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The Audit of Bristol's Social Economy – Summary 

This evaluation focuses on the process undertaken to carry out the Audit of Bristol's Social Economy. The evaluation is based on participant-observation in all stages of the audit and interviews with key stakeholders in the process. 

Bristol City Council is committed to supporting the development of the third sector economy in the city. The audit was a central part of a three-year, two-phase plan developed by the Economic Development and Regeneration Team at Bristol City Council.  The audit aimed to 

· establish the extent, nature and value of current social economy activity in the city 

· identify ways in which the social economy could grow

The audit was seen as a vehicle to build the capacity of community based economic development organisations, identify social entrepreneurs and projects that might assist the development of the sector leading to the creation of employment opportunities and an improved range of services to the community. In keeping with this philosophy the Economic Development and Regeneration Team at Bristol City Council developed a partnership approach to carry out the audit between the Council and a number of community based development organisations. 

A Steering Group was formed in 1998 to oversee the audit. The Steering Group discussed the scope and purpose of the audit and developed a working definition of the social economy that would inform the work. An invitation to submit an expression of interest to carry out the audit was widely advertised. From the eight organisations that expressed an interest, five organisations were invited to carry out the work which was to be divided up geographically: 

NET-work South Bristol - South Bristol area

Fishponds Local Action Group - East Bristol area

Southmead Development Trust - North Bristol area

Kuumba Project & Easton Community Association - Central Bristol area 

A Working group was established comprising the organisations that had been commissioned to carry out the audit (above) together with UWE and Co-opportunity. The project was managed by the Social Economy Projects Officer from the City Council. The Working Group met to discuss how to operationalise the brief for carrying out the audit. The audit was divided into two tasks. Task 1 involved a survey of all organisations within the social economy to collect basic factual information. Task 2 involved interviewing a sample of those surveyed to identify barriers and constraints to the sector and opportunities for expanding activities.

A number of issues emerged in the process of carrying out the audit. These included:

· overcoming the legacy of suspicion and mistrust between the City Council and the community-based organisations carrying out the audit.

· differing definitions of the Social Economy/Third Sector 

· the development of team working among the organisations carrying out the audit

· difficulties working with the flexible philosophy underpinning the design and implementation of the audit 

· interpretation of the tasks

· the relationship between the Working Group, the Steering Group and the Operational Management Group. 

The partnership approach and the autonomy given to the Working group in devising the nature of the audit has proved valuable both in terms of the quality of the information gathered and the benefits gained by the organisations that have carried out the work and the individuals working for them. Those involved in the audit have valued the opportunity to work with other colleagues across the city establishing new links and consolidating old links. The process has been developmental for the organisations participating. For certain organisations it has enabled growth towards Development Trust status. The audit process has also enabled networking between the organisations carrying out the audit and other social economy organisations in their area. By working with colleagues from other parts of the city the organisations carrying out the audit were encouraged to think of their work in a city-wide context. The process has also contributed to the development of an identity around the social economy in Bristol. 

A clear picture of the social economy in Bristol has been produced from the work commissioned. The questionnaire produced an excellent baseline of valuable information on the sector. The information collected from the interviews conducted under Task 2 has produced a great deal of valuable information that is being used to support the development of the sector. 

The Audit of Bristol's Social Economy - Evaluation of the Process

1.
The Evaluation

This evaluation focuses on the process undertaken to carry out the Audit of the Bristol's Social Economy. This evaluation was commissioned by the Economic Development and Regeneration Unit and took place from January 1999 to January 2000.  The purpose of the evaluation was to provide formative feedback during the course of the audit process and to provide a more reflective evaluation of the process identifying lessons that could be learnt. 

Therefore, the approach taken in this evaluation is a combination of ‘process evaluation’ and ‘formative evaluation’.  Process evaluation is concerned with answering the ‘how’ questions or ‘what is going on’ and with documenting and analysing the way a program operates to assist in the interpretation of project outcomes and to inform future project planning.  The primary purpose of a process evaluation is to improve understanding of how a project achieves what it does.  It is aimed at understanding how the project works in practice and identifying the important influences on its operation and achievements.

The evaluation is based on participant-observation in all stages of the audit including discussions in the Steering Group on the definition of the social economy, the specification of the audit, the selection of groups to undertake the audit, and development work with the groups commissioned to collect the information.  As a participant-observer I have had access to the Steering Group, the Working Group and the Operational Group. Interviews have been carried out with a range of key actors involved in the process (see Appendix 1).  Many different views were expressed on the process, sometimes conflicting. This report reflects the views expressed and attempts to present a balanced picture of the experience. 

Although, some critical views were expressed, particularly concerning the initial stages of establishing the team and clarifying what needed to be done, it was widely perceived that the process had been exciting, innovatory, and of great benefit to the community based-organisations that participated.  The audit itself was seen as a success in terms of the response rate achieved (40%) and the quality of the data that was collected, both in terms of the quantitative baseline material and the information on constraints and opportunities.  This information is now being used in supporting the development of the Social Economy in Bristol. 

During the course of the project, informal feedback has been given to Ted Fowler, Social Economy Worker in the Economic Development and Regeneration Unit (now the Neighbourhood and Housing Services) of Bristol City Council.  One brief written report was also submitted.

2.
Background to the Social Economy Audit

Bristol City Council is committed to supporting the development of the third sector economy in the city.  Bristol has already achieved a national and international reputation as a pioneer of third sector economy development.  In the last three years the Council has taken a closer look at how the sector could be supported.  The aim is to build on existing strengths and to recognise the importance of involving local communities and existing support organisations in any new third sector economy development programme. 

The context for this has been the growing realisation that traditional economic development activity and government regeneration programmes have often failed to make any real impact on the problems of economic decline and social exclusion experienced in many cities in the UK, including Bristol.  Community based economic development approaches have emerged in response to the failure of past approaches which have emphasised the encouragement of local economic activity where more of the wealth is created and retained within the local area and where local communities feel more able to shape their own economic futures.  The contribution of the social economy to this approach is becoming increasingly recognised.  

Interest in the third sector gained momentum in 1997.  It was felt that third sector organisations could deliver and promote local economic development and valuable services in deprived parts of the city. Third sector organisations were seen as alternative ways of generating wealth, and filling in gaps in private and public sector service provision (e.g. Credit Unions).  The emphasis on the local delivery of services was seen as a way of promoting sustainable development. 

The Council has fully embraced this new approach in setting its corporate agenda in setting its budget.  The development of the third sector economy has become a key priority and the Council feels the sector is capable of making an even greater impact in a number of ways.  These include jobs and wealth creation, sustainable development, community development and empowerment, capacity building, combating poverty, overcoming social exclusion and extending democracy (12th August 1998 Planning Transport and Development Services Committee Report The Development of the Social Economy - Next Steps).

The City Council had been supporting the sector for many years through grant regimes, advice, and support services.  In December 1997, Planning Transport and Development Committee approved a discussion document, "The development of the Third Sector in Bristol", which set out five areas for action:

· raising the profile of the sector

· developing a coherent framework for supporting the sector

· leading by example 

· maximising resources 

· supporting groups and individuals.

The Council devoted £400,000 from the money gained from the sale of Bristol Airport to support this work, £90,000 of which was set aside for an audit of the sector in Bristol.  

3.
The Aim and Purpose of the Social Economy Audit

The audit was a central part of a three-year, two-phase plan developed by the Economic Development and Regeneration Team at Bristol City Council.  Phase 1 of the plan involved the development of a community/council partnership to 

· raise the profile of the sector 

· complete an audit of the extent, nature and value of the current third sector economy activity in the city

· identify possible new areas for third sector economy activities based on the needs and talents/skills of local communities

· identify the key barriers which hold back the development of third sector economy activities and how these might best be removed

The Council appointed a full-time third sector development officer in January 1999 to undertake a range of tasks including the management and facilitation of a community based audit of the third sector.  The Council envisaged this audit would be carried out by area or theme based focus groups which would undertake three tasks: 

· to give full details of third sector economy activity in their area and to put value on this activity

· to identify local needs which could be met by third sector economy activities

· to identify the key barriers to third sector economy developments and how these might best be overcome

The audit was intended to provide evidence of the value of the social economy in terms of jobs, wealth creation and overall impact. The audit was also seen as a vehicle to build the capacity of community based economic development organisations, identify social entrepreneurs and projects that might assist the development of the sector leading to the creation of employment opportunities and an improved range of services to the community.

It was envisaged that the groups would participate in a Third Sector Economy Celebration Event presenting the results of the audit through imaginative means such as story telling, drama or other creative media. A Community Chest was established to offer resources and training opportunities which would not only help the groups deliver their input in the best possible way but also contribute to the long term capacity building of local communities. Originally it was thought that an external consultancy would manage the selection of groups to carry out phase 1 but this was actually carried out by members of the Steering Committee using a process devised by the author.

The Economic Development and Regeneration Team felt that it was important to develop an approach that was consistent with the aim of the audit, which was to support the development of the social economy.  The audit was also seen as an opportunity to innovate.  The partnership between the council and the community based development organisations was innovative in itself but the council also had an innovative agenda for the way the work would be carried out.  The approach was underpinned by an explicit philosophy to empower the social economy sector and to challenge and overcome the legacy of many years of suspicion and mistrust that exists between the council and social economy organisations.  

The council aimed to do this by facilitating a process in which the organisations commissioned to carry out the audit would determine how the work should be done guided by the Steering Group and the Social Economy Development Worker.  The organisations would discuss the appropriate methods for collecting the baseline information and deciding on the detailed questions that would be used in the follow up work.  Accordingly, the council set out only a broad outline of what the audit work should involve.  Many aspects of the work were left unspecified so as not to preempt the views of the organisations carrying out the work.  The council hoped the community based development organisations would develop an ownership of the audit and take control of the operational aspects of the work. The role of the Economic Development and Regeneration Unit was a difficult one that involved striking a balance between facilitation and management of the process and guidance based on the brief established by the Steering Group and the expectations of the councillors.  The Council realised that the organisations would need support for this process to be a success.  Building skills, knowledge and confidence was part of the agenda to empower the organisations to undertake this work. 

A further dimension of the council's agenda was to develop the capacity of each of the organisations to support the development of other social economy organisations within their neighbourhood.  It was hoped that the groups would see the information collected and the contacts made as a resource that could be used to support organisations in their area. 

Hence, there was a clear link between the process adopted and the desired outcome of the audit. The City Council was clear that the process would shape the work and determine the nature of the outcome.

4. The Audit  -  Description of the Process

The stages of the process are shown in Figure 1 below. 

Stage 1

A Steering Group was formed in 1998 to oversee the audit.  It met for the first time on the 10th November 1998.  The Steering Group comprise a range of key agencies already involved in supporting the social economy or that might play a supportive role in the future. A full list of organisations that make up the Steering Committee is given in Appendix 2.  The remit of the Steering Group is to advise on the audit work and to support the process of dissemination.  In January 1999 the University of the West of England was invited onto the Steering Committee and commissioned to assist in the development work and to carry out an evaluation of the audit process.  

Stage 2

The Steering Group discussed the scope and purpose of the audit and spent time clarifying a working definition of the social economy that would inform the nature and scope of the audit.  A brief for the audit was developed by council officers and an invitation to submit an expression of interest was advertised in the local press. The Steering Group decided that in keeping with the philosophy of the audit to build capacity and skills within the sector, only local community based organisations would be considered to carry out the work.  One hundred and thirty Briefs were sent out to organisations/individuals requesting further details.  Six 6 expressions of interest were submitted. Five organisations were invited to carry out the work.

Figure 1 Diagramatic representation of the audit process
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Stage 7

A transparent and systematic process for the selection of organisations to carry out the work was established by the University of the West of England involving a criteria based scoring approach which was applied to the expressions of interest. The Steering group had no preconceptions of how the work would be commissioned beyond the notion that the organisations would be local community based development organisations and that each organisation would take responsibility for a distinct and manageable geographical area.  The idea that parts of the audit should be conducted on a city-wide basis for certain communities of interest (e.g. co-operative ventures, disability groups, gay/lesbian groups) was rejected, favouring instead an approach rooted in a place-based approach. The idea behind this was that the locally based organisations carrying out the audit would develop a knowledge of activities within their area and have responsibility for working with them to develop and expand their activities. 

Negotiations ensued with the five organisations selected to clarify the areas within the city that each organisation would cover for the audit work.  In two instances the organisations had already been commissioned to carry out similar tasks by other funding bodies. NETWORK South Bristol had won a EU funded contract to build capacity within south Bristol which involved building the social capital of the area (involving an audit of organisations in the area and documenting their activities and strengthening the links between them). In central Bristol, in the Ashley Ward, a EU funded URBAN project also supported a capacity building project. Both groups submitted an expression of interest. In this instance, the linkage between the social economy audit and the other funded work was not clarified before the beginning of the project. The submission made by the URBAN project had not been fully consulted on which caused tensions in the negotiations over the nature of the exercise and who would do it. Perceptions were that the audit would be very different from the consultation work that was planned by the Ashley Forum as part of the URBAN capacity building project. Assumptions were being made that the two projects were the same. 

The tension was resolved through separating the two projects and the drawing up of separate service level agreements for the work to be done. In this way the funding for each of the projects was separated and could be accounted for individually. The City Council money for the social economy audit counted as match funding for the URBAN bid.

Stage 3/4

The organisations that submitted an expression of interest interpreted the Brief in different ways. Some specified what they wanted to do in great detail. Others were less specific. Due to the lack of specificity in the Brief there was some confusion in the early stages of the process among those who were commissioned to carry out the work. Notwithstanding the openness of the Council in leaving much of the nature of the task unspecified, many groups that submitted expressions of interest would have preferred more clarity and detail as to what the Council wanted. However, the City Council officers stated that the Brief was not a tender document but an invitation to submit an expression of interest. It was not intended to be a detailed proposal. 

A lower number of expressions of interest were submitted than expected. Part of the reason for this was that organisations were not sent invitations direct. To avoid favouratism and preferential treatment the invitation was advertised. Some felt that the advertising was poor and may not have reached interested parties. It was pointed out that perhaps more submissions would have been made if a number of organisations had been sent an invitation directly. 

Appropriate protocols were observed on the Steering Committee with some members withdrawing from the Committee when their organisation had decided to submit an expression of interest for the work. 

Negotiations took place to ensure a clear division of responsibility in relation to the geographical coverage.  These groups together with council officers from the Economic Development and Regeneration Unit and a lecturer from UWE (the author) formed the ‘Working Group’. The responsibilities within the Working Group were divided as follows: 

· NET-work South Bristol - South Bristol area

· Fishponds Local Action Group - East Bristol area

· Southmead Development Trust - North Bristol area

· Kuumba Project & Easton Community Association - Central Bristol area 

Co-opportunity was asked to work on the construction of the database and to provide ongoing assistance and support in data management.  The University of the West of England, Bristol was asked to assist with developmental work, briefing of groups carrying out the audit, and evaluation and dissemination of the initiative. The Council officers were to manage the overall process and to provide appropriate assistance.

Stage 5

A Working Group was established comprising the organisations that had been commissioned to carry out the audit together with UWE and Co-opportunity and managed by the Social Economy Projects Officer from the City Council.  The Working Group met to discuss how to operationalise the brief for carrying out the audit. The audit was divided into two tasks. Task 1 involved a survey of all organisations within the social economy to collect basic factual information. Task 2 involved the collection of more qualitative information concerning the perceived barriers and constraints on the operation of the sector.

The groups developed a questionnaire for Task 1 (see Appendix 3).  This involved much discussion over the length, nature of the questions, and format. The prime concern was to construct a questionnaire that while producing useful information was not intimidating and would encourage a good response rate.  This was piloted and amendments made.  A database of organisations within the sector was established using information drawn together from existing sources held by the Council and the local knowledge of the commissioned organisations.  The questionnaires were sent out during May of 1999.  The groups agreed a process for chasing returns which involved telephone reminders, offers to go through the questionnaire with organisations on the phone or through a visit.  The Steering Committee decided that a 40% response rate should be aimed for.

Although, at first, the organisations carrying out the audit felt this figure was unrealistic (due to questionnaire fatigue, suspicions and pressure on staff within the sector), all worked hard to achieve this response rate. 

Stage 6

Task 2 was dealt with separately. Workshops were held, facilitated by VOSCUR, to highlight different ways that the information required on barriers and opportunities could be collected.  There was an agreement to interview a sample of organisations and a structured interview schedule was developed by two members of the group which was then refined and agreed by the wider group.  A sampling frame was proposed by Tim Blanc of Co-opportunity and discussed and agreed by the Working Group.  This was to ensure that the sample of organisations selected for gathering information on barriers and opportunities for development reflected the diverse nature of the sector and the type, size, and age of organisations.  It was agreed that interviews would be conducted face to face or over the telephone.  Some groups carrying out this part of the audit also used additional methods to collect information such as meetings of social economy organisations in their area. 

Stage 7

Since the data was collected a number of activities have taken place to analyse the large amount of information collected, carry the development process forward and ensure the involvement of all key members and potential stakeholders in the future of the social economy. These activities have been undertaken by the Social Economy Project Officer together with other project members.  This included:

a) checking and verification of the data, completion of contact information on non-respondents

b) development of the Access database and report generating software, HTML work in progress to produce a Website

c) collation of qualitative responses from Task 1 and Task 2, including a 1 day workshop

d) 5 half day workshops with the Operations Group and Steering Group extracting ideas emerging from the data for action. This information was organised under the following headings: land and property; finance and capital; people and training; regional and national perspective; marketing and entrepreneurship

e) 8 neighbourhood meetings to present initial findings from the audit, provide feedback to participants, and collect views on the next steps and proposed activities

f) citywide meeting with VOSCUR members to present initial findings from the audit, provide feedback to participants, and collect views on the next steps and proposed activities

g) ongoing involvement with Bristol's LA21 process and Sustainability Index

h) project meetings with Department for Trade and Industry, Pheonix Fund, Bank of England, to discuss the government's inclusion agenda and social enterprise 

i) discussions with disability and race equality organisations focusing on employment issues

j) monthly updating of information briefing and distribution to government, local politicians, key economic and regeneration agencies, community and academic bodies

k) meetings with Community Development and Equal Opportunities Officers within the City Council, Early Years Partnership, Bristol Regeneration Partnership, SW Regional Development Agency and various regional social economy initiatives

l) attendance and presentation of audit findings at the International Society for the Third Sector Research held in Dublin (May 2000)

m) attendance at the ‘Small Change for a Better Future ’ conference and discussion with community finance initiatives and state agencies represented there

4.
Findings from the Evaluation of the Audit Process

4.1
Key Issues 

The following section sets out an analysis of the key issues that emerged during the evaluation of the audit process. Issues are grouped under broad headings and then each issue is introduced with a brief descriptive diagnostic section followed by analysis and a boxed summary section in which key lessons are identified and any implications for action or recommendations spelled out. 

4.2
Divergent Agendas - Converging Practice

It is important to remember that the audit process has been developed in the context of longstanding tensions both between the public sector and the social economy and within the public sector and the social economy.  In the context of competition for scarce public funding, past conflicts and suspicions over motives, trust is often lacking.  In a process of this kind, all the key stakeholders will bring their own agendas. These agendas can take many forms.  They may be explicit and transparent, they may be hidden or opaque. They will be based on past experience which colour their view of organisations and individuals.  Suspicions may be based on real fears and anxieties or perceived problems and conspiracy theories. All of these agendas conspire to affect the operation of a project such as the social economy audit of Bristol. The history between the two sectors concerning grant funding, past decisions made by the council that affect the sector, and the differing values and culture of the public and the community/voluntary sector have all affected the process of carrying out the audit. 

At the start of the project some members of the Working Group were suspicious of the motivations of the City Council. In particular, there was suspicion over why the survey had been commissioned and how the Council would use the information.  In spite of the well documented intentions of the Council regarding the audit and the openness of the officers managing the process, there were some fears about how the information might be used to influence funding decisions.  For example, there was a fear that organisations shown to be successful would have funding cut resulting in a cut of funding to the sector as a whole and of some groups in particular.  These issues were aired in the Working Group although not fully resolved 

As the work progressed this concern subsided. The Working Group developed trust and the relationship between the Working Group and the Steering Group became closer.  However, this concern has not disappeared entirely and much rests on how the Council conducts itself in relation to future funding decisions concerning the sector and how the remainder of the airport money allocated to the development of the sector is spent.

Lesson 

	The key issue here is the lack of trust in the council and fears about future funding of the sector.

Concerns and suspicions about the nature and purpose of the audit and the amount of work involved were aired at the start of the project within the Working Group. The stated intentions of the audit and the underlying philosophy were communicated by the lead officer from the City Council and discussed by the Working Group.  However, with hindsight, more time could have been spent at the beginning of the project clarifying concerns and addressing them and building up trust within the team.  Greater clarification and discussion of the objectives of the audit and the approach adopted for the work would have helped in building up trust and a sense of a common endeavour.  However, concerns over hidden agendas will always exist and it is by no means certain that these could have been resolved entirely.  Some degree of struggle is inevitable in the process.

It is vital that the council develops a process of supporting the sector that builds on the audit work and that a transparent and accountable process is devised to allocate the remainder of the airport money to the development of the sector.  This will go some way in inspiring confidence within the sector and combating negative views carried over from past experiences.


4.3
The Definition of the Social Economy/Third Sector

One area in which divergent agendas were present was in discussions over the definition of the social economy and which organisations should be targeted for the audit.  Different views exist over what the social economy is and different expectations of what the audit work should involve and what type of organisations should be targeted for support.  This has led to tensions in carrying out the work, particularly in the early months between the expectations of the Steering Group and the working assumptions held by those on the Working Group. 

The social economy is difficult to define. There are many variants that emphasise different aspects of the sector.  The lack of consensus on the definition did cause some discussion early in the process. On the Steering Group, views ranged from those who supported a narrow definition (organisations within the social economy with a trading function) to those who supported a wide definition (all organisations that defined themselves as part of the social economy consistent with a core set of values identified by the Steering Group and the Working Group which included community businesses, charitable organisations, and voluntary organisations). There was strong support among the majority on the Steering Group for a narrow definition of the social economy focussing on Community Businesses.  This narrow definition was particularly supported by the City Council, BACEN and others who wanted to focus their work on community businesses. The politicians on the City Council gave a clear lead that the audit should lead to the growth in paid jobs.  The Economic Development and Regeneration Unit which was managing the audit was happy to concentrate its support on this form of activity.  The broader sector was seen as too big to deal with, too difficult to measure, and too demanding on resources.  In spite of this consensus there were alternative views on the Steering Group.  At one extreme, there was a view that the Audit should be devoted purely to expanding the co-operative business sector.  Other views favoured a more open and inclusive definition, going beyond community businesses to include publicly funded voluntary and community groups and Charitable Trusts. 

The Working Group disagreed with the majority view of the Steering Group favouring a broader more inclusive definition.  The Working Group decided that it would be unhelpful and divisive to get bogged down in lengthy discussions about the definition of the sector and adopted a working definition reflecting the broad definition.  It was felt that an important part of the process of building up the identity of the social economy was to let organisations define themselves in or out of the sector.  The definition that was arrived at after discussion on the Working Group was appended to the Questionnaire (see Appendix 3).  This approach acknowledges the value of contributions that are not delivered on a trading basis, involving the provision of much needed services in neighbourhoods right across the city. It rejects the narrowness of the notion of value defined in monetary or economic terms and places more emphasis on notions of social capital (see Appendix 4 for a discussion of the importance of social capital in community development).  This approach acknowledges the potential for economic growth from a wide range of organisations including those that can move from ‘campaign’ organisations to ‘traders’.

Although this working definition and approach was broadly accepted by the Working Group there were still differences of opinion that were not resolved.  In addition, the Steering Group (or at least those that were originally on the Steering Group) may have a different perception of the scope of the organisations targeted.  When decisions are made concerning the development phase and funding of particular organisations there may be a conflict of priorities between the Steering Group, the Working Group and the Council because of the existence of different working definitions. 

Lesson

	The key issue here relates to the lack of a shared understanding of the social economy.  There is a danger that when it comes to providing support to develop the sector and allocate funding people will want to push their particular interests (co-operatives, community businesses, community-based development organisations, community and voluntary organisations) to the exclusion of others leading to conflict and divisiveness. Expectations may be built up that advice, support and infrastructure will be provided to a broad range of organisations when the reality may be that the money will be closely targeted on organisations that can deliver paid employment.  This could damage the trust that has been built up in the project and add to the legacy of mistrust between the council and the sector.

It is unlikely that one definition will be adopted by all and it may be fruitless to pursue this.  However, what should be aimed for is an appreciation of the value of all organisations within the sector, as broadly defined, and an acceptance that the resource needs and of the whole sector need to be considered, even if resources may be concentrated on certain types of organisations with economic potential within the sector. 


4.4
Building an effective team - working towards consensus

Every team has to learn how to work together.  The Working Group was no different.  The Working Group comprised of members of organisations across the city many of whom had not worked together before.  Some may even have felt undercurrents of competitiveness. The Group conformed very closely to the much quoted model of team development advanced by Tuckman (1965).  A simplified version of this process is shown below. 

Figure   Tuckman's (1965) Model of Team Development

	Stage 1 Forming
	· The group is uncertain what to do and how to do it

· The tendency is to ‘follow my leader’

· Members of the group are hesitant to commit themselves

· Some members are over anxious

	Stage 2 Storming
	· The group is characterised by discussion or even argument e.g. over the nature of the job to be done

· Some groups NEVER progress beyond this stage

	Stage 3 Norming
	· The group begins to settle down and become a team

· There is greater understanding of the tasks to be done 

· Work patterns are established

· The group begins to show concern for individual members, for example

· How do we ensure that all the contributions are recognised and acknowledged? 

· How will personal problems in relation to the task be identified?

· How can individuals learn as a team?

· How can ‘difficult’ individuals be handled?

	Stage 4 Performing
	· Members work with flexibility and leadership needs diminish

· The team will be cohesive and will concern itself with aspects of its members needs as  well as work


Uneven attendance of the Working Group early on in the project frustrated the development of the team, in spite of groups being reminded of the importance of regular attendance for the effective development of the work. 

There were two factors that influenced the way the group worked, the brief and the expectations about how the work would be carried out.  Each of these are discussed in turn.

4.5
The Brief

Some contradictory views were expressed over the Brief. Some felt that the Brief provided a useful, flexible framework within which to work although the majority felt that it was too vague and needed to be clearer on a number of issues.

The Economic Development and Regeneration Unit wrote a brief for the audit work. This was advertised widely.  There was a widely shared view that the brief could have been more helpful to those submitting expressions of interest and in guiding the work that was eventually commissioned.  Most of the Working Group felt that the brief lacked detail and did not clearly convey the philosophy that informed the way the work was to be carried out.

The groups that carried out the work felt that the principles that informed the way the work was to be carried out should have been made more explicit.  A section should have been included in the brief explaining how the work would be managed and implemented.  The brief should have stated that the process of developing the questionnaire and the interview schedule would be a collaborative, developmental process relying on the views of the Working Group.  The process of designing the questionnaire was time consuming and at times frustrating but it enabled the group to work together and develop as a team.

There was unanimity in the Working Group that insufficient information had been supplied in the brief.  More detail should have been supplied on the following issues:

Background to the audit

Objectives

- Ultimate (what were the intended outcomes of the audit)

- Strategic (how would the outcomes be achieved)

- Operational (details of the actual tasks to be carried out)

Scope of the Survey - clear definition of organisations to be surveyed, response rate, reports needed by each of the groups

Timescale - how long would the audit take, targets to complete different parts of the audit

Terms and Conditions - ownership of the data, confidentiality clauses, requirement to participate in Working group meetings

Information required from survey - a list of the main areas of information needed, what needs to be done, what would it look like?

Support available - what role would be played by the City Council, VOSCUR, UWE in supporting the audit

The details provided in the invitation could have dealt in more detail with 

· Attendance at meetings (obligations)

· Survey - Task 1

· Survey - Task 2

· Feedback, dissemination and participation in conferences

Some felt that the process needed to be more contractual in which a project brief specified basic information such as timing, costings, roles and responsibilities of different organisations and expected outcomes. It was felt that the Council via the Economic Development and Regeneration Unit Team should have given more direction. The document that was sent out asked too many questions and did not provide sufficient information. Clarity with flexibility was required.  If the process was important this should have been specified and the nature of the stages set out in the brief.  People were unsure if there was a ‘bottom line’ in the work. Could groups have gone off and done their own thing?  Members of the Working group felt they needed more guidance on the ‘rules of the game’. It was not clear whether the audit was to be a celebration of the sector, a mapping exercise, or a tool for further work. 

Although the process appeared open and flexible, it also appeared to some organisations invited to carry out the work that certain things had been decided already. For example, the way the money to undertake the audit was to be divided up.  The City Council used population and an estimate of the number of organisations in the social economy in different parts of the city as a guide to the division of funding.  It was suggested that this could have been discussed and agreed by those groups undertaking the work. Other funding issues could have been made clearer from the start.  Some felt that details of what could be charged for over and above the main funding to carry out the work could have been clarified. For example, some were not aware that attendance at the working group meetings could be charged to the project. There was some confusion over what the Community Chest could be used for (the community chest was set up to pay for additional items necessary to carry out the audit such as computer equipment, payments for attendance at meetings etc..). Working Group members felt that eligibility and the terms under which Community Chest payments could be made could have been more closely specified.  Patchy attendance at the beginning of the project was partly caused due to the lack of awareness that attendance at meetings could be paid for in addition to the money for the audit work. This was introduced after it became apparent that the development work on task 1 and 2 would need an intensive programme of meetings that perhaps had not been fully budgeted for.

Some attempt was made by the Project lead officer to clarify funding issues in writing (particularly the use of Community Chest).  Some of the views expressed above may have resulted in participants missing the information in the large amount of paperwork that was being generated by the project or absent at the meetings where this information was reiterated.

While the City Council was clear about the approach that was being taken on the project, some organisations experienced the openness and flexibility as uncertainty and confusion and felt uncomfortable with the philosophy that was being adopted for the project. The impression that some organisations formed was that the Economic Development and Regeneration Unit did not know what they wanted.  

Lesson

	The key issue here is a lack of relevant information in the Brief.  The lack of clarity over what was required and the expectations about how the work was to be carried out led to confusion and frustration and delayed the effective functioning of the Working Group as a team.

More detail could have been written into the brief without being too prescriptive.  The philosophy of the approach to be taken could have been spelled out more clearly in the brief and reinforced in the early meetings of the Working Group. 


4.6
The Philosophy underlying the Process

The Council was quite clear that it wanted this project to be owned and developed by the organisations asked to carry out the audit.  It wanted to avoid the top down prescriptive approaches that had characterised much of the relations between the two sectors in the past. The style and philosophy of the approach to the audit was explained and made explicit from the beginning. However, the voluntary and community sector has become used to the Council operating in a top down way, setting out what it wants and how it wants things to be done and some members from the Working Group appeared to have difficulty accepting the more participatory approach of the project. The style of working on the audit was very different from traditional local authority styles of practice. Although the broad purpose of the audit was stated in the brief and reiterated at meetings, the details of how this should be accomplished was to be left to the Working Group that was carrying out the audit. The Economic Development and Regeneration Unit wanted the process to be collaborative, developmental and consensual. However, this led to some confusion and uncertainty about the scope of the Working Group's role in relation to those managing the process from the Economic Development and Regeneration Unit and the Steering Group.

The role played by the Economic Development and Regeneration Unit in managing, cajoling encouraging and co-ordinating was also invaluable.  This role was difficult to perform given the philosophy of the project.  A delicate balance needed to be struck between providing sufficient support and guidance and giving sufficient freedom to the group to take ownership of the project.  This is almost an impossible balance to strike, with some in the group wanting more direction and others wanting more freedom. The support provided by the University, VOSCUR and Co-opportunity during the project was appreciated.

Many of the members of the Working Group felt uneasy about the approach that was being taken in the audit work.  Staff in the Economic Development and Regeneration Unit were surprised that the organisations had difficulty with the approach and did not initially take ownership of the process and run with it, especially as the sector had often called for this kind of responsibility.  The Working Group was reluctant to take ownership and needed more guidance than was anticipated.  The initiators of the project may have under-estimated the effect of past suspicions and the deep seated impact of the traditional relationship between the Council and the sector.

In discussing the approach taken with key stakeholders other models were suggested.  For example, it was suggested that a lead consultancy could have been contracted to co-ordinate and facilitate the audit and organise the work to be carried out on behalf of the City Council. It was suggested that this model may have achieved higher response rates and a greater degree of consistency in the approaches taken in the work. However, this is conjecture and there are risks associated with appointing a lead consultancy. It adds to the complexity of the dynamics between the organisations, potentially adding another layer of authority to the process. There is no guarantee that this process would have been managed any more sensitively or effectively. 

A minority view suggested that the work should have been carried out by one organisation (a private consultancy or the University).  It was argued that this would have ensured consistency and cut down on the time taken to carry out the audit.  However, this would not have achieved the aim of developing skills within the sector and may have achieved poorer response rates from a sector already over-burdened by questionnaires particularly if the approach was from a consultant and the City Council. The view that the work is owned by the community was questioned. Also, the long-lasting benefits resulting from the process was also questioned.  The view was expressed that the problems between the sectors were deeply embedded and it would take more than an audit to address these difficulties. However, this view would seem to be challenged by the positive outcomes of the project (see below).  Furthermore, it was acknowledged by most that the City Council had taken a risk and the process had been innovative, collaborative and developmental.

It was clear that the approach adopted was more suited to the mission and competence of some organisations than others.  The organisations were uneven in terms of size, current remit, past experience, resources and skills available.  NETWORK South Bristol already had a brief to carry out similar work through a European funded initiative to build up links between community organisations in south Bristol. The audit work overlapped with the European brief and clearly met the objectives of the organisation. A similar situation could be said to exist in central Bristol where an URBAN project had funded similar work. However, Fishponds Local Action Group is a relatively new organisation and does not currently have the resources to support the development of community organisations in its area. 

Lesson

	The key issue here relates to the mix of organisations commissioned to carry out the work, their experience of this kind of work and their mixed expectations concerning how much guidance they would be given and how much flexibility they had.  Some organisations were happier than others with the under-specification of the brief and the open ended nature of the tasks. 

Perhaps it was inevitable with this approach to the project that difficulties would arise over how to execute the tasks.  Although fraught at times the group worked together to define what was needed and how the audit would be carried out and this proved to be a highly effective vehicle for developing the team. 

If such an approach was to be taken again careful briefing of organisations would be needed, training needs of the participating organisations would need to be identified and met, and the philosophy and the principles underlying the work would need to be spelled out carefully. 

Alternatively, other models could be considered that still ensured ownership by community-based development organisations in carrying out the audit. 


4.6.
Doing the Audit - The Tasks

There were two broad tasks associated with the audit:

1.
to gather baseline information on the sector including the nature of the activities, contribution in terms of employment, volunteers, finances etc. (known as Task 1)

2. to identify local needs which could be met by new third sector economy activities, the barriers to these activities and how these barriers might best be overcome (known as Task 2)

Although the Working Group was generally sympathetic to the approach the Council was adopting to the process, it was felt that building the team could have been given more explicit attention. Some felt unclear about the role of supporting organisations such as UWE and VOSCUR. 

At the beginning of the project there was a flurry of meetings, some called at short notice, to agree the way in which the two tasks were to be achieved. Those facilitating the meetings attempted to spell out clearly the aims of each meeting. Although there were no regular meeting times for meetings an attempt was made to plan ahead and fix dates for meetings. In spite of this, some felt that a regular programme of meetings should have been established at the outset with a clear strategy for each of the meetings together with a clear role for facilitators (VOSCUR, UWE). Attendance at the early meetings was uneven which added to the difficulties of building an effective team. 

The brief had specified that the baseline information would be collected using a questionnaire and that other methods would be used to collect information on local needs and barriers.  Meetings of the Working Group were held to devise the questionnaire to collect baseline information (task 1) and to discuss how the more qualitative information on the barriers and constraints to organisations in the sector was to be collected.  This was a demanding phase of the project. The Working Group had just been established. Suspicions and a lack of trust effected the operation of the group. The organisations had not had time to develop as a team. The activity at this stage was characterised by storming behaviour (see above). 

There was some resistance to the number of meetings held and early on there was some confusion over what each of the meetings were dealing with. There was also some confusion over the autonomy of the Working Group particularly around who owned the questionnaire.  At times it felt like there were certain requirements imposed by the City Council or from the Steering Group. At other times, the process seemed to be entirely open and at the discretion of the Working Group to decide on the nature and form of the questions. During the course of the interviews that I conducted a minority view was expressed that the Council should have devised a questionnaire and asked the groups to get on with it. However, this would have been a clumsy top down approach that would have done nothing to develop the skills involved in devising the questionnaire nor would it have contributed to the team building that was seen as an important part of the process. 

The process proved to be an important bonding process bringing individuals together into a mutually supportive, cohesive unit. If team building had been addressed at the beginning of the project perhaps the transition between the storming, norming and performing stages of development would have been eased. During the early meetings there was a great deal of tension.  People were defensive and suspicious. However, the group did begin to settle down as a greater understanding of the tasks developed and patterns of work became established. Towards the end of the design of the questionnaire design phase the group was working very well together (it had hit the performing stage).  This was realised by the group at a meeting held in the Fishponds Youth and Community Centre where all of the members of the Working Group except those from the City Council were present. The questionnaire was almost drafted and the group was talking about Task 2. The group was working well together. The Council officers had decided not to attend this meeting because confidence had been established in the group and were entrusted with the task of developing ideas for task 2.  The group were able to work well without the direction of the Council officers and a sense of achievement was experienced at how far they had come. 

However, this did not mean that everything ran smoothly after this point.  There was some dissatisfaction with the way task 2 was handled. It was agreed that interviews would be the best method to collect information for task 2. It was agreed that a common core of questions/information be established and then organisations could add to this if they wanted. Public meetings, focussed workshops, telephone interviews were mooted as additional methods to collect task 2 information. A set of questions was produced by two of the working group which was refined and added to by the wider Working group. Different approaches have been taken to carrying out the work for task 2 by the different lead organisations. For example, NETWORK South Bristol sub-contracted much of the work to other bodies/organisations. For example, 

· Tim Blanc was sub-contracted to collect information for all the co-ops in south Bristol (13 altogether). 

· BCAP (Bristol Community Accountancy Project) was sub-contracted to carry out some of task 2)

· Ben Barker collected information on all of the LETS (Local Exchange and Trading Schemes) across the city and facilitated a workshop for these groups. 

· Some larger organisations would be paid to produce a report on their organisation covering task 1 and task 2 issues.

Although it was acknowledged that this exercise would involve different approaches, there was a strong feeling that the interviews should be carried out to a common format to collect information on a set of core issues. NETWORK South Bristol produced guidance for its own workers carrying out task 2 to ensure a common and systematic approach to the collection of information. It would have been helpful if such guidance was followed by all organisations to ensure consistency. There was a feeling that this brief was interpreted flexibly by some organisations. Some felt there could have been a more standardised approach in relation to: collection of information on barriers, constraints and opportunities within the sector; standard rates of payment for those employed by the organisations to help with the work based on EU or City Council rates of pay, an agreed approach and degree of effort in chasing up questionnaire replies, and standard training/briefing for staff in carrying out interviews for task 2. 

At the outset, attempts were made to check the list of organisations used to carry out the survey by drawing on known data sources and local knowledge of the organisations conducting the audit.  The initial list was ‘cleaned’ to improve the accuracy of the information on existing organisations within the sector.  

In spite of the absence of a standardised approach to the task of collecting the data, the response rates were achieved and the collection of information on needs, barriers/constraints is of a high quality and is proving useful in the development stage of the work.  Attempts have been made to improve the number of basic entries (name of organisation, activity, workforce/volunteers) by using other known data sources (e.g. VOSCUR, City Council Community Development - Information on Grant Holders) to provide information on those organisations that failed to return a questionnaire.

Clearly, with a 40% response rate questions can be raised about how respresentative these responses are of the whole population. To assess the representativeness of the data a randomly selected sample of 125 non respondents were contacted and basic information collected over the phone on employees, turnover, volunteers etc. Ninety-nine organisations co-operated and supplied this information. This has meant that more reliable estimates of the whole population can be calculated by weighting the figures to be aggregated (e.g. total number of employees/volunteers in the whole sector, total turnover within the whole sector and so on). This exercise has improved the validity of the information collected.

Lesson

	The key issue here relates to the difficulties the group had in getting to grips with the tasks and the nature and level of guidance given. The process was time consuming but an essential part of the team building process. 

Without compromising the principles underpinning the work and pre-empting the views of those who would eventually carry out the work, more detailed guidance could have been given about what was required in the brief.

A firmer line could have been taken in ensuring a common approach in the procedures adopted for the collection of information. 


4.7
The relationship between the Working Group, the Steering Group and the Operational Management Group. 

The Steering Group was established to oversee and guide the project and to provide advice and support in taking forward ideas to emerge from the audit. The Working Group consists of those organisations involved in carrying out the audit. A smaller operations group was established consisting of representatives from the Working Group to deal with day to day management issues. 

During the course of the project there was some confusion and tension over the roles and responsibilities of these three groups.  The overall framework of the project was established by the Steering Group and the Economic Development and Regeneration Unit.  Within this framework, the Working Group had responsibility for devising the audit. However, some members of the working group felt confused about their autonomy and just how much scope they had to devise the process. One point of tension revolved around the suggestion by the Steering Group that a response rate of 40% would be required for the Task 1 questionnaire.  The Working Group felt this was a difficult target to achieve and felt resistant to this requirement being ‘imposed’.  Given the resources being devoted to this exercise, the Steering Group did not see a 40% response rate as unreasonable.

For five months Steering Group Meetings and Working Group Meetings were held separately. Recommendations and advice from the Steering Group was passed on to the Working Group without any opportunity for discussion. When joint meetings were finally held in December 1999, it was felt to be an extremely positive experience and a supportive dialogue was facilitated.  Since then, regular joint meetings were held between the two groups and the relationship was much improved.  The groups saw themselves as allies in the development and promotion of the social economy.  

There was also some confusion concerning the responsibilities of the Working Group and the Operational or ‘Ops Group’.  The Ops-Group was intended to be the project management group and met more often than the Working Group.  The boundaries between the two groups were perceived to be unclear by some. 

Lesson

	The key issue here relates to the clarity of roles and responsibilities of the Working Group, the Steering Group and the Operational Management Group. 

Some felt that it would have been productive to have had a dialogue with the Steering Group earlier on. One or two joint meetings between the Working Group and the Steering Committee could have been held at key points in the process to diffuse tension and to build consensus. For example, such a meeting would have been useful in finalising the questionnaire for task 1 and to have discussed how the response rates could be improved. 


5.
Outcomes of the Process

Those involved in the social economy have seen the audit as a very positive step.  It has provided an opportunity to map the sector and to provide a good estimate of the contribution of the sector to the local economy of Bristol. 

The process has been valuable and both the organisations that have carried out the work and the individuals working for them have benefited.  Those responsible for carrying out the audit have enjoyed working in a team and co-operating with others in the sector from different parts of the city. The process led to the development of an effective team. The collaborative, non-directive nature of the process was appreciated, on the whole, and it was acknowledged that this project was trying to challenge the legacy of the past in the way the City Council had previously dealt with the voluntary and community development sectors.  The key words that could be used to describe the approach to this project include flexible, developmental, non-directive, collaborative.

The use of external support by the City Council was seen as appropriate in terms of assistance provided by UWE in the selection of the organisations to carry out the audit, development of the questionnaire for Task 1 and the interview schedule for Task 2. VOSCUR also provided support in developing ideas for the Task 2 process. Co-opportunity has expertly designed and supported the development and subsequent support of the Access database which provides a rich source of information for analysis and ideas for developing the sector. 

The positive aspects of the process can be summarised under personal, organisational, neighbourhood and citywide level. 

Personal level

Staff involved in conducting the audit have gained personally and professionally. Those involved in the Working Group have valued the opportunity to work with other colleagues across the city establishing new links and consolidating old links. Other staff that have been involved in the data collection and/or data inputing (in some cases employed specifically to help with this task) have developed new skills and confidence in the role of ‘researcher’. In each of the organisations carrying out the audit, a small team has developed. In most cases staff have had the opportunity to develop core research skills such as the management of data collection including both postal questionnaire and interviews, data inputting, and analysis. Staff have also improved their communication skills and telephone skills due to the chasing of responses and telephone interviewing. 

Organisational level

Each of the organisations commissioned to carry out the audit has grown as a result of their participation in the exercise. For four of the organisations this was the first time they had been involved in a project of this sort. Organisations had grown and used the process well. The process has been developmental for the organisations participating. In particular, it has encouraged a wider view of the role of the organisation. It has encouraged organisations to be less territorial and to consider ways that they can contribute more effectively to community and economic development within their area but also across the city. For certain organisations it has enabled growth towards Development Trust status. Part of the process has contributed towards breaking the dependency culture with the City Council and encouraging community based development organisations to become more like social entrepreneurs.

Neighbourhood level

The audit process was being used by all of the organisations to establish networks within their area. To a greater or lesser extent the process was used as a form of community development, building links with organisations through the audit work. The organisations that carried out the work are identifying ways that the sector can be supported in their area based on the information collected.

At a City-wide level

Organisations were being encouraged to look beyond their patch to think of ways that their activities could match those of organisations in other parts of the city. By working with colleagues from other parts of the city the organisations were encouraged to think of their work in a city-wide context. Depending on how this process is carried forward, this may see the beginning within the city of a more constructive collaborative approach to working within the sector across the city. 

The process has also contributed to the development of an identity around the social economy in Bristol. Organisations have been encouraged to think of themselves as part of an important sector providing many useful services not provided by other organisations.

The process has helped to break down some of the suspicions between community organisations and the City Council. It has also opened up channels for discussion over the support that the City provides to the sector and has enabled some of the historic tensions both between the social economy and the Council and within the social economy itself to be confronted. 

The Data

A clear picture of the social economy in Bristol has been produced from the work commissioned. Each of the organisations carrying out the audit worked hard to achieve a high response rate from the questionnaire and collected some excellent information from the follow-up questions. The Access Database to handle the data was developed by Tim Blanc. This has  and has been excellent in providing an easy to use and flexible database for the information generated from the questionnaire and the interviewing. The questionnaire produced an excellent baseline of valuable information on the sector that is being used to support its development. 

A creative Workshop was held to analyse returns on barriers and opportunities in which all the responses from the organisations had been cut up and organised under themes. These responses were then further analysed into coherent categories and recorded on flipcharts that were written up. The work was carried out in small groups and short presentations were made to the whole group reporting back the findings from this process of analysis. This was a very informative process and patterns in the responses began to emerge and connections could be made across themes in the information. These responses were later discussed in themed meetings of the Steering Committee and the Working Group. 

The Access database provides an excellent list of contacts, information on plans and aspirations of organisations, support valued and required, and barriers to operations. This information could be used by social economy organisations to support bids for funding and to link up with other appropriate organisations which might benefit their activities and improve the quality of life in neighbourhoods. The data might also be used to draw up ‘Best practice case studies’ drawing on the interview data to show how organisations have coped with difficult circumstances, avoided problems and continue to survive and expand.

6.
Next Steps

6.1 Exploiting the value of the information database

There needs to be a careful dissemination strategy devised so that the information can be made widely available to social economy organisations, BRP, New Deal for Communities, Business Link and so on. Support and encouragement should be provided to the organisations that helped carry out the audit to conduct follow-up work around issues raised by the audit (e.g. improving the quality of premises, improving the availability of support for bidding for funds, review advice and accessibility over finance for social economy organisations). Hopefully, it will lead to more resources of all kinds being made available to organisations. Big organisations will help smaller orgsanisations, more established organisations will help younger organisations and the benefits will ripple out (this has been referred to as ‘the coral reef effect’). All groups felt that the City should make a commitment to update the information so that changes in the sector could be tracked and an up to date picture of the sector could be maintained. The mapping of organisations should be seen as an ongoing task with information sent back to organisations after a year for them to update and return. Organisations could be invited to comment on any changes in their situation, any improvements, any change in constraints. After a period of time (4-5 years) a more comprehensive survey should be carried out. A feeling was expressed that it would probably be more efficient if one organisastion was given responsibility for updating the information and drawing it together. VOSCUR would be the sensible body to fund to carry out this task. The developmental work could be left to other city-wide groups such as NETWORK South Bristol, Southmead Development Trust, BACEN, CDA and so on.

Further work should be carried out on deciding how to disseminate the data for different audiences. Having carried out the work it is important that the process and the findings are widely publicised. The potential audiences are diverse and include 

· Social economy organisations in Bristol

· Politicians - local and central government and the European Union

· Public and private sector organisations within Bristol

· Social economy organisations in the rest of the country and throughout Europe

· Practitioners and academics working in the field of community-based economic development

6.2 Reorganisation of city-wide funding 

The Development Trust Association has been lobbying the DETR to make changes in the provision of business support for social economy organisations. In a similar way the City Council needs to review the way it works with social economy organisations. One view advanced was the need for a ‘One stop shop’, a flexible unit that deals with regeneration and community-based economic development, and helps social economy organisations deal with the different areas of the Council. Another view expressed was that this work has demonstrated the need for the Co-operative loan fund to be opened out to become a ‘Risk/loan fund’ open to a wider range of community businesses. This could be renamed the Social Economy Loan Fund. An example of where this could have been used was in the case of the Southville Centre which was bidding for Lottery money and needed £12,000 for architects fees. It did not have this amount and consequently the bid from Southville to the Lottery was delayed for a year. 

It was also observed that co-ordination needs to be achieved between the various funds open to social economy organisations. For example, over the next year there could be the remainder of the airport money that could be available, there is the large resource announced at the launch of the City's LA21 Strategy (£1m Sustainable Cities Fund). In addition, if the co-operative loan fund is broadened there could be three major sources of funding that could be applied for. Although multiple funds are not necessarily a bad thing (gives organisations more chance of support and reduces the cost of failure if there was just one large fund) some co-ordination and clarification of the purpose of each of these funds is needed.

A number of ideas were suggested concerning the use of the remaining amount of airport money. These are listed below.

Ideas for the spending of the remaining airport money: 

· Use as match funding for EU bids by social economy organisations

· Training fund for the social economy

· Fund a personnel officer to be shared between the 3 ‘Trust-like organisations’ in Bristol (NETWORK South Bristol, Kuumba Project, Southmead Development Trust) 

· Consolidate the database

· Help guide the work of support organisations (e.g. encourage the merger of CDA and BACEN to involve a feasibility study, launch, specialised support workers)

· Use as a catalyst - introduce a Kitemark for social economy organisations. This would build up their identity and visibility within the city. 

· Support work on a website

· Produce a newsletter 

· Set up a Trust and invest and reinvest in the Community

· Invest in facilities for community-based development organisations e.g. equipping social economy organisations with computers

6.3 Support 

Attention needs to be given to the support that is available to build capacity within the sector. The BACEN voucher scheme is considered to be a great success. It has freed up organisations to buy in development support which has proved invaluable for many organisations. Specific areas of support needed include writing bids and doing appraisals. Consideration should be given to expanding the BACEN voucher scheme and ways found to use SRB, URBAN and other initiatives to develop the capacity within the sector. The information from the audit should be used to review the operation of support organisations such as BACEN, CDA, VOSCUR to find ways of improving the nature and level of support. Gaps in provision should also be identified.

The organisations carrying out the audit are keen to continue working with the Council and with local social economy organisations to support the sector develop. The Council needs to capitalise on this energy and enthusiasm generated by the audit. A great deal of valuable knowledge has been generated by this process which should not be lost. All of the organisations undertaking the work, with the exception of Fishponds Local Action Group, which is a relatively new organisation, are performing many of the roles normally undertaken by Development Trusts. This should be acknowledged by the local authority and reflected in the funding structures. The long-term future of these organisations should be invested in. The Council has already talked about the role of Development Trusts within the City and the audit provides an opportunity to bring about change supportive of establishing Trusts on a more formal footing. However, the right balance needs to be found. There are dangers in establishing big bureaucracies that are inaccessible to smaller organisations and which end up acting as a gatekeeper and barrier between the organisation and funding opportunities and support provided by other services. A dependency culture can also be created with large organisations. These organisations should not be seen as deliverers of local authority contracts. Community based economic development organisations need to be seen as partners with the local authority not as an extension of the local authority. The Compact, which is being developed by the City Council, could be a vehicle to broker this partnership relationship. However, this process needs to be shared widely and opened up for debate and regular review over the content of such a Compact. 

There is great potential to work with Business Link to use the information from the audit to promote a business match scheme for the social economy in Bristol. Community enterprise could benefit from such an initiative.

However, the point was made during the research, that support should not just be targeted to community enterprise. The contribution made by the broader social economy needs to be recognised. A wider appreciation should be given to the social and economic impacts of organisations that are not businesses. A broader support strategy needs to be put in place. This should involve looking at the support needed by the sub-sectors (e.g. credit unions, cultural industries, co-operative ventures). 

6.4 The role of the Council 

The Council needs to examine the way it supports the social economy. The initiative ‘Leading the Way’ will be central in determining the role the Council is to take in supporting the sector. Prior to re-organisation, the responsibility for working with the social economy fell between at least three parts of the Council - the LA21, Community Development and Economic Development and Regeneration - and at least three Council Committees. This made it very difficult for organisations in the social economy to communicate and work constructively with the Council. The organisational structure did not lend itself to a coherent approach towards the sector and turf wars undermined the potential effectiveness of any action. 

At minimum the Council should keep the post of Social Economy Development worker. In addition consideration should be given to establishing a Social Economy/Regeneration Unit with clearer lines of communication under the new Cabinet structure. The damaging internecine warfare within the Council should stop. Turf wars between departments should be addressed. A culture of co-operation should replace the squabbling over roles and responsibilities within the Council. The Council also needs to consider how social economy organisations can be more actively involved in decision-making affecting the sector. This level of involvement is very important if the talk of partnership between the City Council and the social economy is to become a reality. 

It was felt that the Council had an important role to play in supporting the social economy. One area in particular that was identified was in relation to information. It was suggested that the Council has a vast amount of information that social economy organisations could use to set up a business, expand their operations, help in making bids for funding (unemployment, poverty data, etc..). Efforts should be made to make this information more accessible to groups that need it. 

6.5
Joining it up locally

There is a vast amount of activity going in the City aimed at regeneration and community development. Initiatives such as the New Deal for Communities, successive rounds of SRB funding, Objective 2 status, Local Agenda 21, the emerging Community Planning and Neighbourhood Renewal Fund initiatives and the promotion of Development Trusts.  All are relevant to the promotion of the social economy. Joining up this activity is a mantra of central government and these principles should be built into the culture of working within the city to maximise the potential of all of these initiatives. The City Council holds a vast amount of information that is useful for social economy organisations (data on sustainability, economic intelligence, activities of social economy organisations). In addition, turf wars both within the Council and outside should be addressed. Suspicion and a lack of co-operation among key organisations have for too long damaged activity within Bristol. Local politics have muddied the waters and hampered effective action. In particular, the responsibility for carrying on this work should be addressed and the roles of VOSCUR, the City Council and the groups that have carried out the data collection on this occasion should be clarified. Certain information from the audit should also be made available on the Net and the City Council's own webpage. I.T Services at the City Council should be responsive to this and work towards incorporating it into the City's webpage. In addition, organisations responsible for supporting the social economy should be encouraged to work together more closely (e.g. BACEN, Credit Unions, Co-operative Development Agency etc.). 

The Working Group felt there were divisions in the Labour Group over the role of the social economy in Bristol. A clear political direction is needed on the role of the social economy in the locality backed by actions to consolidate its importance. The local authority needs to examine ways that it can support the social economy and to also say what it cannot do. In addition the voluntary and community sectors need to be more coherent in its thinking and actions

Appendices

Appendix 1 Key actors interviewed during the evaluation

This report is based on participant observation at most of the Working Group, Operational Group and Steering Group meetings. In addition, interviews with the following stakeholders were conducted:

Marion Cooper, Head of Economic Development and Regeneration Unit

Ted Fowler, Social Economy Worker, Economic Development and Regeneration Unit

Tim Blanc, Co-Opportunity

Ben Barker, NETWork South Bristol

Mike Primarolo, NETWork South Bristol

Ariaf Hussain, Bristol City Council, URBAN

Alfredo Vasquez, Director, Kuumba

Chris Stephens, Fishponds Local Action Group

Appendix 2 The Members of the Social Economy Audit Steering Committee

Bristol Area Community Enterprise Network (BACEN)

Avon and Bristol Co-op Loan Fund (ABCF)

Avon Co-operative Development Agency (Avon CDA)

Business Link West (BLW)

The Churches Council for Industrial and Social Responsibility

Triodos Bank

Voluntary Sector Standing Conference on Urban Regeneration (VOSCUR)

Bristol Enterprise Development Fund (BEDF)

Progress

UWE

Bristol City Council (Officers and Councillors)

Appendix 3 The Questionnaire 

The Audit of Bristol's Social Economy - Questionnaire

CONTACT DETAILS 

Name of Organisation: _____________________________________________

Name of person completing questionnaire: ______________________________

Position:_________________________________________________________

Address: ________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

Post code: __________________________ Tel: _________________________

Fax: _______________________________ E-Mail: ______________________

Website Address: ___________________________

We may need to contact you regarding this Audit.  When is the best time for us to contact you? (day, time of the day) __________________________________

SECTION 1.  ABOUT YOUR GROUP/ORGANISATION 

Q1
Could you please describe what your group or organisation does in between 50-200 words as appropriate?

Information gained from questions in section 1 may be used to create a contact database and made available as a business directory, in print and on the Internet. All other information obtained will only be used in aggregated form (i.e. not identifiable to any particular company, project or initiative). For legal purposes, such as the Data Protection Act, Bristol City Council will be the owners of all information. If you do not wish section 1 information to be publicly available please sign and date below:

Q2
In what year was your organisation first established in Bristol?

Q3a
Please tick the following categories that best describe your organisation

□
Community Business 

□
Co-operative Business

□
Sole Trader

□
Credit Union

□
Development Trust

□
LETS

□
Registered Friendly or Industrial and Provident Society

□
Registered Charity

□
Other (please specify)


_________________________________________________________

□
None of these

Q3b
We are interested in identifying the purposes of your organisation.  From the list below please tick the issues/activities that relate to your main purpose

	□ Advice Services

□ Arts and Culture 

□ Business Support

□ Employment and Training

□ Education and Research 

□ Childcare

□ Civil Rights and Advocacy 

□ Community Care 

□ Community Development

□ Community Safety

□ Environment

□ Economic Development

□ Support for Ex-offenders

□ Faith/Religion

□ Financial Services

□ Grant Giving

□ Health 

□ Heritage

□ HIV/Aids

□ Housing

□ Managed Workspaces


	□ Manufacturing

□ Mental Health

□ Play

□ Physical Disability

□ Property Development/Management

□ Challenging Racial Harassment

□ Recreation and Sport

□ Retail

□ Sensory Disability

□ Tourism

□ Transport

□ Youth Activities

□ Services for Women

□ Welfare Services

□ Other (Please specify)

______________________

□ None of these




Q3c 
In the interests of promoting Equal Opportunities, we are interested to find out if your organisation is owned and controlled by the following groups (i.e. if more than 51% of your membership and 75% of your Management Group/Committee is from the groups identified). Are you?  

□
Black-led


□
Disabled people-led

□
Women -led


□
Other (please specify)

□
None of these 



□
Gay/lesbian-led

Q3d
We are interested in finding out if your organisation is largely locally and/or customer-led (same criteria as in Q3c. Please tick appropriate boxes).

□
Locally-led
□
Customer-led
□
None of these 

Q4a
Where do your main users/customers live? (Please tick the most appropriate boxes)

□
Within Bristol 

□
City-wide 

□
Within the former County of Avon

□
Within the south-west region

□
Throughout the UK 

□
European Union

□
Overseas outside of the European Union

□
Other (please explain)

□
None of these

Q4b
If you said within Bristol please tick which parts of Bristol, for example 

□
Avonmouth/Lawrence Weston 

□
Southmead 

□
Lockleaze 

□
Ashley (including St Pauls, Montpelier, and St Werburghs)

□
Easton

□
Lawrence Hill 

□
East Bristol

□
Knowle West

□
Hartcliffe/Withywood

□
Other area (please specify)

SECTION 2.  INCOME AND EXPENDITURE.  We would like to find out the financial value of the social economy in terms of income and expenditure of organisations (this information will be treated in total confidence and will not be made public other than in aggregated form)

Q5a
What was your income and expenditure for the last year end (i.e. the last financial year for which you have accounts. Please specify the date as follows)?

	Year End: (Please specify Day/Month/Year): 

	Income
	£

	Expenditure
	£


Q5b 
Can you identify the main sources of your income for the year specified in Q5a above (you do not need to enter the amount simply tick the appropriate boxes) 

	Source of income
	Capital
	Revenue
	In-kind

	Earned income from sales of goods/services/lettings etc
	
	
	

	Voluntary contributions from general public  (including fund raising such as jumble sales) 
	
	
	

	Membership fees or charges
	
	
	

	Business donations
	
	
	

	National Lottery
	
	
	

	Funds from charitable trusts, foundations or other grant making trusts 
	
	
	

	Local authority funding
	
	
	

	Central government funding (e.g. SRB)
	
	
	

	European programmes (e.g. ESF)
	
	
	

	Health authority funding
	
	
	

	Training and Enterprise Councils
	
	
	

	English Partnerships
	
	
	

	Other statutory agency funding (might include Arts Council, Sports Council etc.)
	
	
	

	Other (please specify)


	
	
	


Q5c
Do you have other income in-kind not included in Q5a or Q5b above (for example, rate reductions, peppercorn rents, favourable terms of lease, volunteers, contributions from businesses, etc.)?

□
Yes

□
No

If you answered ‘Yes’, please list the type of income in-kind that you receive below

Q6
Next year do you expect your income to …(Tick one box only)


□
Increase


□
Stay the same


□
Decrease


□
Don’t know

If you expect a change, what are the main reasons for this?

SECTION 3.  YOUR STAFF AND VOLUNTEERS.  We would like to know about the number of people employed in the social economy and the number of people volunteering.

Q7
On average during the last financial year how many, if any, paid staff did you have (including paid Directors, Managers etc. Also include any vacancies)?

	
	Women
	Men

	Full-time (30 hours or more per week)
	
	

	Number of part-time staff (22-29 hours per week)
	
	

	Number of part-time staff (8-21 hours per week)
	
	

	Number of part-time staff (less than 7 hours per week)
	
	

	Total number of paid staff
	
	


Q8
Over the next year, do you expect your paid staffing level to …(Please tick as appropriate)


□
Increase


□
Stay the same


□
Decrease


□
Don’t know

If you expect a change, what are the main reasons for this?

Q9
On average during the last financial year how many volunteers did you have (including Management Committee Members)?

	
	Women
	Men

	Full-time (30 hours or more per week)
	
	

	Number of p/t volunteers (22-29 hours per week)
	
	

	Number of p/t volunteers (8-21 hours per week)
	
	

	Number of p/t volunteers (less than 7 hours per week)
	
	

	Total number of volunteers
	
	


Q10
Over the next year, do you expect your volunteers to …(Please tick as appropriate)


□
Increase


□
Stay the same


□
Decrease


□
Don’t know

If you expect a change, what are the main reasons for this?

Q11
Did workers on government schemes, work experience, student placements work with you during the last financial year? (please tick appropriate boxes)

	Scheme/Initiative
	Yes

	New Deal 16-24
	

	New Deal over 24
	

	New Deal for Single Parents
	

	Student placements
	

	Work experience
	

	Modern Apprenticeships
	

	Other (please specify)


	


SECTION 4.  PLANS FOR THE FUTURE.  The City Council is keen to support the expansion of the Social Economy.  We would like to know about your plans for the future.  In particular we want to know what constraints you face in your operations and how these could be overcome.

Q12
Do you wish to expand and develop your activities in the near future?


□
Yes


□
No


If ‘Yes’ please provide a brief description of your aspirations 


If ‘No’ please give your reasons

Q13
What are the barriers or constraints to expanding your activity?


□
Difficulties getting grant funding

□
Difficulties getting finance for development 



□
Revenue



□
Capital


□
Lack of appropriate premises 


□
Lack of equipment


□
Lack of specialist advice/support


□
Lack of information


□
Lack of volunteers


□
Difficulties in establishing new markets


□
Lack of appropriately qualified staff


□
Other (please specify)


□
None of the above

Q14
Could you contribute (no more than) three ideas on opportunities for expanding social economy activities in your area? 


1.


2.


3.

Q15
Would you like to be involved in the next stage of the Audit which will identify the barriers and constraints to expanding the activities of the Social Economy and ways of overcoming them? 

□
Yes



□
No

Thank you for filling in this questionnaire.

c:\social economy\Questfinal5  13th May 1999

The Social Economy

The social economy is being talked about increasingly in this country to describe a range of activities carried on by organisations that include: 

	Local organisations and initiatives engaged in trading activities with social, economic or environmental benefit 

Non-trading organisations or initiatives engaged in activities aimed at helping local people obtain employment through advice, training, structured volunteering or through provision of support services such as child care 

Non-trading organisations providing local services on a not-for-private profit basis


So, in practice the types of organisations and initiatives that make up the social economy include:

* Community businesses

* Co-ops

* Community shops

* Community transport initiatives 

* Development Trust like organisations

* Credit unions and other community financial services

* Housing co-ops and housing management schemes

* Cultural initiatives including arts centres and initiatives

* Business start-up and support initiatives

* Supported employment schemes

* Marketing of local crafts and home produce

* Community-led tourism projects

* Managed workspace

* Employment agencies focusing on the needs of the individual

* The provision of basic and vocational training outside mainstream colleges/schools

* Environmental projects including recycling, insulation and draught proofing, city farms

* Community centres

Organisations and initiatives in the social economy will also have some or all of the following characteristics or, at least, be working towards them:

· people-centred and committed to equality of opportunity for all

· committed to the re-investment of surpluses for community benefit

· self governing or autonomous

· encourage a high level of participation from workers, volunteers, the community, clients

Appendix 4 The importance of Social Capital

Social capital is a key concept in community economic development. Social capital can be constituted in a variety of ways. It is a particular type of resource available to individuals or organisations or that may inhere in communities that facilitate the achievement of collective actions.

The components of social capital include:

1. the context of obligations, expectations and trustworthiness in which actors operate

2. the quality of the information channels to which they have access

3. the availability of norms and effective sanctions to discipline relationships

Although not the only source of social capital, networks of civic engagement such as neighbourhood and community associations, sports clubs and other voluntary organisations are often viewed as important locations of social capital generation. It can have a significant impact on the policy outcome of education, health, crime, welfare or economic development. Unlike human or physical capital, it is not the property of individuals or institutions. Social capital is an associational property - it inheres in the relations between actors and is a resource that is drawn on to facilitate collaborative activities.

A distinction is sometimes made between social support and social leverage - or ‘get by’ and ‘get ahead’ social capital. Social support consists of social capital that helps one get by, or cope. It could include having someone to turn to for help with practical things like lending a bowl of sugar or keeping an eye on the kids, emotional things like a shoulder to cry on and financial things like lending a small amount of money for help in a financial crisis. Social leverage consists of social capital that helps one get ahead. It includes such things as networks to jobs, information about new opportunities, and putting a good word in for someone. Both types are necessary. Some people need more of one than another at different times in their lives. They also relate to two key issues:

· The relationship between social capital and social exclusion

· The relationship of social capital to economic performance and opportunity

Analysis of information collected
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Organistions selected to carry out the audit





Invitations for expressions of interest 





Brief drawn up by Council Officers after discussion at the Steering Group





Steering Group formed








� Expectations on attendance at meetings were made clear to members of the group early on in the audit process





