities for social enterprises and their support organisations. RAISE could provide a particularly useful role in nurturing and sign posting to the SESEP those voluntary and community organisations that are seeking to develop social enterprise activity.  

SEEDA

· SEEDA’s Regional Economic Strategy was recently reviewed and social enterprise can be seen to potentially contribute across all objectives and priority regeneration areas.

· Social enterprises, support organisations and regional partners see a key role for SEEDA in providing a guiding vision and strategy for social enterprise, which brings together and clearly delineate roles for partners at a regional level. This would also help to unlock resources, raise understanding of SEEDA amongst social enterprises, grant legitimacy to the sector, and support the work of intermediary organisations.

· As a priority, the social enterprise mapping study should be developed into an Action Plan, which the respective organisations ‘sign up’ to for taking forward recommended actions within specific time-scales.

· Within this framework, and working closely with mainstream partners and specialist support agencies, SEEDA has a number of important roles to play. These include:

Figure3: Key Actions for SEEDA 

	Facilitatory interventions
	Direct interventions

	· Marketing social enterprises and acting as an advocate of the sector (e.g. working with GOSE and the Regional Assembly to boost procurement opportunities amongst local authorities and national government)

· Training and awareness raising (e.g. a SEEDA road-show, and the sharing of best practice and data)

· Facilitating quality improvements and coherence in the delivery of business support (e.g. linking partners to help meet support needs, and secure funding, especially for specialist support agencies).

· Providing sign-posting services, including clarification of finance and funding  

· Supporting the development of regional and local networks (including a social enterprise forum) for enterprises and intermediaries

· Facilitation of closer links with the private sector (through CSR) and Chambers of Commerce to boost purchasing, mentoring and the identification of ‘business champions’ for social enterprise.


	· Provision of funding (including grant funding, research support for the CDFI sector, a regional Phoenix Fund-like pot, quasi-equity funding
 and awareness raising of the CITR)

· Tying loan packages to specialist support and training for social enterprises and imparting commercial expertise

· Improving access to affordable property (including subsidised space) and assistance with the expansion and development of existing premises 

· Identifying specific locations for social enterprise development, through land assembly roles and increased awareness of community development opportunities

· Minimising administrative burdens, 

· Supporting supply chain development

· Integrating social inclusion into the development and delivery of the FRESA


· A further priority is to develop pilots that test the findings of this report. Through the development of sub-regional Enterprise Gateways, SEEDA could address a number of strategic objectives, including raising SEEDA’s profile and promoting engagement with the sector, supporting cluster development, and testing solutions to alleviate pressures for affordable property and provide focused business support. However, in-line with other recommendations, SEEDA must work with Business links and specialist intermediaries, such as co-operative development bodies, to ensure tailored support to social enterprises and the transfer of best practice within the Enterprise Gateway concept.

2.0 SURVEY OF SUPPORT ORGANISATIONS IN THE SOUTH EAST
2.1 Introduction

This Chapter outlines the results of the support organisation survey.  This phase of the work involved conducting a postal survey of organisations that engage, or could potentially engage, with the social economy in order to probe the current level of understanding of and engagement with social enterprise in the South East.  Contact details of support providers and key players in the region were provided to us by SEEDA.  These lists were supplemented with details of all Local Authorities, Learning and Skills Councils, Business Links and a sample of bank and building societies from across the region.  

Over 450 copies of the survey, along with a covering letter to introduce the study, were sent out in mid-February.   The survey received a positive response, resulting in a 20% response rate.  Details of the returned surveys were entered into a specially designed database and then analysed.  A summary of this analysis is presented below.  The survey questionnaire can be found at Appendix II.

2.2 Description of Organisation

From the 456 questionnaires that were sent out, 92 responses were received representing a 20% response rate.  The majority of respondents (38%) were from local authorities, followed by Housing Associations (16%), Council for Voluntary Service (9%) and Business Link (8%).  One quarter of respondents placed themselves in the ‘other’ category, this mainly consisted of regeneration, community or development partnerships/groups.  The response rate from private sector representatives from the banks/building society, chamber of commerce and enterprise agency categories was 0.
 The response rate from the Learning and Skills Councils was also disappointing: only 2 LSCs responded out of 10 LSCs contacted.
 

Table 5.1: Response rate by type of organisation

	Type of Organisation
	Number sent
	Number returned
	Response rate (%)

	Bank/Building Society
	10
	0
	0

	Business Link
	14
	7
	50

	Chamber of Commerce
	2
	0
	0

	Council for Voluntary Service
	21
	8
	38

	Enterprise Agency
	2
	0
	0

	Housing Association
	40
	15
	38

	Learning and Skills Council
	10
	2
	20

	Local Authority
	85
	35
	41

	Other Support Agency
	3
	2
	67

	Other (please specify)
	269
	23
	9

	Total
	456
	92
	20


2.3 Main Activities

Over half of the respondents (55%) described one of their main activities as regeneration/economic development, with 40% selecting community development.  Business support was chosen by 24%, while 19% selected housing provision as a key activity.
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2.4 Definition of Social Enterprise

The vast majority of respondents, 86%, did not have an alternative to the DTI definition of social enterprise
.  When asked to indicate to what extent they were in agreement with this definition just over 70% stated that they strongly agreed or agreed by rating on a scale of 1 to 5 (with 1 being strongly agree and 5 being strongly disagree).  The mean score was 2.09 indicating general agreement.  Where alternative definitions were given these mainly took the form of additions to the DTI version to highlight the community and/or social role of social enterprise.  One organisation stated that they used the Social Firms UK definition of a social firm but also felt that this was too restrictive
.

2.5 Proportion of Activities Focused on Social Enterprise

The majority of respondents stated that under 25% of their organisations activities were focused on social enterprises (36% selected the ‘under 25%’ option, with a further 22% choosing ‘none’).  Those that selected ‘none’ did not answer questions 6-8.  However, 23% of organisations stated that over three-quarters of their business was social enterprise focused. 
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2.6 Support for Social Enterprise

Of those that focused a non-zero proportion of activities on social enterprise, over half supported between one and five during 2002.  A further 20% supported six to 10.  A smaller proportion, namely 13% of those who answered this question, supported in excess of 25.  This support mainly took the form of management advice (30%) or networking development (27%).  Business advice – finance, and training were also significant forms as both appeared in 24% of the total responses provided for this question.  The ‘other’ category was selected in 28% of cases, with one quarter of the stated answers making reference to funding or grants.
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2.7 Geographical Areas Covered

Sixty-nine returns included a comment on the geographical areas in which an organisation operated.  Of these, thirty-nine operated in areas below the county level, with the majority stating that they operated in one or more districts.  Six organisations covered the county of Kent, four operated in Surrey, a further four in Hampshire/Isle of Wight, three in Sussex and two organisations in each of Buckinghamshire, Berkshire and Oxfordshire.  Eight (or 12%) of the responding organisations operated across the whole of the South East region.

2.8 Are the Needs of Social Enterprises Unique?

Opinion was fairly evenly divided on whether the needs of the social enterprise sector were unique, with 56% opting for yes.  Of those who provided an explanation, eight mentioned the differences in business structure, in particular that social enterprises are ‘not-for-profit’.  A further eight respondents mentioned that social enterprises have different aims and objectives reflecting their social and community focus.  

2.9 Social Enterprise Mapping

Only 20% of respondents had undertaken any of their own scoping or mapping of the social enterprise sector, with only a slightly higher percentage being aware of other similar work having been undertaken in the region.

2.10 Impact
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Question 11 asked respondents to rate the contribution of the social enterprise sector to the economy of the south east in a number of areas on a scale of 1 to 5.  The area to which it was thought social enterprise made the greatest contribution was community capacity building, this achieved a mean score of 3.57.  The contribution to community finance, delivery of public services and local employment all achieved a mean score around 3, while GDP scored 2.42 indicating a low contribution.

2.11 Growing the Sector

Transformation of grant-dependent organisations and increasing legal transfer through change of legal form were highlighted as the areas which could be most effective in increasing social enterprise activity, both receiving mean scores of around 4.  The former also attracted the highest number of responses (76), while the latter received the least (only 17 out of 92) responses and several non-respondents commented that they did not understand what this entailed.  Increasing survival rates, expansion of SMEs and increasing the birth rate of social enterprises all received mean scores between 3.5 and 3.8.

2.12 Potential For Growth

Health and welfare, housing, education and training, and environment were considered to be the areas which have the highest potential for growth of social enterprise, with agriculture and manufacturing considered to have the least.
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2.13 The Challenge

Out of all the presented options, finance was considered to be the biggest challenge facing social enterprises at the moment.  However the other options all achieved an average within one point of that for finance.  Seven respondents offered lack of knowledge/awareness/understanding/clarity of social enterprise as an additional barrier.  Increasing knowledge of social enterprise was also mentioned by several people in response to question 12, as a way to increase social enterprise activity.
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2.14 Summary

· The majority of survey respondents were drawn from local government and the housing sector.  However the response rate from private sector representatives and the Learning and Skills Councils was particularly low. This has clear implications for the future engagement of stakeholders in social enterprise networking and development activity.  

· The majority of respondent organisations are engaged in regeneration/economic development activity and/or community development; however almost 60% of returns stated that under 25% of their activities were focused on social enterprise (in some of these cases, the response indicated none at all). Of those that had supported social enterprise in 2002, the majority indicated this was a low number (usually between one and five), suggesting that there is scope to improve the level of engagement with the sector.

· In general, respondents agreed with the DTI definition of social enterprise and the vast majority did not have an alternative.  

· It appeared that only a minority of organisations had undertaken their own mapping and/or were aware of anyone who had done so, indicating that there is a need to build a better understanding of the sector and ensure that it is disseminated to relevant organisations throughout the region.

· It was thought that, the area of the economy to which social enterprise could make the greatest contribution was community capacity building, while transformation of grant-dependent organisations was considered to be the most effective way of increasing social enterprise activity. Health and welfare, housing, and education and training were highlighted as the areas that have the most potential to bring about growth of social enterprises.

· Increased knowledge of social enterprise was also mentioned as a way to increase activity, while lack of understanding was also highlighted as a barrier indicating that increased awareness of the social enterprise sector will be necessary in order to promote its growth and development. 

3.0 MAPPING SOCIAL ENTERPRISE ACTIVITY 
3.1 Introduction and Methodology

This Chapter describes the initial findings of the company search. The company search was undertaken in order to provide a sample of potential social enterprise organisations from which a large-scale survey could be conducted and case studies selected. The process involved an initial desk based search utilising the Companies House Directory, and the Friendly Societies database, paralleled by an extensive consultation process with social enterprise support organisations. The results of this stage of the research are summarised below, including total number of social economy companies detected, support organisations contacted, and a preliminary list of identified social enterprises. The summary section provides insights into the coherence and awareness of support mechanisms across the region. 

3.2 Findings

Using postcode data for the SEEDA region generated using MapInfo software, the Companies House database was interrogated to capture companies limited by guarantee in the South East region. This initial search yielded around 6500 companies limited by guarantee in the South East. The database of the Friendly Society was then interrogated to capture all industrial and provident societies in the South East region. This search yielded a further 880 industrial and provident societies. The combined figure can be taken as a proxy for the number of social economy organisations active and established in the South East

This sample includes many hundreds of social clubs and sport clubs in the South East. Although these organisations play important social roles in communities across the region, without introducing an element of judgement sampling they would have dominated the survey results. This initial list was therefore filtered to increase the probability of capturing social enterprises within the sample, based upon the consultant’s judgement and experience in the field. Following this process around 2000 companies were identified within the Companies House database and Friendly Societies database as potentially contributing towards social enterprise within the South East. These include around 400 industrial and provident societies and 1600 companies limited by guarantee. Utilising GIS software, a further stage of the study will include mapping these social enterprises against SEEDA’s priority regeneration areas. 

A number of supplementary sources of information were then utilised to crosscheck the initial sample for excluded organisations and to identify actual social enterprises within this list. Key sources of information included the Development Trusts Association, Social Firms UK, SFSE/SESEP, ABCUL, Community Action Network, DTI Phoenix Fund and CDFI, Confederation of Co-operative Housing, the Rural Shops Alliance (ViRSA), the Community Transport Association, and the South East Regional Co-operative Council. In addition six Business Links, 18 local authority contacts, 21 CVSs, 13 co-operative or community development agencies and 5 enterprise agencies were contacted. In addition, details were collected of unregistered social enterprises not included in the above sample. The following UK and regional support organisations, active in promoting social enterprise in the South East, contributed significantly in the compilation of ECOTEC’s database of social enterprises: 

	Regional/UK Support Organisations South East

	Development Trusts Association South East (DTASE): list provided

Community Action Network (CAN): directory provided

DTI Phoenix Fund: list provided

ABCUL: list provided 

SFSE: list provided

South East Regional Co-operative Council: directory provided

The Co-operative Group: contacts provided

Confederation of Co-operative Housing: contacts provided 

Rural Shops Alliance (ViRSA): contacts provided


Figure 6.1 provides a breakdown of those sub-regional support organisations that assisted in ECOTEC’s construction of the preliminary list of known social enterprises.
 

Figure 6.1: Support Organisations that provided details of social enterprises
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This extensive consultation process identified a sample of 187 registered and 145 unregistered social enterprises across the South East. Figure 6.2 details preliminary findings for registered social enterprises at the county level:


Figure 6.2: Social Enterprises (preliminary findings)








Full details of these organisations are provided in Appendix III.

3.3 Summary

· Around 7380 organisations are operating in the incorporated social economy in the South East as measured by all companies limited by guarantee and industrial and provident societies. Around 2000 of these were purposively selected for the survey sample.

· 71 national, regional and sub-regional support agencies were consulted to provide supplementary information and assist in the identification of actual and emerging social enterprises within this sample. This process provided details of 187 registered and 145 unregistered potential social enterprises across the South East region. Particular concentrations of activity exist in East Sussex, Hampshire and Oxfordshire, whereas West Sussex is the least well represented.   

· On the whole, and considering the levels of ambiguity that impact on the sector and its weakness within the region, there is an emerging support base for social enterprises across the South East. The key challenge is to ensure consistency of expertise and commitment across the region.   

· At the sub-regional level knowledge of the sector varies widely and is often dependent on having a key individual on board at the relevant Business Link, local authority or CVS, or the presence of an established co-operative development agency. Where this is not the case, further capacity building work, network support and more localised mapping exercises will need to be undertaken.

· Areas with relatively weak support infrastructure include Surrey, parts of Kent (in particular the south-east of the county) and non-urban Hampshire. In addition, there is a region-wide need to raise awareness of social enterprise amongst enterprise agencies and chambers of commerce, building upon the expertise developed by Enterprise Agencies in Sussex.

· Even within counties, the support infrastructure for social enterprises is exceptionally fragmented. There is a developing network across Oxfordshire, Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes (driven by an established co-operative movement in Oxfordshire, the pan-county remit of the Business Link, and ‘champions’ within the CVS sector), and the HOW2 initiative also covers Reading, Wycombe and Slough. However Kent, East Sussex, West Sussex and Hampshire in particular suffer from fragmentation of support. Thus although Brighton and Hove and parts of East Sussex have significant numbers of social enterprises, lack of coherent and co-ordinated support infrastructure is particularly symptomatic of a wider problem. 

· There is a pressing need across all counties to develop single points of contact or gateways for social enterprise information and advice, and to support network development.         

4.0 SURVEY OF SOCIAL ECONOMY ORGANISATIONS IN THE SOUTH EAST
4.1 Introduction

This Chapter presents the results of the large-scale survey of social economy organisations in the South East. The survey was drawn from a sample of organisations operating in the social economy and undertaken in order to identify social enterprise and collect data including activity, turnover, employment contribution and business support needs. The final sections of this chapter provide preliminary estimates of the scale and economic contribution of social enterprise across the South East region.   

4.2 Sample Frame and Methodology

Following on from the company search outlined in Chapter Six, a survey sample of 766 organisations was constructed from details of:

· 187 registered companies identified as potential social enterprises through the consultation process (Sample 1)

· 145 unregistered companies identified as potential social enterprises through the consultation process (Sample 2)

· a random sample of 434 (25%) of the remaining 1682 registered companies (operating in the social economy) drawn from the Companies House and Register of Friendly Societies databases (Sample 3)

A questionnaire was developed for use in the telephone survey (see Appendix IIII). Two Access databases were then constructed in order to manage the quantity of information gathered. Each of these databases used a form system that was identical in content to the questionnaires used for the respective surveys, to ensure that no information was lost at the primary research stage. The system logged each call made by telephone interviewers, assisting in the tracking and monitoring of the large quantity of calls made. On completion, the results were stored in a central table. SPSS was then utilised to analyse the data and compare all findings with those from actual social enterprise respondents where appropriate.    

4.3 Response Results

The response results are detailed in Table 7.1. 582 organisations were contacted from the sample of 766. 187 interviews were completed across the three samples. This included 63 from the wider sample of social economy organisations (Sample 3). 
 In addition, 75 companies refused to take part. The majority of these (60) were drawn from Sample 3. The remaining 504 companies did not respond or were no longer operating under the supplied telephone number.   

Table 7.1: South East Social Economy Survey Response

	Sample
	Total 
	Contacted
	Completed
	(of which non-social enterprise)
	Refused
	No Response 

	1 - Social Enterprises (registered)
	187
	162
	78
	(8)
	13
	96

	2 - Social Enterprises (unregistered)
	145
	103
	46
	(7)
	2
	97

	3 - Social Economy
	434
	317
	63
	(13)
	60
	311

	Total
	766
	582
	187
	(28)
	75
	504


4.4 Company Type

Respondents were questioned about their company type.
 This is illustrated in figure 7.1 below. 108 respondents (59%) described themselves as a not-for-profit organisation, 81 (44.3%) as a voluntary sector organisation, 57 (31.1%) as a social enterprise, 20 (10.9%) as a co-operative, 14 (7.7%) as a private sector company, 13 (7.1%) as a social firm and 5 (2.7%) as a developmental trust.  

Figure 7.1 Company Type
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The survey data on company type was also broken down by counties within the South East (Table 7.2).     

Table 7.2 Company Type by County

	
	Co-operatives
	Voluntary Sector 
	Social Enterprises
	Not-for-profit Organisations
	Development Trusts
	Social Firms
	Private Sector Organisations
	Total

	
	N
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n

	Berkshire


	-
	-
	9 
	64.3
	5
	35.7
	7
	50
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	7.1
	22

	Buckinghamshire


	-
	-
	10 
	62.5
	7
	43.8
	11
	68.8
	-
	-
	1
	6.3
	1
	6.3
	30

	East Sussex


	10 
	27.8
	12 
	33.3
	11
	30.6
	20
	55.6
	-
	-
	2
	5.6
	2
	5.6
	57

	Hampshire and IoW
	3 
	9.7
	15 
	48.4
	7
	22.6
	20
	64.5
	2
	6.5
	2
	6.5
	2
	6.5
	51

	Kent


	1 
	4.2
	13 
	54.2
	8
	33.3
	14
	58.3
	-
	-
	2
	8.3
	-
	-
	38

	Oxfordshire


	5 
	16.1
	7 
	22.6
	9
	29
	16
	51.6
	-
	-
	1
	3.2
	3
	9.7
	41

	Surrey


	-
	-
	7 
	41.2
	6
	35.3
	10
	58.8
	3
	17.6
	3
	17.6
	5
	29.4
	34

	West Sussex


	 1 
	7.1
	8 
	57.1
	4
	28.6
	10
	71.4
	-
	-
	2
	14.3
	-
	-
	25


The counties with the highest proportions of co-operative respondents include East Sussex (28%) and Oxfordshire (16%). The county with the highest proportion of social enterprise respondents is Buckinghamshire (44%) reflecting in particular a growing social enterprise sector around Milton Keynes. In numerical terms, the highest number of social enterprise respondents is located in East Sussex, with 11 organisations, reflecting emerging clusters in Brighton and Hove. Hampshire, Kent and Oxfordshire are also well represented. The lowest number of social enterprises was detected in West Sussex, with 4 respondents. Surrey supplied the highest proportions of social firms (18%) and private sector organisations (29%).
4.5 Legal Form

Organisations were then asked about their legal form.  Results are provided for both all respondants (186 organisations, representing the wider social economy) and those 57 respondents from within this sample that identifed themselves as social enterprises. This provides an opportunity to compare response rates. 

· 125 respondents (68.3%) are companies limited by guarantee i.e. without shares, compared with 34 social enterprises (59.6%) 

· 10 respondents (5.5%) are bona fide co-operatives, compared with 1 social enterprise (1.8%)

· 9 respondents (4.9%) are bencoms, compared with 0 social enterprises

· 7 respondents (3.8%) are credit unions, compared with 4 social enterprises (7%)

· 6 respondents (3.3%) are companies limited by shares, compared with 3 social enterprises (5.3%)

Figure 7.2 Legal Form
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It can be seen from Figure 7.2 that the large majority of all respondents and social enterprise organisations are registered as companies limited by guarantee. In addition, surveyed social enterprises included slightly higher proportions of credit unions, companies limited by shares and ‘other’ legal forms. Respondents who replied ‘other’ included charities, and smaller proportions that did not know their legal status, are unregistered, or are dependent on parent companies (NHS Trusts and local authorities). A significantly higher proportion of social enterprises responded ‘other’, reflecting the developing nature of the sector.       

Of all respondents, 104 (56.8%) are registered charities. Amongst actual social enterprises, 28 (49.1%) are registered as charities. 

4.6 Activity

Respondents were then questioned on their area of activity. Respondents were allowed to answer ‘yes’ to more than one activity. As before, the data is presented for all organisations and those responding as social enterprise. The key findings are:

· 39 organisations (21.3%) operate in housing, compared with 10 (17.5%) of social enterprises

· 71 organisations (38.8%) operate in health and welfare, including childcare and elderly care compared with 17 (29.8%) of social enterprises

· 16 (8.7%) operate in sport compared with 4 (7%) of social enterprises

· 12 (6.6%) operate in manufacturing compared with 4 (7%) of social enterprises

· 39 (21.3%) operate in retail compared with 18 (31.6%) of social enterprises

· 18 (9.8%) operate in the arts, culture and heritage compared with 9 (15.8%) of social enterprises

· 28 (15.3%) operate in the environment e.g. recycling compared with 13 (22.8%) of social enterprises

· 48 (26.2%) operate in community regeneration compared with 25 (43.9%) of social enterprises

· 13 (7.1%) operate in agriculture/allotments/nurseries compared with 5 (8.8%) of social enterprises

· 17 (9.3%) operate in finance e.g. a credit union or community finance initiative compared with 7 (12.3%) of social enterprises

· 17 (9.3%) operate in business or social economy support or managed workspace compared with 8 (14%) of social enterprises

· 35 (19.1%) operate in advisory or advocacy role compared with 12 (21.1%) of social enterprises

· 71 (38.8%) operate in education and training compared with 27 (47.4%) of social enterprises

· 20 (10.9%) operate as social clubs compared with 6 (10.5%) of social enterprises

· 23 (12.6%) operate in other areas compared with 6 (10.5%) of social enterprises

Figure 7.3 Area of Activity
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The highest proportions of both all respondents (38.8%) and social enterprises (47.4%) are most involved in education and training activities. From Figure 7.3, it appears that there are certain areas of business where social enterprises are particularly active when compared with the social economy in general, and therefore offer continuing growth potential. These areas of activity include community regeneration, education and training, environment (e.g. recycling) and retail, and, to a lesser extent, arts, culture and heritage, finance and business/social economy support.  These areas represent activities which are generally localised and community based whilst offering income generation opportunities, making social enterprises an ideal provider/delivery vehicle.

This data was then analysed to detail the breakdown of activities within each county.  This is summarised in the Appendix – Activity by County. The results should be treated with some caution, as the constituent samples are small. However, interesting observations include:

· Significantly higher concentrations of education and training activity in Hampshire (48.4%), Kent (54.2%) and Surrey (52.9%)

· A low proportion of business support activities in East Sussex (2.8%)

· The most significant concentrations of agricultural activity in Kent (16.7%) and West Sussex (14.1%)

· The highest proportion of community regeneration activity in Buckinghamshire (43.8%)

· The highest proportions of environmental activity in Berkshire (21.4%), East Sussex (19.4%), and Kent (20.8%)

· Higher concentrations of housing activity in Buckinghamshire (31.3%), East Sussex (27.8%) and West Sussex (35.7%)

· A strong emphasis on health and welfare activities in Berkshire (57.1%)

· The most developed retail sectors in East Sussex (25%), Oxfordshire (25.8%) and Surrey (35.3%)

4.7 Community Impact

There is very little evaluation data assessing the impact of social enterprises at present. 88% of all organisations surveyed said that stakeholders in the local community participated in their organisation. Considering social enterprises separately, this figure rose to 94.7%, as would be expected with organisations that are community owned or focused on providing services to specific local communities.  

Respondents were questioned further on the main target groups for the activities of the organisation. Approximately one-third of organisations (61) did not have any particular target groups but said that they served the general public or the local community. The majority of organisations (66%) identified particular target groups as the focus of their activities. These were varied but included mostly disadvantaged and marginalised groups. Examples of respondents target groups include:

· people with learning difficulties

· people with physical disabilities

· long-term unemployed and those on low incomes

· elderly and retired people

· young people

If 66% of social enterprises in the South East tend to focus their services or activities on benefiting disadvantaged groups, then the social enterprise sector offers significant potential as a regeneration partner and in helping to increase social capital in deprived areas. On the other hand, despite demonstrated potential across the UK (e.g. through provision of business space/incubation units) and opportunities to develop supply chains and clustering within the sector, only 15 (8%) of organisations said that their target groups were SMEs or other social economy businesses.

4.8 Year Established

Organisations were asked to provide the year in which they were established (Figure 7.4).  

· 6% of organisations were set up in 2002-03, compared with 10.5% of social enterprises

· 27.9% of organisations were set up in 1998-2001, compared with 31.6% of social enterprises

· 22.4% of organisations were set up in 1992-1997, compared with 21.1% of social enterprises

· 43.2% of organisations were set up before 1992, compared with 36.8% of social enterprise

· For one respondent, this information was unknown. 

Figure 7.4 Year Established
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In general, social enterprises had been established more recently than the other organisations in the sample. 42% of social enterprises had been set up since 1998, compared with 34% of all respondents (from the social economy). This suggests active growth rates within the social enterprise sector.
4.9 Annual Turnover

Turnover was divided into bands to increase the response rate. The results are illustrated in Figure 7.5. Again, data for social enterprises has been extracted from the data for all respondents.  This shows that, in general, annual turnover is slightly less for social enterprises than for all respondents, although, as noted above, social enterprises tend to have been more recently established.

· 48 (33.1%) organisations have an annual turnover of less than £50 000 compared with 22 (46.8%) of social enterprises
· 23 (15.9%) organisations have an annual turnover of £50 001 - £100 000 compared with 6 (12.8%) of social enterprises
· 26 (17.9%) organisations have an annual turnover of £100 001 - £250 000 compared with 10 (21.3%) of social enterprises
· 23 (15.9%) organisations have an annual turnover of £250 001 - £500 000 compared with 5 (10.6%) of social enterprises
· 9 (6.2%) organisations have an annual turnover of £500 001 - £750 000 compared with 1 (2.1%) of social enterprises
· 16 (11%) organisations have an annual turnover of more than £750 000 compared with 3 (6.4%) of social enterprises
38 respondents did not answer this question.  The percentages above refer only to those organisations that provided a response.

Figure 7.5 Annual Turnover
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The results above can be compared with turnover data for all VAT registered enterprises in the South East (Figure 7.6). For the large majority of both social economy organisations and VAT registered enterprises within the South East, their annual turnover is less than £250 000. At around 70% the proportions are broadly similar, with a slightly higher proportion of surveyed social enterprises falling within this range. This reflects the preponderance of micro and small enterprises in the economy. More significantly, a higher proportion of all VAT registered enterprises (50%) fall within the £50 000 - £250 000 income brackets, compared with around 34% of social economy and social enterprise organisations.

Figure 7.6 Annual Turnover for VAT registered enterprises in the South East
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Source: Inter-departmental Business Register, Office for National Statistics

The data was then manipulated to compare annual turnover of organisations operating in different activity areas (see Appendix – Annual Turnover by Acitivity). 

The analysis indicates that the greatest income generating opportunities (where over 50% of surveyed organisations are earning £100 000 per annum or over) exist in housing activities (72% of respondents), health and welfare (57%), environment (55%), finance (53%), and education and training (53%).  

4.10 Salary Costs

Respondents were also asked about their wage salary costs:

· 41 (31.5%) respondents were unable to provide wage costs or had no wage costs, compared with 15 (34.9%) social enterprises

· 19 (14.6%) respondents had wage costs of less than £25 000 compared with 11 (25.6%) social enterprises

· 21 (16.2%) respondents had wage costs of between £25 001 and £50 000 compared with 4 (9.3%) social enterprises

· 11 (8.5%) of respondents had wage costs of between £50 001 and £100 000 compared with 3 (7%) social enterprises

· 15 (11.5 %) respondents had wage costs of between £100 001 and £200 000 compared with 4 (9.3%) social enterprises

· 23 (17.7%) respondents had wage costs of more than £200 000 compared with 6 (14%) social enterprises

· 53 respondents did not answer this question (percentages therefore refer to the people who answered the question rather than the whole sample).

It appears that social enterprises have slightly lower wage salary costs than organisations operating in the social economy in general. This reflects the fact that social enterprises may employ fewer people than larger (and more established) charitable organisations (see Section 7.13 below), or are more recently established.

Figure 7.7 Wage Salary Costs
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4.11 Income Generation

The next part of the survey covered income generation.  Respondents were questioned about the percentage of their income generated from the sale of goods and services (Figure 7.8) and the percentage of their income generated from grants and donations (Figure 7.9). 

Figure 7.8 Percentage of Income Generated from the Sale of Goods and Services
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Figure 7.9 Percentage of Income Generated from Grants and Donations
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40% of all respondents and 40% of social enterprises generate less than 25% of their income from the sale of goods and services. More positively, 45% of all respondents and over 50% of social enterprises generate between 50 and 100% of their income from the sale of goods and services.

Analsysis of the percentage of income from the sale of goods and services by activity (see Appendix) suggests that the five greatest opportunities for generating income from the sale of goods and services (where 50-100% of income is generated in this way) include retail (69% of respondents), manufacturing (58% of respondents), sport and leisure (56% of respondents), and housing and community regeneration (50% of respondents).  

Respondents were also asked about their future income generation and growth plans. 81.4% of respondents intend to increase their earned income over the next two years.  84.2% have plans to grow over the same time period.  Considering social enterprises seperately, these proportions increase to 93% intending to increase their earned income over the next two years and 89.5% having plans to grow over the same time period.

4.12 Employment

4.12.1 Paid Employment

The next part of the survey collected data on employment levels within the social economy and social enterprise sectors (Figure 7.10). Respondents were firstly asked about the number of payed staff working in their organisations. The results are broadly similar for both all respondents and social enterprises, although the social enterprise sector includes a slightly higher proportion of companies with less than 11 staff. 

· 2.8% of organisations have no staff compared with 3.5% of social enterprises

· 58.6% of organistions have up to 10 staff compared with 66.7% of social enterprises

· 19.9% of organisations have between 11 and 25 staff compared with 19.3% of social enterprises

· 8.8% of organisations have between 26 and 50 staff compared with 8.8% of social enterprises

· 5.5% of organisations have between 51 and 100 staff compared with 0 social enterprises

· 4.4% of organisations have more than 100 staff compared with with 1.8% of social enterprises

Figure 7.10 Number of Staff
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These results can be compared with staff numbers for the South East as a whole (Figure 7.11). Although it may appear from Figure 7.10 that the employment intensity of the sector is quite low, (around 61% of all respondents and 70% of social enterprises employ up to ten staff) these proportions are in fact slightly lower than for all business in the South East, where over 85% of businesses employ less than 10 staff. This reflects the fact that in the national economy the large majority of companies are micro firms (0-9 employees). Full/part-time split is similar to all businesses: 52% of jobs in the social enterprise sector tend to be full-time positions, compared with 52% across the wider regional economy.

Figure 7.11 Number of Staff all Businesses in the South East
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Source: Inter-departmental Business Register, Office for National Statistics

Table 7.6 illustrates the number of staff by activity. The five most employment intensive activities include housing (where 58% of companies employ 10 or more staff), religion (where 50% of companies employ 10 or more staff), health and welfare (where 43% of companies employ 10 or more staff), retail (where 41% of companies employ 10 or more staff), and education and training (where 39% of companies employ 10 or more staff).

4.12.2 Volunteers

Respondents were also asked about the number of volunteers in their organisation (Figure 7.12). In addition to paid employment opportunities, volunteering positions provide a valuable resource in deprived communities. 63% of all respondents and 67% of all social enterprises provide volunteering opportunities. Amongst these organisations, the profile is similar to paid employment levels; the majority provides up to 10 volunteering opportunities. 

· 37.1% of organisations have no volunteers compared with 33.3% of social enterprises
· 30.9% of organistions have up to 10 volunteers compared with 36.8% of social enterprises

· 9% of organisations have between 11 and 25 volunteers compared with 10.5% of social enterprises

· 12.4% of organisations have between 26 and 50 volunteers compared with 7% of social enterprises

· 5.6% of organisations have between 51 and 100 volunteers compared with 3.5% social enterprises

· 5.1% of organisations have more than 100 volunteers compared with with 8.8% of social enterprises
Figure 7.12 Number of Volunteers
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4.13 Support Needs

4.13.1 Barriers to Growth

Respondents were questions regarding perceived and actual barriers to growth (Table 7.7).  Respondents were asked to rank each barrier between 1 (no barrier) and 5 (very large barrier). The options provided included:

· Skilled vocational staff

· Internal business skills

· Lack of support infrastructure

· Access to cash revenue

· Access to capital finance

· Legal regulatory framework

Table 7.7 Barriers to Growth (percentages)

	
	Skilled Staff
	Internal Business Skills
	Lack of Support Infrastructure
	Access to Cash Revenue
	Access to Capital Finance
	Legal Regulatory Framework

	
	all
	SE
	all
	SE
	all
	SE
	all
	SE
	all
	SE
	all
	SE

	1: No Barrier
	49.2
	54.4
	65.2
	59.6
	65.7
	57.9
	26.5
	26.3
	23.2
	22.8
	56.9
	54.4

	2
	12.2
	14
	15.5
	15.8
	13.8
	12.3
	7.2
	5.3
	7.2
	7
	16.6
	19.3

	3: Barrier
	20.4
	19.3
	14.4
	21.1
	11.6
	15.8
	16.6
	21.1
	14.9
	14
	14.9
	14

	4
	13.8
	10.5
	5
	3.5
	5.5
	8.8
	31.5
	31.6
	33.7
	36.8
	6.6
	5.3

	5: V. Large Barrier
	4.4
	1.8
	-
	-
	3.3
	5.3
	18.2
	15.8
	21
	19.3
	5
	7


It can be seen that the main barriers to growth include access to cash revenue and access to capital finance (see also Figures 7.13 and 7.14 below), with between 47% and 56% of all respondents confirming that they are a large or very large barrier. This result is common across the sample, indicating that the barriers that social enterprises are facing are similar to those of all organisations within the social economy. A slightly lower proportion of social enterprise respondents view access to skilled staff as a barrier to growth. More significantly, 30% of social enterprise respondents view a lack of support infrastructure as a barrier or a large barrier to growth, compared with only 20% of all respondents. This may reflect the difficulties faced by social enterprises in operating between the market and social economy.      

Figure 7.13 Access to Cash Revenue
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Figure 7.14 Access to Capital Finance

[image: image21.wmf]0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

1

2

3

4

5

rating given

percentage

all

social enterprise


4.13.2 Value of Support Agencies

Finally, respondents were probed regarding the value and usefulness of public, private and third sector support agencies (Table 7.8). Respondents were asked to rate each agency between 1 (not useful) and 5 (very useful). Respondents also had the option of answering 0 if they had not used a particular agency.

Table 7.8 Value of Support Agencies (percentages)

	
	Business Link
	Enterprise Agency
	Chamber of Commerce
	Co-operative Dev. Agency
	Bank
	Accountant

	
	all
	SEs
	all
	SEs
	all
	SEs
	All
	SEs
	all
	SEs
	All
	SEs

	0: Not Used
	69.2
	70.2
	80.2
	84.2
	72
	82.5
	41.8
	40.4
	10.4
	14
	13.7
	17.5

	1: Not Useful
	8.8
	14
	6
	3.5
	9.3
	7
	2.7
	3.5
	11.5
	10.5
	4.9
	1.8

	2
	4.4
	3.5
	1.6
	3.5
	3.8
	3.5
	6.6
	8.8
	10.4
	10.5
	4.4
	7

	3: Useful
	11
	7
	3.8
	1.8
	8.2
	5.3
	18.1
	19.3
	33
	28.1
	20.3
	19.3

	4
	3.8
	3.5
	4.9
	3.5
	5.5
	1.8
	17
	14
	18.1
	22.8
	25.3
	19.3

	5: Very Useful
	2.7
	1.8
	3.3
	3.5
	1.1
	-
	13.7
	14
	16.5
	14
	31.3
	35.1


Perhaps the most striking result is the high level of non-use of agencies such as Business Link, the Enterprise Agency and Chambers of Commerce by all respondents and social enterprises. By a significant margin, the organisations perceived to be most useful appear to be banks and accountants (see Figures 7.15 and 7.16 below), followed by community/social/co-operative support agencies. As before, there are no significant differences in the results from social enterprises and all respondents indicating that social enterprises have similar support needs.

Figure 7.15 Usefulness of Banks
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Figure 7.16 Usefulness of Accountants
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4.14 Stock of Social Enterprises: Total and South East Estimate
Although the proportion of organisations identifying themselves as social enterprises may appear low (31.1%), this is indicative of uncertainties regarding the definition of social enterprise and a lack of self-recognition within the sector. It should not be interpreted as a reflection of low levels of social enterprise activity within the South East. Further findings suggest that the actual proportion of social enterprises and emerging social enterprises within the sample is higher. For example, 46% of surveyed social economy organisations generate at least 50% of their income from trading activities. 56% of surveyed organisations generate at least 25% of their income from trading activities. 151 surveyed organisations (81%) have plans to increased earned income over the next two years. The latter two categories constitute emerging social enterprises and should be considered important parts of the survey sample. Based upon criteria including aims and activities, company type, income generation and future growth plans, up to 158 (85%) of respondents could be classified as actual or emerging social enterprises. 

Until a specific legal form is made available to the social enterprise sector, estimations of the stock of social enterprises across a defined regional, national or international area will be prone to inaccuracy. However, some preliminary conclusions can be drawn for the South East through combining the findings from the selected and random samples. Based upon the number of refusals and other survey data, around 77% (144) registered organisations identified through the consultation process (Sample 1) are likely to be actual or emerging social enterprises. Out of 123 random respondents contacted from within the registered social economy (Sample 3), 60 refused to be interviewed (the majority on the grounds that they were definitely not a social enterprise) whilst a further 13 respondents were identified as non-social enterprises. This suggests that around 41% of organisations from the remaining sample of 1682 social economy organisations are likely to be actual or emerging social enterprises. This provides a total of over 834 actual or emerging registered social enterprises within the South East. This constitutes 11% of the incorporated social economy as measured by all companies limited by guarantee, industrial and provident societies and friendly societies.
                 

This does not include the sample quota of unregistered social enterprises. Using the criteria applied above, around 81% of the sample of unregistered social economy organisations (Sample 2) are likely to be actual or emerging social enterprises, or 118 organisations. The actual number of social enterprises within the South East is therefore likely to be higher than 834, and extremely fluid. For the purpose of estimating the sectors economic contribution within the South East, a rounded figure of 1000 actual or emerging social enterprises will therefore be used. 

1000 social enterprises represents a low proportion of the overall stock of businesses within the South East (around 257,000).
 However, as social enterprises will be pursuing one or more social objectives (explored in Sections 7.6 and 7.7 above), and tend to operate within a defined area or community, the social impact is likely to be correspondingly more significant. 

4.15 Turnover: Total and South East Estimate

Of the 158 respondents identified by ECOTEC as constituting actual or emerging social enterprises, 134 provided indications of their annual turnover. The total turnover for these organisations amounts to around £66,756,000, based upon calculations from grouped data. The mean average turnover of actual and emerging social enterprises is therefore £498,179 (skewed by around 20 large social enterprises operating across a number of sectors and geographical areas). The median average is £142,857. If, as calculated above, there are around 1000 actual and emerging social enterprises within the South East, total turnover of social enterprises in the South East would amount to between £142,857,000 and £498,179,000. As a proportion of total turnover in the South East (£311,416,000,000
) this is negligible. However the impact on local economies, particularly where there are emerging clusters of social enterprise, is likely to be more significant.      

4.16 Employment: Total and South East Estimate

The total number of employees for those 158 organisations identified as actual or emerging social enterprises is 3364, of which 1726 are full-time. The mean averages for total and full time employment are 21 and 11
 (again skewed by around 17 surveyed organisations that employ between 50 and 200 staff). The median averages are 6 and 2. The total employment contribution across the region would therefore be between 6000 and 21,000 jobs (of which 2-11,000 are full-time). This represents less than 1% of the total number of employee jobs in the South East (3,645,000).
 

However, unique amongst private sector organisations, the social enterprise sector also generates a significant number of volunteering opportunities. The total number of volunteers supported by surveyed social enterprises is 5539. The mean average, at 35, suggests that the social enterprise sector generates around 35,000 volunteering opportunities across the South East, in addition to 21,000 full and part-time opportunities.  

4.17 Summary

This chapter has set out the results of a survey of 186 organisations from a sample of 760 operating in the social economy in the South East of England. 

The findings of the survey are summarised as follows:

· Using an analysis of survey responses from our three sample sources we estimate a growing stock of over 1000 social enterprises in the South East. Based upon the mean average, these generate a total turnover of £498m (total turnover based upon the median average is around £143m). Their total employment contribution, based upon the mean average, is approximately 21,000 jobs (11,000 of which are full-time) and 35,000 volunteering opportunities.

· There is uncertainty within the social economy sector regarding the definition and identification of social enterprises. Hence the low proportion of respondents that view themselves as social enterprises and the high proportion that view themselves, misleadingly in some circumstances, as ‘not for profit’. Our own analysis, using criteria of social aims, company type and income generation, suggests a much greater number.

· The social economy in the South East embraces an extremely diverse range of activities. Relative to the wider social economy sector, social enterprises are particularly active in community and regeneration, education and training, environment, retail, arts and culture, finance and business/social economy support. These activities would appear to be ideally suited to the social enterprise model of service delivery.

· Strengths within specific sectors present opportunities for SEEDA and its regional partners to develop specific thematic networks/clusters of social enterprises, and bring in relevant outside expertise (including Business Links and private sector representatives) to strengthen them.    

· In terms of geographical clustering, there is a clear concentration of co-operative models in Oxfordshire and East Sussex and social enterprises in general in East Sussex, Oxfordshire and Kent. High proportions of social economy organisations are involved in delivering education and training in Hampshire, Kent and Surrey, whilst housing activity is a clear feature of Buckinghamshire, East Sussex and West Sussex. Interestingly, despite a concentration of social economy activity, there is an under-representation of organisations involved in business/social economy support in East Sussex.         

· Community participation appears to be a defining characteristic of the social economy – the vast majority of organisations have some form of community ownership and/or service delivery function.

· The social impact of the sector, particularly at the local level, is likely to be high. A majority of organisations focus their activities on particular target groups, including disadvantaged and marginalised communities. As most of the organisations are not involved in business to business relationships, it would appear that, at present, there is limited supply chain activity within the sector.

· In addition organisations within the social economy employ on average slightly higher numbers of individuals than businesses in general (around 30% of social enterprises employ over 10 staff, compared with 15% of all businesses). The full-time/part-time split (52/48%) is equal to that of all businesses. In addition organisations are an important source of volunteering opportunities, and tend to employ over half as many volunteers again alongside paid staff. The five most employment intensive activities include housing, religious activities, health and welfare, retail, and education and training 

· The concept of the social enterprise is not a new phenomenon – a substantial proportion was established before 1992. However, 34% of all respondents have been formed in the period since 1998, and over 80% of all respondents intend to increase earned income and have plans to grow over the next two years. This suggests active start-up and growth rates within the sector.

· The most significant income generating opportunities exist in housing activities, health and welfare, environment, finance and education and training. The greatest opportunities for generating income from the sale of goods and services include retail,  manufacturing, sport and leisure, housing and community and regeneration.
· The main barriers to growth include access to cash revenue and capital finance and a lack of support infrastructure. In addition, there is a low level of take-up of services offered by agencies such as Business Link, the Enterprise Agency and Chambers of Commerce. This may reflect a particular problem for social enterprises in accessing mainstream support services.

5.0 PRIORITY REGENERATION AREAS
5.1 Introduction and Methodology

The following Chapter identifies clusters of social enterprise across the South East and maps them against the nine Priority Regeneration Areas within the South East.
 Following a brief overview of the Priority Regeneration Area and Area Investment Framework concept, a pictorial display of social enterprise activity is provided (generated using MapInfo Professional). The final Section provides a detailed breakdown of identified social enterprises within each Priority Regeneration Area, alongside key baseline statistics. 

5.2 Priority Regeneration Areas and Area Investment Frameworks

SEEDA has proposed 9 Priority Regeneration Area across the South East
, designed to make connections between existing regeneration initiatives. In addition, a number of principles govern the Priority Regeneration Area concept:     

· Prioritisation of regeneration funding across the region on the basis of a systematic approach rather than competitive bidding;

· Delivery of SEEDA funding through partnership working across the full range of SEEDA interests, i.e. including business, learning and skills as well as the well-established regeneration programmes;

· Acceptance of the intention to significantly reduce the number of partnerships through which SEEDA delivers its programmes;

· Responsibility for specific projects at a local level, whether by a local authority, a small neighbourhood partnership or a community regeneration forum; and

· Co-ordination by an administrative team as part of the sub-regional partnership.

Area Investment Frameworks (AIFs) are being prepared for each Priority Regeneration Area. AIFs will determine the most effective way of deploying resources in a particular area and set development priorities. SEEDA’s proposals require the preparation of Area Investment Frameworks for the following areas:

· Thames Gateway, Kent (Dartford, Gravesham, Medway and Swale)

· North East Kent (Canterbury, Dover and Thanet)

· M20/Channel Corridor (Shepway, Ashford and Maidstone)

· East Sussex, with Hastings and Rother as a detailed inset to reflect the Task Force arrangements

· Brighton & Hove, and Adur

· West Sussex Coast (Arun, Worthing and Chichester)

· Portsmouth and South East Hampshire (Portsmouth, Havant and Gosport)

· Southampton (the city region considered by the pilot AIF covering parts of the New Forest and Eastleigh)

· Isle of Wight

These areas include 109 of the 20% most deprived wards within the UK.

In addition, Oxford, Milton Keynes, Slough, Reading and Wycombe contain 10 of the most 20% deprived wards nationally. SEEDA’s proposal is that community regeneration needs in these districts are met through the mechanism of project proposals put forward by individual local authorities and/or Local Strategic Partnerships. The Community Strategy will therefore have a particularly strong role.

5.3 Learning and Skills in the South East

In addition to tackling purely economic indices of deprivation, a key challenge for the region is to enhance the productivity of its workforce by improving its skills levels in order to achieve sustainable economic growth. As shown in Table 8.1, the performance of the Local Education Authorities (LEAs) varies across the South East. The difference in performance between the west of the region (Buckinghamshire, Surrey and parts of Berkshire) and the poor performing LEAs of the South Coast is alarmingly stark; 63% students achieving 5+ GCSE A*-C in 2001 in Buckinghamshire compared with 34.3% in Portsmouth. Nearly half of the LEAs in the South East are performing below the national average of 50%.

Table 8.1: % Achieving 5+ GCSE A* - C 2001

	LEA
	%
	LEA
	%

	Buckinghamshire 
	63.3
	Oxfordshire 
	49.7

	Wokingham 
	61.3
	Bracknell Forest 
	49.1

	Windsor & Maidenhead 
	58.8
	Medway 
	47.8

	Surrey 
	58.2
	Reading 
	46.8

	West Berkshire 
	56.1
	Isle of Wight 
	44.4

	West Sussex 
	55.0
	Brighton & Hove 
	43.2

	Hampshire 
	54.9
	Southampton 
	43.0

	Slough 
	52.4
	Milton Keynes 
	42.5

	Kent 
	52.4
	Portsmouth 
	34.3

	East Sussex 
	50.1
	
	


Source: Annual Skills Review, Skills Insight, 2002

5.4 Implications for Social Enterprises

A number of pilot AIFs were completed in 2002.  Two key messages emerged with particular relevance to social enterprise:

‘The experience of the pilots is that the needs and interests of individual organisations as actual and potential stakeholders to the AIF need to be considered as part of the project development process.  Wide stakeholder engagement and commitment is key to ensuring access to the information required to produce an AIF; to secure ongoing commitments to implementing any follow up action; and critically to give the exercise legitimacy and accountability.’ 

and

‘The most successful AIFs have risen to the challenge of embracing investment streams for public, private and voluntary sectors, at local, regional and national levels.  The less successful versions have tended to set out a list of public sector projects in search of funding support, invariably from SEEDA alone, which limits the purpose of the approach.’

It has been demonstrated that social enterprise has a significant positive economic impact on local economies within the South East, and offers strong growth potential. In addition, social enterprise in the South East provides goods and services across a diverse range of activities or sectors and targets a variety of communities of interest, suggesting significant positive social and environmental impacts. It is therefore imperative that social enterprises and programmes to support social enterprises are fully incorporated into the development and implementation of AIFs. In particular, embracing social enterprise investment streams offers one opportunity to diversify away from mapping and reliance upon public sector funding streams.    

5.5 Incidence of social enterprise  

5.5.1 The Regional Picture

Figure 8.1 details the incidence of surveyed social enterprises by local authority district. Figure 8.2 outlines the region’s Priority Regeneration Areas and wards falling within the worst 20% in England.  It is clear that clusters of surveyed social enterprises are located throughout SEEDA’s Priority Regeneration Areas, and in addition in Oxford, Milton Keynes, Reading and Wycombe. Priority Areas in which ECOTEC’s survey produced an under-representation of social enterprises include Dover in North East Kent, Shepway in the M20/Channel Corridor, parts of Swale in Thames Gateway and Slough.

The social enterprises studies are composed of those surveyed through the study, and therefore represent only a sample of the actual stock of social enterprises and potential social enterprises (likely to be between 3 and 5 times higher) in each area. However the breakdown (See Appendix), will assist in the planning of an inclusive and efficient approach towards regeneration, as well as providing a guide for where more localised mapping is needed within specific Priority Regeneration Areas. SEEDA should continue to add to these lists as the report generates interest, supplementary information from partner organisations is received, and as new social enterprises emerge. 

Most significantly, the Appendix – Priority Regeneration Area Data provide an indication of the potential economic and social impact of social enterprise in Priority Regeneration areas that are suffering from problems of under and dis-investment, above average unemployment and social exclusion.





5.6 Summary

· Social enterprise and programmes to support social enterprise should be fully incorporated into the development and implementation of AIFs. Embracing social enterprise investment streams within the AIF planning process offers one opportunity to diversify away from reliance upon public sector funding.    

· Developing a detailed breakdown of social enterprise activity within Priority Regeneration Areas can assist in the planning of an inclusive and efficient approach towards regeneration, and provide a guide for where more localised mapping is required.

· Clusters of social enterprise activity are located throughout SEEDA’s Priority Regeneration Areas, and in addition in Oxford, Milton Keynes, Reading and Wycombe. 

· Based upon coincidence with deprived wards, specific areas in which the survey produced an under-representation of social enterprises include parts of Swale, Dartford and Gravesham (Thames Gateway), Dover (North East Kent), Shepway (M20/Channel Corridor), and Slough.

· Within each Priority Regeneration Area, there are no particular sectoral clusters of social enterprise activity. Rather, there tends to be an equal spread of organisations operating across a number of sectors including education and training, health and welfare, finance, community transport and environment. 

· Complimentary aims and objectives nevertheless present opportunities to promote clustering and inter-trading between locally based social enterprises regardless of activity, for example through referral mechanisms, sharing of expertise, staff, and premises and joint contracting arrangements. A partnership member or development worker within each Priority Regeneration Area could facilitate this, with expertise in/responsibility for community enterprise.

· Analysis of Priority Regeneration Areas by key indices of deprivation and the incidence of social enterprise activity can guide SEEDA’s investment in any pilot social enterprise support facility (e.g. Enterprise Gateway) or pilot funding scheme (e.g. CDFI). Based upon the coincidence of deprivation, an active social enterprise sector, and fragmented support structures, Thames Gateway and North East Kent, and East Sussex and Brighton and Hove, would provide suitable testing grounds.            

6.0 GROWTH POTENTIAL AND SUPPORT NEEDS
6.1 Introduction and Methodology 

This Chapter outlines the findings from the consultation process with social enterprises and support organisations. It provides a more qualitative insight into the initial findings generated through the survey stages of this study. A priority throughout the consultation face was to capture perspectives on key areas of interest to regional partners, including:

· activities, effectiveness and best practice within the existing support infrastructure;

· impact and potential impacts of social enterprise (including evaluating impacts);

· drivers of growth and growth sectors;

· barriers and constraints to social enterprise development; and 

· an enhanced role for SEEDA in supporting social enterprise.  

Three samples of organisations were utilised, including 21 social enterprises, 16 sub-regional support agencies and 12 regional stakeholders (the results of which are provided in Chapter 10).  Tailored topic guides were developed for each interview sample. These can be found in Appendix IV, V and VI.      

6.2 Sample of Organisations 

Following the company search and telephone survey stages, a number of support organisations and social enterprises were selected for further consultation and case study (Table 9.1). The samples were selected to ensure optimum geographical coverage across the region. 

Table 9.1: Support Agency Consultees and Social Enterprise Case Studies

	Oxfordshire
	Support Organisation
	Social Enterprise

	
	Oxford Co-operative Development Agency /HOW 2 SRB
	Oxford Cycle Workshop Ltd

	
	Oxford, Swindon, and Gloucester Co-operative/Co-operative Futures/Oxford SE Forum
	Able Types Limited

	
	Oxfordshire, Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Business Link
	

	Berkshire
	Support Organisation
	Social Enterprise

	
	Berkshire Business Link
	UK Reclaim

	
	Reading Council
	Greenham Common Community Trust Limited

	Bucks/Milton Keynes
	Support Organisation
	Social Enterprise

	
	Milton Keynes CVO
	Skidz (unregistered)

	
	Global Centre Project
	

	
	Wycombe Council
	

	Surrey
	Support Organisation
	Social Enterprise

	
	Surrey Business Link
	Travel Matters (SF)

	
	
	Hambledon Village Shop

	
	
	The Clear Communication People Limited

	Kent 
	Support Organisation
	Social Enterprise

	
	Kent County Council
	Isle of Thanet Credit Union Ltd

	
	Thanet Community Development Trust
	The Vines Centre Trust

	
	
	Vista Leisure Ltd

	
	
	Gravesend Churches Housing Association Ltd

	
	
	Thanet Community Transport

	East Sussex
	Support Organisation
	Social Enterprise

	
	Brighton and Hove Council
	Magpie Recycling Co-operative Limited

	
	
	Sussex Emmaus

	
	
	St Peter and St James Hospice

	
	
	Hastings Trust

	
	
	

	West Sussex
	Support Organisation
	Social Enterprise

	
	Business Link Sussex 
	Broadfield & Bewbush C U Ltd 

	

	West Sussex Enterprise Centre
	

	Hampshire/Isle of Wight

	Support Organisation
	Social Enterprise

	
	SACDA
	Portsmouth Savers Credit Union Ltd 

	
	Island Volunteers
	Greenfingers (Shaw Trust)

	
	
	Portsmouth Harbour Events Ltd


6.3 Perspectives of Social Enterprises

6.3.1 Sample

21 social enterprises were selected for case study based upon criteria including activity, size, company type and year established. Consideration was also given to the concentration of social enterprises within each county. Full case studies can be found in the appendix to this report, Social Enterprise Case Studies. A summary of key findings, with a particular emphasis on impacts and developmental needs, are presented below. 

6.3.2 Social Enterprise Success Factors

Social enterprise case studies cited a number of factors as being instrumental in their success at the start-up stage. These include:

· ‘Business champions’, who can add credibility to an initial idea. Members of successful social enterprise management committees also had experience of property and financial assets.

· Supportive local authorities. 

· Local residents pooling together their resources, funding and ideas.

· A lot of organisations benefit from the advice of friends, skills training and input (e.g. accountancy support) offered on a voluntary basis, or via ‘someone who knows someone’.

· Use of SRB grants to purchase buildings and equipment.

· Good community spirit/co-operation and entrepreneurialism in the voluntary sector.

6.3.3 Impact of the Sector

Social enterprises were specifically questioned about the direct and wider impacts of their activities. The evidence suggests that social enterprises can be extremely successful at balancing commercial activity with the generation of positive social/community impacts:

· Most social enterprises have a ‘trickle down’ effect on the local community and users. Apart from the direct benefits of employment, volunteering, training, and work placements, the community benefits in social, economic and environmental ways from the services provided (e.g. credit unions offer low interest loans which reduces the cycle of debt or reliance on loan sharks).
· Some social enterprises see themselves as a model for linking commerce with charitable activity.

· Those social enterprises that have accessed LSC funding to carry out assessments have received positive feedback on projects.

· Social enterprises operate close to both their clients and customers, and therefore are very responsive to and aware of community needs. For example, although social enterprises often recruit from disadvantaged sectors, they have found that people with disabilities feel that they are abandoned to the voluntary sector. SEEDA and its regional partners should be aware of this, and could use social enterprises as a bridge back to mainstream work.

Although the services that they offer benefit the community on social, economic and environmental levels, and most social enterprises are able to provide figures regarding the number of users of their goods or services, very little formal evaluation of impacts is undertaken, especially qualitative impact.

· Impacts would be hard to quantify without specialist research. However most social enterprises acknowledge that evaluation costs money.

6.3.4 Legal Forms and Governance

Social enterprises were consulted regarding the pros and cons of different legal forms and governance structures. A number of messages arose, although on the whole social enterprises are either content with their particular arrangements, or accept that certain forms and structures are necessary to the sector and bring both costs and benefits.  

· Charitable status is often sought in order to attract initial grant-funding and ongoing donations. However the legislation attached to trading when under charitable status adds complications when trying to broaden commercial opportunities. 

· Companies limited by shares, more limited by guarantee – drawbacks to this are too much red tape e.g. audits and accounting increase costs, however it can or may reduce liability.

· Management Committees are on the whole associated with swift decision making coupled with small boards.

· The effectiveness of a Board structure depends on the level of involvement that the Board wishes to have.

· Voluntary and co-operative boards help maintain a culture of sharing and the not for profits ethos; however this reduces the number of people willing to take on extra responsibility.

6.3.5 Location and Access to Premises 

In terms of their location and premises, the social enterprise case studies exhibit two key characteristics:

· A key feature of social enterprises is that they tend to be very localised; advantageous for the users and their markets. They therefore require mutually convenient locations with markets and community. 

· Buildings tend to be owned by founders, donated or leased at reduced rates. Many organisations pay reduced rents otherwise they could not survive, and also reduced council tax rates.

Social enterprises face constraints in terms of the size of their premises and rental prices:

· Enterprises need greater access to space. However this is largely not viable due to lack of investment finance. 

· Some sites are on brownfield land; however these are earmarked for development in future. Premises in the South East tend to be very expensive, and social enterprises suggest that they would find it very difficult if forced to move premises.

6.3.6 Finance and Other Assets

The majority of social enterprises access non-mainstream sources of finance. The key findings are:   

· Individual donations, private grants, and individual savings are the most prevalent types of finance accessed, particularly at the start-up stage.

· Charitable status increases money from trusts.

· A significant amount of social enterprises have accessed SRB funding. 

· A few access EU funding or National Lottery funding.

· Whereas financial enterprises such as credit unions receive funding from the private sector, most social enterprises do not.

Charitable, private and public grants are clearly considered to be critical to the start-up of social enterprises, and SEEDA and its partners should safeguard and optimise such sources of finance. However, particularly beyond the start-up stage, there is a need for more sustainable and varied sources of finance. The following key messages suggest the need for both prior awareness raising with mainstream banks regarding the specific challenges facing the sector, and more importantly sources of finance that bridge the charitable and private sectors (e.g. CDFIs):  

· Social Enterprises set targets to become sustainable and year-on-year to increase turnover and thus the more viable organisations tend to receive more funding. Social enterprises believe that this is a bit of the ‘chicken and egg’ syndrome in action.

· Other assets tend to be office equipment and machinery, ‘tools of the trade’. Many organisations have assets amounting to less than £10,000 (not including buildings, which many do not own); on this ground it is very difficult to obtain funding from mainstream banks. 

· More commercial activity would enable more equipment to be purchased due to increased revenue and access to more funding; however there is a fine line between commercialism and the founding aims of the organisations. 

6.3.7 Income

Most social enterprises would like to develop or diversify their market, both to respond to the general ‘vibe’ from the community and to draw in more income. However a number of factors mitigate against this:

· Any surplus is reinvested, which is usually very little once overheads are taken into account; this means that although social enterprises would like to develop, they do not have the operational income for this.

· Grants, loans and subsidies are therefore needed to assist in the growth of the business. However, beyond the start-up stage, once a social enterprise has achieved relative self-sufficiency, they are reluctant to take on grants or loans.

· Those Social Enterprises who have been able to afford to contract a consultant have reaped the rewards of greater access to funding through SEEDA and SRBs. Again however this can be expensive, particularly for fledgling organisations.

6.3.8 Employment

Social enterprises tend to draw their workforce from disadvantaged groups, and a large amount of voluntary work is offered. Some would like to offer more work placements with people of disabilities. Social enterprises that provide support services and space to the wider social economy and economy can generate large amount of indirect employment (e.g.. in enterprise centres).

However employment and training practices tend to be unstructured and ad hoc. 

· Volunteering opportunities are generally organised through informal links. 

· Social enterprises tend to have no specific employment or training policies.

· Many social enterprises have plans for staff expansion but these are very ad hoc. 

· There is very little accreditation for staff training, although a few social enterprises offer NVQ training and GCSEs or City and Guilds. Training tends to be ‘on the job’.

· Very few social enterprises have Investors in People accreditation.

· Where social enterprises are part of a larger trust, they tend to be more proactive in staff development.

6.3.9 Networking and Partners

Social enterprises are involved in networks and partnership arrangements, although again arrangements are ad hoc and inconsistent across the sample. Networking and partnership activity tends to occur in relation to meeting a defined need (e.g. fundraising within the care sector, accessing an SRB grant). Some social enterprises seem quite isolated with low awareness of networking and partnership opportunities. The evidence suggests that social enterprises could make greater contributions to regeneration partnerships, benefit from private sector input and work with social enterprises across different sectors. The right forum, guidance and incentives would need to be provided.

· There is a need to develop more partnerships, to increase share of information, increase awareness and add credibility.

· There is a significant knowledge gap amongst social enterprises in terms of awareness of SEEDA, CDFIs, and the CITR.

· There is a large reliance on word of mouth, and mainly within the same sectors.

· ACEVO (Association of Chief Executives of Voluntary Organisations) – attendance of forums and networking for the charity sector.

· Although informal networks are common, problems with local councils occur due to difficulties in ‘meshing in’ with council portfolios.

· Partnerships with the private sector face the challenge of different culture between the business and voluntary sector.

· Credit Unions have good networking between themselves, which has led to diversification of financial products in some cases. This could be strengthened across other sectors. 

6.3.10 Support Needs

The main area of support needed is improved access to funding – social enterprises find it difficult to gain funding from the private sector as charities are seen as having no commercial viability to repay. 

Other than some supportive local authorities, mainstream public agencies are not perceived to be accessible or serving the sector well:

· Business Links are considered to be useful for general business needs advice, but in the third sector there is considered to very little help and support available.

· The LSC is also perceived to be not very supportive.

· The time between making funding applications and determining outcomes needs to be reduced.

· SEEDA needs to create a vision for Social Enterprises.

6.3.11 Growth Opportunities and Key Barriers

Social enterprises, when asked to name the key barriers or challenges to growth, tended to recount a number of issues already discussed during the interview process. These are based around legal status, access to relevant business support, access to loan finance, commercial competition, skills and staffing issues, the political and economic climate, planning processes and the uncertainty over the commitment and role of SEEDA:

· Charitable status brings tax benefits, but also complications around status and subsidiaries. Some social enterprises looking to restructure and diversify products fear that two arms (charitable and commercial) may lead to a conflict of interest within one organisation.

· Advice is needed ‘beyond the compass of the average Business Link adviser’.

· Difficulties with planning process.

· There is a need for interest free loans for social enterprises.

· SEEDA could do a lot more ‘talk to those who are doing it’, and have a role in providing grants, locations and strategies.

· The commercial sector offering competition to the service Social Enterprises are providing, e.g. refuse collection.

· Deficits in staff skills and management skills.

· The political and economic climate and general perceptions of the sector.

· The challenge of securing a good supply of loyal volunteers.

6.3.12 Role of SEEDA

Despite a low awareness of SEEDA amongst social enterprises, a number of roles were suggested to help support the sector:

· Awareness raising, training and education e.g. a SEEDA roadshow.

· Identifying opportunities e.g. specific locations that could be used for Social Enterprises.

· Identifying ‘Business Champions’, networking between government agencies, and linking partners to help meet support needs (e.g. to help secure funding).

· Help with ideas for the expansion and development of premises i.e. affordable and accessible premises (to markets and users), and subsidised space.

· Marketing social enterprises and demonstrating that they take the sector ‘seriously’, so that other agencies will follow.
6.4 Perspectives of Support Agencies

6.4.1 Sample

16 sub-regional support agencies were interviewed, including 4 business links, 2 enterprise agencies, 3 local authorities, 2 CVSs, 2 development trusts, and 3 co-operative development agencies. The key findings are presented below.

6.4.2 Support Infrastructure

The majority of interviewed support organisations provide some form of support to social enterprise. Key findings in relation to the nature and intensity of support provided include:

· 9 support organisations, confined to no specific sector (e.g. Oxford Co-operative Development Agency, West Sussex Enterprise, Berkshire Business Link and Brighton and Hove Council) operate or are developing tailored support for social enterprise.

· 6 organisations indirectly support social enterprises, for example through focusing business support services on deprived areas (e.g. Wycombe District Council) or the community and voluntary sector (Milton Keynes CVO), through working in partnership (e.g. MK, Ox and Bucks Business Link), or through focusing on equal opportunities (Island Volunteers). 

· Some organisations (e.g. Thanet Community Development Trust) view social enterprise needs in terms of general skills, although are careful to tailor services depending on their level of development. 

· Only one organisation, Business Link Surrey, has prioritised resources on different areas within the economy (high growth start-ups and high value companies). 

· The types of support provided are fairly generic, involving training provision, business planning and advice, small grants and networking and lobbying roles. In addition, two support organisations, Global Centre Project in Milton Keynes and Thanet Community Development Trust are concerned with providing infrastructure support for emerging social enterprises. Through SRB funding, the OCDA supports a community shop development worker and works with minority ethnic businesses.

Despite demonstrating a commitment to supporting social enterprise over two-thirds of interviewed support organisations have not conducted any mapping of social enterprise in their area. Of those that are undertaking comprehensive mapping, the majority are co-operative development agencies or other community development organisations. Over 50% of organisations have conduct self-impact studies, although the majority of these are tied to statutory requirements (e.g. Business Link targets, SRB monitoring requirements) which focus on measuring quantitative outputs rather than outcomes.

A key issue for discussion included the role, accessibility and penetration of support delivered by the Business Links. The common preconception is that the ‘suit and tie’ approach is not suitable for social enterprises. Even if social enterprises take advantage of introductory free training sessions, they tend not to become repeat clients or have to be referred elsewhere. Discussions with both public and community and voluntary sector support agencies provided the following analysis:

· Business Links confirm that community development is not strictly within their remit, and that targets are tied to a broad range of areas, including in particular income generation. Although social enterprise has been prioritised by the SBS, it is only one of several priority areas and it is at the discretion of individual Business Links to allocate resources between them. Beyond this Business Links face difficulties in accessing extra resources.

· On the demand side, consultees are in agreement that social enterprises can benefit from mainstream business support services. However, many social enterprises have not embraced the finance culture and view themselves too much as part of the community and voluntary sector, when they should present themselves as small businesses.

· On the other hand, the majority of support organisations are in agreement that at the start-up stage, Business Links may be ‘a bridge too far’ for social enterprises. This is because Business link advisers ‘do not have the time or remit to go out and create start-up social enterprises’, they are ‘not well placed to penetrate deprived areas’, costs for services can quickly climb, and they may not understand complex funding needs. It is recommended that Business Links should come on stream later to develop existing enterprises, when social enterprises have developed similar support needs to mainstream businesses. 

The suggested solution was that Business Links need to work in partnership with ‘first step organisations’ that can assist start up social enterprises and assess their specific support and advice needs (e.g. funding mix, including small one off grants, infrastructure support, legal structures, training and networking opportunities). First step organisations need to nurture the transfer to and broker support with the local Business Link. Discussions highlighted four key issues for consideration:

· Although Business Link targets may not appear accommodating, Business Links do have the remit to work within partnerships. The consultation findings suggest that where opportunities and partners exist, Business links are developing relationships (see Case Studies 1-3 below). Business Links however still need to work more closely with LSCs in order to provide IAG on workforce development.

Case Study 1: Milton Keynes, Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire Business Link 

	Milton Keynes, Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire Business Link provide basic advice and work with partners to develop the capacity of the market place to deliver a comprehensive support structure. The Business Link is involved in a range of social enterprise partnership work including the SRB HOW 2 project (they sit on the steering group) and the West Oxfordshire Leader Plus programme, to which they provide match funding for the development of social enterprise in rural areas. The organisation is also a member of the Oxfordshire Social Enterprise Forum.


Case Study 2: Business Link Sussex

	Supporting social enterprise is a strategic objective of Business Link Sussex. They are currently designing a strategy for social enterprises in conjunction with SRB partnerships, development trusts and Community Development Finance Institutions. Business Link Sussex also trains advisors on aspects of social enterprise. The training modules (Baker Brown) have been developed by Social Enterprise London and the Social Enterprise South East Partnership. They have started to monitor the level of advice given to social enterprises on their client management tracking system.


Case Study 3: West Sussex Enterprise Centre

	West Sussex Enterprise identifies social enterprises through partnership work with local CVS networks. Otherwise, experience has demonstrated that social enterprises will not use the agency’s service as they do not feel that they can benefit from mainstream business support. Support is then tailored by using experienced advisors with backgrounds in different social enterprise sectors. West Sussex Enterprise also has an important lobbying role. For example, it sits on the West Sussex Economic Partnership.


· The brokering role could be undertaken by local authorities (providing a social enterprise ‘champion’ is present e.g. Kent County Council), a dedicated community or co-operative development agency, CVS network, or regeneration partnership (see Case Studies 4-5 below). Brighton and Hove Council, for example, see themselves as a network point for social enterprises, putting social enterprises in touch with mainstream business services.

Case Study 4: Wycombe District Council

	Wycombe District Council’s policy is to focus on businesses across the whole of the community, utilise the Castlefield Challenge Centre (a local community facility) to improve accessibility to business support, and work with a community college to provide affordable training. Their strategy is to seek to engage people with a business idea. The right people are engaged through word of mouth, having the projects and facilities working on the ground, and through not being afraid to engage BME communities.   


Case Study 5: Reading Community Enterprise Agency (RCEA)

	RCEA hopes to become a ‘one-stop shop’ for social enterprises, directing them to the appropriate training and advice and providing training to fill gaps in provision.  They also hope to produce information packs with good practice examples, case studies, FAQs etc, and promote the sector to the council and to mainstream business. Planned activities include:

· Developing a community enterprise strategy in Reading

· Developing an effective support network 

· Gathering and maintaining information on establishing social enterprises and training opportunities

· Promoting social enterprises

· Setting up appropriate training (to fill any gaps in existing provision)


· It is clear from discussions however that there is a need for additional capacity building. The majority of organisations that provide services to social enterprises have been dependent on insecure and sometimes overly complicated sources of income, for example SRB grants (e.g. SACDA, OCDA, and Wycombe District Council). One respondent viewed mainstream funding sources as too geared towards retraining, rather than enterprise development. In areas ineligible for regeneration funding, provision suffers again (e.g. parts of Surrey). 

· There is clearly a need to mainstream provision, or explore more sustainable funding sources. If organisations are providing a progression route to Business Links and other mainstream organisations, then there is a case to be made for contracting services. Alternatively, support organisations such as Thanet Community Development Trust use income generated from a range of services to fund their activities.

Case Study 6: Thanet Community Development Trust

	A lot of social enterprises in the area use TCDC as their first point of contact when seeking business advice, as they do not realise that organisations such as Business Link exist/can help. TCDC will then signpost to mainstream services. However they are unaware how many make follow-up contact with Business Link or if Business Link have any social enterprise mentors. There is a need for a bridge between TCDC and Business Link; this could be achieved by capacity building.


Case Study 7: Island Volunteers (www.islandvolunteers.org)

	Island Volunteers supports around 500 volunteers each year. It draws upon contract funding and in-kind support from subsidiary companies, Community Solutions Ltd., DV Media Ltd, the ICT Academy and Euro Consulting Ltd. all of which are social enterprises undertaking commercial work, to raise community investment funds. The shares of all subsidiary companies are wholly owned by Island Volunteers.


6.4.3 Impacts of Social Enterprise

No significant attempts have been made by consulted support agencies to assess the impact of social enterprise in their area. Perceptions, where provided, indicate that at present the impact of social enterprise is quite low. Impacts could be increased through a less ‘paternalistic’ and more entrepreneurial approach from public agencies (e.g. through contracting opportunities).

It is recognised that measuring impact is a difficult and time-consuming process. Environmental and social benefits need to be captured in addition to economic impacts (turnover and employment). This would involve analysis of services provided, segmentation of target groups, and one to one interviews to assess impacts on quality of life and social capital. In particular, specific tools need to be developed so that companies can capture their impact (e.g. social audit).     

6.4.4 Growth Potential

A number of ‘enabling’ factors were identified by support agencies as conducive to the growth of social enterprises:

· Local culture and infrastructure (e.g. Brighton).

· Building on existing geographic clusters (e.g. Oxfordshire and Southampton, East Oxford and Chipping Norton).

· Availability of capital.

· Untapped potential (e.g. Milton Keynes).

· Locations with good access to markets (e.g. major urban centres).

· Availability of ESF funding in pockets of deprivation.

· An increasing understanding of the role of social enterprise amongst the public – ‘social enterprises make sense’.

· Publicity, including demonstration of best practice.  

· An existing community and voluntary sector to provide a base for development.

· Local authorities with a good understanding of regeneration issues and strong interaction with BME communities.

The key drivers of growth identified by support organisations include:

· Filling gaps where commercial businesses cannot achieve a sufficient rate of return or district councils cannot/do not operate (e.g. home help and respite care - non-core local authority activities, or where services are unresponsive).

· Local authorities (and other locally based public agencies such as Primary Care Trusts) that are prepared to look at how social enterprises can help them to deliver services (although this should be in the form of a contract or service level agreement).

· Social-entrepreneur led social enterprises (start-ups, employee ownership) rather than community-based enterprises in parts of the South East where the social economy is weak.

· ‘Socially and environmentally aware’ goods and services.

· The transfer of assets from the public sector.

· The co-operative sector, as models of sustainable businesses.

· Inaccessibility of services in rural areas.

In terms of growth opportunities, the key message form support agencies is that growth potential exists across the South East of England, and that all sectors/entrepreneurial activities offer opportunities for social enterprise. Specific opportunities are seen to depend on local market demand, gaps in service provision, and how individuals respond to this demand
. Sector opportunities are therefore perceived to be more important drivers than particular geographical areas or target groups. The broad variety of indicated growth sectors confirms this analysis:

· Health and care services, e.g. mental health support services, meals on wheels, domiciliary care, home care, services for disabled people, homes in isolated areas, the elderly (cited by 6 support agencies)
.

· Childcare (cited by 5 support agencies).

· Recycling and waste management (cited by 4 support agencies).

· Other environmental activities, e.g. parks maintenance (cited by 2 support agencies). 

· Commercial household services e.g. small scale building repairs and maintenance, maintenance of homes and gardens for the elderly and disabled, support for entrepreneurs in rural areas (cited by 3 support agencies). 

· Leisure services (cited by 2 support agencies).

· Arts and cultural activities, e.g. local theatres (cited by 2 support agencies).

· Large scale retail.

· Consumer co-operatives (gas, water and electricity).

· Financial services.  

· Family support/youth offending (as can be successful in reaching hard to reach groups).

· Food and farming.

· Niche markets, e.g. organic food provision or ethnic minority food shops (although develop from the grass roots and difficult to identify). 

· Sports clubs. 

· Social housing/construction.

· Tourism.

· Schools.

· Rural markets, e.g. transport, small-scale retail, village pubs, community centres and schools.

· Craft-based enterprises with an ethical dimension (although need more exposure to consumers).

· Small social enterprises with skills and regeneration objectives.

· Trading/business arms within CVS organisations.

A number of support agencies were very concerned that social enterprise should not be focused purely on disadvantaged areas or groups (schools, for example, provide social enterprise opportunities). Research and sound business planning should back up the choice of any target groups. Social enterprise opportunities/solutions should be open to all. 

Consultees were questioned regarding the specific opportunities in urban and rural areas. Support organisations responded that urban and rural areas both offer opportunities for the development of social enterprise:

· Rural areas offer more opportunities to co-operate, a more socially orientated approach to business, and key issues include the preservation and development of rural services. However a lower population density and skills base may translate into lower levels of interest from policy makers.  

· Urban locations support higher levels of demand, larger scale opportunities, a more entrepreneurial culture, and more public contracting opportunities.     

The understanding and knowledge of clusters amongst support agencies was mixed, although identified opportunities and examples do exist upon which SEEDA can build:

· Facilitating the clustering of voluntary organisations through providing shared work-space (the sector is very amenable to working together).

· Co-operative clusters in Oxfordshire and Southampton (KREDA 2000).

· BME social enterprise cluster in East Oxford.

· C2C, an active initiative to promote inter-trading between co-operatives.

· Fair-trade schemes, which involve purchasing from co-operatives at home and in the developing world.  

· Developing procurement strategies amongst existing firms that could help to build supply chain networks.

· Working with Enterprise Gateways to develop clusters (if they had a social enterprise focus).

· Thanet Community Development Trust provides business advice to local social enterprises and training for social entrepreneurs, representing some supply chain activity.  

6.4.5 Entrepreneurialism 

Support agencies recognise that levels of entrepreneurialism within the sector depend on the type of organisation and activity. However the large majority of consultees feel strongly that social enterprises and the community and voluntary sector should become more entrepreneurial: 

· It is felt that many organisations are entrepreneurial but only within a limited framework. 

· Greater entrepreneurialism would help social enterprises to increase their sustainability (with associated community benefits), reduce dependency on grant funding (which is diminishing and comes with strings attached), deliver services in a more secure, business like way, make better use of public money, recruit more skilled staff and move away from ‘make work’.  

· However barriers include the ethos and lack of management skills within the voluntary sector, risk averse trustees, the mainstream support agencies focus on deprived areas, and paternalistic support from local authorities through grant funding.

Social enterprises, must, at the basic level, ensure that they are providing a service that will make money, not present themselves as ‘not for profit’ (misleading as all social enterprises must generate a surplus), develop a strong business plan, and explore more imaginative ways of raising income (e.g. developing a trading arm, with contracts from government, whilst the charity continues the core business).

Support agencies can help to boost entrepreneurialism through:

· Providing one to one be spoke support, including subsidised professional advice (free introductory hour provided by the Business Links is not enough), a renewed emphasis on a quality business plan, help in identifying opportunities, advice on recruiting and supporting volunteers, advice on legal structures.

· Selecting advisers with experience of social enterprises.

· Providing training, and introducing CVOs to the LSC. 

· Supporting networking activities, including use of good practice examples, encouraging talented entrepreneurs into the sector, educating people/publicity that social enterprise is a viable way of doing business, and mutual support mechanisms for social enterprises to share ideas and work together.

· Setting up mentoring.

· Improving understanding and access to finance and brokering relationships with banks.

· Focusing resources on organisations that are ‘halfway there’ rather than starting from scratch.

· Providing more support through ‘front-line’ organisations such as CVS and CDAs. 

· Encouraging public agencies to be more receptive and aware of equal opportunities in their contracting arrangements.     

In terms of national policy, social enterprise would benefit from tax breaks to charities and co-ops and light touch regulation. Governance arrangements and legal structures are overly complex (for example requiring the setting up of separate trading arms). The former can be addressed by ensuring that the management structure is clearly defined from the start and the latter will be helped by the introduction of the Community Interest Company.  

6.4.6 Barriers to Growth 

Support agencies then explored in more detail a number of related barriers to the growth of the sector. The findings are presented below (figures in parentheses denote number of organisations that cited the factor as a barrier to growth), along with cited solutions:

1) Limited access to mainstream finance (due to lack of assets to pledge as collateral, a lack of business planning skills and confidence, negative perceptions of the sector, little experience or culture of looking at loan funds and share equity, and predisposition towards grant-aid/limited demand for private sector finance) (10)

· Educate and change the attitude of the banking sector.

· Banks need to be more trusting, and pushed by industry leaders in the Bank of England, Treasury, Natwest etc.  

2) Lack of flexible funding mechanisms that encourage social enterprises to take risks and poor access to information (lack of CDFIs in the South East and grant funding mechanisms, no CDFIs to take advantage of CITR, low awareness of CDFIs and CITR, convoluted aspirations and regulations) (9)

· Need for more flexible funding mechanisms that to ensure that a range of preferential finance is available (e.g. combination of start-up grants and loans for more established social enterprises). 

· Greater emphasis on loans, whilst remaining aware of the culture change. Grants should only be used as a one-off pump-primer.

· Development of community banks, offering loans with minimal interest rates.

· Need to demonstrate that it is not easy money, or mainstream businesses will become antagonistic.

· There is demand for CDFIs, particularly from bigger organisations that would be amenable to loans or equity finance, as well as for local funds that provide smaller loans for higher risk clients.

· There is significant demand for CDFIs across the region, particularly local, accessible loan services (the greatest demand is in those parts of the region with growing clusters of social enterprises, e.g. parts of Kent, Reading). 

· However awareness of CDFIs (and CITR) is low. New initiatives would have to be accompanied by regional and local promotional activities and good quality advice.  

· The impact of CITR will be limited whilst there is no CDFI in the South East.

· SBS/Business Links to promote initiatives and increase access to information.

· CITR is considered to be too specific, ‘fiddling at the margins’, and that it will only impact on local areas in the medium to long term.

· More rigorous reporting procedures that capture the triple bottom line.

· Local authorities could purchase equity in social enterprises.

· Longer-term funding commitments (3 years plus) to facilitate planning and sustainability, concrete commitments (this could include help with revenue funding for those organisations that are not yet self-sustaining).

· Co-operative securities.   

3) Cost of property (particularly in town and city centres, limiting accessibility to markets, lack of dedicated incubation facilities) (10)

· Bigger and better premises are needed to allow for expansion of work, hot-desking, ICTs.

· Exploit planning agreements (S106) to secure space.

· Development of hubs for social enterprises, mirroring the Enterprise Hubs for hi-tech businesses (social enterprises work well together), but more sensitively managed and offering flexible contracts.

· Low-cost incubator units.

· Local authorities to let property at below market rates.  

4) Lack of awareness and understanding of the sector amongst mainstream agencies (support agencies, business advisors, banks) (7)

· Localised awareness raising and advocacy (e.g. from CDAs), including strengthening of networking, hosting social enterprise forums which engage mainstream players and involving the community. 

· Training, funding and experience for skilled staff in support agencies, including understanding of business advice and community development.

· Support agencies to ‘get under the skin’ of social enterprises.  

· Better understanding of the macro-economic picture to match supply with demand.

· Exploit the SESEP to provide a framework and input into the range of policy issues.

· Development of sector networks.

5) Weak support infrastructure (narrow delivery models for social enterprise, a lack of local ‘hands on’ support, not enough advisors to meet demand, short-term funding commitments) (5)

· All intermediary organisations have a role to play based upon core competencies, thereby ensuring a comprehensive market place for social enterprise support. 

· Need for joined-up thinking, development of new and joined-up initiatives.

· Provide resources to set up specialised groups of business advisors focused on social enterprises within support agencies.

· Accreditation programme for advisors (ESF funded). 

· Business Links to be more proactive.

· Councils should compile a list of advisors and support agencies, and there should be a specific named member of staff in each support organisation that social enterprises can approach for help.   

· Get enterprise agencies and chambers of commerce involved, and even set up a dedicated chamber of commerce for social enterprises. 

· Awareness raising amongst social enterprise to boost demand.

· Networks should adopt a business-like approach, base around a website and distribute factsheets and updates, develop and promote free training and provide help with business planning.

· Localised delivery through partnerships, to facilitate change, with signposting responsibilities.

· Mainstream agencies to filter enquiries to specialist networks.

Case Study 8: Oxford Co-operative Development Agency

	The OCDA has an accredited training scheme ‘Development Tools for Social Enterprises’ which covers structures, grant aid, delivery advice etc.  It is funded through the HOW 2 initiative and is designed for people running social enterprises, Business Link advisers and people from voluntary organisations.  OCDA believe that this is an extremely useful idea that could be rolled out nationally.


6) Lack of business-related skills and commercial awareness within the sector (lack of management skills, volunteers especially will not have received training, lack of access to mainstream training) (6)

· Roll out capacity building across the region, including training to help small organisations become social enterprises and for social entrepreneurs.

· Chambers of Commerce need to take on the interests of social enterprise.

· Engage banks in the sector.

· Closer working with industry and commerce.

· Assistance with income generation.

· Help with advertising.

· Help with recruiting volunteers.

· Provision of central services to social enterprises, e.g. payroll.

· Development of clusters and supply chains to support economies of scale and the sharing of experience.

· Facilitate networking between social enterprises, including the development of sector networks, to share best practice.

Case Study 9: Berkshire and Wiltshire Business Link

	Berkshire and Wiltshire Business Link run a start-up scheme for new businesses e.g. training in writing Business plans. In Wiltshire, there is a separate start-up scheme for people wishing to start social enterprises. The organisation believes that this should be refined and rolled out to more areas.


7) Economic conditions (full employment, high cost of living, especially housing, lack of childcare, poor transport, economic cycle etc) (4)

8) Lack of entrepreneurialism from local authorities (low awareness and weak commitment of local authority procurers) (4)

· Local authorities to ring-fence resources for supporting social enterprise and target sectors for growth.

· Purchase services from social enterprises, e.g. daycare services.

· Economic development departments to support the sector.

· Raising awareness and promoting the sharing of best practice amongst local authorities.

9) Ambiguous definitions (any company can claim to be a social enterprise) (3)

· Need a more practical definition.

· Community Interest Company may help to address this.

10) Lack of engagement with private sector and marginalisation (2) 

· Integrate social enterprises into mainstream business networks, sharing skills and need for income generation (Chambers of Commerce should welcome social enterprises, or work through Business Community Partnerships).

· Development of sector networks.

· Demonstrate to businesses the benefits of developing/encouraging the not-for-profit sector, and encourage philanthropic behaviour (MORI proved that companies with a social conscience attract business).

· Emphasise ‘enterprise’.

· Development of mentoring opportunities, drawing on corporate social responsibility, and sponsorship (e.g. offering empty training places to social enterprise staff, reduced rates on premises).

· Encourage the private sector to purchase from social enterprises.

· Raise awareness of social enterprise options amongst mainstream businesses (e.g. marketing co-operatives, employee buy-outs).  

· Support agencies to identify opportunities.

11) Bureaucracy of grant regimes and legal red-tape (2)

· Sensible, simple funding mechanisms.

· Help with red tape (health and safety etc). 

· Tax relief specific to social enterprises.

12) Lack of input from LSCs (as too bureaucratic and bound by targets) (1)

· Local authorities to act as mediators and channel LSC funding to effective social enterprises and help LSCs to become more flexible.

13) Focus on deprived areas (1)
· Resources could be channelled to more productive environments for growing successful social enterprises.

14) Perceptions of the sector, making recruitment difficult (1)
15) Geographic gaps in support infrastructure (1)
16) Lack of tailored support for rural areas (1)
Case Study 10: Berkshire and Wiltshire Business Link

	In Wiltshire, the Business Link works with a Co-operative Development Support Worker.  This is a joint venture between three organisations – Co-operative Futures manage the post but there is also input from Business Link and Community First. The post encourages joined up thinking between different organisations and looks at how social enterprises can help rural issues, e.g. access and employment. The organisation believes that this is a model that could be successfully applied to other rural areas.  Eventually, there could be a network of Community Workers throughout the South East linking Business Link, Community Councils and other organisations with an interest in social enterprises.


6.4.7 Role of SEEDA

Our consultation with support organisations resulted in a number of suggestions regarding the role that SEEDA could play in supporting the social enterprise sector:

· There is general agreement that SEEDA can play an important role, although SEEDA should carefully think through any support role they are considering and ensure that they have a good understanding of social enterprise and how the sector works (current perceptions are that SEEDA has limited knowledge of social enterprise).

· An action plan should be developed and SEEDA should promote what they are doing to help the sector and keep in touch with developments both within and outside of the region.

· The support of SEEDA will help to grant social enterprise legitimacy as ‘real’ businesses and help to unlock funding and resources from other agencies.

· There is a need for SEEDA to understand the priorities and constraints of any intermediary organisations (e.g. Business Link) that they approach to assist with the delivery of support structures.

· Currently SEEDA is perceived by some as being too remote and not sufficiently visible – a sub-regional presence would help this and also improve communication. SEEDA also need to maintain a ‘consistent and realistic’ dialogue with the sector (e.g. through the RAISE network). 

Specific suggestions of support activities range from strategic, through to ‘facilitatory’ and more ‘direct’ interventions. These include:

· Taking a lead on policy and strategy. 

· Supporting the development of more coherent and effective support structures

· Sign-posting to local support agencies to help clarify the support which is available.

· Advice on funding opportunities for support organisations to support social enterprises.

· Support for networking, including the funding of local and regional networks of social enterprises and sector-led approaches.

· Increasing awareness of social enterprises, including taking the lead in advocating the importance of the social economy and treating social enterprises as viable businesses.

· Catalysing investment, e.g. a grant programme or pot of money, including the provision of longer-term funding and funding for skilled staff, and also the lobbying of government to make funding more widely available.

· Help with finding suitable and flexible premises, including the development of social enterprise hubs (with the added benefits of increasing SEEDA’s sub-regional presence).

· Simplifying administration and reporting requirements (e.g. SRB paperwork).

· Taking a lead in providing procurement opportunities and supporting networking between local authorities to share best practice in contracting services from social enterprises. 

· Encouraging private sector involvement and mentoring opportunities (e.g. through SEEDA’s CSR remit). 

· Developing supply chains which ensure economies of scale and the involvement of a range of organisations.

6.5 Summary

6.5.1 Social Enterprises

· Instrumental factors in the successful start-up of social enterprise case studies include the involvement of ‘business champions’; private sector expertise on the board; supportive local authorities; informal and in-kind advice and support; community co-operation; SRB grants; and entrepreneurialism within the voluntary sector. SRB grants had been accessed by 40% of our sample (e.g. to help purchase premises or tools) and have not precluded these organisations from moving relatively quickly form grant dependency to income generation.  

· Social enterprises can be extremely successful at balancing commercial activity with the generation of positive social/community impacts, both through their employment practices and the services that they provide (e.g. social enterprises tend to draw their workforce from disadvantaged groups, and a large amount of voluntary work is offered).

· The case study evidence (detailed in a separate Appendix to this report) confirms that social enterprises can play an important part in helping to deliver on many of the government’s policy objectives, including:

· Helping to drive up productivity and competitiveness

· Contributing to socially inclusive wealth creation

· Enabling individuals and communities to work toward regenerating local neighbourhoods

· Showing new ways to deliver and reform public services;  and

· Helping to develop an inclusive society and active citizenship.

· However, considering the case study evidence base relative to the potential for bringing excluded groups back into the labour market, raising skill levels, and boosting employability, this element of the sector could be seen to be at an early stage of development within the South East. There is a need for greater sharing of expertise between social enterprises, and in particular pro-active engagement, advice and contracting arrangements from statutory agencies in the South East.  

· Related to this problem, very little monitoring or self-evaluation takes place amongst social enterprises, especially of qualitative impacts. The main barriers are costs, and a lack of incentives and social audit tools.

· There are advantages and disadvantages associated with different legal forms and modes of governance: there is no one ideal model. Some social enterprises view charitable status as beneficial in order to gather credibility in the sector and secure grant funding; others see it as a stigma when applying to the private sector for credit or when approaching businesses. However, on the whole social enterprises are not preoccupied with issues regarding their legal status. Most carefully test options at the start-up or growth stage, accept that certain requirements and structures are a necessary part of the sector, and act entrepreneurially to balance the costs and benefits (e.g. marrying a charitable trust with a trading company).

· Social enterprises require mutually convenient locations with access to markets and the community. Buildings tend to be owned by founders, donated or leased at reduced rates. Enterprises face constraints in terms of the size of their premises and high rental prices in the South East. Some social enterprises have also faced difficulties with planning processes: responsive and aware local authorities are key.  

· Charitable, private and public grants are considered critical to the start-up of social enterprises, and SEEDA and its partners should safeguard such sources of finance. However, particularly beyond the start-up stage, there is a need for more sustainable and varied sources of finance. Most social enterprises would like to develop or diversify their market, both to respond to the general ‘vibe’ from the community and to draw in more income. However, as many social enterprises operate at the margins of profitability, surpluses tend to be insufficient. 

· If aspirations are to be met, there is a need for greater access to investment finance for social enterprises. Improved access to loan finance, at preferential rates, is the most commonly cited requirement. Finance providers also need to be sensitive to the needs of the social enterprise sector. This suggests a need for intermediate finance providers such as CDFIs (confirming findings outlined in SEEDA’s Asset Based Community Regeneration Study). Social enterprises on their part need to increase private sector accountability and not be afraid of the cultural shift (although most social enterprises, as enterpreneurial organisations, are open and flexible to new sources of finance).

· Social enterprises face deficits in staff and management skills. However, unless social enterprises are part of a larger trust, employment and training practices tend to be unstructured and ad hoc. They also face challenges in securing a consistent supply of volunteers.
· Networking and partnership activity tends to occur in relation to meeting a defined need (e.g. fundraising within the care sector, accessing an SRB grant), and can be confined to ‘word of mouth’ within the same sector or the charitable sector. Some social enterprises in fact perceive themselves as quite isolated. There is also low awareness of SEEDA, CDFIs, and the CITR. There is a need to develop closer partnership working between social enterprises and the private sector, as well as with regeneration programmes, SEEDA, and local authorities, and increase the share of information, raise awareness and boost the sector’s credibility. The right forums, guidance and incentives need to be provided.
· On the other hand many social enterprises feel they are special cases and have no one to turn to for any practical advice. As clusters of social enterprises with similar aims are emerging across the region, this attitude is a fallacy. Social enterprises need to be more proactive in their approach to networking and partnerships.

· The main area of support needed by social enterprises is improved access to funding. Beyond this, other than some local authorities, mainstream public agencies and particularly the Business Links are not perceived to be accessible or serving the sector well. There is a clear need for more tailored business support.  

· Wider barriers to the growth of social enterprises include commercial competition, the political and economic climate, perceptions of the sector and uncertainty over the role of SEEDA, reinforcing the need for supportive actions across a number of fronts.

· Despite a low awareness of SEEDA amongst social enterprises, a number of roles were suggested to help support the sector:

· Develop a vision and strategy for social enterprise.

· Provision of grant funding.

· Training and education e.g. a SEEDA roadshow raising awareness.

· Identifying ‘Business Champions’, networking between government agencies, and linking partners to help meet support needs e.g. to help secure funding.

· Identifying opportunities e.g. specific locations.

· Help with ideas for the expansion and development of premises i.e. affordable and accessible premises [to markets and users], and subsidised space.

· Marketing social enterprises and demonstrating that they take the sector ‘seriously’, so that other agencies will follow.

6.5.2 Support Agencies

· The majority of surveyed support organisations either directly or indirectly provides assistance to social enterprises. Given a strategic lead and clear framework, there is clear scope for incorporating social enterprise support within existing remits.

· The majority of support organisations have not conducted any social enterprise mapping. A central support agency should take the lead in providing guidance and resources for local organisations to conduct local baseline studies, as well as impact assessments that capture the impact of activities on social enterprise.  

· Support agencies consider that social enterprises can benefit from the input of Business Links, although mainly once they have become established. There is a critical need for entities to play a brokering role between social enterprises and mainstream support agencies, assessing specific support needs on a case by case basis and nurturing the transfer of social enterprises to agencies such as Business Link. Local authorities, community or co-operative development agencies, or regeneration partnerships could undertake this brokering role.

· There is a continuing need to build the capacity of brokers, ensure equitable coverage across the region, and stabilise funding sources. If brokering organisations are providing a progression route to mainstream organisations, there is a case to be made for contracting services. SEEDA could play a proactive role in enabling this enhanced structure of provision. 

· At present the impact of social enterprise is perceived by support agencies to be quite low. Impacts could be increased through a more entrepreneurial approach from public agencies. However, specific tools need to be developed so that companies can capture their impact (e.g. social audit).

· From the point of view of support agencies, the key enabling factors in the growth of social enterprise include local culture, the support infrastructure, the existing community base, emerging clusters, access to markets, grant availability and well-connected regeneration departments. Key catalysts include an unmet market demand, forward thinking procurement practices amongst local authorities, and the involvement of local entrepreneurs.    

· Growth opportunities are perceived as sectoral rather than geographically or demographically focused. Identified growth sectors include health and childcare, environment (including recycling and parks management), household services, the transfer of leisure services, and arts and culture. However, the key message is that growth opportunities embrace any services and goods that would benefit from localised delivery, and for which there is local demand. 

· Social enterprises should avoid being pigeonholed as a solution for deprived areas or communities. Even though they have social aims, social enterprises must be affordable and viable, and understand the market through responding to a community need in a given area.   

· Clustering is emerging at the local level although is not widespread. Where clustering has emerged, a key factor appears to be the presence of a dedicated agency or facility on the ground. SEEDA can build upon the concept of the Enterprise Hub, and the work of CDAs and development trusts, to facilitate this further.  

· Support agencies believe that social enterprises and the sector in general should become more entrepreneurial, ensuring greater sustainability, value for money and ultimately longer-term community impacts. This requires intensive and affordable one to one support and training from business support agencies, network support and a step change away from the grant-reliant culture amongst some social enterprises.

· Support agencies were asked what they consider to be the key barriers to growth in the sector: 

· Limited access to mainstream finance is cited as one of the key barriers to growth in the sector. This should be addressed through influencing the attitude of the banking sector, with a further push from industry leaders, as well as a cultural shift amongst social enterprises themselves backed up by training and advice.

· Lack of flexible and long-term funding mechanisms presents a more immediate priority. There is strong demand for a range of preferential financial products, including both start-up grants and loans (grants however should only be offered as a pump-primer, and could be tied to business training, commercial advice, or loan packages). Preferred delivery mechanisms are locally based CDFIs and charitable banks (the impact of CITR in the region will be low otherwise) although low awareness will require complimentary promotional activities and advice.          

· The cost of property and a lack of incubation facilities are also considered to be critical problems. Bigger and better premises are needed to facilitate expansion of work. Proposed solutions include better exploiting planning agreements (S106), developing sensitively managed hubs for social enterprises, and letting public property at below market rates.    

· Lack of business related skills amongst social enterprises is considered to be a further key barrier. Suggested solutions include rolling out training across the region (e.g. as delivered by the OCDA, or the SEL/Baker Brown modules delivered by Berkshire and Wiltshire Business Link), working with the private sector (e.g. through the Chambers of Commerce), development of clusters and supply chains, and the facilitation of networking.

· Key barriers repeatedly cited by support agencies include the weakness of the regional social enterprise support infrastructure and low awareness amongst mainstream agencies. All intermediary organisations need to play a proactive role in focusing their core services on social enterprises, and there needs to be new joined-up initiatives (e.g. the ‘hybrid’ model outlined above: localised delivery and ‘filtering’ from and to mainstream support agencies). In addition, there needs to be localised advocacy (e.g. forums) to raise awareness amongst mainstream agencies, accredited training for advisors in support agencies (e.g. Business Link Sussex are accessing the SEL/Baker Brown training modules), named points of contact in each organisation, and the compilation of contacts by local authorities. In addition, there should be awareness raising amongst social enterprises and a direct role for the SESEP.

· Rural areas will require appropriately tailored provision. Following a model developed by Co-operative Futures and Berkshire and Wiltshire Business Link, this could involve joint working between the co-operative movement, Business Links and Rural Community Councils to resource a network of community development workers across the South East.

· Entrepreneurialism within local authorities needs to be promoted through raising awareness of procurement opportunities (e.g. day-care services) and ring-fencing local authority resources for supporting social enterprise target sectors.

· Increased engagement with the private sector would help contribute towards meeting a variety of challenges facing social enterprise development. Private sector engagement could be increased through integrating social enterprises into mainstream business networks (e.g. via the Chamber of Commerce), demonstrating the benefits of supporting the sector to mainstream businesses (good for business and corporate social responsibility), and negotiating mentoring opportunities and private sector purchasing from social enterprises.        

· The prevailing economic conditions and the ambiguous definition of social enterprise were also cited as barriers to growth.

· From the point of view of support agencies, SEEDA should develop a strategy for social enterprise, which clarifies its roles and responsibilities. This would help to unlock resources, raise understanding of SEEDA amongst social enterprises, grant legitimacy to the sector, and support the work of intermediary organisations.   

· Following on from this, SEEDA has a number of important roles to play. These include:

· ‘Facilitatory’ interventions: acting as an advocator for the sector (e.g. amongst local authorities, the private sector and national government), optimising the existing support infrastructure and providing sign-posting services, supporting the development of regional and local networks, and negotiating private sector mentoring opportunities.

· ‘Direct’ interventions: provision of funding (grant and loan capital), improving access to property, minimising administrative burdens, and supporting supply chain development.

· Through the development of sub-regional social enterprise gateways, SEEDA could raise its profile and promote engagement with the sector, whilst alleviating pressures for affordable property, as recommended in the Asset Based Community Regeneration Study.

7.0 Regional STAKEHOLDERS AND PARTNERS

7.1 Introduction

12 regional stakeholders were interviewed (listed below). A particular priority was to capture those organisations representing specific communities of interest within the social enterprise sector. The findings are presented below in case study format, and provide a snapshot of partners roles and commitment to the social enterprise sector, as well as their views on impacts, growth sectors, barriers to growth and the role of SEEDA.

· Small Business Service (South East Regional Directorate)

· Government Office for the South East 

· Learning and Skills Council (Hampshire) 

· Housing Corporation (Southern Division) 

· Countryside Agency (South East Office)

· Trade Unions Congress (South East) 

· Community Development Finance Association (CDFA)

· Social Firms South East 

· Development Trusts Association South East

· RAISE 

· Co-operative Futures

· Community Action Network (CAN)

7.2 SBS (Regional Directorate)

	· The SBS sees the social enterprise sector as one of its core themes for development under the DTI’s The Way Forward. They provide direct support via the Phoenix Development Fund, and can also provide business support through the Business Links. The SBS is also keen to gain a better understanding of the sector internally, question more robustly what Business Link’s are putting in to their business plans, and help in identifying good practice and sharing knowledge.

· Awareness seminars, conferences and CEL training modules have been provided to Business Links in the South East. Business Links can provide advice to social enterprises providing that they understand ‘what is a social enterprise’.      

· They see growth opportunities in areas where organisations are under-represented and with aims of employability. Geographic opportunities include Kent, Berkshire and Milton Keynes. Drivers of growth include grant funding, passion and the drive of individuals.

· There is a need for the voluntary and community sector to become more entrepreneurial and to obtain/use more traditional business skills. There is also a need to remove the stigma around the social enterprise sector. The social enterprise sector needs to raise its profile with demonstrative examples of success and improve its skill levels. There are also difficulties around attracting key staff in the South East.

· There is a need for the SBS to work closely with SEEDA to develop policy and to remove barriers to growth. SEEDA needs to provide a holistic strategy: understanding and sharing data, establishing a social enterprise forum, attracting funding and facilitating change in delivery.
· The mapping report would benefit from an Action Plan, which the respective organisations ‘sign up’ to for taking forward recommended actions within specific time-scales.  For example, the SBS would take responsibility for Business Link activity and report progress back to SEEDA.  This approach lends itself to continued momentum and a focussed approach towards specific and tangible outputs to support Social Enterprises.


7.3 Government Office for the South East

	· GOSE manage the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund and the Objective 2 Programme. They are aware of the importance of social enterprise but find it difficult to measure soft outcomes such as confidence building in users/employees. To encourage awareness GOSE are working in partnership with SEEDA (as a facilitator) and other regional partners and holding regional seminars. GOSE is keen to prompt Business Links and partnerships with other regional bodies to boost skills amongst business advisors.

· Growth potential is viewed sectorally in health, housing, public services and transport, and geographically in areas of deprivation to support employment, rural areas, and around support organisations that can stimulate clusters.

· The main barrier is a lack of awareness and understanding amongst business advisors. There is a need to raise awareness amongst advisors jointly with SBS, RDA and GOSE. The national business advisor training initiative by SBS could be rolled out regionally. A good example is the seminar held by Business Link for Wessex. There is also a key role of enterprise agencies, for example in Brighton, Hove and Lewes and West Sussex. Generally there is also a lack of appropriate finance, although they need to know more about the need.

· SEEDA should act as a facilitator. There is also a role for the SESEP in arranging seminars, raising awareness etc and highlighting opportunities (e.g. public procurement).


7.4 Learning and Skills Council (South East)

	· Overly high expectations were raised regarding the budget and flexibility of the LSC. Widening participation and the community and voluntary sector has not been top of the LSC’s priority list The LSC’s widening participation remit has been met to a large extent through ESF co-financing. However, local LSCs in the South East are now establishing a framework to guide the implementation of the Voluntary Sector Compact. They are also developing equality and diversity impact measures to help boost inclusion on their learning programmes. These have clear ramifications for social enterprises, including strengthening the case for social enterprises in service delivery. In terms of workforce development, LSCs also plan to work more closely with representatives of the SME sector including Business Links and local authorities. 

· Social enterprises are well placed to help achieve LSC Basic Skills targets, support Level 2 and 3 attainment in a work based learning environment, and also provide a bridge back to mainstream provision. 

· Voluntary and community organisations providing accredited training will probably not be a major component of LSC providers: the LSCs are more likely to fund first rung providers. The LSC encourages community providers to work with LSC statutory providers and set up mutually beneficial partnership bids.

· SEEDA needs to clearly delineate roles for itself and other partners in relation to social inclusion, regeneration and the community and voluntary sector, better integrate social inclusion into the FRESA and support the delivery of the FRESA.


7.5 Housing Corporation (Southern Division)

	· The Housing Corporation regulates RSLs, provides social housing grants for capital costs, Innovation Grants to promote best practice and Community Training and Enabling Grants to involve RSL tenants. From 2003, they will be linking their targets with SEEDA’s regeneration targets, and encouraging RSLs to link in with broader regeneration partnerships.

· RSLs meet the definition of social enterprise as they reinvest surplus into the community, develop housing on brownfield sites, provide employment and increase local participation. Involvement in wider regeneration is discretionary. However, working through partnerships (e.g. LSPs), they can contribute a lot to the community.

· There are 456 RSLs in the South East, providing 253,500 units to rent and 18,228 for the elderly and low-cost home ownership.

· Growth will be focused in existing organisations and through consolidation. The range of the product, including low-cost home ownership and housing for specific groups, will also grow.     There is huge scope for growth particularly in the Thames Gateway area. It will be important to gauge demand with local authorities.

· Upskilling RSLs to the same level (particularly in regeneration) is an important challenge. The most significant challenge is where the extra funding will come from to meet demand; this is a balancing act between keeping housing affordable and developing assets to raise loans to increase supply. More subsidies could be extracted from the private sector through working with the planning system. 

· SEEDA can contribute to development through funding and land assembly roles, provision of commercial expertise, and spreading of good practice in extracting subsidies from the private sector (working with the Government Office, Housing Corporation, Regional Assembly, English Partnerships, local authorities and private sector contacts). 


7.6 Community Development Finance Association

	· The CDFA is a trade association for CDFIs.

· Social enterprise provides an alternative to trickle down to regenerate disadvantaged communities.

· There is scope for developing CDFIs in the South East, but not just for social enterprises. The most effective CDFI work is conducted ‘at the coal face’. Places of need include Thames Gateway and Hastings.  

· CITR is regarded as ‘revolutionary’ but there needs to be awareness raising amongst a range of private sector investors, and standards raised. 

· Growth areas are seen to be environmental services, childcare and former public services. 

· If entrepreneurialism is to be boosted, there is a need for a capacity building strategy and a lively private and grant-funding environment. The capacity of the Business Links must be built up and they must be plugged into wider partnerships of enterprise agencies and CDAs.       

· There is a financing gap. There also needs to be an affordable cost-benefit analysis tool in place to measure the social return on investment.

· SEEDA needs to work closely with those interested in setting up CDFIs, develop a finance forum, raise awareness of CITR amongst investors, and put resources into evaluation and the dissemination of findings. Most importantly, a Phoenix Fund-like pot at a regional level would strengthen the sector. This should include the capitalisation of CDFIs and quasi-equity funding.


7.7 Countryside Agency (South East Office)

	· The Countryside Agency is looking at social enterprise to help improve the quality of life in rural areas through meeting unmet demand for rural services. However they acknowledge that they have a lot to learn.

· Growth areas are in the provision of services. Women in social enterprises are a possible growth area. Voluntary and community organisations and development trusts are also potential growth sectors.

· There is a need to be much smarter in providing advice and support to help organisations become more entrepreneurial. The Countryside Agency could help by testing solutions and disseminating what works.  

· The key barrier from the point of view of the Countryside Commission is a lack of knowledge about social enterprise. 

· SEEDA is well placed to bring the intermediaries together, and help delineate a role for partners including the Countryside Agency. They should also act as an advocate, facilitator and funder of social enterprises. Social enterprises can help themselves through the creation of networks.   


7.8 Trade Unions Congress (TUC) South East

	· The TUC in the South East provides a voice for the working people, runs courses for trade union members, including skills needs analysis and democracy and accountability, and provides guidance on the training needs of the workforce. The TUC are generally in favour of social enterprises: support will depend upon the aims/objectives, structure of the organisation and the terms and conditions of employment. In the short term the TUC have limited time and resources to contribute to the agenda but express an interest in developing a TUC social enterprise module, and adding social enterprise signposting to their website. The TUC can also work with partners to facilitate change, and support and encourage.

· Where partnerships are strong geographically they see potential for growth (e.g. Hastings). However it is recognised that this is not the case in most of the South East. Other drivers for growth include local authority procurement. Possible growth sectors include Intermediate Labour Markets, health and social care, service provision, and training provision. 

· It may be more difficult to develop social enterprise in rural areas, as rural areas lag behind urban areas when it comes to developing social capital. However rural areas are increasingly looking for alternative ways of diversifying and partnerships are emerging to address rural needs.

· The TUC has concerns that the ethos of social enterprise of supporting disadvantaged groups will see these groups being ‘dumped’ on social enterprises. 

· The voluntary and community sector should be more business competent, better managed and more professional.  

· The main barriers to growth include a misunderstanding about definitions, finance, management skills, and a commitment to training and learning in the workplace. Ways to help social enterprises develop include dependable support infrastructure, good publicity, good sign posting, use of ‘buddying’ with successful social enterprises, promotion of models of good practice (including best practice on employment and trade union rights), training in working in partnership and careful and creative financing.

· SEEDA’s role should be to bring together partners (there must be clarity between the various intermediaries) and develop a support infrastructure.


7.9 Social Firms South East

	· SFSE are part of the South East Social Enterprise Partnership (SESEP). Its key aim is to start drawing together the people, skills and resources for support to the social enterprise sector in the South East region. SESEP has already put in place a programme of network events and management training for 2003, and also committed to a series of awareness-raising events with Business Links. 

· SFSE represents its membership in terms of development issues, works to facilitate business support and also provides a programme of network events (e.g. Accessing Appropriate Finance, Financial and Legal Options). They are also involved in a pilot national Equal project which is looking at the development of a toolkit for measuring the impact of social firms. When specialist support needs to be provided, support providers are brought in. Through the South East Social Enterprise Partnership (SESEP), SFSE have also taken a leading role in promoting Continuing Professional Development in the area of Social Enterprise through Modules One and Two of the SEL/Baker Brown course.

· The emphasis of SFSE on social firms may differ to other social enterprises as their primary aim is to create jobs for disabled people, and they tend to originate from the care sector.

· The region has 10 full social firms, as well as 7 in the emerging phase and 7 potential social firms.

· Social enterprises need to be made aware of the value of a social audit.

· Traditional areas of work for the disabled such as gardening and catering are always popular for new social firms. However growth areas include disability awareness training, design work and a niche market for organisations which work to improve the accessibility of information (e.g. translation of media for those with sight impairment, now required under the Disability Discrimination Act). Growth will come from start-ups as a ‘clean-slate’, as this is the best way to encourage good ideas and innovation into the sector. A further growth area is the development of cluster areas of social enterprises by area, sector or state of development. 

· There is a role for both specialist and mainstream support providers to support the social enterprise sector (the SESEP are encouraging Business Links to work with social enterprises).

· In general there is a shortage of people who have both strong business management skills and experience of their particular client group within the sector. SFSE backs this up with management training and business support for all its members, whatever their stage of development.

· Barriers include a lack of understanding from mainstream organisations, achieving a balance between social aims and generating sustainability through trading income, and access to continued funding when start-up grants run out. Loan finance may be more cost effective for a business than staying in the grant cycle. Loan finance for the region would come from the Charity Bank (SE) or potentially from a CDFI. 

· SEEDA can help through funding a social enterprise network and providing a strategic view for the sector.


7.10 Development Trusts Association South East

	· DTA SE provides support to DTA members and IAG through the South East Social Enterprise Partnership. They are also developing a health check to help measure impacts.   

· Acquiring an asset is only the means to an end. Development Trusts locate in areas of deprivation to tackle social, cultural, economical and environmental needs. Their responsibilities have developed from small-scale environmental work to running SRB Programmes. Development Trusts can provide more long-term and established delivery vehicles for regeneration.   

· Opportunities are presented by (best value) asset transfer from local authorities and SEEDA. However there needs to be less restrictions on their use, less rigid clawback rules, a move towards more profitable community activities (such as managed workspace) and revenue support.  

· Other barriers include an under-developed CDFI sector in the region, a shortage of people with knowledge of social enterprises and CDFIs in the South East, particularly in SEEDA and Business Link (necessitating network referrals), and non-engagement of the private sector.

· SEEDA need a more coherent strategy for social enterprise, supported with resources. The property department for example needs to be aware of community development opportunities for Development Trusts. There also needs to be facilitation of closer links with the private sector, including Chambers of Commerce and private sector developers, both as partners and mentors.


7.11 Co-operative Futures

	· Co-operative Futures provide support to new and existing social enterprises and contribute to policy debate in the sector. They are also involved in regional and national networks. 

· Measuring impacts is considered to be difficult because of the time required to undertake social auditing and the need for it to be tailored (although this issue may be addressed in the proposed new Community Interest Company).

· Identified growth opportunities include filling niche markets e.g. organic food provision. However as these develop from the grass roots they can be difficult to identify. Clusters are also seen as a factor in assisting growth. Public procurement may also present opportunities but it is perceived as dependent on key individuals in the authority.

· They believe that social enterprises should be able to access the mainstream provision of Business Links but feel that Business Links are not penetrating the sector as social enterprises have not embraced the 'finance culture'. Key support needs are small one-off grants, infrastructure support, training and networking opportunities. Support needs to be flexible on a case-by-case basis.

· The main barriers to growth are identified as: lack of hands-on support; lack of capacity in support agencies; geographic gaps in support; lack of understanding about the potential of social enterprise; lack of a CDFI in the region; lack of grant funding; the cost of premises; and the cost of living.

· Opportunities to overcome some of the barriers were identified as low cost cluster incubator units; more in-depth training for advisers (both business advice and community development); more training opportunities for small organisations to become social enterprises; and provision of central services for social enterprises e.g. payroll.

· Co-operative Futures are aware of Community Investment Tax Relief, but do not consider that it would be useful because of the lack of a CDFI and the relative affluence of Oxfordshire. 

· It is felt that SEEDA needs a sub-regional presence to improve communication. It is perceived as being too remote and not sufficiently visible. 


7.12 RAISE

	· RAISE are developing a thematic network for 2004 for social enterprises (they generally work across all sectors). Their intention is that this will offer a gateway to the SESEP for voluntary and community organisations interested in social enterprise development. RAISE are also developing regional centre of excellence in accredited community development training.

· Social audit needs to be recognised, and there should be more flexible use of PSA targets to support social enterprise development.

· In addition to the growth sectors of environmental services and small-scale manufacturing, there is specific scope for growth in the South East in ILMs, Kent, coastal areas, rural areas and in the transfer of public services.

· There is a recognised need for upskilling, training, leadership and infrastructure building. Business Links should be more flexible and outsource support to CVSs.    

· There is a significant threat posed by imposing one model of social enterprise development on the sector as a whole.

· SEEDA need to keep a ‘hand on approach’ rather than abdicating responsibility to their networks. They also need to keep up to date with growth sectors and emerging opportunities. Key responsibilities include tying loan packages to training support and education, drawing on CSR responsibilities to boost private sector purchasing and mentoring, testing CDFI models before roll-out, working with the regional assembly and GOSE to influence procurement practices and strengthening networking opportunities.    


7.13 Community Action Network 

	· CAN’s approach is to strengthen communities, increase the number and profile of social entrepreneurs, enable social entrepreneurs to use state of the art network communications and help social entrepreneurs to develop partnerships. CAN believe there is definitely more scope for entrepreneurialism, and that they can show organisations how they can do this without losing their values through finding the middle ground. CAN are able to transfer knowledge gained in other areas where social enterprise is more established, e.g. Liverpool. CAN have also been funded by the Phoenix Fund to look at cluster development. 

· CAN Portsmouth have been involved in the early stages of social enterprise development in providing advice on legal structures, before referring organisations onto the Portsmouth Area Regeneration Trust to receive advice on funding. 

· There is some movement towards the clustering of social enterprises through using shared premises.

· If entrepreneurialism is to be boosted, there is a need for a supporting infrastructure to be built up around them. Isolation has been identified by CAN nationally as the biggest barrier for those in the sector.

· CAN believe it is highly important for social enterprises to be promoted as preferred contractors, and built into the procurement policies of local authorities and other agencies. There is also a continued need for promotion of the sector and advice and support. Business Link Wessex hosted a conference in Winchester as a successful example of this.

· SEEDA should take a role in co-ordinating activity in the regions e.g. assisting CDFIs.


7.14 Summary

· A variety of regional partners are keen to input into the social enterprise agenda, and will bring a range of skills and resources to the table: 

· SBS, GOSE, and the Countryside Agency all manage programmes impacting on social enterprise and are keen to support the sector. They have a particular role to play in raising awareness and sharing knowledge and good practice. However they concede that they need to first raise knowledge and skill levels within their own organisations. The SBS believes that Business Links can provide appropriate advice to social enterprises providing that advisors understand ‘what is a social enterprise’.    

· The Housing Corporation is planning to link targets to SEEDA’s and encourage greater RSL involvement in community regeneration. 

· Although overly high expectations were raised regarding the flexibility of the LSC, they are now implementing the voluntary sector Compact and developing inclusion impact measures, which should help to boost social enterprise involvement in learning delivery. 

· The TUC can provide specialist training support in staff skills needs analysis and democracy and accountability, and is prepared to develop a social enterprise training module and website sign-posting. 

· Social Firms SE, the Development Trusts Association SE, Co-operative Futures and Community Action Network all provide valuable support services to social enterprise organisations. In addition, SFSE and DTA SE are developing tools to measure impacts, and SFSE (through the SESEP) has experience of delivering the SEL/Baker Brown training modules. Community Action Network, through its electronic network, is well placed to disseminate experience from areas with more established social enterprise. 

· The South East Social Enterprise Partnership (SESEP) and RAISE are both strengthening networking opportunities for social enterprises and their support organisations.

· Regional partners identified a number of growth opportunities, again across a number of sectors including in particular care, housing (in particular RSL consolidation and the diversification of products), transport, training (in particular ILMs and first rung provision), environmental services, manufacturing, finance (CDFIs) and niche markets (such as organic foods). Innovative opportunities for social firms include disability awareness training, design work and improving the accessibility of information. 

· Regional partners also identified growth potential in specific geographic areas, in particular in Kent, rural areas and disadvantaged areas with needs of employment, and also growth drivers including clustering, the procurement of public services, and asset transfer.

· The main barriers identified by partners include the need for the voluntary sector to become more entrepreneurial, with the prerequisite that a much improved support infrastructure and leadership must be put in place. Specific needs include: 

· Raising the profile of best practice within the sector.

· Boosting awareness and skills amongst Business Link and other advisors - a key role for SEEDA, SBS and GOSE (the seminar held by Business Link for Wessex provides a good example. Training modules for advisors could also be rolled out regionally).  

· Plugging Business Links into CVS, Enterprise Agency and CDA networks, with sign-posting arrangements.

· Enhanced management skills within the social enterprise sector through more training opportunities (e.g. building on SFSE/SESEP experience of delivering the SEL/Baker Brown modules, or social enterprise ‘buddying’).

· Provision of finance (through loan finance from CDFIs, increased awareness of the CITR, and one-off grants).

· Development of an affordable and universally accepted social audit tool.

· The cost of premises (need for low-cost incubators).

· Balancing social enterprise aims with income generation.

· Funding for RSLs (necessitating increased expertise in extracting subsidy from the private sector and planning agreements) and equalising expertise in regeneration.

· Partners see a key role for SEEDA in provide a guiding vision and strategy, which brings together and clearly delineate roles for partners at a regional level. Barriers to growth should be addressed through advocacy, facilitatory and direct interventions. Key actions for SEEDA include:

· sharing best practice and data;

· supporting networking and a social enterprise forum;

· the provision and attraction of funding (including research support for the CDFI sector, a regional Phoenix Fund-like pot, quasi-equity funding
 and awareness raising of the CITR);

· facilitating change in the delivery of business support; 

· facilitation of closer links with the private sector (through CSR) and Chambers of Commerce to boost purchasing and mentoring; 

· land assembly roles and increased awareness of community development opportunities;

· working with GOSE and the Regional Assembly to boost procurement opportunities;

· imparting commercial expertise; 

· development of a sub-regional presence; 

· tying loan packages to support and training for social enterprises and; 

· integrating social inclusion into the development and delivery of the FRESA.

· The Small Business Service recommends that the mapping study should form the foundation for the development of an Action Plan, which the respective organisations ‘sign up’ to for taking forward recommended actions within specific time-scales. This will continue the momentum and ensure a focussed approach towards specific and tangible outputs to support social enterprises.







Buckinghamshire


MKCVO/Global Centre: list


Wycombe Council: contacts








Surrey


Business Link Surrey: list





Oxfordshire


OCDA/HOW2: list


Oxfordshire, Swindon and Gloucester Co-op: directory


Vale of White Horse DC: contacts





East Sussex


Mutual Aid CDA: directory


Brighton and Hove Council: list











Berkshire


Business Link Wiltshire/Berkshire: list


Reading Council: list


West Berkshire Council: contacts








Kent


Business Link Kent: list


Church in Society: contacts


Kent CDA: directory


Thanet CDT: contacts


North Kent Gateway Partnership: contacts














Source: SEEDA 2003





Figure 7.1: Incidence of Surveyed Social Enterprises in the South East by Local Authority Area 
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Figure 7.2: SEEDA Priority Regeneration Areas and Areas of Multiple Deprivation
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Figure 7.2: SEEDA Priority Regeneration Areas and Areas of Multiple Deprivation























West Sussex


1 credit union


2 social firms


3 co-ops


6 other social enterprises


8 unregistered








East Sussex


4 credit unions


3 social firms


16 co-ops


3 Development Trusts


21 other social enterprises


64 unregistered








Hampshire


5 credit unions


1 social firm


7 co-ops


2 Development Trusts


23 other social enterprises


12 unregistered

















Berkshire


3 social firms


1 co-op


9 other social enterprises


14 unregistered





Kent


2 credit unions


4 co-ops


1 Development Trust


15 other social enterprises


23 unregistered








Buckinghamshire


2 credit unions


1 social firm


2 co-ops


12 other social enterprises


10 unregistered





Surrey


1 credit unions


5 social firms


1 Development Trust


7 other social enterprises


9 unregistered 














Oxfordshire


2 social firms


9 co-ops


23 other social enterprises


20 unregistered








Hampshire


SACDA: directory


Heart of Portsmouth SRB Partnership: contacts


SE Hants and White CDA: contacts


Business Link Wessex: contacts


CAN Portsmouth: contacts


Test Valley DC: contacts














West Sussex


Sussex Enterprise: contacts
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� Registered social enterprises, unregistered social enterprises and wider social economy. 


� The mean average is skewed by the high turnover of 20 organisations within the survey sample (representing a range of activities and geographical coverage). Therefore it is appropriate to detail calculations based upon mean and median averages.


� The problem manifests both within and without the sector. A low proportion of social economy survey respondents (31% of 187 organisations) identified themselves as social enterprises (compared with 59% who identified themselves as ‘not for profit’). However our own analysis, using criteria of social aims, company type, income generation and plans for growth suggested a much higher proportion (up to 85% actual or emerging social enterprises).


� Business Links had only recently begun to role out social enterprise training for advisors at the base date of this report. Impacts on social enterprises are therefore unlikely to have been picked up during the course of the research. A key priority for Business Link advisors is therefore to promote their services to social enterprises and test their understanding amongst the sector, in order to gauge the effectiveness of pilot initiatives and the potential for wider role out.    


� In 2003, ECOTEC completed a report on behalf of the DTI’s Social Enterprise Unit to develop good practice guidance in mapping the sector


� The Social Enterprise Partnership’s ‘Quality and Impact Project’ is currently piloting a number of tools to demonstrate the added value of social enterprise, and to learn how to improve the quality of its business and social impacts. ECOTEC are also developing a social enterprise diagnostic tool (BRIAN), which will enable social enterprise advisors to develop tailored support strategies for individual enterprises.


� Launched in March 2003. See � HYPERLINK http://www.iuke.co.uk ��http://www.iuke.co.uk�


� see Merseyside Special Investment Fund.


� This suggests the need for a more targeted approach in the future, including a systematic attempt to identify key individuals or regional representatives in the private sector most likely to respond to a survey of this kind.


� Again, this reflects difficulties in locating a suitable contact point, but also a certain ambiguity and uncertainty regarding LSC involvement in supporting social enterprise.      


� Social Enterprise: A Strategy for Success (DTI, 2002).


� www.socialfirms.co.uk


� In addition, it is to be noted that the Enterprise Centre in West Sussex has worked with social enterprises for the past 20 years (although they do not tend to classify them separately) and that Enterprise Agency Brighton Hove and Lewes has undertaken social enterprise mapping in the area. In addition, Bucks Community Action, as a result of this consultation, has identified a need for mapping and is developing a social enterprise forum. The Co-operative Assistance Network, based in Southampton,  are specialist consultants active in the region, but were unable to provide contacts for this study.       


� Rather than a purely random sample, a combination of judgement and random samples were used in order to produce a more reliable dataset for identified social enterprises across the region, and to assist in the selection of case studies.


� The response rate was very dependent on whether contacted organisations perceived themselves to be part of the social enterprise sector. Some organisations refused to participate outright. Others failed to respond after repeated contact. As part of the purpose of the survey was to provide an estimate of the number of social enterprises within the South East, refusals can be considered useful responses.  


� Respondents were able to answer ‘yes’ to more than one option.  


� NOMIS, 2003


� This figure is similar to the findings of a similar mapping exercise conducted by the East Midlands Development Agency (2001), which estimated that social enterprises might constitute 10-20% of the incorporated social economy, whilst also suggesting potential for further growth. 


� Small Business Service, 2000


� Annual Business Inquiry, 2000


� Discounting one umbrella organisation, the Shaw Trust (Southern Region), and the Oxford, Swindon and Gloucester Co-op, an extreme case employing 2000 employees in the South East.


� Annual Business Inquiry, 2000


� Social enterprises identified through the ECOTEC mapping study  


� SEEDA Delivering In Partnership In Priority Regeneration Areas (2002)


�SEEDA Area Investment Frameworks Review of the Pilot Phase (July 2002) 


� The findings presented represent a summation of the views of consulted organisations, rather than the views of the consultant. 


� Success ultimately rests on the individual who is driving the organisation forward. Business Link Surrey were involved in trying to set up sewing and cooking co-operatives in a local Asian community however there was nobody in the community willing/able to take it forward so the idea never got off the ground.


� In Kent there is a shortage of these services, mainly because social services find it difficult to recruit skilled staff. Social enterprises can train staff on the job, and contract with local authorities.


� see Merseyside Special Investment Fund.
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