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Broomby CIC (Social Firm Development Agency)
Broomby CIC was established by Mark Powell - a specialist in the development of social firms - after his previous employer (IMBY, a registered charity) changed its policy on social firm development.  As Mark was committed to employing disabled people in social firms, he set up Broomby CIC in 2006 to take over projects started by IMBY.   In 2009, taking advantage of a scheme established by Business Link to support innovation, Broomby CIC commissioned Sheffield Business School (Sheffield Hallam University) to design and run a short ‘business development programme’ for its social firm projects.
Business Development Process
Apart from itself, Broomby invited participants from four other social firms:
· Buster’s Coffee CIC (which included shops, cafes and a wholesale fair trade products)
· Viewpoint CIC (a company specialising in customer satisfaction surveys)
· Yes2Ventures (a CLG running projects under contract for a government department)
· Barnsley Care Homes (a specialist in social housing for severely disadvantaged people).  
The project had the goal of enhancing the governance and management skills of existing and potential directors, as well as stimulating business planning.  The project started with the identification of managers and directors in each social firm.  Sixteen managers and directors were invited.  Twelve people took part.
The university’s Enterprise Centre (SHU, 2010: 5) later reported that:
The starting point was to look at the management and governance of each of the organisations. Each participant completed a questionnaire and then 12 people were interviewed to prepare for a half-day workshop at Sheffield Business School. At the workshop seven people sat down together to outline potential areas of business development.  Once the challenges were clearly identified, each business began to develop an action plan.
A final report to the Broomby management group providing further analysis of each participating organisation based on information collected during the interviews: this provided “triangulated” data from both inside and outside each organisation.
Developing a “Relational” View of Strategic Management
Participants were able to use part of the interview and workshop to learn about the questionnaire itself, and how it is designed to stimulate thinking about the exercise of power in relationships with various organisational stakeholders (http://www.scribd.com/doc/14295317/).  The questionnaire (and face to face interviews) explored attitudes to: decision-making; opportunity/threat handling; differences and disputes; and communications with each of the following groups: 
1) Government (Legislators and Regulators)
2) Strategic Stakeholders (Suppliers, Clients/Customers, Service Users and Beneficiaries)
3) Investors (Funders and Social Investors)
4) Executives (Senior and Middle Managers)
5) Productive Workforce (Employees, Volunteers and Members)
6) Board Members (Directors/Trustees)
Face to face interviews lasted between 1 – 3 hours, and summary notes were made immediately and given to each interviewee.  Participants read the summary, made corrections if necessary, and then brought them (together with their questionnaire responses) to the workshop.

The Workshop
The workshop was split into two parts: reviewing learning, then planning action.  In the first part (“reviewing learning”) participants were introduced to additional materials that enabled them to interpret their questionnaire responses in greater detail (http://www.scribd.com/doc/14295327).  The questionnaire results were mapped onto a diagram that painted a picture of strategic management philosophies using the following classification system:
· Authority is vested in one key individual (individualised / exclusive) – Entrepreneurial
· Authority is vested in one group (collectivised / exclusive) – Elitist
· Authority is negotiated by individuals (individualised / inclusive) – Cooperative Entrepreneurship
· Authority is negotiated by groups (collectivised / inclusive) - Stakeholder
Participants from the same organisation were encouraged to focus on differences in their results, and to explore reasons why they perceived these differences.  
After reviewing the diagnostic questionnaire results, participants reviewed their face-to-face interview transcript with a person from another organisation (or another part of the same organisation).  To help with this, they were provided with an analysis grid (see Figure 1) on which each individual identified issues that were important to them, or which required action.
In Part 2 of the workshop (“planning action”), participants reorganised themselves into companies.  Using the knowledge gained from the previous two activities, they worked together to identify issues/actions at company and workgroup level.  This, in turn, fed into a final session seeking to identify critical success factors.  After the workshop, the facilitator shared their own analysis of each company based on the interviews conducted during the preparation phase (see example in Figure 2).  This provided a triangulated perspective on the issues in each organisation with the goal of stimulating further planning (and action) in management and board meetings.  As Mark Powell, CEO of Broomby, commented (SHU, 2010:5):
To get the companies with which I am involved to move forward, I knew we needed to think things through but I didn’t know how to go about it. [The] seductive mixture of academic and practitioner [activities] was just the ticket, and we were all persuaded to address the elephants in the room. [It] was the beginning of a process that has led to a complete re‑structure, and the elephants have now been re-housed!’
Following the workshop, Broomby decided to merge itself with Buster’s Coffee, then seek financial support from another social firm to secure the future of its cafes, shops and fair trade business.  Viewpoint research, on the other hand, recruited a new director with specialist skills in employee engagement to pursue the CEO’s interest in staff development, and consolidate its growing independence from Broomby CIC.


Discussion
The strategic management process used a theoretically-informed method to establish attitudes towards strategic management itself before identifying matters that needed to be discussed in future meetings.  While ‘expert-led’ the role of the expert is different to Case 8.1, focussing more on uncovering a diversity of approaches and encouraging negotiation (rather than prescription) of the topics under discussion.  The process, however, only included managers and board members and therefore reinforced their dominant position in the organisation.  In cases 8.1 and 8.3, non‑managerial staff played a more prominent role.  Part of the reason for this was the nature of the programme itself – which set itself the goal of developing existing managers and board members’ skills.  Time/cost constraints limited the number of people who could be involved.  Participation levels were also influenced by the character of the workforces: all firms employed people with learning difficulties.  Lastly, the programme design reflected the existing management culture based on top‑down rather than bottom-up selection of board members.
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Figure 1 - Analysis Grid for Individual and Organisational Action Planning
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	Figure 2 - Consultant View

	BUSTER’S COFFEE CO.
	Decision-Making
	Risks & Opportunities
	Disputes and Difference
	Communications

	Legislators and Regulators
	End the “legal tangle” between Broomby and Busters.
	Manage late VAT / PAYE payments and repayments (risk).
	
	Maintain good communication with Inland Revenue.

	Customer and Stakeholder Engagement
	Support, but not board participation?
	Develop coffee merchants (opportunity) – need strategy.
Lack of sales experience (risk).
NHS contracts (opportunity).
Low product awareness (risk)
	More careful ‘design’ of systems? (don’t let informal system become entrenched before consideration given to design)
	PCTs (NHS Trusts).  Social Firms UK?  Doncaster college?

	Funds and Investment
	End ‘wasted’ effort shuffling money between companies and ‘robbing Peter to pay Paul’.
	Reliance on big projects (risk)
Lack of monthly accounts/financial management (risk).   
‘Cash positive’ cafes (opportunity).
	
	Develop contacts/contract opportunities at NHS?

	Workforce Development

	Recruit permanent CEO?  Part‑fund through a KTP?  
Fear amongst staff of repeat of IMBY situation (conflict between board members and managers).
	Low awareness of employee needs (risk to employee)
Buddying system of able/less able staff to promote development?  But what about cost?
	Involvement in / imposition of financial systems. Equal pay audit / policy needed?  HR oversight of recruitment?  
Staff participation?  (“Staff have to ‘scream’ to get a problem solved”).
	In principle support for standardised financial / management system, but ‘hearts and minds’ not yet won over in each location.

	Executive Managers

	Sort out, and create a settled, ‘structure’ for management.  Clarify / simplify founder’s role?  Act as Chair?  Act as CEO?
Development plan for office manager?
	Regular café managers meeting?  (both risk and opportunity)
“Strength” of management (too weak) i.e. not prepared to enforce standard financial system in the cafés).
	Tension between Leeds, Doncaster and Sheffield (particularly Leeds).
Manager/Assistant relationship in Leeds problematic.  
Leeds relationship to rest of Buster’s?
	Shop/café managers want regular management meeting.  100% support for this. Could be quarterly?
Business manager not keen on meeting other managers at same time (perceives difficulties).

	Developing the Board
	Need to agree board for next stage of development.  Currently “under-directed”).
	
	Conflict resolution policy / framework?
	Same as Broomby? 
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