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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study looked in detail at 8 voluntary organisations, concentrating on the
following factors:
> Origins and history
Trustees/Directors
Volunteers
Staffing
Referrals from Statutory Agencies

Premises

vV V.V V V VY

Finance and Funding

As a small scale study, the research does not claim to statistically represent
the voluntary sector in Newcastle; instead, it offers a detailed account of a few
organisations, and draws some lessons from them about prevailing themes in
the sector.

As a non-statistical study, it is not possible to reduce the findings to a number
of key points. The study needs to be read fully in order to understand the
detail of these organisations’ situations. We believe this will be informative
and useful to voluntary organisations themselves; to policy makers; and
above all, to funders.

However the biggest themes that emerge are as follows:

> the impressive range and quantity of the services offered;
> the commitment and enthusiasm of their staff;
> the deeply uncertain financial futures faced by all of the

organisations.

The last point is perhaps the most striking finding to come out of this research.



VOLUNTARY SECTOR RESEARCH

September 2005

INTRODUCTION

Background

This piece of research follows closely on another piece just completed by
NCVS - “The Voluntary Sector in Newcastle upon Tyne 2005”. That looked at
key factors in the sector — income and its sources, staff, volunteers and
trustees. As such it is, we hope, a very useful document in giving funders,
policy makers and researchers a good idea of the size and importance of the
sector.

Important it certainly is, as shown in the above research, with an estimated
income of £179 million, 7,000 staff, and 11,000 volunteers. However, such
research can have a negative side, in suggesting to some readers that all is
working well in the sector. How can there be problems, some might ask,
when so much money is coming into the sector? We have therefore
undertaken this second piece of work which attempts to look behind these
gross figures to show what exactly is happening to some organisations in the
sector. This work will look in depth at a small sample, rather than in broad
across the whole sector, and we hope that this will be a useful addition to the
previous work, by showing what it is actually like to be managing voluntary
organisations at this time. It will not contradict the previous work, but it will
add useful information.

Methodology
The method used for this work is a detailed examination of 8 organisations,

providing useful case histories of what is happening to them at this point in
time.

Selecting the Sample

We chose the 8 subjects from the 123 that answered the original
questionnaire, so we were choosing from organisations about which we
already knew something. We asked for volunteers from all organisations who
had responded, and 29 expressed their willingness to participate. We were
then faced with the issue of how to choose our sample from this 29.



Obviously in small scale case history research like this there is no question of
trying to find a totally representative sample. We therefore had to make some
decisions about how to choose. The process adopted was as follows:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The Process

1)

We decided not to use really small, unstaffed organisations.
This is not to imply they are not interesting (and we would love
to have the resource to do a study of such organisations), but
their finances are usually not complex, and it seemed a waste of
an opportunity to do in-depth studies to use our resource on
small and relatively simple organisations.

Then we wanted to choose roughly in relation to the proportion
of different sized organisations that answered the original
questionnaire. We therefore decided to have at least one that
was around the £100,000 mark, and at least one with an income
of £1 million. The other six would be roughly proportionately
spread in between, and we hoped to include one that was a
branch of a national organisation, and one that was a BME
organisation.

We chose not to pre-select organisations in terms of what we
knew about their funding from the questionnaires. Too close an
examination on our part obviously ran the risk of us moulding
the sample to fit our own preconceptions, which we did not wish
to do.

We therefore wrote again to all who expressed interest,
explaining in more detail what would be required of them, and
asking them to respond if they were still interested. We then
accepted the first ones that replied that fitted the size and other
requirements laid out in point (2). We hoped this would give us
a suitable random sample, unaffected by our own
preconceptions. We did consider whether this would mean we
were selecting organisations that were more efficient than
average (ie responded quickest), but given that the letters went
out in late July, when many people were on holiday, we thought
that this should introduce a further random element.

The selected organisations were asked to supply their last 3
years’ audited accounts, and any other material they thought
useful, and the interviewer used these to produce a tailored
interview to examine the organisation’s history, financial
situation, staffing and future planning.



2) Phone discussions were held to establish who should be the
interviewees. We were seeking the person or persons who
would know most about the recent history and funding of the
organisation, and the person or persons who were responsible
for planning the future of the organisation. The sample
organisations themselves chose who would be most
appropriate. In 6 cases one person was interviewed, sometimes
with others in the office providing pieces of required information;
in 2 cases 2 people were interviewed. All interviews took place
in the organisation’s premises. In all cases but one the main
interviewee was the staff member in charge of the organisation.

3) A space of half a day was allocated for the interviews, and most
took at least 2 hours. Often further necessary information was
identified which was provided after the interview. During the
write up period the researcher could ring any of the interviewees
and seek further clarification, and quite frequently did so.

4) The sample organisations were told that the research report
would not mention the organisation name, but warned that the
detail of the case history would be such that any knowledgeable
reader would probably be able to identify them fairly confidently.
None of them had any problem with this, and in many cases
expressed the view that they would like other people to know
what was happening in their organisation.

Report Writing

The writing of the report clearly had 2 main aims:

» To give detailed histories of the 8 organisations that would help
others to understand their situations;

» To draw out common themes and lessons that will help
understanding of the situation of the sector in general.

These are presented in 2 sections.



The Case History Method

It is important to be clear what this method can and cannot do. A small
number of organisations cannot be said to represent the sector statistically, ie,
if half our sample of 8 does something, we cannot therefore assume that half
of all voluntary organisations do it, as we could if there was a numerically
large sample.

What it can do is illustrate in a persuasive way some of the things that are
happening in the sector, that may actually be missed in a large quantitative
survey.

(Anyone interested in a full theoretical discussion of the advantages and
disadvantages of small qualitative surveys will find one on pages 20 to 26 of
“‘Human Resource Management in Charities Viewed as Small Business”,
Howells, 1994.)

Another key point should be noted about the methodology. To a certain
extent, what is reported is what the interviewees told the interviewer, and it
may or may not be accurate. This is not true of all the material; most financial
figures were checked against accounts, and other factual material was often
checkable. Some, however, was not.

Some Notes on Terminology

We have adopted certain conventions that we hope will make things easier for
the reader.

Chief Executive — We have used this term to describe the people who ran the
organisations, even though it was rarely their official title, because we thought
this would read more easily.

The Big Lottery — This funder has at various times been the National Lottery
Charities Board and the Community Fund, and subjects tended to use the
name that was current when they received the money. To use all the different
tittes would have been confusing, so we have always referred to it as the Big
Lottery.

Statutory Funders — Most of these are generally referred to by their initials,
and we have kept to that practice, because the text would seem exceptionally
“clotted” and difficult to read if we did not. The first mention in the text always
gives the name in full, and there is a list of initialled funders in Appendix A.



SECTION A

COMMON THEMES

The case histories are fascinating for what they reveal about what is common,
what is not, and what both say about life in the sector. In this section we have
outlined those themes we think are of interest. They fall broadly into two
groups; issues to do with finance, and others, so we have presented them in
this way.

NON-FINANCE ISSUES

Origins

Most of the organisations are relatively new, though none so new that they
could be described as still starting out. The oldest is 29 years old; the newest
is 6.

We found that one of the most fascinating facts to emerge was about how
organisations started. The general view of how voluntary organisations start
is that a group of concerned citizens, or an individual who gathers such a
group round an idea, get together and decide to set up an organisation
because they see a need that should be filled, or wish to lobby for some
particular cause. What was notable in our sample was that half of them did
not fit this model, and the moving force actually came from a statutory
organisation, which was the active force in getting the idea moving, and later
spun it off as an independent organisation. Policy in Action started as an
initiative of the Probation Service; the Education Charity as one from the
Education Department of the Local Authority (LA); the Helping Trust from
actions taken by the Social Services Directorate of the LA; and the
Neighbourhood Trust as an initiative from the City Challenge programme
managed by the LA.

We have warned that a sample of 8 cannot be taken as statistically
representative, so we cannot leap to the conclusion that half of all voluntary
organisations are started by statutory agencies. Nevertheless, that a random
sample should yield so many must at least suggest that it is reasonably
prevalent.

There are a number of reasons why statutory agencies may take this route.

» they may genuinely believe that the nature of the work is best
carried out by an independent agency, perhaps because of the



different ways they can access clients, or because they are free of
statutory requirements.

» they may believe that the work requires interagency co-operation,
and that this will best be done by an independent agency.

» they may feel that the work does not fall within their statutory remit,
and therefore needs to be done by another agency.

> they may feel that they cannot fund such work, and that a voluntary
organisation will have access to funds that they do not.

We imagine that all these forces come into play at various times, and at this
date it is no longer possible to say which were affecting the decisions taken
when these 4 projects were started. However we would suggest that the last
factor — access to funds — is an important one. Certainly if this method of
starting voluntary organisations is as prevalent as this sample suggests, it
seems to us that more thought should perhaps be given to the role of
statutory organisations as voluntary organisation originators, and its
implications. What is clear is that the originating organisations do not see
their actions as implying ongoing financial responsibility, as we shall see later
on.

The other 4 organisations started in what are perceived as more usual ways;
Arts Concern, Welfare for All and the Parents Project did indeed start with
concerned individuals identifying a need and doing something about it. Youth
Action started with development work done by the national organisation,
which is a fairly standard way for national organisations to spread their work.

Trustees/Directors

The previous research showed that there were many organisations with
worryingly low numbers of trustees (24%), and this research, not surprisingly,
bore this out. The Helping Trust, Welfare for All, Parents Project and Policy in
Action had 5 trustees; the Neighbourhood Trust had 16 and the Education
Charity 8. Youth Action has a Steering Group only, being part of a national
organisation; and Arts Concern, being a company, has a Board of Directors,
of whom there are currently 7.

What the interviews added to the overall statistics was that these situations
can have the same numbers yet feel very different. While 4 of the sample
have committees of only 5 people, in two cases it was clear that the
respondent felt that they were very strong committees — knowledgeable
people who had been with the organisation a long time, and who offered
major support. In the other two, it was equally clear that these committees
were weaker — it was hard to recruit people, and they were not always a



strong support to the organisation. The same situation could be seen with the
committees of slightly larger size — one being relatively weak, and one strong.
The interesting thing to emerge, then, was that with trustees, numbers do not
necessarily equate with quality.

It was also reasonably clear that the organisations that were community
based in general found it harder to attract skilled committee members — not
really surprising, given that their access to people with a range of professional
skills is likely to be less; and that people in communities that are themselves
hard pressed are less likely to take on the burdens and responsibilities of
running an organisation.

Arts Concern, of course, is completely different, being a company. At an
earlier stage in their life they were advised to become a charity, and after due
consideration, decided not to. The decision seems to have paid off for them;
in a situation where the founders are also the workers, the charity structure
would not have met their objectives, while as a not for profit company the
founders can sit on the Board, and work for the company. In their case it
works well, and they have added other Directors who bring useful expertise to
the company.

It is the view of NCVS, who advise many start up organisations, that this
format would actually be more appropriate to many more organisations than
those who actually adopt it, and the main reason they do not is that it
potentially cuts off many sources of funding. Many funders, especially trusts,
will only give to charities. It may be that the introduction of the new
Community Interest Company structure will change this situation; but the
funding problems are still likely to act as a disincentive.

Volunteers

The previous research indicated that many voluntary organisations don’t use
volunteers, and this was born out in this study. In fact the first report
suggested that 36% of organisations don’t use volunteers, and in this sample
it is even higher. Half of them — Policy in Action, the Education Charity,
Welfare for All and Arts Concern — do not use volunteers, and in most cases
they cite the specialist nature of the work they do as making the use of
volunteers inappropriate.

In the other organisations, Youth Action has 2, the Parents Project 4, the
Neighbourhood Trust has 6 placements for Millennium volunteers, and the
Helping Trust, with 20, is substantially the greatest user. It is presumably no
accident that it is the smallest organisation in terms of both income and staff,
and that it could only provide the services it does with the intensive use of
volunteers.
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In general organisations have a number of factors to consider when deciding
whether or not to use volunteers. The nature of the work is obviously crucial —
certain kinds of specialised work are obviously not suited to volunteers. But
there are structural issues as well; substantial use of volunteers will need a
structure to recruit, train, deploy and supervise them, and this in turn means
committing to finding the funding to maintain such a structure. It is not
surprising, given the pressure of finding funding of any kind, that some
organisations may decide that the effort is not worth the potential return. The
Education Charity specifically cited these as the reasons that it has not
developed the use of volunteers.

Staffing

The staffing situation in the sample is not easy to describe simply, since there
is widespread use of part-time and sessional workers. The basic situation is
shown in the following table.

TABLE A

STAFFING
Education Charity 36 28 FT, 8PT
Youth Action 19 |AIFT
Arts Concern 7 All PT; plus use of one-off contracts
Welfare for All 8 6 PT
Policy in Action 5 Plus occasional secondments
Neighbourhood Trust 4 Plus trainees
Parents Project 2 1 more just about to start;

1 sessional worker

Helping Trust 2 plus 1 sessional

Not surprisingly, there is a high correlation between income and number of
staff, with the Education Charity and Youth Action having substantially more
than the others. Arts Concern is an exception in that its structure is based on
the fact that it will contract out work to artists, so the permanent staffing is
small in relation to its income.

With the other 5 organisations, the most striking factor is how they manage to

do so much work with so few staff. Obviously they use a wide variety of
methods to manage — use of sessionals, placements, volunteer schemes and
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secondments. Nevertheless, the ratio of staff numbers to output is
impressive, especially if one considers all the natural hazards involved in
staffing — sickness, maternity leave, turnover etc.

Statutory Referrals

For all those organisations where it was appropriate, a substantial number of
clients came via referrals from statutory agencies. For the Education Charity
it was 65%, and for Youth Action, it was the majority of their work. Welfare for
All and the Parents Project estimated that about a third of their referrals were
from statutory agencies, while the Helping Trust reckoned that while the
referral rate for their various schemes differed, 60% of referrals overall came
from statutory agencies. Arts Concern, of course, delivers virtually all its work
within educational settings, which are almost certainly statutory.

The point is important because it shows that these voluntary organisations are
offering services that are regarded as useful by statutory workers, and that
are seen as within the area of statutory agencies’ concerns. It can be
presumed that they see the offerings of these client based projects as
widening and complementing their own services.

Premises

It came as no real surprise that all but two in the sample rented their
premises. The Parents Project owned their premises, financed by an Inner
City Partnership grant in the 1980s, and the Neighbourhood Trust owned their
premises, funded by a Big Lottery grant. Relatively few organisations locally
own their premises, and research done a few years ago by NCVS via a series
of focus groups showed that property owning was regarded with considerable
scepticism by most organisations. The difficulties of property management
and the responsibilities of upkeep were seen as potentially distracting from
the pursuit of organisations’ key objectives, and the benefits of autonomy and
freedom from rent requirements as not really outweighing those
disadvantages.

All the premises were visited by the interviewer, and most fitted the same
pattern. They were not purpose built for the activity taking place within them —
they included shops, flats and houses, and if activities were taking place
there, it was usually clear that the layout was not ideal. Nevertheless, they
were all cheerful and welcoming, and most had an indefinable but instantly
recognisable atmosphere that said “voluntary sector”. This may be helpful
when working with certain clients, since they are quite visibly not statutory.
Two of the organisations rented premises owned by the LA at reasonable
rates.
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The exceptions to this pattern were Policy in Action and the Education
Charity, where no activities took place in the office, and both of which
therefore had good, designed office space.

Most had had some problems with premises at some time. Arts Concern had
been involved in a large capital bid which had fallen through, and left them
considerably disillusioned. The Education Charity was unhappy with its office
location, and was actively looking for something else. Welfare for All and the
Parents Project had both moved several times in their early years, and Policy
in Action suffered from the fact that it had originally had premises provided by
a sponsoring organisation, which meant it had no budget line for rent when it
tried to move to more suitable premises.

FINANCIAL ISSUES

This research has concentrated quite strongly on finance issues, and we
make no apology for that, because we think that funding structures of the
sector are key to making it work in certain ways. We hope that anyone who
reads this next section will agree with this statement.

All the sample projects had complicated funding, with many sources. If we
had tried to show all the detail of this, we believed that the result would be
hardly readable, so we have tried to simplify to some extent. We have
concentrated on the key funding streams for each organisation, and ignored
the small contributions, which may very well be useful, but will not make or
break the organisation. This position should also be born in mind when
reading the case histories.

Short Termism

It was no surprise to discover that all 8 projects survived mainly on short term
grants. 3 years is the longest that anyone can expect, and people are quite
grateful for 3 year grants, as they are certainly better than one year ones. In
the scores of grants the organisations had between them, only a tiny handful
were for over 3 years, and many were for 1 year.

Some 1 year sources were reasonably welcome, when they took the form of 1
year contracts which carried a reasonable certainty that they would be
renewed each year. But even there, if the contracting process itself was not
efficient and timely, there could be considerable uncertainty, and all the usual
practical problems that needed to be considered — staff contracts, leases, and
so forth.

Some grant streams had definite end dates, eg Single Regeneration Budget
(SRB), and while this was causing large holes in future budgets, it was at
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least known that it would happen and could be planned for. But most streams
carried great uncertainty, which made planning exceedingly difficult.
Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF) was an interesting case in point.
Everyone knows that the current tranche of this funding ends in March 2006.
However a new tranche then comes on stream, and no one knows how this is
going to be used. This means that there is a possibility of this funding being
renewed, and the most optimistic tend to hope that they will be able to obtain
it. However at the time of writing (September 2005) there is absolutely no
indication of what will happen, and it seems unlikely that there will be any
certain knowledge available before Christmas. This leaves a very short time
scale for organisations to replace funding if the new NRF turns out to be
unobtainable. Funders in general are slow to grasp the fact that timely
knowledge of events is almost as important as the actual obtaining of funding.

It is also depressing that even those funders who could make longer term
grants don’t tend to do so. The New Deal for Community Programme (NDC),
which was much welcomed because it could offer longer term grants (the
programme is for 10 years), doesn’t in fact do so, and seems to have adopted
the practice of making many 3 year grants, as though this were some kind of
natural law. Two of the organisations interviewed were due to lose substantial
NDC grants at the end of the year, with no idea of how to replace them.

Charitable trusts too, which could make grants over longer periods, usually
don’t. In the best cases they offer 3 year grants that may be renewed, in the
worst there are depressing cases of small, 1 year grants.

The damage this short-termism does to the sector is widely accepted. The
Cross Cutting Treasury Review (2002) said:

“Lack of long term funding arrangements is a continuing problem for
the VCS. As far as service delivery goes, the use of renewable one
year contracts is the principle cause for concern. This can lead to the
diversion of valuable VCS resources into bidding to retain contracts
and away from delivering better services.”

The national Compact Funding and Procurement Code of Good Practice
says:

“The Government undertakes to implement longer term financial
arrangements when these represent good value for money’,

Yet the National Audit Survey noted:
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“There is still plenty of scope for moving to longer term funding and
away from annual awards’,

and

“Our research suggests that funding problems are particularly acute at
local level.”

Yet despite the recognition of the problem, nothing seems to happen, certainly
not on the evidence provided by this survey. Difficulties in planning; effects
on staff morale; difficulty in attracting and retaining good staff; and
disproportionate amounts of time spent on fundraising — most of these were
mentioned by most of the sample. The reality of the situation is best seen,
perhaps, by looking at them in relation to planning for the coming year.

March 2006

At the time of interviews (August 2005), the next financial year was just 6
months away. The interviews explored the respondents’ knowledge of what
was likely to happen, and the clear and absolutely predominating answer was
that most of them don’t know where the majority of their funding will come
from on April 11 2006. Given that this is a mere 6 months away, it is surely a
shocking indictment of how the sector is expected to work by its various
funders.

More detail is given in the case histories, but a brief summary is as follows:

Welfare for All

Their major funding has come from NDC and NRF, both of which finish next
March. Their annual contract with Learning & Skills Council (LSC) should be
renewed, and a few smaller streams of funding, but the loss of the NDC and
NRF is about £120K, or 60% of their total income.

Neighbourhood Trust

The 2 major streams that have kept them going are Big Lottery and the Henry
Smith Charity, both of which will be gone by next March. While smaller
streams do run forward till 2007, the loss of these major grants shows that
there is a deficit of £76K forecast for next year, or 70% of their funding.
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Education Charity

As the largest in the sample, the Education Charity brings in money from
many more sources than the others. However at this point only 3 streams
definitely go beyond March 2006 — NDC, Home Housing Trust and Northern
Rock Foundation. Of the 8 other major funding streams, one is definitely
finished, and the other 7 are unknown.

Arts Concern

They have only 2 sources of core funding; the Arts Council and the LA. Both
these finish in March 2006.

In this case, there is a reasonable level of confidence that they will be
renewed, but as yet there is no certainty.

Parents Project

The Parents Project was running mainly on NDC and LA money. The latter
has finished this year, and NDC will finish next March. Apart from a grant
from 2 trusts for a specialist post, the Parents Project will virtually be without
income if it cannot find replacement funding.

Helping Trust

Basically, they have no funding of any substance assured beyond March.
Since their general funding strategy is to bring in a number of constantly
changing medium size grants, this is not terribly unusual, but they say if the
situation hasn’t changed by Christmas, they will be “very worried”.

Youth Action

Two major grants will stop in March — NRF and SRB, and two more in
December 2006 — European Social Fund (ESF) and LSC. There are smaller
ongoing grants, and Youth Action raises more by events and donations than
the others, but the budget for next year currently shows a deficit of £390K.

Policy in Action

The only serious money that they know will be there after March is the 2
year of the tapered grant from the Home Office. If no other funds are
forthcoming, they will almost certainly be unable to continue.
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All this will come as no surprise to anyone who works in the sector, though it
may be rather worse this year than most because of the ending of the SRB,
change in European funding, and changes in the Big Lottery, as has been
highlighted by the Invest 2006 Campaign. However there are really no words
to describe how absurd this situation is, and how we as a society can continue
with a system that is so plainly inefficient and counter-productive remains a
mystery. Any notion of rational planning in such circumstances seems plainly
impossible, and it simply cannot be the case that organisations are working in
the most effective way when faced with environments like this.

LA Funding
We have warned before that 8 organisations cannot be seen as a statistical

sample. The LA contributions to this sample, as shown in Table B, are
surprisingly low.

TABLE B
LOCAL AUTHORITY GRANT

Amount Department Comment
Policy in Action -
Youth Action 16K Education

5K Play & Youth

Helping Trust 3K SSD
Neighbourhood Trust 25K Community
Education Charity 50K Education
Welfare for All - Ward only
Parents Project - SSD Now stopped
Arts Concern 20K Arts
TOTAL 119K

We are definitely not saying that this is representative of LA grant aid. The
previous research showed £1,186,531 in LA grants going to the sample of
123 organisations, and the figure the LA itself gives for its total grant aid
giving in 2004/05 is £3,338,000. The fact that the total funding going to this
sample is only £119K (less than 5% of their total income) must not be used to
detract from the fact that the LA here is a generous grant aider.
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However these results do suggest a number of interesting things:

1)  The scale of the voluntary sector contribution in terms of finance.
These 8 organisations alone have an income of nearly £2%2 million,
which they are bringing in from a wide range of sources (see Table
C), and all this with scarcely any leverage in the terms of LA grant.
This has to be seen as an impressive figure.

2) Perhaps even more impressive is the range of services being provided
— large quantities of Basic Skills provision from the Education Charity;
welfare rights advice in a deprived community from Welfare for All;
community based care support from the Helping Trust; a centre for
BME communities from the Neighbourhood Trust; wide ranging
community and education based arts work from Arts Concern;
intensive services for young people in difficulty from Youth Action; help
for families and children from the Parents Project; and ground breaking
policy and practice work from Policy in Action. All at an absolutely
negligible cost to the LA.

3)  Thirdly, given the fact that 3 of these organisations have their origin in
work by the LA, it is clear that the LA feels little obligation to offer
special support to such organisations — grant ranges from a negligible
3K to the Helping Trust, to 50K to the Education Charity — though the
latter looks much more minimal when it is set against the fact that the
overall turnover of the Education Charity is £1 million. However it is
clear that however minimal that support, those whose origin had
nothing to do with the LA may do worse, since 3 of them receive
nothing.

Some interesting questions do arise from the last point. What should the
obligations of a statutory authority that starts a voluntary organisation be?
The question, as far as we are aware, has not been much addressed, and we
certainly have no definitive answer. It seems to us possible that where an
organisation like the Education Charity grows very successfully, and has
clearly moved into a bracket where it is operating on a quite different level, the
authority might reasonably say it has no further financial obligation. However
when a small organisation like the Helping Trust is operating at a marginal
financial level, or one like the Neighbourhood Trust is clearly struggling, the
obligation to offer continuous support might be thought to be greater. We feel
that the topic deserves more debate than it currently receives.
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FUNDERS MENTIONED NOW AND IN THE RECENT PAST

TABLE C

Help | Policy | Edu. | Youth | Arts | Par. | Neigh. | Welf.
Trust in Cha. | Act. Con. | Pro. | Trust For
Act. All
Northern Rock v v v v v v v v 8
SRB v v v N 4
Europe v v v v 4
Lloyds TSB 4 v v v 4
NDC v v v 3
NRF v v v 3
LSC 4 v v 3
Community Fund v v v 3
Connexions v v 2
Tudor Trust v v 2
Henry Smith v v 2
Home Office v 1
Probation v 1
CUF v 1
NLDC v 1
ACLF v 1
Private Sector v 1
YOT v 1
British Gas v 1
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Other Trusts Mentioned Once

Bellway Foundation

The Christopher Rowbotham Charitable Trust
The Colonel Ralph Carr-Ellison Charitable Trust
The John Bell Charitable Trust

Hadrian Trust

Joseph Strong Frazer Trust

Leslie & Lilian Manning Trust

R W Mann Trust

Barbour Charitable Trust

Catherine Cookson Charitable Trust

Percy Hedley 1990 Charitable Trust
Community Foundation serving Tyne & Wear and Northumberland
Greggs Trust

Esme Fairbairn Foundation

Allen Lane Foundation

Hilden Charitable Fund

Willan Charitable Trust

Robert MacAlpine Foundation

There were small points of LA practice which certainly surprised us. The
Neighbourhood Trust is trying hard to make more from its earnings on letting
out rooms in their centre, which most people would see as a good move, and
in line with current urgings to the sector to be “more businesslike”. Yet the
LA, which provides a welfare rights session on the premises, refuses to pay
the hire fee like everyone else. Even more astonishing, the LA actually
charges for providing a welfare rights session at the Helping Trust. Given that
the Neighbourhood Trust and the Helping Trust are at the small end of the
income scale this really does seem surprising, and hardly in the spirit of
helpful co-working.

Range of Funders

The main funders used by the sample are shown in Table C. (Small income
streams have been ignored for the sake of clarity, except for trusts, where we
thought a list of all those used would be useful). As would be expected, the
range is large, which accords with the material shown in the previous
research. Being a small sample, however, it does not totally mirror that
research. There are no organisations with LA contracts in this sample, so that
type of funding simply doesn’t figure. SRB, NRF, NDC and Europe figure
quite highly.

Trusts quite clearly have an important role in funding local organisations, but it
must be noted that most of their giving is relatively small scale. Organisations
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use trusts in different ways; the Helping Trust has a clear policy of letting them
have a break after giving before approaching them again, and given the
relatively small amount they need to raise, they do well with this strategy, and
trusts seem happy to give medium grants towards running costs. Virtually
none of the Helping Trust’s income is restricted. Others make clearly targeted
bids to run particular projects.

Mention must be made of the important role of Northern Rock Foundation.
This relatively new and very well funded trust has clearly attained a pivotal
role in the local sector, having given to all the groups in the sample. Since
they range considerably in size, and in the work that they do, this is an
interesting result.

Reserves

As might be expected by anyone who knows the sector, reserves were
generally low, ranging from nothing at all, to 34% of turnover. However only 2
were at that kind of level; the rest were all 10% of turnover and below. Youth
Action as part of a national organisation has no reserves as such — surpluses
are placed with the national organisation, and in return, deficits are met by the
centre - within reason of course.

Only 2 of the sample were working with an obviously safe level of reserves.

Mainstreaming

The concept of mainstreaming has been floating in the policy arena for a
number of years. Unfortunately, it is not easy to define, or worse, has a
number of possible definitions. Perhaps the clearest is that the funding
deficiencies of the voluntary sector can be solved by statutory organisations,
especially LAs, recognising voluntary organisation service delivery as part of
the mainstream, and funding it accordingly.

This is probably the easiest definition to work with, and it seems to us that this
is no different from the practice that already exists of contracting out services
to voluntary (and private) organisations. This practice became widespread in
the late 80s/early 90s, when the then Government introduced Compulsory
Competitive Tendering. This undoubtedly had the effect of forcing LAs,
particularly Social Service Departments, to contract out many of their
services, and considerable amounts of money came into the sector as a
result.

If we accept that mainstreaming is the same as contracting out services, then

we know this is happening already, in a not inconsiderable way. The previous
research showed nearly £5 million in contracts from the LA going to our
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sample. In our present sample, Arts Concern is delivering contract services to
a range of statutory funders, so this could be described as mainstreaming, if
this definition is accepted.

What this sample also shows, however, is that organisations that deliver
services that could in theory be “mainstreamed”, as do the Education Charity,
Helping Trust, Welfare for All and Youth Action, will not necessarily be treated
in that way. This is not, of course, surprising, since to do so would require the
LA to either acquire extra funds for the purpose, or give up some of their own
services to free up funding. We think such outcomes unlikely, and so do not
expect mainstreaming to be of much help to the sector, unless it can be
determined where such extra funds are to be found.

Full Cost Recovery (FCR)

Another idea in the policy arena is that of FCR, which is the idea that funders
should pay the full cost of the work they are funding, which would include the
costs of the core management and administrative staff. The Association of
Chief Executives of Voluntary Organisations (ACEVO) has produced one
model for calculating this, and the new national Compact Code of Good
Practice on Funding accepts it as a Government obligation.

None of the sample had attempted to use FCR, though the Education Charity
was preparing to do so. However most of them were budgeting funding
proposals to include some management costs. Some calculated the actual
time of the managers concerned, and some used an add-on percentage
figure, which ranged from 5% to 15%. Most said that most funders would pay
this, though not all.

This in itself seems to be a move forward; a decade ago it was common for
voluntary organisations not only to not include management fees in their bids,
but not even the full costs of physical overheads. This has, quite clearly on
the evidence of this sample, moved forward; showing more businesslike
practices on the part of voluntary organisations, and more awareness of the
need for this on the part of the funders. Whether this will extend to a general
adoption of FCR is, however, another matter.

Fundraising Time
It is not surprising given what we have already described about short termism,

and the coming funding difficulties, that fundraising took up a great deal of
time.
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Policy in Action

Fundraising is done by the Chief Executive. She reckons that during the
decade when they were small she spent about 30% of her time fundraising; in
the first years of the substantial Home Office grant she had to do very little,
but now it is taking virtually 100% of her time.

Neighbourhood Trust

The Chief Executive and Assistant Chief Executive share the fundraising
work, and think that it takes roughly 50% of their time.

Youth Action
The fundraising is done by the Chief Executive and a full-time Fundraiser. It

takes 50% of her time, and (naturally) 100% of the Fundraiser’s.

Education Chatrity

Fundraising is done by the Chief Executive, and he reckons it takes about
35% of his time.

Welfare for All

There is a sub committee that helps with strategy, but actual work is done by
3 of the workers, who each spend about 5% of their time on it.

Parents Project

There was a full-time Chief Executive post, and fundraising was part of its
remit. However the post has just been split into a job share, and the
fundraising will be done by one of the posts, taking most of its time.

Helping Trust

Fundraising is done by the Chief Executive, who spends 5% of her time on
this work.
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Arts Concern

The part-time Company Director is in charge of fundraising, but much of it is
inseparable from the arranging for new arts projects, which is the core
business of the company. So while virtually 100% of her time is spent in
fundraising related work, it would be misleading to see this as all extraneous
to the business of the organisation.

This brief summary shows that very substantial amounts of time are spent on
fundraising, and shows little change from the Scott survey in the early 90s that
showed up to 40% of all time in voluntary organisations going into fundraising.
It should be noted that in all our cases it is the highest paid manager (if there
is one) doing this work, so that this is time not spent on work management,
staff management, planning and strategy work. It surely must be recognised
that it is not a very sensible system that has much of the money going to the
sector being spent on looking for more money. As Julia Unwin says in “The
Grantmaking Tango”, in relation to what she describes as the considerable
and unavoidable costs of fundraising:

“In many voluntary organisations these costs are met by the Chief
Executive or some other member of staff taking on the role. This in
turn reduces the time and capacity available for other work.”

This was plainly demonstrated by our case histories.

Earnings

All the projects had some level of earnings. With the two that owned their
premises there was income from lettings, and for the rest there was a mix of
training, consultancy, sale of publications — all various ways of selling the
organisation’s expertise. This is not surprising, given the very large total
earnings figure that was reported in the first research — over £15 million.
However in no case was the earnings stream a key part of an organisation’s
funding structure; useful, yes, but not a make or break factor.

GENERAL THOUGHTS

We should make it clear that the emphasis on finance in this report is a result
of the researcher’s intentions, and not because that is what the interviewees
necessarily wanted to talk about. Many of them would probably have
preferred to talk more about the work they did. However, talking about
funding certainly illuminated themes for us. Not only was the constant search
for funds tiring and distracting, but many of them spontaneously mentioned
other aspects which they found unhelpful. Time spent on monitoring, which

24



was often felt to be inappropriate, and over intrusive, was one theme; and the
bigger the organisation, the bigger this problem tended to be, because
different funders require different monitoring regimes.

Another grievance was the emphasis laid on innovation, which meant,
ironically, that it is harder to find funding for existing work of proven value than
for some untried idea. Some also felt that they would prefer funders to be
more honest about the chance of a proposal succeeding, so that time is not
wasted in work that will not prove productive.

There was a great deal of concern expressed about the effects on staff, and
how hard it is to keep a positive morale when there are constant threats of
making people redundant. Some would have liked to be able to improve staff
pay and conditions of service; for instance, not all were able to offer pension
contributions. A common theme for managers was the sheer awfulness of
seeing good members of staff doing a good job, meeting a demonstrated
need, and having to make them redundant because a funding stream has
ended. This is evidently not something any good manager enjoys doing.
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SECTION B

CASE HISTORIES

POLICY IN ACTION

History

Policy in Action started in 1988 as an initiative of Northumbria Probation
Service (NPS). The NPS was interested in supporting work around sexual
offending, possibly as a result of the Butler Sloss Report, which appeared at
that time. Originally an actual treatment centre was envisaged, but this
gradually evolved into the idea of working mainly round inter-agency work,
bringing together the ideas and procedures of the many agencies that worked
with sexual offending, and working to reduce the dislocations between the
different agency procedures.

For a period at the beginning it operated largely within the Probation Service,
using Probation staff, but it gradually evolved into a proper free-standing
agency with charitable status in 1992.

The current Chief Executive started work in 1993, and from then until 2002 it
ran in much the same way, as described in the following section.

1993 - 2002

During this decade the organisation usually consisted of the Chief Executive
and part-time administration support. Annual budgets were usually in the
range of £50 - £100K, generally towards the bottom of that range.

Despite this meagre staffing and resources, the organisation was quite
startlingly successful in terms of work done-it established itself, became
known and trusted, ran forums, and produced ground breaking new models
and protocols for inter-agency work.

However, it was constantly bedevilled with the problem of funding. Most of its
funding was short scale, and small scale as well. The better grants came
from charitable trusts such as Barings and the Henry Smith Charity. It
suffered from especially acute problems about funding — because it was
working with many agencies, and had to keep its independence from them all,
none of them saw Policy in Action as their responsibility. Its wider
geographical remit didn’t help either, making it almost impossible to get
money from LAs; and the fact that it does not deliver direct services to the
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user also makes things difficult, since funders tend to prefer funding direct
service delivery.

During this period, Policy in Action put a great deal of effort into trying to raise
funds, and tried all the obvious sources, such as Europe, the various Lottery
funds, and earnings models, all to no avail.

At the end of this period both staff and trustees were at their wits end, and
were on the verge of closing the organisation, despite having just developed
an innovative new service for child protection, which was widely acclaimed by
all in the field.

2002 — Present

At that point Policy in Action managed to do what it had been trying to do for
some while — obtain some national (Home Office) money to promote the new
service, and generally develop new ideas. This funding was partly luck —
seeing the right person at the right moment, when Policy in Action’s work
fitted particularly well with Home Office policy objectives; but it was also partly
the result of hard work — the organisation had been trying to target the Home
Office for some time.

The money was very lavish by previous standards — £250K pa for 3 years. It
immediately faced the organisation with a whole new set of challenges
associated with growth — new premises; new staff; new IT; new procedures
required that had not been necessary in what was effectively a one person
organisation. Staff rose to 5 or 6 (varying over time). Despite all the
organisational work required, it was an amazing luxury to have a large grant
for a 3 year period.

Now and the Future

But only for a while. At the end of the 3 years the Home Office priorities
changed, and they no longer wanted to fund Policy in Action. After
considerable pressuring, they agreed to taper down the grant for the next 3
years, starting with £150K for 2005-06. The organisation has in addition a
grant from the Northern Rock Foundation, and some level of reserves, which
will see it through the rest of this financial year, but it is absolutely clear that if
no substantial money is forthcoming, the survival of Policy in Action beyond
March 2006 is seriously in doubt.

The trustees have devoted considerable thought as to what to do next. They
are clear that going back to the 1 % staff model, with continual scrabbling for
small funds, is not an option. The organisation has done acclaimed and

ground breaking work, and should have a future as a reasonably well funded

27



organisation, but it is really no clearer where such money will come from.
Trusts are sympathetic, but on the whole are unable to offer the size and
duration of funds that are required. The problems of raising money from local
statutory funders are the same as they always were — no one feels it is their
responsibility.

Policy in Action has of course investigated earnings models as a way forward.
Earnings are indeed a part of its income, but could never begin to keep the
organisation going on their own. Ironically, some of the limitations relating to
earnings are really the same as those relating to statutory funding — the
services it sells to statutory agencies cannot be paid for at cost because those
agencies have no, or a very small, budget line to do this.

It is clear to the trustees that the organisation should grow, and probably
become national. It plans to make a final effort to try and produce the bigger
funding required for a larger, more stable organisation, but if it fails, it would
seem that the organisation will probably face closure.

All the problems described above are exacerbated by the fact that the Chief
Executive retires during the year, and it will clearly be harder to recruit
someone of suitable calibre when the funding is so uncertain.

Other Comments
Policy in Action has a small but long standing group of trustees who have
played a considerable part in its success. Their contacts have assisted both

the work and the funding of the organisation.

It does not use volunteers, who it feels would be inappropriate in this very
specialised work setting.

THE EDUCATION CHARITY

History

The Education Charity was the largest organisation we selected, with an
income of just over £1 million. This is particularly interesting because it is also
the newest, having been started in 1999, and a trajectory of start to £1 million
in 6 years is unusual.

The organisation started out as an initiative within the Education Directorate of
the LA, which was concerned that the issues of Adult Literacy and Basic Skills
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were being inadequately dealt with. They felt it would do better as a free-
standing charity, and it was spun off in 1999.

The original aim of the project was to advise other organisations on how to do
literacy work, not to deliver the services themselves, but in 1999/2000 the
focus changed to service delivery, largely because there was no serious
chance of raising funding for advisory work.

Recent History

In 1999 the income consisted of a £50K grant from the LA, and some trust
funding, probably totalling about £100K. Subsequent total income figures are
2002 - £292,000; 2003 - £586,000; 2004 - £1 million; 2005 - £1 million.

The current Chief Executive, who has been in post since 2000, thinks that one
factor that enabled such rapid growth was that Basic Skills was seen as an
important issue by the Government at the time, so the organisation met many
funders’ policy objectives.

Current Situation

The Education Charity delivers a wide range of Basic Skills services. In the
last year, for example, they ran 69 Family Learning Programmes, with 872
participants, and worked with about 390 Basic Skills Learners, which is an
impressive amount of work.

The delivery of teaching and tutoring takes place in a wide range of
community settings, so the Charity has no requirement for large premises, as
only the core team need an office base. Such a situation does, however,
pose extra difficulties about staff management, organisational culture, and so
forth.

They have a small core staff (currently 4), and all the rest of the 36 staff are
employed on specific funding streams to carry out specific projects. They do
not use volunteers, but they do provide student placements.

As may be imagined, to do this it has to raise money from many sources, and
over the preceding 3 years it has had money from all the following sources:

Co-Financing (European funds via the LSC)

NRF

Neighbourhood Learning in Deprived Communities (NLDC)
(via the LSC)

NDC

Trusts (at least 5)
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Adult & Community Learning Fund (ACLF)
Connexions

The Big Lottery

Entry to Employment (E2E) (via LSC)
Youth Offending Team (YOT)

LA Education Grant

Home Housing Trust

In addition they earn money from consultancy and training work.

Clearly, the organisation has a vigorous and successful fundraising strategy,
but the list also bears out the Chief Executive's contention that Basic
Education is a high priority with Government at present, since there are so
many streams that the Education Charity can target.

Does this therefore mean that the future is safe and secure? Unfortunately
not. We asked how much of current funding is secure beyond March 2006,
and the only streams definitely lasting beyond that date are the NDC money,
some of which lasts to 2009; the grant from the Northern Rock Foundation,
and Home Housing Trust money. The NLDC money will definitely stop, and
with all the other streams the outcome is unknown.

Naturally all this fundraising comes with a resource cost, and the Chief
Executive estimates that he spends 1/3 of his time on this work.

The Future

Despite the uncertain funding, the Education Charity is looking confidently to
the future, and its Board of 8 members, which contains some business
people, believes the organisation should expand to cover a larger area. While
this makes sense in many ways, it would obviously put a huge management
and fundraising strain on the Chief Executive, and probably further core staff
would be needed.

WELFARE FOR ALL

History

The project arose from the situation in the early 1990s in an area of high
deprivation in the city. The City Challenge programme (government funding
directed at regeneration of deprived neighbourhoods) brought large amounts
of new funding into this area, and a number of local community projects came
together to research and make the case for an independent advice and
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information project for the area, especially at a time when cutbacks of LA
services of the late 1980s had led to the closure of a local Council-run
resource centre. The project was started in 1993 with City Challenge funding,
and with some LA Social Services Directorate money — though the latter not
from mainline budgets, but from a specific ringfenced fund.

During early phases Welfare for All was often placed in the premises of other
organisations. In 2001 it moved to its current leased premises.

It became a registered charity in 1998.

Current Activity

The project offers welfare rights advice to local people, which includes a
service to asylum seekers and refugees. Monitoring figures show that in
2004-2005 they advised 1602 clients, 400 of whom were asylum seekers.
The project offers advice at drop-in sessions at its office base and at several
venues across the area, and it also runs an appointment system and provides
home visits, when necessary.

In many ways Welfare for All has the simplest activity range of the 8 projects
in the sample — it offers a straightforward service in a specific geographic
area, and this is not complex or hard to understand. It is also easy to monitor
the amount of services offered, and some of the results — money claimed and
awarded, refugee status altered, tribunal results, and so forth.

Structure

The project has 8 workers, 2 of whom are full-time, and 2 of whom are new
posts starting soon. The structure is a flat one, with no staff post in charge of
managing the others, or the organisation in general. Instead, each staff
member is supervised by a member of the Trustee Board. The ideal of a flat
structure with no one in charge was popular in the voluntary sector for various
reasons throughout the 70s and 80s, and the Welfare for All situation clearly
reflects that view.

They have now realised that they do need a Co-ordinator post to take charge
of fundraising and strategy, but have so far found it impossible to raise the
funding for this. The realisation of the need for this post seems not to be an
abandonment of the ideological position, but a response to the practical
demands of running the project.

There is a Committee of 5 trustees, though there is a rather worrying

preponderance of LA officers (though all these serve in a personal capacity).
A Sub Committee of 2 trustees and the Office Manager is in charge of the
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fundraising strategy, but the actual fundraising work is shared by the staff —
they estimate about 5% of each of 3 workers’ time.

The Last Four Years

On average, Welfare for All has had an annual income of about £120K,
sometimes rising slightly above, and in 2003 falling as low as £94K.

In 2002 they were running on 3 major grants: Big Lottery (£57K), Northern
Rock and SRB. In 2003 the Big Lottery money finished, so income went
down; in 2004, still with Northern Rock and SRB money, they attracted a grant
from the NDC Programme.

In the current year they have obtained some NRF money, and some small
grants from trusts. They are also carrying out some contracts from the LSC,
which have the advantage of being almost certainly renewable year on year.
British Gas Trust also is funding them to do money advice work.

They receive nothing from the LA except occasional small grants from Ward
Committees.

The Future

Post March 2006 looks difficult. The NRF and NDC funding finishes, which
leaves a big hole in the budget — approximately £134K according to their own
forecast. In fact their only known ongoing sources of funding are the LSC
contract, the British Gas Trust work and a small trust grant. This is clearly a
far from comfortable position, especially since their reserves are about £13k.

ARTS CONCERN

History

Arts Concern had its genesis with a number of recent arts graduates who
wanted to find ways that artists could contribute to education work, while
being adequately paid for their effort. They started in 1989, and became
constituted in 1991.

Their structure is that of a not for profit company. They felt the charity
structure was inappropriate for them, as the founders wished to direct the
work of the organisation, and also to be free to work for it. The Board of
Directors includes some of the founders, and they are also senior staff in the
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Company. Some new Directors have been added because of the skills they
can bring to the Board.

They were originally based in another area of Tyneside, but moved to
Newcastle in 2002 after the failure of a capital bid in their previous location.

Activities

They deliver creative arts projects into education programmes, both schools
based and other. Their range of work is so wide and complex that it is difficult
to reduce it to a short paragraph. However to take one example, their work
with Northumberland County Council in 2004-2005 had 48 professional artists
working in 38 schools with around 1,000 children. There were at least 9 other
distinct projects running in that same year, so this gives some idea of the
substantial amount of work they do.

Staffing

Arts Concern has 7 staff, all part-time, who are equivalent to 4 V2 full-timers.
Running the company is split between a Director of the Company, who
obtains funding and does necessary company business, and a Director of
Programmes, who essentially ensures that the work happens. Many
freelance artists are employed for the delivery of the projects, as that is one of
the objectives of the organisation. For this reason they don’t use volunteers —
it is difficult to see how this would fit in with their commitment to pay artists for
their work.

Current Situation

Arts Concern was of particular interest to the researcher because she had
interviewed them as part of another piece of research a decade ago. At that
time they were in an exceedingly difficult position; while they had no difficulty
obtaining projects, they had no funding to pay for the core staff necessary to
run the organisation — in fact they had just had to make their sole
administrative worker redundant. The future prospects looked far from rosy at
that time, so it is particularly interesting to see how they have moved forward.

There were two key themes to how they solved their problems. Firstly they
became much more businesslike in selling their projects — costing the
overheads properly, and turning down small projects, where the effort was not
justified. Secondly, they succeeded in getting what is effectively core funding,
in a reasonable grant from the Arts Council, and a smaller but useful one from
the LA. They are now clearly flourishing, and manage a very large
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programme of work very effectively, with an income of just under half a
million.

The Future

Arts Concern feels like a vigorous and successful organisation, and the
figures, both in terms of income and of work done, bear that out. Perhaps of
all the organisations interviewed, it felt the most solid, and unlikely to come to
grief. Yet it is important to note that while better business costing and so forth
had been an important part of their reaching a better financial position, the
really key things are the 2 core grants, and if either of them went, there could
be serious difficulties.

At present, there is no certainty that these 2 grants will continue beyond
March 2006, though it seems that in this case they are very likely to do so. If
they do, there seems no reason to doubt the continued success of Arts
Concern.

HELPING TRUST

History

The Helping Trust began as a number of informal activities on the part of
Social Services Directorate (SSD) workers in a particular area of the City.
They offered informal access to the meals and laundry facilities at a
residential home, and this became the basis of a network of informal activity.
The work gathered pace, assisted by the local LA Community Co-ordinator
and a number of volunteers. It operated for a while at a community flat at an
LA block, and raised funds to have its own laundry built at the residential
home. It became a registered charity in 1994, and moved to its current
premises, an LA owned shop, in 1997-1998. It pays a peppercorn rent. Since
access to the launderette at the residential home was difficult, the Helping
Trust raised capital of £37,000 to develop a new facility in 2002.

Activities

The list of activities is impressive. The laundry continues; and in addition
there is a lunch club; an equipment loan scheme; a pop-in service; a
befriending scheme; a Benefits Advice session; a handyman scheme; a
library; an aromatherapy service; access to the internet; a base for the Credit
Union; a community minibus and a First Stop Advice and Information point.
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Staffing

Amazingly, given the above, there is only a full-time Co-ordinator and a %
time handyman. The aromatherapist works on a sessional basis. Naturally,
there is a strong pool of volunteers — the project simply could not operate
without them. There is a pool of 20, of whom about a dozen are active at any
one time.

Trustees

There are only 5 trustees, but they are all longstanding, and give a great deal
of support. Some are also volunteers.

Finance

They have an interesting approach to their finance strategy. They aim to keep
income below £100K, and not increase staffing. They fundraise on a rolling
basis, and the majority of their money is from trusts, who seem quite happy to
give medium grants over 3 years to support running costs. (They are most
unusual in having no restricted income). They carefully pace their
applications — if a trust has given a 3 year grant, they then let them have a
break for a while before reapplying.

They have very little statutory money — they had one capital grant from SRB,
and they receive a very small grant (under £3K) from the SSD of the LA, and
effectively rent free premises.

The Future

Like all the organisations, they have virtually no certain funding beyond March
2006. The Co-ordinator knows she must start a vigorous programme of
applications to local trusts, and feels that if they are in the same position by
Christmas she will be worried. They do have reserves amounting to 30% of
their annual turnover, but obviously could not function for long without new
income.

Reflections
The Helping Trust is a very unusual project. On the face of it, the range of

activities offered is quite extraordinary for a project costing below £100K and
with 1 72 staff. It seems vaguely hallucinatory to the interviewer — how does it
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stay in the air, with no visible support to speak of? Nevertheless, it is clearly a
strategy that has worked well for them, and offers terrific value for money.

They have thought about expanding, either in terms of more services, or to
extend current services to nearby areas. However they are clear that they
wouldn’t do this unless there was a substantial amount of money with which to
do it, and there is no sign of this happening.

PARENTS PROJECT

History

The Parents Project is the longest established in our sample, having been
started in 1976 by a group of lone parents who met a couple of times a week.
By 1978 they had secured funding for 2 Advice Workers, and hired premises.
In 1980 they got funding from the Inner City Partnership (Government funding
for deprived areas) to purchase property, and in 1988 had risen to 17 workers
employed. However by 1995 this had reduced to 5, and they moved to their
current premises in 1996.

Obviously the services offered have varied over such a long period of time,
and with such varying numbers of staff; but they have at various times
included a lone parent drop in, a Kids Club, a nursery, a telephone Helpline,
group work of various kinds and a creche.

In the early 2000s the organisation went through a difficult time when staff and
committee had a number of conflicts about how the organisation should
develop. All the staff from that time have left, and the current staff know little
about this period.

Recent History

The project obtained substantial NDC funding in 2002-2003, and ironically it
seems to have been disputes about the implementation of this that caused
some of the problems mentioned above. It also had a reasonably substantial
grant from the SSD at the LA (£37K), who gave notice that they would be
tapering it down to nothing by 2005, which they have now done. There have
been supplementary streams, but in essence the project has been mainly
fuelled by the LA grant and NDC; the first of which has finished, and the
second of which finishes in March 2006. Basically the project needs about
£120K pa to run.
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Current Situation

Most of the work currently being undertaken is to do with family therapy as
this is what the NDC monies were for. In the last year they dealt with 187
families in the therapy service, and answered over 700 queries. The main
staff post was titled “Family Therapy Manager”, and has just been split into a
job share post — one part to do the clinical work, one to be the fundraiser. In
addition there is a part-time Admin & Finance Officer, and a part-time
therapist. Trust funding has just been received for a new BME worker. There
are 4 volunteer counsellors, and they would like more.

Trustees

There is a Committee of 5 (not a very safe number), and it is not clear
whether they have all the skills needed for an organisation in such difficult
circumstances.

The Future

This looks particularly bleak at this project; as noted above, they have lost one
main source of funding, and will lose the other next March. They do have
trust funding to employ a worker to work with BME communities, but this will
be difficult to manage if the core funding has gone.

NEIGHBOURHOOD TRUST

History

In the early 1990s the activities of the City Challenge programme threw the
needs of this deprived area into prominence, and a team of Community
Development Workers from the City Challenge (a government funded initiative
managed by the LA) was put in to work with residents. It became clear that
special efforts were needed to work with black residents to give them the
support they needed to engage in these processes. A Community Worker
was detailed to do this, and the beginnings of the organisation came into
being.

They became constituted in 1995, and developed a vision about having their
own physical space. There were no staff at this stage except the City
Challenge Development Worker. Considerable funding was obtained from the
Big Lottery for the capital works and for staff, and the Centre opened in 1998.
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Activities

The objectives of the organisation were to support BME communities in this
part of the City, and help them engage with other parts of the community,
primarily but not exclusively by using the facilities of the Centre. The Centre
can be hired by other groups and organisations, and the Neighbourhood Trust
also runs its own activities. These include a Senior Men’s lunch club; an
Asian Women'’s group, a refugee drop in and advice service, and IT sessions
for children. It is used by the LA, the Riverside Community Health Project,
Westgate Community College, Newcastle College and many local voluntary
groups for activities of their own.

Current Situation

The Centre Manager is seconded from the LA until January 2006, and is in
fact the same Community Development Worker who originally helped develop
the project, and who is now employed directly by the LA. Other staff are an
Assistant Centre Manager, an Admin & Finance Officer, a Caretaker and
Cleaner, and a trainee post. They take placements of Millennium Volunteers,
and have about 6 volunteers of their own. They are also a placement centre
for the Probation Service.

The Centre costs somewhere between £100K - £200K to run (usually more to
the bottom end of this scale). For most of its existence it has been financed
by very large grants from the Big Lottery, which have now finished, and a
substantial grant from the Henry Smith Charity, which finishes in 2007. They
do have funding from Europe that pays for 1 post through to 2007. They are
trying their hardest to maximise income from lettings at the Centre, but
realistically this could never begin to cover their running costs, even if every
room were let out all the time.

The Trustees

The Neighbourhood Trust has the largest number of trustees, with 16, at least
half of whom have been with the project a long time. The Centre Manager
feels that the development of the skills and confidence of the trustees is one
of the major achievements of the organisation.

The Future

Financially, this doesn’t look good. The forecast deficit for the current year is
£44K, and their reserves are £25K. As for next year, they have only £62K
assured and forecast costs of about £130K. They will of course be applying
to as many funders as they can, but this is a very large funding gap.
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YOUTH ACTION

History

Youth Action is a national organisation that has existed, though in many
different forms, since 1909, and works with young people in deprived areas.
The local branch started in 1985, and arose from development work done
locally by the national organisation.

Trustees are of course at national level, but there is a local Steering Group
made up of business people who help with funding, contacts and general
support. The main operation on Tyneside is in Newcastle, but they also have
a project working with young people at risk in South Tyneside.

Activities

Youth Action provides a personal development programme for young people
aged 13-25 who are outside training, education and employment. The
courses provided include a wide range of subjects designed to develop the
skills of the young people. These include subjects such as IT, pottery,
photography, cookery and outdoor activities such as kayaking, canoeing and
rock climbing. Activities such as these increase the motivation and self
confidence of the young people. Many of them have never achieved a
qualification in their life and this is the first time that they have succeeded in
achieving one.

Each programme is tailored to the personal needs of the young people and
lasts for as long as the individual needs support.

Staff

The interview was with the local Manager, who has only been in post for 6
months. In the Newcastle office there is an Operations Manager, an
Administration Officer and a full-time Fundraiser, 3 Outreach Workers and 4
Trainers. In the South Tyne project there is an Operations Manager, 1
Outreach Worker and 4 Trainers. All staff are full-time.

They use relatively few volunteers, but use them quite intensively, and some
become staff when there are appropriate openings.
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Finance

As would be expected of an organisation with an annual income of £350K,
there are many funding streams. Youth Action has more general fundraising
events, individual donations and private sector grants than the other
organisations that we interviewed, but its key funders currently are the LSC,
NRF, SRB and ESF. They receive a number of smaller grants from trusts, but
no money from the LA.

The Future

This year they should more or less break even, though there is money still to
raise. However from March 2006 things are really worrying. NRF and SRB
will finish, and so will the major grant from the South Tyne work. All in all,
they need to raise £390K for 2006/2007, which is a very tall order for anyone
to do. The Chief Executive does feel they should receive some statutory
money for their work, and intends to make that a target.
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CONCLUSIONS

Our hope in producing this report is that it will give a clear and useful account
of what it is like to be running a voluntary organisation at the present time, not
by producing statistics about the sector en masse, but by conveying the detail
of the situation in a few cases.

We have looked at a number of issues — staffing, trustees and volunteers;
range and quantity of activities; and origins and history of each organisation.
However it is clear that we have given greatest emphasis to finance and
funding. We make no apology for this; it is our view (and we believe it is
amply supported by the research) that it is these issues that most affect the
running and functioning of voluntary organisations. As Julia Unwin says in
“The Grantmaking Tango™:

“For almost all voluntary organisations the biggest obstacle to
delivering their mission is described as lack of funds. While
commentators will persist in arguing that funding is not the only
obstacle and that for many voluntary organisations limits to capacity
include their skill, positioning and models of intervention, it is
nevertheless the case that in the UK the chronic issue for most leaders
of voluntary organisations is first and foremost lack of funds.”

However, the tragedy seems to us that it is not solely, or even primarily,
overall lack of funds that creates this situation, but the manner in which they
are used by funders. Our first research report, which looked at overall income
to the sector, showed that in Newcastle the estimated income of the sector in
the last accounting year was £179 million. This is, quite clearly, a lot of
money. What these case studies show, equally clearly, is that the money
comes in short term and unpredictable streams, making it virtually impossible
to plan in any sensible way; and creating all the usual problems — difficulty in
recruiting and retaining staff; potential poor staff morale; constant changes to
work programmes, and the waste of a great deal of energy and time on the
pursuit of funding. It is difficult to see how rational people can continue to
believe that this is a sensible way of proceeding.

Carrying out this research was in many ways an exciting and rewarding
process. The enthusiasm of those interviewed for their work; their care for
their users; their commitment to promoting their cause was all heartening. It
is, incidentally, very clear that if there were not so many individuals who are
passionately committed to the work that they do, the recruitment and retention
problems of the sector would be very much greater; as it is, staff often put up
with an almost constant threat of redundancy because they are committed to
the work.
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The range of what they were doing was also extremely impressive, both in
terms of quality and quantity. It is obvious that if just these eight organisations
did not exist, there would be a serious deterioration in life quality amongst
those that receive their services.

There are other issues that we would have liked to explore — terms and
conditions of staff service, including pay; recruitment practices and difficulties;
attitudes to partnership and liaison; and attitudes to quality systems. All these
would certainly have produced further interesting material. However the
scope of the funding meant we had to limit our investigation to what we saw
as the most important factors.

We also felt that in view of the material we uncovered about the probable
financial situation of all the organisations in March 2006, it was important to
produce this report as quickly as possible, in the hope that it might help
funders understand the situation better. We very much hope that it will inform
and assist all who are concerned about the future of the voluntary sector.
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ACLF

CUF

E2E

LA

LSC

NDC

NLDC

NRF

PS

SRB

YOT

APPENDIX A

ABBREVIATIONS OF FUNDERS AND FUNDING SOURCES

Adult & Community Learning Fund

Church Urban Fund

Entry to Employment

Local Authority

Learning & Skills Council

New Deal for Communities

Neighbourhood Learning in Deprived Communities
Neighbourhood Renewal Fund

Probation Service

Single Regeneration Budget

Youth Offending Team
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