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Key Findings (1)
Representing BIDs ð1. Executive Summary

ÅA recognised òtrade bodyó to represent the BIDs industry in England has consistently failed to emerge. This can be 
attributed to a combination of factors, including the history of BIDsõ development in England, as well as the legacy of 

support services provided to date. With two pre -existing organisations (British BIDs and the Association of Town and City 

Management) largely competing for an evolving BID market, BIDs have resorted to reacting to their offers on the basis of 

different personalities involved, and in terms of the services they do not want, rather than specifying the services they do 

require. This research, commissioned by a representative, cross-section of BIDs, has enabled the industry to define what it 

does want from a representative body, and what is required to ensure BIDs have greater influence over its work. 

Å Almost three in four of the c.100 BIDs surveyed who pay for services are not fully satisfied with their current offer.There is 

a widely held perception that no single organisation offers the complete package of services, particularly in terms of 

lobbying and representation. The industryõs future representation clearly stands out as a priority service, reflecting an 

urgent need for a body which can provide an authoritative voice with government and industry representatives at what is a 

critical juncture in BIDsõ growth and development.  (Slide 13 and Slide 14)

ÅPerceptions of the ulterior purpose of certain services on offer to BIDs have also been clouded by the personalities involved, 

and have dominated the discourse at the expense of the development of an effective trade body.  It is widely perceived, for 

example, that the management of the governmentõs BID loan fund and the accreditation of BIDs by a commercial 

organisation, gives an unfair market advantage.  In reality there are effective Chinese walls in place, but industry 

perceptions of one organisation sitting as judge and jury remain strong and unhelpful. 

ÅThis brings into sharp focus, however, a critical dilemma for any future provider of representative/membership services. On 

the one hand it must ensure it is independent and held in high repute across the BIDsõ industry; on the other hand it needs 

to be sufficiently resourced so as not to have to provide commercial services which could be seen to compromise its 

independence and good standing. 

ÅWith the continuing vacuum in collective leadership, o pportunities are being missed to represent BIDs (eg CLG has no BID 

representation on its Future High Street Forum) and exposing BIDs to greater risks (eg not having a single, coordinated 

lobby to try to influence business rates reform). Meanwhile, industry bodies increasingly question the value for money of a 

growing numbers of BIDs. 
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Key Findings (2)

Representing BIDs ð1. Executive Summary

Å In some respects, the current market for BID-related services is working well.  An increasingly wide range of providers are 

selling services, either on an annual subscription or a commercial pay-to-use basis. Initially dominant providers (Bb and 

ATCM) are both in a period of transition, which has been an opportunity for new market entrants, including BID 

consultants. Confusion reigns, however, when it comes to the role of representing BIDsõcollective interests, whether to 

government (at all levels), to business and the wider public. 

Å There is a strong argument, therefore, not to interfere in the market, but instead to focus on what BIDs require, which 

cannot be left or trusted to the market to deliver.  There is a clear distinction between the wide range of services BIDs may

want (and can readily access either individually or in groups), and the type of focused representation they seem to require 

as a single trade body. 

ÅGiven the increasing diversity of BIDs across England, the core set of representational services which all BIDs need is actually

quite small.  The research findings presented in this report suggest that it needs to include:  

ïProviding a single voice for BIDs ie a public relations/public affairs function which combines telling the BIDsõstory, 

continuing to put BIDs on the map, whilst being a custodian of the industryõs reputation as it comes under increasing 

scrutiny.

ïEngaging with key stakeholders ðrepresenting BIDs collectively with three core constituent groups : (i) national 

government and in particular the lead department Communities and Local Government;  (ii) local government 

through its national bodies like the Local Government Association, the Local Government Intelligence Unit and the 

New Local Government Network, as well as Local Economic Partnerships, Combined Authorities, other appropriate 

networks and think tanks; (iii) large corporates and multiples (eg banks, major retailers) which are significant levy 

payers across numerous BIDs in England and which lack any form of central customer-relationship management on 

behalf of BIDs. This would not replace the need for each BID to have its own relationship locally with a particular 

store/branch manager; or groups of BIDs to be better organised and represented at a city/regional level.

ïAccrediting and Quality Assuring BIDs ðthere is a strong argument for requiring the national representative body 

in future to oversee the accreditation of BIDs. This would introduce a clear separation of powers between the 

guardian of the industryõs quality mark/ its awarding body and those service providers and consultants which are paid 

to prepare and take a BID through the accreditation process. 
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Key Findings (3)

Representing BIDs ð1. Executive Summary

ÅGovernance - many consultees expressed how the governance of existing potential provider organisations was not 

adequate if they are to be considered for the role of representing the voice of Englandõs BIDs.  Future governance of a 

national BIDsõrepresentative body needs to be based on a clear set of principles.  Those most frequently cited are: 

transparency, independence, neutrality and impartiality, with several consultees also commenting that it should be a service 

that is non-profit making.  (Slide 49)

ÅFunding ðThe majority of BIDs of all sizes would choose to resource a future representative/membership service on the 

basis of different tiers of funding.  It is striking that larger/wealthier BIDs express a strongpreference for a flat rate 

compared to BIDs of other sizes; none of the larger BIDs surveyed suggested that they would choose to contribute based 

on a percentage of levy income (even though this could be capped at an upper limit).  Our modelling of the funding of a 

service, drawing on the latest Nationwide BID Survey data, suggests that it could realistically command an income of £125-

£135,000 per annum, whilst staying within the parameters of the subscriptions for current BID services, and without 

imposing an overly burdensome financial demand on BIDs.  (Slide 53)

ÅOptions ðthe report sets out three options for BIDs to consider (Slide 64).  These are set out in turn, along with the positive 

and negative consequences of each alternative:  (1) òDo Nothingó;  (2) Find an Accommodation;  (3) Go out to the Market.  

The findings from this research strongly point to option (2), whilst recognising that the existing providers of BID services 

have considerable distance to travel in order to meet the industryõs requirements as set out in this report, particularly 

regarding their transparency and governance.  If, in time, the current suppliers are unable to reach the desired 

rearrangement, option 3 remains open.    

ÅAction ðtime, however, is not necessarily on BIDsõside. The market is already shifting and the complaint which many BIDs 

have made in the past of òbeing done toó may resurface as BIDs get overtaken by events.  In part, a victim of their own 

success (ie their growth in number creating an increasingly diverse and disparate group), in part a logical outcome of 

devolution and localism (ironically the original policy driver for BIDs), BIDs may ultimately find they have more in common 

at a city/regional level than as a single national voice. 



2. Context and Scope of the 

Research and Consultation
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A snapshot of BIDs in England*

Representing BIDs ð2. Context and Scope of the Research and Consultation

ÅThe number of Business Improvement Districts has 

steadily increased since legislation in 2003 enabled 

their introduction to the UK

ÅThere are more than 240 established BIDs inthe UK; 

188 (78%)are in England of which over a quarter are 

in London

Å85% of BIDs are successful at ballot; the success rates 

increase for 2nd and 3rd term ballots

ÅBIDs raise over £75m in levy income each year and 

lever an additional £40m from other sources

ÅAverage BID levy income is£425k pa (the median is 

lower at £290k); a third of BIDs have anincome of 

£250k-£0.5m pa; 13 BIDs have incomes of £1m+ (all 

in major cities)

ÅStaffing levels vary hugely, but over half of BIDs 

operate with a team of 3 or fewer
*Figures from the Nationwide BID Survey 2016; income data refers only to town centre BIDs. other data are UK wide unless otherwise stated. 
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Purpose of the Exercise

Representing BIDs ð2. Context and Scope of the Research and Consultation 

Å Data from the 2016 Nationwide BID Survey suggest that BIDs are in robust health. However, the combination of an 

uncertain economic environment (particularly for the high street/retail sector) and challenges to BIDs to sustain the level 

and quality of their offer, also suggests that the prospects of further development and growth of BIDs are increasingly open 

to question:

ï Cuts to local government funding mean that BIDs may have an opportunity to expand their remit, but this also 

threatens their very raison dõ°tre as business-led membership organisations which exist first and foremost to add 

value to statutory provision not substitute for it

ï Opportunities presented by the governmentõs devolution and localism agendas also bring risks and uncertainties for 

BIDs in terms of their sustainability, given impending changes to local government finance, rate revaluation, 

additional levies (eg to fund Apprenticeships) and new taxation mechanisms

ï Expectations of BIDs to play a role as convenors and enablers of neighbourhood plans and local economic 

development bring added requirements in terms of professional skills, and expectations of their greater 

accountability and transparency to stakeholders in addition to BID levy payers

ï Scrutiny from levy payers, many of which contribute sizable sums each year to numerous BIDs up and down the 

country, calls for the industry to ensure that it is providing a consistent quality of service and value for money.

Å These challenges, partly a by-product of a prolonged period of austerity, and the governmentõs goal of significantly 

reducing the proportion of GDP spent on public services, bring new demands on BIDs. They make it as important as ever 

for the industry to have the means to work collaboratively, to speak and be heard in Whitehall, in town halls and the board 

room; to have the space and opportunity to develop and mature as a significant player in the shaping of places, 

and continue to win and sustain the backing of both local and national businesses.

Å This report presents the results of a wide-ranging consultation of BIDs and their key stakeholders. It was commissioned by 

a representative, cross-section of the BID industry to ascertain, against a changing backdrop, what BIDs in England and 

their partners are looking for from a representative body.



Rocket Science 2016 10

Understanding the position òas isó
Representing BIDs ð2. Context and Scope of the Research and Consultation  

Å The 2016 National BID Survey also reaffirms how diverse BIDs are; this is only set to increase as the original BIDs mature 

and extend their services into second or third 5-year terms, whilst new areas look to develop BIDs for the first time.

ÅThe remit and ambitions of Englandõs smallest BID (New Addington in Croydon) with a levy income of£20,000 pa are a 

world apart from the largest (NWEC) with an income of £3.7m, or Leeds £2.48m.Yet the action and reputation of a single 

BID can impact on and affect the sector as a whole at a time when BIDs per se are coming under increased public scrutiny.

Å BIDs largely exist to promote and champion their particular area; as such they tend to promote what makes them 

different. A strong focus on place branding highlights BIDsõotherness over their togetherness; it may partly explain why 

they have struggled to develop a single collective voice, particularly at a national level.

Å The haphazard evolution of BIDs over the past decade, some emerging from regionally-funded regeneration programmes, 

others the legacy of town-centre management arrangements, has also contributed to the uncoordinated way in which 

shared services and collective representation have evolved.

Å Currently, these rest largely with two organisations British BIDs (Bb) and the Association of Town and City Management 

(ATCM). Bb, which has developed as a brand providing commercial services to the industry, pre-dates the existence of most 

BIDs in England; ATCM, as its name indicates, evolved from representing town centre management partnerships and since 

2002 has included BIDs as a section within its membership.

Å Many BIDs consequently express the view that they have never owned an industry-led representative body and, given 

current circumstances and recent changes to Bb and ATCM, that now is an opportune moment to take that initiative. The 

consensus is that the industry is urgently in need of a single representative voice, and yet BIDs and their stakeholders are 

divided as to whether that can be supplied by one or other of the existing bodies, or requires something entirely new.

Å It remains paradoxical that the governance arrangements, funding mechanisms and core services which many BIDs have 

developed for themselves are seemingly not transferable to a single collective body which could represent the industry.

http://www.britishbids.info/
https://www.atcm.org/
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Guiding principles

Representing BIDs ð2. Context and Scope of the Research and Consultation  

Given the extent of the challenge associated with BIDsõ collective position òas isó, and a perceived need 

potentially to alter the status quo, an intentionally large cross -section of BIDs has comprised this research 

projectõs steering group. It established the following principles to guide the exercise:

1. The Steering Group would remain open to any BID to join, and/or to contribute to the research in any 

way it felt appropriate:

ï The core Steering Group has comprised a group of10-12 BIDs, but this number expands to a total of around 20, 

including those who funded the research and followed its progress remotely (See annex for the list).

2. The research and consultation needed fully to acknowledge and engage existing BID membership/ 

representative organisations:

ï The exercise has benefited from several discussions with, and support from, both British BIDs and ATCM as well as 

other providers of BID-related services.

3. The exercise would ensure that all BIDs within England have opportunities to participate and respond:

ï An online survey was promoted extensively to BIDs across England by designated representatives on the project 

steering group

ï Six regional focus groups were held, providing further opportunities for BIDs to input their views.

4. There needed to be complete transparency and accountability to the whole industry:

ï The findings and options have been informed by and clearly link to the engagement with BIDs and their stakeholders; 

these will be reported back and widely disseminated.
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Research methods

Representing BIDs ð2. Context and Scope of the Research and Consultation

Activity Explanation How many 

participated?

Online survey The survey enabled us tofind out what BIDs want 

from a representative body, the services it should 

provide, and how it should be governed and 

financed. 

93 completed responses 

(103 BIDs)

Interviews We carried out a number of interviews with key 

stakeholders, including ATCM, British BIDs, 

Revo,British Retail Consortium, Federation of 

Small Businesses, Revive and Thriveand the 

Department for Communities and Local 

Government.

12 interviews

Focus groups We carried out six regional, semi-structured focus-

group discussions with Northern BIDs; Midlands' 

BIDs; Southern England BIDs; Outer London BIDs; 

South West BIDs; and Inner London BIDs.

Over 50 participants at 90 

minute focus groups
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Survey responses at a glance

Representing BIDs ð2. Context and Scope of the Research and Consultation

The online survey reached a representative, cross section of more than half the English BIDs, enabling us to analyse  

the data according to the longevity/experience of the respondents as well as their size/wealth:  

Å Number of Surveys completed: 93 (103 BIDs)

Å BID term First: 49 (53%) Second: 27 (29%) Third: 17 (18%)

Å BID levy Small (<250k): 23(25% ) Medium (<750k): 52 (57%) Large (>750k): 17 (18%)
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Identifying the most (and less) important services

Representing BIDs ð2. Context and Scope of the Research and Consultation

94% 94% 94%

87% 85%
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54%
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Responses from103 BIDs 

show that the most important 

services they are looking for 

are all externally focused ie -

representation, lobbying and 

guidance which enhance the 

reputation and demonstrate 

the impact of BIDs. The 

comparatively less important 

services can be categorised as 

being more operational and/ 

or services which BIDs may 

feel they already have access 

to, or can acquire or purchase 

individually.

NB: This chart shows the % of BID 

respondents who rated these 

services as either very important or 

important.



3. The Market for BID-related Services
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A state of flux

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services

Å The market for the provision of BID-related services has entered a state of flux at just the moment when BIDs and 
their stakeholders are calling for more consistent organisational support, higher standards and better representation 
to different layers and agencies of government.

Å For nearly a decade, British BIDs (Bb)and the Association of Town and City Management (ATCM) have developed 
and provided a range of similar services for BIDs, and essentially competed to be the voice of BIDs in the UK. Earlier 
this year, Bb announced that it was reviewing the delivery of its services. In future, it planned to change from being a 
membership body to offering its services to registered fee -paying subscribers.

Å A corollary of Bbõs repositioning of its brand seemed to be an opportunity to differentiate more clearly between the 
commercial market for BID-related services and the need for a strong, single representative voice for the BID industry, 
something akin to a trade body.

Å In May 2016, Bb and ATCM released a joint announcement recognising that òa strong, single representative body for 
the BID industry would be preferable and allow all BIDs to work together and speak with ôone voiceõ.óTo that effect: 
òATCM [will] become the single, member-owned, BID representative organisation with products and member services 
available to the whole industry through the resulting broadened network. This will provide all developing and 
established BIDs across the entire UK with support and information, together with a more powerful voice at national 
policy level.ó

Å If anything, these efforts to bring greater clarity and differentiation to the BID -services market have only further 
confused the picture. The providers are of the view that the proposed rearrangement could work ie with Bb providing 
accreditation, information, training and ATCM carrying out the lobbying/policy -representation role. Whilst Bbõs only 
constituency is BIDs, ATCM provides membership and representation to all those within the town and city 
management industry, including BIDs.

Å Consultations with BIDs and their stakeholders clearly reveal, however, that they do not share in this view of the 
market, or necessarily accept the repositioning of the two leading providers which, they argue, has been done with 
minimal engagement with BIDs themselves.
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Filling a vacuum 

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services

Å Recent changes in the BID-services market at a time of growing expectations of BIDs only highlight the extent of the 

vacuum created by the absence of a representative body for the industry. This is currently being filled in different ways.

Å Communities and Local Government (CLG), the lead government department for BIDs, anticipated that the proposed 

changes to British BIDsõbusiness model represented an opportunity for ATCM to fill a gap left by Bb, òbut this clearly has 

not happened.ó Meanwhile, CLG is instead being lobbied by regional groupings of BIDs (eg Northern BIDs on extending 

property -owner BIDs as part of the Northern Powerhouse) rather than by a single collective voice for the BID industry.

Å This may be a pointer to the future of BIDsõrepresentation as, in the context of devolution and localism, they find stronger 

commonality and cause around devolved geographies, such as city regions, than they do as an increasingly numerous, but 

also diverse and disparate national group. This is already being played out within London, where the BIDs no longer come 

together as a single entity, but have identified greater common interest working as an inner London group based on the 

capitalõs Central Activities Zone. This potentially paves the way for an outer London group, dealing with the particular 

challenges of Londonõs outer-lying metropolitan centres. However, like CLG, officers at the Greater London Authority (GLA) 

have expressed a strong preference for dealing with one BIDs' representative body, particularly when making 

representations to ministers or the Mayor.

Å Outside of London, and in addition to the Northern BIDs group, similar city/regional groupings have emerged, for 

example, in Birmingham, the South of England and a fledgling group in the South West. These have proved useful conduits 

for this research and are beginning to find their voice with new Combined Authorities and Local Enterprise Partnerships.

Å Meanwhile other potential providers of services to BIDs, also sensing the vacuum, are jostling to fill it. A recent blog post 

by the founder and director of Revive and Thrive laid down the gauntlet: "It's time to step up to the mark and fill the void 

left by others. Who is supporting UK places nationally?ó . . . òSadly, weõve lost a couple of organisations who were offering

support to places and some of the few that are left have changed direction. Some of the companies, places and individuals 

who have joined Revive & Thrive chose to do this due to similar frustrations and certainly, some, no longer feel represented 

at a national level by existing organisations.ó

Å The following slides (18-20) focus on the main current service providers, as well as two alternative BID/place making 

membership representative models. 

http://reviveandthrive.co.uk/
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Association of Town and City Management (ATCM) 

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services

ATCM, estd.1991, is a not-for-profit membership body 

representing organisations across the public, private and third 

sectors which share an interest in town and city management.

Å Since 2002, ATCM BIDs hasprovided support to almost half 

the BIDs in the UK and Ireland, as well as to areas keen to 

develop a BID model.

ÅPreviously under the brand BIDs UK, ATCM has provided 

services to BIDssince the National BID pilot programme. BIDs 

now comprise 23% of ATCM members.

ÅHaving supported and advised on the original BID legislation, 

ATCM has expertise on both policy and operational matters 

and provides regular updates and briefing notes about 

complex issuesaffecting BID practitioners.

ÅATCM has 9 regional networks. Members can attend 

meetings and events which encourage collaboration, enable 

the sharing of best practice and inform members on 

implications of policy changes on town and city centres.



Rocket Science 2016 19

British BIDs
Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services

British BIDs, established 2007, is a subsidiary and 

brand of CMS Ltd, a private consulting company 

limited by guarantee. Its subscription-based 

services,which are exclusive to BIDs include:

Å BID ballot courses designed around the industry criteria and 

guidance notes. They cover the five stages: feasibility stage, planning 

stage, local authority stage, campaign stage and establishment 

stage.

Å Certificate in BID management aimed at both BID and non-BID 

personnel. A six-month, part -time course taught through distance 

learning and on-site training.

Å Accreditation: provides evidence of quality management and return 

on investment through service delivery. British BIDs subscribers 

receive 25% off the total cost.

Å Ballot watch: a regular bulletin that provides the latest information 

about upcoming ballot dates and ballot results.

Å BID loan fund: managed under contract to DCLG. Loans of between 

£10,000 and £50,000 can be awarded to help set up BIDs.

Å Nationwide BID survey:carried out annually since 2007and shared 

with the BID community.
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Established

30 Town & City BIDs

1 Tourism BID (Loch Ness)

3 Business Park BIDs

1 Theme BID (Evening)

1 Food and Drink BID

In Development

11 Town & City Centre BIDs

2 Business Park/Industrial Estate BIDs

4 Tourism Infrastructure BIDs (Canals)

1 Food & Drink BID (Craft Distiller)

1 Promotional BID

1 Island BID (Arran)

ÅNational organisation for BIDs in Scotland

ÅDelivers the Scottish Government's BID programme

ÅSupports and encourages their development

ÅBrings them together to share knowledge/information

ÅInforms and develops BIDs policy across Scotland

*Business Improvement Districts Scotland (BIDS) is the trading name of Business 

Improvement Districts Scotland Limited (Co. No. SC370019 Charity No. SC043602).

Annual budget is £175k 

per annum primarily in 

the form of a grant from 

the Scottish Government, 

plus additional 

sponsorship and support 

in kind

Funding
ÅChief Executive responsible for day-to-day management

ÅManagement Board (President, President -Elect, 

Immediate Past President and the Chair of Wholesale 

Forum) is the scrutiny and policy review body

Staffing & Governance

Town/Parish Councils, Traders Coops, Social Enterprises  £318

Unitary/Metropolitan Authorities £795

District Councils £636

Membership Fees (exc. VAT)

ÅLeading markets organisation in the UK

ÅLooks after and promotes interests of market operators

ÅSecures their recognition on the national stage

ÅProvides wide portfolio of services for members 

(primarily LAs but also private operators and VCSEs)

*National Association of British Market Authorities (NABMA) is an 

unincorporated association and is governed by a Constitution which provides a 

framework for how the organisation is managed and operated..

Membership

71 Unitary/Metropolitan Authority

77 District Council

61 Town/Parish Council

1 Consultant (Covent Garden Market Authority)

17 Sponsors

34 Association of PrivateMarket Operators (APMOs)

ÅDirector

ÅOperations Manager

ÅMarketing, 

Communications, Social 

Media & Administration

Å4 Board Members (plus 

Director and Ops Manager)

Staffing & Governance

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services
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Existing membership/representative organisations

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services

Å79% of respondents (73 BIDs) are currently a member of a membership/ 

representative organisation

ÅOf this, 54% (39) are a member of one organisation and 25% (18) are a member 

of two organisations.
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ôOtherõ organisations include: Surrey Chamber of 

Commerce; Dorset Chamber of Commerce; Bournemouth 

Chamber of Commerce; Bournemouth Hotel Association; 

National Association of Business Crime Reduction 

Partnership; Birmingham Chamber of Commerce; Thames 

Estuary Partnership; and, Islington Society.
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Membership of ATCM and British BIDs

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services

ÅOf the BIDs whichcompleted the survey, 55% are a member of British BIDs and 52% are 

a member of ATCM. There is a degree of overlap in membership of the two 

organisations, with 25 BIDs (27% ofrespondents) reporting they are a member of both.

Å23% are not a member of either of these two organisations. Of these 21 BIDs, only one 

is a member of any membership-type organisation.
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Evolution not revolution

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services

The most common response was that 

BIDsõneeds are being met, but only to a 

certain extent. Almost three out of every 

four BID respondents who currently pay 

for services are not fully satisfied with 

their current offer. There is a common 

perception that no single organisation 

offers the complete package of services, 

particularly in terms of lobbying and 

representation.

Of the BIDs who are not a member of an 

existing representative organisation, 90% 

(17 BIDs) would like to become a 

member. Reasons cited for not being a 

member include: perceived poor value for 

money; being a very new BID; and the 

lack of impartial and independent advice.

35

20
18

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

To a certain extent Yes No

Are your needs being met by your current 

membership/representative organisation?



Rocket Science 2016 24

Geographical variation

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services
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There is some variation in BIDs'perception of existing service providers in terms of geographical 

location. However, this observation should be treated with caution as the absolute numbers are quite small.

Northern BIDs which responded to the survey suggest that 50% are happy with existing organisations and 

50% are not. BIDs in all of the other regions are most likely to think that their needs are being met at least to a 

certain extent.
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òAlso, it [a future 

representative body] needs 

to be open to other 

organisations operating 

regionally or nationally, eg

Mosaic, The Means, Revive 

& Thrive.  The BIDs industry 

needs to be joined up and 

co-ordinated to be stronger 

and more effectiveó

Southern BID

òI think any structure should be part 

of ATCM, or have close links and be 

endorsed by ATCM not in 

competition, should be not for profit, 

transparent in its finances, and avoid 

offering or endorsing commercial 

services and consultancyó 

East Midlands BID

BIDsõviews and expectations of current providers 

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services

òIt does seem that there are too 

many organisations offering 

membership services given the 

relatively small number of BIDs. We 

were pleased that ATCM and British 

BIDs were looking at closer 

relations but we have other 

organisations which have emerged 

- Revive and Thrive, Great British 

High Street, Healthy High Street ó 

East Midlands BID

òHaving one central voice is key 

and since ATCM already represent 

a significant portion of BIDs and 

areas/organisations which 

traditionally become BIDs it 

naturally makes sense for them to 

become the central organisation 

representing the industryó

London BID

òBritish BIDS (or 

CMS) are in a 

position of conflict 

when they are 

'accrediting' bids 

during revoteó 

West Midlands BID

òATCM arenõt 
necessarily strong 

enough on its 

membership ðits role 

appears more 

supportive and 

lobbying (and 

maintaining its 

existence)ó 

West Midlands BID
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What the BID industry wants: guiding principles 

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services

Å BIDs distinguish between their expectations of the guiding principles of a representative/ 

membership body and their requirements in terms of the services it should provide

òThere needs to be one 

leading, impartial body 

which is properly resourced 

and does not act in a 

commercially biased 

manneró

East of England BID

òBIDs need an independent 

body to represent [us] at 

highest level; there should be 

no ties to any contractors or 

other commercial interestsó

East of England BID òThe body should 

represent all BIDs 

equally. It should also 

[be] headed by an 

independent 

individual/ chair that 

has no association 

with a BID in termó

West Midlands BID

òSomeone needs to be looking 

at the BID leaders' pipeline-

where is the BID industry talent 

coming from and how can it be 

nurtured so that we don't lose 

leaders of the industry to other 

fields?ó

East Midlands BID 

òThe big concern relates to the 

tension between a membership 

organisation that seeks to service 

and represent its members and a 

body that imposes standards 

(like RICS)ó

West Midlands BID
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Analysis

Representing BIDs ð3. The Market for BID-related Services

This review of the current market for BID-related services in England points to the following conclusions:

Å In some respects, the current market is working well. 75% of respondents to the BID survey reported that their needs are 

being met, at least in part, by existing services. An increasingly wide range of providers are offering BID-related services, either 

on an annual subscription or a commercial pay-to-use basis. Initially dominant providers (Bb and ATCM) are both in a period 

of transition, which has been an opportunity for new market entrants, including BID consultants.

ÅConfusion reigns, however, when it comes to the role of representing BIDsõ collective interests, whether to government (at all 

levels), to business and the wider public. Opportunities are being missed through a lack of an independent and authoritative 

point of contact to represent BIDs (eg CLG has no BID representation on its Future High Street Forum), and this also exposes 

BIDs to risks (eg not having a single, coordinated lobby to try to influence business rates reform).

Å BIDs can ill afford to be complacent, or even assume they are understood (eg the recently appointed Deputy Mayor for 

Business in London, Rajesh Agrawal, had no prior knowledge of BIDs); local authorities are being given additional freedoms to

raise revenues, which brings possible alternatives to BIDs into focus, and some of the long-standing business supporters of 

BIDs are increasingly questioning the value for money they receive from their levy payments.

Å Essential services and tools which are critical to the success and sustainability of BIDs, and which arguably should not be used

for any commercial advantage, remain split across the two principal organisations, Bb and ATCM. These include the 

management and maintenance of voter lists, the setting and implementation of accreditation standards; even a single, 

accurate list of all the BIDs in the country, their latest proposal and up-to-date contact details (ie of the Director and Chair).

Å BIDs are clear in their wanting greater ownership and direction of any future industry representative body which acts in their 

name. Meanwhile several groupings have taken things into their own hands at the regional level in order to give BIDs a louder 

voice in the governance and funding, not least by the LEPs, of city regions. This should not necessarily be seen to be at the

expense of future national representation. On the contrary, it provides a potential structure and governance arrangement for a 

confederation of regional groups which could feed into a national body; it also shows the increasing propensity of BIDs to 

collaborate and take the initiative, rather than òbe done toóas several comment is currently the case with Bb and ATCM.



4. Essential Services . . . 

http://www.rocketsciencelab.co.uk
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Lobbying and representation

Representing BIDs ð4. Essential Services . . . 

Lobbying and representation clearly stand out as a priority service, reflecting BIDs' need for 

an organisation which is recognised as providing BIDs a collective voice with government and 

industry representatives. The regional focus groups affirmed that many BIDs feel existing 

organisations only partially provide this; it is not as effective as it needs to be, particularly given 

that representation is increasingly required at different administrative layers as government is 

devolved to cities and city regions.
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Lobbying and representation 

Representing BIDs ð4. Essential Services . . . 

Representing the BID industry as aformally recognised body is seen as important or very important 

by over 90% of all survey respondents.

6

6

26

18

60

69

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Be a formally recognised representative body - 3.59

Represent the BID industry - 3.68

Not important Quite important Important Very important
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Lobbying and representation

Representing BIDs ð4. Essential Services . . . 

3.59

3.49

3.63

3.54

4.00 3.94

3

3.1
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3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

4

Represent the BID industry Be a formally recognised representative body

First term Second term Third term

Lobbying and representing the BID industry are regarded asmore important by third term 

BIDs than those in their first and second term. This suggests that as BIDsevolve, become 

established and develop services beyond "cleaning and greening", thelobbying and 

representation role becomes increasingly important.
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Lobbying and representation

Representing BIDs ð4. Essential Services . . . 
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There is less of a clear relationship between the importance of lobbying and representation and BID 

levy size.There islittle difference between the average scores; BIDs of all sizes think thatlobbying 

and giving more of a voice to the industry are essential services for a BID representative 

organisation.
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òI think it vital that any 

coherent rep organisation  

is non profit making and 

has full representation 

from its members and 

finally it strives to do 4 or 5 

things very well working to 

a concise deliverable brief 

and not 20+ things badlyó

Southern BID

Feedback from BIDs

Representing BIDs ð4. Essential Services . . . 

òIdeally operate as a strong 

and effective lobby group 

on legislation that affects 

businesses including future 

BID legislation changesó

Southern BID

άCŜŜƭ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
suggestions for a BID body 

complicate matters and 
muddy the water -
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƪŜȅέ

London BID

òBIDs need an 

independent body to 

represent [us] at 

highest level; there 

should be no ties to 

any contractors or 

other commercial 

interestsó

East of England BID

òWhoever leads this body 

must be seen as someone 

who is both knowledgeable 

and maintains the highest 

professional standards. They 

must also be able to 

influence National and 

International Policy.ó

East Midlands BID
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Feedback from consultations

Representing BIDs ð4. Essential Services . . . 

ÅInter-BID communication/information sharing; support with BID set up and renewal and ongoing training and development are 

all seen as important services, but in the current circumstances neither BIDs nor industry representatives see them being as 

critical as the requirement for a stronger BID voice and representation. 

ÅWith a wide range of BID services successfully being provided by the market, there is a danger of a representative/membership

body duplicating existing provision. There was almost unanimous agreement among consultees, however, that there needs to 

be one BIDsõrepresentative body and that there is not room for a new one if this is only going to cause more duplication and 

confusion (ònot a third organisationó).  

ÅGiven the increasing diversity of BIDs across England, the core set of representational services, which all BIDs need, is actually 

quite small. In short, there is a distinction to be made between the wide range of services BIDs may want, and the type of 

focused representation they increasingly require. The latter should include:  

ïProviding a voice for BIDs ie a public relations/public affairs function which combines telling the BIDsõstory, continuing 

to put BIDs on the map, whilst being a custodian of the industryõs reputation as it comes under increasing scrutiny.

ïEngaging with key stakeholders ðrepresenting BIDs collectively with three core constituent groups : (i) national 

government and in particular the lead department Communities and Local Government;  (ii) local government through its 

national bodies like the Local Government Association, the Local Government Intelligence Unit and the New Local 

Government Network, as well as appropriate networks and think tanks such as the Core Cities, Centre for Cities, ACRE 

and the Rural Services Network etc.; (iii) large corporates and multiples (eg banks, major retailers) which are significant 

levy payers across numerous BIDs in England and which lack any form of central customer-relationship management on 

behalf of BIDs. This would not replace the need for each BID to have its own relationship locally with a particular 

store/branch manager, but it would heighten the efficiency and consistency of BIDsõdealings with large businesses. 

ïAccrediting and Quality Assuring BIDs ðthere is a strong argument for requiring the national representative body in 

future to oversee the accreditation of BIDs. This would introduce a clear separation of powers between the guardian of 

the industryõs quality mark/ its awarding body and those service providers and BID consultants which may be paid 

prepare and take a BID through the accreditation process. 
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Analysis 
Representing BIDs ð4. Essential Services . . . 

This review of services which BIDs require from a representative body points to the following conclusions:

ÅThere is clear distinction between what BIDs (and their stakeholders) perceive to be essential core services and require 

from a single representative body (ie òthe voice of BIDsó), and services which may be ònice to haveó, but which individual 

BIDs might purchase as an additional extra (ie tailored to their particular requirements).  The latter could be offered by 

the same organisation, or as easily purchased from a maturing market of BID-related service providers. 

ÅThat a recognised òtrade bodyó  to represent the BIDs industry in England has consistently failed to emerge can be 
attributed to a combination of factors, including the history of BIDsõ development in England, as well as the legacy of 

support services which have been provided to date. With two pre-existing organisations competing for the BID market, 

BIDs have resorted to reacting to their offers on the basis of the different personalities involved, and in terms of services

they do not want, or with which they have concerns, rather than specifying the services they do require. 

ÅPerceptions of the ulterior purpose and questionable quality of some services on offer to BIDs have also been clouded by 

the personalities involved, to an extent that this has dominated the discourse at the expense of the development of a 

single effective trade body. It is widely perceived, for example, that it is inappropriate that the management of the BIDsõ 

loan fund, which Bb has under contract to DCLG until 2019, or the accreditation of BIDs are overseen by a commercial 

organisation which, it is assumed, gains an unfair market advantage from doing so. In reality there are effective Chinese 

walls in place, but industry perceptions of one organisation sitting as judge and jury remain strong and unhelpful. 

ÅRecent changes at British BIDs have served to òtake the lid offó its business model, arguably making more transparent 
those services which now comprise a core package for subscribers, and those which are available on a consultancy basis. 

In many respects this is no different to ATCM, which also has increasingly had to deliver paid consultancy contracts 

alongside its membership offer in order to remain financially viable. 

ÅThis brings into sharp focus the critical dilemma for any future provider of representative/membership services. On the 

one hand it must ensure it is independent and held in high repute across the BIDsõ industry, on the other hand it needs 

to be sufficiently resourced so as not to have to provide commercial services which could be perceived to compromise its 

independence and good standing. Indeed, 35% of survey respondents seem aware of the hard realities of making a 

representative service viable when saying it is important that the organisation can also provide commercial services. 



5. . . and services it would be 

nice to have

http://www.rocketsciencelab.co.uk
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Communication, set up and ongoing support 

Representing BIDs ð5 . . . and services it would be nice to have

Other services to BIDs - Communication and information sharing with members; Set up and renewal 

support; Ongoing support, training and best practice - are all seen as of value and importance, but not 

as essential as the need for lobbying and representation. 
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Communication and information sharing

Representing BIDs ð5 . . . and services it would be nice to have
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Advice about joing purchasing - 2.63

Ballot bulletin - 2.57

Enable collaboration between members - 2.93

Annual survey - 3.16

Central repository of information 3.29

Policy updates - 3.70

Not important Quite important Important Very important

Providing policy updates clearly stands out asmost important (95% of all respondents rated this service 

either important or very important). Of the services listed in this category, providing policy updates and 

guidance is most likely to be a core element of a future BIDs' representative function.
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Communication and information sharing

Representing BIDs ð5 . . . and services it would be nice to have
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The ballot bulletin seems to become increasingly important as BIDs become more established. Providing 

advice about joint purchasing, however, is most important for BIDs in their first term which are likely to lack 

experience in this area. Policy updates are the most important service for BIDs in all three terms, 

reinforcing the overarching importance of lobbying and representation.
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Communication and information sharing

Representing BIDs ð5 . . . and services it would be nice to have
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Providing policy updates is the most important service for BIDs of all sizes and the importance 

increases as levy incomeincreases. Enabling collaboration between members and providing advice 

about joint purchasing seems to become less important as levy income increases, suggesting that 

larger BIDs become less dependent on other BIDs as they become moreestablished.
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Set up and renewal support

Representing BIDs ð5 . . . and services it would be nice to have
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Loan to fund initial development - 2.20

Up-to-date industry voting list - 3.30

Guidance on setting up a BID - 3.49

Not important Quite important Important Very important

For all BIDs, the most important service in this category is theproviding of guidance on setting up a BID. 64 

respondents rated this as very important and 17 rated this as important. 87% of all respondents cited this as 

important or very important with 81% giving a similar rating to the need for up to date industry voting lists. 

A loan to fund the initial development of a BID is not perceived to be as important. This is likely in part 

to reflect the fact that the survey was mainly completed by BIDs already established and no longer in need of 

a loan fund; an indication that most respondents to the survey opted to answer in their own interests rather 

than those of the industry as a whole.
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Set up and renewal support

Representing BIDs ð5 . . . and services it would be nice to have

There is little variation in the average scores of BIDs in different terms. Nonetheless, a loanfund and 

guidance on the setting up of a BID scored the highest among BIDsin their first term, which might be 

expected given that these BIDs have more recently gone through the set up process.
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Set up and renewal support

Representing BIDs ð5 . . . and services it would be nice to have

On average, large BIDs think that the loanfund to support the initial development of a BID is more 

important compared to small and medium BIDs. This may reflect some sense of collective/shared 

responsibility, and interest among wealthier BIDS in supporting new developers. However, the 

difference in the average scores issmall and not hugely significant.
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Ongoing support, training and best practice

Representing BIDs ð5 . . . and services it would be nice to have
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Consultancy/commercial services 2.08

Register of approved suppliers - 2.22

Accredit BID consultants - 2.53

Formal accreditation - 2.57

Stakeholder networking - 2.77

Accredited training for BID managers and other key staff 2.85

Employee training and support - 2.96

Advice on additional funding - 3.19

Guidance on impact measurement - 3.25

Guidance on best practice - 3.58

Not important Quite important Important Very important

Providing guidance on best practice and impact measurement are seen asmost important services in 

terms of ongoing support etc. with over 94% and 85% respectively rating these as important or very 

important. BIDs clearly see arepresentative/membership body as needing to produce outputs which help 

to reassure government and industry of the quality and value of BIDs.
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Ongoing support, training and best practice

Representing BIDs ð5. . . and services it would be nice to have

For BIDs in all three terms, guidance on best practice is the most important aspect of ongoing support; this 

would appear to become more important as a BID becomes more established. Providing guidance on impact 

measurement and additional funding, however, becomes less important asBIDs possibly develop their 

own metrics and KPIs and become more confident of a secure stream of income.
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Ongoing support, training and best practice

Representing BIDs ð5 . . . and services it would be nice to have
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The largest discrepancies between BIDs of differentincomes are around formal accreditation and 

consultancy and commercial services. Accreditation becomesincreasingly important as BIDs grow in size. 

Smaller BIDs could be less likely to consider accreditation due to the significant cost of going through the 

process. The greater importance of consultancy services for smaller BIDs is possiblya reflection of their 

smaller staff teams and the need to buy in external support.



Rocket Science 2016 47

Feedback from BIDs

Representing BIDs ð5 . . . and services it would be nice to have

òAs a new BID, key support 

would be on basic issues such as 

best practice on levy collection/ 

initial communication to help 

BIDs get off the ground and win 

over initial doubtersó

Northern BID
òAnnual meetings, conferences and 

shared learning opportunities, which 

are respectful of people's time and 

truly add value to a practitioner's 

understanding of their field, and the 

changing scenarios and scenes 

around them, is helpfuló

East Midlands BID

òFacilitate sharing of best 

practice; disseminate 

information on latest 

solutions and innovationsó

Southern BID

òRegional information 

sharing between BIDs in 

specific areas: industrial 

BIDs, London BIDs, etc.ó

London BID

òThe organisation must be 

viewed as independent to 

consultants / any 

consultancy servicesó 

West Midlands BID

òRecognising excellence in the industry is 

important eg awards. That recognition 

should have some credibility in the eyes of 

a wider audience - that depends on the 

credibility of the organisation. Providing 

the opportunity for BID practitioners to 

come together, connect and act as mutual 

support for one another is important as it 

can be quite lonelyó 

Southern BID

òThe majority of my 

comments relate to the 

need to establish and 

promote best practice 

standards and respond 

/ provide support 

when BIDs or 

Consultants do not 

meet thisó 

West Midlands BID








































