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Objectives: This paper introduces ‘Partnerships in Enterprise’, a HEFCE ‘Urban Regeneration: Making a Difference’ funded project, with partners from Northumbria University, Manchester Metropolitan University, Salford University and UCLAN.  In the North of England there is considerable start-up support available from universities, colleges, local authorities and various business support services.  However, there is, at present, only fragmented tactical collaboration between these organisations.  To address this important issue, the researchers are undertaking a systematic investigation of supply and demand, and review of policy and best practice, in order to encourage the strategic delivery of joined-up services. 

Prior Work: The project builds on the LEGI bidding and delivery process within local authorities that Universities across the North have recently been involved with.  The structure and content of successful LEGI bids emphasised the benefits of systematic linkage development between HE, FE and local authorities for sustainable regeneration.

Approach: This paper is a record of a mainly interview-based enquiry conducted with student, or recent graduate, knowledge-based start-ups in the North of England.  Typically, they are in the first three years of existence and have arrived at the stage of full-trading with an initial customer base.  They have received packages made up of combinations of start-up advice and mentoring, training in enterprise skills and support in-kind (such as incubator accommodation) from universities.  The enquiry focuses on assessments of that support received and also identifies the perceived accessibility and worth of any support received from outside agencies, as well as investigating any demand not yet met.  The enquiry employs semi-structured qualitative interviews to engage with entrepreneurs and subjects the results to a thematic analysis. 

Results: Emerging themes from entrepreneurs include the premises, processes and people involved in incubation as well as the physiological aspects of starting-up.

Implications: Both the benefits of collaboration and the practical implications of implementing such partnership working arrangements will be outlined.  The results will be used as the basis for improving service provision and connectivity between HE, FE, local authorities and related business support services in the North of England.  The findings will also have broader policy implications for any university, college, local authority or other agency working to support start-ups. 

Value: The project seeks to disseminate best practice and introduce new and innovative ways of partnership working so as to maximise the access to, and deployment of, the resources of enterprise support. 
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Introduction
‘Partnerships in Enterprise’ (PIE) is a HEFCE ‘Urban Regeneration: Making a Difference’ funded project, with partners from Northumbria University, Manchester Metropolitan University, Salford University and the University of Central Lancaster

Aim

The primary aim of the PIE project is to ‘investigate connectivity and best practice in local partnership development between HE, FE and local authorities in the collaborative provision of enterprise start-up support activities in urban areas’.  This aim is based on the premise that, given the importance of knowledge-based enterprises, new start-ups and business growth within local economies, such collaboration is essential for successful economic development and urban regeneration more generally.

Objectives

The main objectives of the project, and generic benefits that partnership working can engender, are to add real value by:

1. improving the quality of the support available to new businesses supported by universities in order to provide responsive services that are valued by entrepreneurs

2. expanding university enterprise support programmes and increasing their capacity in order to help more entrepreneurs than the partner universities can support alone

3. widening participation within university support services for a broader community of business start-ups through FE and local authorities

4. increasing the efficiency
 and effectiveness of support arrangements for entrepreneurs by sharing enterprise support resources and joining up provision. 

Methods

In order to achieve this aim and its associated objectives, a variety of steps will be taken and primarily qualitative and desk-based methods employed:

· The policy context will be framed at the national, regional and local level through desk-based research.

· The local support arrangements will be mapped through mostly desk-based research to identify gaps and duplications in the service as well as opportunities for collaboration.

· An investigation of   assessments of the support received and demanded by start-ups in their first two years of trading will be carried out through semi-structured interviews with entrepreneurs supported by universities in the North of England.

· Existing examples of best-practice in local enterprise partnership development in the North of England will be identified through both desk-based research and a consultation process with key stakeholders identified by the steering group. 
· A working model for tactical collaboration between HE, FE, local authorities and other related agencies and organisations will be developed.
Findings

The models and frameworks developed and the findings of the interviews and desk-based research will be used to:

· address any institution-specific issues of the partner universities internally

· address local and regional demand in a strategic fashion through partnership development and highlight opportunities for future collaboration

· disseminate best practice discovered in order to promote partnership development that adds real value. 
Theoretical background
There are many different definitions and interpretations of ‘partnership’.  In fact, there is even said to be a whole ‘language of partnership’.  Reflecting theory, partnerships in practice also mean many things to many people and, therefore, can have very different working arrangements.  This ‘catch all’ nature of the term can lead to a lack of clarity and confusion and, therefore, potentially cause conflict if all partners are not speaking the same language or have unrealistic expectations of the arrangement.  The definition of partnership used by this project is based on that set out by the Audit Commission (1998) which describes a joint working arrangement where the partners (who are otherwise independent bodies):
· “agree to co-operate to achieve a common goal

· create a new organisational structure or process to achieve this goal, separate from their own organisations

· plan and implement a jointly agreed programme, often with joint staff or resources

· share relevant information and

· pool risks and rewards.”

Successive government policies to join up and reduce duplication in services in order to improve their quality and reduce costs has pushed forwards the ‘partnership agenda’ to a position of prominence in public policy in the UK.  Some of the key policies, reports and initiatives emphasising partnership working, with relevance to this project, include:

· The Department of Transport and the Regions (DETR) City Challenge programme later becoming the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB) (1994)

· DETRs discussion paper ‘Regeneration Programmes – The Way Forward’ (1997)

· DETRs New Deal for Communities (1998)

· The Social Exclusions Unit (SEU) ‘National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal’ (1998)

· DETRs Urban White Paper ‘Our Towns and Cities: the Future Delivering and Urban Renaissance’ (2000)

· HEFCEs Higher Education Innovation Fund (HEIF) (2001)

· Lambert Report ‘A Review of Business-University Collaboration’ (2003)

· Department for Education and Skills (DfES) ‘The Future of Higher Education’ White Paper (2003)

· HEFCEs Strategic Development Fund (SDF) (2003)

· The Local Enterprise Growth Initiative (LEGI) (2005).

The two most recent developments have particular relevance to this project.  Although the partner universities in this project were not successful in securing LEGI funding, the PIE project builds on the recent bidding and delivery process within local authorities with which they were involved.  This acted as a defining process and catalyst for new thinking and developments based on the structure, and content, of successful LEGI bids which emphasised the potential benefits of systematic linkage development between HE, FE and local authorities for coherent and sustainable regeneration.  In 2006 PIE began, under the Enterprise Theme of the HEFCE SDF ‘Urban Regeneration: Making a Difference’ project, and met all three of the SDF priorities as a result of being part of:

· a collaborative arrangement, involving strategic alliances between universities as well as other forms of partnership (with external stakeholders)

· a multi-partner, large-scale collaboration as a pilot project, with potential to roll-out the model to other universities

· a project which supports strategic change in the institutions through the piloting of major inter-institutional and inter-disciplinary approaches to knowledge transfer.

In summary, the current policy context in which this project operates asserts that it is only through services operating in a collaborative fashion that complex social problems can be adequately addressed.  As a result of these developments, most public sector organisations are now reliant on a framework based on partnership working in order to successfully deliver their services and projects.

Methodology
This paper is a record of a mainly interview-based enquiry conducted with 12 student, or recent graduate, knowledge-based start-ups representing the first phase of the interview component of the PIE project.  Typically, the start-ups are in the first three years of existence and have arrived at the stage of full-trading with an initial customer base.  They have received packages made up of combinations of start-up advice and mentoring, training in enterprise skills and support in-kind (such as incubator accommodation) from universities.  The enquiry focuses on assessments of that support received and also identifies the perceived accessibility and worth of any support received from outside agencies, as well as investigating demand not yet met.  

To engage with entrepreneurs, the enquiry employed a mostly qualitative, semi-structured interview schedule, which covered the following areas (and gave plenty of opportunity for additional comment):

· The company – questions about the business and its organisation

· Premises – questions about the location of the business and services offered there

· Accommodation support – questions about any help received with regards to accommodation arrangements

· Enterprise training programmes – questions about any structured training programmes that the entrepreneur has had involvement with

· Start-up services – questions about any advice, information or guidance needed during the first two years of trading covering the following areas:

· pre-startup

· forming the business

· taxes, payroll and returns

· managing the business

· employing people.

The interviews were recorded and transcribed and then subjected to a qualitative thematic analysis.  Due to the relatively small sample size of the first phase of interviews, the results were analysed as a whole and not split between gender, ethnicity, type of business, support package received or at the institutional level. 

Results
The following tables, themes and illustrative comments are the results of 12 interviews with 15 entrepreneurs in the North of England whose start-up companies have received packages of support from universities.  The 12 companies participating in the research have received different packages of support and are at various stages in the support process.  This sample was made up of companies with a variety of legal structures, business types and locations of premises (see Figures 1-4).  Of those 12 companies, two are women only and two include both sexes.  Therefore, a one third of the sample of companies includes women entrepreneurs.  In total, 15 entrepreneurs were interviewed during this process of whom three were women, amounting to one fifth of the sample of entrepreneurs.

Figure 1.  Legal Structure of Start-ups

	Legal Structure
	Count

	Ltd. company
	6

	Partnership
	3

	Sole trader
	3


Figure 2.  Type of Business

	Business Type
	Count

	ICT and Multimedia *
	4

	Consultancy
	2

	Cultural and Artistic
	1

	Design
	1

	Education and Training Services
	1

	Other
	1

	Tourism Services
	1

	Trading *
	1


* represents 1 company within that area which has more than one strand to its business (see Figure 3 below)

Figure 3.  Secondary type of Business 

	Primary Type
	Secondary Strand
	Count

	ICT and Multimedia
	Sports and Fitness
	1

	Trading
	Cultural and Artistic
	1


Figure 5.  Location of Start-ups

	Location
	Count

	On-campus HE Hatchery
	4

	Off-campus HE/LA Incubator
	3

	LA Incubator

(with reduced rate arrangement with HEI)
	2

	Both home and on location/the road
	2

	Private rented
	1


As a result of seven start-ups in the sample being currently located in university provided hatchery or incubation space and two based within local authority provided accommodation who once were located in an on-campus facility (75% of the sample), many of the themes emerging from interviews revolved around the resourcing of these spaces.
1. Resourcing of hatcheries and incubators

The setup and services offered by hatchery and incubator spaces, discussed by tenants, covered three main areas (the premises, processes and people) discussed below after more general findings about their value.  In the views of entrepreneurs awarded some accommodation support, being in a hatchery or incubator has been important to the development of their businesses.  The vast majority of interviewees stated that they went through processes of positive change (in terms of both their business and personal development) and often attributed significant increases in turnover and rapid growth, to the accommodation support offered to them by the university:

“Twelve months times £400 for rent is a good chunk of money saved that you can invest in equipment or training or other areas which are really important to develop your business. So I think it is really good support. Of course we cannot rely on this support indefinitely but for 12 months it is really a good service. It is a good time to start up your business, save some money from rent and invest in another area that is more important.”

“I think the opportunity of the hatchery is fantastic… otherwise I would have spent hundreds of pounds.”
“If you can sit there at 9 o’clock in the morning and hear people selling and going on about their business then that is a motivator.  You think ‘I am going to do that’.”

An entrepreneur, who left the on-campus hatchery to move into a university/local authority partnership incubator space, said that it helped him become self-sufficient:

“Well, I do rely on the university support in terms of office space basically. But sometimes they help me with PR as well but not that often, once a year. Basically, it is just office space at the moment. They were very helpful in the beginning when the business was in the early stages but now I really don’t need that much from them in terms of day to day support.”
Even non-tenants mentioned that they benefited from having an accessible support space:

“I mean they have always been very good, so if you have any printing, that has been great.”

However, even those, who were happy with the service that was offered to them, had suggestions of how it could be improved or expanded.

“Well it’s all been fantastic… I mean as far as the hatchery is concerned I don’t have a bad word to say about it - except the building could do with a bit of work.”

a) Premises

Interviews have revealed that start-ups want hatchery and incubator spaces to be tailored, flexible and fit for purpose.  They should be free or competitively priced and offer the basic facilities and infrastructure to support a successful start-up.  The basic facilities requested included networked computers and printers, telephones and photocopiers, office furniture, meeting rooms and utilities.  Frequently, requested rooms included a reception area, networking spaces and a kitchen.  Optional facilities included a water fountain and hot and cold dispensers, as well as receptionist and secretarial services.  Other more specialised facilities discussed included warehouse and workshop spaces, dry and wet labs and other specialist items of equipment.  

In terms of the physical spaces and facilities that universities and local authorities offer, entrepreneurs tended to regard them as ‘basic’ and the ‘bare minimum’.  Tenants were, nevertheless, extremely grateful for the accommodation support that they were provided with and repeatedly stressed the point that it was ‘free’ or ‘reduced rate’ (which was particularly important to being able to develop and grow as quickly as possible):

“Yes, it was good.  It was a base.  It was free.  It did suffer chronic problems, just things they couldn’t really get around.”

 “So, yeah, I think if there was a choice between having genuine offices within the University compared to the portacabin now then this [a managed local authority workspace] would be better for students.  But it [the on-campus hatchery] was free.”
The fact that a particular hatchery was located in temporary accommodation was emphasised by some interviewees who believed that the university was fully aware of the difficulties there and also committed to trying to improve them and secure new accommodation.  However, the current premises were criticised:

“To be honest with you, the fact that it was a portacabin and you couldn’t really have meetings and the likes of that. I did tend to have meetings outside, at the client’s premises or the odd times I would book the boardroom at the University….. So I don’t think it affected us massively because I believe that I would have worked at home in the same way. Which is something you can do in my industry, other industries you can’t.”

“I would have liked a well lit room…. A proper office, yes, a meeting room that was free and a water dispenser. When I started, I didn’t have a lot of money, I couldn’t trade because of the delays so I decided to cut back on my food. I was eating tins of mackerel and tap water which wasn’t very nice.”

The location, accessibility and visibility of the accommodation were raised as being important issues for start-ups.  Having an address either on-campus incubator or in an off-site hatchery was thought to have been advantage by most entrepreneurs:  

“It’s free and in the centre of the city.” 

“It’s… a place that is really familiar and I feel really comfortable here. I have memories here.”

“I didn’t mind being on-campus because it is a central location.”

An address provided by the university was considered useful in terms of appearing to have a university ‘stamp of approval’ and its association with the prestige of the institution by some.  However, others did have concerns about being perceived as reliant on the support of universities and about how professional such accommodation actually was:

“I think a lot of business is about perception, about how professional the business is….  I think it… does create the wrong impression of your business.”

“I didn’t want to meet them [clients] in a portacabin, so I used to meet them in coffee shops… We’re negotiating a million pound contract and here I am in a portacabin.”

“That’s a big thing for me.  Just because of the… well, it is an image conscious industry that I am in and I can’t really ask somebody that I am trying to convince to give me ten grand for a one-off project to come along here… I suppose that is one negative side.”

The interviews emphasised the importance of signage, transport links, access to the wider business community and car-parking for such premises:

“Things like door signs so that clients know that we are in this place. That is a problem and clients have told us that. One of our clients didn’t know how to get in, she went to reception and they didn’t know.”

 “It’s quite public.  It’s not easy to find but it is perfectly accessible”.

“Car-parking on-campus is a nightmare.”

Safety and security were also important themes, as many of the start-ups interviewed had valuable physical and intellectual property and were concerned for both their personal safety and that of their clients:

“I think it is brilliant.  The only thing that worried me at the start was security”.

“As far as staff are concerned there’s security guards and caretakers always coming in and out but obviously it is down to the people in here to always lock up and keep the code and the rest of it and there have been a couple of occasions where strangers have walked in off the street but then again we do have filing cabinets and if we leave things out on the desk then it is our own fault so we just keep everything locked up.”
b) Processes

Mentoring was considered an essential (particularly to combat the isolation that some entrepreneurs felt).  Most respondents, when probed, stated that mentors should be external (and perhaps former residents of the hatchery or incubator space).  The issues of recruitment, vetting and monitoring were raised to ensure that entrepreneurs had the right kind of mentor assigned to them.  Those with mentors stated that:

“…they were really interested in how the business developed and we’ve had quite a lot of help and ideas from them.”

“I don’t know what it [a new mentoring scheme] involves to be honest but it sounds good and it sounds like someone is going to hear my ideas and see if it is practical to do them or point us in the right direction.”

The importance of networking (for both socialising and business development) recurred regularly during the interview process.  Although all respondents had been involved in networking activities, more such events were requested:

“Yeah, the best thing was when I went to [an event elsewhere in the country] because I don’t know anyone my age setting up a business. To go down there made me feel not so alone and that I wasn’t crazy. They’ve [the university in question] got all these kids but they don’t seem to pull them together.”

“It was good.  Not only for learning… but meeting people who are in the same boat as us.”

It was suggested that organised networking events played a crucial role in the sign-posting of external services and, therefore, providers should ensure that there is adequate quality control with regards to who is involved in this process and in their recommendations or referrals.

Access to appropriate business development resources was also considered fundamental to hatchery accommodation:  

“We have got no background in business at all so we are complete newcomers so anything we received was just excellent.”

Interviewees talked about the necessity of providing a whole spectrum of services in order to make tailored packages of support (from generic business skills training right through to one-on-one sessions with specialist advisors).  However, different elements of this support and methods of delivery appealed to different businesses, at different stages in their development, for different reasons.  Some respondents talked about how they would like to tailor their own package and a ‘certificate or passport of entitlement’ was discussed as a potential way to do this in a transparent and equitable manner:

“I think every business needs to be treated the same….I felt that some businesses were given preferential treatment compared to others. There needs to be policies regarding access to the hatchery that needs to be fair and open.”

“There needs to be more of a system over there…. If you made a reasonable request then sometimes they would give it to you but the issue I found with that is that someone received a service half a year before they moved into the hatchery that they refused me. That was the issue.”

Other services that were stressed as being very important to entrepreneurs were finance and funding sessions and resources, individual consultations with specialists (lawyers and accountants etc.), access to templates for business plans and contacts.

When asked whether they needed help choosing and setting up premises, the majority of interviewees stated that this sort of support was crucial to them (particularly when moving on from university accommodation):

“Yes, I did need that advice, that was one thing that was provided through the hatchery and they provided that very well I think.”

“As far as I am aware, the university has got quite a few connections with various incubators so we would appreciate any help that we can get”.

An entrepreneur, who after leaving on-campus accommodation, decided to locate within the university’s city region as a result of the relationship the university had with the local authority running a managed workspace said: 

“Yeah, we got a discount and that was a deal done between the University and this place [the managed workspace] and I was very happy and grateful that the university did that…  Very good.  Extremely….  I don’t think I would be able to be here if it hadn’t been available.  So at the time it was very helpful.”

c) People

People are crucial to the resourcing of hatchery and incubator spaces (as well as to the success of enterprise training and support programmes more widely) in terms of access to other entrepreneurs, advisors and mentors. Managers are particular important to the experience of incubation. Some entrepreneurs complained that ‘advisors’ and other staff can get too immersed their company’s business:

“I felt he was very forceful with what he felt you should do with the company.  Almost as if he owned part of your company at the same time…. I just found him very insistent that his way was the right way.  I almost didn’t feel like it was my company in some ways.”

“… does have a tendency to get involved with businesses instead of providing advice….. Even with mentors you don’t tend to get involved with the business in that way.  Mentors don’t say ‘you are not doing the right thing’.  They tend to offer advice but nothing too prescriptive.”

Whereas, other staff were praised for their approach:

“And another positive thing, although they are very approachable, they are not here every minute of the day checking up on what you are doing.  You are left to run your own business.  They have been absolutely brilliant.”

However, different styles of advice and management appealed to different start-ups and at different stages of their development.  Respondents did suggest that both internal and external staff at all levels should be subjected to rigorous reviews and evaluations to ensure that the right people are giving the right advice in the right ways.  This point leads on to the issue of trust, which recurred regularly during interviews.  Entrepreneurs consider the support team to be one of the most importance assets of these environments and their relationship with clients, therefore, is crucial to a successful service: 

“We then went to the graduate enterprise scheme…. And they were really helpful.  We were kind of sceptical to begin with but they were really helpful and we got the impression that they were really interested.” 

2. Psychological aspects of setting up a business
Although the semi-structured schedule did not ask any specific questions concerning the psychological aspect of setting up a business it was a recurrent theme which emerged in all sections of the interviews and, therefore, should not be neglected when planning provision with partners.

a) Feelings of isolation

At many points during the interview process respondents brought up issues of isolation and the stresses of being an entrepreneur with comments such as:

“The thing is… that someone can rip you off and because you are a young designer you don’t have a support network.”

“…it is a really nerve wracking thing when you are setting up a business so you are very vulnerable especially at that age, big ideas, don’t know what to do. There is a lot of scope to take advantage of them.”

“Basically because it is our own company and not only are we trying to take on the world we also have to deal with all the sales ourselves, all the marketing ourselves, all the design work. Everything.  The finance, day-to-day running and between the two of us. It is massive and extremely stressful sometimes.”

About becoming an employer for the first time respondents stated that:

“I was a bit nervous.”

“Scariest thing I’ve ever done.”

Interviewees repeatedly emphasised the importance of mixing with other entrepreneurs in order to address these issues.  A typical statement reflecting their feelings of isolation and wishes for networking and socialising was:

 “Starting up your business, or being a sole trader, it can get really lonely and it can get on top of you especially if things aren’t going well. So I thought maybe some kind of social thing. Not necessarily about work but just somewhere you can meet people and go out and talk…. I don’t know, just very informal and nobody is competing, just meeting for drinks or just, I don’t know, not a lonely hearts club thing. Having no colleagues sometimes makes me feel a bit isolated. And then you get no Christmas parties. "

When probed about the format such networking sessions would take, respondents suggested that both formal and informal events were necessary to both socialise and discuss business.  Forums were suggested as being successful methods of tackling isolation:

“We’ve only just touched on the Forum haven’t we? They have been really good. They arrange conferences….they had some really good speakers... Basically, they had a panel of very successful multi-millionaires who stood up and gave talks on how they got there and for us it was really inspiring because it was right at the start of this. So yeah, the Forum has been good.”

“We’ve joined a business forum which has given us some nice leads and have met some nice people.”

Respondents talked about how working from home increases such feelings of isolation and how being located in incubators or hatcheries can improve the situation:

“….working from home… you are by yourself.”

“….if you’ve got a problem, or just want to bounce off ideas, you probably wouldn’t go along to ask somebody about an issue that you only had half an idea about. But if somebody is walking past your desk, just chatting, you talk a lot about business ideas.  So I think that a lot of unintentional business development goes on that doesn’t have any framework but it is good.”

“…. a mental edge.  Yeah, I mean if you are at someone’s house then there is always the curse of the television or something going on elsewhere and it can be a bit distracting .Whereas, if you’re in an office you’re in the right environment, the right mindset, you’re thinking ‘right, we’re here, lets get that done’ rather than ‘neighbours is on’.”

However, even some of those entrepreneurs, awarded spaces in hatcheries or incubators, felt isolated and that there could be improvements made to the space which would encourage mixing:

“We just all went into our little offices.  We would pass each other in the corridor once in a while but there wasn’t any free interaction.”  

“This [new office] is great.  This is a big improvement [from a hatchery]… it is open plan so we can meet other businesses and talk to them and do work with them and help each other out that way.”

Mentoring (as discussed in the section on resourcing) was another solution repeatedly suggested by entrepreneurs to counteract feelings of isolation:

“I think the main point was… that I had someone to speak to.”

 “Just someone at the end of the phone that you can bounce ideas off and take advice”.

“…it is nice to get a different outlook from people and a different viewpoint and for them to say ‘you could try this or this’.  Because my ideas might be just too narrow, you know?”

b) Promotion of independence

Entrepreneurs tend to be innovative and dynamic individuals who are able to spot opportunities and take calculated risks. Aspects of this ‘entrepreneurial character’ were very much evident in all of the interviews with interviewees vocally promoting their independence.  Typical comments which demonstrated this trait include:

“To be honest I’m quite independent in that way because I will just search out what I need or kind of write to people and say I am a new starter, would you be able to offer me a discount if I offer you some free advertising on my website? It all sounds very cheeky but you have to ask.”

“Well, I was told that it was high risk but they have enterprise stuck outside the building.  The definition of it is calculated risk.”

“Getting off your arse because a lot of the sessions are about meeting people and making it happen as well. I’m conscious that if you wait for things to come to you, it’s just not going to happen.”

Entrepreneurs repeatedly talked about using their initiative and proactively seeking information and advice:

“I’ve always been one for if I need something I just ask around.”

“I found a lot out myself.”

With regards to being located on University property, some entrepreneurs stated that they felt that this could be misconstrued as them relying on Universities and not being able to be self-sufficient:

“I have got round it but then again I think that people get quite confused whether you’re part of the University or if you are separate from it.”

“I think one of the things is, well it is not really a criticism but, I think…the ideal business hatchery….would be that it didn’t seem so connected with the University. Obviously it is a University thing but I think that it is an appearance issue.”

c) Work-life balance
When asked if entrepreneurs worked full-time on their businesses, responses revealed the pressures placed upon them to balance their work and home life with answers including:

“I was putting in 90 hour weeks.”

“We are here sometimes for 10-12 hours a day.”

“…working around the clock everyday.”

With reference to hatchery and incubator accommodation affecting the work-life balance of entrepreneurs, it was said that:

“There are so many people who say they are starting up a business working from home.  I worked from home and I know that: 1 you are by yourself and 2 there is no cut-off point between your work and your home life. Yes, it is not easier working from home, it is ten times harder.” 

“We were told that we couldn’t be here [an on-campus hatchery] on the weekend and it was one small thing. We do work all day Saturdays and Sundays so we do need access and if we need something from the office and we can’t then…so 24 hour access would be brilliant. However, it has sometimes forced us to sit back and think ‘tomorrow is another day’.”

“It is helpful to have somewhere psychologically to go to work - so just getting up and having your own space to work in.”

Nonetheless, many of those who had accommodation support from Universities in the form of hatchery or incubator spaces, continued to work from home and indicated that they also could find the balancing act difficult to manage.  When asked whether they also worked from home, typical responses included:

“I think especially since we started working from home, it has made more of an impact. When we were working at home I think we were just working and working.  We would sit up and work until 5-6 o’clock in the morning and there was no structure to the day. Now at least we can get in and we’re still working but there is that break.”

 “As soon as we leave the office and get home. With it being purely online, we can and do work everywhere we take our computers as long as we have an internet connection so I think it continues.”

Conclusion
The last section of this paper outlines the emerging themes from the first round of interviews conducted as part of the PIE project.  The topics covered provide an insight into assessments of the value and range of services accessed (and demanded) by entrepreneurs supported in someway by universities.  They also illuminate wider factors that they feel are important to the start-up process, which will inform the further work of the project.  Once the full sample has been interviewed, more specific issues (such as ethnicity, gender, type of company and support package received or those particular to an institution or organisation) will be investigated in the analysis.  The findings will then be placed in context by considering them alongside the local support arrangements mapped and examples of best practice identified in other phases of the research. The results of this process will be used to address any institution-specific issues as well as develop local and regional provision demand in a strategic fashion through partnership development based on the opportunities identified in the research.
However, there are likely to be practical challenges to overcome in order to successfully act upon the findings because a partnership, like any relationship, requires effort.  Although partnerships will undoubtedly encounter certain barriers to their success, the potential value added by the relationship should be an excellent motivator to address them.  Nonetheless, it is always worth being prepared and whilst ‘hoping for the best, planning for the worst’.  This section, therefore, considers what can be learnt from existing partnerships and the associated literature documenting and theorising partnership work.  From the desk-based research (particularly Prince’s Trust, 2005 and Tennyson, 2003) and the teams’ previous experience and observations, it is possible to identify some common factors influencing the effectiveness of partnerships.  These barriers are split into generic internal and external factors, their practical implications and possible solutions in Figure 5.  
Figure 5.  Barriers to success  

	Internal Factors
	Practical Implications
	Possible Solutions

	Resources
	· lack of investment to network, maintain relationships and manage contacts appropriately
	· adequate time and resources should be allocated for these specific tasks during initial project planning and arrangements reviewed regularly

	Knowledge
	· not knowing who to work with and how best to work with them
	· conduct strategic networking and mapping exercises as well as developing good practice guidelines on partnership work and a clear-decision making process 

	Outcome-related
	· not knowing how to measure and articulate success
	· build review and evaluation into the partnership process and develop key indicators and SMART (Specific, Measured, Agreed, Realistic, Timebound) objectives and agreements which focus on outcomes

	Training
	· lack of training activities concerned with building effective partnerships
	· provide training activities on the brokering and maintenance of partnerships and develop good practice guidelines

	Cultural
	· reluctance to work in partnership
	· disseminate examples of best practice in partnership work and the evaluations of partnerships to demonstrate value added

	Complexity and risk
	· working collaboratively requires investment to coordinate concerted efforts

· partnerships can be high risk (in terms of relationships, reputations, contracts and insurances etc)
	· be flexible and deliver directly (where there is no need to work in partnership)

· undertake adequate risk assessments and reviews of legal implications of partnership working as well developing clear guidance and good practice guidelines

	Environmental
	· areas can have either too much or too little provision to encourage partnership development 
	· conduct mapping exercises (to assess duplication and unmet demand) and think creatively to access clients in hard-to-reach or saturated markets


	External Factors
	Practical Implications
	Possible Solutions

	Resources
	· danger that some organisations get involved in partnership simply to access funding or to meet statutory requirements
· short-term funding opportunities (affecting sustainability of projects and partnerships)

· existing partnerships being a prerequisite for funding 

· the full costs of partnership working are often not fully recognised nor is the time needed to produce results 
	· discuss the rationale for partnership working and ensure that the relationship is transparent, equitable and mutually beneficial

· consider sustainability, legacy and exit plans when developing partnership projects  

· allocate adequate time and resources to build alliances and tap into existing networks

· identify full costs of partnership projects in order to try and offset them and record the actual time invested in projects feeding this back to funders

	Knowledge
	· different systems and methods of data capture in partner organisations
	· investigate operating context of partners and agree a standardised method of data collection and collation

	Outcome-related
	· different performance standards and quality assurance methods in partner organisations 

· evaluations can sometimes be accused of simply ‘ticking boxes’ 

· the broad ranging responsibilities of partner organisations can mean that the specific purpose of the partnership can be forgotten
	· conduct a benchmarking exercise of outcomes across all partner organisations

· encourage agreements that are outcome-focussed and evaluations which demonstrate added value (capturing both outcomes and processes)

· regular review should be made to assess progress in terms of milestones and deliverables

	Training
	· some partners may have a lack of experience of (and training concerned with) partnerships
	· consider shared training activities on the brokering and maintenance of partnerships

	Cultural
	· competition between organisations 

· culture clashes and difficulty adapting to working in partnership 
· it can be difficult to get the balance of communication right (too little can result in duplication of effort, lack of understanding and mistrust amongst partners and too much in fatigue)
	· communication is critical to overcoming competition and ideological differences (networking and informal events should be encouraged)

· conflict resolution mechanisms should be agreed and honest and democratic communication encouraged through regular meetings

· regularly assess lines of communication and review frequency of meetings 

	Complexity and risk
	· each partner’s expectations of partnership working may be different (which can lead to conflict)
· lack of clarity on how to share responsibilities, risks and rewards


	· formalise roles and responsibilities and establish outputs and outcomes from the outset so everybody knows what is expected, when and by whom

· develop tailored contractual arrangements templates and legal guidance and agree formalised memorandum of cooperation and accountability agreements with partners

	Environmental
	· areas that have too few or too many existing partnerships can find further partnership development difficult
	· conduct mapping exercises find any gaps and ensure new partnerships are necessary so they add value and avoid ‘partnership fatigue’


In summary, there are numerous generic barriers to partnership working that either have to be addressed internally or, more difficultly, tackled collaboratively in the external environment.  When there are too many barriers to overcome the informed decision may be to abandon the partnership.  However, at other times, the process of encountering obstacles can prove to be a valuable learning experience which can have positive transformative effects and sometimes generate innovative and imaginative responses.  

With specific reference to this project and its associated partnerships, the principal barrier to collaboration is the different operating contexts between HE, FE and local authorities.  As a result, there is a general lack of specific understandings by enterprise development workers of the practice and activity, plans and processes of the other types of institution involved in supporting start-ups.  Currently, the perception is that the institutions are engaging in and planning activities to support their own core customers.  An integrated understanding and approach can only support a better service provision for all.  PIE, and the partnerships formed directly or indirectly (through the best practice and documentation disseminated) as a result of it, should hopefully make some progress in encouraging the strategic delivery of the joined-up enterprise and start-up support services essential for successful and sustainable urban regeneration.
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� Efficient in this sense means either getting more out of the system with the same inputs (going from 2+2=4 to 2+2=5) , getting the same out with less in (going from 2+2=4 to 1+2=4) or even more out with less in (going from 2+2=4 to 1+2=5).  In other words, efficiency is an improvement in the outputs of the support network when compared to alternatives arrangements not based on connectivity and partnership-working.  Arrangements that tap into existing provision, avoid duplication, share resources or enable access to new resources and funding are thought of as efficient practices.
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