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Introduction

The project was started in July 2002 and ended in March 2004.  It was initiated by Community Fund’s senior management team in response to concerns expressed by the London management team about the number of small BME led groups who were falling into dispute with the Fund and having difficulties in delivering their project.  We were also aware that smaller BME groups can find accessing our funding more difficult, so we have done some research and targeted outreach as part of the project also.  

The team consisted of 3 dedicated members of staff, two grants officers and a development officer.  The grant officers have been giving one to one support to about 50 groups who matched our disputes profile, and the development officer has done supporting research that has enabled us to improve our understanding of the BME voluntary sector in London.  These three have been supported by other members of staff.

Defining the target group

Our BME Development Officer defined a BME led organisation as one with a majority of management committee from ethnic communities, and as one set up for the purpose of serving those communities.  Earlier research into the kinds of organisation likely to run into dispute helped us narrow down the selection of organisations that we would invite to be part of the pilot.  The parameters were BME led, with an income of under £100,000, and some of the groups had a high risk monitoring recommendation at assessment.  Fifty groups were invited to take part and forty eight formed the final group. 

Structure of the Report

This report will cover in more detail the areas described in the recently published ‘Summary Report’.  These are: 

· Research into the characteristics of organisations who are successful at accessing funds

· Support to applicants

· The effect of our intervention with grant holders

There will be a short section at the end which will explain how we are taking the work forward.  

The Characteristics of Successful Fund Seekers

Introduction

As part of our research into our patterns of grant making, we discovered that we had received few applications from organisations serving the Pakistani, Indian and Black Caribbean communities.  This contrasted with the many requests we have had from Black African groups who have been relatively successful.  We were interested to find out why these communities were under represented in our grant making, so the BME Development Officer interviewed 23 groups from these three communities who had not approached us for funding, and 10 groups whose clients included people from these ethnic groups who had been funded by us.  The comparison of the two kinds of groups was useful in highlighting aspects of an organisation that makes it a more successful fund seeker. 

Sample

In the first study group, nine Pakistani, nine Indian and five Black Caribbean groups were interviewed.  Our plan was to find ten groups representing each community, but we struggled to locate the Black Caribbean groups.  This may be because people from these communities may be accessing services through groups defining themselves as black or Afro Caribbean.  

In the second study group, the BME Development Officer interviewed 10 generalist BME organisations, meeting the needs of more than one ethnic group and pan Asian groups.  

Findings

The interviews covered four main areas: 

1. Profile of the organisation

2. Experience of funders

3. Involvement in networks

4. Challenges facing the organisations

These are discussed by looking at the similarities and differences between the two types of organisation.

1. Profile of the organisation

Similarities

Most of the organisations had large management committees of over 10 members.  Most had been established for over 10 years and worked within one borough.  They delivered similar activities such as helping clients fill out benefit forms, running supplementary schools, looking after the elderly, including managing day care centres, and putting on cultural and social activities.  

Most of the organisations worked with one ethnic group.  Although some organisations claimed to be working with more than one, the majority of their clients came from one group, in the case of pan Asian organisations either Pakistani or Indian.  They explained that they had begun serving one community and had found that others were accessing their services, or they had felt pressurised by funders to offer their services to others.

Most of the organisations were registered charities.  All of the funded groups were, and the majority of the unfunded were also, with those not registered intending to do so.  

Differences

Unfunded organisations did not have staff and it was management committee members who were interviewed.  Most did not have premises.  The funded organisations had both staff and premises.  Not surprisingly the income size differed, with the majority of the organisations in the first group having an income of under £2,500, and in the second the majority had an income of over £25,000. 

The larger organisations had developed a number of policies and procedures to cover their management practices.  Many of the smaller groups only ran on their constitution as their single policy document.  

2. Experience of Funders

Similarities

When both kinds of group had had applications rejected, they reported similar reject reasons, for example their project did not fit the criteria of the programme; there was not enough money to fund every project; and their project was not well planned.  There was also a shared belief across the groups that in order to get funded one needed to know the right people.  Some thought that they were not successful because they were religious organisations.  

The barriers to success in funding mentioned by both types of group were lack of time and staff to fill in application forms.  Language was not mentioned as a barrier.

Differences

Here the difference was striking.  The larger organisations had had contact with on average seven different funders.  About half of the unfunded groups had had either no contact with funders or contact with just one.   The larger organisations claimed a high success rate of 80% with funders and put this down to well-planned projects; seeking support from second tier agencies; experienced management committees and staff; and finding the right funder for the project.  The reason for lack of success in finding funds in the first group was mainly put down to a lack of knowledge about funders or how to go about applying.  

The frustrations with funders mentioned by the larger organisations included lengthy forms, monitoring requirements and the lack of long term funding.  They also mentioned the lack of constructive feedback after a rejection, which did not help them to improve their applications and thus their chances in the future.

3. Involvement in Networks

Differences

More than half of the unfunded groups had either no contact or contact with only one other organisation.  In contrast, the funded organisations worked with a variety of organisations.  Most of these had a good relationship with their local second tier agency where they went for funding advice.  These local relationships seemed stronger than with specialist BME agencies, although connections with these groups were also reported.  The larger organisations were much warmer in their comments about the second tier, whilst the smaller groups were more suspicious of them and their possible motives for offering support.  Those larger organisations that did not rely on second tier advice said that they found they had sufficient internal expertise to help them with issues such as funding.  

4. Challenges facing the Organisations

Similarities

All the organisations said that funding was a concern.  Most were searching for money to pay volunteer expenses and to either rent or maintain their premises.  

Differences

The smaller organisations mentioned the fragmentation of their communities as a potential challenge for them.  They specifically mentioned inter-generational strife as an area of concern.  As much of their funding and support came from within the community in terms of money from small businesses and volunteers, anything that threatened its cohesion could be seen as a threat to their survival.  

The larger organisations were concerned about improving the quality of their management and maintaining their core funding.  

Conclusion

This research has enabled us to explore BME groups at different stages of development, and give us some clues as to what helps organisations move from a small volunteer run community group to a professionally run organisation.  Essentially many of the groups have started at the same time and offer similar services.  However, at some point the larger organisations have decided to develop links with other voluntary and statutory sector agencies and, most importantly, have marketed themselves successfully to funders.

 The characteristics of more successful fund seekers seem to be:

· A willingness to work with, and seek advice from, others

· A concern and interest in management structures

· An ability to research funders and successfully target applications.

Support to Applicants

Re-application Support 

The BME Development Officer visited 19 organisations, referred to him by grant officers, that had been rejected more than once and had major problems with their applications.   About half of these had applied to our medium grant programme where less feedback is given to applicants as part of the drive to cut down on processing time.  The officer also offered to look at drafts of applications before they were re-submitted – 7 organisations took him up on his offer.  

As a result of this intervention, 7 groups were successful, 9 did not apply and 3 were rejected again.  One of the rejected groups had submitted their draft application for feedback but did not take up the advice that was offered, and re-submitted a proposal close to their original application.  

The officer was also able to improve the feedback given by the office to applicants.  He suggested that we explain to applicants that we may not have identified all the problems with the application, especially those who are rejected at the first stage of assessment, and that addressing the issues outlined in the feedback letter may not result in a successful application.  We now actively encourage organisations to take their unsuccessful bids to second tier agencies so that they can do a thorough review of the proposal. 

Outreach

London’s Outreach Officer has run a series of one-day workshops with second tier agencies over the past year.  The agencies have either been locally based in borough or worked London wide – namely The Refugee Council and the Evelyn Oldfield Unit.  The workshops have been targeted at small BME led organisations, focussing on boroughs that have a high level of deprivation and an ethnically diverse population but have not been as successful as others in getting Community Fund awards.  It was hoped that participants would access further one to one support after the workshop from the agency if they wanted to make an application.

Six months later, we evaluated the initiative by contacting participants who came to one of four events.  We wanted to find out if they had gone back to the agency and if the workshop had improved their chances of success.  We attempted to speak to about 75 participants but only managed to speak to 25. This was due to either invalid contact details or no reply from our calls.   

Findings

Of the 25 organisations contacted:

9 had applied

5 were successful

3 were unsuccessful

1 was awaiting a decision

11 organisations were still intending to apply

We conclude from this that organisations attending an assessment workshop have a better chance of making a successful application.  The success rate of organisations attending an assessment workshop is 55%.  The average success rate for all applicants in London is currently 34%.  However, the assessment workshops do not automatically generate an increase in applications from the borough in which they are held.  Those that did not apply may not have seriously been considering applying or the workshop may have helped them to decide not apply.  We are not anxious to increase the number of applications, rather we wish to improve their quality.

All successful applicants sought advice from helper organisations.  All of the organisations still intending to apply had sought help from a second tier agency.   All successful applications came from organisations attending events with helper organisations, which were identified as offering a quality working partnership with the Community Fund and on-going advice to groups.

Organisations’ chances of success improve with practice.  The majority of successful applicants have made previous applications to the Community Fund.  All unsuccessful applicants were applying for the first time.

Conclusion

We will use these findings from both of these interventions to improve our pre-application support.  We want to use one to one sessions in a more targeted way and will encourage organisations that we work with to give further support after the workshops.

The Effect of the Grant Management Intervention

The Intervention

The one to one support from the two grant officers has focussed on financial procedures, employment issues and project planning – particularly communicating to the management committee their overall responsibility for the project.  We have also run some peer learning sessions on monitoring and evaluation.  This had involved grant officers from the London office nominating other grant holders who were particularly good at this aspect, and then we took a few of the pilot groups to these ‘experts’ to learn from their experience.  This has proven to be very useful as the groups were able to see some practical systems in place and to discuss how they might incorporate them into their own organisation.  

The two grant officers have also been referring groups onto second tier agencies, if they felt this was more appropriate either because they did not have the specialist skills or the help requested was to help the organisation generally rather than help them to deliver the Community Fund project.  

The Evaluation Framework

We developed a framework with a consultant, Annabel Jackson, to help us understand the impact of our work with grant holders.  We decided to focus on measuring the impact our project had on helping the organisation to deliver the outcomes of the grant that Community Fund had awarded them, rather than the impact of the project in strengthening the organisation generally.  However if the organisation is stronger as a result, then we are interested to know how much was due to the support we had given. 

These are the five questions we intended to answer as result of the final evaluation:

1. Does the support we give reduce the number of disputes/withdrawals in our sample group?

2. Do the groups deliver good quality projects?

3. Are the groups able to find alternative sources of funding at the end of the project if they need to?

4. Is the internal capacity of the organisations strengthened to deliver the project as a result of the support offered?

5. What kind of support is the most effective in helping organisations to deliver their project? 

The first two questions are answered by looking at monitoring data held by Community Fund and comparing it with a similar group of organisations, acting as a control.  We looked to see if the organisations have returned their monitoring information promptly and also tried to compare the quality of information with the control group.

On question 3, we have run some training that specifically looked at helping the groups develop proposals to continue their projects.  In the final interview we asked if any application forms have been completed to other trusts for continuation funding to see if the training made a difference.

For question 4, our consultant created a diagnostic tool, which was based mainly on our dispute research.  This identified the main reasons for disputes with all groups and also specifically BME groups.  The reasons are given below:

· 25% Management issues – this included: not returning monitoring forms and generally not complying with our terms and conditions

· 22% Financial mismanagement – this included: increase in project costs; double funding; inadequate financial reporting

· 19% Employment related – this included: no Equal Opportunity Policy; nepotism; unfair dismissal

· 12% Alleged fraud

· 10% Insolvency

The tool was developed so it would help us to highlight those areas that might lead the group into dispute so that we could focus our intervention there.  We tested the organisations at the beginning of the project and have compared these scores with those gathered at the end of the project using the same questionnaire.  

For the last question, we have developed a series of statements that encapsulates the activities and interventions of the grant officers, and asked the groups if they agree or disagree with them.  Examples include: 

· One to one support reminded us to regularly refer back to the original application form.

· My concerns were that the project was not beneficial because we have had other grants before.

At the final interview, we asked them to expand on their answers so we have as full a picture as possible about what people thought of the intervention itself.  

The Findings – Disputes

Disputes typically arise when a group breaches our terms and conditions.  This leads to suspension of grant payment until the matter is resolved.  They can be raised internally by grant officers or externally by a member of the public or someone involved in the group concerned.  

As part of this study we not only wanted to reduce the number of disputes, but also the time it took to resolve them, and see if we could prevent any from occurring.  

This report compares disputes associated with the groups in the BME project to all other grants held by organisations fitting all of the criteria below.

· Income less or equal to £100,000

· Grant less than a year in project delivery at start of the study
· Live grants during the study to Jan 04
Summary of disputes

	Group
	No of grants
	No of disputes
	%. of disputes
	Resolved
	Average timescale for resolution 
	Dispute type

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Internal
	External

	Pilot 
	50
	5
	10%
	3
	17 weeks
	2
	3

	Rest of Office 
	161
	14
	8.7%
	7
	27 weeks
	13
	1


There was a slightly higher percentage of disputes in the pilot group.  The disputes with these groups seemed to be more serious and included financial mismanagement and possible fraud.  Disputes with the rest of the office arose because of technical difficulties with constitutions, non-return of monitoring forms and unsuccessful completion of their projects.

We argue that some of the grants to the pilot groups were considered to be ‘high risk’, so we may expect a higher number of disputes.  The grant officers were also able to spend time with the groups to investigate further.   This has meant they uncovered some serious problems that might also exist in the control groups but these were not investigated to the same extent.  The higher number of externally raised disputes amongst the pilot groups may indicate that members of the organisations were using the greater interest of Community Fund staff as a means of arbitrating some internal conflicts.  However, most of their complaints were proven on investigation.     

Disputes with the pilot groups were resolved more quickly, and those that remain unresolved are with external bodies.  The grant officers also managed to prevent four disputes from occurring.  

Below is a brief summary of the complaints received about the pilot groups and how they were dealt with.    

Internally Raised Disputes

1. Concerns arose when the main contact of the grant holder was thought to be applying for his job twice through another organisation. The likelihood of both organisations operating as one but under two different names raised some concerns. There were also questions about improper recruitment procedures on the part of the grant holder.

A meeting with the organisation as well as communication with the local council indicated that both organisations operate within the same area, used to share committee members and have one key contact person working part-time for them. The council confirmed that both organisations operated separately, with different identities but complemented each other as regards service delivery. 

The dispute was quickly resolved and the grant officer was able to give advice to improve their recruitment procedures.

2. Concerns were raised when a routine grant management process identified a possible shortfall in grant budget for this capital project. The organisation took a bank loan to complete the project without written consent from Community Fund against advice.

The grant officer discussed implications of the loan with the grant holder, sought advice from the Fund’s Legal Advisor, requested and reviewed documents presented by the organisation in line with our requirements to enable a legal charge to be put on the grant. 

The dispute initially progressed quickly and within timescales. However, further progress has been hampered by response from the Charity Commission as regards their consent to the legal charge.

Externally Raised Disputes
1    A complaint was received from a member of staff of the grant holder, which appeared to indicate poor project delivery and financial mismanagement.
The investigation identified lapsed internal financial and management controls, poor employment practices as well as misrepresentation of information at the time of application. It also came to our notice that the organisation is managed through one active individual with virtually no input from management committee members. 

We found that, at the time of grant application, there was no active committee. The official chair at the time of application stated that she had no knowledge of organisation’s application to us, had never been to a committee meeting and disputed her signature on the application form.

The dispute is ongoing and is currently being reviewed by the Charity Commission.

2 Some committee members, excluded from the main committee because of inappropriate behaviour, made various claims against the executive members of the committee, including lack of activities, acting outside the constitution, and misappropriation of funds.  

We were not able to substantiate all of the complaints as some of them related to the governing documents of the group and had no impact on the project.  The break away group was advised to refer their concerns to the Charity Commission.  Where the Fund was responsible for investigating the complaints, they were unfortunately all founded.   

Despite the findings of the investigation, it was difficult to prove that the organisation acted intentionally. The organisation is currently working with the grant officer to implement appropriate procedures particularly around monitoring and financial recording. The dispute has been recommended for closure with high monitoring.

3 We received an anonymous complaint indicating that the co-ordinator was also acting as the chair of the organisation and that he was using the grant for himself and his family.  

Whilst investigating the complaint, many issues came to light, which would otherwise have gone unnoticed.  These related to how meetings were recorded, lack of knowledge of the organisation’s activities, payment of odd expenses to committee members and the recording of financial information.  The latter was the greatest area of concern.  

Some of the complaints were founded and on close inspection the system for recording of financial information was found to be in disarray.  However, it was clear that the organisation lacked basic systems and procedures and that there was no deliberate attempt to defraud.

The organisation has since been in contact with a well-known consultant to assist with developing a more effective and clearer financial system.  The problem identified is being worked through with the organisation according to an agreed plan.  Given that the project is delivering its outcomes the dispute has been recommended for closure with high monitoring. 

Prevented Disputes

1. Routine grant management identified that cheque signatories were staff members only, thereby removing responsibility from the management committee for the grant. Initial investigation concluded that there was no policy on delegation of powers to staff for the signing of cheques and that there was inadequate committee involvement in the running of the charity.

At a meeting between the grant officer and trustees, the management committee decided to take responsibility for financial controls, agreed an action plan for developing and improving procedures to detail the roles and responsibilities of trustees and how these relate to the day-to-day work of staff and volunteers. Where duties were delegated, the organisation implemented clear guidance showing scope and limits of the delegation and procedures for reporting back to the trustee body.

2. A complaint was received in a joint resignation letter from the chair and secretary regarding general decline in the systems of operation of the charity. Initial investigation identified that their concerns were confined to a misunderstanding among committee members with regard to the management of staff working on a project not funded by Community Fund. 

A meeting with the organisation as well as telephone communication with the former chair helped bring the matter to conclusion. The grant officer agreed an action plan for reviewing policies and procedures identified as potential pitfalls. 

3. A committee member raised concerns about potential conflict of interest during the recruitment of Community Fund funded posts. The grant officer was asked to participate in the short-listing process of both posts to ensure that recruitment procedures were followed and that the right applicants were appointed.  

Whilst going through the short-listing process, it was noted that recruitment procedures were not detailed.  There was no proposed schedule for scoring, including the grounds for rejecting or agreeing applications. No time scales were agreed for completing the interviews and giving feedback and no indication of how decisions were going to be made. There also seemed to be a lot of tension between some committee members that could have proved difficult to resolve.  However with the intervention of the grant officer, the situation was quickly and amicably resolved and a clear process developed to manage recruitment to the vacant posts. 

4. The grant officer was informed by the co-ordinator that a founder member of the organisation had decided to return and take charge of the activities of the group. 

This situation came about due to some minor infighting amongst committee members and the co-ordinator.  The founder member was initially invited to attend one of the committee meetings to see if she could assist with an internal issue between the chair and co-ordinator.  However, the group did not expect the founder to take over the running of the organisation and ban committee members from the premises.

The grant officer helped the committee and staff deal with the situation constructively and the organisation was soon back on track.

Conclusion

We believe that early intervention can make a difference in preventing disputes.  Although the overall figures for disputes seems disappointing as we were hoping for a reduction within the pilot group, we are pleased that we were able to deal with the problems more quickly.  

The Findings - Compliance

We decided to look at the promptness of monitoring returns for the pilot group and a comparable control group.  Returns included accounts, progress reports and other monitoring requirements such as copies of job advertisements.  This we took as a proxy for the quality of their management systems.  We also wanted to see if there was any difference in the quality of information in the progress reports between the two types of organisation.  

The criteria for selecting the control groups involved in this analysis are as follows:

· BME organisations

· Income size < £100K 

· Most recent awarded organisation - at least one more year project term

· Consider high risk  - classified risk level 2 or 3. 

While the control groups received no support over and above those provided by normal grant management requirements, the pilot groups received one-to-one support during the period covered by this analysis.

The Results
The chart below amalgamates information about all the returns from the groups.  
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Overall turnaround times Sep 02 to Jan 04

	
	Control Group
	Pilot Group

	Total number of returns due
	158
	129

	Total number of returns received/completed
	133 (84%)
	124 (96%)


· The majority of uncompleted returns are annual accounts

· The high number of returns required with control group reflects the fact that most grants were well advance in their first year at the beginning of the pilot.

Looking at an average, monitoring returns with the pilot group were 2.5 days late whereas returns with the control group were over five weeks late. However, as the chart shows this average is affected by outliers.  Although the control groups and the pilot groups showed similar patterns of return, it is the few very late returns that generates much work for grant officers and can lead to disputes.

Quality of Information

We attempted to compare the information contained in the progress reports to see if there was a difference in the quality of information.  The progress reports allow organisations to report on the number of beneficiaries they have seen and progress against tasks they have agreed to undertake.  These grants were made before the start of outcomes reporting, so they would only report against the activities they have completed rather than the impact they have made.  From the information we had, we could not see there was a difference between the two kinds of group.  The monitoring forms did not allow the groups to reflect on their project and tell us what they had learnt as a result.  This was disappointing and it is hoped that the new monitoring requirements linked to outcomes will rectify this.

Conclusion

The officer intervention did have an impact in this area and we would consider prompt return of monitoring information an indicator of performance for anybody undertaking this work in the future.

The Findings - Capacity Building

Annabel Jackson helped us to develop our evaluation framework.  As part of this she developed an evaluation tool.  She also analysed the final results of the tool and below is an extract of her report.  

1. Introduction

In January 2003 Annabel Jackson Associates produced an evaluation tool for Community Fund’s BME project. The purposes of the tool were to:

1. 
Clarify the objectives of the BME pilot programme, in particular to ensure that the boundaries are clear.

2. 
Clarify the objectives for each participant.

3. 
Provide a baseline of data for evaluation.

4.
Encourage reflection by the participants.

5. 
Manage expectations of the capacity building programme from the participants.

The evaluation tool was tightly drawn to reflect the factors that Community Fund has found to be correlated with disputes and project under-performance. We use the term under-performance rather than failure because the BME programme is about maximising outcomes from the Community Fund project, not the more negative goal of avoiding project failure. 

The tool has three sections:

1. 
Delivering the project. Does the organisation have the planning and control procedures and skills to ensure the project is delivered?

2.
Compliance. Does the organisation understand the Community Fund’s conditions of funding and have in place systems to ensure that they are met?

3. 
Reporting. Does the organisation have the knowledge and the systems to ensure that the achievements can be evidenced?

The evaluation tool questions are not comprehensive. They do not cover all the terms and conditions of funding, only those that have been implicated in disputes. 

2. Checking the Control Groups

The evaluation tool was applied by the Community Fund and the presence or application of a system judged as yes, no or partly. We transferred these judgements into scores by allocating two points for yes, one point for partly and no points for no.

The structure of the research was that the Community Fund applied the evaluation tool to:

1. One control group before and after its project. We have data on 17 organisations before the project and 16 after. This control group measures change over time, but might be biased if application of the evaluation tool in itself increases organisational awareness and capacity (which is likely to be the case).

2. One control group after the project. We have data on 33 organisations. This control group can be compared directly with the “after” results for the experimental group.

3. An experimental group. We have data on 48 groups, with the evaluation tool applied before and after the project. The data is incomplete for two organisations. 

Control groups are only useful if they are similar to the experimental group. Our analysis shows that the control groups are similar to the experimental group in terms of the number of staff, age and income level.  The experimental group has a slightly larger Community Fund grant, a higher number of planned future applications and a slightly larger amount of money raised towards the future of the project. The number of second tier agencies the organisations are in contact with is not significantly different between the experimental or control groups. “The number of second tier agencies the organisations are in contact with” is a relatively weak proxy for the quality of assistance available to each award recipient. However, the high numbers recorded suggest that the control groups received plenty of support even if they were not on the capacity building project, which reduces their value as a control group.

Table 1:  Number Of Staff (FT)

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	Minimum
	0 
	0
	0
	0

	Maximum
	2
	4
	4
	4

	Mean
	0.4
	0.9
	0.6
	0.7

	Standard Deviation
	0.8
	1.1
	0.9
	1.0


Table 2: Number Of Staff (PT)

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	Minimum
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Maximum
	2
	13
	8
	13

	Mean
	0.6
	1.8
	1.4
	1.4

	Standard Deviation
	0.7
	2.4
	1.9
	2.0


Table 3: Year Established

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	Minimum
	1976
	1845
	1980
	1845

	Maximum
	2001
	2001
	2000
	2001

	Mean
	1994
	1984
	1995
	1991

	Stand Dev (Years)
	6.7
	28.7
	4.5
	18.3


Table 4: Income Level (£)

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	Minimum
	          2,651 
	           4,080 
	           2,901 
	          2,651 

	Maximum
	         73,495 
	       108,558 
	         99,846 
	       108,558 

	Mean
	         28,987 
	         45,466 
	         40,409 
	         40,246 

	Standard Deviation
	         19,943 
	         32,983 
	         25,842 
	         27,968 


Table 5: Size of Grant (£)

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	Minimum
	         37,350 
	          7,554 
	         11,816 
	          7,554 

	Maximum
	       242,959 
	       194,056 
	       262,427 
	       262,427 

	Mean
	         83,932 
	         80,360 
	       101,788 
	         91,553 

	Standard Deviation
	         52,160 
	         51,807 
	         57,426 
	         55,131 


Table 6: Award Date

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	Minimum
	11-Mar-03
	8-Aug-00
	8-Aug-00
	8-Aug-00

	Maximum
	9-Sep-03
	7-Mar-03
	3-Jul-02
	9-Sep-03

	Mean
	29-Apr-03
	30-Oct-01
	8-Jan-02
	5-Mar-02

	Stand Dev (Days)
	55.1
	274.6
	181.3
	279.3


Table 7: No. of 2nd Tier Agencies in contact with

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	Minimum
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Maximum
	30
	20
	15
	30

	Mean
	9.2
	4.7
	5.2
	5.8

	Standard Deviation
	9.5
	4.7
	3.8
	5.6


Table 8: Planned No. of future applications

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	Minimum
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Maximum
	3
	7
	20
	20

	Mean
	1.4
	1.5
	3.4
	2.4

	Standard Deviation
	1.2
	1.9
	4.5
	3.6


Table 9: Amount raised towards the future of the project (£)

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	Minimum
	               0   
	               0   
	               0   
	               0   

	Maximum
	         40,000 
	         20,000 
	         70,000 
	         70,000 

	Mean
	          2,667 
	          1,200 
	          4,727 
	          3,310 

	Standard Deviation
	         10,328 
	          4,243 
	         15,004 
	         11,929 


3.  Analysis of the Results

The first application of the evaluation tool was to the experimental group and impressions in Community Fund were that ratings were lenient (biased towards the high side). Our analysis confirms this. The average (mean) “before” scores were higher for the experimental group for ten out of the eleven subject areas. The exception is “outcomes”.

Our second concern, mentioned above, was that application of the evaluation tool was itself an element of capacity building. Again, our analysis confirms this view. “After” scores for the control group that received the evaluation tool before and after its project were consistently higher than “after” scores for the control group that only received the evaluation tool after its project. “After” scores were higher for ten out of the eleven subject areas. The exception is “service delivery”.

These two sources of bias still leave the choice of comparing “after” results for the control groups and the experimental group. The experimental had higher average (mean) “after” scores for all of the eleven subject areas when compared to the control groups. This can be taken as tentative proof that the BME project improved the capacity in its participant groups.

We also carried out an analysis showing change over time for individual organisations. The results from this analysis are less useful because of the apparent leniency problem. The percent of the group that improved during the project was higher for the control group for every area except financial control.

Our final analysis compared the subject areas where improvement occurred. This analysis is, of course only possible for the experimental group and the “before” and “after” control group. The two areas of greatest change for the control group were outcomes and service delivery, suggesting a usual process of learning through doing. The two areas of greatest change for the experimental group were financial control and administration, which suggests a deeper level of change within the organisation.

Table 10: Project Planning

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	12
	0
	0
	18
	0

	Maximum
	25
	24
	26
	26
	27
	27

	Mean
	20.5
	20.0
	16.4
	21.3
	23.1
	20.6

	Standard Deviation
	5.9
	4.1
	8.8
	5.9
	2.5
	6.2


Table 11: Budgeting

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	4
	0
	0
	7
	0

	Maximum
	16
	14
	16
	16
	16
	16

	Mean
	10.7
	10.8
	10.0
	12.1
	13.8
	11.9

	Standard Deviation
	3.7
	2.6
	5.2
	2.7
	2.6
	3.7


Table 12: Financial Control

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	8
	0
	0
	11
	0

	Maximum
	18
	18
	18
	18
	18
	18

	Mean
	15.2
	15.6
	12.9
	16.0
	16.1
	15.3

	Standard Deviation
	4.3
	2.5
	6.6
	2.8
	2.2
	4.0


Table 13: Financial Reporting

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	8
	0
	0
	11
	0

	Maximum
	16
	16
	16
	16
	16
	16

	Mean
	14.0
	14.0
	10.8
	14.3
	14.6
	13.6

	Standard Deviation
	4.1
	2.4
	5.5
	2.7
	1.5
	3.6


Table 14: Recruitment

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	13
	0
	0
	7
	0

	Maximum
	20
	20
	20
	20
	20
	20

	Mean
	16.9
	16.9
	14.5
	18.5
	18.6
	17.4

	Standard Deviation
	6.2
	2.7
	7.8
	3.1
	2.8
	4.9


Table 15: Management
	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	8
	0
	0
	2
	0

	Maximum
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22

	Mean
	18.0
	16.1
	15.2
	19.8
	19.8
	18.3

	Standard Deviation
	6.1
	4.0
	8.6
	3.8
	4.4
	5.8


Table 16: Service Delivery

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	0
	0
	0
	12
	0

	Maximum
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22

	Mean
	17.0
	14.8
	14.9
	18.9
	19.8
	17.7

	Standard Deviation
	5.2
	7.7
	7.4
	3.4
	2.4
	5.4


Table 17: Governance

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	0

	Maximum
	20
	20
	20
	20
	20
	20

	Mean
	15.1
	13.6
	11.8
	16.4
	17.1
	15.3

	Standard Deviation
	5.1
	5.4
	6.7
	3.9
	2.9
	5.0


Table 18: Administration

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	7
	0
	0
	8
	0

	Maximum
	14
	14
	14
	14
	14
	14

	Mean
	11.6
	11.4
	10.5
	12.9
	12.6
	12.0

	Standard Deviation
	3.8
	2.4
	5.3
	2.2
	1.6
	3.2


Table 19: Outputs
	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	10
	0
	0
	10
	0

	Maximum
	24
	24
	24
	24
	24
	24

	Mean
	20.9
	19.5
	16.7
	21.2
	21.6
	20.2

	Standard Deviation
	6.1
	4.7
	8.7
	4.2
	3.6
	5.7


Table 20: Outcomes

	
	17 Control
	33 Control
	48 Experimental
	Overall

	
	Before
	After
	After
	Before
	After
	

	Minimum
	0
	18
	0
	0
	12
	0

	Maximum
	32
	32
	32
	24
	32
	32

	Mean
	26.4
	25.9
	21.1
	20.5
	28.0
	24.0

	Standard Deviation
	8.6
	4.8
	11.8
	5.2
	5.7
	8.1


Change over time for individual organisations

Table 21: Project Planning

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	9
	56%
	16
	33%

	Same
	1
	6%
	7
	15%

	Decreased
	6
	38%
	25
	52%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Table 22: Budgeting

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	7
	44%
	11
	23%

	Same
	2
	13%
	9
	19%

	Decreased
	7
	44%
	28
	58%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Table 23: Financial Control

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	5
	31%
	18
	38%

	Same
	4
	25%
	14
	29%

	Decreased
	7
	44%
	16
	33%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Table 24: Financial Reporting

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	7
	44%
	14
	29%

	Same
	1
	6%
	17
	35%

	Decreased
	8
	50%
	17
	35%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Table 25: Recruitment

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	8
	50%
	9
	19%

	Same
	5
	31%
	26
	54%

	Decreased
	3
	19%
	13
	27%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Table 26: Management

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	9
	56%
	15
	31%

	Same
	2
	13%
	16
	33%

	Decreased
	5
	31%
	17
	35%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Table 27: Service Delivery

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	9
	56%
	14
	29%

	Same
	2
	13%
	9
	19%

	Decreased
	5
	31%
	25
	52%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Table 28: Governance

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	8
	50%
	16
	33%

	Same
	3
	19%
	8
	17%

	Decreased
	5
	31%
	24
	50%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Table 29: Administration

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	7
	44%
	17
	35%

	Same
	4
	25%
	20
	42%

	Decreased
	5
	31%
	11
	23%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Table 30: Outputs

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	7
	44%
	12
	35%

	Same
	6
	38%
	19
	42%

	Decreased
	3
	19%
	17
	23%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Table 31: Outcomes

	
	17 Control
	48 Experimental

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Increased
	11
	69%
	6
	13%

	Same
	2
	13%
	1
	2%

	Decreased
	3
	19%
	41
	85%

	Total
	16
	100%
	48
	100%


Areas most likely to improve

Table 32: 17 Control Group
	Outcomes
	11
	69%

	Service Delivery
	9
	56%

	Project Planning
	9
	56%

	Management
	9
	56%

	Recruitment
	8
	50%

	Governance
	8
	50%

	Budgeting
	7
	44%

	Administration
	7
	44%

	Outputs
	7
	44%

	Financial Reporting
	7
	44%

	Financial Control
	5
	31%


Table 33: 48 Experimental Group
	Financial Control
	18
	38%

	Administration
	17
	35%

	Project Planning
	16
	33%

	Governance
	16
	33%

	Management
	15
	31%

	Service Delivery
	14
	29%

	Financial Reporting
	14
	29%

	Outputs
	12
	25%

	Budgeting
	11
	23%

	Recruitment
	9
	19%

	Outcomes
	6
	13%


Table 34: Overall
	Project Planning
	25
	39%

	Administration
	24
	38%

	Management
	24
	38%

	Governance
	24
	38%

	Service Delivery
	23
	36%

	Financial Control
	23
	36%

	Financial Reporting
	21
	33%

	Outputs
	19
	30%

	Budgeting
	18
	28%

	Outcomes
	17
	27%

	Recruitment
	17
	27%

	
	
	


Comment on the Tool from Community Fund
The tool was a helpful exercise for us and did show us where we have made a difference.  The leniency issue was probably caused by a confusion of roles for the two grant officers who were attempting to develop a relationship of trust with grant holders at the time, and then were also trying to conduct an audit.  On reflection, it may have been more useful for other members of the team to conduct the ‘audit’ and let the officers continue delivering the support.  The respective roles would have been clearer. 

Some of the questions were naïve and did not take into account of the fact that it was a funder asking them.  For example, it is unlikely that any grant holder would answer ‘no’ to ‘Is all the money accounted for?’ if asked by a funder.  There were a few questions which would have lead immediately to dispute if the grant holder had answered ‘no’, so the exercise did not lead to a great deal of openness, understandably.  

Despite all of this, we thought the tool was a useful for us and the groups in the pilot.  We think it might need some more work to take into account the roles of the funder and grant holder before it is more widely used.   It is printed in appendix one.  

Analysis of the Intervention 

All the pilot groups interviewed were asked their opinion about the intervention.  The grant officers compiled a list of statements that described how the one to one support had made a difference and asked a representative from each of the groups to agree or disagree.  The questionnaire and the results are reprinted in appendix two.  The questioning focussed on the one to one support given by the two grant officers, but comments were received about the evaluation tool, the training and the peer learning sets.  Overall the verdict was very positive on all aspects of the intervention.  However, some respondents would have welcomed more visits from the grant officers, and for the assistance to have continued throughout their grant.  

Generally, all the groups were positive about the contribution that the grant officers made to their project delivery and the wider impact they had on the organisation.  There were four ways in which their support impacted on the organisation and the project:

1. Practical impact

2. Strategic impact

3. Emotional impact

4. Connection with other agencies

1. Practical impact

The grant officers focussed on the development and implementation of policies and procedures.  They helped organisations develop them where they were absent, for example complaints procedures, health and safety policies and advised them to register for data protection where it was needed.  They also reminded organisations of current policies that were not being implemented.  One organisation, for example, was not making sure that cheques were being signed by committee members rather than staff, others were not ensuring that volunteers expenses were being claimed against evidence of expenditure, rather than verbal claims.  By working with key staff, these issues were resolved and systems were put in place so that policies were implemented.  

The grant officers spent some time early on in the programme explaining the reporting cycle of Community Fund and what would be required of the groups.  Respondents said that this was helpful in de-mystifying the process and enabled them to plan.  Both officers encouraged the project workers to refer back to the application form so that they were confident they knew what they would be expected to deliver and report on.  This strategy was particularly helpful for staff new to the organisation and to the project who had not been involved in the development of the initial bid.  The organisations also reported that they were confident about negotiating any changes to the project or to the organisation that may affect the project.  

The officers tried to ensure they explained these processes to more than one person, this helped with continuity within the organisation when there was a change of staff.  

2. Strategic Impact

A couple of respondents said that the filling in the evaluation tool helped them to understand their strengths and weaknesses and acted as a kind of action plan so they could address their weaknesses.  

The two-day training, which looked to help organisations develop exit strategies for the project, was described as exceptional by one respondent in that it forced participants to prepare project proposals for feedback from grant officers.  This was seen as very practical and the participants had a valuable starting point for planning the future at the end of the two days.  

The grant officers also had a part to play in helping the organisations plan for the future.  They advised on fundraising strategy and also provided some guidance on focussing service delivery on what the organisation did well rather than trying to be all things to all people.  

3. Emotional Impact

Many respondents found the support from the grant officers ‘reassuring’ and they became more like ‘friends’ rather than inspectors.   This relationship evolved and a couple of people admitted that they were nervous at the outset but were quickly put at ease.  One worker involved in a dispute said the relationship with the grant officer made her feel confident that the difficulty would be resolved quickly and fairly.  

A couple of project workers mentioned that the regular phone calls made by one of the grant officers had helped to establish a regular dialogue and trust.   

4. Connection with other Agencies

The grant officers signposted groups on to other agencies if they felt that more in-depth support was needed.  This has resulted in more contact with second tier agencies for some groups, and some have said they have been able to be more specific in their requests for help from these agencies.  One co-ordinator admitted that he had been nervous about approaching agencies but once he understood that they were set up to help organisations such as his own, he was more confident about asking for help. 

Both officers have discussed quality assurance systems with the organisations.  Many were in the process of gaining a standard before their project started or already had one.  One respondent said that his conversation with the grant officer about quality standards helped him understand why it was important to maintain the standard.  Another said that the grant officer helped him understand the range of quality standards available and why it would help the organisation to achieve this recognition.

Conclusions from Grant Management

To return to the five questions we asked at the outset:

1.  Does the support we give reduce the number of disputes/withdrawals in our sample group?

2. Do the groups deliver good quality projects?

3. Are the groups able to find alternative sources of funding at the end of the project if they need to?

4. Is the internal capacity of the organisations strengthened to deliver the project as a result of the support offered?

5. What kind of support is the most effective in helping organisations to deliver their project? 

There was mixed results for the first two questions.  We were unable to reduce the disputes but we did reduce the amount of time to resolution for most, and we prevented four from occurring.  We are unable to say definitively whether the projects were of a good quality, but we can say that compliance to our monitoring requirements were met within a reasonable timescale which may be an indication of improved management procedures.

In the final evaluation cycle we were able to show that the pilot groups had made or were planning to make a higher number of applications to other organisations for the continuation of their grant than those in the control group.

The evaluation tool showed that we probably made a difference to the strength of the organisations, particularly in the area of financial control.  Our own questionnaire about the kinds of intervention told us that it was a mixture of intervention that seemed to be helpful, but that the one to one support was greatly valued.

Future of the Programme

The London office has learnt a great deal about small BME voluntary organisations through this programme and has been developing a scheme that would allow it to continue in another form.  Now we wish to broaden this initiative to include more mainstream small organisations, while continuing to give BME organisations priority.  The aims of the new scheme are two-fold: to support smaller organisations to complete their projects and extend their capacity; and to continue our learning about effective ways to support small organisations.  

Recently we have asked for proposals from appropriate agencies that would work in partnership with us to deliver this support.  The two areas of delivery we are looking for are:

1. Project delivery support

This would involve tailored support to small, high-risk grant holders, focusing on those areas that are the greatest threat to performance.  We are interested in this group because we want to continue to make high-risk grants but we want to protect our investment also.  We would want the support to ensure the grant holders could deliver high quality services and report confidently on their outcomes.  This support would be delivered in the first year of the award with some exit strategy work done with the organisation half way through the grant.  We would wish to refer up to 40 organisations a year.  These groups would not be exclusively from BME communities, as we believe that the issues affecting groups in the pilot are common across all small groups.

2. Strategic financial planning

This would be a support package that will help smaller but relatively stable groups (in terms of finance and staff) to broaden their sources of funding.  This intervention would be less about protecting our investment and more about lowering our own barriers to exit.  We want to address the issue of core funding for BME groups in particular, and help them develop some financial strategies so that they are not solely reliant on volatile trust funding, such as ours. The intervention could be delivered by agencies that work to the social enterprise model.  We would want to refer up to 10 organisations a year.  BME groups would be a priority, but we may want to refer mainstream organisations if it was appropriate.  

In February, we received 17 proposals and encouraged five of those to make a full application.  We hope to make, at most, two grants in June this year.   

Final Remarks

Three themes seem to have emerged from the project:

1. The extent of formalisation

2. The tension between service delivery and management 

3. The importance of working with other organisations

We saw in the unfunded groups in the research how some of them had few policies and structures in place.  This made them unattractive to us as funders.  The groups within the pilot were a mixture of highly formal organisations that were successful at attaining quality standards, to those who were just starting to develop their systems.  The importance of having well used systems and procedures was demonstrated by their lack, both of presence and implementation, in those organisations that went into dispute.  At the other end of the scale, those organisations that were successful at accessing funds considered their biggest challenge to be improving and maintaining their management systems. 

There seemed to be a tension between service delivery and management of the project, as if these were separate activities.  This was shown by the reluctance of some organisations in the pilot to collect service user information.  This appeared to be an activity solely for the benefit of funders and unrelated to the activity they were engaged in.  Through our training, we have impressed upon the organisations about how they should use this information to inform their service delivery, and that this data collection is integral to what they do.  

Lastly, the importance of working with others emerged as a key factor in developing a successful service.  The small, unfunded organisations seemed to work very much in isolation.  The groups in the pilot had a range of contacts and were part of a number of networks.  Not all of these will be useful or provide the best advice, however, these contacts showed us that these groups were prepared to listen to external advice and also they wanted to influence others.  

We hope that the work of the project will continue to inform the Big Lottery Fund and the way it funds small organisations.  We also hope that this will be useful to those agencies working alongside the groups to help improve their service delivery and chances of survival.

Kate Hinds

BME Project Chair

Appendix 1

CAPACITY BUILDING EVALUATION TOOL


	
	

	1. Organisation name
	

	2. Interviewee
	


	1. PLANNING
	

	A. Does the organisation have a project plan for the Community Fund project?
	Yes
	No, go to question 2

	B. Quality of the project plan: 
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Does the organisation have a list of tasks for achieving the project?
	
	
	
	

	2. Is the list of tasks comprehensive?
	
	
	
	

	3. Does the plan have a date when each task needs to be completed?
	
	
	
	

	4. Is there a named person responsible for each task?
	
	
	
	

	5. Are the activities likely to generate the outcomes?
	
	
	
	

	6. Is the organisation monitoring the external events that could affect the success of the project?
	
	
	
	

	7. Is the organisation aware of where tasks are dependent on other organisations?
	
	
	
	

	8. Does the organisation have contact with other organisations running similar projects?
	
	
	
	

	9. Does the organisation have back up plans for the project?
	
	
	
	

	10. Is the organisation changing the plan as a result of lessons from the project?
	
	
	
	

	11. Does the organisation understand the procedure for discussing any potential changes to the project with the Community Fund?
	
	
	
	

	12. Is the organisation keeping up to date with relevant policy changes?
	
	
	
	

	13. Does the organisation have an exit strategy for the project?
	
	
	
	

	C. Use of the project plan: 
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Was the plan signed off by the management committee?
	
	
	
	

	2. Does the organisation report on progress against the plan at each trustee meeting?
	
	
	
	

	3. Is the plan reviewed at least quarterly?
	
	
	
	

	4. Is the plan used by staff/volunteers?
	
	
	
	

	5. Is progress on the project in accordance with the plan?
	
	
	
	


	2. PROJECT BUDGETING
	

	A. Does the organisation have an itemised budget for the project?
	Yes
	No, go to question 3

	B. Quality of the project budget: 
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Do the figures include the costs of meeting Community Fund conditions? (e.g. professional fees and open market recruitment)
	
	
	
	

	2. Do the figures include the overhead costs of running the project? 
	
	
	
	

	3. Do the figures allow for inflation and cost of living increases?
	
	
	
	

	4. Does the project have a contingency budget?
	
	
	
	

	5. Does the organisation have alternative sources of income if costs exceed budget?
	
	
	
	

	6. Has the organisation carried out any sensitivity analysis?
	
	
	
	

	7. Are any planned changes to the budget agreed by management committee?
	
	
	
	

	8. Does the organisation understand the procedure for discussing any potential changes to the budget with the Community Fund?
	
	
	
	

	C. Use of the budget: 
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Is the budget reviewed at least quarterly?
	
	

	2. Does the organisation report on the budget at each management committee meeting?
	
	

	3. Is expenditure on the project within the budget?
	
	





	3. FINANCIAL CONTROL
	

	A. Does the organisation have a system of financial controls in place?
	Yes
	No, go to question 4

	B. Quality of the financial controls: 
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Does the organisation account for the Community Fund project separately from its other projects and activities?
	
	
	
	

	2. Does the organisation get competitive quotes for supplies?
	
	
	
	

	3. Does the organisation only pay against invoices or receipts? (rather than verbal claims etc.)
	
	
	
	

	4. Does the organisation have sensible controls over who can sign cheques?
	
	
	
	

	5. Does the organisation operate a petty cash book?
	
	
	
	

	6. Does the organisation have receipts for expenditure?
	
	
	
	

	7. Does the organisation do a monthly bank reconciliation? (to check bank statements against cheque stubs and receipts)?
	
	
	
	

	8. Are national insurance and income tax payments (PAYE) up to date?
	
	
	
	

	9. Does the organisation produce monthly cash flow projections?
	
	
	
	

	C. Application of the financial controls:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Is all money accounted for?
	
	
	
	

	2. Is the Community Fund money being used for the purposes agreed?
	
	
	
	






	4. FINANCIAL REPORTING
	

	A. Does the organisation produce financial statements? 
	Yes
	No, go to question 8

	B. Quality of their financial statements: 
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Are accounts computerised?
	
	
	
	

	2. Does the organisation produce figures for surplus/deficit?
	
	
	
	

	3. Does the organisation produce a balance sheet?
	
	
	
	

	4. Are any overspends or underspends explained in the accounts?
	
	
	
	

	5. Are accounts audited/subject to external examination?
	
	
	
	

	6. Do the organisation’s accounts show the Community Fund grant as restricted funds?
	
	
	
	

	7. Are reports submitted to the Charities Commissioner on time?
	
	
	
	

	8. Does the organisation analyse value for money? (e.g. through calculating unit costs)
	
	
	
	

	C. Use of the financial statements:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Are accounts presented to the management board at least quarterly?
	
	
	
	

	2. Can members of the management committee understand accounts?
	
	
	
	

	3. Does the organisation have access to independent financial advice?
	
	
	
	





	5. RECRUITMENT
	

	A. Does the organisation have a procedure for recruiting staff?
	Yes
	No, please go to question 5

	B. Quality of their recruitment procedure:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments



	1. Does the organisation evaluate the need for the post(s)?
	
	
	
	

	2. Does the organisation identify the skills needed for the post(s)?
	
	
	
	

	3. Does the organisation advertise the post(s) publicly?
	
	
	
	

	4. Are applications asked for in writing?
	
	
	
	

	5. Is assessment of applications done by more than one person?
	
	
	
	

	6. Does assessment of applications include at least one person from outside the organisation?
	
	
	
	

	7. Does the organisation keep a record of the assessment of applications?
	
	
	
	

	8. Are relevant checks carried out? (e.g. on child protection, whether applicants have the right to work)
	
	
	
	

	9. Is there a written job description for the post(s)?
	
	
	
	

	10. Do employees have written contracts?
	
	
	
	

	C. Application of the recruitment procedure:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Are the procedures properly documented? 
	
	
	
	

	2. Are appointment decisions authorised by the management committee?
	
	
	
	

	3. Are conflicts of interest avoided? (e.g. staff or trustees should not assess their own applications or those of their family)
	
	
	
	





	6. MANAGEMENT
	

	A. Does the organisation have procedures for managing staff?
	Yes
	No, go to question 6

	B. Quality of their management procedures: 
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Does the organisation have an equal opportunities policy?
	
	
	
	

	2. Does the organisation have a procedure for staff induction? (introducing new members of staff to the organisation)
	
	
	
	

	3. Are lines of reporting clear?
	
	
	
	

	4. Is there a procedure for communicating organisational decisions to staff and volunteers? 
	
	
	
	

	5. Does the organisation have records of absence, annual leave and time off in lieu?
	
	
	
	

	6. Does the organisation have a procedure for supervising staff and volunteers?
	
	
	
	

	7. Does the organisation have a procedure for disciplining staff and volunteers?
	
	
	
	

	8. Does the organisation have a procedure for dealing with grievances from staff and volunteers?
	
	
	
	

	9. Does the organisation have a procedure for assessing the training needs of staff?
	
	
	
	

	10. Does the organisation provide training for staff?
	
	
	
	

	11. Do staff have annual appraisals?
	
	
	
	

	C. Application of the management procedure:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Are the procedures properly documented?
	
	
	
	

	2. Are staff and volunteers reasonably diverse?
	
	
	
	

	3. Is staff morale high? (e.g. staff retention)
	
	
	
	





	7. SERVICE DELIVERY
	

	A. Is the organisation client focused? 
	Yes
	No, go to question 7

	B. Quality of their interaction with the service users:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Does the organisation have up to date publicity material about the services available?
	
	
	
	

	2. Are opening hours publicised?
	
	
	
	

	3. Do opening hours include some periods beyond 9am to 5pm?
	
	
	
	

	4. Is there an answering machine outside of opening hours?
	
	
	
	

	5. Is the organisation culturally sensitive across its target group?
	
	
	
	

	6. Does the organisation carry out research into service users’ needs?
	
	
	
	

	7. Is the organisation aware of barriers that could prevent people in need from accessing their services?
	
	
	
	

	8. Are clients represented on the management committee?
	
	
	
	

	9. Is client information confidential within the organisation?
	
	
	
	

	10. Is the organisation registered for data protection?
	
	
	
	

	11. Does the organisation have a procedure for service users to complain?
	
	
	
	

	C. Depth of client focus:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Is the client base reasonably wide?
	
	
	
	

	2. Do relevant organisations know about the organisation?
	
	
	
	

	3. Do relevant organisations refer clients to the organisation?
	
	
	
	





	8. GOVERNANCE
	

	A. Do they have systems for governance?
	Yes
	No

	B. Quality of their governance systems: 
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Do members of the management committee have a clear statement of their responsibilities?
	
	
	
	

	2. Does the management committee have a balance of skills?
	
	
	
	

	3. Does the organisation have an annual timetable of meetings for the management committee?
	
	
	
	

	4. Does the organisation keep minutes of management committee meetings?
	
	
	
	

	5. Is there a process of induction for new members?
	
	
	
	

	6. Is there a process of support for new members?
	
	
	
	

	7. Is there a process for removing unsatisfactory members?
	
	
	
	

	8. Does the organisation have a register of conflicts of interest?
	
	
	
	

	9. Does the organisation have rules to restrict trustees or staff making decisions where they have a conflict of interest?
	
	
	
	

	10. Does the organisation understand the requirement to notify the Community Fund of any changes in the constitution?
	
	
	
	

	C. Application of the governance procedures:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Do management committee members have enough information about the operation of the organisation?
	
	
	
	

	2. Does the management committee have the skills needed to set the direction of the organisation?
	
	
	
	

	3. Does the management committee support the staff?
	
	
	
	





	9. ADMINISTRATION
	

	A. Do they have appropriate administrative systems?
	Yes
	No

	B. Quality of their administrative systems: 
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Do publicity materials on the project acknowledge the support of the Community Fund?
	
	
	
	

	2. Does the organisation have appropriate security systems for premises and equipment?
	
	
	
	

	3. Does the organisation keep back up copies of computer data? 
	
	
	
	

	4. Does the organisation comply with health and safety requirements?
	
	
	
	

	5. Does the organisation have appropriate insurance cover for liability?
	
	
	
	

	6. Does the organisation have appropriate insurance cover for premises and equipment?
	
	
	
	

	7. Does the organisation have a clear filing system?
	
	
	
	

	C. Use of the administrative systems:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Are the systems documented?
	
	
	
	

	2. Are the systems up to date?
	
	
	
	





	10. OUTPUTS
	

	A. Do they have a system for measuring outputs? 
	Yes
	No, go to question 10

	B. Quality of their measurement of outputs: 
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Does the organisation have information on the number of service users?
	
	
	
	

	2. Does this information cover all their services?
	
	
	
	

	3. Does the organisation have information on the number of times each service users uses services? (repeat visits)
	
	
	
	

	4. Is the information complete?
	
	
	
	

	5. Is the information up dated at least quarterly?
	
	
	
	

	6. Is the information computerised?
	
	
	
	

	C. Use of output information:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Does the organisation check its outputs against those on the project application form?
	
	
	
	

	2. Does the organisation use the information to improve service delivery?
	
	
	
	

	3. Is output information regularly reported to the management committee?
	
	
	
	

	4. Does the organisation follow up users who stop using the service?
	
	
	
	

	5. Does the organisation compare its outputs with those of similar organisations?
	
	
	
	





	11. OUTCOMES
	

	A. Does the organisation have a procedure for checking that their project has made a difference to beneficiaries? (outcome evaluation)
	Yes
	No

	B. Quality of their outcome evaluation:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Does the organisation have information on the profile of service users? (age, sex, ethnicity, location)
	
	
	
	

	2. Has the organisation identified the possible ways in which the project could make a difference to service users? (the outcomes)
	
	
	
	

	3. Does the organisation have qualitative information on the ways in which the project makes a difference to service users?
	
	
	
	

	4. Does the organisation have quantitative data on the ways in which the project makes a difference to service users?
	
	
	
	

	5. Is the information relatively complete?
	
	
	
	

	6. Is the information unbiased? (not just repeat or successful clients)
	
	
	
	

	7. Is the outcome system measuring the right things? 
	
	
	
	

	8. Does the organisation produce reports on service user outcomes?
	
	
	
	

	C. Use of outcome information:
	Yes
	Partly
	No 
	Comments

	1. Does the organisation check its outcomes against those on the project application form?
	
	
	
	

	2. Is the organisation using the information to improve service delivery?
	
	
	
	

	3. Is outcome information reported to the management committee?
	
	
	
	


	No. of 2nd Tier Agencies in contact with


	

	Planned No. of future applications


	

	Amount raised towards the future of the project


	

	Do you have any Quality Assurance system?
	


Appendix 2

Analysis of Intervention Questionnaire

We asked for feedback on these statements.  The value on the right indicates the level of agreement or not of the respondents with the statement across the groups, where:

 4 = strongly agree,  3  = agree, 2 = disagree, 1  = strongly disagree

	The one to one support from Community Fund achieved these objectives for my organisation:
	Value

	1. Gave us a contact point we trusted.
	3.6

	2. Gave us an external view of how our organisation works.
	3.5

	3. Helped us to identify gaps in our system.
	3.6

	4. Helped to keep the project on track.
	3.7

	5. Reminded us to regularly refer back to the original application form.
	3.4

	6. Helped us to focus attention on the needs of the Community Fund project.
	3.5

	7. Encouraged us to seek support from second-tier agencies.
	3.2

	8. Helped us to be precise when requesting support from second-tier agencies.
	3.6

	9. Provided continuity and familiarity with the project when there has been a change of key staff in the organisation.
	3.3

	10. Gave us a better understanding of the Community Fund’s ways of working.
	3.5

	11. Encouraged us to take up a quality system.
	3.3

	12. Helped our management committee to understand their responsibility for the project.
	3.2

	13. Encouraged us to involve users in the running of the project.
	3.5

	14. Encouraged us to increase the number of written policies.
	3.5

	15. Encouraged us to increase the use of policies.
	3.5

	16. Has improved the quality of our reporting to Community Fund.
	3.5

	17. Has helped us to plan ahead.
	3.5

	18. Encouraged us more to attend training.
	3.4

	19. Encouraged committee members to attend training.
	3.3

	My concerns about the one to one support from Community Fund were:
	Value

	20. It took more time than I would have liked.
	2

	21. It felt intrusive/nosy.
	1.7

	22. Was only useful for me in the first year of the grant.
	2

	23. Was not beneficial to us because we were not ready to receive it.
	1.5

	24. Was not beneficial to us because we have had grants before.
	1.6

	25. Was not beneficial to us because we already had a quality assurance system.
	1.7

	The Evaluation Tool had these effects on our organisation:
	Value

	26. Encouraged internal discussion.
	3.2

	27. Identified issues needing action.
	3.3

	28. Generated unnecessary work.
	3.3

	29. Helped us to introduce quality assurance systems.
	2.1

	30. Gave us confidence that our management systems are adequate.
	3.1

	31. Was not clear.
	3
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Among the Control Group, 32 returns delayed for more than 3 months, there were no delays with Pilot groups over 3 months.
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