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Executive Summary  

About the programme  

1.  The Start  Up Loans programme offers loans , alongside business support and mentoring , to 

individuals across the UK looking to start a business or to develop a recently -established  

business. From its launch in 2012 to May 2018, the programme had lent over £ 420 m, through 

over 5 6,000 loans.     

2.  The programme is managed by the Start  Up Loans Compa ny (SULCo), and funded by the 

Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS). On 1st  April 2017, SULCo 

became a subsidiary of the British Business Bank.  

3.  The underlying case for the programme is that banks and other mainstream finance provi ders 

do not meet the demand for loans for start -up companies owing to the lack of collateral, credit 

history and/or trading history amongst applicants, and the low margins associated with low 

value loans.  In addition, there can be barriers to accessing ap propriate external advice for 

people looking to start a new business . Further,  there is an equity argument, because  

enterprise and self -employment can be  a way to improve individualsô economic prospects. 

4.  The programme involves three main stages: initial ópre -application supportô to help individuals 

to develop a business plan; a personal loan to start -up/develop a business; and mentoring 

support to help develop and grow the business. SULCo uses a network of Delivery Partners 

to deliver the programme.  

The ev aluation  

5.  SQW Ltd, working with BMG Research, was commissioned by the British Business Bank in 

2014 to undertake an  evaluation of the programme . The main aim  of the evaluation was to 

assess  the economic impact  and value for money  of the programme. In addit ion, the 

evaluation was to assess  the extent to which different degrees of take -up of the pre -

application and mentoring support affected business and individual outcomes , and the 

characteristics of those individuals that benefited the most from the program me .   

6.  The evaluation of impact included  comparing the performance of a group of individuals that 

had drawn down a Start Up Loan from June to December 2014 (the beneficiary group) to a 

matched group of individuals also looking to or recently starting a busi ness that had not been 

supported by the programme (the comparison group). This comparison was based on  analysis 

of  data from  survey s of the two groups. This analysis was completed for the first two years 

of the evaluation  that reported in 2016 and 2017, and was planned for th is final year. 

However, the lower - than -expected number of survey respondents amongst  the comparison 

group in Year 2 meant  that a third wave of the survey of the comparison group was not 

considered viable. The  final year of the evaluatio n therefore comprised  a third wave of  the  

survey with the existing beneficiary group (referred to in the report as the ó2014 Year 3 

sampleô) alongside evidence from a  survey of a  new group  of beneficiaries from the population 

of individuals that had drawn down a loan from January to June 2016 (referred to in the report 

as the ó2016 sampleô).  
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7.  This Year 3 repor t  sets out evidence on  the impact and value for money for  both the ó2014 

Year 3 sample ô and the ó2016 sample ô. The  assessments cannot be directly compa red, given 

changes in the delivery of the programme leading to the characteristics of the two groups 

being very different, and the different period of time that has occurred following support.  

However, the evaluation has reviewed differences in the evidenc e for both cohorts, in order 

to provide comment on how the benefits of the programme (and their distribution) and the 

value for money have changed over the lifetime of the scheme.  

8.  Year 3 of the study also considered two further issues of interest to the Br itish Business Bank 

that reflect changes in the policy and delivery landscape and the need for the evaluation to 

help inform the future of the programme . The issues were: the extent to which outcomes 

were different across different regions of the UK  and ho w regional and local issues have 

influenced delivery; and the  needs and experience s of beneficiaries  in accessing finance  after 

they have been supported by the progra mme . 

Impact and value for money  

9.  The evidence indicated that the  programme has supported t he start -up and/ or early growth 

of new businesses, and demonstrated additionality . The evidence in Year 3 was based on 

óself - reported ô data from beneficiaries and  this needs to be treated with some caution  as it 

can be subject to bias. However, the finding s are consistent with the overall messages from 

the evaluation in Years 1 and 2 . 

10.  For  both the 2 014  Year 3 sample  and  2016 sample , nine in ten of those individuals surveyed 

that had secured a loan for the programme to start -up a business subsequently went o n to 

do so. The survey evidence suggested that more businesses have started up than would have 

been the case if the programme had not existed, resulting in an increase in the number of 

business starts across the UK . Around one in five of the individuals in  the 2016 sample , and 

one in four in the 2014 Year 3 sample  that started -up a business following support would not 

have started  their business at all  without Start Up Loans. Timing effects were more common . 

Over one -half of individuals that started a busin ess following support in both cohorts indicat ed 

that the ir business was started  more quickly as a result of  the programme.   

11.  The economic impacts of the businesses that have been started -up by beneficiaries (and those 

that were already established, but whi ch the programme helped to develop) are  significant . 

The evaluation estimates  that :  

¶ the approximately 11,000 loans drawn down over November 2013 -December 2014 (the 

ó2014 cohort ô) will generate an additional  Gross Value Added  (GVA) for the UK economy 

of £1 69m by 2019/20  

¶ the approximately 3,450 loans drawn down over January -June 2016 (the ó2016 cohort ô) 

will generate a n additional  GVA for the UK economy of £85m by 2021/22.  

12.  For both the 2014 and  2016 cohort s, the benefits in terms of GVA are expected to be h igher 

than the costs associate d with delive ring the programme (covering the lending and non -

lending costs ) . The analysis is expressed in terms of Benefit Cost Ratios (BCRs), where the 

economic benefits  are  compared to the costs of delivery; a BCR of 1.0 me ans that the benefits 

and costs are the same, a BCR of more than 1.0 means that the benefits outweigh the costs.    
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13.  The BCRs vary between the samples and  cohorts from around 3.0 to 3.7:1 for 2014, to 5.7:1 

for 2016.  In estimating these BCRs, a number of as sumptions are taken. These, and the 

potential variation, are discussed in the full report. Nevertheless, the results suggest positive 

value for money, which is consistent with the evidence from the previous years of the 

evaluation.  

14.  The BCRs for the 2014 a nd 2016 cohorts cannot be compared directly, owing to the changes 

in the characteristics of the individuals and loans in the two populations . However, the data 

suggest that the value for money of the programme  may be higher  for the 2016 cohort ,  

relative to  the 2014 cohort , based on the data from the survey samples . The costs of the 

programme have reduced due to a drive for operational efficiency that has  reduced non -

lending costs , and  due to  lower default rates . On the benefits side, t here has been an incre ase 

in the size of companies started and developed , with  the average turnover in the current year 

higher for the 2016 sample than the 2014  Year 3  sample . 

15.  Some of these changes between the 2014 and 2016  cohorts (and the survey samples in turn) 

are part ly re sult s of  the changing characteristics of entrepreneurs supported  (e.g. due to 

targeting or self - selection to take part) . The 2016 cohort had  older individuals securing loans, 

fewer that were unemployed when they approached the programme, and higher value l oans . 

These change s in the socio -economic characteristics of the individuals supported has 

implications for the social and distributional contribution of the programme (which is not 

reflected in the value for money model), and the extent to which these ind ividuals may have 

been able to ac cess other sources of finance. The increases in efficiency in programme 

processes, partly due to pushing costs of non - lending support down, may also have reduced 

the ability for Delivery Partners to support groups requiring  greater hand -holding and with 

lower credit ratings.  

16.  Despite the increase in the size of the businesses started -up by supported individuals in the 

2016 sample relative to the 2014 Year 3 sample , it is important to recognise that ï at this 

stage at least ï the businesses  are largely providing employment and an income for the 

founder, rather than supporting wider employment : around 60% of businesses reported 

having no employees (other than the owner )  in both the 2014 Year 3 sample and 2016 sample 

at the time of the evaluation survey . The modest employment effects to date confirm that the 

principal route to economic impact of the programme has  been via the turnover  of the 

businesses started -up.  

17.  Exploratory analysis sought to take ac count of distributional issu es on programme value for 

money , drawing on Treasury guidance on the use of income distributional weights. The value 

for money analysis was re - run using distributional weights based on the income of 

beneficiaries when they first considered starting up a bu siness, before thei r engagement with 

the programme, for both the 2014 and 2016 cohorts. The analysis suggests the value for 

money of the programme is higher once the pre -programme income of the beneficiary is 

taken into account, across both cohorts, althou gh the effect is more  pronounced for the 2014 

cohort (using data from Year 2 given sample sizes) , with a higher share of individuals in this 

group in the lowest income bands .  

18.  The income adjustment does not fully close the  difference in BCRs between  the co horts . 

However, the exploratory analysis highlight s the economic and social value of the programme 

in supporting óless advantagedô individuals, as part of the overall service offer, with improved 

value for money when the income distribution of beneficiarie s is considered.  
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Employment and personal development outcomes  

19.  The Year 3 evaluation indicates that the programme has had a substantive effect on 

perceptions of longer - term employability and employment prospects  amongst its 

beneficiaries . Notably, over thr ee-quarters of individuals surveyed in both the 2014  Year 3 

sample  and 2016 sample reported that the programme had had a positive effect on their long -

term job prospects, with positive effects also reported by a majority in terms of skills, both 

within and  outside of business.   

20.  There was also evidence of transitions between unemployment and self -employment and 

employment. In the 2016 sample , 17% of the total survey sample moved from unemployment 

into employment, self -employment or a role as a proprietor/bu siness owner after their 

engagement in the programme. Of those that moved specifically into self -employment, 

approaching half reported that they would not now be in self -employment if they had not 

been involved with the programme. However, it is noted that  as the characteristics of 

beneficiar ies have shifted over time, the potential for the programme to support individuals 

out of unemployment may have reduced.  

21.  The pre -application support and mentoring was generally valued highly by those individuals  

taking  it up from the 2016 sample . There were self - reported benefits on skills and confidence.  

However, overall participation in the mentori ng support offered by the programme appears 

to have reduced over time. The evidence from Years 1 and 2 of the evaluation w as that 

mentoring take -up was around 80% in  the 2014 sample , though  this had reduced to around 

55 -60% in the 2016 sample .          

22.  This apparent shift may reflect the different characteristics of the 2016  sample relative to the 

2014 sample , as older and mo re experienced individuals tended to be less likely to take up 

mentoring. From the survey feedback and case study work, it was evident that the mentoring 

offer to individuals has remained varied across the Delivery Partner network, and there have 

been exam ples where Delivery Partners have drawn on the wider business support landscape 

to provide advice and mentoring to beneficiaries  (which may not translate into take -up of SUL 

mentoring) . Two consistent messages across the evaluation period have been that a 

significant minority of individuals did not understand the potential value of mentoring, and 

that approaching 20% of individuals supported by the programme reported they had not been 

offered mentoring support.  

Characteristics of those who benefit the most  from the programme  

23.  Econometric analysis was undertaken on the 2016 sample to identify if there were any 

characteristics associated with individuals that had benefited the most from the programm e, 

covering b oth business effects and those related to person al development. This analysis was 

not completed for the 2014 Year 3 sample owing to the sample size.  

24.  The analysis indicated that the characteristics of those that benefited most varied dependent 

on the nature of the outcome:  

¶ where the focus is on business  outcomes (i.e. business survival, sales and employment), 

the key characteristics associated statistically with positive benefits we re busine sses with 

multiple owners, and individual s with businesses that had some employees  (compared to 

beneficiaries opera ting businesses with no employees)   



Research Report  

7 

¶ where the focus is on individual personal development outcomes (notably job prospects, 

and business and personal confidence), those individuals with no previous business 

experience, and those  that were unemployed at the time of applying to the programme 

were statistically positively associated with benef itting more from the programme . 

25.  The findings on personal development outcomes are not unexpected, and reflect  the ódistance 

travelledô by these individuals as a result of programme support.  However, the econometric 

analysis does highlight the importance of the programme in generating different effects for 

different  groups, including personal development effects for  those that were unemployed, 

which needs to be seen alongsid e the impact and value for money assessment which were 

based on business outcomes only.     

26.  Two other points are noted from the econometric analysis of the 2016 sample : h igher levels 

of self - reported additionality were  associated with individuals aged 18 -30; and take -up of 

higher levels of mentoring support (over six hours) was associated with more positive 

outcomes in terms of business and  personal confidence . 

Access to finance   

27.  The behaviours adopted by individuals supported by the programme were found t o be similar 

to those of  the wider population of micro enterprises. For example, most did not seek any 

advice when they first identified an access to finance need, and they have commonly relied 

on finance from friends and family to meet their financing nee ds.  

28.  However, the evaluation suggests  a higher level of ódiscouraged borrowersô amongst 

individuals supported by the programme than the wider business base. In both the 2014  Year 

3 sample cohort and the 2016 sample , 16% of the individuals surveyed indicate d that they 

had wanted to apply for external business finance in the last 12 months but did not do so, 

owing to a range of factors including an expectation of rejection and not wan ting to take on 

additional risk ; whilst care must be taken with comparisons given the  different sample, this 

compares to 2% of SMEs in the SME Finance Monitor (Q2 2017) that were identified as 

ódiscouraged borrowersô.  

29.  This apparent higher level of discouragement may reflect in part the maturity of the firms an d 

the nature of the businesses ï over half are sole traders, which may limit levels of willingness  

to take on risk . However, this may also limit the potential for the growth and sustainability of 

the businesses if they are not accessing the finance they would need to grow.    

30.  The survey s indicated that there will be demand for finance from the Start  Up Loans 

population in the future. Between 40  and 50% of the individuals surveyed across the two 

samples  anticipated that they will need and apply for external finance in the next twelve 

months.  

Reflections on local and regional delivery  

31.  Case studies of Delivery Partners suggested that the ir role in the local/regional/devolved 

business support landscapes has helped in delivering the Start Up Loans model, and in 

delivering it efficie ntly. Whilst Delivery Partners do not in the main ótailorô their support offer 

in response to their contexts, the ability for local/regional delivery to align with other 

interventions, particularly to generate referrals and raise the profile of the program me 

amongst stakeholders wa s found to be  particularly important. Ho wever, some of this wider 
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provision is supported by European funding, and so there is, at the time of writing, a degree 

of uncertainty about what may replace this in the future.  

32.  The case stu dies also highlighted the potential importance of local knowledge and insight in 

the successful delivery of the programme. The knowledg e of local Delivery Partners ha s 

enabled them to provide beneficiaries with relevant signposting that they may not have g ot 

otherwise, and a sensitivity to local contexts, especially related to wider social challenges. 

Delivery Partners also noted that local  knowledge had  helped in making better informed 

decisions around loan assessments, leading potentially to lower rates o f default.   

33.  More broadly, the profile and reach of the programme has benefited from the fact that 

Delivery Partners we re active in local and regional business support . In a number of cases 

these mechanisms have enabled the programme to be communicated to a wide range of other 

organisations that can help to drive referrals and demand for support. So, whilst Delivery 

Partners are not engaged in local networks specifically because of Start Up Loans, this 

engagement does help to maximise the potential of the p rogramme to reach a wide base, and 

raise its profile across adviser s and other business and professional services .   

Summary findings and implications  

34.  Drawing on the evidence from across the three years of the evaluation the following summary 

findings and  implications are identified at this final evaluation stage.  

35.  First , value for money, as assessed via turnover / GVA from start - up businesses 

against the economic costs of running the programme, has improved  over time . This 

is positive, and has been partly du e to increased efficiencies in programme delivery and partly 

reflective of the increase in average size of the businesses of individuals supported . However, 

there appears to be a risk that this is at the expense of the social and distributional rationale 

underpinning Start Up Loans , with the characteristic s of individuals supported by the 

programme  in the 2016 cohort different to that in 2014 (and earlier).  Going forward, clarity 

on the objectives of the programme is required, and then operationally this ne eds to be 

communicated from SULCo to Delivery Partners.  If these continue to include social and equity 

objectives, there is a need to address  the  current  incentives for  Delivery Partners . The focus 

on  driv ing  down default rates, and support ing  individual s with lower risk business ideas , 

should  not mean that the type of individuals that the programme was also established to 

support from the outset are no longer able to access support ,  i.e.  those that are unemployed, 

seeking modest sized loans, younger and fr om more deprived communities.  

36.  Second, despite its role as a core component of the programme, the offer, take - up 

and delivery of mentoring appears to remain very varied across the programme .  For 

example, around one - fifth of individuals drawing down loans w ere not offered mentoring 

support. The evidence from across the evaluation is clear that not all individuals supported 

by the programme want mentoring support. However, it is important that the óofferô is made 

consistently, and this does not appear to be h appening.     

37.  Third, there is evidence of a need to make further finance advice available to 

beneficiaries after their award, for instance through  óaftercareô advice or 

signposting . Many of those identifying a finance need have not sought finance advice, a nd 

a significant minority of individuals supported by the programme (around 15% according to 

the surveys) that required additional external finance following the Start Up Loan did not seek 

it, indicating a prevalence of ódiscouraged borrowersô. Some of this may be due to risk 
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aversion (which may be high owing to the nature of many of the businesses), and for these 

businesses external finance may not be appropriate. This said, the proportion is higher than 

expected, even accounting for the maturity of busine sses, and may be limiting the ir growth 

potential and/or sustainability. The data does not indicate a ógapô on the supply-side, rather 

the need to help stimulate demand and awareness on the demand -side to ensure that 

beneficiaries are confident and able to access the finance they require following Start  Up 

Loans .  

38.  Fourth, there are benefits from a regional/local approach to delivery . These are hard to 

quantify, but have included the ability to align and cross - refer between Start  Up Loans and 

other local and regional provision, raising the profile of the programme in the business support 

landscape, and having an understanding of local and regional markets. Whilst there are also 

potential benefits from national providers (e.g. in terms of scale economies), the evaluation 

suggest s the case remains for a  provider mix that includes regional/local flexibility in the 

delivery of the programme. One issue identified, however, was that more could be done to 

avoid duplication, with limited joint -working identified at a l ocal/regional level between 

Delivery Partners operating in the same geographies and competition for clients between 

national and local/regional players.        
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Section 1: Introduction   

SQW Ltd (SQW), working with BMG Research (BMG), was commissioned by the  British Business 

Bank in November 2014 to undertake a longitudinal evaluation of the Start Up Loans  programme 

(the programme) . This report is the third and final output of the evaluation .1 

About Start Up Loans   

Start Up Loans was announced in Lord Youngôs report on small business 2, setting out plans for 

a pilot in 2012/13. The programme was originally intended to target young people aged 18 -24 

in England, offering  individuals a loan  to start a business (or to develop a business that had been 

trading for le ss than a year), alongside business support and advice. Lord Young drew on  the 

model for, and  evidence underpinning,  the Enterprise Programme  that was  delivered by The 

Princeôs Trust.  Evidence from the Trust indicated that demand outstripped supply for ent erprise 

support of this type.  

The underlying case for Start Up Loans was that banks and other mainstream finance providers 

did not meet the demand for loans for start -up companies owing to the lack of collateral, credit 

history and/or trading history amon gst applicants, and the low margins associated with low value 

loans. In addition, there were  barriers to  finding and  accessing appropriate external advice for 

people looking to start a new business, and there was an equity argument, with enterprise and 

sel f-employment seen as a way to improve the economic prospects for young people. The 

programme was not intended to generate a commercial return for Government; rather it aimed 

to generate economic value through addressing a failure in the market for access t o finance and 

by encouraging entrepreneurship.  

Delivery of the pilot began in earnest in September 2012, and from January 2013 the age cap 

was raised to 30. In activity terms, the pilot was successful in meeting targets for loans with 

over 2,700 loans app roved, at an average loan size of around £5,300. Subsequently, there have 

been additional funding commitments, and Start Up Loans has been extended to all parts of the 

UK. By May 2018, the programme had lent over £ 42 0m, through over 56,000 loans, with an 

average loan value of c. £7,500 over the period since launch .3 The average loan value has 

increased over time .  For example, in 2016 the average loan value for the year was  over £10 ,000.     

For an individual loan recipient, the programme involves three sta ges: initial ópre-application 

supportô to help individuals to develop a business plan; a personal loan to start/develop the 

business 4 with a fixed interest rate of 6% and a loan term of 1 -5 years ; and mentoring support 

to help the individual entrepreneur t o develop and grow the business. The programme is funded 

by the Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS).  

                                           

1 The Year 1 and 2 report s are available here:  http://british -business -bank.co.uk/research/6827 -2/ ,  https://british -

business -bank.co.uk/wp -content/uploads/2017/10/SUL -Evaluation -Year -2-Report -Final -Report -October -2017.pdf   
2 Lord Young (2012) Make business your business: a report  on small business start -ups , London, p . 15 . 
3 Data provided by the B ritish  Business Bank  in July 2018.   
4 The loan is a personal loan  to the individual , not to the proposed business . The i ndividual remains responsible for 

repayment  of the loan irrespectiv e of the performance of the business . 

http://british-business-bank.co.uk/research/6827-2/
https://british-business-bank.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/SUL-Evaluation-Year-2-Report-Final-Report-October-2017.pdf
https://british-business-bank.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/SUL-Evaluation-Year-2-Report-Final-Report-October-2017.pdf
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Operational delivery of the programme is managed by the Start Up Loans Company (SULCo), a 

subsidiary (from April 2017) of the Br itish  Business Bank. Programme support is delivered by a 

network of Delivery Partners across the  UK, ranging from local community finance institutions 

through to major social enterprises and charities, which are responsible for the provision of pre -

applica tion support, loan assessment, and mentoring support. There have been changes in the 

network of Delivery Partners since the programmeôs inception, with some leaving and others 

joining. A t March 2018 , there were 2 5 Delivery Partners involved in the programm e.  

The evaluation  

The evaluation was  a long - term research programme, which commenced in late -2014. Over the 

course of the evaluation, the study has provided a óreal-timeô evidence base on the delivery and 

impacts of the programme. The overarching purpose of the evaluation wa s to provide a robust 

assessment of the economic impact of Start Up Loans, whether the programme wa s targeted 

effectively to maximise economic impact , and whether  the  economic return can be enhanced.  

The evaluation ha d two core objecti ves:   

¶ To assess the performance of the programme against its stated objectives and 

intended outputs, outcomes and impacts, including the Gross Value Added (GVA) 

contribution, businesses creation, growth and survival, the longer - term labour market 

prospect s of individuals supported, and improvements in the ir  skills and capacities.  

¶ To provide a robust assessment of the value for money of the programme, including 

taking into account the additionality of the finance and outcomes generated, and 

where possible ( and with appropriate caveats) assessing how value for money 

compares to similar programmes elsewhere in the UK and more widely.  

The evaluation also ha d three supplementary objectives:  

¶ To assess the value of pre -application support and mentoring, and the extent to which 

the pre -application support and mentoring affect ed the outcomes for individuals 

supported by the programme.  

¶ To assess whether there we re particular characteristics associated with those 

individuals that benefit ed the most from the programme , including individual 

characteristics (e.g. age, qualifications), business characteristics (e.g. business 

sector), and support characteristics (e.g. the size of the loan).   

¶ To assess the links between the performance of businesses supported by  the 

program me and loan repayment, and whether mentoring ha d any effect on levels of 

loan repayments .5 

Drawing on the evidence, t he evaluation wa s also required to provide practical suggestions for 

inf orm ing policy  and  delivery.  

                                           

5 Note that the evaluation is not a formal assessment or audit of the programmeôs performance in terms of loan 

repayment , and/or the management of its loan portfolio.  
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To meet the objectives, the evaluation adopted a quasi -experimental approach. This involved 

comparing the performance  of a group of individuals that had drawn down a Start Up Loan from 

June to December 2014 6 (the beneficiary group) to a matched group of individuals also looking 

to or recently s tarting a business that had not been supported by the programme (the 

comparison group). This comparison was based on a longitudinal survey of the two groups, and 

econometric analysis. This analysis was completed for the first two years of the evaluation, a nd 

planned for the final year. However, the achieved sample size  in the survey for the comparison 

group in Year 2 (n=334) , and the likely r esponse rate in Year 3 , meant that a third wave of the 

survey of the comparison group was not considered viable. The final year of the evaluation 

therefore include a third wave of surveys with the existing beneficiary group (referred to in the 

report as the ó2014 Year 3 sample ô) alongside evidence from a further set of beneficiaries that 

had drawn down a loan from Januar y to June 2016 (referred to in the report as the ó2016 

sampleô).  

The evidence from the 2016 sample  reflect ed  the fact that the programme ha d evolved and 

matured significantly since 2014.  Changes include d:  the rationalisation of the number of Delivery 

Part ners with only those Delivery Partners that have demonstrated the ability to deliver loans at 

both volume and quality  retained; improvements in the consistency, rigour and quality of 

delivery processes including at the application stage (e.g. credit checks ), and the delivery of pre -

application and mentoring support; and a change in the management of the loan book. The 

characteristics of the beneficiary cohort ha ve  also evolved over time. The 2016 sample  provide d 

an opportunity to assess the ( early -stage) im pacts and value for money of the programme that  

reflect ed more fully the current delivery model  and approach .        

Complementing the quasi -experimental approach  in Years 1 and 2 , and the ongoing tracking 

with beneficiaries in Year 3,  the evaluation has a lso included  feedback from Delivery Partners  

via an online survey, and two waves of case study research centred on delivery by individual 

Delivery Partners. Further detail on the methods is set out in Section 2.  

Re - cap on the findings from the study so fa r   

The Year 1 report provided an initial perspective on the emerging impacts of the programme, 

with the Year 2 providing a more robust set of findings as the impacts became more evident 

over time, notably related to effects on business performance and surv ival.  The key findings 

from the previous years of the evaluation include d:   

¶ the programme has had a significant and positive effect on the start -up rate of its 

beneficiaries, relative to the comparison group ; more businesses have started up 

than would hav e been the case if the programme had not been delivered, resulting 

in an increase in the number o f business starts across the UK  

                                           

6 This period  within the full November 2013 -Decembe r 2014 period that forms the population for the 2014 sample was 

selected in Year 1 to provide the most appropriate óbaselineô data for the beneficiary cohort, taking into account that 

pre -application support will have been received in advance of the loan a pproval date. This period was subsequent to 

when the programme became available for all UK residents  (rather than age limited) , and so there were no i ssues with 

respect to eligibility impacting on the ability to compare results to the comparison group  in t he Year 1 and Year 2 

report.  



Research Report  

13  

¶ the programme appears to have had some positive effect s on business outcomes; 

whilst not  leading to a higher business surv ival  rate, a positive and significant effect 

was found in Year 2 in terms of whether beneficiaries had increase d their sales 

and/or employment over the previous year compared to the comparison group ( the  

effects were restricted to whether  a business had grown its sal es/ employment, not 

the scale of growth)  

¶ programme value for money wa s estimated to be positive ; the Benefit Cost Ratio  

(comparing the Gross Value Added benefits of the programme to its costs )  was 

estimated in both Y ear 1 and Year 2 to be around thre e to one (excluding multiplier 

effects ) , based on óself-reportedô data from the beneficiary group 

¶ programme mentoring has had positive effect s for  some  individual s and wa s 

general ly  well - regarded , but  there wa s no statistical evidence that mentoring has 

led to changes in  business or personal development outcomes;  this reflects that 

mentoring delivery has varied across Delivery Partners, and there is a range of 

factors that drive whether an individual seeks mentoring assistance , with different 

implications f or expected business and personal outcomes  (e.g. those with less 

experience and/or those whose businesses were struggling may have been more 

likely to take up the mentoring assistance)  

¶ there wa s a relationship between arrears and business survival , but the  direction of 

causality was not clear from the evidence ; those individuals with businesses in the 

beneficiary group that were still tradi ng  were less likely to be in arrears  in Year 2, 

but in part, this wa s likely to reflect response bias (with individuals  in arrears less 

likely to have responded to the survey ).  

Focus of the Year 3  report  

The principal focus of this Year 3 report is on the two core objectives of the evaluation: to assess 

the impact of the programme in terms of key business and individual o utcomes, and to provide 

a final assessment of value for money.  These assessments cover both the ó2014 cohort ô (that is, 

those beneficiaries that drew down a loan in 2014 , based on the Year 3 sample ), and the ó2016 

cohort ô (that is, those beneficiaries that drew down a loan in 2016 , based on the 2016 sample ).  

These assessments for the two group s are presented separately and cannot be directly 

compared, given both  changes in the delivery of the programme  leading to the characteristics 

of the two groups being very different (as discussed in Section 2), and the different period of 

time that has occurred following support.  With the absence of a counterfactual in Year 3, the 

evaluation has been reliant on assessing the intended benefits in the programme logic mode l by 

collecting data on relevant outcome measures from individual beneficiaries in both the 2014 Year 

3 sample and  2016 sample . This has also included self - reported assessments of the role of the 

programme in contributing to these outcomes.  

The analysis fo r the 2016 sample also includes assessment in relation to the supplementary 

objectives, and this  also draws on the evidence from the qualitative case study research.  The 

sample size for the 2014 Year 3 sample prevents an assessment f or  the first two supple mentary 

objectives .   
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Year 3 of the study also include d two further objectives for the evaluation  identified by the British 

Business Bank . These reflect ed changes in the policy and delivery landscape and the need for 

the evaluation to help inform  the futur e of the programme . The objectives were :  

¶ to assess the extent to which outcomes were  different across different regions  of the 

UK, and any implications of this for programme delivery in the future  

¶ to assess the access to finance needs and experience of b eneficiaries after they 

have been supported by the programme,  including the extent to which individuals 

have sought and secured follow -on funding, and any implications for the programme 

offer in the future . 

Given sample sizes of the surveys, the regional a nalysis is covered by the 2016 cohort  only 

alongside the evidence from the qualitative research . Access  to finance is considered for both 

groups.  Table 1 -1 provides a summary of the focus of the Year 3 report across the two groups 

and the evaluation object ives.           

Table 1 -1: Coverage  of the Year 3 evaluation  
 2014 

cohort  

2016 

cohort  

Core objectives   

Impact assessment  V V 

Value for money assessment V V 

Supplementary objectives   

Assessment of the value of pre-application support/mentoring; whether pre-
application support/mentoring affect outcomes for individuals 

U V 

Assessment of the characteristics that are associated with individuals that 
benefit the most from the programme 

U V 

Assessment of links between the performance of businesses and re-payment; 
and whether mentoring has any effect on levels of loan repayments 

U  V 

Year 3 research objectives   

Assessment of regional variation in evidence  U V 

Assessment of access to finance issues post-programme  V V 

 

Note  that,  for clarity, through out  the report ócohortô refers to the population of individuals 

drawing down loans in November 2013 -December 2014 (2014 cohort) and January -June 2016 

(2016 cohort) respectively, and ósampleô refers to the surveyed individuals from the 2014 and 

2016 cohorts.   

Structure  

The remainder of this report is structured as follows :   

¶ Section 2 sets out the research methods in more detail  
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¶ Sections 3 and 4 set out the findings on the core  evaluation  objectives  relating to 

impact and value for money  for the 2014 cohort  and 2016 cohort  respectively  

¶ Sections 5 and 6 set out the evidence and findings on the supplementary and Year 3 

research objectives for the 2014 cohort  and 2016 cohort  respectively  based 

principally on the survey evidence  

¶ Section 7  presents findings , drawi ng on  econometric analysis o f the 2016 cohort 

survey data , on characteristics associated with those who have benefited the most  

¶ Section 8 summarises the evidence on local / regional delivery from the case studies  

¶ Section 9 provides the overall conclusions of  the evaluation and implications for the 

programme in the future.  

Three Annexes are attached: Annex A presents the detailed findings from the econometric 

analysis; Annex B presents  the detailed findings from the i ncome distribution analysis ; and 

Annex C pr ovides a summary of the range of BCR findings presented in the main report .  
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Section 2: Research methods   

Coverage  

This section includes an overvie w of the primary research for the 2014  and 2016 cohort s, 

including their characteristics ; the approach to qua litative research; and the analytical approach,  

including limitations  and implications for the interpretation of findings.   

Primary research  

2014 cohort   

Background to the approach  

As noted in Section 1, the evaluation sought to adopt a quasi -experimenta l approach that 

compared (via econometric analysis) the performance of a group of individuals that had been 

supported by the programme (beneficiaries) with a comparison group of similar individuals that 

had not  (non -beneficiaries) . In Year 1 of the evaluat ion, surveys were completed with 

approximately  1,000 individuals that had been supported, and 575 that had not. These groups 

were then re -contacted for the Year 2 evaluation (excluding those that did not wish to be re -

contacted), with 330 beneficiaries and  222 non -beneficiaries, with a subsequent ótop-upô of the 

non -beneficiary group securing a further 112 interviews, providing a comparison group in Year 

2 of 334 individuals.  

In both Year 1 and Year 2, the survey data from the two groups was used as the ba sis for 

econometric analysis ï using a two -step Heckman approach 7 ï that sought to evidence the 

causality of the programme on relevant outcomes i.e. that Start Up Loans has -  or has not -  led 

to a particular outcome. This econometric analysis was complemen ted by analysis on the effects 

of the programme based on primary evidence provided by beneficiaries in the survey , known as 

óself-reported analysisô.  

As discussed in Section 1, given the sample size remaining for the comparison group following  

Year 2  and what could reasonably be expected in terms of response rates if they were re -

contacted again , it was agreed with the British Business Bank that it would not be proportionate 

to seek to gather a third year of data for the comparison group. The key factor he re was 

consideration of the potential sample sizes required to generate results wi th sufficient statistical 

power. With expected sample size s of around  or just over  100 expected for each  group 

(dependent on response rates), the ability of the econometric  analysis  to find statistically robust 

evidence on any variation between the groups was regarded to be very limited.  Therefore,  it was 

agreed that the approach for Year 3 would be based on the self - reported analysis only, drawing 

on evidence from a third wav e of surveys with beneficiaries, complemented by research with a 

2016 cohort of beneficiaries  (discussed below).  

                                           

7 For details of the method see pp. 23 -26 and Annex A of the Year 2 report here:  https:// british -business -

bank.co.uk/wp -content/uploads/2017/10/SUL -Evaluation -Year -2-Report -Final -Report -October -2017.pdf  

https://british-business-bank.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/SUL-Evaluation-Year-2-Report-Final-Report-October-2017.pdf
https://british-business-bank.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/SUL-Evaluation-Year-2-Report-Final-Report-October-2017.pdf
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Survey sample  

Of the 330 completions in Year 2 , 236  stated that they would be willing to participate in another 

survey in the future . The 23 6 therefore provided the sampling frame for the Y ear 3  survey that 

were con tacted by BMG Research over a 10 -week period from mid -November 2017 to mid -

January 2018 . Surveys were completed with 107 bene ficiaries, a response rate of 45 %, providin g 

a survey samp le for the Year 3  analysis of 107  (the 2014 Year 3 sample ) . The implications of 

the sample size for the analysis are  discussed below . 

As shown in Table 2-1, the characteristics  of the  2014 Year 3 sample  are different to both the 

original beneficiary survey  sample from Year 1 (and Year 2) of the evaluation (from which the 

2014 Year 3 sample  is a sub -set of those that have been surveyed in each year), and the wider 

2014 cohort,  that is the 11,000 individuals that drew down loans over the November 2013 to 

Dece mber 2014 period. Those available and willing to be interviewed in Year 3 were biased 

(relative to the population and the earlier years of research) towards older recipients, those 

formerly in employment, and those that had drawn down larger loans .    

Tabl e 2-1: Characteristics of the 2014 cohort  vs previous years and the evaluation population  
 2014 cohort 

(n=11,001) 
2014 Year 1 

sample (n=957) 
2014 Year 2 

sample (n=323) 
2014 Year 3 

sample (n=104) 

Gender     

Male 61% 61% 62% 64% 

Female 39% 39% 38% 36% 

Age group (at application)     

18-30 46% 44% 36% 30% 

Over 30 54% 56% 64% 70% 

Loan value group     

Up to 3k 21% 21% 19% 12% 

3k to 8k 54% 54% 51% 58% 

Over 8k 25% 25% 30% 31% 

Average loan value      

Average loan value £6,318 £6,868 £7,529 £8,170 

Employment status at application (SUL CRM) 

Unemployed 36% 38% 34% 28% 

Self-employed 27% 27% 32% 33% 

Employed (FT+PT) 32% 31% 32% 38% 

Other 5% 4% 2% 2% 

Source: SULCo monitoring data, and evaluation surveys Year s 1-3 

The characteristics  of the 2014 Year 3 sam ple  has implications  for the analysis, and the extent 

to which the findings can be regarded as representative of the wider population of individuals 

supported by the programme. For example , the self - reported evidence in Y ear 2 found  that 

individual s with larger  loans and that were older were associated with higher levels of net 



Research Report  

18  

turnover in the businesses they had started -up relative to those with lower value loans  and that 

were younger . Therefore, a survey sample that is over - represented relative to the pop ulation in 

terms of larger loan values and older beneficiaries, may over -estimate programme effects.   

Two other points are noted regarding the characteristics  of the 2014 Year 3 sample . First, the 

proportion of individuals that had previous experience of owning / managing a business was 

significant ly  higher  (at  the  5%  level ) in the 2014 Year 3 sample  than in the 2014 Year 1 sample : 

at 37% and 27% respectively .8 This suggest s that the 2014 Year 3 sample  were more 

experienced in owning and running a business th an the original survey sample in Year 1, which 

may have implications for the performance of the businesses.     

The sector  mix of the businesses that survey respondents have started -up, or plan to start -up , 

has shifted over the three years of the tracking survey , with an increase d pr oportion in business/  

professional/scientific services , and a lower proportion in  wholesale/retail/transport/  

accommodation  in the 2014 Year 3  sample  relative to Year 1  sample  (see Table 2 -2) . The self -

reported analysis in Year 2 found manufacturing firm s and those in wholesale/retail/transport/  

accommodation  appear ed to have experienced at that point óbetterô turnover effects than those 

in other sector groups, and there was some c orroborating evidence  from the econometric 

analys is where i ndividuals with businesses in the wholesale, retail, transport and accommodation 

sectors  were  more  likely to increase employment.  These findings may have reflect ed timescales 

associated with business growth, with retail, accommodation and food bu sinesses potentially 

able to reach t he market and grow more quickly than those in professional services. The 

implications for the analysis are therefore not straightforward , and the sample sizes  in Year 3 

mean that it is not possible to present robust data  on outcomes by sector  to test further the 

findings from Year 2 . However, the apparent shift in the sector profile of the survey sample 

needs to be recognise d as a possible factor  when comparing the Year 3 survey findings to data 

from previous years of the  evaluation. 9  

Table 2 -2: Sector mix of businesses started -up/planned by individuals in 2014 Years 1/ 3 samples  
 2014 Year 1 

sample (n=971) 
2014 Year 3 

sample (n=106) 

Sector: SIC A-CΥ άǇǊƛƳŀǊȅκǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴκŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴέ 15% 19% 

Sector: SIC G-L άǿƘƻƭŜǎŀƭŜκǊŜǘŀƛƭκǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘκŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴέ 31% 24% 

Sector: SIC J-b άōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎκǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭκǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ 31% 37% 

Sector: SIC O-¦Υ άǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴκŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴκƘŜŀƭǘƘέ 22% 21% 

Source: Evaluation surveys Year 1 and 3  

The characteristics of the 2014 Year 3 sa mple  suggest  some óresponse biasô, which was also 

evident in the Year 2 evaluation.  Quantifying the exact level of response bias is not possible: we 

do not know how those individuals surveyed in Years 1  and 2 who did not participate in the 

                                           

8 Note there was no significant variation in the proportion of individuals starting -up a business alone (rather than with 

others) with others  between Year 1 and Year 3, in both cases around 70% were the sole owner of the business that 

had (or planned to be) started -up . 
9 Note that intended business sector was not collected in the monitoring data meaning that a population - level 

breakdown is not possible.   
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subsequent surve y have perform ed in terms of the development of their business, or their own 

wider personal development.  Further, the small number of individuals that refused to participate 

from the sample frame of contacts (n=21) means that it is not possible to identify  any  trends  

related to business performance  that may suggest systematic response bias.    

However, the proportion of individuals in the 2014 Year 3 sample  that were in arrears in March 

2017, at 20%, was significantly lower than the average for the 2014 coho rt as a whole, at 47%. 10  

Whilst this is not unexpected ï we may expect that individuals in arrears would be less l ikely to 

respond to a survey related to the programme , and this difference was also evident in previous 

years of the survey ï this has implicat ions for the analysis . Notably,  the evidence from the 

econometric analysis in Year 2 point ed to a relationship between the level of arrears and business 

survival, with those individuals with businesses still trading less likely to be in arrears .   

Taken to gether, given the 2014 Year 3 sample  has continued to diverge from the overall  2014 

cohort in terms of individual, loan and business characteristics,  and the variance in the arrears 

rate, the evaluation needs to be cautious in scaling -up the results from t he sample to the wider 

cohort. We have sought to address this issue  in part by weighting the scaling -up of the results 

by arrears status, and  using  sensitivity analysis  by considering average business survival rates 

(see Section 3 for more details) . Howeve r, these adjustments cannot account full y for the effects 

of the very different characteristics of the 2014 Year 3 sample to the full 2014 cohort , including 

the interrelated issues of age, loan value and background.      

2016 cohort   

The 2016 cohort  is the  c.3,450 individuals that drew down a Start Up Loan between  January and 

June 2016, with 3, 209  usable contacts  available . The 3,209 contacts provided the sampling 

frame for the survey that w as con tacted by BMG Research over a 10 -week period from mid -

Novembe r 2017 to mid -January 2018 . Surveys were completed with 602 bene ficiaries, a 

response rate of 22 %, providin g a survey sample for the analysis of 602 (the ó2016 sample ô). 

The implications of the sample size for the analysis are  discussed below . No formal ta rgets were 

established, however, the survey sought to be representative  of the regional split of loans. As 

set out in  Table 2-3, the 2016 sample was  generally well -matched to the population in terms of 

the spatial distribution of loans/respondents, althoug h the North of England was slightly 

underrepresented in the survey (17% compared to 21% of the population).  

Table 2-3: Regional split of 2016 cohort  population and survey  sample  
 2016 cohort (n=3,543) 2016 sample (n=601) 

South of England 14% 12% 

North of England 21% 17% 

London 15% 18% 

Midlands 25% 25% 

Devolved Admin 25% 27% 

Source: SULCo monitoring data, and evaluation survey  Year 3 

                                           

10  Comparison s to the previous waves of the survey are not appropriate as the arrears rate changes  over time.   
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The characteristics  of  the 2016 sample to the population on a range of other factors are set out 

in Table 2 -4. The surve y sample is well matched  across most characteristics , although  the survey 

sample is weighted slightly to male rather than female beneficiaries ï with women  accounting  

for 40% of all loans drawn down over this period ï and older individuals. The split by lo an value 

and employment status prior to approaching the programme is consistent.  

Table 2 -4: Characteristics of the 2016 cohort  compared to population (Jan -June 2016)  
 2016 cohort (n=3,543) 2016 sample (n=601) 

Gender   

Male 60% 64% 

Female 40% 36% 

Age group (at application)   

18-30 40% 35% 

Over 30 60% 65% 

Loan value group   

Up to 3k 14% 14% 

3k to 8k 35% 35% 

Over 8k 51% 51% 

Average loan value    

Average loan value 10,390 10,625 

Employment status at application (SUL CRM)   

Unemployed 25% 26% 

Self-employed 37% 35% 

Employed (FT+PT) 35% 36% 

Other 2% 2% 

Source: SULCo monitoring data, and evaluation survey Year 3  

The data indicate that the 2016 sample is well -matched to the wider full 2016 cohort in terms 

of individual and loan characteristics. How ever, similar to the data related to the 2014 cohort 

and survey sample , the 2016 sample had a lower proportion of individuals in arrears in March 

2017 with their loans, at 12%, compared to the 2016 cohort as a whole , at 20%. This may 

suggest those individu als that have had better experience with their loan and business are more 

likely to have responded to the survey. This will need to be taken into account in scaling -up the 

findings to the population.  

The two populations  

Whilst the two survey samples (i.e. the 2014 Year 3 sample, and the 2016 sample) are not 

compared directly in the analysis, it is also worth highlighting that the two populations ( from 

which the  surveys are drawn) are substantially different, with  change s in the characteristics of 

individual s suppor ted by the programme over time. F or example, over a third (36%) of the 

individuals in  the 2014 cohort (that drew down a loan over November 2013 -December 2014 )  

were unemployed when they first engaged with the programme , compared to a quarter (25%) 
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of th e 2016 cohort (that drew down a loan in  January -June 2016 ) . The 2016 cohort is also on 

average older than the 2014 cohort , with 60% aged  Over 30, compared to 54%.      

This change is also reflected in the loans provided by the programme, which increased  by around 

two - thirds between the two cohort s from around £6,300 to around £10,400. The distributions  of 

the loans within the two cohort s are set out in Figure  2-1 below, highlighting a move to higher 

loan values as a more common element of the loan portfo lio, notably the number and proportion 

of loans over £20,000 in the 2016 cohort (16%) , comp ared to the 2014 cohort (2%) .    

Figure 2-1: Distribution of loan values for the two populations  
2014 cohort  (n=10,920)  2016 cohort  (n=  3 ,538 )  

  

Source: SULCo mo nitoring data   

The spatial distribution of loans is also different between the two cohorts . The proportion of loans 

accounted for by individuals based in the South of England was five percentage points higher in 

the 2016 cohort than the  201 4 cohort, accoun ting for a quarter of all loans in the later period. 

By contrast, the proportion of loans accounted for by individuals in the North of England and 

Midlands decreased.   

Table 2 -5: Spatial distribution of loans for the November 2013 -December 2014 and Januar y-

June 2016 populations  
 2014 cohort (n=10,929)  2016 cohort (N=3,543)  

Devolved Admin 11% 14% 

London 24% 21% 

Midlands 17% 15% 

North of England 28% 25% 

South of England 20% 25% 

Source: SULCo monitoring data  
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The key implication  of these changes in the characteristics and locations o f individuals , and the 

loans they draw down , over time is that it should not be unexpected if the findings on impact 

and value for money of the programme are different , emphasising that the two cannot be 

compared directly . Not e that it is not within the remit  of the evaluation to review or comment 

on the factors and drivers underpinning this apparent change in the characteristics of programme 

bene ficiar ies. However, in some cases the potential implications of this change have b een 

identified in the qualitative research, and this is reported where relevant.     

Qualitative research  

The Year 3  evaluation involved two strands of qualitative research: Delivery Partner case studies, 

and  an online survey of all existing Delivery Part ner survey s.  

The Delivery Partner case studies focused on the delivery of the programme by eight Delivery 

Partners in different local areas, regions and the devolved administrations across the UK. The 

purpose of the case study research was to  provide qual itative evidence on :  

¶ how the programme wa s delivered in particular areas , including how this align ed with 

other economic development activity in these areas  

¶ the outcomes and impacts from the programme for its beneficiaries, to comple ment 

the quantitative  data from  survey research  with beneficiaries, i.e. how and why the 

programme has (or has  not)  had  an effect on beneficiaries  

¶ the outcomes and impacts from the programme on particular local areas/regions  

¶ case examples of  individuals that have been engaged with the Delive ry Partner ; these 

examples were not intended to be representative, rather to provide qualitative insight 

into the experiences of individuals that have been  supported by the programme . 

The Delivery Partners, and the ir  spatial focus , are  set o ut below. Each case study involved a site -

visit to the Delivery Partner and interviews with managers responsible for Start Up Loans and  

individuals responsible for delivering pre -application support and mentoring support. Where 

possible, the case study als o included qualitative interviews with a number of beneficiaries . 

Table 2 -6:  Focus of the Delivery Partner case studies  
Delivery Partner Spatial area covered by Delivery Partner 

Transmit Start-up North East England 

First Enterprise East Midlands  

DSL Business Finance Scotland 

Antur Teifi 
Wales (Powys, Ceredigion, Carmarthenshire, Pembrokeshire and North 
Wales) 

[ŜǘΩǎ 5ƻ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ DǊƻǳǇ South East of England (particularly Sussex, Kent, Surrey and Essex)  

SWIG Finance South West of England  

Business Finance Solutions  Greater Manchester  

Acorn  Yorkshire and Lincolnshire 
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The case study evidence has been used in three ways. First, each case study has been written -

up to a standard format as a formal output. Second, the findings from the eight  case studie s 

regarding local and regional delivery have been synthesised to inform Section 7 of the report. 

Third, the wider messages  have been used to complement the findings from the quantitative 

evidence throughout the report; the case study evidence has been used  alongside the evidence 

from the 2016 cohort , to reflect the greater consistency in the time perio d covered.  

It is important to note that the case study evidence was not intended to be representative of the 

delivery of the programme as a whole across the 25  Delivery Partners. As noted throughout the 

evaluation, although there is consistency in the overall delivery model (pre -application  support , 

loan, mentoring), there is considerable variation in how the programme is delivered practically 

by  individual D elivery Partner s within this framework. Further, the case study research for Year 

3 was targeted  explicitly on Delivery Partners with a local or regional focus, rather than those 

organisation s that deliver the programme across the UK, reflecting the researc h questions 

around alignment with, and contribution to, local and regional economic development .   

This focused approach to the case studies was complemented by an online survey of all Delivery 

Partners (24) that were delivering the programme at the time o f the evaluation research in Year 

3. This was the third wave of engagement with Delivery Partners via an online survey, with the 

survey distributed to all Delivery Partners in March 2018.  The online survey in Year 3 focused 

on gathering qualitative  and det ailed feedback from Delivery Partners on the ir perspectives on 

the delivery and outcomes of Start  Up Loans, spatial variation, and any ways that it could be 

improved.  Responses were received from 14  Delivery Partners (a response rate of 58 %). The 

evidence from the online survey has been used throughout the report where relevant  to 

complement  the quantitative data  and evidence  from the case studies.  

Approach to analysis  in Year 3  

Impact and Value for Money  

The evidence from the survey s of the 2014 Year 3 sa mple and the 2016 sample wa s used as the 

basis of the assessment of programme impact and value for money. The focus for the impact 

and value for money wa s on the turnover contribution of the businesses started -up by individuals 

supported by the programme, converted to Gross Value added (GVA).  This GVA wa s then 

compared to the costs of delivering the programme to assess value for money  (in terms of 

Benefit Cost Ratios, or BCRs) . The same approach wa s applied for bo th samples , with 

adjustments made to the tim e-period of impact and the assumptions in the analysis to account 

for the differences  between the two samples (set out in Sections 3 and 4 respectively).  

This approach involve d converting the ógrossô effect provided on business turnover (both 

achieved and  expected) to a ónetô effect, taking into account reflections from the supported 

individuals on what would have happened without support from the programme (deadweight), 

and other key factors such as the extent to which firms supported by the programme may  have 

taken market share away from existing non -supported firms (displacement). To account for the 

inherent uncertainty in responses, especially with respect to future potential effects, the analysis 

has accounted for optimism bias.  
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Despite the incorporati on of optimism bias into the analysis it is important to recognise the 

weaknesses in th is approach that relie d on óself - reported data ô. The approach relied on 

individuals being able to answer hypothetical questions in relation to a counterfactual situation  

(i.e. what they would have done and what their business would have achieved without the 

programme). However, a conservative approach has been taken to incorporate survey responses 

into the value for money assessment. Note that the evidence from the Year 1  report on ófinance 

additionalityô (that is whether beneficiaries believed they would have been able to access this 

finance from other sources if a Start Up Loan had not been provided) has again been used in the 

value for m oney model that has informed this  report  for the 2014 Year 3 sample . These data, 

drawn from a survey completed in early 2015 (within a year of when beneficiaries  in the 2014 

cohort  drew down their loan) were regarded as more robust than data from  approaching three 

years on in late 2017/ea rly 2018 (when there may have been challenges associated with memory 

recall).    

The impact and value for money analysis on the 2014 Year 3 sample and the 2016 sample 

generated a range of BCRs .  This included  BCRs for both Economic Costs and Exchequer Cost s 

for each sample, adjusted and unadjusted  BCRs (reflecting different adjustments for the two 

samples), and  BCRs for the wider cohorts (by scaling -up the findings from the survey to the 

populations). BCRs were also estimated based on distributional effects  by taking into account 

the income distribution of beneficiaries. Across this range, we have focused  our reporting  

particularly on the adjusted Economic Costs BCRs (which takes into account finance additionality, 

and the variation between the sample and th e wider populations).  

Given the wide range of BCRs generated from the analysis (see Annex C for a summary),  which 

has included adjusted and unadjusted estimates,  and the well -evidenced nature of the key data 

and assumptions  that has underpinned  the analys is, f urther sensitivity analysis has not been 

undertaken. The key driver of the  estimates of  impact, and subsequent BCRs, is the turnover 

data provided directly by beneficiaries in the survey. Other key assumptions used in the analysis 

include the default rate , which  is based on BBB analysis of actual  loan book  data , optimism bias 

on expected effects (which has been tested against earlier evidence, see p33), and  the  turnover 

to GVA ratio which is based on ONS data.  

Wider  effects  

Consistent with the approach  agreed for the evaluation, the value for money assessment does 

not include monetising  benefits such a s moving people into employment , or wider effects such 

as improved con fidence or skills. However, the analysis includes an assessment of the 

contribution of the programme in terms of employment and wider effects, for the 2014 Year 3 

sample and 2016 sample respectively, including :  

¶ analysis of the óemployment transitionsô experienced by individuals supported by the 

programme, including  the employment status of individuals before and after their 

engagement with the programme, and their view on the extent to which they would 

be self -employed or employed without the programme  

¶ analysis of the self - reported effects of the programme on wider employability factors 

and issues, including individualsô long - term job prospects  and confidence . 
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The self - reported effects on the value of pre -application support and mentoring  is also set out 

for the 2016 sample (this was covered for the 2014 sample in previous years).   

Analy sis of characteristics of who benefits the most  

The focus of the Year 3 econometric analysis was to undertake  multivariate regression to provide 

insights into the characteristics of beneficiaries that benefit the most based on  a range of 

outcomes. This inc lude d analysis of business outcomes (e.g. the characteristics associated with  

business es that survive, grow their  sales, and generate employment) and other outcomes 

(including satisfaction with the programme, personal development outcomes, and  whether 

indi viduals were in  arrears).  

It is important to note that this analysis was based  on the 2016  sample of beneficiaries only . 

The econometric analysis d id  not seek to analyse the causal mechanisms associated with 

benefitting most , as data w ere  not collected on a representative comparison group of non -

beneficiaries that would be needed for a  counterfactual -based analysis. The approach taken, 

therefore, was  exploratory cross -sectional  regression analyses  ( logistic regression where the 

dependent variables w ere  bina ry -  i.e. the outcome was either achieved (y=1) or not achieved 

(y=0) ï and OLS regression where the depende nt  variable s were  continuous  -  e.g. number of 

employees )  to provide evidence on key characteristics  associated with the outcomes , including 

net outc omes that focus on the specific contribution of the programme . Full technical details of 

the approach used are provided in Annex A .      

Access to finance  

Evidence on access to finance issues for individuals after they have drawn down their Start Up 

Loan i s set out for the 2014 Year 3 sample and 2016 sample respectively. The purpose of the 

analysis wa s to understand the overall experiences of individuals that have been supported by 

the programme, not individual financing decisions.  

The questions used for t he access to finance analysis were developed to align with wider evidence 

from the British Business Bank o n access to finance, for example, related to what individuals 

first do when they identify a financing need, and whether they seek advice. The findings  from 

the 2016 sample we re compared to this wider evidence where relevant, although it is important 

to recognise that the individuals in the 2016 sample all have early -stage businesses, so 

comparison to wide r evidence on the SME population as a whole needs  to be treated with caution.  

Regional analysis  

The analysis of the survey evidence for the 2016 sample include d data reported at a regional 

level , where the samp le sizes allow ed. The regions refer to the residential location  of the 

individual when they ap plied for a Start Up Loan  (based on Start Up Loans monitoring data) , not 

the location  of a business they have started -up. The regio ns of the UK have been combined into 

five region s in order to generate sufficiently large sample sizes for analytical purpose s, as 

follows:   

¶ Devolved Administrations covering Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland  

¶ London  
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¶ South of England, covering South West, East, and South West England  

¶ North of England, covering North West, North East and Yorkshire and Humber  

¶ Midlands, coveri ng East Midlands and West Midlands . 
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Section 3:  I mpact and value for money -  evidence 

from the 2014 cohort  

Key findings  

¶ The impact and value for money analysis for the 2014 cohort is based on the 2014 Year 

3 sample of 107 individuals that drew down a lo an and responded to the third wave of 

the survey. The sample reflects attrition of survey respondents from the first to third 

survey wave.  

¶ The survival rate of businesses started -up by individuals supported by Start Up Loans that 

responded to the third wav e of the survey was 84%. The b usinesses remain  generally 

modest in scale in terms of turnover  ï with an average turnover in the current year of 

trading of £100k  ï and employment, with over half not employing any staff other than 

the owner .  

¶ The businesses started -up by individuals in the 2014 Year 3 sample , including those that 

have subsequently closed, are estimated to generate c.£30m in gross turnover over the 

2014/15  to 2018/19 period. T aking into account deadweight, displacement,  optimism 

bias, and expe cted business survival, the estimated net turnover  over this period from 

the 2014 Year 3 sample is £4.7m .  

¶ The average self - report additionality  ï that informs the deadweight  adjustment  ï was 

0.65 , suggesting that nearly two - thirds of turnover effects gene rated by business started -

up by the 2014 Year 3 sample are estimated to be additional, before accounting for 

displacement effects, based on the self - reported evidence . The average additionality ratio 

was higher for individuals with loans of £8k  compared to  those with loans of less than 

£8k ; this  is consistent with the evidence from previous years that self - reported 

additionality was higher for those individuals with higher loans .   

¶ Converting net turnover  to net GVA, and carrying - for ward the effects for a f urther year  

to cover the six -year modelling  period, the estimated net G VA impact for the 2014 Year 

3 sample was £2.3m . Compared t o the co sts of the programme, this provides a Benefit 

Cost Ratio (using Economic Costs) of 4.5:1. Adjusting the data to account  for the higher 

business survival rate in the survey sample owing to response bias provide s an adjusted 

BCR (using Economic Costs) of 3.7:1.  

¶ The 3.7:1 is higher than the BCR findin gs from the Year 2 evaluation . However, the 

analysis indicates that this is  owing largely to the nature of the sample,  notably the  higher 

average loan values and age  of respondent , even after adjusting the findings for business 

survival , rather than a change in the value for money of the programme for the 2014 Year 

3 sample  one y ear on . The value for money of the 2014 cohort , as expressed in terms of 

BCR (Economic Costs) is therefore likely  to fall within the range of  the survey sample 

BCRs of 3.0:1 from the Year 2 evaluation , and 3.7:1 from the Year 3 evaluation . Both 

remain  posi tive for the programme.   

¶ Scaling -up the effects of the 2014 Year 3 sample to the wider 2014 cohort of around 

11,000 individuals that drew -down a Start Up Loan  over the November 2013 -December 

2014 period, provided a net GVA impact of approximately £169m for  the programme.  
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Coverage  

This section sets out the evidence , in relation to the 2014 cohort  on impact s associated with the 

starting -up of  businesses by programme beneficiaries, and  extends this to provide an 

assessment of  value for money. The analysis  uses  evidence provided by the 2014 Year 3 sample  

of  107 beneficiaries that have been surveyed in each year of the evaluation.  Consistent with the 

methodology  agreed for the evaluation, the impact assessment is based on the t urnover effects 

of business es started -up/develop ed by beneficiaries, converted to Gross Value Added (GVA), 

taking into account deadweight and displacement effects. Based on this evidence, an assessment 

of value for money  is made , comparing the GVA effects identified to the costs of deli vering the 

programme. The data are presented for the group of bene ficiaries captured in the 2014 Year 3 

sample , and  are  scaled -up to the  2014 cohort as a whole (i.e. beneficiaries that drew down loans 

over the November 2013 to December 2014 period), provid ing an assessment of the total impact 

and value for money of the programme  for the 2014 cohort . The analysis includes a number of 

adjustments providing a range of estimates on value for money to reflect differences between 

the survey 2014 Year 3 sample and  the wider 2014 cohort.    

Business status  and profile  

Of the 107 individuals in the 2014 Year 3 sample , 100 reported that they had started a business  

(seven had not yet started) , of which 67 started -up after support from the programme, and 33 

came to the  programme with an existing business.  For those individuals that had started -up a 

business either before or after they first approached the programme (n=100), the business 

survival rate was 84% (i.e. 84 of the 100 were still trading at the point of the sur vey).   

The businesses started -up by the 2014 Year 3 sample remain  in most cases modest in scale  in 

terms of turnover. The average (mean) turnover in the current year (2017/18) was £10 0k . The 

growth in average (mean) turnover since 2014/15 to the next fina ncial year (relevant to those 

businesses that were trading in each year) is set out in Figure 3 -1; the data highlight the modest 

and steady growth across the businesses started up by beneficiaries.   

I t is worth noting that the average turnover for the cur rent year  was slightly higher for those 

individuals th at came to the programme with an existing business ( £112k), compared to those 

who started -up a business after support from the programme (£94.5k) . This is not unexpected, 

with the business es in the form er group slightly older than those that were started -up after  

engaging  the prog ramme (although in most cases still reporting turnover generation from 

2015/16). Note that one significant outlier, with a turnover of £6m in 2017/18, is excluded from 

these dat a, and all subsequent data in this section .11  

 

 

                                           

11  One respondent reported expected turnover of £6m in 2018/19, increasing from £750k in 2017/18, a change that is 

not regarded as cred ible (involving one -year growth of some 700%). If included this single respondent would account 

for 18% of the total aggregate turnover from across the 2014 Year 3 sample of 107 individuals, and skew significantly 

the findings of the impact analysis and va lue for money assessment.    
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Figure 3 -1: Average T/O for trading businesses  (2014 Year 3 sample ) 

 
Source: Year 3 2014 cohort  survey Note: the data excludes  one outlier with a very high expected T/O (of 

over £6m)  in 2018/19,  and one resp ondent did not provide turnover data    

However, the average (mean) data masks significant variation across the businesses started -up 

and trading by beneficiaries in the 2014 Year 3 sample . The median turnover i n the current year 

was £44k . This reflects tha t a third of businesses had turnover of under £25k, and three -quarters 

of all businesses had turnover of under 100k, as summarised in Table 3 -1.  

Table 3 -1: Current turnover by range across the 2014 Year 3 sample  
 Number  Proportion  

Under 25k 27 33% 

25k to 49k 19 23% 

50k to 99k 17 20% 

100k to 249k 10 12% 

Over 250k 10  12% 

Source: Year 3 2014 cohort survey  Note: data includes  the outlier with high T/O expected in 2018/19  

The modest turnover of most of the businesses started -up by beneficiaries in the 2014 Year 3 

sample is also reflected  in employment. Over half of the businesses (48 of the 84) did not employ 

any employees excluding the owner  at the point of the survey  as shown in Figure 3 -2. The 

average  (mean) FTE current employment was 1.2 employees; t his average was heavily 

dependent on just four firms in the sample (that collectively accounted for over 40% of the total 

employe es across the 84 trading firms , 42 out of 99 FTEs ).   
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Figure 3 -2: Number of current employees ( 2014 Year 3 sample)  

 
Source: Year 3 2014 cohort survey  

It is notable that employment has generally not increased between the previous wave of the 

survey; just nine  of the 84  individuals with trading  businesses in the 2014 Year 3 sample 

indicated their current employment was higher tha n their employment in the previous year. This  

limited change in employment is contrasted to turnover, where 48 of the 84 individuals with 

trading businesses indicated their turnover had increased over the past year . Care must be taken 

with th is comparison  given the characteristics of the businesses  ï with incremental changes in 

turnover  more likely to be evident than changes in employment for small businesses . T his  said, 

the difference  may  reflect  in part the time  lag between increas ing  sales and the need t o employ 

more staff to meet this demand, with 40 of the 84 individuals with trading businesses expecting 

to increase their  employment by the end of the next financial year, with the average employment 

by the end of 2018/19 expected to increase to 2.0 FTEs per business (excluding the owner) .  

This said, the data also suggest that in the majority of cases  the businesses started -up by 

beneficiaries of the programme appear to be ólifestyle business esô, designed principally to provide 

employment and an income fo r the founder, rather than  óscalableô businesses that are seeking 

to grow  and generate further  employment . This is not unexpected ï and consistent fully with 

the underpinning rationale of the programme ï but needs to be taken into account when 

considering the potential overall impacts of the programme.       

Gross turnover i mpact s 

The first step in the impact assessment involve d establishing the ógrossô turnover generated to 

date, and expected for the current and next financial years, by businesses started -up or 

developed by beneficiaries in the 2014 Year 3 sample . This analysis included all firms that had 

started -up by the time of the survey and provided turnover data, including  those that 

subsequently closed . With a small number of exceptions, the data cor respond  to  the 2014/15, 

2015/16, 2016/17, 2017/18 ( current )  and 2018/19 (next) financial years. For the purpose of 

the modelling, all turnover data has been allocated to these  five  financial years.   
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As set out in Table 3 -2, the aggregate ógrossô turnover identified by  the 2014 Year 3 sample  was 

around £ 30m (i.e. the busin esses started/developed by the sample are collectively estimated to 

generate a total turnover over five  years of £ 30m ). The table sets out the number of businesses 

that the data in each ye ar are based on ï as expected, the number increased over time from 

2014/15 when only around 15  businesses started -up by beneficiaries were trading and 

generating turnover, to a high -point of 88 in 2016/17 (before several  ceased trading).  

Table 3 -2: Aggreg ate gross turnover from businesses started -up/developed by 2014 Year 3 

sample (2014/15 to 2018/19 ) 
 Aggregate T/O generated by 

businesses started - up (£k)  

Aggregate T/O in 2014/15 (£k) (n=15) 803 

Aggregate T/O in 2015/16 (£k) (n=77) 3,760 

Aggregate T/O in 2016/17 (£k) (n=88) 5,446 

Aggregate T/O in 2017/18 (k) (n=82) 8,253 

Aggregate T/O in 2018/19 (k) (n=82) 12,240 

Aggregate T/O turnover (£k) 30,501 

Source: Year 3 2014 cohort survey  

It is worth noting that 40% of the aggregate total turnover identified  by the 2014 Year 3 sample  

(£12m) is expected  for the next financial year (in 2018/19 ),  rather than generated to date, a 

further £8m is also expected for the current financial year  (in 2017/18) , which had not been 

generated in full at the time of the surve y. This data is adjusted for optimism bias in the 

subsequent calculations.  

Net turnover impacts  

The ógrossô turnover impacts identified need to be adjusted by a number of factors to identify 

ónetô turnover impacts. This include s adjusting for deadweight,  optimism bias, displacement , and 

anticipated business survival. These adjustments to the gross data are set out below.  

Deadweight  

The e vidence base é  

Benefici aries that started a business either before or after drawing down a Start Up Loan were 

asked i n the survey to provide a view on what would have happened if they had not been 

supported by the programme. This is evidence on so -called óself-reported deadweightô, one of 

the core components of additionality.  The findings are set out in Table 3 -3.  

As se t out in the table, around a quarter of the 2014 Year 3 sample  that started -up a business 

following drawing down a loan  (n=66) stated  that their business would not have been started -

up without the programme, reflecting full additionality. By contrast, just  6% of this group 

reported full deadweight, that is, in their view, the business would have started -up in any case 

and at the same time, scale and quality without the programme.  However, partial additionality, 

most often in the form  of timing effects  was m ost common, with over 60% of this group 
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indicating that the businesses would have started but at a la ter date without the programme, 

general ly  up to a year more quickly. For those in the 2014 Year 3 sample  that started -up a 

business before drawing down a l oan (n=33 )  timing effects were also very common, alongside 

scale effects where the business would now be at a smaller scale without the programme.     

Table 3 -3: Self - reported deadweight for the 2014 Year 3 sample . Response to óIn your view, 

without your i nvolvement with the Start Up Loans programme, which of the following would have 

happened? ô 

 

Started - up 

after 

programme  

(n=66)  

Started - up 

before 

programme  

(n=33)  

The business would not have started/developed at all  24% 12% 

The business would have started/developed, but at a later date 62% 61% 

The business would have started/developed, but on a smaller 
scale 

39% 58% 

The business would have started/developed but would have 
been of lower quality 

21% 21% 

The business would have started-up/developed at the same time, 
scale & quality 

6% 18% 

Don't know 2% 3% 

Source: Year 3 2014 cohort survey  

The response s to the questions on the nature of self - reported additionality have been used to 

identify an additionality ratio for each respondent. For example, where a r espondent stated that 

their business would not have started/developed at all  the additionality ratio is 1, where the 

respondent stated that  the business would have started -up/developed at the same time, scale  

and quality  the additionality ratio is 0, with partial additionality effects somewhere between thes e 

two extremes . For example,  where a respondent stated that the business would have 

started/developed  but over 2  years later, the additionality ratio is 0.75 .  

Across the 2014 Year 3 sample , the average additionality ratio was 0.65 , suggesting that nearly  

two - thirds of turnover effects generated by the sample are estimated to be additional, before 

accou nting for displacement effects , based on the self - reported evidence.   

Three points are highlighted with this data:  

¶ Consistent with the variation set out in Table 3 -3 on full additionality between those 

who started -up before or after drawing down the loan, the average additionality ratio 

for those individuals that started -up after drawing down the loan was s lightly higher 

at 0.68, compared to 0.58 for those that came to the programme with an existing 

business.  

¶ The average additionality ratio was higher for individuals with loans of £8k or over at 

0.76 (n=30) compared to tho se with loans of less than £8k at 0. 62 (n=67) .  Although 

care must be taken here given the modest sample size, this is consistent with the 

evidence from both Year 1 and Year 2 that self - reported additionality was higher for 

those individuals with loans over £8k relative to small loan values .  
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¶ The 0.65 average additionality ratio is consistent with the findings of the Year 3 

sample in the Year 2 survey (i.e. what the 2014 Year 3 sample  said in the previous 

survey) where the average additionality ratio was also 0.65 , suggesting that overall 

per ceptions of the additionality associated with  the programme have not shifted over 

the past yea r between the two surveys . The data we re also broadly consistent with 

the findings from the wider respondents in the Y ear 2 sample of 330 beneficiaries 

where the average additionality ratio was 0.62.  

... a djusting the gross data  

Applying the respondent - level additionality ratio to each relevant respondentôs gross turnover 

data, and aggregating this net data across al l relevant respondents, provides  a turnover eff ect  

adjusted for self - reported deadweight from the 2014 Year 3 sample of £ 20.6m .  

This deadweight adjusted turnover value is equivale nt  to 0.68  of the gross data, slightly higher 

than the 0.65  average non -deadweight ratio would suggest. This is owing to hi gh levels of 

additionality  associated with some businesses with high levels of turnover .  

Optimism bias  

The evidence base é 

As set out above, over half of the gross turnover  impact  reported by beneficiaries was expected 

rather than achieved. The analysis th erefore seeks to account for the potential optimism bias in 

the estimates provided by survey respondents , i.e. that they are overly optimistic on the future 

performance of the business.  A 20% optimism bias has been assumed for turnover for the 

current and next financial year ,  i.e. we have assumed that only 80% of the reported turnover 

will in fact be generated.   

The 20% adjustment factor is c onsistent with the approach taken in pre vious years of the 

evaluation. Data from the Year 2 and Year 3 surveys also suggest that the adjustment factor is 

appropriate;  the aggregate expected  turnover for the 2016/17 financial  year reported by the 

2014 Year 3 sample in the Year 2 survey was £6.6m, and the actual  turnover for the 2016/17 

financial year reported by the 2014  Year 3 sample in the Year 3 survey was £5.5m, equivalent 

to 82% of the expected value. An optimism  bias adjustment of 20% therefore appears to be 

appropriate.      

é adjusting the gross data  

Applying the  optimism bias of 20% to expected (rather than real ised) turnover (following the 

adjustment for self - reported deadweight) provides  a turnover impact account ing  for self -

reported deadweight and optimism bias of £18.0m  for the 2014 Year 3 sample .  

Displacement  

The evidence base  é  

Displacement occurs when b usinesses created by the individuals supported by the programme 

compete for resources/market share with those of non -assisted individuals.  To understand the 
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scale of this potential effect, the 2014 Year 3 sample  was asked to identify : the location of their  

sales, levels of competition in their markets, and  if  competitors would take their sales if they 

closed . This data is then used to inform an assessment of displacement using the BEIS/British 

Business Bank methodolog y. 12   

The evidence on the location of sal es is set out below  in Table 3-4: (A) is the average proportion 

of sales reported by respondents  in each area  (not taking account of differences in turnover 

between respondents); and (B) is t he  proportion of sales in  each area taking into account the 

scale  of total current sales (i.e. applying the proportion in each area, and aggregating the data 

across all respondents). In both cases, the data suggest that local markets account for over half 

of sales, with the rest of the UK accounting for around a third, and overseas  sales around 5 %. 

The findings are  similar to Year 2 , where l ocal markets were 56% of  current sales (n= 245 ) .   

Table 3-4: Proportion of sales in local area, rest of the UK and outside the UK for the 2014 Year 

3 sample (n= 70 13)  

 (A) Average propo rtion  (B) Proportion of current sales  

Local 66% 60% 

Rest of the UK 29% 36% 

Outside the UK 5% 4% 

Source: Year 2 Beneficiary survey  

The evidence on levels of competition in their main markets  is set out below in Table 3 -5. The 

Table includes  the data fro m the Year 3 sample a nd previous samples , demonstrating the 

consistency in perspectives on the level of competition throughout the evaluation research. The 

2014 Year 3 sample responses in Year 2 ( i.e. what the group surveyed this year said last year) 

was a lso consistent (with 18% indicating very intense competition  at that point ).   

Table 3 -5: Level of competition experienced in markets  data from Year s 1-3 (full samples)  

 

Year 1 sample 

(n=729)  

Year 2 sample 

(n=240)  

Year 3 sample 

(n=73 14 )  

Very intense competition 17% 19% 18% 

Intense competition 28% 33% 32% 

Moderate competition 38% 35% 34% 

Weak competition 11% 9% 12% 

No competition at all 5% 3% 4% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 1% 2% 0% 

Source: Years 1 -3 b eneficiary survey s 

                                           

12  The method uses assumptions to responses to questions on levels of competition experienced by businesses and 

the proportion of sales that would be taken if they were to close to identify a displacement ratio. This ratio is the n 

applied to UK sales to identify the non -displacing UK sales, and the total sales to generate an overall displacement.  
13  14 of the trading businesses did not provide data on the location of sales; this turnover has been excluded from the 

analysis . D ispla cement was applied to the turnover at an aggregate level using average data, not by individual firm.   
14  11 of the trading businesses did not provide a response to the question .  
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The evidence  on whether beneficiaries perceive tha t competitors would take up their sales if they 

ceased trading  is set out in Table 3 -6. The data from the full sample in each year of the 2014 

cohort surveys are p resented. The data appears to suggest that beneficiaries increasingly believe 

that their  sale s would be taken  if they were to close, at 52% in Year 3 compared to 34% in Year 

1 (the latter focused on the full sample in Year 1).  

Table 3 -6: Perception of what proportion of sales would be taken by competitors if the business 

was to close  -  data from Year 1 to Year 3 (full samples in each year)  

 

Year 1  sample  

(n=729)  

Year 2  sample  

(n=240)  

Year 3 sample 

(n=73)  

Yes, all of our sales 34% 42% 52% 

Yes, some of them 34% 39% 27% 

No, no-one would take up our sales 24% 15% 16% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 8% 5% 4% 

Source: Years 1 -3 evaluation survey s 

However, this change appears to reflect the characteristics of the 2014 Year 3 sample . As shown 

in Table 3 -7, t he response in Year 2 for the Year 3 sample (n=85 15) ï i.e. what the 2014 Year 3 

sample said last year  ï is consistent  with the ir feedback in Year 3.  

Table 3 -7: Perception of what proportion of sales would be taken by competitors if the business 

was to close  ï data from the 2014 cohort  only in Year 2 and Year 3  

 

Year 3 sample ï 

response in Year 2 ï 

(n=85)  

Year 3 sample ï 

response in Year 3 

(n=73)  

Yes, all of our sales 53% 52% 

Yes, some of them 28% 27% 

No, no-one would take up our sales 13% 16% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 6% 4% 

Source: Years 2 and 3 evaluation survey s  

The response s to the questions above have been used to identify a displacement ratio for each 

respondent  where possible  (using the BEIS/British Business Bank methodology  for calculating 

displacement ), and then an average displacement  value  for three  groups of beneficiaries: fully 

additional new firms; partially additiona l new firms; and existing firms .16  The average level of 

displacement across these three groups was 63% i.e. approaching two - thirds of the turnover  

generated by businesses started -up by beneficiaries is estimated to be taking market share away 

from other UK -based firm s with whom they are competing.   

                                           

15  This includes all those that were trading last year and provided data .  
16  The categories are based on the information provided in the Year 1 survey on whether the business was trading 

prior to approaching Start Up Loans , and in response to the questions on additionality.  Individuals that indicated they 

did not have an existing bus iness when approaching the programme and identified full non -deadweight are classified 

as ónew fully additionalô; individuals that indicated they did not have an existing business when approaching the 

programme and indicated partial deadweight are classifi ed as ónew partially additionalô; individuals that indicated they 

came to the programme with an established business are classified as óexisting firmsô.    
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This may appear high, but reflects both perceptions of a  competitive market , and the high 

proportion of UK -based sales  across the 2014 Year 3 sample . It is important to highlight that 

this evidence on displacement  does not mean that these businesses are not beneficial.  Increased 

competition amongst firms can be important for driving productivity; however,  it is not possible 

to capture/model this additional benefit with any accuracy.  

é adjusting the gross data  

Applying the estimate of displacement  provides  a turnover impact account ing  for self -

reported deadweight , optimism bias  and displacement of £ 6.5 m  for the 2014 Year 3 

sample .  

Business survival  

The evidence base é  

I t is necessary to account for the fact that  some of the businesses that were trading at the time 

of the survey will close in advance of realising their future expected sales.  Data from ONS on 

business survival rates have been used as a proxy, to adjust the aggregate turnover for 2017/18 

(58% , refle cting three -year survival in most cases ) and 2018/19  (49% , reflecting four -year 

survival in most cases ). 17  Data from previous years (2014/15 to 2016/17) have not been 

adjusted in the main case impact analysis as this turnover had been realised in practice.  

é adjusting the gross data  

Applying the business survival rate for expected turnover provides a net turnover impact 

accounting for self - rep orted deadweight, optimism bias, displacement  and business 

survival of £ 4.7m  for the 2014 Year 3 sample .  

Summary  of  net  turnover impacts  

The analysis set out above resulted in a  net impact in terms of turnover generated by businesses 

started -up by the 2014 Year 3 sample of  approaching £5m over the 2014/15 to 2018/19 period .  

 

 

 

                                           

17  Business Demography  available here : Note that to ensure consistency in the analysis between years, the same 

business survival rates have been assumed in the Year 3 analysis as were used in the Year 1 and Year 2 analysi s over 

the modelling period. The data for 2019/20 has also been adjusted at 41% when this has been carried forward in the 

value for money analysis below. The ONS business survival rates used as a proxy are based on the overall survival 

rate of a cohort of firms started up in a particular year; they do not account for the potential higher survival rate for 

those firms that continue to trade in each year. However, the standard ONS data has been used as the most robust 

proxy for the potential survival rate of firms started -up by individuals supported by the programmeô. 

http://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/business/activitysizeandlocation/bulletins/businessdemography/2014-11-27
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Value for m oney assessment  for the 2014 cohort  

The net turnover data has been used as the basis for the value for money assessment . This 

involves converting the net turnover impacts to GVA (with some additional adjustment s made, 

as described below), and comparing the GVA to the costs of the prog ramme.   

GVA estimates  

The GVA estimates are based o n the following assumptions  and adjustments . First, the net 

turnover impacts identified over the five years set out above have been adjusted to include one 

further year (201 9/20) to reflect the six -year m odelling period agreed at the outset  of the work .18  

The data for 2018/19 has been assumed to persist for one year, adjusted for a fu rther year ôs 

business survival, providing a net turnover impact over 2014/15 to 2019/20 of £5.6m . One year 

of persistence is a conservative assumpt ion ( with surviving businesses continuing to generate 

turnover i n the years after the modelling period ) , and has been used to ensure consistency to 

data from previous years of the evaluation, and to reflect the uncertainty on business  

performance of early -stage firms over the longer - term.  Second, turnover data ha ve  been 

adjusted to GVA, with an assumption that GVA is 45% of turnover. This ratio is based on ONS 

analysis 19  and has been used in Y ear 3 to enable consistent comparisons to th e value for money 

estimates in previous years.  Third, the net GVA data has been adjusted  to account for inflation 20 , 

and discounted using the Treasuryôs standard 3.5% discount rate.  

This analysis provides a net GVA impact for the of £2.3m over the 2014/15 to 2019/20 

period  for the 2014 Year 3 sample .  

Cost estimates  

Costs for the value for money assessment are expressed in terms of both Exchequer Costs (the 

costs to government of the programme) and Economic Costs (including opportunity costs and 

accounting for finance additionality) ; in both cases, the costs cover the period 2014/15 to 

2019/20 and have been adjusted for inflation 21  and discounted. 22    

                                           

18  This modelling period reflects that the maximum period to re -pay a loan was 60 months (i.e. five years), with a 

maximum 12 -month  capital repayment holiday peri od, meaning a maximum of six years  during which loans could be 

re -paid. This is consistent with standard British Business Bank practice for loan products, that the modelling period is 

consistent with the period over which re -payments are expected to be realised.  
19  See here . The majority of firms started -up/developed by beneficiaries remain micro -businesses (with 0 -9 

employees). The ratio for micro -businesses of 45% in the data has therefore been used. As with previous years, it was 

considered whether a specific ratio for GVA/turnover could be derived through the survey, e.g. by collecting da ta on 

indicators such as the costs of bought in goods and services. However, it was agreed with the British Business Bank 

not to take this route, because it would increase substantially the time required to complete the survey, adding 

additional burden to beneficiaries and risk adversely affecting response rates . There is also the risk that respondents 

provide inconsistent data on such metrics, owing to differences in accounting practices.  
20  Using the ONS deflator for 2013 -14 as the base year , to ensure con sistency with previous years of the evaluation.  
21  Using 2013/14 prices and deflator factors .  
22  Please note that the costs cover the Start Up Loans programme only; evidence from previous years of the 

evaluation, and the qualitative research in Year 3 indi cates that supported individuals may also receive other forms of 

advice and support alongside Start Up Loans. However, it was not possible to capture information in the costs of this 

 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20160105185707/http:/www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/abs/annual-business-survey/median-value-added-per-registered-business--2013/sty-abs-median-2013.html
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Exchequer Costs  

The E xchequer Costs include l ending costs, covering the value of the loans provided to 

individ uals. The model assumes a re -payment rate on the initial loan value of 50% (i.e. of the 

£850k  lent to the 2014 Year 3 sample , half is estimated to be re -paid) by 2019/20. The 50% 

assumption is based on analysis conducted for the British Business Bank  to un derstand the 

óLifetime Expected Lossô (LEL) on the portfolio of loans across the Start Up Loans programme. It 

should be noted that the 50% assumption relates to the potential loss over the entire life of the 

loan, and is different to arrears which focuses on re -payment status at a specific point in time. 

It should also be noted that the LEL of 50% covers the entire programme portfolio; the LEL is 

higher for loans delivered earlier in the programme period, and lower for more recent and future 

cohorts, given improvements in financial management , including loan assessment processes .  

However, a 50% assumption has been retained for the purpose of the evaluation based on 

guidance from British Business Bank  as the óbest estimateô to use when assessing the overall 

performance for the 2014 Year 3 sample . This cost is offset by the inclusion in the model of 

interest repayments, assumed at 6% of the annual outstanding balance (non -defaulted debt, 

with 6% the interest rate charged under the programme) at the start of ea ch year for Exchequer 

Costs. 23 

Non - lending costs, covering the costs associated with the delivery of the programme  by Delivery 

partners, including the pre -applicatio n support, mentoring support  and administration , are also 

included . A non - lending cost per l oan of £1,612 has been assumed for each loan based on data 

provided by SULCo in Year 1 of the evaluation. The model assumes that all of the costs for the 

delivery of the programme were included in this average , and  the non - lending costs occurred  in 

the fir st year of the modelling period (2014/15).     

Economic Costs  

The Economic Costs also include the non - lending costs and the lending costs (again assuming a 

50% default rate, offset by interest re -payments). The lending costs have been adjusted to take 

int o account f inance additionality, estimated at 74%, based on the Year 1 survey evidence  to 

enable consistency in the approach . Finance additionality is an estimate of the proportion of the 

finance secured by beneficiaries from the programme (i.e. the loan v alue) that would not have 

been provided without the programme . The 74% level was the estimate used in the Year 1 

evaluation taking into account evidence from the 2014 Year 1  sample , including whether they 

applied for bank/mainstream finance, and for those that did not why this was the case .24  

Economic Costs also include the p ublic sector opportunity cost , assumed at 3.5% of the balance 

outstanding at the end of each year.  

                                           

support (which is drawn potentially from a wide range of sources, both pu blic and private) in the survey, so these 

costs are not included in the value for money analysis for the 2014 and 2016 cohorts.  
23  Note that the  Exchequer  Costs are  marginally higher than the Economic Costs because the full loan value is included 

in the Ex chequer Costs as a cost in the first year of the evaluation (as this loan value has been ôspentô by the public 

sector ï even though it is expected to be re -paid). This cost is covered in the Economic Costs on an annual basis, with 

the annual lending cost ( taking into account re -payment and interest payments), adjusted for finance additionality.  
24  For further details regarding finance additionality see p p. 53 -54 in the Year 1 evaluation report  here: http://british -

business -bank.co.uk/research/6827 -2/  

http://british-business-bank.co.uk/research/6827-2/
http://british-business-bank.co.uk/research/6827-2/
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Estimated costs  

The discounted Exchequer Costs and Economic Costs over the modelling p eriod for the 2014 

Year 3 sample  are set out in Table 3 -8 below. As noted above, for the Exchequer Costs, the full 

value of the loan expenditure is counted in 2014/15, when the loans were drawn down by 

beneficiaries covered in the 2014 Year 3 sample , with the loan value then re - covered over time 

via re -payments, plus interest payments. For Economic Costs, the costs are spread across the 

modelling period, with the public sector  opportunity cost from the outstanding balance and costs 

of default captured acros s the period. As noted above, non - lending costs are assumed to fall in 

the first year of the modelling period (2014/15)  for bot h Exchequer and Economic Costs.  

Table 3 -8: Estimated Exchequer and Economi c Costs ï annual / cumulative for the 2014 Year 3 

sample   

 2014/15  2015/16  2016/17  2017/18  2018/19  2019/20  

Exchequer Costs ς 
annual (£k) 

939 -119 -103 -92 -61 -46 

Economic Costs ς 
annual (£k) 

218 78 74 61 41 32 

Exchequer Costs ς 
cumulative (£k) 

939 820 717 624 563 518 

Economic Costs ς 
cumulative (£k) 

218 296 370 432 473 505 

Source: SQW analysis   

Value for money estimate for the 2014 Year 3 sample   

Comparing the GVA impacts to Exchequer Costs and Economic Costs  set out above provide a 

Benefit Cost Ratio  (BCR)  of around 4.5:1  (i.e. £2 .3m in GVA for around £500 k in costs). This is 

significantly more positive  than the equivalent data from the Year 2 evaluation , which found a 

BCR of around 3.1 . This likely reflects the response bias in th e 2014 Year 3 sample , as discussed 

in S ection 2, which means that the individ uals that responded to the survey i n Year 3 are likely 

to have businesses that are performing better than those that did not , and/or that they are more 

likely still to be trading . As such, this unadjusted BCR is likely to over -estimate the impacts of 

the p rogramme as it does not account fully for those individuals that have been less successful . 

To seek to account for this response bias in the value for money assessment two separate  (and 

mutually exclusive)  approaches have been adopted. 25   

First, we have use d data on arrears to weight  the findings from the 2014 Year 3 sample  to make 

the results more representative of the wider population  in terms of re -payment . Th e justification 

of th is approach stems from the  evidence from the Year 2 evaluation in which the econometric 

analysis found a relationship between the level of arrears and business survival, with those 

                                           

25  The two approaches were agreed with the British Business Bank as the preferred means of addressing issues of 

variation between the survey sample and the population. This drew on evidence from the previous years of the 

evaluation on the relationship between arrears and business performance (with business performance outcomes also 

associated with characteristics including employment status and previous business experience), and the uncertainty on  

survival rates of the wider population, which is a key assumption in the impact assessment.       
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individuals with businesses still trading  less likely to be in arrears  (although t his does not mean 

that individuals in arrears do not have businesses trading and generating turnover). Key data  

and elements of the approach are as follows:  

¶ In the 2014 Year 3 sample  data, the average net GVA per loan generated by 

businesses by individuals  not in arrears was £23.6k , compared to £13.6k for those 

that were i n arrears .   

¶ Of the 2014 Year 3 sample , 20% of the individuals were in arrears, compared to 47% 

in the population  as a whole . If the 2014 Year 3 sample  was representative of the 

2014 cohort as a whole , approaching half of the total would be in arrears, whe re the 

lower GVA per loan value would apply.   

¶ Applying the average GVA per loan value to the weighted proportion of the 2014 Year 

3 sample  in arrears (i.e. assuming that 47% of the sample were in arrears), provides 

a GVA estimate of £ 2.0m, a reduction fro m the main case of around 13% .  

The s econd  approach was to  assume that the business survival rate amongst the 2014 Year 3 

sample  wa s consistent with the wider business survival rates of the economy  as a whole  over 

the modelling period. This has drawn data from  ONS business survival rates. Key data and 

elements of the approach are as follows:  

¶ The business survival rate  of the 2014 Year 3 sample  at the time of the survey was  

84%; this is significantly higher than the three -year business survival rate of 58% 

from  the ONS business survival dat a. 26  

¶ Moreover, i f we assumed that the business survival rate in previous years matched 

the ONS data, in 2015/16 92% of turnover would have been generated, and in 

2016/17 74% of turnover would have been generated. 27  

¶ Applying t he business survival  rates to the turnover  generate d across the modelling 

period  provides a GVA estimate of £1.9m, a reduction from the main case of 19%.  

The BCRs based on these approaches provid e a range of estimate s for  value for money  of the 

programme  for  the 2014 Year 3 sample  ï see Table 3 -9. As set out in the table, the BCRs provide  

a range of between 3.7:1 and 4.5: 1 for Economic Costs.   

 

 

 

                                           

26  Using the data in the model from 2013/14 to ensure consistency . 
27  Note that consistent with the wider approach of  the impact assessment, we have assumed th at the business 

survival rate is equivalent to the value of turnover generated i.e. a 10% reduction in the business survival rate leads 

to a 10% reduction in turnover; the analysis does not seek to model the closure of individual businesses .  
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Table 3 -9: BCRs for the 2014 Year 3 sample  

 GVA impacts     

(£k)  

BCR: Exchequer 

costs  

BCR: Economic 

costs  

Unadjusted impacts 2,281 4.4 4.5 

Impacts adjusted for 
arrears 

1,988 3.8 3.9 

Impacts adjusted for 
business survival 

1,857 3.6 3.7 

Source: SQW analysis   

The adjusted  BCRs remain above the findings from the previous two waves of the evaluation, 

where the BCR for the survey cohort was estimated to be around 3:1. The higher BCRs reflect 

the fact that the adjustment for arrears and business survival are not able to account fully for 

the significant difference s between the 2014 samples in Year 2 and Year 3 , both i n terms of the 

businesses covered in the analysis , and the (related) characteristics of the indiv iduals included 

in the sample.  

To test this further, the value for money model used in Year 2 of the evaluation has been re -

run, using the data provided in th e Year 2 survey, but containing only the data from the 

individuals  included in the 2014 Year 3 sample . The overall BCR (Economic Costs )  for Year 2 was 

3.0 :1  (based on 315 individuals), h owever, focused only on the data provided by the 2014 Year 

3 sample  (i .e. the 107), the BCR (Economic Costs )  is 4.0 :1 .28   

This  4.0:1  BCR in Year 2 remains lower than the (equivalent) unadjusted Year 3 BCR of 4.5 :1 . 

However, it is also noticeably higher than the 3.0 BCR from the full  Year 2 sample . This do es 

suggest that the B CR estimate  for the 2014 Year 3 sample  (i.e. 4.5:1) is the  result of  the 

characteristics of the sample  in Year 3 , rather than a substantive shift in the  outcomes for 

individuals supported over the November 2013 -Decembe r 2014 period  in the past year between  

the Year 2 and Year 3 surveys . The variation between the 4.0:1 and 4.5:1  ratios is driven 

principally by the lower business survival rate assumed in the Year 2 model for future turnover  

than the actual business survival rate amongst the 2014 Year 3 sample .  

Scaling - up the findings to the population  

The analysis set out above is based on the findings of the 2014 Year 3 sample , and the 105 29  

loans drawn down by respondents. Not all the loans drawn down contributed GVA . For example , 

some individuals have yet to start a business, and some individuals reported that the business 

had not had  a full financial year of trading; however, we would also expect this to be the case 

in the evaluation population as a whole.  

To provide an estimate of the aggregate effects o f the programme from the 2014 cohort as a 

whole of around 11,000 loans, the findings from the 2014 Year 3 sample  have been scaled up 

to the total population . The analysis applies the average net effect per loan from the survey 

                                           

28  Note that a ll 107 individuals for the 2014 cohort are included in the data, including the outlier excluded for very 

high/unrealistic future expected turnover in Year 3 .  
29  Excluding the outlier and one respondent that did not provide any data on business performance .  
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cohort to each loan in the po pulation to arrive at a scaled -up value.  The scaling -up approach is 

based on the business survival adjusted data from the 2014 Year 3 sample  (see Table 3 -9). The 

analysis also seeks to account for the difference in the proportion of beneficiaries in the 20 14 

cohort that were in arrears compared to the 2014 Year 3 sample , important because  the average 

net effect per loan is lower for those in arrears compared to those not in arrears . This is done  

by applying  the average effect s for  loans in  arrears  and  loans  not in arrears  from the survey  

data to the populations of loans in arrears and not in arrears  when scaling -up . The specific values 

used, and the findings of the analysis are set out in Table 3 -10 below.    

This analysis identifies a net GVA impact of the population  from the 2014 cohort  (that is, 

the 11,000 loans drawn down between November 2013 and December 2014) of 

£ 169m .   

Table 3 -10 : Scaling -up of GVA findings for the 2014 cohort  

Stage of analysis  Metric  

Net effects (adjusted for survival) 1,856,548  

A: Χ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻŀƴǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ŀǊǊŜŀǊǎ  1,637,348  

B: Χ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻŀƴǎ ƛƴ ŀǊǊŜŀǊǎ 219,200  

C: Number of loans not in arrears in survey cohort  85 

D: Number of loans in arrears in survey cohort 20 

E: Average GVA effect from loans not in arrears (=A/C) 19,263  

F: Average GVA effect from loans in arrears (=B/D) 10,960  

G: Number of loans in population not in arrears  5,857  

H: Number of loans in population in arrears 5,144  

I: GVA generated by loans not in arrears (=E*G) 112,825,328  

J: GVA generated by loans in arrears (=F*H) 56,376,854  

Total GVA (I+J) 169,202,182  

Source: SQW analysis   

The estimated costs of the 11,001 loans (applying adjustment factors and assumptions including 

a 50% default rate) are  around £45m in terms of Economic  Costs . This provides a BCR for the 

2014 cohort of loans drawn down between November 2013 and December 2014 of 3.8:1.  

The BCR (Economic Costs) is slightly higher than  the adjusted BCR  for the 2014 Year 3 sample  

(of 3.7:1) owing to the lower average loan value f or the population as a whole relative to the 

2014 Year 3 sample . These findings  provide the best estimate for value for money given the 

evidence available, but they should be seen in the context of the assumptions that have been 

used . A lthough the scaling -up has sought to account for the response bias in terms of business 

survival and the relationship between arrears and business performance, this does not account 

fully for other  potential  forms of response bias. For example, the start -up rate amongst the  

population  as a whole may be lower than identified in our sample . For instance, r esearch by the 
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Start  Up Loans Company for  their 2014/15 impact report 30  found a start -up rate of 76% within 

one year of loan draw down (for those individuals that did not come t o the programme with an 

established business). 31  This compares  to the start -up rate from our 2014 Year 3 sample  of over 

90% , suggesting that our sample may be weighted towards those that started -up a business, 

relative to the population as a whole, even all owing for the potential for  later  start -up for  the 

group included in the Start  Up Loans Company  survey. Clearly another caveat to the findings is 

that the evidence base for this Year 3 evaluation is based on a small sample of just over 100 

loans. However, whilst moderately higher than in previous years of the study, the evaluation has 

consistently reported a positive value for money with BCRs year on year at 3:1 or above.  

Commentary  on impact and value for money for the 2014 cohort  

Consistent with the findi ngs set out in the previous evaluation reports, the findings on value for 

money for the 2014 cohort  are positive. The analysis suggests that, b ased on the self - reported 

evidence from individuals that  drew down a loan between June to December 2014 , the 

prog ramme will generate a benefit in terms of GVA effects that outweighs the costs of 

programme delivery , taking into account both the loan and non - lending costs for Delivery 

Partners.   

The f indings in Year 3 are broadly in line with the results from Years 1 a nd 2 of the evaluation . 

However, the BCR of the 2014 cohort  has increased  from around 3:0  in previous years  (based 

on the samples achieved for the earlier evaluations) , to betwe en 3.7:1 to 3.8: 1 in this report , 

dependent on whether the focus is on the 2014  Year 3 sample , or scaled -up to the cohort as a 

whole . However , this uplift in the suggested value for money  of the programme for the 2014 

cohort  is based principally on the characteristics of the survey sample  in Year 3 , which is likely 

to contain a highe r rate of businesses that are trading and performing well than the samples 

surveyed in previous  years. This is owing  to response bias, where individuals that are performing 

óbetterô (where their business continues to trade and/or where they are not in arre ars) are more 

likely to have responded  to the survey ; the BCR (Economic Costs) for the 2014 Year 3 sample 

in Year 2 was 4.0:1 .   

The analysis has sought to adjust for this effect as far as possible, for example, by assuming a 

lower business surve y rate in sensitivity analysis . However , other  factors are still evident, 

including  for example  a higher average loan value  and age of individual in Year 3 relative to 

previous years . The equivalent analysis in Year 2 suggested that those individual s with larger  

loa ns, and those that were older , were associated with higher levels of net turnover in the 

businesses they had started -up relative to those with lower value loans and from younger 

individuals , leading to improved  value for money; this adjusts the BCR (Econom ic Cost) to 3:7:1.  

Taken together the analysis indicates that the apparent improvement in the BCR suggested in 

the Year 3 evaluation for the 2014 cohort  does not reflect a genuine shift in the underlying  value 

for money of the progra mme, rather that the 2014 Year 3 sample , that includes individuals that 

have responded to the survey in all three years ha ve  previously, and continue to, perform better 

                                           

30  This covered loans drawn down in 2014/15 and so a similar cohort of individuals to our 2014 cohort . It also 

included recipients of New Enterprise Allowance loans, which are not covered in this evaluation.  
31  https://prod.cdn.sulserver.net/app/uploads/2016/06/08145304/Annual - Impact -Report -2014 -15 - final -V5- .pdf    

https://prod.cdn.sulserver.net/app/uploads/2016/06/08145304/Annual-Impact-Report-2014-15-final-V5-.pdf
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(in terms of generating new  turnover, relative to the costs of the programme), than the full 

sample from Year  1 only , owing to response bias. Given the uncertainties here ï related to 

response bias  and  business survival ï it appears appropriate to consider that the value for money 

of the 2014 cohort , as expressed in terms of BCR (Economic Costs) is likely to fall  within the 

range of the 3.0:1 from the Year 2 evaluation and the 3.7:1 from the Year 3 evaluation  (for the 

sample adjusted for business survival ) . This remains positive for the programme.   

I n this conte xt, it is noted that the level of (self - reported) ad ditionality of the programme is 

consistent with the evidence from Year 2. The average additionality ratio from the 2014 Year 3 

sample of 0.65 in Year 3 (i.e. that 65% of turnover effects are additional, before accounting for 

displacement) is consistent wit h the findings from this sample in the Year 2 survey , where the 

average ad ditionality ratio of this sample was also 0.65. This suggests that the p erceptions of 

the additionality associated with the programme by those that have benefited from support have 

not shifted over the pas t year, providing a level of confidence in the finding s in Year 3, and 

further pointing to an assessment of value for money that reflects the evidence in both Years 2 

and 3.   

The analysis also highlights two important p oints regardi ng the nature of businesses started -up 

by individuals supported by the programme: first,  they are predomina ntly providing employment 

for the owner only, with modest external employment , and second (and linked to this ) , they 

remain predomina ntly local or na tional in their markets, with under 5% of estimated sales across 

the survey cohort in the current year accounted for by exports. This is not unexpected . though  

the employment d ata in particular highlight that the businesses started -up by beneficiaries of 

the programme are most commonly ólifestyle businessesô, designed principally to provide 

employment and an income for the founder, rather than óscalableô businesses that are seeking 

to grow and generate further employment. This is consistent fully with the u nderpinning rationale 

of the programme ï but needs to be taken into account when considering the potential overall 

impacts of the programme; it is principally via the turnover generated by the businesses that 

the programme is likely to be delivering substa ntive economic impact .        
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Section 4: Impact and value for money -  evidence 

from the 2016 cohort   

Key findings  

¶ Of the 602 individuals in the 2016 sample , 95% had started -up a business ; this includes 

individuals that came to the programme with an existi ng business, if these are excluded, 

the start -up rate by the point of the survey was 94%.  

¶ The survival rate of businesses started -up by individuals supported by Start Up Loans was 

88% , although this was higher for businesses that had been started -up before  the loan 

was drawn down (93%), than those that had been started -up after the loan had been 

drawn down (86%) . The average turnover of the businesses in the current year was 

£113k, exp ected to increase to £180k next year . On employment, 60% of the businesse s 

had no employees other than the owner at the time of the survey, however, most expect 

to increase their employment in the future; if expected growth is realised, only 35% of 

businesses will have no employees by the end of the next financial year.  

¶ The bu sinesses started -up by individuals in the 2016 sample , including those that have 

subsequently closed, are estimated to generate c.£164m in gross turnover over the 

2016/17 to 2018/19 period. Taking into account deadweight, displacement, optimism 

bias, and e xpected business survival, the estimated net turnover over this period from 

the 2016 cohort  is c.£20m.  

¶ The average self - report ed additionality  was 0.52, suggesting that just over half of 

turnover effects are estimated to be additional, before accounting fo r displacement 

effects, based on the self - reported evidence. For the 2016 sample , the average 

additionality ratio was  slightly higher for individuals with loans of less  than £8k, than 

those with loans over £8k. This is different to the evidence on the 2014  samples , and may 

reflect that individuals in the 2016 sample with higher loan values  could have access ed 

other forms of finance, had they not been supported by the programme. This is consistent 

with a reduction in the finance additionality of the programm e for the 2016 sample relative 

to the data from the data from the 2014 Year 1 sample .    

¶ Converting net turnover to net GVA, and carrying - forward the effects for a further three -

years for the six -year modelling period, the estimated net GVA impact for the 2016 sample  

was c.£15m. Compared to the costs of the programme, and adjusting the data for arrears, 

provides a Benefit Cost Ratio (using Economic Costs) of 5.7 :1.  

¶ The BCR of 5.7:1 is high relative to the evidence from the 2014 cohort  and previous years 

of the evaluation. A range of inter - related factors drive  this : the characteristics of the 

individuals that drew down loans over this period, who were on average older and more 

likely to be in employment prior to the programme; an increase in the average loan  value 

and the scale of businesses started -up; an assumed re -payment rate of 60% for the 2016 

sample , compared to 50% for the  2014 Year 3 sample ; and a reduction in the non - lending 

costs as a result of efficiencies in the delivery of the programme.  

¶ The BC R is positive, but there may be implicatio ns for the social and distr ibutio nal 

potential of the programme given the changing characteristics  of the beneficiary  sample 

in the January -June 2016 period  ï and such distributional effects are not fully captured in 

the value for money model . However, e xploratory analysis does suggest that the value 

for money  of the programme improves once distributional weightings are applied to pre -

programme incomes of beneficiaries , for both the 2014 and 2016 cohorts.  
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Coverag e 

This section sets out the equivalent data to Section 3 for the 2016 cohort  of individual  survey 

respondents  that drew down their loan over January to  June 2016. This includes findings related 

to the core evaluation objectives on impacts relate d to busine ss start -up  and development , and 

value for money.  

The analysis draws on the evidence provided by the 602 individuals in the 2016 sample , with 

consistent approaches to identifying the turnover effects of business es started -up  and develop ed 

by beneficiaries , converted to Gross Value Added (GVA), taking into account deadw eight and 

displacement effects . Similar to Section 3,  GVA is compared to costs to estimate the value for 

money of this sample . A number of key assumptions in the analysis have changed to refl ect the 

later delivery period, including the level of finance additionality and the expected life - time default 

rate, with the evidence and background to these changes detailed in the section. Where sample 

sizes allow, data for the 2016 sample is also prese nted at a regional level . BCRs cannot be 

developed at regional level due to small sample sizes.  

It is important to highlight that  the data for the 2016 cohort  is not compared directly to the 

findings from the 2014 cohort , either in Year 3 or from previous years of the evaluation. Whilst 

consistent approaches have been taken to the analysis, the variation in the characteristics of the 

2016 sample compared to the 2014 Year 3 sample means that any direct c omparisons are not 

appropriate and may be misleading. An overall comparison of the key implications is clearly 

relevant to informing policy, and is discussed.  

Business status  

Of the 602 individuals in the 2016 sample , 95% (574)  reported that they had started -up a 

business, of which 407 started -up after support  from the programme, and 167  came to the 

programme with an existing business.  For those individuals that came to the programme without 

a business that was trading (n=432), the start -up rate was 94%. The start -up rate was  

consistently over 90% in all five r egional areas .  

For those individuals that had started -up a business either before or after they first approached 

the programme , the business survival rate was 88% i.e. 8 8% of businesses were still tra ding at 

the point of the survey  in late -2017/early -2018 . There were no significant differences in the 

survival rate across the five regional areas.  However, t he survival rate was higher for businesses 

that were started -up by individuals be fore they drew down their loan i.e. those individuals that 

came to the p rog ramme with an existing business ( 93%, n=167), than for those that started up 

a business after drawing down the loan (86%, n=379) , with all loans drawn down between 

January and June 2016 .    

The average turnover of businesses started -up by beneficiaries in the 2016 sample  in the current 

financial year was £113k, expected to increase to £180k in the next financial year . However, 

reflecting the relatively early -stage of the businesses  in the 2016 sample , the average turnover 

for those businesses that were s tarted -up by individuals before they drew down their loan was 

considerably higher than those that started -up following the loan draw down. The variation is 

most pronounced in the estimated turnover  in the next financial year (2018/19), as set out in 

Figure  4-1.  
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Figure 4 -1: Average T/O for trading businesses  (2016 sample ) 

 
Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey Note: the data excludes three  outlier s with very high T/O    

The average (mean) number of FTEs employed at the time of the survey by businesses trading , 

excluding the owner , was 1.4 . However, over half (60% )  of the businesses reported having no  

employees  (other than the owner) at the point of the survey.   

Figure 4 -2: Number of current employees ( 201 6 sample ) 

 
Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

This sai d, over half (53%) of trading businesses expect to increase their employment in the 

future, with an average of 2.5 FTEs expected by the end of the next financial year . Linked to this 

growth, if expected employment is realised (and all businesses remain tra ding) , the proportion 
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of businesses with no employees will be 35% by the end of the next financial year, compared  to 

60% for the current year.    

Gross turnover impacts  

The first step in the impact assessment involves  establishing the ógrossô turnover gener ated to 

date, and expected for the current and next financial years, by businesses started -up or 

developed by beneficiaries in the 2016 sample . This analysis included all firms that had started -

up by the time of the survey and provided turnover data, inclu ding  those that subsequently 

closed . With a small number of ex ceptions, the data correspond  to  the 2016/17 (last), 2017/18 

(current), and 2018/19 (next) financial years. For the purpose of the modelling, all turnover 

data has been allocated to these financ ial years.   

As set out in Table 4 -1, the aggregate ógrossô turnover identified by businesses started -up by 

individuals in the 2016 sample  was around £164 m  (i.e. the busin esses started/developed by the 

2016 sample are collectively estimated to generate a t otal turnover over three  years of 

£164 m ) .32   

Table 4 -1: Aggregate gross turnover from businesses started -up/developed by 2016 sample 

(201 6/1 7 to 2018/19)  
 Aggregate T/O generated by 

businesses started - up (£k)  

Aggregate T/O in 2016/17 (£k) (n=447) 35,024 

Aggregate T/O in 2017/18 (£k) (n=476) 49,858 

Aggregate T/O in 2018/19 (£k) (n=469) 79,242 

Aggregate T/O turnover (£k) 164,124 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

It is worth noting that approaching half (48%) of the aggregate total turnover identified by the 

2016 sample  is expected for the next financial year (in 2018/19 ),  rather than generated to date, 

with 30% expected for the current financial year, which had not been generated in full at the 

time of the survey. This data is adjusted for optimism bias in  the subsequent calculations , 

however it is important to recognise the uncertainty associated with estimates of impact at this 

early stage in the development of the ir  businesses.   

Net turnover impacts  

The ógrossô turnover impacts have been adjusted to ónetô turnover impacts applying the same 

approach as set out for the 2014 cohort  in terms of deadweight, optimism bias, displacement, 

and anticipated business survival.  

                                           

32  This data and all subsequent data on turnover excludes data from four respo ndent s that reported very high 

turnover data that would skew the findings substantially, and involved very large year -on-year changes in reported 

turnover that are not considered credible e.g. one reported a change in turnover from £750k to £50m in one yea r.    
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Deadweight  

The evidence base é  

The evidence on óself -reported deadweightô, for the 201 6 sample  is set out in Table 4 -2. 

Consistent with the evidence throughout the evaluation on the effects of the programme, timing 

additionality was common, with half of those individuals that started -up a business after drawing 

down their loan identifying t hat the business would have started later without the programme. 

However, full deadweight is also quite high, with a fifth (20%) of those that started -up a business 

after drawing down their loan , and over a quarter (26%) of those that started -up a business  

before drawing down their loan  indicating that the business would have started -up/dev eloped at 

the same time, scale and  quality  if they had not been supported by Start  Up Loans.   

Table 4 -2: Self - reported deadweight for the 2016 sample . Response to óIn you r view, without 

your involvement with the Start Up Loans programme, which of the following would have 

happened? ô 

 

Started - up 

after 

programme 

(n= 393 )  

Started - up 

before 

programme 

(n= 168 )  

The business would not have started/developed at all  19% 9% 

The business would have started/developed, but at a later date 50% 31% 

The business would have started/developed, but on a smaller 
scale 

35% 51% 

The business would have started/developed but would have 
been of lower quality 

26% 32% 

The business would have started-up/developed at the same 
time, scale & quality 

20% 26% 

Don't know 5% 1% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

Applying the approach discussed in the previous section, the average additionality ratio was 

0.52 , suggesting that approaching a half of the gros s turnover effects would have occurred 

anyway. Put another way, just over half of turnover effects generated by businesses started -up 

by individuals in the 2016 sample  are estimated to be additional, before accounting for 

displacement effects, based on the  self - reported evidence.   

Three  further  points are highlighted:  

¶ the average a dditionality ratio was consistent across the five regional areas, in the 

range of 0.49  to 0.54 suggesting a broad level of consistency in self - reported 

additionality  by individu als across the UK  

¶ consistent with the higher level of full deadweight and lower full additionality set out 

in Table 3 -2, the average additionality ratio for individuals that star ted -up a business 

before they drew down their loan was lower at 0.48 (n=16 5) tha n for those that 

started -up after drawing  down their loan at 0.54  (n= 385 )  
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¶ the average additionality ratio was higher for individuals with loans of less than £8k 

at 0.5 6 (n= 237 ), than those with loans over £8k at 0.51 (n= 258 ).  

... adjusting the gross da ta  

Applying the respondent -level additionality ratio to each relevant respondentôs gross turnover 

data, and aggregating this net data across all relevant respondents, provides a turnover effect 

adjusted for self - reported deadweight from the 2016 sample  of  £ 64.2 m .  

This deadweight adjusted turnover value is equivalent  to 39 % of the gross data, lower than the 

0.52  average non -deadweight ratio would suggest. This is owing to individuals that reported 

businesses with high levels of turnover reporting relativel y low levels of additionality.  For 

example, of the ten individuals that reported the highest gross turnover over the three -year 

period ( that collectively accounted for 20 % of the  total gross value of £164m ) , seven reported 

full deadweight.   

Optimism bias  

The evidence base é 

As set out above, approaching 80% of the gross turnover impact reported was expected ( i.e. 

forecast to be generated in the current or next financial year) rather than achieved. Consistent 

with the approach for the analysis  of the 2014 c ohort , a 20% optimism bias has been applied to 

the data for the current and next financial year to account for the potential optimism bias in the 

estimates provided by survey respondents .    

é adjusting the gross data  

Applying the optimism bias of 20% to expected turnover  effects  (following the adjustment for 

self - reported deadweight) provides  a turnover impact accounting for self - reported 

deadw eight and optimism bias from the 2016 sample  of £53.8 m .  

Displacement  

The evidence base é  

The survey captured d ata on the location of sales, levels of competition in their main markets, 

and whether competitors would take up the ir sales if they ceased trading for the businesses 

started -up by individuals in the 2016 sample . The data are set out below  in Table  4-3, Ta ble 4 -

4 and Table 4-5. Key findings include:  

¶ The businesses are  generally securing sales locally or elsewhere in the  UK, although 

around 1 1% of turnover generated is fr om sales outside of the UK ; this helps to 

reduce the level of potential displacement i n the UK . T he level of overseas sales was 

particularly high for individuals based in London where 20% of sales (taking into 

account the scale of turnover) were from outside of the UK, with 12% for  businesses 

started by individuals in  the South of England .  
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¶ Approaching a quarter of respondents  believe that the level of competition they face 

is óvery intenseô. T his i s hi gher in London than in other regions, although the difference 

is only significant  (at the 10% level) between London ( 32%) and the devolved 

admi nistrations (15%) in terms of intense competition . 

¶ Around 40% of individuals believe that all of their sales would be taken by competitors 

if they were to close . London again appears to be the outlier, at 34%, which likely 

reflects the higher level of expo rts meaning that these sales would not be taken by 

their direct competitors in the UK . 

Table 4-3: Proportion of sales in local area, rest of the UK and outside the UK  for  the  2016 

sample  (n= 484 )  

 
(A) Average proportion  

(B) Proportion of current 

sales  

Loca l 66%  58% 

Rest of the UK  25%  31% 

Outside the UK  9%  11% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey   

Table 4-4: Level of competition experienced in markets data  for  the  2016 sample  

 

Total  

(n=442 )  

Devolved 

Admin  

(n =53 )  

London  

(n=79 )  

Midlands  

(n=79)  

North of 

England  

(n=108)  

South of 

England  

(n=123)  

Very intense 

competition  23% 15% 32% 23% 24% 21% 

Intense 

competition  25% 34% 23% 24% 24% 25% 

Moderate 

competition  36% 28% 30% 39% 36% 40% 

Weak competition  11% 11% 13% 8% 14% 10% 

No competition at 

all  4% 8% 1% 6% 2% 4% 

Donôt know 1% 4% 1% - - - 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

Table 4 -5: Perception of what proportion of sales would be taken by competitors if the business 

was to close for  the  2016 sample   

 

Total 

(n=442)  

Devolved 

Admin 

(n=53)  

London 

(n=79)  

Midlands 

(n= 79)  

North of 

England 

(n=108)  

South of 

England 

(n=123)  

Yes, all of our sales 41% 42% 34% 46% 42% 41% 

Yes, some of them 32% 30% 41% 25% 33% 32% 

No, no-one would 
take up our sales 20% 19% 16% 24% 19% 21% 

Don't know 7% 9% 9% 5% 6% 6% 

Source: Year 3 2016 c ohort  survey   
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The responses to the questions above have been used to identify a displacement ratio for each 

respondent where possible (using the BEIS/British Business Bank methodology for calculating 

displacement), and then an average displacement value fo r three groups of beneficiaries: fully 

additional new firms; partially additional new firms; and existing firms. 33  The average level of 

displacement across these three groups was 57 % , i.e. 57% of the turnover generated by 

businesses started -up by individual s in the 2016 sample  wa s estimated to be taking market 

share away from other UK -based firms with whom they are competing.  

é adjusting the gross data  

Applying the estimate of displacement  provides  a turnover impact accounting for self -

reported deadweight,  optimism bias and displacement from the 2016 sample  of 

£ 23.6 m .  

Business survival  

The evidence base é  

The latest data from ONS on business survival rates have been used to adjust the aggregate 

turnover for 2017/18 ( 93 %, reflecting one -year survival after  the current year ) and 2018/19  

(76 % , reflecting two -year survival after the current year ). 34  Data from 2016/17 have not been 

adjusted in the main case impact analysis as this turnover had been realised in practice , and so 

inherent survival rates of the grou p of respondents was taken into account as part of the data 

reported .  

é adjusting the gross data  

Applying the business survival  rate for expected turnover, provides a net turnover impact 

accounting for self - reported deadweight, optimism bias, displacemen t  and business 

survival from the 2016 sample  of £ 20.4 m .  

Summary of net turnover impacts  

The analysis set out above indicates a net impact in terms of turnover generated by businesses 

started -up by the 2016 sample  of approximately £20m over the 2016 / 17  to 2018/19 period . 

 

                                           

33  The three categories are based on the information provided in the survey on whether the business was trading prior 

to approaching Start Up Loans , and in response to the questions on additionality in the Year 1 survey.  Those 

individuals that indicat ed they did not have an existing business when approaching the programme and that identified 

full non -deadweight are classified as ónew fully additionalô; those individuals that indicated they did not have an 

existing business when approaching the programm e and indicated partial deadweight are classified as ónew partially 

additionalô; those individuals that indicated they came to the programme with an established business are classified as 

óexisting firmsô.    
34  ONS, Business Demography 2016.  
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Value for m oney assessment for the 201 6  cohort  

GVA estimates  

The turnover  data has been converted  into GVA estimates applying  the same approach as set 

out for the 2014 cohort , with a 45% turnover to GVA ratio and adjusting for inflation an d 

discounting. The estimated net turnover data for the next financial year provided in the survey 

has also been assumed to persist for a further three years to provide the six -year modelling 

period  (consistent with the 2014 cohort ) , which was  adjusted for anticipated business survival.  

This analysis provides a net GVA impact for the 2014 sample  of £ 14.9 m over the 2016 / 17  

to 2021/22  period . The build -up over time (with 2019/20 to 2021/22 based on persistence of 

the data from 2018/19, adjusted for business s urvival) is set out in Table 4 -6.   

Table 4 -6: Net GVA impacts from the 2016 sample   

 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 

Annual GVA (£k)  2,399  2,676  3,424  2,604  2,082  1,707  

Cumulative GVA (£)  2,399  5,075  8,499  11,103  13,185  14,892  

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey   

Cost estimates  

Approaches to estimates  

Exchequer Costs and Economic Costs have been derived for the 2016 sample  consistent with the 

approach  set out for the 2014 Year 3 sample , with three  revisions. Fi rst, based on ev idence from 

the British Business B ank , the re -payment rate for the 2016 sample is estimat ed to be 60% (i.e. 

a 40% default rate by 2021/22 ) .  

Second, finance addit ionality fo r Economic Costs  is estimated at 67 % . The starting point for the  

assessment of fina nce additionality was individuals in the 2016 sample that indicated they 

actively consider ed or applied  for finance from a bank or mainstream finance provider to start -

up or develop  their business b efore or at the same time as applying to the Start  Up Loan s 

programme  where the outcome of this application was known at the time o f the survey. Of this 

group (n=111), 61% had applied unsuccessfully suggesting finance additionality of the Start  Up 

Loans support. This 61% has then been adjusted to take into accoun t evidence from individuals 

that did not  consider or apply for bank/mainstream finance but provided a reasonable 

explanation  why this was the case, that suggests finance a dditionality for the programme.  The 

reasons were : assumed a bank would refuse an appl ication;  were  unable to afford the 

interest/re -payment levels; lacked confidence in the business idea; did not know how to 

approach a bank; did not know which bank to approach; had a poor credit history; low cost of 

starting this type of business; not awar e of what finance options are available; and b usiness in 

early stages of development . In all, around 4% of the sample  identified at least one of these 

reasons. A range of other reasons were also provided that are harder to judge in terms of finance 

additio nality , but have been included to take into account potential factors that may prevent 

tak e-up of bank finance , including individuals not wanting to take on additional debt/risk . This 

adjustment provides an overall estimate of finance additionality of 67%.   
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In this context, it is worth n oting that approximately two - thirds of individuals in the 2016 sample 

(65%, n=602) reported that  they did not  actively consider or apply for any  other source  of 

external finance to start -up or develop  before or at the same t ime as applying to the Start  Up 

Loans programme . Put another way,  only around a third of individuals survey ed had considered 

other sources of funding prior to approaching the programme. This is notable given the reported 

improvement s in the assessment proc esses, whereby individuals were expected to prove they 

were not able to access other forms of funding  in order to secure support from the programme.  

Although care must be taken with direct comparisons given the changing characteristics of 

supported individ uals and external economic and access to finance conditions, the equivalent 

proportion of individuals  that actively considered and/or applied for external finance sources 

other than Start  Up Loans to start -up or develop  their business  in the first year of the evaluation  

ï covering the 2014 Year 1 sample (n= 959) ï was 24%. This does suggest there has been a 

shift towards individuals seeking other forms of finance as the programme has evolved, but in 

most cases, Start Up Loans appears to remain the only sourc e of external finance considered.  

Third, the non - lending costs, covering the costs associated with the deliver y of the programme 

by Delivery P artners  ( including the pre -application support, mentoring support and 

administration )  were  estimated at £ 1,287  based on data provided by the Start Up Loans 

Company for delivery over the 2015/16 and 2016/17 periods from which the 2016 sample is 

drawn. This wa s lower than the average used for the 2014 sample (£1,617) reflecting the 

efficiencies  in programme management a nd the reduction in fees provided to Delivery Partners 

per loan (to cover non - lending support ).  

Estimated  costs  

The discounted Exchequer Costs and Economic Costs over the modelling period for the 2016 

sample are set out in Table 4-7. The costs  are c.£2.5m  for Exchequer Costs and Economic Costs .   

Table 4-7:  Estimated Exchequer and Economi c Costs ï annual / cumulative for the 2016 sample  

 
2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 

Exchequer Costs 
ï annual (£k) 

6,191 -1,069 -935 -737 -568 -276 

Economic Costs ï 
annual (£k) 

1,055 444 390 308 239 116 

Exchequer Costs 
ï cumulative (£k) 

6,191 5,122 4,187 3,450 2,882 2,606 

Economic Costs ï 
cumulative (£k) 

1,055 1,498 1,888 2,197 2,436 2,552 

Source: SQW analysis  
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Value for money estimate for the 2016 sampl e  

Comparing the GVA impacts to Economic Costs set out above provide a Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR),  

of around 5.8 :1 (i.e. £ 14.9 m in GVA for around £ 2.5m in costs). Weighting the survey data to 

account  for the lower level of individuals in the survey cohort in arrears relative to the population 

(12 % in the 2016 sample  compared to 20% in the 2016 cohort overall ) revises down the GVA 

estimate to £14.5m, with an arrears adjusted BCR (on Economic Costs) of 5.7:1. The data are 

set out in Table 4-8.    

Table 4-8: BCRs for the 2016 sample  

 GVA impacts     

(£k)  

BCR: Exchequer 

costs  

BCR: Economic 

costs  

Unadjusted impacts 14,892 5.7 5.8 

Impacts adjusted for 
arrears 

14,453 5.5 5.7 

Source: SQW analysis  

Scaling - up the findings to the population  

The analysis set out above is based on the findings of the 2016 sample , and the 59 835  loans 

drawn down by the sample . Not all the loans drawn down contributed  to the  GVA impact.  For 

example, some individuals have yet to start a business, and some individuals reported that the 

busines s did not have a full financial year of trading; however, we would also expect this to be 

the case on the evaluation population as a whole.  

The findings from the sample have been scaled -up to the cohort as a whole of around 3,4 50 

loans  drawn down over the  January to June 2016 period. Consistent with the approach to the 

2014 cohort, the scaling -up approach adjust s for the difference in the rate of arrears between 

the survey sample and the cohort as a whole , given the differences in performance between 

respo ndents with loans in arrears and those not in arrears . The analysis is set out in Table 4-9 

below.  

This analysis identifies a net GVA impact of the population from the 2016 cohort  (that is, 

the loans drawn down between January and June 2016 ) of £ 85 m .   

The estimated costs of the loans (applying the same adjustment factors and assumptions as 

used for the 2014 cohort, but a 40% default rate) is £15 .0 m  in terms of Economic Costs. This 

provides a BCR for the 2016 cohort of 5.7:1, consistent  with the sample dat a. 36  

 

 

                                           

35  Excluding ou tlier s.  
36  The average loan value for the 2016 cohort at £10,390 is consistent with the sample of £10,550 , meaning this does 

not impact on the scaled -up BCR estimate.    
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Table 4-9: Scaling -up of GVA findings for the 2016 cohort  

Stage of analysis  Metric  

Net effects 14,891,770 

!Υ Χ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻŀƴǎ ƴƻǘ in arrears  13,703,688 

.Υ Χ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻŀƴǎ ƛƴ ŀǊǊŜŀǊǎ  1,188,083 

C: Number of loans not in arrears in survey cohort  529 

D: Number of loans in arrears in survey cohort 69 

E: Average GVA effect from loans not in arrears (=A/C) 25,905 

F: Average GVA effect from loans in arrears (=B/D) 17,219 

G: Number of loans in population not in arrears  2,821 

H: Number of loans in population in arrears 717 

I: GVA generated by loans not in arrears (=E*G) 73,077,699 

J: GVA generated by loans in arrears (=F*H) 12,345,731 

Total GVA (I+J) 85,423,430 

Source: SQW analysis  

Commentary  on impact and value for money for the 201 6 cohort  

The findings from the self - reported evidence for the 2016 cohort  are positive. The analysis 

suggests that, based on the self - reported evidence from the survey sample , the programme will 

generate a benefit in terms of GVA effects from  businesses st arted -up that outweighs  

substantially the costs of programme delivery, taking into account both the loan and non - lendi ng 

costs for Delivery Partners. The scale of the impact is also substantial,  with an estimate of the 

net GVA impact of the population from  loans drawn down over this period of £85m.   

The BCR estimates from the 2016 cohort  are high  relative to the evidence from the 2014 cohort  

and previous years of the evaluation, at around 5.5:1 to 5.7:1 for Exchequer Costs and Economic 

Costs resp ectively. A range of inter - related factors appear to be driving this performance 

including : the characteristics of the individuals that drew down loans over this period , that were 

on average older and more likely to be in employment prior to the programme than for p revious 

cohorts; the nature of the loans drawn -down, with an average of over £10k  and many over 

£20k; and in turn the scale of the businesses that have been started -up, with an average 

turnover in the current financial year of £113k, expected to increase t o £180k in the next 

financial year . Alongside broadly consistent evidence on start -up rates and additionality, t hese 

factors  all have pushed up the scale o f the benefit from the programme . These factors have been 

accompanied by some reductions (relative to  the  2014 cohort ) in the estimates of costs of the 

programme, most notably an assumed re -payment rate of 60% for the 2016 cohort  (compared 

to 50% for the 2014 cohort ) based on evidence from BBB/SULCo, lower finance additionality (at 

67%), and a reduction i n the non - lending costs as a result of efficiencies in the delivery of the 

programme across  the Delivery Partner ne twork.   

Take n together, these factors have led to an improvement in the observed value for money of 

Start Up Loans, as covered in  the value for money model based on turnover generated by 

businesses started -up by supported individuals. This assessment does not cover wider 
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perspectives on the value for money and impact of the programme related to supporting 

individuals that are not able to acces s finance and its wider social effects , and the lower finance 

additionality (at under 70%) may reflect that individuals supported by the programme that drew 

down their loans in the January -June 2016  period were more likely to be able to access other 

forms of finance compared to  previous cohorts.  

This is consistent with the changing characteristics of the individuals supported by the 

programme, for example, with more older individuals, with fuller employment histories, which 

may help to reduce the assumed r isk in lending from commercial providers. This said, it is notable 

that only a third of  individuals in the 2016 sample had considered or applied for other sources 

of funding prior to approaching the prog ramme; this is lower than may be expected given that 

individuals are expected to prove they were not able to access other forms of funding in order 

to secure support from the programme . 

Further, drawing on the findings of the main value for money analysis, exploratory analysis was 

completed that sought to ta ke account of distributional effects, reflecting that part of the 

rationale for the programme was to address equity issues, with self -employment and enterprise 

seen as a way to improve in dividualsô economic prospects. To do this, the value for money 

analys is ï as reflected in the Benefit Cost Ratios (BCRs)  ï was re - run using distributional weights 

based on the income of beneficiaries when they first considered starting up a business, before 

their engagement with the programme. The headline findings of the a nalysis are set out in Table 

4-10 (see Annex B for details on the methods and approa ch). These findings are regarded as 

exploratory , particularly  as the approach is based on combining data on individual (personal 

income) and bu sinesses (net turnover effect s).  

Table 4 -10 : Income adjusted benefits and BCR  

Cohort  Economic 
costs (£) 

GVA benefits 
without income 

weighting 
adjustment (£) 

BCR without 
income 

weighting 

GVA benefits with 
income weighting 

adjustment (£) 

BCR with 
income 

weighting 
adjustment 

2014 sample 
ς Year 2 
survey 
group37 

1,400,446 4,226,924 3.0 
5,615,320 

(+33%) 
4.0 

2016 sample  2,552,089 14,891,770 5.8 
18,975,426 

(+27%) 
7.4 

Source: SQW analysis  

The analysis suggests the value for money of the programme is higher once the pre -programme 

income of t he beneficiary is taken into account , for both 2014 and 2016 . The effect is more  

pronounced for the 2014 sample  (using data from Year 2  given sample sizes), with a 33% uplift 

in the net GVA effects , given a higher share of individuals in this group in the lowest income 

                                           

37  The Year 3 survey group for the 2014 Cohort has a relatively small sample size (n=107 ) and the characteristics of 

the survey group are very different to the population. The analysis was therefore undertaken using Year 2 evidence 

where the sample size was larger (n=331) and the characteristics were less divergent from the population. Also n ote 

that the BCRs ówithout income weightingô exclude consideration of arrears as the income distribution of the entire 

population is not known, meaning that it is not possible to adjust for arrears rates.   
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bands . The income adjustment does not fully close the difference in BCRs b etween the 2014 and 

2016 samples as other factors such as more efficient programme delivery and lower rates of 

expected default influence the BCR for the 2016 sample . However, the exploratory analysis does 

highlight the economic and social value of the programme in supporting óless advantagedô 

individuals, as part of the overall service offer , with improved value for money when the income 

distribution of beneficiaries is  considered.  

The relationship between business performance and arrears  

The survey s uggest s a relationship between the level of arrears and business performance. The 

arears rate in March 2017 for the 2016 sample was 12% (i.e. 12% of individuals were in arr ears 

at this point). This increased to 30% for those individuals that had started -up a business that 

had subsequently closed (n=66). The average turnover for businesses started -up by individuals 

that were not in arrears was also higher than those that were  (£116k compared to £71k). It 

should be noted that the direction of causality is not clear  from the data.  
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Section 5 : Evidence on e mployment and personal 

development outcomes    

Key findings  

¶ The self - reported effects of the programme on the long - term job pr ospects and confidence  

both in business and more widely  are positive for both the 2014 Year 3 sample and the 

2016 sample . N otably, over three -quarters of individuals in  both groups reported positive  

effects from Start Up Loans on their view of their long - term job  prospects .    

¶ The programme has supported individuals to transition from unemployment into self -

employment and employmen t. For the 2014 Year 3 sample , a quarter of the survey group 

were  unemployed  prior to the programme, this had reduced to 6% by t he Year 3 survey. 

Of the individuals that identified as self -employed in the Year 3 survey that were not self -

employed when they first consider ed starting -up a business, around a third thought they 

would not be in self -employment without their involvement in Start Up Loans .  

¶ The data on transitions  for the 2016 sample reflect  the changing characteristics of 

individuals supported , with 20% unemployed before they drew down their Start Up Loan ; 

this had  reduced to under 5% by the point of the survey. Looking s pecifically at the 

transitions of those that were unemployed pre -programme, of the 83 individuals that 

moved from unemployment to self -employment/ full - time employment, over a third 

attributed t his to the programme . This is equivalent to 27% of all those th at were 

unemployed pre -programme , and 5% of the 2016 sample as a whole.  

¶ Scaling -up the sample data to the 2016 cohort as a whole suggests the loans drawn down 

over the January -June 2016 period may have led to 240 individuals moving from 

unemployment into self -employment / full - time employment.  This has the potential to 

generate Exchequer Savings through reduced benefits  claims  of up to around £900k p .a.      

¶ The evidence on the value of pre -application and mentoring for the 2016 sample was 

broadly consistent with the evidence from the 2014 sample in previous years . The support 

was generally valued highly by individuals, and there were self - reported benefits from 

both pre -application support and mentoring on skills and confidence. However, the survey 

suggests participation in mentoring may have reduced over time ; this may reflect the 

characteristics of the more recent cohort surveyed, as older and more experienced 

business owners have tended to be less likely to take up mentoring.  

¶ From the survey feedback and c ase study work, it was evident that the mentoring offer 

to individuals has remained varied across Delivery Partner s, and there have been 

examples whereby Delivery Partners have drawn on the wider business support landscape 

to provide advice and mentoring t o beneficiaries. Two consistent messages across the 

evaluation period have been that a significant minority of individuals did not understand 

the potential value of mentoring, and that approaching 20% of individuals supported by 

the programme have not been  offered mentoring support.  

¶ Overall satisfaction with Start Up Loans is high, with a Net Promoter S core of 50 -60% 

across the two survey samples ; this appears to perform well against benchmarks of other 

finance providers. Higher s atisfaction with the progr amme was associated with certain 

aspects of individualsô experience including those that had taken up pre -application 

support, and for those using more hours of mentoring. Satisfaction was also higher for 

those that had a business that was still trading, relative to th ose where the business had 

closed; this is not unexpected but indicates satisfaction with the programme is reliant on 

external factors that it cannot control fully.  
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Coverage  

This section sets out the findings from the evaluation related to t he employment and personal 

development outcomes , for both the 2014 Year 3 sample and the 2016 sample . I t also provides 

evidence on overall satisfaction  with  the programme from these groups. For the 2016 sample 

only, the section  summarises the evidence on p rogramme improvement , thereby addressing  the 

supplementary research objective on pr e-application support and mentoring.   

Employment outcomes  

Approach  

Alongside supporting the creation of new businesses, one of the original objectives of the 

programme was to improve the employment prospects of individuals, regardless of whether the 

specific businesses started -up w ere  success ful . Evidence  on the employment outcomes of the 

programme has been considered  in the evaluation via:   

¶ analysis of the óemployment transitionsô experienced by individuals supported by the 

programme, including the employment status of individuals before and after their 

engagement  

¶ analysis of the self - reported effects of the programme on wider employability factors 

and issues, including in dividualsô long - term job prospects  and confidence . 

The evidence on these two perspectives on the employment  effects of the programme is se t  out 

below, for the 2014 cohort  and 2016 cohort  respectively.  

2014 cohort  

Employment transitions  

The 2014 Year 3 sa mple were asked in Year 1 of the  tracking  survey (in 2015) what their 

employment status was at the time they first gave serious though t  to starting -up  the  business  

for which they secured the Start Up Loan .38  As set out in Table 5-1, at this point half (50%)  of 

the sample were in employment (mainly full - time employment), and approaching a quarter 

(24%) were unemployed. By the point of the Year 3 survey, the proportion of the sample that 

was unemployed had reduced to 6% , with those identifying as self -employed  (including those 

that were  proprietor s/business owner s) representing over 60%  of the sample . 

 

 

                                           

38  Note this is different from the data drawn from SULCo monitoring data on their employment status when they 

approached the programme ; this explains the variation to the data set out in Table 2 -1 and in the sub -section on ñThe 

two populationsò in Section 2.  
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Table 5 -1: Employment  status before and after engagement with the programme for the 2014 

Year 3 sample (n= 107 )  

 

Status when first gave 

serious though t  to starti ng -

up business (pre - support)  

Status at point of survey 

(post - support)  

Employed 50% 31% 

Self-employed or 
proprietor/business owner 

19% 61% 

Unemployed 24% 6% 

Other 7% 3% 

Source: Year 3 2014 cohort survey  

Of those individuals in the 2014 Year 3 sample that identified as self -employed specifically 39  in 

the Year 3 survey that were not self -employed when they first gave serious though t  to starting -

up a business  (n= 37), just over a third (14) thought they would not be in self -employment if 

they had not been involved in the Start  Up Loans programme , with most thinking they would be 

in employment instead.  It is worth noting that th e survey suggest ed  that some individuals 

supported by Start Up Loans that  we re running a business that continue d to trade were also 

engage d in  other employment activity. The 30 individuals in the 2014 Year 3 sample that 

identified their current employment status as óemployed ô (either full time or part time) included 

23 that reported  that  the businesses supported by Start Up Loan s were  t rading and  that  they 

remain involved with them . Of this group (n=30), a third indicated that under a half of their 

annual gross income wa s derived from this business, suggesting that other employment wa s 

responsible for the majority of their income. This i s consistent with  the evidence from the Year 

2 evaluation, where around a third of the beneficiary sample (at th e time of the Year 2 survey)  

that were still involved in their business supported by the programme were engaged in other 

employment/educa tion/tr aining activities, most commonly a full - time or part - time position with 

a separate employer .  

This said, the data also highlight ed the challenges in definitions around employment status; a 

similar number of individuals in this group that had identified as employed  (rather than s elf -

employed or a proprietor/business owner )  derived all of their annual gross income from the 

business started -up .   

The Delivery Partner survey reiterated that Start Up Loans supports individuals to transition from 

employment into self -employment, and unemployment into employment/self -employment. 

Respondents suggested that these transitions support both the reduction of people who would 

have otherwise remained in low -paid unemployment, and those claiming unemployment 

benefits , with one respondent expressing  how Start Up Loans has  had;   

ña significant impact o n getting unemployed, returning parents and the 

disadvantaged to start a new lifeò 

                                           

39  Excluding those that identified as a propriet or/business owner as this category was not included in the Year 1 

survey . 
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Wider employability  

All individuals in the 2014 Year 3 sample were asked whether  the programme has had  a positive, 

neutral or negative effect on three employability issues: their long - term job prospects (as they 

perceive it), their confidence in running and managing a business, and their personal confidence 

outside of business . The findings are set out in Table 5-2.   

Positively, 80% reported that the programme has had a positive effect  on their long - term job 

prospects , with a ónet positive effect ô of 78% (i.e. the proportion of positive effect responses 

minus the negative effect  responses ). The effe cts on business and personal confidence were also  

highly net positive, particularly in terms of confidence in running and managing a business . A 

lower net positive effect on personal confidence i s not unexpected g iven the focus of the 

programme. This said,  the results on the perceived effects of the programme o n personal 

confidence outside of business are still encouraging, with increased personal confidence 

potentially leading to effects on employment outcomes over the long - term , and more widely to 

individ ual well -being and quality of life .  

Table 5 -2: Self - reported  effects of the programme  on employability issues  for the 2014 Year 3 

sample (n=107)  

 

Long - term job 

prospects  

Confidence in 

running and 

managing a 

business  

Personal 

confidence outside 

of business  

Positive effect 80% 74% 62% 

Neutral/no effect 17% 22% 37% 

Negative effect 3% 4% 1% 

Net positive effect 78% 70% 61% 

Source: Year 3 2014 cohort  survey  

2016 cohort  

Employment transitions  

The employment status of individuals in the 2016 sample when the y first gave serious thought  

to starting -up a business (prior to approaching Start Up Loans ) , and at the point of the survey 

following support is set out below. The data indicate a reduction in the proportion of individuals 

that are unemployed  ( from 20% do wn to 4% ), and an increase in self -employment and those 

who are p roprietor/business owner s. As may be expected ï with individuals moving from 

employment to start -up their own business ï there has also been a decline in the proportion of 

individuals  that we re employed, although again care must be taken with this analysis given the 

potential overlaps between self - reported  employment a nd self -employment status.  
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Table 5 -3: E mployment status before and after engagement with the programme for the 2016 

sample (n=602)  

 

Status when first gave serious 

though t  to starting - up business  

( pre - support )  

Status  at point  of survey  

( post - support )   

Employed 52% 32% 

Self-employed 20% 47% 

Unemployed 20% 4% 

Proprietor/business 
owner 1% 15% 

Other 7% 1% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

With the larger sample size for the 2016 sample , it is possible to track the volume of movements 

from one employment status to another employment status , with the findings set out in  Table 

5-4. The most common transition, for 136 of the indiv iduals , was moving  from employment to 

self -employment  following support from the programme . A total of 1 04 individuals , equivalent 

to 17% of the 2016 sample , moved from unemployment into either employment  (32) , sel f-

employment  (58)  or a role as a proprieto r/ business owner  (14)  after their engagement in the 

programme . Note the table does not include those individuals where the employment status 

remained the same (i.e. employed both before and after the programme , these are marked with 

a ñ -  ò in the table).  

Table 5 -4: Transition  from types of employment for the Year 3 sample (n=602)  

To  Č  
Employed 

Self-
employed 

Proprietor /  
business owner 

Unemployed Other 
From   Ď 

Employed - 136 39 10 3 

Self-employed 21 - 23 3 0 

Proprietor / business 
owner 

1 0 - 0 0 

Unemployed 32 58 14 - 4 

Other 13 17 6 3 - 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

This  shift of approaching a fifth (17%) of the 2016 sample from unemployment into employment, 

self -employment or role as a proprietor/ business owner  highlights the potential con tribution of 

the programme in supporting improved employment outco mes for supported individuals. The 

significant movements from employment to self -employment or a role as a proprietor/ business 

owner  also highlights how engagement in the programme has suppo rted individuals to make 

decisions around their employment status and aspirations.  

Other factors may also have influenced these decisions . Indeed,  the broader surge in self -

employment in the UK since the economic downturn  indicates that these employment tr ansitions 
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have been taking place within a context of wider similar trends .40  The survey therefore also 

sought to identify the role of the programme in this transition for those individuals that had 

moved into s elf -employ ment  after their engagement  with the programme (n=211) . The evidence 

suggests that the programme made a notable contribution: 45% of this group reported that they 

would not now be in self -employment if they had not been involved with the Start Up Loans 

programme, and a further 6% did not know  if they would be in self -employment . Of those that 

did not think they would be in self -employment or did not know (n=106), most (72%) felt they 

would be in full or part - time employment, and 13% felt they would be unemployed.  

Looking more specifically at the transitions of those unemployed when they first gave serious 

thought to starting -up a business ( prior to approaching the programme ) , of the 83 individuals 

that moved from unemployment to self -employment or full - time employment, the survey 

suggests that  39% attributed their current status to the programme. In aggregate this was  32 

individuals in the 2016 sample that were unemployed pre -SUL and are now not unemployed as 

a result of the programme. This is equivalent to 27% of all those that were unemployed  when 

they first gave serious thought to starting -up a business , and 5% of the sample as a whole.  

The scale of th is effect may appear modest , however, scaling -up the data to the 2016 cohort as 

a whole (where there were approaching 900 people unemployed be fore they approached the 

programme), suggests that the loans drawn down  over the January -June 2016 period have led 

to 240 individuals moving from unemployment into  self -employment or full - time employment. 41   

Further to the bene fits for the individuals, this  may also have wider effects on reducing take -up 

of unemployment benefits (where these are taken -up in full) , leading to Exchequer Savings . 

Assuming that the 240 individuals that are estimated t o have moved from unemployment were 

previously in receipt of J ob Seekers  Allowance, with a weekly allowance of up £ 73.10 42 , this 

would equate to an annual saving in terms of claimant benefits of approximately £914,000. 

Projecting this forward to the end of the modelling period to 2021/22 , and including effects from 

20 17/18 (i.e. the current financial year), would provide an aggregate saving of £4.6m in benefits 

claimants , from the 2016 cohort.    

It is important to bear in mind that some of these individuals may have moved into some form 

of employment without the progr amme, although the estimates are based on the survey cohort 

where the individuals attributed their move from unemployment into self -employment/full time 

                                           

40  From March to May 2008 to March to May 2018, self -employment increased from 3.86 million workers to 4.79 

million workers, an increase of 24.2% compared to an equivalent increase of  6.9% in employees.  See Labour market 

economic commentary: July 2018 

(https://www.ons.gov.uk/employment andlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/labourm

arketeconomiccommentary/july2018 ). The ONS also published data on labour market transitions, setting out flows 

between different labour market statuses from the Labour Force Survey (L FS). We have not sought to compare this 

LFS data to the findings from the survey of programme beneficiaries as the 2016 sample is not considered to be 

representative of the labour market as a whole. Individuals in the 2016 sample were explicitly seeking to  transition 

from one status to another through starting -up a business, making comparisons in terms of the flows between labour 

market status for the labour market as a whole inappropriate.  

41  Note, the data on the wider population is based on CRM informatio n regarding employment status at the time the 

individual first approached the programme, not when the y first gave serious th ought  to starting up a business. 

However, this has been used as the most appropriate proxy for pre -SUL employment for the wider popu lation, where 

survey evidence is not available.    
42  https://www.gov.uk/jobseekers -allowance   

https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/labourmarketeconomiccommentary/july2018
https://www.ons.gov.uk/employmentandlabourmarket/peopleinwork/employmentandemployeetypes/articles/labourmarketeconomiccommentary/july2018
https://www.gov.uk/jobseekers-allowance


Research Report  

65  

employment to the programme. As such, the data may over -estimate the scale of potential 

Exchequer Savin gs and should be regarded as indicative only.  

Wider employability  issues  

The findings from the 2016 sample  on the effects of the programme on employability issues are 

set out in Table 5 -5. The reported effects for the 2016 sample were very similar to those  for the 

2014 sample . Over three -quarters of individuals in the 2016 sample reported that the 

programme has had a positive effect on their long -term job prospects, with a ónet positive effectô 

of 73% . The results were also strongly net positive on confiden ce, particularly in terms of running 

and managing a business.   

Table 5-5:  Self - reported effects of the programme on employability issues  for the 2016 sample 

(n=602)  

 

Long - term job 

prospects  

Confidence in running 

and managing a 

business  

Personal 

confidence  outside 

of business  

Positive 76% 74% 60% 

Neutral 20% 22% 34% 

Negative 3% 3% 4% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 1% 1% 2% 

Net positive 73% 71% 55% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

There were no significant variations by region on the net positive data for any of the thr ee 

employability issues. However, for individuals in the 2016 sample , there is some evidence that 

mentoring was associated with  the self - reported effects of the programme on confidence , both 

in running  and managing a business and in terms of personal confi dence . As set out in Figure 5 -

1, the ónet positive effects ô on confidence were significantly higher for those individuals that had 

been provided with mentoring support.  This does not necessarily imply causality.  There was no 

significant variation in terms of the effects on long - term job prospects  between those that had 

and had not received mentoring support .    
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Figure 5 -1: Net positive effects on employability issues by mentoring take -up for the 2016 

sample  

 
Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

The e vidence also indicated that  the ónet positiveô effects on the two forms of confidence were 

significantly higher for individuals aged 18 -30 than for those aged Over  30.  The differen ce for 

long - term jo b prospects between the two age groups was not significan t. This is perhaps not 

unexpected,  with the programme helping to develop the confidence of younger individuals, and 

the findings remain ed strongly net positive even for those individual s aged over 30 that are 

engaged with the programme.   

Table 5 -6: Net po sitive  effect of the programme on employability issues  by age group  for the 

2016 sample  

 

Long - term job 

prospects  

Confidence in 

running and 

managing a 

business  

Personal 

confidence outside 

of business  

Aged 18-30 (n=211) 76% 76% 63% 

Aged over 30 (n=390) 71% 68% 52% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

Programme improvement fin d ings for the 2016 cohort   

The survey for the 2016 sample gathered evidence to provide an assessment of the value of 

pre -application support and mentoring  support.  

The key messages  regar ding pre -application support include d the following :  

¶ 8 6% of the sample  received some form of pre - application support , and 14% 

did not . Face- to - face support  (e.g. meetings, one to one sessions, workshops )  were  
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the most common form of support  received , but telephone and online support w ere  

also common , and around a fifth  of individuals  across the sample were involved in 

events/seminars that involved one - to -many application support. Pre -application 

support commonly involved more than one method: 64% of those that receiv ed pre -

application support (n= 517) reported at least two forms of support.  

¶ The volume of pre - application support varied substantially . A pproaching half 

(47%) of the individuals that received support reported  that  this involved under five 

hours of support , but 14% received  over 21 hours of pre -application  support  (n=517). 

This reflects the varied needs and expectations of individuals,  which were reported in 

the case study research  and different Delivery  Partner delivery models.  

¶ The effects of pr e- application support were most evident in terms of 

improving understanding of business planning amongst individuals. Over 

75% of individuals that received pre -application support reported that it improved 

their understanding of business planning, with a ónet positive effect ô (those agreeing 

min us those disagreeing) of 60%. This wa s a core focus of the pre -application support 

approach so is not unexpected. Effects on understanding of financial management 

and market opportunities were also  positive (see Tabl e 5 -7).   

Table 5 -7: Response to: óTo what extent did you agree or disagree that the pre-application 

support led to improvements  in the following areasô for the 2016 sample  (n=517 )  

 

Improved my 

understanding of 

market 

opportunities  

Improved my 

understandin g of 

financial 

management  

Improved my 

understanding of 

business planning  

Agree strongly 14% 17% 20% 

Agree 43% 51% 56% 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

16% 9% 7% 

Disagree 23% 20% 15% 

Disagree strongly 3% 2% 1% 

Net positive 32% 45% 60% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort survey  

The key messages regarding  mentoring support include d the following :  

¶ Mentoring support was offered to most, but not all individuals. 80% of the  

2016 sample reported  that  they had been offered mentoring support, with 17% (in 

aggregate terms, 100 of the 602) reporting they had not been offered mentoring 

support (3 % did not know).  

¶ Half of individuals offered mentoring had taken - up the su pport by the point 

of the surve y  (51%) . The take -up rate for mentoring was higher for individuals 

aged 18 -30 (at 62%) than those aged over 30 (46%), for female beneficiaries (64%)  

compared to male beneficiaries  (44%), for individuals with lower loan values (e.g. 

76% for those with loans under £3k, compared to 39% for those with loans over £8k) , 

and for individual s that were unemployed when they approached the programme 
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(68%) . A significant minority (40%) of those offered mentoring chose not to take it 

up, with 8% indicating  that  they intend ed to use  mentoring in the future.  

¶ Overall participation rates in mentorin g for the 2016 sample in full were 

40% , and are likely to remain at under 50% .  Taking into account the full survey 

sample, including those that were not offered mentoring, individuals that have 

received mentoring support account ed  for 40% of the sample  (244 out of 602). If the 

39 individuals that intend ed to take -up mentoring in th e future do so , this would bring 

the proportion of the survey sample that have received mentoring to 47%.  

¶ The most common  reason individuals  did not take  up mentoring sup port wa s 

that they felt they did not need further support. This  was identified as a reason 

by 40% of those that were offered but did not take -up mentoring (n=193) . However , 

a wide range of other rea sons were also cited, with four  themes  emerging: that 

individuals  did not have time for mentoring; that they were not contacted by mentors 

despite identifying an interest; that the specific nature of the business meant that 

they did not think  that the mentoring  would  be o f value (which is linked to those that 

felt they did not need support); and issues related to proximity and access to support  

preventing take -up.  

¶ Mentoring wa s most commonly delivered via face - to - face / one - to - one 

support , but the volume of support varie d  substantially. Two - thirds  (66%) of 

individuals tha t had taken up mentoring (n=244) identif ied  individual face - to - face 

support  as the main method . In terms of volume of support, 47%  of the individuals 

that received support reported that this involved under five hours of support ; 

however, 14% received over 21 hours of mentoring  support  (n=244 ).  

¶ Most individuals that have taken - up mentoring believe d  that it has had a 

positive effect on their business , with positive effects also identified in terms 

of developing new business skills . The summary data are set out in Table 5-8.  

The ónet positiveô effect  on the business was significantly higher for individuals that 

had received face - to - face/one - to -one support (at 66%) than for other main methods 

of mentoring (at 46%). The volume of support was also  potentially  a factor, with a 

ónet positiveô effect for those individuals that had received 11 or more hours of 

mentoring  support (n=74) of 89% 43  compared to a 29% ónet positiveô effect  for those 

individuals that had received up to five hours of mentoring support (n=104).  These 

findings may suggest  that face - to - face/one - to -one and more intensive support deliver 

positive effects . H owever, it may also reflect that individuals that sought  this form /  

volume of support were more likely to require in -depth support , and therefore  benefit 

from the mentoring . This is consistent with the ódemand-ledô approach i.e. Delivery 

Partners  provide the method of support that individuals a sk for, rather than defining 

a set offer or method. A caveat to note is that those individuals receiving f ace- to - face 

support and/or more support may exhibit greater attribution bias to the effects of 

mentoring.    

                                           

43  Notably, of the 74 individuals that had received 11 or more hours of support, only one reported that they  

ódisagreed ô that the mentoring had had a positive effect on their business , and none ódisagreed stronglyô.  
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Table 5 -8: Response to: óTo what extent did you agree or disagree with the following 

statements about business mentoring ô for the Year 3 sample (n= 244 )  

 

It has had a positive effect 

on my business  

It has helped me personally 

to develop new or improved 

business skills  

Agree strongly 30% 23% 

Agree 41% 43% 

Neither agree nor disagree 15% 10% 

Disagree 9% 19% 

Disagree strongly 4% 5% 

Net positive 59% 43% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort survey  

The evidence from the survey with the 2016 sample suggest ed that issues remain ed for the 

programme around the extent to which mentoring wa s offered consistently by Delivery Partners.  

Mentoring wa s intended to be a co re component of the Start Up Loans customer journey, 

however,  over half of the sample will not have received mentoring support , suggesting both that 

there remains a case for a greater  focus on promoting the benefits  of mentoring to raise 

awareness amongst the beneficiaries  ( reducing the 40% that do not take it up), and to ensure 

that the offer is made consistently across the Delivery Partner network.  

All individuals shoul d be offered mentoring support , although  the survey evidence suggest ed 

that  this has  not happen ed in practice . The individuals in the 2016 sample were supported by 

36 different D elivery Partner s, and the re was variation in the  offer of mentioning support , for 

example :  for eight of the Delivery Partner s, under half of the surveyed individual s reported  that 

they were offered mentoring  support (and  the proportion was  under a third  for four  of these 

eight ) ;  and for seven of the Delivery Partner s, between a half and three quarters of individuals 

reported  that  they were offered mentoring  support . The number of individuals in the survey 

sample,  and the proportion  that indicated they had been offered mentoring by each  Delivery 

Partner is set out in Figure 5-2.44  There  is no strong relationship between the volume of loans 

supported in the survey sample  and the proportion  that reported  that  they w ere offered 

mentoring  support; Delivery P artners where all / a high proportion of individuals reported they 

had been offered mentoring support included b oth small/local,  and large/national Delivery 

Partners.   

 

 

 

                                           

44  The Delivery Partners are not identified , as the data is based on what individuals in the survey cohort reported 

which may not be fully accurate,  and individual Delivery Partners  have not been asked to corroborate the data, as this 

would involve identifying the individuals surveyed.  
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Figure 5 -2: Proportion of individuals offered mentoring by Delivery Partner and number of loans 

in 2016 sample   

 
Source: 2016 cohort  survey  

It is possible that some of the 17% of individuals in the 2016 sample that indicated they were 

not offered mentorin g had in fact been offered support by the Delivery Partner, with the survey 

completed in some cases approaching two years since they drew down their loan. Further, the 

evidence from the Delivery Partner case studies indicates that in some cases, Delivery P artner s 

signpost individuals to mentoring available elsewhere  or use sub -contractors to deliver the 

mentoring, which may not be recognised by the individuals. However, the data from the 2014 

cohort  in  Year 1 of the evaluation offer ed some corroborating e vi dence: 10% of th e 2014 Year 

1 sample (n=959) reported they were not offered mentoring s upport. The evidence does suggest 

that perhaps 10 -20% of individuals supported by the programme have not been  offered 

mentoring support.   

The 2016 sample data also poten tially suggests a reduction in the overall take -up rate of 

mentoring which may be linked to the changing characteristics of the beneficiary cohort. The 

evidence from across the three years of the evaluation wa s that mentoring take -up wa s higher 

for younger  individuals supported by the programme, for those with smaller loan values , and for 

those that were unemployed when they approached the programme. A s the characteristics of 

beneficiaries ha ve  shifted to older beneficiaries, to larger loan values, and to a  lower proportion 

unemployed when they approach the programme, the  overall level of mentoring take -up has 

reduced ; the fact that individuals feel they do not need mentoring was also picked up in the 

qualitative research with beneficiaries as part of the De livery Partner case studies. Whilst care 

must be taken given the different samples and time -periods of support, the evidence from Years 

1 and 2 of the evaluation was that mentoring take -up was around 80%  for the 2014 cohort , 

compared to around 55 -60% for t he 2016 cohort  (with the specific value dependent on the 

proportion of those that expect to take -up mentoring that in practice do so).         

The Delivery Partner survey also raised concerns over the current mentoring offering , with issues 

identified rela ted to a lack of suitable mentors , and  low engagement amongst individuals , which 
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is reflected in the beneficiary survey data  on take -up . For example, feedback from Delivery 

Partner s related to mentoring included:    

ñIt is difficult to find enough mentors who will give their time voluntarily. 

Maybe if there was funding available for training and at least to pay expenses. 

This may encourage people with the right skills to become a mentor .ò 

ñMentoring is something clients don't always want or see the benefit of.  I 

would like encouragement for mentoring é We know where clients stay in 

touch and receive mentoring support  [this]  helps business es grow. ò 

The challenge of mentor take -up, quality and availability has been identified as an issue 

through out  the evaluat ion ; for example, in the Delivery Partner survey in Year 2, approaching 

half of the respondents indicated they had faced some capacity issues in delivering mentoring 

support , with the quantity of mentors ( i.e. availability and numbers) particularly problem atic.   

Mentoring and arrears  

One of the  specific supplementary research questions for the evaluation wa s whether mentoring 

had any effect on levels of loan repayments . Overall take -up of mentoring  has  not appear ed to 

have any association  with re -payment: within  the 2016 sam ple, 13% of those that had received 

mentoring  support were in arrears in March  2017 (n=244), and 11% of those that had not 

received mentoring  were in arrears  (n=358).  

However, the data do suggest that take -up of more  mentoring wa s associ ated with a higher rate 

of arrears  amongst the 2016 sample : 7%  of those individuals that had received óUp to 5 hoursô 

of mentoring were in arrears (n=104), compared to 17% of those individuals that had received 

ô6 or more hoursô of mentoring support (n=131), a significant difference  (at 5% confidence) .   

This finding is consistent with the econometric analysis conducted for  the Year 2 evaluation 

report , which  found evidence that individuals in arrears  in the 2014 Year 2 sample spent more  

time with their ment ors, potentially seeking ways  to improve their businesses in order to 

recommence loan repayments . I .e. it is not mentoring take -up that leads to higher (or lower) 

levels of arrears, rather those individual in arrears are more likely to engage with a mentor  in 

order to seek to address underlying issues or challenges in the business that prevent re -

payments.   

Overall s atisfaction  

The evaluation found that the programme ha d a high level of satisfaction amongst its beneficiary 

groups. The surveys for the Year 3 evaluation asked respondents on a scale of 0 -10 whether 

they would recommend the programme to others (where 0 is they would not recommend the 

programme  at all, and 10 is that they would recommend unreservedly). This data has been used 

to ca lculate a óNet Promoter Scoreô (NPS) for the programme .45   The findings for the two survey 

                                           

45  This is an accepted overall measure of satisfaction, SULCo has previously adopted the commonly -used net promoter 

score in its own survey work. Those responding with a 9 or 10 out of a possible 10 are ópromotersô; those responding 

with scores of between 0 and 6 are ódetractorsô. The net promoter score is the promoters minus detractors. 
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sample s were similar, with an NPS for the 2014 Year 3 sample  of  52% , and  of 57%  for the 2016 

sample . The  range of scores within  each sample is set out in  Figure 5-3.  

Equivalent NP S data was reported by SULCo in their annual reports in 2014/15 and 2015/16, at 

65% and 72% respectively. 46  These data cannot be directly compared ï they are based on 

different samples, and have been asked at different points in the Start Up Loans customer 

journey and subsequent post -programme activity. Further, the NPS from the evaluation for the 

2014 Year 3 sample of 52% may reflect in part a decay over time in the extent to which 

individuals would recommend the programme, with these individuals surveyed s ome three to 

three and a half years after they drew down their loan.  

This said, the SULCo impact reports benchmarked the NPS for Start Up Loans to a number of 

other UK finance providers, and the NPS from both the 2014 Year 3 sample and 2016 sample 

perform  well against these benchmarks. The data from the 2015/16 impact report is summarised 

below, with the evaluation findings also included and highlighted in red .47    

Figure 5 -3: Distribution of recommendation scores  

2014 Year 3 sample  (n=107)  2016 sample (n =599 48 )  

  
Source: Year 3 surveys ( 2014  and 2016 cohort s)  

 

 

                                           

46  See https://prod.cdn.sulserver.net/app/uplotads/2016/06/08145304/Annual - Impact -Report -2014 -15 -final -V5- .pdf  

and https://prod.cdn.sulserver.net/app/uploads/2016/10/08144405/Annual - Impact -Report -2015 -16.pdf   
47  Note that the data on NPS for other finance providers is taken directly from the SULCo 2015/16 impact repo rt; the 

impact report does not identify the source of the data or the sample sizes on which they are based . The data are 

reproduced here on the basis that this  information is accurate and has been provided  to/accessed by SULCo.  
48  Excludes donôt know and refused . 
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Figure 5 -4: NPS scores for the programme and other finance providers  

 
Source: Adapted from Start Up Loans Annual Impact Report 2015 -2016 , including evaluation survey data  

The sample size for  the 2016 sample enables the NPS to be considered for different  

characteristics and groups. The following points are noted :   

¶ First, the survey suggest ed that both take -up and volume of pre -application support 

influence d satisfaction with the programme. The  NPS was significantly higher for those 

individuals that had received pre -application support , at 62% (n=516), compared to 

those that had not , at 26 % (n= 84 ) . The NPS was also higher for those individuals 

that had received more  pre -application support, at 8 7% for those that had received 

óSix or more hours ô of pre -application support (n=241), compared to 63% for those 

that had received óUp to five hours ô of pre -application support (n=243).  

¶ Second, take -up of mentoring support in itself does not influence sat isfaction, but the 

volume of mentoring received does. The NPS was consistent between  those that had 

and had not taken -up mentoring support at the time of the survey, at 56% and 57% 

respectively  (n=244 and n= 356). However, the NPS for those individuals that  had 

received óUp to five hours ô of mentoring (n= 104 ) was 54%, compared to an NPS of 

85% for individuals that had received óSix or more hours ô of mentoring support 

(n= 13 1) .  

¶ Third, the re was no variation in the NPS by loan value , gender, or employment stat us 

when applying  to the programme.  The satisfaction level was also consistent between 

individuals that were or wer e not in arrears in March 2017, and between those 

individuals that had previously started a business and those that had not.  

¶ Fourth,  satisfac tion  with the programme var ied by region . The NPS for each of the 

five regions is set out below  in Figure 5 -5, ranging  from a high of 68% in the devolved 

administrations , to 49% in the South of England.  These data should not be taken too 

far, and it is pos sible that external conditions and factors may influence this evidence 
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e.g. individuals in London and the South E ast may be less likely to recommend the 

programme  because of greater access to sources of finance in these areas, not as a 

result of their expe rience with the programme.   

¶ Fifth, satisfaction with the programme was higher for those individuals that had a 

trading business  at the time of the survey, compared to those where their business 

had ceased trading, with NPSs of 61% and 37% respectively (n= 479, and n=65). This 

may be expected, but the data highlight that perceptions of the programme can be 

influenced by factors outside of its direct control .   

Figure 5 -5: NPS scores for the programme by region ( 2016 sample ) 

 
Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  surv ey  
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Section 6: Evidence on characteristics of those who 

benefited the most  

Key findings  

¶ Econometric (regression) analysis completed on the 2016 sample (separate to the impact 

and value for money analysis set out in Section 4) indicates that the characteris tics of 

those  individuals  that benefit ed most  from the programme depend on the nature of the 

benefit  in question ; there are  no consistent characteristic s of those who benefit the most 

across different outcome types.   

¶ Where the focus is on business outcome s (i.e. business survival, sales and employment), 

the key characteristics associated statistically with positive benefits are businesses with 

multiple owners , and having achieved some degree of employment in the last financial 

year.   

¶ Where the focus is on  individual  personal development outcomes ( notably  job prospects, 

and business and personal confidence), those with no previous business experience , and 

those unemployed at the time of applying to the programme are statistically positively 

associated with b enefitting more from the programme.  This is not unexpected, and 

reflects the ódistance travelledô by these individuals as a result of programme support.  

¶ Higher levels of self - reported additionality are  associated with individuals aged 18 -30 .  

¶ Take -up of h igher levels of mentoring support (over six hours) is associated with more 

positive outcomes in terms of business and personal confidence, once other factors such 

as age, business experience, and qualification levels are taken into account.  

 

Coverage  

The purpose of this section is to present a series of findings based on econometric (regression) 

analysis of the 2016 sample of beneficiaries that drew down a loan in 2016 . The objective is to 

gain some insights into the characteristics that are most associat ed with a range of outcomes, 

including:  

Å business outcomes  ï survival, sales  (g ross and net  additional ) , employment , and  self -

reported additionality  

Å other outcomes  -  personal development outcomes, arrears, and levels of satisfaction  

with the programme a s a proxy indicator for the level of self - reported benefits 

experienced  (e.g. if the beneficiary is a promoter/detractor  of the programme ) . 

As noted, the business outcomes include  a variable for  the net effects of the programme on 

sales . This variable cove rs sales outcomes attributed to the programme specifically by survey 

respondents , and so a direct measure of the extent to which a respondent has benefited from 

the programme through the performance of their business . The self - reported additionality 

variab le also focused explicitly on the extent to which  the effects of the programme on overall 

business performance  would not have happened without the programme . Data on gross sales 

and employment are also presented for context. The other outcomes are used to consider the 

characteristics of those that have benefited through other means, such as in terms of their 

personal development.  
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The remainder of this section provides an outline of the results and a commentary of key 

messages and implications. It is importa nt to note that as this analysis is based on evidence 

from beneficiaries  of the programme only  ï i.e. it does not include a counterfactual group of 

non -beneficiaries ï the interpretation of the results is limited to statements of association (i.e. 

this cha racteristic is significantly associated with this particular outcome), rather than 

statements of causality  (i.e. this characteristic caused this particular outcome) . The technical 

annex (Annex A) provides further details on the methodological approach to t he model 

specifications, robustness tests, and full results tables.   

Evidence on business outcomes  

The analysis of business outcomes focused on three aspects of business performance :  survival, 

sales and employment. Table 6 -3 provides  an overview of the r esults.  

Evidence on survival rates was based on the 529 (of 586) beneficiaries that started -up a 

business . The majority of businesses that had started -up were still trading at the time of 

surveying (a survival rate of 88%). The regression analysis suggests  that for beneficiaries 

involved in other activities (for example, alternative employment, a different start -up, or an 

education programme), the y were less likely to have started businesses that had survived 

(although the statistical relationship here was weak). It is important to note that this associat ion  

may reflect that  some beneficiaries have engaged in other activities because their business was 

failing, as opposed to the alternative activity (or activities) in itself causing the business to fail. 

Oth er findings include a weak and positive association between being female and business 

survival, and a weak and negative association with small loan values (under £3k, compared to 

mid - range loan values of £ 3k -8k)  ï i.e. the  businesses of individuals receivi ng higher loan values 

were more likely to survive.  Classification tests indicate that the predictive power of the model 

is high for the business survival outcome, providing confidence in the results (see Table A -4 in 

Annex A).  

Turning to the analysis of s ales and employment two forms of analysis were carried out. First, 

we analyse d whether a beneficiaryôs business increased its  sales or  employment from one year 

to the next ( i.e. ñyesò or ñnoò). The rationale for using a binary variable wa s to address the h igh 

degree of variability present in the sales and employment data, by simplifying the analysis to 

draw conclusions on whether or not a business ha d grown. The second form of analysis 

consider ed the scale of sales and employment change, analysing the level s of sales and 

employment achieved (i.e. as continuous variables ). Although th is approach does allow for 

consideration of the scale of change in sales and employment, due to the high degree of 

variability in the data the results need to be treated with cau tion. For the sales outcomes, the 

analysis wa s extended to assess the characteristics associated with  both  gross sales (i.e. changes 

in the overall sales performance of the business) and  net additional sales (i.e. changes in sales 

that were  attributed to t he programme through  the self - reported responses of  beneficiar ies) . 

Table 6 -1 below provides a description of each sales outcome variable s. 
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Table 6 -1: Description of sales outcome variables  

Outcome variable  Description  

Sales change (last-current FY)49 The outcome variable is binary, indicating whether a business grew 
its sales from the previous to the current financial year (y=1), or 
otherwise (y=0) 

Expected sales change (current-
future FY) 

The outcome variable is binary, indicating whether a beneficiary 
expects their business to grow in sales terms from the current to 
the next financial year (y=1), or otherwise (y=0) 

Gross sales (current FY, logged*) The outcome variable is continuous, indicating the scale of gross 
sales generated in the current financial year, controlling for gross 
sales in the previous financial year. The data are log-transformed 
to normalise the data due to the high degree of variability in sales 
performance across the 2016 sample. 

Net additional sales (last and 
current FY, logged*) 

The outcome variable is continuous, indicating the aggregation of 
net additional sales generated in the previous and current financial 
years (i.e. the amount of sales attributed to the programme), 
controlling for gross sales in the previous financial year 

Net additional sales (last, current 
and next FY, logged*) 

The outcome variable is continuous, indicating the aggregation of 
net additional sales generated in the previous, current and next 
financial years (i.e. the amount of sales attributed to the 
programme), controlling for gross sales in the previous financial 
year 

Note: * indicates that the data underwent a log - transformation in order to normalise the data due to the 

high degree of variability in sales performance across the 2016  sample . 

One common c haracteris tic  of individuals with businesses that increase d their sales was the 

presence of  multiple owners, which wa s positive and highly significant in three of the five sales 

models, and positive (albeit weakly significant )  in one other .50  Another charac teristic was having 

one or more  employ ees in the previous financial year (compared to beneficiaries operating 

businesses with no employees). The exception to this finding wa s for the expected sales change 

outcome variable, where the relationship wa s in the  opposite direction  (i.e. there was a negative 

association between employees in the previous financial year and expected sales change) . This 

finding may potentially be explained by a higher rate of optimism among sole - trad ers . However, 

this finding would r equire further (qualitative) analysis to examine more  fully.  

There were other findings from the analysis of sales outcomes that were more tentative:  

Å Mentoring:  beneficiaries that received a more substantial amount of mentoring (over 6 

hours), compared to  beneficiaries that receive no mentoring, were associated with a 

higher likelihood of growing their business sales. Conversely, beneficiaries receiving 

modest levels of mentoring (under 6 hours) were less likely to expect to increase their 

                                           

49  The classification test results for this outcome variable was in relative terms to the other outcomes low, at around 

65% to 70% across the model specifications. This suggests that the predictive power of the model is lower, leading to 

some uncerta inty in the results, which should be taken into account in reviewing the findings. See Table A -5 for the 

full classification tests for each model specification.  
50  The one model where this variable was not statistically significant was the model based on e xpected sales change.  
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sales than those  receiving no mentoring (albeit the relationship was weak). This could 

mean that individuals that seek mentoring and find real value in it, engage in more 

substantial amounts and are able to derive performance benefits ï either because of the 

mentoring or perhaps because they are simply more ambitious. Those receiving no 

mentoring may believe that they have the necessary skills and experience in any case ï 

and this aligns with the qualitative evidence.  

Å Degree education:  those with a degree were more like ly to increase the sales of their 

business from the last to the current financial year, and were more likely to have higher 

sales in the current financial year ï although the statistical relationships were weak . 

The findings in terms of employment outcomes  we re similar to th ose for  sales outcomes. Both 

multiple ownership and having some degree of employment in the previous financial year 

(compared to beneficiaries operating businesses with no employees) we re characteristics of 

individuals with businesses th at seem ed to benefit more from the programme.  Table 6 -2 below 

provides a description of each employment  outcome variable.  

Table 6 -2: Description of employment outcome variables  

Outcome variable  Description  

Employment change (last-current 
FY) 

The outcome variable is binary, indicating whether a business grew 
its employment from the previous to the current financial year 
(y=1), or otherwise (y=0) 

Expected employment change 
(current-future FY)51 

The outcome variable is binary, indicating whether a beneficiary 
expects their business to grow in employment terms from the 
current to the next financial year (y=1), or otherwise (y=0) 

Total employment (current FY)52 The outcome variable is continuous, indicating the scale of total 
employment in the current financial year, controlling for total 
employment in the previous financial year 

 

The analysis f ound that higher loan values were associated with an increased likelihood of 

growing a business ôs employment from the last to the current financial year, but also in term s 

of expected future employment growth  (i.e .  from the current to the next financial year), although 

the latter finding was weakly statistically significant.  

As with the analysis of sales outcomes,  we again f ound that beneficiaries that we re educated to 

deg ree  level or higher we re associated with a higher likelihood of increasing their level of 

employment.  

                                           

51  The classification test results for this outcome variable was in relative terms to the other outcomes low, at around 

65% across the model specifications. This suggests that the predictive power of the model is lower, leading to some  

uncertainty in the results, which should be taken into account in reviewing the findings. See Table A -12 for the full 

classification tests for each model specification.  
52  Classification tests indicate that the predictive power of the model is high for the  total employment outcome, 

providing confidence in the results (see Table A -13 in Annex A).  
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To complement the analysis of sales performance, we also examined whether there were any 

characteristics associated with higher levels of self - reported  ad ditionality . The main finding 

from this analysis was that there was a highly significant positive association for beneficiaries 

aged between 18 and 30 years old in reporting higher additionality , compared to beneficiaries 

over 30 years old. The results als o suggested that business es that had reached 10 or more 

employees in the previous financial year were associated with attributing a lower proportio n of 

benefits to the programme.  
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Table 6-3: Summary tab le for business outcomes  
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Age group (1=Age 18-30)  ǒ ƺ    ǒ    

Has business experience           

Has a degree  ƺ  ƺ    ƺ   

Gender (1=Female) ƺ   ǒ  ƺ     

Unemployed pre-start       ƺ   ƺ 

Region (base case = London)           

Devolved Admin      ƺ     

Midlands          ǒ 

North of England        ƺ   

South of England         ƺ  

Loan value (base case = 3k to 8k)           

Up to 3k ƺ      ƺ    

Over 8k        ǒ ƺ  

Involved in other activities ǒ ǒ         

Sector (base case = SIC A-F, primary, production, construction) 

SIC G-I (wholesale , retail , 
tra nsport , accommodation)  

       ƺ  ǒ 

SIC J-N (business , professional , 
scientific services)  

       ƺ   

SIC O-U (administration , 
education , health , arts, other )  

          

Business size (last FY, base case = No employees) 

Micro  ǒ ǒ ǒ    ǒ ǒ ǒ 

Small    ǒ   ǒ ǒ   

Not trading  x x x x x  X X X 

Business age        ƺ   

Business age (squared)        ǒ   

Has multiple owners  ǒ  ǒ ƺ ǒ  ǒ ǒ ǒ 

Business plan prepared   ǒ        

SUL mentoring           

SUL mentoring hours (base case = No mentoring) 

Less than 6 hours   ƺ   ƺ     

6 hours or more  ƺ       ƺ  

Sales (logged, last FY) x x x ǒ ǒ ǒ X X X x 

Employment (last FY) x x x x x x X   ǒ 

Source: SQW analysis; Note: ƀ = positively associated, highly significant  (at 5% level or higher) ; ƺ = 

positively associat ed, weakly significant  (at 10% level)  and/or sensitive to specification; ƀ = negatively 
associated, highly significant; ƺ = negatively associated, weakly significant and/or sensitive to 
specification ; x = indicates variable not included in any model specif ications for the dependent variable  
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Evidence on other outcomes  

The analysis of other  outcomes focuse d on three areas, level of satisfaction with the programme, 

personal development outcomes, and analysis of arrears.  Table 6 -4 provides  an overview of the 

re sults.  

Evidence on the level of satisfaction  considered  the characteristics associated with being a 

ópromoterô of the programme (i.e. providing a score of 9 or 10 out of 10 in terms of satisfaction 

with the programme) or with being a ódetractorô of the programme (i.e. providing a score of 6 

or less in terms of satisfaction with the programme).  

In terms of programme ópromotersô, the regression analysis did  not yield an y strongly significant 

results. 53  In terms of weakly significant results, the analysis f ound  that beneficiaries with 

previous business experience were less likely to be promoters.  The analysis of programme 

ódetractorsô found that beneficiaries aged between 18-30 were less likely to score the programme 

6 or below in satisfaction terms compared wit h beneficiaries aged over 30.  

Interestingly, in terms of mentoring, the results suggest that beneficiaries  that received only a 

modest amount of mentoring (under 6 hours) were less likely to be promoters , potentially 

because they had not valued the mentori ng aspect  of the support . Beneficiaries receiving more  

mentoring (over 6 hours) hours were less likely to be diss atisfied  with the programme  (although 

the statistical association is weak).  

In terms of personal development outcomes , the analysis dr ew on thr ee questions from the 

beneficiary survey . These  ask ed if the programme ha d increased individualsô job prospects, 

business confidence and personal confidence 54 . The regression analysis f ound that beneficiaries 

that ha d previous business experience were less likely to report  these three personal 

development outcomes . In terms of business and personal confidence, we also f ound 

complementary evidence to suggest that beneficiaries that were unemployed at the time of 

entering the programme we re more likely to incr ease their business and personal confidence 

compared to those that were in employment. Finally, the results f ound a strongly significant and 

positive association between engaging in substantial levels of mentoring (over 6 hours) and 

increasing individualsô business and personal confidence.  

Finally, the analysis of arrears  focuse d on two areas ï the characteristics of beneficiaries that 

enter into arrears of one month or more, as well as an analysis of the characteristics of 

                                           

53  The classification test results for this outcome variable was in relative terms to the other outcomes low, at around 

70% across the model specifications. This sug gests that the predictive power of the model is lower, leading to some 

uncertainty in the results, which should be taken into account in reviewing the findings. See Table A -14 for the full 

classification tests for each model specification.  
54  The classifica tion test results for this outcome variable (personal confidence) was in relative terms to the other 

outcomes low, at around 63 -65% across the model specifications. This suggests that the predictive power of the model 

is lower, leading to some uncertainty in the results, which should be taken into account in reviewing the findings. See 

Table A -18 for the full classification tests for each model specification.  

 



Research Report  

82  

beneficiaries that enter into lon ger - term arrears (three months or more). 55  The data analysed 

represent ed a snapshot of the state of arrears of the 2016 sample in September 2017.  

The main finding wa s that female beneficiaries were less likely  to enter a state of arrears (both 

for one month  or more  and three months or more). Those individuals that had businesses  with  

employees in the previous financial year were also less likely to be  in any form or arrears (short -  

or long - term). The results f ound that individuals with previous business expe rience were more 

likely to enter  into longer - term arrears  ï although the statistical relationship here was weak . 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                           

55  Classification tests indicate that the predictive power of the model is high for the arrears for three months or more, 

providing confidence in the results (see Table A -20 in Annex A).  
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Table 6-4: Summary table for other outcomes  
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Age group (1=Age 18-30)  ǒ      

Has business experience ƺ  ƺ ǒ ǒ  ƺ 

Has a degree        

Gender (1=Female)    ƺ  ǒ ǒ 

Unemployed pre-start  ƺ  ƺ ƺ   

Region (base case = London)        

Devolved Admin ƺ       

Midlands       ƺ 

North of England       ƺ 

South of England        

Loan value (base case = 3k to 8k)        

Up to 3k        

Over 8k   ǒ     

Involved in other activities   ƺ     

Sector (base case = SIC A-F, manufacturing industries) 

SIC G-I (wholesale , retail , transport , 
accommodation)  

       

SIC J-N (business , profe ssional , scientific 
services)  

       

SIC O-U (administration , education , health , 
arts, other )  

  ǒ     

Business size (last FY, base case = No employees) 

Micro      ƺ ƺ 

Small        

Not trading        

Business age        

Business age (squared)        

Has multiple owners        

Business plan prepared        

SUL mentoring  ƺ  ǒ    

SUL mentoring hours (base case = No mentoring) 

Less than 6 hours ƺ       

6 hours or more  ǒ  ǒ ǒ   

Source: SQW analysis; Note: ƀ = positively associated, highly signific ant  (at 5% level or higher) ; ƺ = 
positively associated, weakly significant  (at 10% level)  and/or sensitive to specification; ƀ = negatively 

associated, highly significant; ƺ = negatively associated, weakly significant a nd/or sensitive to 
specification  
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Commentary  

The econometric analysis of business and other outcomes for the 2016 sample provides two 

different messages in terms of the characteristics of those that benefit most from the 

programme. From a business performance perspective, the results are cle ar in indicating that 

individuals with larger (in terms of businesses that employ staff at a relatively early stage) and 

more complex (in terms of business es that have multiple owners) business es appear ed to 

generate the more significant benefits in terms of increasing levels of sales and employment 

over time. In terms of loan values, the analysis also f ound that the provision of smaller value 

loans (under 3k) was associated with lower rates of survival and low levels of additionality (i.e. 

the level of ben efit a beneficiary attributes to the programme), while larger value loan s (8k and 

above) were associated with a higher likelihood of business growth in employment terms. 

Although the majority of the findings on loan values were weakly statistically signifi cant, ther e 

was  consistency across the models on business outcomes . 

The analysis  on other outcomes , particularly in terms of personal development outcomes, 

provides a slightly different message. Overall, there is evidence that the programme provide s 

benefi t s to confidence and prospects  for beneficiaries without prior business experience, as well 

as to those that were unemployed at the time of applying for the programme. There are further 

interesting findings regarding mentoring. The analysis show ed that bot h in terms of satisfaction 

with the programme, as well as personal development outcomes, beneficiaries that engage in 

substantial levels of mentoring (6 hours or more) we re associated with deriving more benefit 

from the programme. This result may, however,  be self - fulfilling. Those that engage in and value 

mentoring, are more likely to take  up more substantial amounts of mentoring . In summary, the 

analysis provides evidence of different sorts of benefits reaching different groups. On the one 

hand, the analy sis highlights beneficiaries and beneficiary businesses that derive bigger benefits 

in economic (sales and employment) terms, and on the other, we have a range of characteristics 

associated with beneficiaries that derive considerable personal benefits in t erms of increase d job 

prospects , and business and personal confidence.  
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 Section 7 : Evid ence on access to finance   

Key findings  

¶ Many businesses have used their Start  Up Loan alongside other finance sources. Since 

award of their Start  Up Loan , 67% of the 20 14 Year 3 sample and 55% of the 2016 sample 

surveyed have sought other sources of finance. The most common sources have been 

overdrafts, credit cards, and loans from friends and family.  

¶ In the 2016 sample , the analysis did not highlight significant regiona l disparities in seeking  

business finance. In London, a slightly greater proportion of respondents had sought 

finance, which was particularly driven by an increased tendency to seek finance from 

friends and family (both loans and equity).  

¶ Driven in particu lar by high success rates with friends and family, the overall success rate 

for obtaining some or all of the  finance  sought  was high ï at over 90%  for both samples . 

¶ The success rates for applications for bank overdrafts and bank loans amongst the 2016 

samp le appeared to be slightly lower than relevant benchmarks from the SME Finance 

Monitor, though some care is needed in interpretation given the small sub -sample sizes 

in our survey and the likelihood of differences in business characteristics.  Where 

commerc ial finance was secured, this is an encouraging outcome for the individuals and 

their businesses, given the challenges  faced by early -stage businesses in securing finance.  

¶ Two issues may warrant particular consideration from the evidence. First, the vast 

majority of entrepreneurs did not seek advice when they identified a need for business 

finance (77% of the 2016 sample did not seek finance). London -based entrepreneurs 

were most likely to do so (31% vs 23% total). Whilst this evidence is consistent with 

wider evidence on finance behaviours of firms, these entrepreneurs were (or should have 

been) already within the business support network. Second, the evidence indicated a high 

proportion of ódiscouraged borrowersô who had identified a need for business fin ance, but 

not acted upon it. The mentoring and/or links with Delivery Partners may provide options 

to seek to address some of these needs for finance advice.  

 

Coverage  

This section sets out the findings from the evaluation regarding access to finance iss ues. The 

research questions focu sed  on the access to finance needs and experience of beneficiaries after  

they ha d been supported by the programme, including the extent to which individuals have 

sought and secured follow -on funding . Drawing on the evidence,  we have identified  any 

implications for the programme offer in the future .  

The evidence is presented separately for the 2014 Year 3 sample and the 2016 sample . These 

two groups are at very different stages in their post -programme experience, meaning that  the 

data cannot be directly compared. As also discussed above , the characteristics of the two survey 

cohorts we re different, for example in terms of age,  and the businesses were likely to be different 

in terms of growth trajectories,  which may also have i mplications for access to finance needs 

and experiences.   

For each group the analysis covers :  
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¶ whether individuals sought external finance for their business in the period after they 

drew down their Start Up Loan, the nature of this finance, and their suc cess in 

securing  finance  

¶ the behaviours of individuals when they identified a financing need  for their business  

including whether they sought advice  

¶ any barriers to applying for finance in the past, and expectation of financing needs in 

the future.  

Note  that the focus of the  survey, and so the  analysis, wa s on business finance i.e. whether 

individuals sought finance for the business , not personal finance. It is recognised that individuals 

with early stage businesses of ten take out personal loans/ credit c ards to fund their businesses . 

For example, the SME Finance Monitor found that 18% of SMEs using finance had a facility in a 

personal name, equivalent to 6% of all SMEs, and this was predominantly concentrated amongst 

the smaller SMEs (data by age of firm was not provided). 56   Taking on personal debt to support 

a business can be risky ï and the SME Finance Monitor found that SMEs which  had an average 

or worse than average risk rating were more likely to have a facility in their own name, compared 

to those wi th a minimal or low risk rating. There is a question on the extent to which those 

individuals supported by the programme that have been unsuccessful  or not applied for business 

finance may be reliant on accessing personal finance  to support their business , which  could have 

some downside risks. This question has not been covered by this evaluation, but may warrant 

further consideration by BBB/SUL Co.   

Evidence from the 2014 cohort  

The evidence from the 2014 cohort  is set out in this sub -section . It is worth  noting that in some 

cases the sample sizes of the analysis are low, and the findings should therefore be treated with 

some caution, and regarded as reflecting the experiences of the 2014 Year 3 sample only, not 

the wider 2014 cohort (of around 11,00 0 supp orted individuals) .     

Evidence on seeking externa l  finance  

Around  two - thirds  (67% , n=107 57)  of the 2014 Year 3 sample sought or applied for at l east one 

form of external business finance  in the  period after they drew down their Start Up Loan . Bank 

overdr afts  and credit cards  were  the  most common form of commercial finance sought (by 32 

and 30 respectively) . Approaching half of the individuals sought or applied for more than one 

form of externa l finance, with on average 2.5 sources identified in the survey . 

 

 

                                           

56  BDRC, SME Finance Monitor  Q2 2018 Report ( http://www.bva -bdrc.com/wp -

content/uploads/2018/10/BDRC_SME_Finance_Monitor_Q2_2018_Final.pdf )  
57  The data for the full 2014 cohort has been included in the analysis, including those that have not yet started -up a 

business; of the seven individuals that have not yet star ted -up five had applied for finance after the programme.    

http://www.bva-bdrc.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/BDRC_SME_Finance_Monitor_Q2_2018_Final.pdf
http://www.bva-bdrc.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/BDRC_SME_Finance_Monitor_Q2_2018_Final.pdf
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Table 6 -1: Type of external business finance sought /applied for  by the 2014 Year 3 sample  

 Number  

Bank Overdraft 32 

Credit cards 30 

Loans from friends or family 29 

Loans from directors 22 

Leasing or hire purchase 16 

Bank Loan 15 

Equity from directors or friends or family 10 

Equity from another individual or organisation 9 

Something else  8 

Equity crowd funding platform 4 

Commercial mortgage 3 

Peer to peer lending 3 

Source: Year 3 2014 cohort survey  

Nearly all of the individuals  that sou ght /applied for external finance (n=72) secured some or all 

of this finance, with 69 securing finance (equivalent to 64% of the total 2014  Year 3 sample ). 

As may be expected, this was influence d heavily by l oans from friends or family  where 28 of the 

29 th at sought/applied for this type of external finance were successful in securing all or some 

of the value. The individuals experience d mixed success in applying for commercial finance 

including bank overdrafts  and credit cards . A quarter of individuals that  sough t  a bank overdraft 

were unsuccessful ( 8 out of 32) , and over a quarter  of individuals that applied for a credit card 

were either unsuccessful or  provided  with a lower level of credit  than they sought ( 8 out of 32) .  

I n nearly all cases where commerci al finan ce was not secured, the reason was that the  finance 

was not approved by the potential lender/source.  

Finance behaviours  

The most common thing that individuals did  first  when they realised they had a business 

financing need was to approach their ma in bank (16 individuals) or research finance types and 

products on internet  (15 individuals). Seven of the individuals (10% of those that sought or 

applied for external finance) indicated  that  they spoke to a financial adviser  or accountant .  

Notably, over  two - thirds of the individuals that sought or applied for external finance (49 of the 

72) did not  seek any external advice when applying for a finance facility.  A small number of 

individuals approached their business mentor, friends and family and other sp ecific sources of 

advice.  

Barriers and future expectations  

Of the individuals with a trading business at the time of the survey (n= 83), 84% indicated that 

nothing stopped them from applying for external finance in the past 12 months . However, 16% 
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of tho se trading did identify barriers to applying for external financ e (this included those that 

sought some finance, and those that did not seek any at all) . Given the small sample sizes the 

reasons for this can be illustrative only . Most of these individuals identified that they assumed 

they would be rejected and/or they did not want to take on additional risk  through applying  for 

any/more externa l finance.  

Approaching half (48%) of this group of individuals in the 2014 Year 3 sample with a trading 

business a t the time of the survey (n=83 ) indicated  that they we re likely to have a need for and 

apply for external finance in the next 12 months, with  a similar proportion (45%) stating they 

would not (7% did not know).   

For those individuals that we re likely to ha ve a need for and apply for external finance in the 

next 12 months (n=40), most (28) did not identify any issues that would prevent them from 

seeking external finance in this period. Where issues were identified no consistent themes 

emerge d, although this reflects the small number of individuals in the sample (n=12): individuals 

did note issues around credit history/rating, external economic conditions/policy contexts, and 

the performance of the businesses them selves , suggesting that external finance may no t be 

required or viable.  

Evidence from the 2016 cohort  

The evidence from the 2016 cohort  on the same access to business finance issues as covered 

above with the 2014 cohort are set out in this sub -section , based on the survey evidence from 

the 2016 sample . Where the sample size allows , the data is presented at a regional level . We 

know from wider evidence  that where a business is based can be an important factor in their 

search for, and their ability to find , the finance they need. 58   

Evidence on seeking ex terna l  finance  

Over half  (55% ; n=574 ) of the 2016 sample that had started -up a business (even if they ha d 

subsequently closed) sought or applied for at least one form of external finance in the  period 

after they drew down their Start Up Loan . Loans from f riends and family and b ank overdrafts  

were the most common form of finance sought. Over half of those that sought/applied for finance 

(n=318) sought or applied for more than one form of external finance, with on average 2.2  

sources identified in the survey . The types of finance sought/applied for are set out below.  

 

 

 

 

                                           

58  See https://british -business -bank.co.uk/wp -content/uploads/2018/02 /Small -Business -Finance -Markets -2018 -

Report -web.pdf   

https://british-business-bank.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Small-Business-Finance-Markets-2018-Report-web.pdf
https://british-business-bank.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Small-Business-Finance-Markets-2018-Report-web.pdf
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Table 6-2: Type of external business finance sought /applied for  by the 2016 sample  

 

Number 

seeking 

finance type  

% those 

seeking  

finance  

(n=318)  

% that had 

started up a 

business  

(n=574)  

Loans from friends or family 118 37% 21% 

Bank Overdraft 114 36% 20% 

Credit cards 99 31% 17% 

Loans from directors 83 26% 14% 

Leasing or hire purchase 72 23% 13% 

Bank Loan 56 18% 10% 

Equity from directors or friends or family 52 16% 9% 

Something else 36 11% 6% 

Equity from another individual or organisation 28 9% 5% 

Equity crowd funding platform 20 6% 3% 

Peer to peer lending 9 3% 2% 

Commercial mortgage 3 1% 1% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

The proportion of individuals that sought any form of ex ternal business finance by region is set 

out in Figure 6-1. The proportion  of individuals seeking/ applying  for external  finance was higher 

in London than  any other region  at 65% . This level in London is not significantly higher than the 

average across all  regions of 55%, however, when London  is excluded from the overall average, 

the variation is significant , with 53% of individuals seeking/applying for external finance in the 

rest of the UK, excluding London (n=474). This appears to be driven by a higher pr oportion of 

London -based individuals that sought loans from family/friends compared to other areas: 32% 

of individuals in London sought/applied for a loan from friends/family, compared to 21% across 

all areas (and 18% if London is excluded). Individuals in  London were also statistically more 

likely to seek equity from directors or friends/family than the average across all regions.  

In contrast to finance from personal contacts (i.e. friends/family or other directors), the numbers 

that sought/applied for com mercial forms of finance were broadly consistent across the regions. 

Around a fifth of individuals had sought a bank overdraft, and just under a fifth credit card 

finance across all regions, with no significant variations evident ï see Table 6-3. 
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Figu re 6-1:  Proportion of individuals seeking external business finance in the 2016 sample , by 

region   

 
Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

Table 6-3: Sources  of business finance sought by the 2016 sample , by region  

 

Loans 

from 

friends or 

family  

Bank 

Overdraf t  

Credit 

cards  

Loans 

from 

directors  

Leasing 

or hire 

purchase  

Bank loan  

Equity 

from 

directors 

or friends 

or family  

South of 
England 
(n=155) 

19% 21% 17% 15% 10% 10% 5% 

North of 
England 
(n=144) 

22% 19% 17% 13% 11% 11% 9% 

Midlands 
(n=103) 

14% 17% 14% 13% 11% 11% 7% 

London 
(n=99) 

32% 19% 19% 16% 7% 7% 17% 

Devolved 
Admin 
(n=72) 

15% 25% 19% 17% 10% 10% 10% 

Total 
(n=573) 

21% 20% 17% 14% 10% 10% 9% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

Most (92%) of the individuals that sough t /applied for external finance (n= 318)  wer e successful  

in securing some  form of finance, either in part or full. This success rate was broadly even across 

regions, although somewhat lower in the Devolved Administrations, at 8 3%. This overall level 
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was influenced heavily by loans f ro m family/fr iends where the ósuccess rateô was 98%. The 

proportion of individuals that secured all or some of the main  sources of commercial finance  are 

set out below.  To provide context to the figures  in Table 6-4, the SME Finance Monitor 59  indicated 

that 73% of zero -employee businesses were offered all of what they wanted in relation to a new 

application for a bank overdraft (and 5% some of what they wanted). The report also indicated 

that 56% of 0 -9 employee businesses 60  were successful in obtaining the full amount fo r a new 

bank loan (and 4% received some of what they wanted).  Caution is needed in drawing too far 

on these comparisons as the SME Finance Monitor covers all SMEs, irrespective of age, whereas 

the Start Up Loans beneficiaries clearly reflect a particular s egment of this.  

Table 6-4:  Success in securing commercial sources of  business  finance (where outcome  is 

known)  for the 2016 sample  

 Bank overdraft 

(n=113)  Bank loan (n=51)  

Credit cards 

(n=98)  

Leasing or hire 

purchase (n=71)  

All  56% 45% 67% 83% 

Some  15% 10% 28% 13% 

None  29% 45% 5% 4% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

It is also noted that where individuals have been able to secure finance  for their business  from 

commercial providers this does indicate that the businesses have been independently assessed  

by the providers as good, and sufficiently strong to warrant the provision of finance. The numbers 

are modest:  individuals securing all/part of a bank loan (n=28) acc ounts for 5% of the 2016 

sample;  and the individuals securing all/part of a credit card f acility (n=93) acco unt for 16% of 

the 2016 sample.  Nevertheless,  for this sub -set of the beneficiaries,  this is an encouraging 

finding  given the challenges faced by early -stage businesses in securing finance.  

Where finance had not been secured, the most common reason was  that  the finance had not 

been approved  by the lender/provider, e.g. for  the 33 individuals that identified that a bank 

overdraft  had not been secured (n=33), three -quarters (25)  indicated that the finance was not 

approved.    

Finance beha viours  

Consistent with the findings from the 2014 Year 3 sample , and evidence fro m  the British  Business 

Bank 2017 Business Finance Survey , when asked what was the first thing they did when the y 

realised they had a  business  financing need , the most common response from the 2016 sample 

was to go directly to their main bank, identified by 22% of individual s that sought/applied for 

finance (n=318).  A further 17% r esearched finance types and products on  the  internet . Only 6% 

of the t otal spoke to a financial ad viser or accountant.  

Consistent with this data, over three -quarters of the individuals that sought o r applied for 

external finance  did not  seek any external advice when applying for a finance facility  (n=314) . 

                                           

59  BDRC Continental (2017) SME Finance Monitor Q2 2017, September 2017 . 
60  Data not available for zero -employee businesses . 
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For those that did seek external advice, acco untants , and friends and family were the most 

commonly cited sources.  The variations were not significant (at the  5% level ) . However, within 

the survey sample , the proportion of individuals that did seek external advice was 31% in 

London.  This said, the ev idence from the 2016 sample was consistent with wider evidence from 

BBB that most SMEs do not seek advice when applying for finance.   

Table 6-5: Evidence on seeking finance advice when applying for  business  finance b y the 2016 

sample , by regions  

 Did not  seek external advice  Did seek external advice  

North of England (n=84) 81% 19% 

South of England (n=73) 75% 25% 

London (n=64) 69% 31% 

Midlands (n=52) 81% 19% 

Devolved Admin (n=41) 80% 20% 

Grand Total (n=314) 77% 23% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

Barriers and future expectations  

Of the individuals with a trading busines s at the time of the survey (n=480 ), 8 3% indicated that 

nothing had stopped them from applying for external business finance in the past 12 months. 

However, 16% of those trading did identify barriers to applying for external finance (this included 

those that sought some finance, and those that did not seek any at all).  There was no variation 

by region in the proportion of individuals that identified barriers. It is also noted that tak e-up of 

programme  pre -application support and /or  mentoring , did not impact on the proportion of 

individuals that identified  barriers to applying for external finance .  

Care must be taken with comparisons given the nature of the 2016 sample . However, this d oes 

suggest a fairly high level of ódiscouraged borrowers ô in the Start Up Loans beneficiary group . 

The latest dat a from the SME Finance Monitor (Q2 2017)  reported that 2% of SMEs ( overall, and 

those with either 0 or 1 -9 employees that are most common in t he 2016 sample ), said something 

had stopped them  applying for either loan or overdraft funding in  the previous 12 months .61  This 

data from the SME Finance Monitor does not focus on new firms only, and is therefore n ot directly  

comparable to the 2016 sample,  however, the data do suggest potentially that individuals 

supported by the programme have not to date sought the finance that they need more regularly 

than those in the wider business population, with  potential  implications for their growth and 

wider sust ainability.  

The m ost common reasons given why individuals in the 2016 sample did not apply for business 

finance (n=78) were not wanting to take on additional  risk, the expectation of being rejected in 

the application , and thinking that the finance would b e too expensive to service . A range of other 

                                           

61  This definition is more tightly defined than the question in the survey. Howev er, when other forms of finance were 

included in the SME Finance Monitor, the level of ówould-be-seekersô (as defined in the SME Finance Monitor) remained 

at 2%. See https://www.bdrc -group.com/wp -content/uploads/2017/09/BDRC_SME_Finance_Monitor_Q2_2017.pdf   

https://www.bdrc-group.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/BDRC_SME_Finance_Monitor_Q2_2017.pdf
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individual, case  specific reasons were also provided , including related to the time required to  

apply and receiving advice (e.g. from a mentor or other adviser )  against applying for finance at 

that point.   

The reluctance or perceived reluctance of mainstream commercial financiers to lend to start -ups 

was also indicated  in the Delivery Partner survey , with a number  of respo ndents expressing  that 

mainstream banks will not lend until  start -ups  have at least two/thr ee years trading  history.  One 

respondent explained how this reluctance can;  

ñput in jeopardy the future success and development of the businessò 

In addition, c oncerns raised in the 2016 sample s urvey over finance being too expensive to 

service, were also reiterated in responses to the Delivery Partner surve y;  

ñThe private market mostly offers short term lending, which may not be 

affordable and at much higher APR rates which stress the businessesò 

 

Figure 6-2: Reasons why individuals did not seek business finance ( 2016  sample ) 

 
Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  survey  

Looking forward, 43% of the 2016 sample with a trading business at the time of the survey 

(n=480) indicated that they are likely to have a need for and apply for external finance in the 

next 12 mont hs, compared to 47% that indicated they would not (with 10% not knowing or 

refusing to answer). The regional split is set out in Table 6-6.  
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Table  6-6: Proportion of i ndividuals with a trading business  in the 2016 sample that are likely to 

have a need f or and apply for external business finance in the next 12 months  

 
Proportion  

South of England (n=130) 45% 

North of England (n=121) 36% 

Midlands (n=86) 37% 

London (n=85) 51% 

Devolved Admin (n=57) 54% 

Total (n=480) 43% 

Source: Year 3 2016 cohort  surve y  

There we re also some variations by loan characteristics:   

¶ I ndividuals that came to the programme with an existing business and were trading 

at the point of the survey were significantly more likely  (at 5% significance)  to identify 

that they w ould  have a  need for and apply for external finance in the next 12 months, 

rela tive to those that started -up a business  after support  from the programme  (50% 

of the former group  (n=155) versus  40% of the latter group (n=325 ) . This is likely 

to reflect  the maturity of  the businesses , which were further on in  their development 

and therefore more likely to  require external finance . 

¶ 53%  of  individuals that drew down a loan of over £8k identified that they w ould  have 

a need for and apply for external finance in the next 12  months , compared to 32% of 

individuals that drew down a loan of under £8k . 

Note that there was no evidence that take -up of mentoring had any effects on the likelihood that 

individuals w ould  have a need for and apply for external finance in the next 12 mon ths . This is 

perhaps not unexpected, with the need for finance driven principally by business performance 

and plans for growth, and with limited evidence that business advice (in various forms) wa s 

driving finance need perspectives and priorities.   

For th ose individuals that we re likely to have a need for and apply for external finance in the 

next 12 months (n= 207 ),  over a quarter (27%) indicated that  there  were issues that would 

prevent them from seeking external finance in this period. The most common re sponses focused 

around busines s circumstances and performance e.g. issues related to cash flow , sales and 

performance history . For example,  one respondent stating that their óbusiness is not making 

enough money to make applications ô.  

There were also a num ber of responses around personal/business credit history representing a 

barrier to seeking external finance. Personal circumstances around risk, inexperience and 

personal doubts were also barriers identified by some respondents. A number of respondents 

sta ted  other  barriers,  such as interest rates , difficulties  with  finding a financier , and concerns 

over loan repayments.  
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Section 8 : Evidence from the qualitative research  on 

local and regional delivery  

Key findings  

¶ The case studies identified three  key  ways in which delivery of the programme was 

influenced by the local/regional context , and these have facilitated an efficient delivery 

of the Start  Up Loans model and enabled greater reach and profile of the programme.  

The three ways were :  

o the role of local/re gional sources of referrals for potential applicants, with these 

often regarded as either equally or more important than national referrals ï and 

alongside this the role of other support in beginning to help shape business plans 

before pre -application supp ort is delivered  

o the availability of other funding that could ótop upô Start Up Loans offers of finance, 

and potentially act as a substitute for rejected applications to Start  Up Loans that 

were still considered credible  

o the use of the wider business suppo rt landscape to provide signposting to relevant 

support, including access to mentor networks.  

¶ There was some evidence that Delivery Partners believe d they we re able to make 

better, and more informed, lending decisions as a result of their  local/regional  

kn owledge, which would be lost with a centralised approach. This was due to their  

knowledge of the local/regional market , both  in terms of the markets that businesses 

were intending to serve  and  the  access to finance challenges specific to the area.  

¶ Whilst e xplicit links to local or regional economic priorities were limited, there were 

several perceived  benefits  amongst Delivery Partners. These  related to perceptions of: 

raising levels of business start -up and entrepreneurship in the area; providing access to  

employment opportunities via self -employment and enterprise that led to reduced 

unemployment levels; and reducing reliance on benefits/Job Seekers Allowance . 

¶ On a cautionary note, some of the wider landscape that Delivery Partners have been 

able to access  (and be part of) was  supported by European funding, and so there is, at 

the time of writing, a d egree of uncertainty about what  may replace this in the future . 

 

Coverage  

This section sets out the evidence from the Delivery Partner case studies  regarding  local and 

regional delivery of the programme. The section sets out the evidence on the extent to which 

the p rogramme is tailored to reflect local needs , how delivery aligns with wider local and regional 

economic growth activity, the  observed benefits of  the programme at a local/ regional  level , and 

reflections on implication s for the future of the programme.   

In this context it is important to highlight the flexibility offered to Delivery Partners in h ow they 

deliver the programme, as suggested in the evid ence presented in S ection 5 around the offer 

and take -up of pre -application support and mentoring , and the Year 1 and Year 2 reports . The 

Delivery Partner case studies in Year 3 have further highlighted  how different models are evident 

across different lo cal areas and regions . The focus of the analysis is therefore not to seek to 

identify a single model that is most effective. Rather, the purpose is to draw out the evidence 
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on how local/regional delivery has been delivered in a number of cases to inform fut ure thinking 

about the programme.   

Tailoring of support  

The evidence from the case studies in Year 3 indicates that , generally, Delivery Partners do not 

tailor substantially or explicitly their offer to reflect specific local circumstances or needs . Rath er, 

the support offer is dependent on (i) the overall delivery model adopted by the Deliver Partner 

to reflect i ts own organisational/delivery structure  and (ii) the specific nature of support that 

individuals applying for/securing support require. Consist ent with the e vidence from the case 

studies in  the Year 2 evaluation, the research t his year demonstrates how the pre -application 

support and mentoring support is largely ódemand-ledô, albeit working within the approach taken 

by the Delivery Partner that r eflects their capacity and structure.  

This said it should be recognised that the delivery model itself may be influence d by local 

circumstances, particularly those related to the economic and physical geography of the area . 

This informs directly where sup port staff are located, and how activity  is distributed across the 

team. In some cases, such as Business Finance Solutions in Manchester which covers a largely 

urban area centralised approaches were  evident (e.g.  a single  team offering support from a 

singl e location ) , where as in others, including m ore rural and /or  polycentric geographies  such as 

SWIG Finance , support teams were located across the area , with each taking a specific 

responsibility for particular locations. The latter seeks to respond in part t o issues around 

accessibility, and the importance of face - to - face engagement at both the pre -application and 

mentoring stage, and the benefits from genuine local knowledge (discussed below).  

The lack of tailoring is not unexpected  given that  the programme  is o pen to individuals of all 

ages and in all areas. Further, the spatial focus of Delivery Partners tends to be quite large, with 

a number of examples in the eight Year 3 case studies where Delivery Partners have expanded 

their area of focus for the prog ramme, moving from a ólocalô to a óregion alô approach , including 

Transmit Start Up  and First Enterprise . W hilst some areas may have socio -economic issues that 

are more pronounced than others ï for example, around higher rates of unemployment  and 

economic a ctivity ï the Delivery Partners are working across spatial areas with a wide range of 

socio -economic contexts, and therefore a diverse mix of individuals with different needs and 

expectations.  

The Delivery Partner survey evidence also indicates that, gene rally, Delivery Partners do not 

substantially  tailor their support across the geographic al  areas they serve. One respondent 

expressed ;  

ñwe try to offer the same level and offers of support across the geographical 

area that we cover whether that is through us directly or through our various 

referral partnersò 

Despite the lack of tailored support, a  number of Delivery Partners acknowledged variation in 

the size of loans individuals apply for , and support take n-up by  individuals, across their 

geographical  area s. Therefore, indicating that the specific needs and requirements of individuals 

can vary geographically.   



Research Report  

97  

This said, the case studies did highlight three  ways in which delivery of the programme wa s 

influenced by the local/regional context.  First, the case studies highlighted the importance of 

local/regional sources of referrals for potential applicants. Across the eight case studies, the 

national referrals via the Start Up Loan Company were important ï to varying degrees ï but 

locally -source d referrals we re regarded as either equally or more important  in a number of cases . 

Sources included local enterprise agencies, growth hubs (in England) , devolved business support 

programmes  ( in the devolved administrations in Wales and Scotland),  local banks and 

accoun tancy firms, private sector business advisors/consultants, and other local business  

networks and  support organisations.  In one case  (First Enterprise) , the Delivery Partner  noted 

they attend business support sessions run by partner organisations in order t o raise awareness 

of Start Up Loans (and their wider finance products), and generate increase d demand, with the 

local relationships that have been established helping to enable this activity. Whilst it is possible 

that some of the local/regional referrals would access the programme via the national 

applications process, the case studies suggest that in most cases, the ability for Delivery Partners 

to access direct referrals from local/regional sources is an important part of the ir  delivery model, 

and helps to access potential client s that may not otherwise be  able to access the programme.  

There may also be some benefits in terms of the viability of applicants, and the óconversion rateô 

from  initial enquiries  to applications for those  individuals  that have c ome through loca l/regional 

referrals . One Delivery Partner noted they óconvert ô more of the local enquiries to applications 

than national referrals via the Start Up Loan Company, and another that many of the referrals 

from the national centralised system a re not  eligible for support, leading to some capacity issues 

in dealing with the volume of referrals, although this was reported to have improved over time.   

Second, a number of the case studies highlighted how the  Start Up Loans programme was 

situated wi thin a wider landscape of enterprise and business support programmes , provided by 

both devolved government  (e.g. the Business Wales programme, and Scotland ôs Business 

Gateway ), and by sub - regional and local agencies in England. Further to facilitating refe rrals to 

the programme  noted above, there were examples of how the Start Up Loans model fit s within 

this  context:   

¶ At the application stage, owing to previous support, applicants to Start Up Loans can 

come to the programme with a well -developed business p lan  in place . This does not 

preclude the need for pre -application support as part of delivering the Start Up Loans 

model, but enable s greater focus on common areas of relative weakness, such as 

financial /cashflow  projections .  

¶ I n terms of the financial sup port, other programmes can be used to ómatchô or ótop upô 

the Start Up Loans finance , where the value of finance available through the programme 

does not meet fully the requirements of the business . 

¶ Following award of Start Up Loans, business support progr ammes in the wider landscape 

provide a basis for giving access to mentors or other business support for beneficiaries  

that can enhance or complement the mentoring offer provided by Start Up Loans . For 

example,  DSL Business Finance  noted that their post - loa n offer includes as a minimum a 

face - to - face meeting six months after loan draw -down (with extra support available 

before / after this,  as requested by the individual ), but that they also frequently  signpost 

their client to mentors  from another organisation  to provide additional advice, and to 

avoid any duplication  of support . In practice, therefore, the mentoring offer may be 

delivered through other existing support, with the post - loan support from the Delivery 
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Partner more of a ókeeping- in -touchô activity. In three  other cases, Delivery Partner s 

noted that they refer individuals that have received a Start Up Loan to partner agencies 

to receive additional support of specific business needs, for example industry -specific 

issues.  

Common themes emerge from thes e examples :  local/regional delivery enables  a greater focus 

to  Start Up Loans delivery allowing efficient implementation of the model ; and Delivery Partners 

provide  individuals supported by the programme with access to a broader suite of support, which 

may  be less accessible without the networks and linkages facilitated by the local/regional 

Delivery Partners.   

Third, there was some evidence that Delivery Partners believe they are able to make better , and 

more informed , lending decisions as a result of the ir knowledge of their local/regional area, 

which would be lost with a more centralised approach.  A knowledge of local/regional market 

dynamics (and therefore what potential levels of competition and demand might look like), and 

access to finance challenges  specific to the area  were seen as important in making decisions and 

controlling risk in the loan portfoli o.   

Local knowledge was also noted to be helpful in ensuring that the advice provided at the pre -

application and mentoring stag e was appropriate to th e specific spatial context  within which a 

business will be base d. This  will not always be crucial,  where businesses are looking to access 

national and international markets . However,  many of the businesses started -up by individuals 

are dependent on local d emand (as demonstrated through the survey evidence set out in 

section s 3 and 4), meaning that this local insight can be particularly important.      

Engagement and partnership working  

The nature and dept h of engagement and partnership  working  with other o rganisations in the 

local are a/ region, and engagement in wider local/regional strategic activity  varied across the 

eight  Delivery Partner case studies. Delivery Partners highlighted a role in engaging with 

professional services actors in the local areas/re gions in which they operate, i.e. banks, 

accountants, financial advisors and enterprise agencies. These were relevant for referrals in both 

directions ï al though they were not always major sources for client acquisition for Start Up 

Loans , as discussed abo ve . However, wider engagement and partnership working , related 

specifically to the Start Up Loans programme, was mixed.  

As previously mentioned, in the publicly - funded landscape , Delivery Partners in the devolved 

administrations (Antur Teifi and DSL Busin ess Finance) engaged with the main business support 

programmes of their respective devolved governments.  This has provided opportunities to focus 

and ensure efficient delivery of the Start Up Loans model, as the Delivery Partners have been 

able to leverag e wider resources.  Delivery  Partners in England  also identified practical linkages 

with local and regional business support  programme  and organisations, enabling cross - referrals.  

There were some examples cited across Delivery Partners where quite specific  local knowledge 

and embeddedness in the economic development landscape had helped with particular 

beneficiaries. For instance, one example was mentioned whereby a beneficiary was signposted 

to a specialist agricultural scheme that was relevant to the busi ness  (by Antur Teifi).  

Delivery Partners were regularly engaged in local/regional groups and networks around business 

support, for example Chambers of Commerce , or consortia of business support organisations.  
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However, Delivery Partners were engaged in thes e networks/groups as organisations delivering 

a range of business support activity, not explicitly owing to their role as a deliverer of  the  Start 

Up Loans  programme . This is not unexpected ï all eight Delivery Partners covered in the case 

studies also del ivered  other activities  outside of the programme,  and some had been active i n 

their  local area/region  for a long period prior to the programme.  However, this exposure via local 

Delivery Partners, does provide  an opportunity  fo r  raising the profile  of the programme  acro ss 

wider partners . For example, one Delivery Partner (First Enterprise) noted they attend monthly 

meetings held by their L ocal Enterprise Partnership (LEP)  where they provide a five -minute 

presentation  on their activity to around 30 -40 other b usiness support organisations in the  area . 

Another (SWIG Finance) noted they are part of a LEP group that holds a quarterly meeting with 

the Chamber of Commerce and banks, crowdfunders and other providers of finance ï this afford s 

an opportunity to provide  details on the programme, as part of the broader access to finance 

offer  available locally . 

The Delivery Partner survey also suggests engagement with  local/regional groups and networks . 

The quotes below indicate how Delivery Partners utilise these groups and networks to offer 

individuals tailored support;  

ñwe have the local knowledge and networks to ensure the correct support and 

advice is provided to our customersò 

ñif an applicant is at the very early stage of starting a business we will refer 

them to on e of the business support organisations for exa mple , Local 

Chamber of Commerce LauchPad Programme to attend the pre -start 

workshopsò 

There was limited evidence from across the case studies of Delivery Partners engaging with other 

providers of Start Up Loan s in their area. The one exception here was in Wales, where at the 

time of the case study research  Antur Teifi was one of three Start Up Loans Delivery Partners, 

and had a collaborative relationship with one of the other two.  In practical terms the two De livery 

Partners covered different geographical areas of Wales, thereby cutting any overlap and 

competition for clients. They also worked together as part of regular monitoring with SULCo, 

contributing to efficiencies and opportunities for sharing learning.  Similar approaches to 

minimise d uplication in specific loan areas/regions were not identified i n the other case studies 

(although in the case of Scotland, the DSL Business Finance was the only Scotland -specific 

provider).  

Local and regional benefits  

The nature of benefits to local areas and regions  identified by Delivery Partners ( rather than to 

individuals ) were broadly consisten t across the eight case studies,  as may be expected given the 

overall purpose and focus of the programme. The benefits related  to perceptions of: raising 

levels of business start - up and entrepreneurship  in the area ; providing access to employment 

opportunities via self -employment and enterprise  that led to reduced unemployment levels ; and 

reducing reliance on benefits/Job Seekers  Allowance. A number of Delivery Partners also 

highlighted the role of the programme in providing economic opportunities in deprived areas 

and/or for disadvantaged groups ; this included in one case engagement in the local area with 

growing ethnic minority groups.  
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It was noted in some  (but not all)  cases that the benefits  were aligned strongly to the local  

economic development and policy landscape in their area , including those led by key local 

partners such as LEPs and Local Authorities. For example, a num ber of Delivery Partners reported 

that the programme contributed to key local priorities relating to boosting opportunities for 

economic activity, both directly for the beneficiaries concerned, and indirectly through the 

employment that new businesses may create and the services that the businesses provide.  On 

a cautionary note, it was highlighted that the increasing pressures on credit assessments, and 

the shortage of capacity for spending more time with those that needed this as part of pre -

application su pport, delivering these types of benefits were becoming more challenging.  

One Delivery P artner (Transmit Start -Up) also highlighted  that the scale of loans they delivered 

via the programme  has helped to improve the profile of their  region as a business loc ation. The 

Delivery Partner noted that the programme s ends out a wider message  that the region has good 

business infrastructure  and is an ideal place to start a business , and that the programme 

demonstrates the business support infrastructure in the region  ówhich boosts perception of the 

local area, and attract s further businesses .ô 

Reflection s on local/regional delivery   

Drawing on the evidence from the case studies, three key points are highlighted :  

¶ The role of Delivery Partners in the local/regional/dev olved business support 

landscapes has helped in delivering the Start Up Loans model, and in delivering it 

efficiently. There are examples  of cross - referrals in/out of the Start Up Loans 

programme and the use of capacity in other programmes to deliver mento ring. It is 

noteworthy in this context, however, that some of this wider provision is supported 

by European funding, and so there is, at the time of writing, a degree of uncertainty 

about what , if anything,  may replace this in the future.  

¶ The reference to local economic strategies was limited in the case studies with 

Delivery Partners , and so the explicit role of Start Up Loans in delivering against local 

economic priorities was not evidenced  strongly . This said,  the evidence did point to 

examples of where local knowledge of key issues and priorities were relevant.  There 

were examples highlighted of how the knowledge  of local Delivery Partners had helped 

to provide beneficiaries with additional relevant signposting that they may not have 

got otherwise, and a  sensitivity to local priorities and contexts, especially related to 

wider social challenges.  Delivery Partners also noted that a knowledge of the local 

context can help in making better informed decisions around loan assessments.  

¶ The profile and reach of  the programme does appear to benefit from  the fact that 

Delivery Partners commonly also deliver other business support and access to finance 

interventions, which means they are active in local and regional networks and groups. 

In a number of cases these m echanisms enable the programme to be communicated 

to a wide range of other organisations that can help to drive referrals and demand for 

support. So, whilst Delivery Partners are not engaged in local networks because of 

Start Up Loans, this engagement does  help to maximise the potential of the 

programme to reach a wide base, and raise its profile across the adviser and business 

support landscape.  
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Section 9 :  Conclusions and implications  

This final section of the report summarises the main results of the eval uation at this final report 

stage. In doing so, we set out a reminder of the headline findings  from the Year 3 evaluation, 

and reflect , where relevant , on the evidence from the previous years of the study  to provide an 

integrated assessment of the programm e from across the evaluation period. The section 

concludes with the principal  implications of the evaluation evidence that  the British Business 

Bank should  reflect on  as it considers the future for the Start Up Loans programme . 

Impact and value for money   

Whilst the evidence in Year 3 wa s based solely on self - reported analysis, and therefore needs to 

be treated with some caution, the overall findings re -affirm the headline finding s from the 

evaluation in Years 1 and 2 , namely  that the programme has generate d benefits for individuals  

that have drawn down loans . The programme has supported the start -up or early growth of new 

businesses, and  demonstrated additionality, whereby for a proportion of beneficiaries  some or 

all of the benefits would not have been gen erated without the programme.  

In both the 2014 Year 3 sample and the 2016 sample (that is, individuals surveyed in the Year 

3 evaluation that drew down their loan over June -December 2014 and January -June 2016  

respectively ),  the start -up rate for individua ls surveyed was over 90% . The survey evidence 

suggest ed that more businesses have started up than would have been the case if the 

programme had not existed , resulting in an increase in the number of business starts across the 

UK: around one in five of the individuals in the 2016 sample , and one in four in the 2014 Year 3 

sample , that started -up a business following support from the programme reported that the 

business would not have started  without Start Up Loans. Timing effects were more  common, 

with at le ast half of individuals that started -up a business following support in both cohorts 

indicating that the start -up was achieved more quickly than if they had not been supported by 

the programme.   

The impacts of the programme in terms of net economic effect s (measured using  GVA)  were  

estimated to be  substantia l. The evaluation estimate d that (based on self - reported data ): the 

2014 cohort (of 11,000 loans drawn down over November 2013 -December 2014 )  will generate 

a net GVA of £169m  by 2019 /2 0; and the 2016 co hort (the c.3,450 loans drawn down over 

January -June 2016 )  will generate a net GVA of £85m by 2021/22.  

In both cases, the benefits in terms of GVA are expected to be higher than the costs associated  

with delivering the programme, the latter covering both the lending and non - lending costs 

( including  pre -app lication support and mentoring). The BCRs (using Economic Costs) vary 

between the two cohorts from around 3. 0 to 3. 7:1 for the 2014 cohort , to 5.7 :1  for the 2016 

cohort . Three  points are important  in this  context. First, all BCRs suggest that the value for 

money of the programme is positive, which is also consistent with the evidence from the previous 

years of the evaluation. Second,  whilst the BCRs cannot be compared  directly , owing to the 

changes in the characteristics of the individuals and loans in the two population s, the evaluation 

suggests that the value for money of the programme may have improved . One of the key reasons 

for improved value for money has been the more consistent and more efficient pr ogramme 

process. A second key reason identified is the increase in the size of companies started and 

developed.     
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Third, although the evidence from the Year 3 evaluation suggests that the BCR of the 2014 

cohort  is around 3.7:1, and this compares to the fi ndings from the Year 2 evaluation  of a BCR 

of 3.0, it is likely that this apparent  improvement in the BCR does not reflect a genuine shift in 

the underlying value for money of the programme, rather that the 2014 Year 3 sample that has 

responded to the surv ey in all three years has previously, and continues to, perform better, than 

the 2014  samples from Year s 1 and 2 , owing to response bias. Given the uncertainties here ï 

related to response bias  and  business survival in particular ï it appears appropriate t o consider 

that the value for money of the 2014 cohort , as expressed in terms of BCR (Economic Costs) is 

likely to fall within the range of the 3.0:1 from the Year 2 evaluation and the 3.7:1 from the 

Year 3 evaluation. This remains positive for the program me.   

The change in BCRs between the 2014 cohort  and the 2016 cohort  also reflect s in part selection  

into the programme, and the characteristics of entrepreneurs supported . The later population 

period ï and in turn the survey sample  ï saw a shift towards o lder individuals securing loans, 

fewer tha t  were unemployed when they approached the programme, and individuals securing 

higher value  loan s (associated with larger companies) . This change in the socio -economic  

characteristics  of the individuals  supported  has had  implications  in decreasing  the wider social 

and distributional contribution  of the programme  (which is not reflected in the value for money 

model) , and the extent to which these individuals may have been able to access other sources 

of finance.  The increases in efficiency in programme processes, partly due to pushing costs of 

non - lending support down, may also have reduced the ability for Delivery Partners to support 

groups requiring greater hand -holding and with lower credit ratings.  

Three further  points are highlighted in relation to the impacts and value for money of the 

programme . First, t he level o f loan re -payment that is achieved will be an important influence 

on the  final value for money of the programme. One of the key factors driving the hig her  BCR 

for the 2016 cohort  relative to the 2014 cohort was an assumed 40% ( rather than 50% )  default 

rate on the loans . This was  based on analysis of the loan book and expected lifetime re -payment 

by BBB/SUL Co, which show ed an improvement in default rates  between the 2014 and 2016 

cohorts . If a 50% default rate wa s assumed  (as has been used throughout the evaluation for 

the 2014 cohort) , the arrears adjusted BCR ratio for Economic Costs for the 2016 cohort  reduce s 

from 5.7:1  to under 4.9:1.  

Second, most bu sinesses started -up by individuals supported by the programme  appear to be 

ólifestyleô rather than óscalableô businesses, designed principally to provide employment and an 

income for the founder, rather than óscalableô businesses that are seeking to grow and generate 

further employment . Around 60% of businesses reported having  no employees other than the 

owner  in both the 2014 Year 3 sample (between three and three and a half ye ars since they 

drew dow n their loan), and in the 2016 sample (between 18 months and two years since they 

drew down their loan) . Whilst the businesses in the 2016 sample were  on average larger  ï both 

in terms of employment and turnover ï the evidence indicate d that the principal route to 

economic impact of the programme will be via the  turnover of th ese businesses started -up.  

Third,  the Year 3 evidence for the 2016 cohort , consistent with the evidence from previous years , 

suggest ed a relationship between the level of arrears and business performance. For example , 

the overall ar rears rat e in March 2017 for the 2016 sample was 12% (i.e. 12% of individuals 

were in arrears at this point); this increased to 30% for those individuals that had started -up a 

business that had subsequently closed (n=66). The average turnover for businesses started -up 

by individuals that were not in arrears was also higher than  those that were (£116k compared 
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to £71k). This is what would be expected, and  for  both the 2014 sample analysis in Y ear 2 and 

the 2016 sample analysis in Year 3 the direction of causality is not clear .  

Exploratory analysis sought to take account of distributional issues on programme value for 

money, drawing on Treasury guidance on the use of income distributional weights. The value for 

money analysis was re - run using distributional weights ba sed on the income of beneficiaries 

when they first considered starting up a business, before their engagement with the programme, 

for both the 2014 and 2016 cohorts . The analysis suggests the value for money of the 

programme is higher once the pre -programm e income of the beneficiary is taken into account, 

across both cohorts, although the effect is more  pronounced for the 2014 cohort (using data 

from Year 2 given sample sizes) , with a higher share of individuals in this group in the lowest 

income bands . The  income adjustment does not fully close the difference in BCRs between the 

cohorts. However, the exploratory analysis highlights the economic and social value of the 

programme in supporting óless advantagedô individuals, as part of the overall service offer, with 

improved value for money when the income distribution of beneficiaries is considered.  

Employment and personal development outcomes  

The evaluation has found evidence that beneficiaries of  the programme have seen changes in  

the ir  employment status  (with fewer people unemployed, and more self -employed) , and  

perceptions of their  longer - term employability and employment prospects. Notably, o ver three -

quarters of individuals in both the 2014 Year 3 sample and 2016 sample  reported that the 

programme had h ad a positive effect on their long - term job prospects , with positive effects also 

reported by a majority in terms of skills, both within and outside of business.   

There wa s also evidence of transitions between unemployment  and self -employment and 

employme nt . In the 2016 sample , 17% of the total survey sample moved from unem ployment 

into employment , self -employment or a role as a proprietor/business owner after their 

engagement in the programme. Of those that moved specifically into self -employment, 

approac hing half reported that they would not now be in self -employment if they had not been 

involved with the programme.  However, it is noted that as the characteristics of the beneficiary 

cohort have shifted over time, the potential for the programme to support  individuals out  of 

unemployment may have  been reduced.  

The wider evidence from Year 3 in relation to  pre -application support and mentoring was, in 

some ways,  consistent with the evidence from previous years of the evaluation . The support wa s 

generally va lued highly by individuals, and there were self - reported benefits from both pre -

application support and mentoring on skills and confidence. However, the survey evidence 

indicated that  overall participation in  mentoring may have  reduc ed over time . This may reflect  

the different characteristics of the more recent sample that was  survey ed, as older and more 

experienced business owners have tended to be less likely to take up mentoring.  From the survey 

feedback and case study work, it was evident that  the mento ring offer to individuals has  

remain ed varied across the Delivery Partner network , and there have been examples whereby 

Delivery Partners have drawn on the wider business support landscape to provide advice and 

mentoring to beneficiaries . Two  consistent  me ssages across the evaluation period  have been  

that a significant minority of individuals d id  not understand the potential value of mentoring, 

and that approaching 20% of individuals supported by the programme have not been offered 

mentoring support.  
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Overa ll satisfaction with the programme amongst the individuals that it has  support ed  is high, 

with a Net Promoter score (NPS) of around 50 -60%  across the two survey samples . This appears 

to perform well against benchmarks of other finance provide rs based on da ta reported by the 

Start Up Loans  Company in their annual re port s. The survey data suggest ed  that satisfaction 

with the programme wa s associated with certain aspects of  individualsô experience of the 

programme itself . Satisfaction  was higher  for those that  had take n up pre -application support 

than for those that did not, and for those using more hours of  mentoring . As may be expected, 

satisfaction was higher for those individuals that had a business that was still trading, compared 

to those where the busine ss had closed. This indicates that satisfaction with the programme is 

reliant on external factors that it cannot control fully. However , the overall findings on 

satisfaction are positive, and suggests that the programme is in most cases meeting the needs 

and expectations of the individuals that it supports.    

Characteristics of those who benefit the most from the programme  

Econometric analysis was undertaken on the 2016 sample to identify if there were any 

characteristics associated with individuals that had benefited the most from the programme, 

covering both business effects and those related to personal development. This analysis was not 

completed for the 2014 Year 3 sample owing to the sample size. The analysis indicated that the 

characteristics of tho se that benefited most varied dependent on the nature of the outcome with 

no consistent characteristics across different outcome types :  

¶ where the focus is on business outcomes (i.e. business survival, sales and employment), 

the key characteristics associa ted statistically with positive benefits are busine sses with 

multiple owners, and individual s with businesses that had some employees (compared to 

beneficiaries operating businesses with no employees)   

¶ where the focus is on individual personal development outcomes (notably job prospects, 

and business and personal confidence), those individuals with no previous business 

experience, and those  that were unemployed at the time of applying to the programme 

are statistically positively associated with benef itting  more from the programme . 

The findings on personal development outcomes are not unexpected, and reflect  the ódistance 

travelledô by these individuals as a result of programme support. However, the econometric 

analysis does highlight the importance of the p rogramme in generating different effects for 

different groups, including personal development effects for those that were unemployed, which 

needs to be seen alongside the impact and value for money assessment which are based on 

business outcomes only.     

Two other points are noted from the econometric analysis of the 2016 sample : higher levels of 

self - reported additionality were associated with individuals aged 18 -30; and take -up of higher 

levels of mentoring support (over six hours) was associated with mo re positive outcomes in 

terms of business and  personal confidence (with the analysis controlling for other factors such 

as age, business experience, and qualification levels ).  

Access to finance   

The evidence from both the 2014 Year 3 sample and the 2016 sample suggest ed that the re were 

some similarities in  the behaviours adopted by individuals supported by the programme with  the 

wider population of micro enterprises . For example, most did not seek any advice when  they 
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first identified an access to finance need, and they have commonly relied on finance from friend s 

and family to meet their financing need s.  

However, the evidence has  suggest ed  a higher level of ódiscouraged borrowersô amongst 

individuals supported by the programme than the wide r business base . In both samples,  16% 

of the individuals surveyed indicated that they had wanted to apply for external finance in the 

last 12 months but did not do so, owing to a range of factors including an expectation of rejection 

and not wanting to take on additional  risk. This may reflect in part the maturity of the firms and 

the nature of the businesses (as discussed above, there were many sole traders , which may limit 

levels of willingness to take on risk ) . However, this may also limit the potential for the growth 

and sustainability of the businesses if they are not accessing the finance they would need  to 

grow .    

The survey  indicate d that there will be demand for finance from the Start  Up Loans population 

in the future.  Between 40 -50% of the individuals surveyed a cross the two samples anticipated 

that they will need and apply for external finance in the nex t twelve months. No consistent 

themes emerged around potential external barriers to finance; the most common factor that 

may prevent individuals seeking finance from across the two samples was related to the 

performance of the business itself.  

Reflecti ons on local and regional delivery  

A particular issue for the final year of the evaluation was to consider the local and regional nature 

of delivery  of the programm e. The case studies suggested that the role of Delivery Partners in 

the local/regional/devolved business support landscapes has helped in delivering the Start Up 

Loans model, and in delivering it efficiently. The ability for local/regional delivery to alig n with 

other interventions, particularly to generate referrals and raise the profile of the programme 

amongst stakeholders was a common theme across the case studies. It is noteworthy in this 

context, however, that some of this wider provision is supported  by European funding, and so 

there is, at the time of writing, a degree of uncertainty about what may replace this in the future.  

The case studies also highlighted the potential importan ce of local knowledge and insight in the 

successful delivery of the pr ogramme. There were examples highlighted of how the knowledge 

of local Delivery Partners had helped to provide beneficiaries with additional relevant signposting 

that they may not have got otherwise, and a sensitivity to local priorities and contexts, espe cially 

related to wider social challenges. Delivery Partners also noted that a knowledge of the local 

context help ed in making better informed decisions around loan assessments , leading potentially 

to lower rates of default.   

More broadly, the evidence suggests  that the profile and reach of the programme has  benefit ed 

from the fact that Delivery Partners commonly also deliver other business support and access to 

finance interventions, which means that  they are active in local and regional networks and 

grou ps. In a number of cases these mechanisms have  enable d the programme to be 

communicated to a wide range of other organisations that can help to drive referrals and demand 

for support. So, whilst Delivery Partners are not engaged in local networks specifica lly  because 

of Start Up Loans, this engagement does help to maximise the potential of the programme to 

reach a wide base, and raise its profile across the adviser and business support landscape.    
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Implications  

Four key implications  emerge  from the evalua tion  evidence, drawing on the Y ear 3  evidence in 

the context of the evidence from previous years of the study :  

¶ First, v alue for money , as assessed in terms of the benefits from the creation and 

development of new and early stage businesses against the eco nomic costs of running 

the programme , has  improv ed.  This is a positive sign , and  has been partly due to 

increased efficiencies in how the programme has been run and partly reflective of the 

increase in average size of the companies started and developed. H owever , there 

appears to be a risk that  this is at the expense of the social and distributional rationale 

underpinning the programme  ï benefits that have not been captured full y in the value 

for money model owing t o their natures . Going forward, clarity on  the objectives of 

the programme is required , and then operationally this needs to be communicated 

from SULCo to Delivery Partners. If these continue to include the social and equity 

objectives, then t here is a need to ensure that the incentives to Deliver y Partners to 

drive down defaults  rates , and support individuals with óbetterô business ideas ( that  

may  represent lower risk ) , does not mean that the type of individuals that the 

programme was  also  established to support from the outset are no longer able to 

access the programme , i.e. i ndividuals that are unemployed, seeking modest sized 

loans, younger and from more deprived communities . For these individuals, arguably  

access ing  finance  and business advice are more  challenging or pressing .   

¶ Second, despite  its role as a core componen t of the programme, the evidence  

suggest s that the offer, take -up and delivery of mentoring appears to remain very 

varied across the programme . For example,  around one - fifth of i ndividuals drawing 

down loans  reported not  being offered mentoring support. The evidence from across 

the evaluation is clear that not all individuals supported by the programme want 

mentoring support. However, it is important that the óofferô is made consistently, and 

this does not appear to be happening.      

¶ Third,  there is evidence of a need to make further finance advice available to 

beneficiaries after their award, either through mentoring, other óaftercareô advice or 

signposting. Many of those identifying a finance need have not sought finance advice,  

and  a significant minority of individuals supported by the programme (around 15% 

according to the surveys )  that require d additional external finance  following the Start 

Up Loan did not seek  it, indicating a prevalence of ódiscouraged borrowersô.  Some of 

this may be due to  risk aversion (which may be high owing to the ólifestyleô nature of 

many of the businesses ) , and for these businesses external finance may not be 

appropriate. This said, the  proportion is higher than may be expected, even 

accounting for t he maturity of businesses started -up by programme beneficiaries , and 

may be l imiting the growth potential and/or sustainability of businesses started -up by 

beneficiaries. The data does not indicate a ógapô on the supply-side, rather the need 

to help stimul ate demand and awareness on the demand -side to ensure that 

beneficiaries of the programme are confident and able to access the finance they 

require following support.  

¶ Fourth, t he c ase studies suggest ed that  there are benefits from a regional/local 

approac h to delivery . T hese  are hard to quantify,  but have included the ability to align 



Research Report  

107  

and cross - refer between Start  Up Loans and other local and regional provision (partly 

enabling access to the right kind of advice that beneficiaries require), raising the 

pro file of the programme in the business support landscape, and having an 

understanding of local and regional markets (where applicable to beneficiary business 

ideas).  Whilst there are also potential benefits from national providers (e.g. in terms 

of scale ec onomies), the  evaluation  does suggest that  there is  a case for a provider 

mix that includes  regional/local flexibility in the delivery of the programme . One issue 

identified, however , was that  more could be done to avoid duplication, with limited 

joint -wor king identified  at a local/regional level between Delivery Partners operating 

in the same geographies  and competition for clients between national and 

local/regional players .     
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Annex  A: Econometric methodology and results 

tables  

Purpo se  

This annex describes the steps taken to obtain the econometric results presented in the body of 

the report. It also contains the full regression tables. The purpose is to provide  a technical 

explanation  on the steps involved, including a description of how the variables have been 

derived, how the model specification s were developed in light of data constraints (primarily 

related to sample size), and the sensitivity checks that have been applied to corroborate the 

findings.  

Rationale and Method  

The focus of the Year 3 analysis was the  2016  sample  of beneficiaries. The analysis sought to 

analyse the factors most associated with a range of outcomes (ñdependentò variables), with the 

aim to assess the individual and business - level characteristics of SUL benefi ciaries that benefit 

the most from the programme (in terms of economic and personal development outcomes). The 

econometric analysis d id  not seek to analyse the causal mechanisms associated with benefitting 

most ï which was the focus of the Year 2 analysis and report ï as this year ôs work did not collect 

data on the comparison/counterfactual group of non -beneficiaries needed for such analysis.  

The method used for the econometric analysis was multivariate regression, employing cross -

sectional logistic regress ion where the dependent variables w ere  binary -  i.e. the outcome was 

either achieved (y=1), or it was not achieved (y=0) ï and OLS regression where the depende nt  

variable s were  continuous ( e.g. number of employees). Due to the limited sample size and the 

large number of potential co -variates (ñcontrol variablesò), the approach to the analysis was to 

perform a series of ñcascadingò regressions to develop a picture of the main factors associated 

with a particular outcome. This involved specifying a ñcoreò model ï that contained a ñcoreò set 

of key variables, including personal characteristics of the beneficiary and headline features of 

their business ï and a set of ñoptionalò variables that we re one -by -one inserted into the model 

to check for their level of st atistical significance (i.e. to confirm if the factor has a strong 

association) and the degree to which they improve the model. Finally, we performed a ñread-

acrossò of the full set of ñcascadingò regressions to arrive at a final model, containing the ñcoreò 

and most important ñoptionalò variables. 

Data  

The final d ataset, following data cleaning 62 , was comprised of 585 SUL beneficiaries. T able A -1 

provides a descriptive overview of the outcome (ñdependentò) variables used developed for the 

analysis, includin g a brief description. Th e number of observations for each variable varies from 

313 for the indicator measuring sales change (measuring if a beneficiary increased their sales 

                                           

62  Which included removing 17 observations from the data for beneficiaries with businesses that had been operating 

for 5 or more years at the time o f applications (a step taken to be consistent with the Year 2 analysis).  
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from the last to the current financial year), to completed data (i.e. 585 observa tions) for data 

on the extent of arrears for each beneficiary.  

Table A -1: Outcome (ñdependentò) variable descriptive statistics 

Variable  Count  Mean  SD  Min  Max  

Survived (excludes non-start-ups) 529 0.88 0.33 0.00 1.00 

Sales change (binary, 1=reports an 
increase in sales from the last to the 
current financial year, 0=otherwise) 

313 0.65 0.48 0.00 1.00 

Gross sales (last financial year) 357 120,905 429,923 0.00 7,000,000 

Gross sales (current financial year) 406 147,677 519,070 0.00 9,000,000 

Gross sales (next financial year) 381 376,432 2,673,283 0.00 50,000,000 

Additional sales (last and current financial 
year) 

449 57,459 130,683 0.00 1,810,000 

Additional sales (last, current and next 
financial year) 

451 120,445 323,234 0.00 5,172,000 

Level of attribution (0-100%) 573 0.53 0.38 0.00 1.00 

Employment change (binary, 1=reports an 
increase in employment from the last to 
the current financial year, 0=otherwise) 

362 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00 

Employment (last financial year) 373 1.94 4.83 0.00 47.00 

Employment (current financial year) 460 1.85 4.57 0.00 47.00 

Employment (next financial year) 444 3.45 7.01 0.00 53.00 

Promoter (9 or 10 satisfaction score) 
(binary, 1=yes, 0=otherwise) 

584 0.69 0.46 0.00 1.00 

Detractor (6 or below satisfaction score) 
(binary, 1=yes, 0=otherwise) 

584 0.12 0.33 0.00 1.00 

Increased job prospects (binary, 1=yes, 
0=otherwise) 

581 0.76 0.43 0.00 1.00 

Increased business confidence (binary, 
1=yes, 0=otherwise) 

580 0.75 0.43 0.00 1.00 

Increased personal confidence (binary, 
1=yes, 0=otherwise) 

574 0.62 0.49 0.00 1.00 

In arrears (March) (binary, 1=yes, 
0=otherwise) 

585 0.11 0.32 0.00 1.00 

Arrears - 1 month + (Sept) 585 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00 

Arrears - 3 months + (Sept) 585 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00 

 

Table A -2 presents an equivalent set of descript ive statistics for the control (ñindependentò) 

variables. For the majority of the variables, the data was close to being complete, with a high 

number of observations. Exceptions included :  whether a beneficiary was invol ved in other 

activities ( 497 observat ions) ;  and data on the size of the firm in the previ ous financial year ( 413 

observations). The latter variable was developed by allocating each beneficiaryôs start -up into 

one of four categories -  not trading, no employees, micro business (0 -9 employees), and small 
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business or larger (>10 employees) ï using employment data in the last financial year, or where 

absent the trading status. Any beneficiaries with trading businesses, but who did not provide 

employment data , we re excluded from this variable.  

Table  A-2: Control (ñindependentò) variable descriptive statistics 

Variable  Count  Mean  SD  Min  Max  

Age group (1=Age 18 -30)  584  0.36  0.48  0.00  1.00  

Has business experience  584  0.27  0.44  0.00  1.00  

Has a degree  575  0.59  0.49  0.00  1.00  

Gender (1=Female)  584  0.36  0.48  0.00  1.00  

Unemployed pre -start  584  0.27  0.44  0.00  1.00  

Business plan prepared  582  0.96  0.21  0.00  1.00  

Has multiple owners  584  0.36  0.48  0.00  1.00  

Involved in other activities  497  0.29  0.45  0.00  1.00  

Business age  528  2.28  0.69  0.50  4.67  

Business  age (squared)  528  5.66  3.73  0.25  21.78  

Region       

Devolved Administration  584  0.12  0.33  0.00  1.00  

London  584  0.17  0.38  0.00  1.00  

Midlands  584  0.19  0.39  0.00  1.00  

North of England  584  0.25  0.43  0.00  1.00  

South of England  584  0.27  0.44  0.00  1.00  

Sec tor       

SIC A -F 586  0.28  0.45  0.00  1.00  

SIC G - I  586  0.24  0.43  0.00  1.00  

SIC J -N 586  0.26  0.44  0.00  1.00  

SIC O -U 586  0.21  0.41  0.00  1.00  

Size (based on employment in previous financial year)  

Not trading  413  0.04  0.20  0.00  1.00  

No employees  413  0.53  0.50  0.00  1.00  

Micro (1 to 9 employees)  413  0.39  0.49  0.00  1.00  

Small  business or larger (10 or more 
employees)  

413  0.03  0.18  0.00  1.00  

Loan value       

Up to 3k  584  0.14  0.35  0.00  1.00  

3k to 8k  584  0.35  0.48  0.00  1.00  

Over 8k  584  0.51  0.50  0.00  1.00  

SUL mentoring  559  0.43  0.50  0.00  1.00  

Mentoring hours       

No mentoring  551  0.58  0.49  0.00  1.00  

Less than 6 hours  551  0.19  0.39  0.00  1.00  

6 hours or more  551  0.24  0.42  0.00  1.00  
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Model specification and sensitivity checks  

For each outcome variable a set of ñcascadingò regressions were specified. The starting point 

was a ñcoreò model containing a set of primary variables that are used consistently in each 

regression, as outlined in the table below. The next step was to include each of the ñoptionalò, 

secondary variables individually. The last step was to specify a ñkitchen sinkò model, which 

contained everything. The approach allows for an assessment of the key variables of interest, 

as well as a check on their consistency across model specifications (in light of potential issues in 

terms collinearity). This approach was used due to the sample size available, and the 

accumulation of missing data due to the addition of new variables.  

Table A -3: Model specification: core and optional variables  

Variable t ype  Core variables  Optional variables  

Personal characteristics ¶ Age of beneficiary (18- 30=1, over 
30=0) 

¶ Degree educated (yes=1, no=0) 

¶ Gender (female=1, male=0) 

¶ If unemployed at time of SUL 
application (yes=1, no=0) 

Region (Devolved Administration, 
London, Midlands, North of England, 
South of England [excluding 
London]) 

 

Business characteristics Loan value (up to 3k, 3k to 8k, over 
8k) 

¶ Industrial sector (SIC A-F, SIC G-I, 
SIC J-N, SIC O-U) 

¶ Business size - in last financial 
year ς based on employment (not 
trading, no employees, micro, 
small or larger) 

¶ Business age (in years) 

Business age squared 

Strategic/other characteristics If had previous business experience 
(yes=1, no=0) 

¶ If involved in other activities 
while running start-up (yes=1, 
no=0) 

¶ If business has multiple owners 
(yes=1, no=0) 

¶ If business plan in place at time of 
application (yes=1, no=0) 

¶ If beneficiary took up mentoring 
(yes=1, no=0) 

Number of mentoring hours taken 
up (none, up to 6, 6 or more) 

 

Due to the significant variation present in the s ales -derived variables, we perform ed a set of 

sensitivity checks to ensure the results presented are robust to the exclusion of outliers (i.e. 

that significant results are not driven by large [or small] outlier values). Two similar methods 

were adopted. Th e first was to exclude the top and bottom 5% beneficiaries in terms of sales 

values in the current financial year. The second involved the removal of selected indicators 
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based on very large values or extreme (unbelievable) changes in sales over time (i.e . 

increases of over 500%). Both sets of sensitivity checks yielded similar results.  

Results tables  

The following results tables provide the detailed counterparts to the summary results provided 

in the main report . Where  the dependent variable was binary, a logistic regression w as specified. 

Where the dependent variable was continuous, an  OLS regression  was specified . For each 

independent variable the tables provide a regression coefficient, a significance level (denoted 

using the following symbols: *  p<0.10 * * p<0.05 * * * p<0.01 . At the bottom of each table the 

number of observations for each model is presented, along with an indication of model fit 

( including an R 2 value for OLS regressions and a pseudo -R2 value 63 , chi -squared test score, log -

likelihood ratio, and classification test of predictive accuracy 64  value for logistic regressions, to 

allow for assessments of model performance individually, and in comparison to alternative 

specifications, for each outcome variable ). Where the field is blank, this denotes that the 

independent variable was not in included in the model specification.  All models exclude the 

constant term.

                                           

63  Multiple options for calculating the pseudo -R2 are available. The data presented throughout are based on a 

McFadden's R 2, which is the default pseudo -R2 value reported by the Stata statistical software package.  
64  Due to the large num bers of regression tables presented, the tables include t he ñhit ratioò (the percentage of cases 

correctly classified), rather than the full classification matr ix for each logistic regression model . 



 

 

Table A -4: Company has survived following start -up (binary, 1=yes, 0=otherwise)  

Variable  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  

Age group (1=Age 18-30) -0.21с  -лΦлно -лΦнну -лΦмсл -лΦнлт -лΦнмф -лΦнрл -лΦнср -лΦнсп -лΦолс 

Has business experience лΦнфм -лΦтрт лΦнтп лΦоро лΦнфу лΦнуф лΦото лΦооу -лΦрмо -лΦптн 

Has a degree лΦмпл -лΦуст лΦммф лΦлуф 0.14т  лΦмор лΦннп лΦнум -лΦрно -лΦптф 

Gender (1=Female) лΦстлϝϝ -лΦпрс лΦсмрϝ 0.615* лΦссмϝϝ 0.678** лΦсрфϝϝ лΦслрϝ -лΦуур -лΦуфп 

Unemployed pre-start -лΦнрм лΦнфл -лΦнпт -лΦоту -лΦнср -лΦнру -лΦнмт -лΦосм 0.ото лΦнрр 

Region (base case = London)           

Devolved Admin -лΦплм -мΦутс -лΦпно -лΦнфф -лΦплп -лΦофм -лΦнно -лΦлрл -мΦрсл -мΦррл 

Midlands лΦлрл -мΦнсф лΦлмс -лΦлмр лΦлрн лΦлро -0.0мм  лΦллф -мΦплт -мΦотп 

North of England лΦомл лΦлос лΦнтт лΦнтн лΦолл лΦолн лΦнум лΦоло -лΦмфу -лΦмсп 

South of England -лΦмом -лΦллм -лΦмст -лΦнлр -лΦмол -лΦмнс -лΦмту -лΦмрс -лΦнсм -лΦнму 

Loan value (base case = 3k to 8k)           

Over 8k лΦнмл мΦору лΦннт лΦлом лΦнмл лΦнмт лΦмнл лΦмлт мΦтфп мΦупп 

Up to 3k -лΦсусϝ -лΦпфф -лΦсунϝ -0.715* -лΦсфтϝ -лΦстпϝ -лΦслл -лΦслп -лΦлтм -лΦлпп 

Involved in other activities  -мΦфслϝϝ       -2.639** -2.678** 

Sector (base case = SIC A-F)           

SIC G-I   -лΦмлф        

SIC J-N   лΦмст        

SIC O-U   лΦнтп        

Business age    -лΦоро     лΦлнм лΦлон 

Business age (squared)    лΦмпн     лΦлрс лΦлрм 

Has multiple owners     -лΦлот    -лΦспс -0.6тр 

Business plan prepared      -лΦмрф     

SUL mentoring       -лΦорп  -лΦрпс  

SUL mentoring hours (base case = no mentoring) 

Less than 6 hours        -лΦрпф  -лΦтус 

6 hours or more        -лΦмнс  -лΦосп 

Observations 540 465 540 515 539 539 518 511 428 424 

(Pseudo) R-squared 0.045 0.203 0.048 0.053 0.045 0.045 0.051 0.053 0.263 0.264 

Log Likelihood ratio -187.699 -32.234 -187.182 -175.470 -187.550 -187.528 -180.165 -176.994 -26.328 -26.246 

Chi-squared мтΦсун мсΦофр муΦтмс мфΦтсл мтΦтнс мтΦттн мфΦмсс мфΦтон муΦумо муΦупр 

% correctly classified 88.1 98.3 88.1 88.3 88.1 88.1 88.0 88.1 98.4 98.3 
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Table A -5: Sales change from last to current financial year (binary, 1=positive change in sales, 0=otherwise)  
Variable  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  

Age group (1=Age 18-30) 0.529* лΦрсфϝ 0.506* 0.573** лΦрмоϝ лΦррфϝ 0.518* 0.691** 0.688** 0.848***  лΦупуϝϝ 

Has business experience -0.09л лΦллп -лΦммп -лΦмол -лΦлст -лΦмру -лΦлфс -лΦмпф -лΦмпн -лΦнтл -лΦнпм 

Has a degree лΦофт 0.550** лΦосу лΦоун 0.544** лΦофо лΦоус лΦопм лΦотр лΦсллϝ лΦсуоϝϝ 

Gender (1=Female) лΦлмр -лΦлсм -лΦлнм лΦлпо лΦллм 0.03ф  лΦлнр -лΦмнр -лΦмун -лΦмуу -лΦнрл 

Unemployed pre-start -лΦнфп -лΦнрм -лΦнфф -лΦнус -лΦнсм -лΦмру -лΦолс -лΦнсс -лΦпоу -лΦмст -лΦпнл 

Region (base case = London)            

Devolved Admin -лΦммл -0Φмтр -лΦмсм -лΦнмл лΦлот -лΦлфо -лΦмлл -лΦмто -лΦмфп -лΦммр -лΦмнл 

Midlands -лΦонс -лΦнум -лΦото -лΦотт -лΦнпр -лΦонп -лΦону -лΦнрт -лΦнрф -лΦмрп -лΦмрл 

North of England лΦнус лΦоот лΦнпф лΦнро лΦппн 0.262  лΦнто лΦнму лΦнмм лΦоом лΦопо 

South of England лΦоот лΦофт лΦомм лΦонр лΦпср лΦолф лΦооу лΦппс лΦпоо лΦслр лΦснн 

Loan value (base case = 3k to 8k)            

Over 8k -0.547* -лΦрттϝ -0.532* -0.620**  -лΦпоп -лΦррпϝ -0.539* -лΦпро -лΦофп -лΦопу -лΦнро 

Up to 3k -лΦпнп -лΦоос -лΦофу -лΦоуу -лΦпуф -лΦотп -лΦплт -лΦпрс -лΦпср -лΦнму -лΦмфо 

Involved in other activities  -лΦпунϝ        -лΦрпфϝ -лΦрспϝ 

Sector (base case = SIC A-F)            

SIC G-I   -лΦллм       -лΦммр -лΦмоу 

SIC J-N   лΦмнс       -лΦмрп -лΦмфн 

SIC O-U   лΦпнп       лΦрфу лΦрус 

Business size (last financial year, base case = no employees) 

Micro    лΦрнуϝ      лΦсууϝϝ лΦтммϝϝ 

Small    лΦлнн      -лΦмлл -лΦнор 

Business age     -мΦнфр     -мΦрмс -мΦрфо 

Business age (squared)     лΦмпп     лΦмул лΦмуп 

Has multiple owners      0.541**    0.945***  0.961***  

Business plan prepared       -лΦммн   -лΦнтн -лΦнну 

SUL mentoring        -лΦллм  лΦмфм  

SUL mentoring hours (base case = no mentoring) 

Less than 6 hours         -лΦпмр  -лΦопу 

6 hours or more         лΦплр  лΦсууϝ 

Observations олу олр олу олу нфф олу олт нфр нфп нуп нуо 

(Pseudo) R-squared лΦлоф лΦлрм лΦлпо 0.04ф  лΦлсп лΦлпф лΦлоу лΦлпм лΦлрм лΦмнр лΦмпм 

Log Likelihood ratio -мфмΦтно -мусΦпом -мфлΦфпл -муфΦтлф -мулΦутм -муфΦсуо -мфмΦрлп -мулΦпут -мтуΦнрл -мртΦтст -мрпΦсмс 

Chi-squared мрΦсну мфΦутм мтΦмфр мфΦсрр 24.620  мфΦтлф мрΦнлн мрΦпуу мфΦмпн прΦлтс рлΦртм 

% correctly classified 65.3 67.9 66.9 65.6 68.2 66.9 65.8 66.8 67.7 71.1 71.4 
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Table A -6: Expected sales change from current to next financial year (binary, 1=positive change in sales, 0=otherwise )  

Variable  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  

Age group (1=Age 18-30) 0.189 0.283 0.191 0.570* 0.085 0.202 лΦнпн лΦмфн лΦнлу лΦртсϝ лΦснрϝ 

Has business experience 0.342 0.381 0.323 0.542* 0.259 0.306 лΦофп 0.494* 0.503* лΦрум лΦртм 

Has a degree 0.117 0.143 0.078 лΦлну 0.101 0.110 лΦмрм лΦммр лΦлус лΦмор лΦлфт 

Gender (1=Female) 0.326 0.267 0.355 лΦлтт 0.272 0.332 лΦнру лΦнст лΦнуу -лΦмрр -лΦмну 

Unemployed pre-start 0.129 0.106 0.147 -лΦмуф 0.169 0.181 лΦмут лΦмсл лΦмлр лΦмпн 0.лсм 

Region (base case = London)            

Devolved Admin 0.122 0.106 0.125 лΦунс 0.044 0.137 лΦлтф лΦмтн лΦмру лΦфтл лΦфло 

Midlands -0.123 0.006 -0.124 лΦлфп -0.267 -0.118 -лΦммт -лΦлнт -лΦлпп лΦнро лΦнмф 

North of England 0.182 0.164 0.175 лΦмто -0.003 0.176 лΦнрм лΦмрр лΦмфс лΦмпр лΦмуп 

South of England 0.208 0.230 0.233 лΦнст 0.065 0.204 лΦнмс лΦмру лΦмот лΦнлр лΦмсл 

Loan value (base case = 3k to 8k)            

Over 8k -0.098 -0.053 -0.089 0.мфу -0.112 -0.102 -лΦмпп -лΦлуу -лΦлфн лΦнуф лΦолс 

Up to 3k -0.386 -0.296 -0.400 -лΦоно -0.393 -0.373 -лΦпрл -лΦнмм -лΦнум -лΦнпу -лΦоон 

Involved in other activities  -0.172        лΦннт лΦнлм 

Sector (base case = SIC A-F)            

SIC G-I   0.082       лΦмсф лΦмтм 

SIC J-N   0.284       -лΦмнф -лΦлср 

SIC O-U   0.008       -лΦмом -лΦмос 

Business size (last financial year, base case = no employees) 

Micro    -0.472*      -0.708** -0.694**  

Small    лΦмро      лΦрус лΦпфл 

Business age     -0.079     -мΦмлн -лΦуно 

Business age (squared)     0.029     лΦнлл лΦмпу 

Has multiple owners      0.202    лΦнмт лΦннп 

Business plan prepared       1.357**   мΦплфϝ мΦотлϝ 

SUL mentoring        -лΦмфт  -лΦофу  

SUL mentoring hours (base case = no mentoring) 

Less than 6 hours         -лΦпну  -лΦсттϝ 

6 hours or more         лΦлст  -лΦлтм 

Observations 369 365 369 нфр 360 369 осу 3ро орм нтп нто 

(Pseudo) R-squared 0.012 0.011 0.014 лΦлор 0.011 0.014 лΦлнт лΦлмо лΦлмф лΦлсн лΦлсу 

Log Likelihood ratio -215.849 -210.942 -215.372 -мсуΦнср -207.482 -215.542 -нммΦпмп -нлрΦтмн -нлнΦфул -мпуΦллп -мпрΦутн 

Chi-squared 5.295 4.788 6.250 мнΦмтн 4.583 5.911 ммΦслс рΦслп тΦурн мфΦслт нмΦмут 

% correctly classified 72.1 72.9 72.1 72.2 73.1 72.1 72.8 72.2 72.4 74.1 74.7 
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Table A -7: Gross sales in current financial year (logged)  

Variable  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  

Age group (1=Age 18-30) -лΦнмл -лΦнор -лΦлом -лΦлло -лΦлмм -лΦлмр -лΦлон -лΦлмл -лΦлло лΦлтт лΦлфл 

Has business experience лΦнлр -лΦмур лΦлно лΦлос лΦлом -лΦлмф лΦлнл -лΦллн -лΦллп -лΦлфу -0.09р  

Has a degree лΦлнм -лΦмло лΦмруϝ лΦмтоϝ лΦмсфϝ лΦмрпϝ лΦмруϝ лΦмпс лΦмро лΦмпм лΦмрн 

Gender (1=Female) -0.436***  -лΦотлϝϝ -лΦмстϝ -лΦмссϝ -лΦмсрϝ -лΦмрсϝ -лΦмстϝ -лΦмфтϝϝ -лΦнмрϝϝ -лΦмуоϝ -лΦнлоϝϝ 

Unemployed pre-start -лΦопуϝ -лΦофтϝϝ -лΦммт -лΦлфм -лΦмлп -лΦлнн -лΦммп -лΦлфл -лΦмпс лΦлор -лΦлоо 

Region (base case = London)            

Devolved Admin -лΦомо -лΦоус -лΦноо -лΦннт -0.2мр  -лΦнмм -лΦноо -лΦнср -лΦнум -лΦнту -лΦнффϝ 

Midlands -лΦлтн -лΦнсм -лΦнсоϝ -лΦнпоϝ -лΦноо -лΦнпуϝ -лΦнсрϝ -лΦнтфϝ -лΦнурϝ -лΦннм -лΦнон 

North of England лΦлоу -лΦлмп лΦлнф лΦлол лΦлон лΦлмт лΦлол -лΦллр -лΦллу -лΦлпн -лΦлпу 

South of England лΦмно -лΦллу -лΦлфн -лΦлсо -лΦлту -лΦлфм -лΦлфн -лΦлуп -лΦмлм -лΦлпф -лΦлсу 

Loan value (base case = 3k to 8k)            

Over 8k 0.648***  0.426***  лΦлмс лΦлну лΦлло лΦлпл лΦлмр лΦлмс лΦлот лΦлпу лΦлтр 

Up to 3k -0.645***  -лΦрмфϝϝ -лΦлту -лΦлтс -лΦлту -лΦлсо -лΦлтф -лΦлтн -лΦлфм -лΦлоп -лΦлрн 

Involved in other activities    -лΦлст      -лΦлуу -лΦлфл 

Sector (base case = SIC A-F)            

SIC G-I    лΦмом      лΦнлм лΦмфф 

SIC J-N    лΦмот      лΦмрн лΦмпт 

SIC O-U    0.03т       лΦммн лΦмлу 

Business size (last financial year, base case = no employees) 

Micro  0.986***         0.342***  0.354***  

Small  2.750***         лΦрмнϝϝ лΦптоϝ 

Sales (logged, last FY)   0.834***  0.839***  0.859***  0.813***  0.835***  0.825***  0.825***  0.771***  0.771***  

Business age     -лΦпуо     -лΦнфо -лΦнфо 

Business age (squared)     лΦлто     лΦлпм лΦлоф 

Has multiple owners      0.361***     0.462***  0.464***  

Business plan prepared       -лΦлоф   -лΦлрл -лΦлоф 

SUL mentoring        -лΦлтн  -лΦлот  

SUL mentoring hours (base case = no mentoring) 

Less than 6 hours         -лΦнннϝ  -лΦнмоϝ 

6 hours or more         лΦлср  лΦмнс 

Observations оуу омп нуу нур нтф нуу нут нтр нтр нсп нсп 

(Pseudo) R-squared лΦнлп лΦоур лΦтсо лΦтср лΦтст лΦттт лΦтсо лΦтрт лΦтсм лΦтфн лΦтфс 
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Table A -8: Net additional sales in last and current financial year (logged)  

Variable  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  

Age group (1=Age 18-30) 0.мфт лΦлсу лΦлуу лΦмом лΦмлн лΦлфс лΦлуф лΦмлл лΦмнм лΦмфу лΦннуϝ 

Has business experience лΦпмпϝϝ лΦммо лΦлфр лΦммс лΦлфу лΦлун лΦмлп лΦмнф лΦммр лΦмпо лΦмор 

Has a degree лΦмрп -лΦмоф 0.лон лΦлфр лΦлол лΦлнн лΦлот лΦлпс лΦлпр лΦлфт лΦмлп 

Gender (1=Female) -0.505***  -лΦоплϝ -лΦммс -лΦмум -лΦмлт -лΦмлс -лΦмнп -лΦмрн -лΦмср -лΦмут -лΦнлл 

Unemployed pre-start -лΦнлт -лΦнмф -0.097  -лΦлсн -лΦлфт -лΦлсн -лΦлфу -лΦлтт -лΦмнф лΦллу -лΦлпп 

Region (base case = London)            

Devolved Admin -лΦрссϝ -лΦрпсϝ -лΦнлп -лΦнмс -лΦмтм -лΦнмо -лΦнлр -лΦнлн -0.2по  -лΦнмл -лΦнсо 

Midlands -лΦмлф -лΦону -лΦнлс -лΦмлп -лΦмту -лΦнлн -лΦмфр -лΦмуу -лΦнмт -лΦлтм -лΦлфу 

North of England -лΦлтс -лΦлсу -лΦллр -лΦлтн лΦллн -лΦллт лΦллн лΦллн -лΦлнт -0.08м  -лΦмлу 

South of England -лΦлфл -лΦмрм -лΦмлм -лΦлрф -лΦлус -лΦмло -лΦлфс -лΦмлр -лΦмрф -лΦлрф -лΦммо 

Loan value (base case = 3k to 8k)            

Over 8k 0.642***  0.602***  лΦлпт лΦлул лΦлпн лΦлсп лΦлпф лΦлос лΦлсн лΦлфу лΦмнф 

Up to 3k -0.925***  -0.936***  -лΦмсп -лΦлоу -лΦмрф -лΦмсп -лΦмсс -лΦмон -лΦмро лΦллт -лΦлму 

Involved in other activities    -лΦлус      -лΦлтф -лΦлус 

Sector (base case = SIC A-F)            

SIC G-I    лΦмло      лΦмрм лΦмрп 

SIC J-N    лΦмсо      лΦмрп лΦмот 

SIC O-U    -лΦлпф      лΦллт -0Φлму 

Business size (last financial year, base case = no employees) 

Micro  0.659***         лΦлфу лΦммм 

Small  1.885***         -лΦоол -лΦосу 

Sales (logged, last FY)   0.825***  0.792***  0.832***  0.816***  0.822***  0.823***  0.822***  0.792***  0.793***  

Business age     -лΦмум     -лΦпфу -лΦрмо 

Business age (squared)     лΦлнс     лΦлтр лΦлту 

Has multiple owners      лΦмос    лΦнппϝϝ лΦнпфϝϝ 

Business plan prepared       лΦмоф   лΦммн лΦммс 

SUL mentoring        лΦлмо  -лΦлпп  

SUL mentoring hours (base case = no mentoring) 

Less than 6 hours         -лΦммм  -лΦмуо 

6 hours or more         лΦмоу  лΦлфо 

Observations онл нрт ноп нму ннф ноп ноо ннт ннс нлс нлр 

(Pseudo) R-squared лΦнмр лΦнфу лΦтнм 0.721  лΦтмф лΦтно лΦтнм лΦтмт лΦтнн лΦтнр лΦтнф 
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Table A -9: Net additional sales in last, current and next financial year (logged)  

Variable  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  

Age group (1=Age 18-30) лΦнлп лΦлур лΦлфр лΦмсл лΦмлп лΦмлф лΦлфу лΦмлп лΦмоу лΦннм лΦнтоϝ 

Has business experience 0.516***  лΦнмо лΦмсл лΦмру лΦмср лΦмоф лΦмтн лΦмфп лΦмтл лΦмрс лΦмпм 

Has a degree лΦммо -лΦмлн лΦлрф лΦмрп лΦлсф лΦлпо лΦлсу лΦлтф лΦлул лΦмро лΦмсо 

Gender (1=Female) -лΦплтϝϝ -лΦоноϝ -лΦмнс -лΦнлф -лΦмнн -лΦмлф -лΦмот -лΦмтр -лΦмфт -лΦнплϝ -лΦнсмϝ 

Unemployed pre-start -лΦнуп -лΦнсп -лΦмум -лΦмсм -лΦмуп -лΦмнп -лΦмум -лΦмпм -лΦном -лΦлпн -лΦмну 

Region (base case = London)            

Devolved Admin -лΦсрмϝϝ -лΦсфуϝϝ -лΦотм -лΦпноϝ -лΦонф -лΦоут -лΦото -лΦотп -лΦппмϝ -лΦпооϝ -лΦрнпϝϝ 

Midlands -0.231  -лΦппу -лΦопсϝ -лΦноу -лΦонл -лΦооф -лΦоом -лΦопу -лΦофпϝ -лΦнну -лΦнтр 

North of England -лΦнму -лΦннл -лΦмпт -лΦнпл -лΦмоп -лΦмрм -лΦмот -лΦмпу -лΦмфо -лΦнро -лΦолм 

South of England -0.187  -лΦнун -лΦннф -лΦмпн -лΦнму -лΦноо -лΦннн -лΦнрл -лΦоплϝ -лΦмто -лΦнср 

Loan value (base case = 3k to 8k)            

Over 8k 0.664***  0.583***  -лΦлрс -лΦллф -лΦлпф -лΦлнт -0.053  -лΦлтл -лΦлнр лΦлпн лΦлфо 

Up to 3k -0.827***  -0.963***  -лΦмпн -лΦлмн -лΦмнт -лΦмпм -лΦмпс -лΦлуу -лΦмнп лΦлрф лΦлмр 

Involved in other activities    -лΦмом      -лΦлфф -лΦммл 

Sector (base case = SIC A-F)            

SIC G-I    -лΦллу      лΦлро лΦлрс 

SIC J-N    лΦннл      лΦнну лΦмфу 

SIC O-U    -лΦмлм      -лΦллу -лΦлрн 

Business size (last financial year, base case = no employees) 

Micro  0.512***         лΦлро лΦлтп 

Small  2.103***         -лΦлмр -лΦлту 

Sales (logged, last FY)   0.842***  0.788***  0.846***  0.827***  0.838***  0.843***  0.841***  0.769***  0.770***  

Business age     -лΦолт     -лΦрпм -лΦррф 

Business age (squared)     лΦлро     лΦлум лΦлур 

Has multiple owners      лΦннуϝ    0.374***  0.381***  

Business plan prepared       лΦмфп   лΦмфп лΦнлл 

SUL mentoring        -лΦлмо  -лΦммп  

SUL mentoring hours (base case = no mentoring) 

Less than 6 hours         -лΦноо  -лΦопоϝ 

6 hours or more         лΦнлс  лΦммо 

Observations онф нсн ноп нму ннф ноп ноо ннт ннс нлс нлр 

(Pseudo) R-squared лΦнмн лΦнтм лΦспу лΦссм лΦспн лΦсро лΦспу лΦспр лΦсрт лΦссф лΦсул 
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Table A -10 : Additionality  

Variable  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  

Age group (1=Age 18-30) 0.125***  лΦлфрϝϝ 0.125***  0.140***  0.117***  0.125***  0.126***  0.123***  0.124***  лΦммсϝϝ лΦмлрϝϝ 

Has business experience -лΦлос -лΦлнс -лΦлот -лΦлоф -лΦлну -лΦлоо -лΦлоу -лΦлнр -лΦлнм лΦллл лΦллт 

Has a degree -лΦлмн -лΦллр -лΦлмп лΦлрп -лΦллп -лΦлмм -лΦлмн -лΦллр -лΦллс лΦлсп лΦлтр 

Gender (1=Female) -лΦлот -лΦлтмϝ -лΦлоу -лΦлрм -лΦлрн -лΦлоу -лΦлос -лΦлрл -лΦлсмϝ -лΦлтм -лΦлурϝ 

Unemployed pre-start лΦлнф лΦлфлϝ лΦлол лΦлрм лΦлнл лΦлнр лΦлом лΦлоо лΦлнс лΦммтϝϝ лΦмлуϝ 

Region (base case = London)            

Devolved Admin -лΦлнт лΦллт -лΦлну -лΦлоф -лΦллф -лΦлнф -лΦлно -лΦлол -лΦлнм -лΦллс -лΦллт 

Midlands -лΦлпп -лΦлор -лΦлпр -лΦлсф -лΦлпл -лΦлпп -лΦлпн -лΦлпн -лΦлпр -лΦлмп -лΦлмс 

North of England -лΦллт лΦлнм -лΦллу лΦлло -лΦллм -лΦллт -лΦллп -лΦллп -лΦлмл лΦлпм лΦлоо 

South of England -лΦлнм -лΦлнт -лΦлнм -лΦлнн -лΦлму -лΦлнл -лΦлму -0.01л  -лΦлмс лΦллл -лΦлмо 

Loan value (base case = 3k to 8k)            

Over 8k -лΦлоу -лΦлпп -лΦлос -лΦлнм -лΦлно -лΦлот -лΦлос -лΦлпр -лΦлпс -лΦллр -лΦлло 

Up to 3k -лΦлус -0.0фо  -лΦлус -лΦмофϝϝ -лΦлун -лΦлуу -лΦлус -лΦлуп -лΦлтл -лΦмрнϝϝ -лΦмплϝ 

Involved in other activities  лΦлму        лΦлол лΦлоп 

Sector (base case = SIC A-F)            

SIC G-I   лΦллл       лΦлму лΦлмо 

SIC J-N   лΦлмт       лΦлор лΦлнм 

SIC O-U   лΦлмл       -лΦлмт -лΦлнс 

Business size (last financial year, base case = no employees) 

Micro    -лΦлмо      -лΦлнп -лΦлом 

Small    -0.294***       -лΦнруϝϝ -лΦнстϝϝ 

Not trading    лΦмсрϝ      лΦмом лΦмот 

Business age     -лΦмнс     -лΦнму -лΦнпп 

Business age (squared)     лΦллр     лΦлну лΦлон 

Has multiple owners      -лΦлмт    лΦллт лΦлмн 

Business plan prepared       -лΦлсс   лΦлтл лΦлул 

SUL mentoring        лΦлло  лΦлмс  

SUL mentoring hours (base case = no mentoring) 

Less than 6 hours         лΦлло  -лΦлму 

6 hours or more         лΦллр  лΦлол 

Observations рсм пул рсм плп рнл рсл ррф рот рнф опр опм 

(Pseudo) R-squared лΦлоу лΦлпс лΦлоу лΦлур лΦлсс лΦлоу лΦлоф лΦлоф лΦлоф лΦмлу лΦмлф 

 




