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Background and Funders

Cornwall Voluntary Sector Forum (CVSF) commissioned this report from Perfect Moment with
funding from the European Social Fund, Big Lottery Fund, Penwith Community Development
Trust, Cornwall County Council and Penwith District Council. Partners in the research
programme were Cornwall Centre for Volunteers and Cornwall College. Our conclusions and
recommendations are the results of our professional experience and judgement and are
based on survey and interview information provided to us by organisations in Cornwall and
the region, plus secondary data provided to us by a range of other agencies. The GuideStar
data used in parts of this report has been provided to us by GuideStar UK - the most
comprehensive online encyclopaedia of charities at www.guidestar.org.uk.

This report acts as an extended summary of the main Valuing the Voluntary Sector document
which contains full appendices including the bibliography, lists of interviewees and the survey
questionnaire. The full report is available from CVSF or from Perfect Moment at
www.perfect-moment.co.uk. Large print versions of this report are available from the
contacts listed on this page. Downloadable PDFs of the report are available from:
www.perfect-moment.co.uk.

Disclaimer

Any use which a third party makes of this document or the information contained herein, or
any decisions they make based upon it, are entirely the responsibility of the third party and
they should exercise due care and diligence in the use of such information. Perfect Moment
accepts no liability or responsibility for any damages suffered by any third party as a result of
action taken or decisions based on information in this document.

Copyright

Copyright © 2008 is held by the research commissioner under the Copyright, Designs and
Patents Act 1988. All rights reserved. No part of this document may be reproduced, stored
in retrieval systems, or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical,
photocopying, recording or otherwise, without the prior permission of the copyright owner.
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Foreword

The voluntary and community sector in Cornwall stands at an important point

in it's history. There are huge challenges and opportunities ahead such as the
proposed unitary authority, Convergence funding and commissioning for public
service delivery. For a long time we have needed firm evidence to show where we
are and to underpin future development. Now we have it - Valuing the Voluntary
Sector is a timely report. We are delighted to find that the sector and its clients
have been major beneficiaries of Objective 1. The programme recognised and
valued our expertise, accessibility, inclusivity, innovation and diversity. Voluntary
and community groups have delivered superbly: they have met their targets and,
in many cases, exceeded expectations. They have brought tangible benefits to
the people of Cornwall. In a number of fields it is voluntary and ‘third sector’
organisations that have driven private sector growth. Parts of the sector have
changed dramatically as a result of the investment.

Valuing the Voluntary Sector demonstrates clearly our significance to the economy
of Cornwall - the numbers of people working and volunteering in the county, our
financial contribution and the depth of engagement with the public and private
sectors. We make a positive difference across a wide variety of fields with a diverse
range of activities and, most importantly, we support high numbers of people,
many of whom are disadvantaged.

The opportunities in the near future are compelling. The One Cornwall unitary
authority will provide us with considerable scope to evolve and influence policy.
Voluntary organisations are being asked to fulfil roles that were traditionally in the
pubic domain. We know that the sector can perform these activities successfully,
professionally and cost-effectively; however, it cannot do this if it is under
resourced. Appropriate and continued investment is vital to sustain and improve
existing good work and to provide the building blocks to explore new horizons.

We need to retain our passion, our values and our independence if we are to avoid
becoming a new public sector.

Without doubt, Objective 1 has helped raise our profile and the sector is now far
more strategically influential with public and statutory bodies than it ever was
before. We need to capitalize on this and be confident and respectfully assertive
with partners and funders. We have expertise and skills that the public and private
sector needs. To remain credible and engaged at these levels, our organisations and
partnerships also need to have clear rationales, be governed with integrity and, as
this research highlights, we need to commit to improving training at all levels for
our paid and volunteer workforce.

Objective 1 was just the start. Cornwall Voluntary Sector Forum has recently
received a Big Lottery Fund grant to provide advocacy, brokerage, communication
and development services for voluntary organisations in the county. This funding,
alongside Valuing the Voluntary Sector, provides the foundations for an exciting
period in the evolution of the Cornish voluntary sector.

fom

Mark Richardson - Chair, Cornwall Voluntary Sector Forum
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Blair Thomson - Director, Cornwall Voluntary Sector Forum

CORNWALL VOLUNTARY SECTOR FORUM is a Registered Charity
and Company Limited by Guarantee.

Charity number: 1111169
Company number: 05371203
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Without the voluntary and community sector Objective 1
would have failed.

Emma Louise Cook, Policy Officer, Cornwall County Council




Objective 1 invested £45.4 million in 271 voluntary and community sector projects in Cornwall.

Voluntary and community sector projects accounted for 13% of the total funds awarded under Objective 1.

An additional £13.4 million went to non-profit making or ‘third sector’ organisations that are closely linked to the mainstream voluntary sector.
A further £4.9 million was given to non voluntary organisations for projects that significantly supported the voluntary sector.

At least 20,000 individuals benefited directly from Objective 1 voluntary sector programmes. 50% of these people went on to find jobs or get a
qualification.

The sector is more co-ordinated with more effective partnerships and has a much higher profile as a result of Objective 1 investment.

Charitable and Third Sector support structures have helped drive growth in key economic sectors in Cornwall, most noticeably in the creative
industries, marine and environmental sectors.

17,120 people currently work in the voluntary sector in Cornwall. This is 7% of the total workforce.
Employment in the sector grew by approximately 7% between 2003 and 2007.

Income in the sector grew from £331 million to £390 million between 2003 and 2007 - 18% growth.
10% of the sector generates 90% of this income.

Over half of the sector reports a yearly income of less than £10,000. The highest single income is £28 million, the average is £130,000 but the
median income is around £7,000 per year.

1 in 3 adults in Cornwall do some kind of voluntary work. This is worth the equivalent of £390 million to the Cornish economy.
There are at least 3,000 voluntary and community organisations in Cornwall.

There is a clear need for more training for the voluntary sector workforce, particularly in funding/fund-raising, marketing and management.
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2. Brief overview

Valuing the Voluntary Sector is both a snap-shot of the state and

the significance of the sector and an analysis of the response to the
opportunities and challenges presented by the Objective 1 programme.
The voluntary and community sector in Cornwall now employs over 17000
people in at least 3,000 organisations and is worth nearly £400 million to
the Cornish economy. In financial terms alone, volunteering is worth at
least a further £390 million to Cornwall.

Objective 1 invested over £45 million in the voluntary and community
sector in Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly. This accounts for 13% of the
funds committed - more than went to the County or District Councils

or private sector. A further £19 million was invested in schemes where
voluntary or community groups were primary partners or delivery was

by a ‘third sector’ organisation such as a not-forprofit company, a social
enterprise or a union. The money was spent on a wonderfully diverse range
of projects across Cornwall which, on the whole, have met their targets
and in many cases exceeded expectations.

Our findings show that, when Objective 1 first began, Cornwall's voluntary
and community organisations formed a disparate but energetic group. Six
years on, there is little doubt that a more coherent sector now exists. There
is now much more co-ordination, more influence and engagement with
the public sector and the capacity of many organisations has increased.
The general level of activity, energy and aspiration has grown enormously
and Objective 1 has helped raise the sector’s profile hugely with key
stakeholders. We should, however, bear in mind that the sector is still
characterised by high numbers of very small organisations that did not
engage with Objective 1 to any great extent. Whilst for many organisations
Objective 1 simply was not relevant or appropriate, parts of the sector
could have engaged but didn't for reasons such as perceived bureaucracy
or lack of awareness. Undoubtedly, some that missed out could have
benefited.

An extremely significant finding is that voluntary and ‘third sector’
organisations have emerged to drive the prosperity of key parts of the

private sector. The creative industries in Cornwall have generated an extra
£100 million of income with the help of charitable support structures’.

Others have also benefited in similar ways - the construction, fishing,
environment, water sports, woodlands and tourism fields have all had
strong voluntary sector involvement. Nourishing this important interaction
between voluntary, public and private sectors is clearly essential for the
future economic prosperity of Cornwall. It is certain that the sector is

well placed to help lead initiatives to meet the economic models that
Convergence funding seeks to develop in Cornwall. We found that the
sector’s economic importance is often overlooked by policy makers who
often do not recognise the depth of its relationship with private and public
organisations.

We have found that there was limited direct investment by Objective 1

into voluntary sector infrastructure? but, where there was, it was very
successful. This kind of support is crucial to maintain flourishing and vibrant
voluntary and community groups. Infrastructure and capacity building
organisations work to overcome many of the barriers that the sector faces.

There are challenges for the sector such as commissioning to deliver public
services, increasing professionalisation and competition for funds. Many
people are concerned that the voluntary sector is in danger of becoming

a new public sector. In light of all of this, voluntary and community groups
need to ensure that they retain their core values, their independence and
passion whilst continuing to deliver high quality, accessible and sustainable
services.

1 Cornwall Arts Centre Trust: Counting on Creativity, June 2007 - page 35.

2 The Home Office defines ‘infrastructure’ as: “The physical facilities, structures, systems, relationships,
people, knowledge and skills that exist to support and develop, coordinate, represent and promote front
line organisations, thus enabling them to deliver their missions more effectively” - www.changeup.org.uk.



Valuing the Voluntary Sector

The voluntary sector brings the reality of why the Objective 1
programme was here in the first place.

lan Jones, CEO, Cornwall Centre for Volunteers
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Definitions, methodology and accuracy of findings®
3.1 Study definition of the voluntary and community sector

A key issue for the research programme was to agree a definition of the
‘Voluntary and Community Sector’. Defining the sector is a thorny issue:
terms like ‘Third’, ‘Charitable’, "Voluntary’, ‘Not-for-Profit’, ‘Community’ and
others are all used. There are pros and cons in all of these, but no single
phrase fully reflects the values and diversity of the sector. We reviewed
the definitions of the National Council for Voluntary Organisations (NCVO),
Office of the Third Sector (OTS), the Learning and Skills Council’'s (LSC)
definition in their report ‘Researching the Voluntary Sector in Cornwall’
20034, the National Association for Voluntary and Community Action
(NAVCA), Wikipedia and the Graduate Careers Service.

For the purpose of analysing Objective 1 investment into the voluntary
and community sector we placed relevant grant recipients into three
categories:

Mainstream Voluntary Sector

We have used charitable status as a definitive indicator of an organisation
being in the voluntary sector. However, this is not an exclusive indicator, so
an organisation can also be in the voluntary sector without being a charity.
Grants to charities and charity subsidiaries were included in this section, as
were credit unions, housing associations and community centres.

Non Voluntary Sector, but delivering primarily or significantly to the
Voluntary Sector

Grants to public sector organisations, where the main purpose was support
for voluntary sector organisations or the delivery of voluntary sectorled

activity, e.g. a grant to a Council to undertake a feasibility study for a charity
or grants to colleges where the project was to work primarily with a charity.

3  Please refer to Appendix H of the full report for a more detailed explanation of our definition of the
voluntary sector.

4 Learning and Skills Council: Researching the Voluntary Sector - page 2.

Not-for-Profit or ‘Third Sector’

An interesting third category emerged consisting of grants to
organisations that were not clearly within the voluntary sector, but
could be termed ‘third sector’®. For this research this is taken to mean
non-private, non-public, not-for-profit (or asset locked) entities and
includes organisations like Unions, Community Interest Companies,
other Social Enterprises and other not-forprofit companies.

For the telephone research with the sector itself we needed to refine
this definition to decide whether to include an organisation in the
sample. One of our prime considerations was whether the controlling
body or board was essentially voluntary or working in a not-forprofit/
non-profit distributing manner. We grouped organisations as follows:

Group Category Examples
Residents’ and Tenants'
Group A | Small Community Organisations Associations
Village Hall Committees
Voluntary Organisations delivering Citizens Advice Bureaux
Group B ! !
services for the general public Relate
Voluntary Organisations delivering
. o CVS
Group C | services primarily to voluntary
. Volunteer Bureaux
sector itself
Groups supporting particular Disability Organisations,
Group D o : -
communities of interest (of people) | Equalities groups
Organisations linked by an Mugeums, Sports clubs,
Group E . Environmental groups, Arts
overarching theme or concept o
and Cultural charities
Group F Regeneration and Economic Development trusts
Development Groups
Industry sub groups (where non- sSome trade associations,
Group G ISty Sub group Members' networks, Not-for-
profit distributing or asset locked) .
profit co-ops

5  The Office of the Third Sector defines this as: “Organisations [that are] non-governmental...
which are driven by their values and which principally reinvest any financial surpluses to further
social, environmental or cultural objectives” - www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/third_sector.




Within these categories and groupings there is much room for overlap,
but this stratified sample ensures that, statistically, there is a valid
representation of the key aspects of the voluntary and community sector.

3.2 Methodology
Study methods consisted of:

e Desk-based research and review of relevant literature, including
data collected for monitoring purposes from the Government
Office for the South West (GOSW), Objective 1 Partnership Office,
the Learning and Skills Council (LSC) and Job Centre Plus (JCP).

e Detailed survey by telephone questionnaire of 318 voluntary and
community groups across all districts in Cornwall and the Isles of
Scilly.

e 26 in-depth, qualitative interviews conducted with key individuals in
the voluntary, community, public and statutory sectors to assess:

o Strategy development.

o The relationship between the voluntary sector and
Objective 1.

o The value of voluntary sector involvement.

o Impact of Objective 1 on the sector.

o Future priorities and needs of the sector.

e Comparable data and studies collected and analysed, where
available.

The information on grants was taken from the Objective 1 Partnership
website and from information provided by GOSW, JCP. LSC and others. We
have endeavoured to cross check these where possible, but some minor
errors and omissions are inevitable.

3.3 Accuracy of the telephone survey findings

The findings of the telephone survey presented in this report are based
on a survey of 318 voluntary and community organisations selected from
our full database of nearly 3,000 organisations. WWe wanted to a get a
representative sample from each of the districts in the county and across

the seven groups as defined above. We split the database into district
sections and then took a sample to ensure a cross section of the sector
was included. The table below shows the margins of error for the findings
at a 95% confidence level.

The margin of error is the plus or minus figure usually reported in survey
results. For example, if 10% of the sample of 318 picked a certain

answer, you can be 95% sure that if you had asked the question of the

full population, between 7% and 13% would have picked that answer.
Where the response is more diverse, say at a 50% response, the error

is slightly wider - so between 45% and 55% of the full population would
have answered similarly. It is easier to be sure of extreme answers than of
middle-of-the-road ones.

Margins of error (all at a 95% confidence level):

Total Voluntary and Community Sector Organisations = ¢3,000

Sample Size 318

5% or 95% Response +0r-2%
10% or 90% Response +o0or-3%
20% or 80% Response +or-4%
30% or 70% Response +o0or-5%
40% or 60% Response +or-5%
50% Response +or-5%
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4. About Objective 1
4.1 Overview

Objective 1 was a European Union programme that aimed to reduce
differences in the economic and social conditions between regions within
the member states. Objective 1 investment was assigned to regions
where prosperity was 75% (or less) of the European average. Cornwall and
the Isles of Scilly had Objective 1 status between 2000 and 2006 with a
total E.U. investment of around £350 million. This was to be matched with
a similar amount of UK funds. Objective 1 was distributed via four funds in
Cornwall:

European Social Fund - ESE

European Regional Development Fund - ERDFE

European Agriculture Guidance and Guarantee Fund - EAGGF
Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance - FIFG.

4.2 The programme aims

For Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly, the Objective 1 programme's vision
was to create: A prosperous Cornwall and Isles of Scilly where all people
and communities share in an improving quality of life’.

Three strategic objectives were identified:

e To increase absolute prosperity.

e To create sustainable communities.

e To protect and enhance the environmental and cultural and economic
opportunities of distinctiveness of Cornwall and Scilly”’.

6  Objective 1 Programrﬁe for Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly 2000 - 2006 Single Programming Document
(August 2000) - page 4.

7  Ibid - page 4.

From these three objectives five priorities were identified in 2000 and
revised in 2005. In summary, these priorities in their revised form were:

e Priority 1: Small and Medium Sized Enterprises and Micro-Business
Support.

e Priority 2: Strategic Investments and Development.

e Priority 3: Developing People.

e Priority 4: Community Economic Development and Rural Structural
Adjustment.

e Priority 5: Regional Distinctiveness.

Strategic objectives flowed from these priorities under which projects
could be supported. The voluntary sector received funding from all these
priorities and from funds delegated to the co-financing organisations - The
Learning and Skills Council and Job Centre Plus.
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,omn 5. Main findings Comment and Analysis
.E ] ) e At 13% of the total awarded under Objective 1, this represents a
= 5.1 Size of the investment significant slice of the funding cake, and probably more than may have
E been perceived by many. This compares to around 12% to the County
L e |n total, Objective 1 invested £45.4 million in mainstream voluntary Council, 7% to District Councils, 13% to Further Education Colleges,
s sector projects in Cornwall between 2000 and 2006 (both via direct 12% to the Private Sector, 20% to Universities and 21 % to other Public
g and co-financed funds). This was awarded to 271 projects and Sector bodies.
included: - N ' e Grants were spread across all the main funds - even in the funds
o Direct grants of £37.4 million to 106 projects from all four dedicated for the fishing industry (FIFG). Most of these were grants to
funds: charitable harbour commissioners. This highlights the breadth of the
Fund N Number of Awards engagement of the charitable voluntary sector.
ESF £6.7 million 32 ® A significant level of funding went to voluntary and ‘third sector’
ERDF £28.3 million 50 organisations that provided support to the private sector (see also
EAGGF £2 million N ‘Nature of the Investment below). This is an interesting theme in
FIFG £0.4 million 13 voluntary sector development.

Partnership, a not-forprofit company, to deliver a wide range of projects
including work targeted directly at supporting the voluntary and
community sector through its Capacity Building and Community Skills
for Life programmes. Many respondents to the surveys highlighted the
Learning Partnership as an important broker of services.

working predominantly with the voluntary sector or to
‘third sector’ organisations.

o Learning and Skills Council (LSC) co-financing of £2.5
million to 17 projects. A further £10.5 million was invested
in schemes where the sector was a primary partner or
delivery was by a ‘third sector’ organisation. * The Rural Key Fund (RKF) and Community Futures Fund (CFF) were

o Job Centre Plus (JCP) co-financing of £3.8 million to 19 set up s,ogcifica//y for vo/untar){ ang’ community groups. They have

funded high numbers of organisations with smaller amounts of money.

These schemes were important for smaller voluntary and community

groups and were set up to provide easier access to European funding.

The final evaluation of CFF highlighted its successes at funding a wide

distribution of projects geographically and to many beneficiaries. The

projects. Just over £0.6 million was given to organisations
working predominantly with the voluntary sector or 'third
sector’ groups.

o 59 Rural Key Fund grants of around £1.2 million. This fund

was dedicated to the voluntary and community sector. CFF study also found that the scheme broadly met its objectives and
o 70 Community Futures grants of around £267223. had a positive impact.® These smaller funding streams are a vital first

This scheme was also specifically for the voluntary and step for many community groups and recipients of grants from both

community sector. schemes have gone on to receive funding from larger sources.

o There were also at least 16 investments from Unlocking

) ) ) e The UCP support covered work such as marketing, business analysis,
Cornish Potential (UCP)® into the voluntary sector worth

IT and conservation. The value of these investments went much further
around £200,000. than the pure monetary impact as the organisations gained from the
work conducted by the graduates involved in the scheme.

8  This was a Combined Universities in Cornwall (CUC) project to support businesses in Cornwall by
placing graduates in companies to undertake business development projects. UCP provided a subsidy
towards the salary of the graduate and help with some other costs - www.unlockingcornishpotential.co.uk. 9  Community Futures Fund Final Evaluation (August 2005) - page 45.




5.2 Nature of the investment

e Under Direct bidding a wide range of projects was funded,
including both capital and revenue grants. The split was as follows:

Capital Grants Amount Number of Awards
Mainstream Voluntary Sector £23.7 million 52
Non Volunt_ary Sector but significantly £1.4 million 4

supporting the voluntary sector

Third Sector £1.2 million 9

Revenue Grants Amount Number of Awards
Mainstream Voluntary Sector £13.7 million 54
Non Voluntary Sector but significantly £1.3 million 5

support the voluntary sector

Third Sector £3.3 million 14

e The capital grants included funding for:

o Community centres, visitor attractions, training centres,
recycling centres, museums and art galleries, family
learning centres, harbour/port developments (all run by
charities).

e The revenue projects included:

o Marketing campaigns, support for young entrepreneurs,
IT training, vocational guidance, capacity building support
for community groups, building/construction industry skills
training.

e The LSC and JCP funded a wide range of training and job creation
programmes. These included:

o Digital media training, IT training, employment
programmes, advice and counselling, environmental
and woodworking schemes, capacity building and other
training.

Comment and Analysis

e The large capital investment is skewed by a some significant grants
for the Eden Project (a charity and social enterprise). In total, Eden
received around £16 million from Objective 1.

e The diversity of programmes and schemes highlights one of the
great strengths of the voluntary sector: it is active in many fields and
works in a multitude of different methods. This brings the possibility
of real width and depth of engagement in many forms with different
individuals and organisations. Much of this work is cross sectoral and
engages profoundly with the private and public sector.

e The bottom up, project-by-project approach to tackling local needs
is effective to a certain degree - there is always a danger that a
Strategically important project could be missed. This model therefore
needs to be balanced with a clear strategy at the top and support
where necessary to fund projects deemed essential to meet the
overall aims of the funding programme.

e This multiplicity of schemes is a strength, but also presents potential
issues for funders. The project funding model was criticised for being
un-strategic by many in the face-to-face survey and managing many
contracts is resource intensive. However, consolidating funding
into a few schemes to try to achieve top-down strategic aims will
undoubtedly reduce the diversity of delivery.

e Within the Convergence programme, the decision has been taken to
be more strategic and fund fewer but more significant projects. This
approach will favour bigger institutions and there is a risk that smaller
voluntary sector or grass roots projects - which may well be good ideas
and meet crucial local needs - will be missed. This research highlights
the need for a balanced approach to this issue and that some flexibility
is still needed in strategic delivery.

® In many cases it is the voluntary or ‘third sector’ that is leading support
to the private sector, e.g., in the case of the creative industries with
Arts Centre Trust, the Silvanus Trust with the forestry/environmental
industries and the fishing industry grants to charitable and voluntary
harbour organisations. It is important for the voluntary sector to
continue to deliver these kinds of services and there is potential in
finding emerging voluntary organisations that can tie in closely with the
economic agendas of Convergence funding.
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.‘:’n 5.3 The impact of the investment Target Type Target Number Achieved (to Sept 07) Success Rate
- Starts 4,228 4,058 96%
:E e The following key outputs were achieved on ERDF Direct grants: Job Outcomes 1,262 1,383 110%
s Into Training/
(= Mainstream  NonVS but Third Sector éChiI‘?f\_’mgla 1,376 1,275 93%
.E Output Type Voluntary Supporting Organisations Total ualimication
© Sector VS SMEs Supported 67 87 130%
Number of
= Beneficiaries 2,362 13 3 2.378 e The Learning and Skills Council provided the following information
Full Time about voluntary sector outputs from their ESF co-financed
Equivalent 483 124 281 888 programmes:
Jobs Created
gmi?)rted 579 1 1,880 2,459 Target Type Target Number  Achieved (to Nov 07)  Success Rate
Number of Beneficiary Starts | 10,131 9,496 94%
iliti Learners
Eiﬂlzwisrfity 24 1 6 31 Achieving a N/AT 5,363 N/A
Centres, etc Qualification
(o)
FTE Jobs 365 0 99 464 SMEs Supported 264 616 233%
Safeguarded
e We surveyed a mix of voluntary and public sector representatives
e The following key outputs were achieved on ESF Direct grants: in face-to-face interviews. Respondents from all agencies
observed the following key impacts of voluntary sector Objective 1
Mainstream Non VS but Third Sector programmes (for more information see section 6 of this report):
Output Type Voluntary Supporting Organisations Total o Softer outcomes such as increasing confidence and self-
Sector VS esteem were delivered successfully.
ggr?qe?gﬂes 3,938 339 1,190 5,467 o People who were disengaged from more formal learning
schemes were successfully supported.
Number of 647 67 0 714 T L
Jobs Created o e voluntary sector helped to engage people in civic life
Number of 262 180 191 | 433 o and got people !nvolved in the ObJectllve 1 programme.
Qualifications ' e Objective 1 also had an impact on the sector itself, in particular by
SMEs 179 1 65 238 (see section 6.7 for more detail):
Supported o Improving partnerships and co-ordination.

_ o ) o Increasing the capacity of the sector.
e Job Centre Plus provided the following information about voluntary o Raising the profile of the sector and making the sector

sector outputs from their ESF co-financed programmes: more influential in policy decisions.

o Helping to make the sector more ‘professional’, i.e., better
governed, managed and promoted.
o Improving skills and knowledge within the sector.




Comment and Analysis

e Across all the Objective 1 programmes the mainstream voluntary
sector supported 19,854 beneficiaries. Of these, 2,513 got jobs and
7400 got a qualification of some kind. 1,454 SME’s were supported.

e WVith a total of £45.4 million invested, a crude estimate is that the
2,513 jobs were created at £18,066 per head. The overall Objective
1 programme target for additional jobs was 14,425. With a total
allocation of about £350 million this equates to £24,263 per job. There
are some complications around counting job outcomes due to way
data was collected and the definitions of jobs created and additional
jobs. However, in general terms these figures would suggest that the
voluntary sector has provided significant value for money on the job
creation outputs.

e With several months delivery still left for some projects, voluntary and
community organisations are well on track to exceed their targets and
outcomes on the co-financing schemes. The JCP and LSC figures both
show that in a number of areas the sector has considerably exceeded
its output targets.

5.4 Size of the sector

e \We have compiled a database of 2,959 unique voluntary and
community organisations. This is at the widest definition and
includes charities, small community groups, sports clubs, social
enterprises and other voluntary not-forprofit organisations.

o \We expect that we will not have captured every organisation in
Cornwall, so the real size of the sector is probably well over 3,000
organisations. This represents significant growth on previous
reports in 1998 and 2003 that suggested a total of around 1,894,

e The district breakdown is as follows:

10 Objective 1 Programme for Cornwall and the Isles of Sbilly 2000 - 2006 Single Programming Document

(December 2005) - page 249.

"

Learning and Skills Council: Researching the Voluntary Sector - page 7.

Number of Voluntary and Community Groups By District

Isles of Scilly
21
Caradon Carrick
328 740
Penwith
450
) North Cornwall
Kerrier
458 498
Restormel
464

Comment and Analysis

® |n achieving a dataset of nearly 3,000 organisations, we suspect that
we have been able to compile a more comprehensive database than
previous researchers so estimating actual growth in the size of the
sector is difficult.

e The sheer number of organisations means that issues of duplication

must exist. The Charity Commission reports that 78% of charities have
no joint working arrangements with other charities’?. However, 45% of

charities said they were too specialised to work with others?™.

5.5 Nature and work of the sector

e The breadth of work is wide; the following chart shows the
breakdown of organisations’ single most important area of work:

12
13

Ibid - page 2.
Ibid - page 34.
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% Breakdown of Single Most Important Area of work

Employment or Housing or
Unemployment -\ Homelessness
1% 2%

Heritage
6%

Domestic Violence
1%
Volunteering
Other 1%
7%
Sports
Social Care 5%
12%

Youth Work
7%

Culture /Arts

Support and
PP 6%

Resources for

e There is a surprisingly low number of organisations that say they
work in the field of unemployment/employment despite the extensive
engagement of the sector with Objective 1 and its success in getting
people into jobs. It would appear that organisations define themselves
more through their objectives and field of work than by the outcomes
they achieve.

5.6 Income and resources of the sector

e Income in the voluntary sector grew from £331 million to a
conservative estimate of £390 million between 2003 and 2007 —
c18% growth™.

e 10% of the sector generates around 90% of this income.

Community Groups

21% o Analysis of GuideStar UK Data (just charities) shows the median

Welfare

8% income is approximately £7000'°.
e Over half of organisations in the sector report an income of under
Environment
Health Education 9% £10,000
8% U | . . .
6% e The following graph shows the numbers of organisations and the
total income:
e 75% declared themselves to be independent local organisations. £180
24% were part of a national organisation. @ £160
e Charities are the most common legal structure in the sector. 75% % £140
. . . L. =)
of organisations in our survey were charities. In the full voluntary 2 £120 =
| ) . s £100 E == Number of
and community sector population we found that two thirds of 5 o Organisations
organisations were charities. s £80 E | —Combined
3 60 8 Income £m
2 -
g r £40
Comment and Analysis z £20
. - £0
e The graph above starts to show the breadth of the impact of the
voluntary and community sector’s work. The sector is active in many
fields. There is also much crossover activity, e.g., youth work in the
field of arts or sports. Income Band
e The high number of organisations in the category “Support and
resources for community groups” includes village halls and community
centres which a/though not usua//y defined as ‘infrastructure agencies’ 14 We have estimated the income at £390 million by using GuideStar data (known income figures for
. ! . ! charities) and by grossing up for the remaining organisations using data from our telephone survey. The
do provide venues and meeting spaces for other voluntary and £331 million figure in 2003 is taken from the Learning and Skills Council report: Researching the Voluntary
community groups. Sector - page 8.

15 2007 GuideStar UK data provided under licence to Perfect Moment.




Comment and Analysis

e The Charity Commission income growth figure for 2003-2006 nationally
was 30%'5. At 18%, growth in Cornwall has been at a significantly
slower rate.

e Objective 1 funding accounts for some of this income growth, although
the Objective 1 timescale is 2000-2006 and ours is 2003-2007.

e The huge turnover generated by a small number of very large
organisations is the common scenario in the voluntary sector across
the country. The Charity Commission’s own analysis'” shows that 60%
of all charities have under £10,000 income per annum and that these
organisations generate 1% of the total income of the sector.

e The low median figure in the GuideStar data shows that there are very
high numbers of small charities in Cornwall.

5.7 Staff

e In 2007 there were approximately 17,120 people working in the
voluntary and community sector in Cornwall.

e Thisis around 7% of the total workforce in Cornwall'®.

e This includes full-time (42 %), part-time (40%), freelance (9%) and
casual staff (9%).

e The gender splitis 76% women to 24% men overall.

e Approximately 45% of sector organisations employ no staff.

Comment and Analysis

e The 17120 figure indicates that the sector has grown by 7% since the
LSC research in 2003. Unfortunately, the figures in the 1998 Prosper’
research for staffing were calculated under a different methodology, so
there are problems with comparisons. Nationally, growth in voluntary
sector in the same period was around 9%?°.

Figures taken from Charity Commission website WWW.charity—commission.gov.uk.

Figures taken from Charity Commission website www.charity-commission.gov.uk.

242,500 economically active, according to NOMIS, March 2007 ONS Annual Population Survey.
Valuing the Sector in Devon and Cornwall for PROSPER 1998 reported in LSC Research 2003 - page

NCVO UK Voluntary Sector Workforce Almanac 2007 - page 7.

The voluntary sector workforce at 7% of the total compares with 4%
in the Creative Industries, 9% in Food and Drink; 5% in Agriculture,
10% in Medical and 12% in the Tourism sector?’.

The NCVO'’s UK Voluntary Sector Workforce Almanac 2007?? estimates
the voluntary sector to be around 2.2% of the national workforce.

The part-time/full-time split is similar to the national figure - NCVO
reports that 39% of staff are part-time?.

The gender split in Cornwall is more biased towards women than is the
case nationally. UK wide figures show 69% of employees in the sector
are female?.

5.8 Volunteers

e We estimate that 34%% of the adult population do some kind of
volunteering.

e 28% of the adult population volunteer for up to 10 hours a week;
6% volunteer for more than 10 hours a week.

e 37% of volunteers were men; 63% women.

e We found that 3% of all volunteers are Disabled people, 6% of all
volunteers are under 25, 40% of all volunteers are over 60 and 1%
of all volunteers are from a Black or Minority Ethnic Community.

e Around 34% of volunteers were unemployed.

e The following graph shows the perceived barriers to unemployed
volunteers getting jobs:

21
22
23
24
25

Sector employment figures taken from Cornwall County Council’s LINC ‘Sector Profiles’.

NCVO UK Voluntary Sector Almanac 2007 - page 7.

|bid - page 9.

Ibid - page 27.

We asked organisations about their total number of volunteers in our telephone survey. From this

figure we estimate the total number of volunteers in Cornwall to be 133,840. This is very similar to
the figure from the Cornish Strategic Partnership’s Quality of Life Survey 2007 albeit with a different
methodology. The adult (over 18) population in Cornwall is 396,266 (Census 2001).
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Main barriers for unemployed volunteers going on
to get training or employment - % of response

Lack of employment
opportunities

35%
Loss of benefits 35%
Motivation

Other

Cost/Lack of Childcare

Cost of Travel

Distance to Travel

Inconvenient Training
Times

No appropriate courses

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Comment and Analysis

e The 133,840 people who volunteer gave a conservative average of
5.8 hours a week each. Based on the 2007 average Cornish wage,?
this is worth the equivalent of £387 million a year to the Cornish
economy. This must be treated as a rough estimate, but it is clear that
volunteering makes a considerable contribution to Cornwall’s economy.
It should also be noted that volunteering is not ‘cost free’ as recruiting,
training, managing and supporting volunteers all require time and
money.

¢ We found that 66 % of the adult population do not volunteer. The
2007 Quality of Life Tracker Survey for Cornwall Strategic Partnership
(November 2007) found that 64 % of adults did not volunteer?”.

26 The mean gross weekly pay in Cornwall is £355 or £9.59 per hour for a 37 hour week - Annual Survey
of Hours and Earnings 2007 - Office National Statistics.

27 Cornwall Strategic Partnership: Quality of Life Survey Tracker (Nov 2007) - page 51.

e The Quality of Life research also found that 31% of adults volunteer up
to 10 hours a week over the year, compared to our 28%, and that 4.3%
volunteered for more than 10 hours a week, compared to our 6 %%.

e Allowing for margin of error, the figures in both reports are close
enough to indicate that a figure of about 30% of adults volunteering
is accurate. The Quality of Life Tracker surveyed individuals and we
asked organisations. From either perspective, the percentages are very
similar.

e The Quality of Life Tracker survey found that 22 % of under 25°s
volunteered. They had a very small sample size of under 25's with a
wide margin of error. This may account for the marked difference from
our figure of 6%.

e The Census 2001 indicated that 26 % of the population in Cornwall
was over 60?°. This means that older people make up a much higher
percentage of the number of volunteers than is the case in the general
population.

e Strategy and Action - the economic development strategy for Cornwall
- highlights the need to ensure that an ageing population still benefits
the economy of Cornwalf°. There is an opportunity to engage high
numbers of older people living in, and moving into, Cornwall in
voluntary work and therefore the economy.

28 Ibid - page 51.
29 Office National Statistics - Census 2001.

30 Strategy and Action: The Economic Development Strategy for Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly 2007 -
2021 - page 51.



5.9 Workforce development issues

e The following graph highlights the amount spent on training per
head:

Training Spend Per Head

Over £500
4%

£50-£100
8%

Access free
training from others
28%
Under £50
12%

£251 - £5600,
13%

None
18%

£101 - £250
17%

¢ Nearly half of all organisations spend no money on training for their
workforce; only 4% spend over £500 per person per year.
e The average training budget of those that declared an amount is
approximately £212 per head.
¢ Where applicable, and of those who answered, 54% of
organisations had a training budget.
e Key training needs include:
o Marketing and PR.
o Fundraising.
o Computer/IT.
o Management.
o Health and Safety.
o First Aid.

Comment and Analysis

e The spending on training at around £212 per head is low. The national
average in the voluntary sector is £375 per head according to the
Chartered Institute for Personnel and Development®'. At a national
level, this is higher than the public and private sectors at £250 and
£273 per head respectively.

¢ Below average investment in training is worrying when the voluntary
sector is expanding to take on delivery of public sector contracts and is
looking to become more involved in strategy and policy development
in the county. The sector needs to be investing more in its own
workforce.

e Nationally, 85% of voluntary sector organisations have a training
budget®. The Cornish voluntary sector needs to think about how it
can invest more in training its own workforce. Full-cost recovery
can help with this. Project budget models need to consider all the
training requirements for an organisation’s successful development and
management.

e Cornwall Infrastructure Partnership’s ‘Training Matters’ scheme is
an important development which aims to provide a single reference
point for training for - or by - the voluntary and community sector in
CornwallP*. Our research highlights the need for continued investment
into this kind of strategic approach to training issues.

31 Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development: Learning and Development Survey 2007 - page
30. The NCVO research into the sector found a median figure of £279 per employee (page 45 of the 2007
Workforce Almanac).

32 Ibid - page 30.

33 The Association of Chief Executives of Voluntary Organisations (ACEVO) defines full cost recovery
as: “Recovering the full costs of a project or service. In addition to the costs directly associated with the
project, such as staff and equipment, projects will also draw on the rest of the organisation. For example,
adequate finance, human resources, management, and IT systems are also integral components of any
project or service.!” - www.fullcostrecovery.org.uk.

34 See www.cornwallves.org.uk
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5.10 Issues for organisational development

e The following graph highlights the importance of certain issues:

Importance of Issues for Organisational Development

Funding/Fund-raising

Availability of suitable volunteers

Not enough staff time

Availability of trained staff

Appropriate places to carry out activities

Appropriate office or w orkspace

Negative publicity/unpopular cause

Developing [T skills

Developing Staff Management Skills

Developing Trustee Management Skills

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

‘lVew Important B Quite Important 0O Not That Important

e The main issues identified by respondents with regards to
organisational development were: funding and fund-raising,
availability of suitable volunteers, availability of trained staff and not
enough staff time.

o Other issues listed were:

o Lack of marketing.
o Need to increase membership.
o Keeping up with legislation.

Comment and Analysis

e There are clearly two overriding issues that are important for
organisational success: availability of suitable volunteers and funding
issues. Most infrastructure organisations provide help in these
two areas which would suggest continued support for this kind of
capacity building is much needed. Our evidence suggests that where
infrastructure works well, the voluntary sector is influential and plays
a vital role in service delivery, policy development and engaging
individuals in civic life.

e Continued funding for skills development in the voluntary sector is
clearly vital alongside promoting the need for training budgets in
funding bids and core cost/full-cost recovery calculations.

e The issue of marketing the work of the sector is also significant. Small
to medium scale charities need to market themselves more effectively
if they want to develop, or even survive, in some cases.
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The third sector has an extraordinary ability to engage
individuals.

Ed Miliband MP June 2007 Minister for the Third Sector
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6 Strategy-level findings

Strategy-level research consisted of desk-top research of various relevant
documents plus consultation in the form of 25 hourlong face-to-face
interviews with:

e \oluntary sector staff and directors.
o GOSW officers.

o RDA officers.

e Objective 1 Partnership officers.

e Local authority officers.

e Local councillors.

e |SC and JCP staff.

6.1 The strategy for engaging the voluntary sector

There was a mixed response to the issue of strategy and engagement of
the voluntary sector. The responses from the voluntary sector indicated a
greater dissatisfaction with the strategic approach than the answers from
the public sector. There was a small majority of responses that indicated
that strategic engagement was generally good. Engagement with the
voluntary sector came in several forms:

. Through the Integrated Area Plans (IAPs).

. Through discussions with the Partnership Office and GOSWV.

. Directly through the co-financing organisations: Job Centre Plus
(JCP) and Learning and Skills Council (LSC).

. Through the Community Futures Task Force.

. With other task forces such as Cultural Industries, Heritage, and
Learning and Skills.

The voluntary sector was most directly engaged through the Community
Futures Task Force which had a remit to:

e Make links to IAPs.
o To foster social inclusion and community regeneration.
¢ To build capacity to engage in the regeneration process.

e To develop partnerships that shared learning and best practice®.

There were some issues and questions raised about representation on
these task groups and that this favoured larger organisations that were
already engaged with pre-existing funding processes. However, it is easy
to understand why Objective 1 sought active and visible organisations to
become involved in discussions.

Some respondents felt that Objective 1 seemed to respond to well-written
bids and good projects rather than set a clear strategy for what it wanted
to fund. There was a sense that engagement was better in some areas

- Penwith in particular - due to a more coherent voluntary sector being
plugged into the |IAP process. This is possibly down to the networking and
communication of services like Interlink in the west of the county.

There was a high number of responses that indicated that there was a lack
of support to connect with the process or that voluntary sector capacity
was not sufficient to engage. Some people felt that there should have
been more hand-holding for the most disadvantaged groups. Some in the
voluntary sector felt that, although guidance was available, this did not
really constitute a strategic response to the voluntary sector’s needs.

There was a great deal of confusion about the co-ordination and
representation of the voluntary sector in the early days. It was felt that:

e [t was unclear who was representing the sector.
e The sector was not well recognised by the public sector.
e There was a lack of partnership working and co-ordination.

There were some issues about the management of expectations at the
beginning of the programme. Several respondents felt that hopes were
raised and that it was not clear what Objective 1 could or could not fund.
With hindsight, there could have been more clarity about the nature of the
programme and what it would or would not fund at the outset.

Opinion on the success of IAPs was mixed. On one hand, many people felt

35 Objective One Partnership: Community Futures Task Force Strategy - page 1.



that they were a useful process for aligning local priorities with those of
Objective 1 and that they were a good vehicle for engaging the voluntary
sector. On the negative side, several respondents felt that they were
ineffective and that they were not consistently good across the county:. It
was also felt that the IAPs got bogged down with processes and that this
stifled delivery in some cases.

There was a general consensus that there seemed to be little co-ordination
with other funders at a strategic level. This caused considerable problems
for some voluntary sector projects that had several potential funders who
did not talk to each other and had conflicting timescales, deadlines and
differing legal requirements. In one extreme case, 13 different funders
were involved in supporting a single project.

6.2 The relationship between the voluntary sector and Objective 1

The relationship between the voluntary sector and Objective 1 was mixed.
On one hand, relations with the officers at GOSW and the Partnership
Office were universally positive yet, on the other hand, many felt that it
was not clear who to seek advice from, that the scheme was 'hands off’
and that relationships were driven more by funding requirements and
were not in the interests of strategic voluntary sector development. There
was a sense that engagement grew and got better as time went on.
Relationships with the different task forces, Priority Management Groups
(PMGs) and IAPs were generally positive.

6.3 Co-financing

Most respondents felt that the relationship between the voluntary sector
and the co-financing organisations was excellent. A large majority of
respondents felt that co-financing was a good thing and that it eased the
pressures of finding match funding. The single point of contact was found
to be helpful and made applying for funding much smoother.

Some people made criticisms of the co-financing tendering process.
In particular, it was felt that more time was needed for partnership
development at the start of the process. Also, some people felt that it

was hard for the voluntary sector to deliver on a large scale. The lack of
an appeals process for rejected tenders was mentioned. There was a
perception by some that the LSC'’s relationship with the colleges made
engagement with the voluntary sector difficult.

Job Centre Plus's approach and attitude received very positive comments.
Many in the sector commended JCP for taking bold decisions that helped
the sector to grow. Voluntary sector respondents felt that JCP had a very
good understanding of disadvantage in Cornwall.

It was felt by some that although the LSC was slightly slower in developing
a relationship with the voluntary sector, it did deliver some valuable
support. A key turning point in the development of the sector was triggered
by the decision of the LSC to reject several bids under one tender as they
appeared to be competing with each other. This made the sector come
together to discuss joint working and sharing resources.

The co-financers and other public sector agencies felt that the voluntary
sector was very good at engaging with learners, finding beneficiaries

and providing mentoring and support to keep people engaged with the
programmes in which they were taking part. There was a perception that
whilst some voluntary sector organisations were very good at achieving
job outputs, some were less successful. As we have seen (in the impact
section of this report) as a whole the sector was very effective at producing
job outcomes. This was felt to be a key point and that future programmes
need to recognise this and encourage strong partnership working between
the voluntary sector and employers, training organisations and colleges.
The Learning Partnership was recognised by many as a key broker of
services within the co-financing schemes.

6.4 The value of voluntary sector involvement in the programme

There was acknowledgement from all parties that the voluntary sector
played a crucial part in supporting the hardest to reach, most disadvantaged
communities in Cornwall. Respondents were keen to point out that these
communities and their lack of economic prosperity were the very reason
that Cornwall was given Objective 1 status in the first place. Respondents

74
(g
L
o
-
o
oo
<
®
<
e
=
=
-
=
0o,
()




()]
-1}
=
=)
[
=
]
>
L
>
o0
()
-
(1]
=
=
(")

recognised that without the voluntary sector the programme would not
have reached those most in need.

The public sector respondents appreciated the voluntary sector’s ability to
provide expertise in certain fields and with different types of beneficiaries.
In a general sense, people recognised that the voluntary sector:

. Helped the Objective 1 programme connect with communities.

. Has significant community planning/consultation expertise.

. Has valuable expertise with certain client groups.

. Supports people disengaged from more formal learning schemes.

. Enabled Local Authorities to be more confident in developing and
delivering programmes with voluntary sector expertise.

. Helped Objective 1 to successfully deliver its outcomes.

. Helped people engage in civic life.

. Has an ability to deliver softer outcomes.

. Helped get local issues raised.

. Has experience of employability issues and providing routeways
back to work for unemployed people.

Inclusivity was a strong theme in the responses with many recognising
that the voluntary sector adds a non-threatening human face to an
otherwise complex programme. The co-financing organisations clearly
recognised and appreciated the voluntary sector’s ability to find and retain
beneficiaries.

The public sector respondents felt that the voluntary sector had influence
(and probably more influence than the voluntary sector respondents felt
that they had) over the direction of the programme. The value of strategic
engagement by the sector, rather than on a project-by-project basis, was
also seen as important.

6.5 Gaps in support and delivery
People’s views on gaps in Objective 1's delivery varied. The voluntary

sector respondents generally felt that they had a clear understanding of
the economic nature of the programme, but thought that the focus on the

‘economy’ missed a vital social component of economic development.
People considered that more work was needed on how issues such as
housing, health and other social matters affect the economy.

There was a view that some areas of the county missed out, the most
commonly mentioned being North Cornwall. It was also thought that more
should have been done around the Camborne, Pool and Redruth area and
that some other hotspots of deprivation were missed.

The public sector respondents also felt that more could have been done to
support the development of social enterprises in the county. Sustainability
was an area that many thought had not been tackled properly. Many
respondents took the view that investment into capacity building and social
enterprise development could help with this.

Some concerns were raised about how the cross-cutting themes of
Equal Opportunities, Environmental Sustainability and Information
Communications Technology were implemented in the programme.
Respondents felt that these seemed to have been added into the funding
criteria rather tokenistically and that they had not really been assessed
effectively. Although many projects tackled the last two themes, some
thought that equalities issues were not supported properly. People
considered it heartening to see that the LSC had set specific equalities
outputs in its tenders for Convergence.

6.6 Major issues for delivery

There was a range of different issues that came up in the course of
delivering programmes. The most common issue related to delivering
outcomes on the programmes. On the negative side, some found the
outcomes too rigid and economically focused and thought that it was
difficult to get social outcomes recognised. That said, respondents were
quick to point out that Objective 1 was primarily an economic programme.
Some people also said that there had been a lack of learning and little
sharing of experiences.

On the positive side, several people reported that the fact that



disadvantaged people were able to attend training from voluntary sector
organisations was a good thing, that softer outcomes were important
and that, on the whole, the outcomes and programmes were good for
Cornwall. Both public and voluntary sector respondents thought that the
voluntary sector was very good at delivering outcomes.

Some of the specific issues impacting on delivery were:

Negative Positive

Lack of venues for delivery Good broadband services
Transport issues Some good rural work

Lack of innovation Ability to refer people was useful
Guidance could have been be better Communication from funders good
Electronic system not helpful Motivation of staff good
Sustainability difficult Flexibility useful

There were some comments about perceived bureaucracy, but, on the
whole, few people found that the systems were overly complex.

There was praise for partnerships all round - especially with referrals
between programmes or organisations. Links with colleges and employers
were seen to be important and were often positive. The LSC and JCP
highlighted the importance of partnerships that enabled clear routeways
into work.

6.7 The impact of Objective 1 on the voluntary sector

The impact of Objective 1 was felt to have been important in the following
key areas:

Partnership Development and Co-ordination

Public and voluntary sector respondents said that Objective 1 funding had
made a significant contribution to improving co-ordination of the voluntary
sector. Partnerships were created or strengthened, collaborative working
practices were developed and collective co-ordination increased. ChangeUp
(now Capacity Builders) - a specific infrastructure development scheme -
was considered to have had a significant impact in this area also.

Capacity

A number of responses indicated that ‘capacity’ in the sector had been
built as a result of Objective 1 funding. There is a variety of definitions of
‘capacity building’, but at its broadest - and in a voluntary sector context -
we take this to mean a combination of:

e Human resources development, e.g., enhancing skills,
understanding and knowledge to improve performance.

e Organisational development, e.g., elaboration of management
structures, development of policies and procedures, improved
governance and better relationships with other organisations and
sectors.

Responses indicated that the sector had benefited financially from
Objective One and that jobs had been created within the sector itself thus
building capacity. Growth in several large voluntary sector organisations
had been significant. We have seen that actual funding for infrastructure
organisations was limited so that the improvements in capacity were
unplanned, but clearly desirable, outputs.

Voice/Profile

The voice and profile of the sector was felt to have improved markedly
during the period of Objective 1. Several responses indicated that the
sector was in a much stronger and more influential position than previously.
It was also felt that the sector’s credibility and reputation had increased

as a result of better partnerships and successful delivery of programmes.
The public sector respondents also felt that the voluntary sector was
significantly better placed and was much more strategic in its approach.
They valued the sector’s expertise and its ability to deliver.

Professionalism

Several respondents felt that Objective 1 helped the sector become more
professional both externally (in its marketing and PR) and internally (with
improved accountability, management and governance).

Skills and Knowledge

There was general acknowledgement that skills of staff within the sector
had developed and that knowledge and understanding had increased.
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Objective 1 galvanized the voluntary sector and ensured that it
had a collective voice and impact.

Phil McVey, Director of European Programmes, South West RDA




Case studies Cornwall Neighbourhoods for Change (CN4C) is a charitable company
that aims to improve the quality of life in disadvantaged neighbourhoods

in Cornwall. The organisation has a focus on supporting people living in
public and socially rented housing. CN4C received around £3.2 million in
LSC and JCP grants. CN4C helped well over 1,000 people get jobs and
nearly 2,000 people to get qualifications. CN4C has become an essential
provider of services in many social housing estates across the county. It
has have developed considerable expertise in managing and delivering ESF
contracts.
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Tarn Lamb, CEO of CN4C, said: “Objective 1 has helped CN4C grow into
one of the most important organisations delivering services for hard to
reach communities. We have been able to make a real difference to the
lives of people and families living in social housing. Tackling disadvantage
and poverty must remain a top priority to make Cornwall a prosperous
place for everyone.”

Go to www.cndc.org.uk for more information about the organisation and
its work.

Pentreath offers training, advice, work experience and employment
opportunities to people in Cornwall who are recovering from mental ill
health. Pentreath received around £2.9 million in grants from Direct bids,
LSC and JCP Its programmes under Objective 1 were diverse - including
work in community and children’s centres, horticultural training schemes,
training and support for women, hospital based work, running a social
enterprise magazine and developing their office and training centre. Much
of this work saw people gain accredited qualifications and Pentreath has
also helped employers be more aware of mental health issues for their
workforces.

Louise Knox, Director of Pentreath, said: “Objective 1 allowed us to take
some risks, be more innovative with our delivery and really add value to
the work we do. Without Objective 1 we wouldn't have delivered such a
breadth of exciting services that really make a difference to people’s lives.”

Visit www.pentreath.co.uk for more information about the charity.




Cornwall Arts Centre Trust (ACT) is a charity and one of Cornwall’s key
creative industries development agencies. ACT received nearly £6 million in
grants from Objective 1. With this funding ACT ran the successful Creative
Skills programme and the Cornwall Arts Marketing campaigns.

Creative Skills is the professional development scheme for artists in
Cornwall which provides advice on business and skills development and
investment to help people in the creative industries undertake training in all
aspects of their work - both creatively and in a business sense.

Cornwall Arts Marketing (CAM) worked to raise the profile of Cornwall's
creative industries and invested in a large number of partners to improve
the quality of their arts programming and their marketing practices.

CAM ran some very high profile campaigns including promoting Cornish
culture through The Guardian newspaper and mounting exhibitions of Kurt
Jackson’s paintings and Cornwall’s World Heritage Status at Paddington
Station in London. ACT also received funds to begin the development of
Krowiji - a flagship cluster of creative businesses based in the old grammar
school at Redruth. ACT supported over 3,000 people and 500 companies
with Objective 1 funding.

Ross Williams, Director of ACT, said: “The Objective 1 programme has
transformed the cultural and artistic landscape of Cornwall. With Objective
1's help, ACT supported many creative people to develop their businesses.
We helped to turn the creative sector into a key component of the Cornish
economy. Cornwall is one of the most creative places in Europe and we are
looking forward to a bright future with Krowji at its heart.”

Go to www.actcornwall.org.uk to find out more about the organisation.
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Penwith Community Development Trust (PCDT) is a charity based

in Penzance. It works to achieve sustainable regeneration in the area.
PCDT is a key member of the Cornish Infrastructure Partnership and
hosts important initiatives such as the West Cornwall Healthy Living
Centre, Penwith Volunteer Bureau, Carry on Learning, Penwith Youth and
Community Project, West Cornwall Community Network and Cornwall
Interlink.

PCDT received nearly £200,000 from Objective 1 to help create the
Penwith Centre in Penzance. The centre provides offices; meeting,
training and conference rooms; and other services for many voluntary
and community groups in the area. This initiative in Penzance has helped
improve the capacity of many organisations and greatly increased co-
ordination of the sector.

Sue Guard, Chief Executive of PCDT, said: "Objective 1's investment into
the Penwith Centre was a significant point in PCDT's history. It enabled
us to be more sustainable and meant we could deliver a wide range of
successful projects. The centre itself is a vibrant hub that provides a focus
for the voluntary and community sector in Penwith. PCDT has grown
considerably with the help of Objective 1 and | think that this kind of
infrastructure can make a real difference to economic prosperity for all in
Cornwall.”

Visit www.pcdt.org to find out more about the work of the Trust.
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The Silvanus Trust is a charity committed to regenerating the woodlands
in the South West. The Trust has been working for over 20 years to
promote and increase the potential of woodlands for the benefit of local
communities, businesses and the environment. One of the Trust's aims
is to inspire and involve communities to use woodland to support greater
rural economic activity.

The Silvanus Trust received around £800,000 from Objective 1. Through
its Woodworks and Treeclaim schemes the Trust helped small businesses
create jobs by providing training, networking opportunities, business
support and bespoke courses. One important aspect was to provide
training in environmental sustainability which can provide direct economic
benefits. The Working Woodlands project, with a private sector partner,
provided financial assistance (e.g. through capital grants) and business
support to woodland owners and businesses involved in the timber
industry in Cornwall. This enabled essential woodland management to

be undertaken, investments to be made in specialised machinery, the
installation of wood fuelled heating and new markets to be researched and
developed for timber products. The Trust was also able to refurbish and
upgrade a sawmill to provide capacity to process locally grown timber.

Sarah Vaughan, Director of the Silvanus Trust, said: “The woodland sector
makes a vital contribution to the economy of Cornwall and it is crucial
that our woodlands are managed sustainably. With Objective 1's help, the
Silvanus Trust has helped businesses throughout Cornwall survive, grow
and deliver tangible economic, social and environmental benefits.”

Visit www.silvanus.org.uk to learn more about the work the Trust does.
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The voluntary sector is in a much more powerful position than
it ever was before.
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Eric Brooke, Sept 2007, Cornwall County Councillor, Portfolio Holder for
Community Services




Conclusions and recommendations
8.1 Concluding remarks

The voluntary sector has come a long way since the start of Objective

1. It has grown considerably and employs a large section of the Cornish
workforce. There is little doubt that the sector is much more co-ordinated
and influential. Objective 1, alongside funding from sources like the Lottery
and ChangeUp, has helped raise the sector’s profile hugely. We have also
found that for many smaller community organisations Objective 1 simply
was not relevant or appropriate.

We found that the value of the investment into the sector from Objective

1 at £45 million was around 13% of the funds committed. This was

more than the County Council, District Councils and as much as Further
Education Colleges received, although the money was given to a wide
range of organisations. \We have seen that there was huge diversity in the
projects that Objective 1 funded and that this multiplicity is one of the
sector's great strengths. It also brings difficulties: a collection of smaller
organisations will find it harder to have a voice with policy makers and
funders than major institutions. This highlights the importance of continuing
to develop a strategic infrastructure that can effectively represent voluntary
groups’ interests in future policy and programme development.

Objective 1's project-by-project funding approach was criticised for being
un-strategic and we now know that Convergence will be much more
targeted. This new funding regime must retain some flexibility in its
strategies to respond to new policies and issues as they emerge. The
voluntary sector itself also needs to understand the economic as well as
the social and environmental pillars of the Lisbon Agenda®® and recognise
the economic focus of the new programme if it wants to be involved.

36 From European Union website: http://europa.eu/scadplus/glossary/lisbon_strategy_en.htm: “[The
European Council met in Lisbon in 2000 and] launched a “Lisbon Strategy” aimed at making the European
Union the most competitive economy in the world and achieving full employment by 2010. This strategy...
rests on three pillars: 1. An economic pillar...for the transition to a competitive, dynamic, knowledge-based
economy. ...2. A social pillar designed to modernise the European social model by investing in human
resources and combating social exclusion; and 3. An environmental pillar [to recognise] the fact that
economic growth must be decoupled from the use of natural resources.”

Voluntary and community organisations have delivered competently,
professionally, accessibly and cost-effectively. The impact of the funding
has been significant both on the beneficiaries and on the sector itself.
There was an unexpected level of engagement with private enterprises
and an interesting ‘third sector’ has benefited which engages across public,
private and voluntary fields with a great deal of freedom and an ability to
broker partnerships and innovate.

New contexts are emerging to shape the policy arena for the sector. In
particular, the drive to deliver public services provides opportunities but
also potentially threatens the sector’s independence and values. Many in
the sector feel passionately that they need to retain their values and that
they should not become an arm of government or a new public sector.
Environmental issues such as climate change will shape policies for a long
time to come and organisations will need to develop coherent responses
to these challenges.

The research has shown the importance of voluntary sector infrastructure
and that where this is well developed the sector is much more involved at
the heart of policy making and funding decisions. Partnership development,
continued co-ordination and clear representation of the sector will also help
keep it engaged where necessary. As a caveat to this, partnerships and
co-ordinating bodies must have a clear rationale for their existence and be
transparent in their decision making.

There are some worrying trends - the lack of spending on training for

staff needs addressing. Issues for organisational development such as
funding and the availability of suitable volunteers still exist and these

areas need robust policies and development work to be resolved. Linked

to this, marketing, business planning and management all need to be
continuously enhanced. The sector also needs to explore its potential to
earn more money, take calculated risks with loans and re-connect with

old fashioned methods of fund-raising - this will bring more autonomy
through unrestricted income and less reliance on grants from a few, heavily
over-subscribed sources. A mixed economy of revenue streams such as
statutory grants, earned income and money from other diverse sources will
help make the sector more sustainable, healthier and independent.
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Above all, the sector needs to confidently, professionally and passionately
assert itself with funders and set the agenda with policy formers and
decision makers. Voluntary and community groups have expertise that
the public and private sector needs, they know they can deliver and they
should promote their successes for all to hear.

8.2 Recommendations

i) el | The voluntary and community sector needs:

Philosophy o A better understanding of the Lisbon Agenda.

e More equal engagement with public, private and college
sectors.

e To market itself more effectively to make others more aware
of its expertise.

e To make sure linkages with Local Area Agreements are clear.

e To keep its value base and passion and avoid becoming a new
public sector.

e Continued partnership development to remain well co-
ordinated and influential at a high level with the public sector.

e To take a strategic approach to training its staff and volunteer
workforce.

e To share expertise and best practise with a wider range of
‘third sector’ non-profit making organisations.

Structures e There needs to be a clear and transparent rationale for
partnerships.

e Future programmes should invest in infrastructure
organisations and this should sit alongside Capacity Builders
and the Big Lottery Fund’s BASIS scheme.

e More work is needed in the mainstream voluntary sector
to get a better understanding of Social Enterprise and its
potential.

e \oluntary sector organisations should have policies on how
to minimise their impact on the environment and climate
change.

e Continue to engage hard to reach

e Capacity building, particularly around issues such as business
planning, funding, marketing, management and IT, needs
continued investment.

e Support for volunteering initiatives will help overcome one of
the key barriers to organisational development.

Sl ehelalias | e The sector needs to earn more income, be less reliant on
and Funding

grants and create a more diverse funding base.

e Funders need to develop longer term programmes that
recognise the true cost of supporting disadvantaged people.

e Commissioning for public service delivery will bring income,
but this must be on a full-cost recovery basis.

e The sector's asset base could be expanded to provide more
security and potential income.

e The Convergence programme (and other funding streams)
needs to retain flexibility within strategic delivery and ensure
that a targeted approach does not unfavourably prejudice
smaller voluntary organisations.

e The sector needs to ensure that it has dedicated training
budgets for its workforce. These should be embedded within
any full-cost recovery model.

e Priorities for training include:

o Funding and fund-raising (including increasing
earned income).

o Marketing and PR.

o Management and leadership.

o Business planning.

8.3 Further work

We think that there is scope for further research into the voluntary sector
in Cornwall. In particular the following points were raised as important both
by public and voluntary sector respondents:

o Further exploration of the links and economic value of the voluntary and
third sector’s engagement with the private sector. This research should
investigate the potential for economic growth in developing these links.

e Given the training issues, the feasibility of a dedicated training
organisation for the Cornish voluntary sector should be explored.

e More research is needed into innovation, productivity and
competitiveness in the sector.



Appendix A: Direct grants Organisation Status Amount Measure  Fund
. . Looe Harbour Commissioners Charity £109,225 4.8 ERDF
Mainstream VO/Untary Sector Direct Grants Looe Harbour Commissioners Charity £80,822 4.7 FIFG
Organisation Status IO Measure Fund Looe Harbour Commissioners Charity £24,465 4.7 FIFG
. _ Church Looe Harbour Commissioners Charity £19,660 4.7 FIFG
All Saints Church Community Community | £71,760 a1 ERDF Looe Harbour Commissioners Charity £19,148 4.7 FIFG
Centre Centre ' Looe Harbour Commissioners Charity £15,000 5.2 ERDF
Arts Centre Trust Charity £788,831 5.1 ERDF Looe Harbour Commissioners Charity £9,210 4.7 FIFG
Arts Centre Trust Charity £2,923,963 5.1 ERDF Looe Harbour Commissioners Charity £8,062 4.7 FIFG
Arts Centre Trust Charity £160,823 3.2 ESF Looe Harbour Commissioners Charity £5,697 4.7 FIFG
Arts Centre Trust Charity £280,744 1.7 ESF Looe Harbour Commissioners Charity £4,995 4.7 FIFG
Arts Centre Trust Charity £286.673 32 ESF Mevagissey Harbour Trustees Charity £61,073 4.7 FIFG
Arts Contro Trust Charity £329,950 33 ESF Mevagissey Harbour Trustees Charity £25,000 5.2 ERDF
Arts Contre Trust Charity £209.409 37 ESF Mevagissey Harbour Trustees Charity £4,501 4.7 FIFG
Arts Contre Trust Charity £85.000 51 ERDF Mid Cornwall Credit Union Credit Union | £63,513 4.8 ERDF
Beacon Community ‘ Miracle Theatre Trust Charity £21,791 5.1 ERDF
Regeneration Charity £96,207 4 ERDF Mother Earth 98 Ltd Trading A | £53 g7g 46 EAGGF
- of Charity ! )
g:ggigég?nmunlty Charity £73,633 4.1 ERDF Mount Hawke Youth Group Charity £335,000 3.6 ERDF
BTCY Charity £92.771 34 ESF Mullion Youth Club Charity £101,052 4.8 ERDF
BTCV Charity £134,103 3.1 ESF E:;'(;);Z[[ig:”dmmdmg Charity £75,796 35 ESF
BTCV Charity £64,327 3.4 ESF - ——
BTCV Charity £417631 X ESF Joonal Chidminding Charity £40,666 35 ESF
Cara.dor? CAB — - Char!ty £41,800 48 ERDF National Lobster Hatchery Charity £17,500 5.3 ERDF
Celtic Film & Television Festival | Charity £113,107 1.2 ERDF - —
Community Energy Plus Charity £30,075 1.6 ERDF gg:fvr;::ll\/lantlme Museum Charity £150,000 5.2 ERDF
Community Projects Trust Charity £7500 1.6 ERDF New Connection Charity £103,469 2 ERDF
gg?:pt)z:sne Enterprises Charity £35,344 4.9 ERDF New Season Char?ty £57232 4.6 EAGGF
- — Newlyn Art Gallery Charity £1,206,858 5.5 ERDF
%321%” Sustainable Building | ¢ iy, £155,700 3.2 ESF Newaquay Zoo Charity £10,000 52 ERDF
Comwall Wildife Trust Charity £22.500 55 ERDF North Cornwall Credit Union Credit Union | £51,415 4.8 ERDF
Devon' arjd Cornwall Housing Charity £484,165 41 ERDF Eesrlgfﬁ,[een Parish Members Charity £106,142 4.8 ERDF
Association :
Devon and Cornwall Housing ) Pentreath Charity £47418 4.2 ESF
Association Charity £180,338 4.8 ERDF Pentreath Charity £56,637 3.4 ESF
. . Trading Arm Pentreath Charity £22,854 4.2 ESF
Discovery Quay Enterprises Ltd of Charity £1,635,000 2.2 ERDF Pentreath Charity £164,095 34 ESF
East Cornwall CAB Charity £255,700 34 ESF Pentreath Charity £52,374 33 ESF
Farm Crisis South West Charity £17929 46 EAGGF Pentreath Charity £139,275 34 ESF
Gaia Trust Charity £300,000 1.6 ERDF Pentreath Charity £19,586 34 ESF
Looe Harbour Commissioners | Charity £136,962 4.7 FIFG Pentreath Charity £212,000 35 ESF
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g Organisation Status Amount Measure Fund Organisation Status Amount Measure Fund
o Pentreath Charity £426,907 3.4 ESF The National Trust Charity £37610 4.6 EAGGF
:E Pentreath Charity £998,854 3.4 ESF The Prince’s Trust Charity £589,360 1.5 ERDF
- Pentreath Charity £120,045 3.5 ESF The Prince’s Trust Charity £144,925 3.1 ESF
()] Pentreath Charity £169,018 3.3 ESF The Soil Association Charity £465,891 4.6 EAGGF
g Pentreath Charity £16,328 4.8 ERDF The South West Lakes Trust Charity £31,152 5.2 ERDF
< Penwerris Neighbourhood Pride | Charity £52,987 4.1 ERDF The Young Builders Trust Charity £891,427 3.1 ESF
Penwith Community Charity £199 779 41 ERDF Trebah Garden Trust Charity £540,223 5.2 ERDF
Development Trust : ' ) West Country Rivers Trust Charity £744,531 4.6 EAGGF
Penwith Housing Association | J0USIng. £316,872 4.2 ESF Total £37421,280
Association ' )
Penwith Housing Association Housing £95,797 31 ESF Non Voluntary Sector Organisations Significantly Supporting the Voluntary
Assogiation Sector Direct Grants
Polperro Harbour Trustees Other £14,453 4.7 FIFG —
Voluntary Organisation Status Amount Measure | Fund
Polperro Harbour Trustees Other £6,635 47 FIFG Restormel District Council District Council | £564,627 | 4.1 ERDF
_ Voluntary Penwith District Council District Council | £450,767 | 5.2 ERDF
Robert Owen Communities Charity £93,415 3.4 ESF Cornwall County Council County Council | £273,000 | 55 ERDF
Roche Family Learning Centre | Charity | £63,008 48 ERDF Cornwall County Council County Council | £83,793 5.2 ERDF
SECCL.JRE_ : Credit Union | £48,700 4822 ERDF Cornwall College College £200,894 | 3.4 ESF
gehf Direction Community Charity £124 264 3.4 ESF Cornwall College College £224,504 3.1 ESF
roject : Camborne, Pool Redruth Success .
Silvanus Trust Charity £245,600 4.6 EAGGF Zone County Council [ £39,086 4.2 ESF
Silvanus Trust Charity £100,000 32 ESF Cornwall College College £145,857 35 ESF
South West Lakes Trust Charity £310,000 4.8 ERDF University of Exeter University £700,441 5.4 ESF
St Austell China Clay Museum Charity £299,871 5.2 ERDF Total £2,682,969
) Church
St lllogan Parochial Church . . L
Coundi gommu”'ty £122,432 4.1 ERDF Third Sector or Not-for-Profit Direct Grants
entre
Stithians Resource Centre Charity £170,000 4.8 ERDF Organisation Status Amount Measure Fund
The Eden Project Charity £12,896,000 2.1 ERDF Creative Kernow Third Sector/Not-for-Profit £172,841 5.1 ERDF
The Eden Pro!ect Char!ty £1,750,000 1.1 ERDF Media Centre for Third Sector/NotforProfit £21,568 16 ERDF
The Eden Project Charity £1,006,892 2.1 ERDF Cornwall
The Eden Project Charity £375,444 1.3 ERDF Rezolve Kernow Third Sector/Not-for-Profit £408,200 4.1 ERDF
The Eden Project Charity £258,362 46 EAGGF Mevagissey Activity Community Interest £252,222 48 ERDF
The Eden Project Charity £68,000 5.2 ERDF Ct_an_tre : Company
The Eden Project Charity £70,000 4.6 EAGGF nugal Peninsula Third Sector/Not-forProfit | £235,835 | 1.3 ERDF
The Eden Project Charity £53,337 4.6 EAGGF oo C -
The National Trust Charity £308,000 5.2 ERDF Aslzci?iatio?wmmumty Third Sector/Not-for-Profit £156,171 4.8 ERDF
The National Trust Charity £141,913 5.2 ERDF Commall Sustanable
The National Trust Charity £80,894 4.6 EAGGF Tourism Third Sector/Not-forProfit | £45,000 13 ERDF
The National Trust Charity £75,000 5.2 ERDF Keskerdh Kernow Third Sector/Not-forProfit | £95,000 5.1 ERDF




Organisation Status Amount Measure Fund Appendix B: Learning & Skills Council grants
Cornwall Waste Third Sector/Not-forProfit | £488,000 16 ERDF Mainstream Voluntary Sector LSC Grants
Working Group
\S\‘/’Jma”é\:zite Third Sector/Not-forProfit | £2561,000 | 1.6 ERDF Organisation Status Amount Measure
Cornwaglll Wastz Arts Centre Trust Charity £52,365 1.7
Working Group Third Sector/Not-for-Profit £137591 1.6 ERDF Arts Centre Trust Charity £95208 17
i Arts Centre Trust Charit £1563,370 1.7

comwall Marine Third Sector/Not-forProfit | £635,000 | 16 ERDF e e o '
Network Arts Centre Trust Charity £282,660 3.7
South West Screen Third Sector/Not-for-Profit £914,058 12,16 ERDF Cornwall Neighbourhoods for Change Charity £200.000 33
South West Forest Third Sector/Not-forProfit | £110,227 i'g' 45 | EaceF Cornwall Neighbourhoods for Change Charity | £415,369 31
South West TUC Union £163,835 3.3 ESF Cornwall Neighbourhoods for Change Charity £110,000 Unknown
South West TUC Union £248,096 3.3 ESF Community Service Volunteers (CSV) Media Charity £100,000 1.7
Equity Union £5,000 5.1 ERDF Gwellheans Charity £45,623 34
g‘r’";':izai'g; Producers | yid Sector/NotforProfit | £704 4.7 FIFG Gwellheans Charity £40,000 Unknown
Co?nish Fish Producers Mount Hawke Youth Group Charity £81,400 3.4
Organisation Third Sector/Not-for-Profit £10,679 4.7 FIFG Pentreath Charity £50,000 Unknown
Cornls_h Fl_sh Producer's Third Sector/Not-forProfit £21182 47 FIFG Redruth Community Association Charity £100,000 3.1
Organisation Townfield Trust Charity £174,630 3.4
gfég':g;‘;: Producer's | T4 Sector/NotforProfit | £114,367 | 4.7 FIFG Victim Support Charity | £214,000 Unknown

: - YWCA Charity £77364 3.5
Cornish Guild of . . ,
Smallholders Third Sector/Not-forProfit £9.410 4.6 EAGGF Construction Industry Training Board Charity £290,913 3.7
ClayTAWC Third Sector/Not-for-Profit £41,650 4.1 ERDF Total £2,482,902
Total £4,437,636

Non-Voluntary Sector Organisations Significantly Supporting the Voluntary

Sector LSC Grants

Organisation Status Amount Measure
Connexions Government £178,344 3.2
Connexions Government £254,500 3.2
Cornwall College College £150,000 4.2
Cornwall College College £260,500 Unknown
Cornwall College College £100,000 3.4
Cornwall County Council Local Authority £369,519 3.8
Cornwall County Council Local Authority £149,850 4.2
Cornwall County Council Local Authority £284,000 3.4
EKOS Ltd Private £16,967 3.4
Lizard Pathways Non Profit Partnership £70,000 Unknown
Total £1,833,680
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Third Sector or Not-for-Profit LSC Grants

Appendix C: Job Centre Plus grants
Mainstream Voluntary Sector JCP Grants

Sector JCP Grants

Organisation Status Amount [\ CETTY

Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £250,000 3.2 Organisation Status Amount
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £250,000 3.7 British Trust for Conservation Volunteers (BTCV) Charity £88,835
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £250,000 3.3 Cornwall Neighbourhoods for Change Charity £183,960
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £250,000 3.8 Cornwall Neighbourhoods for Change Charity £441,945
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £695,004 3.2 Cornwall Neighbourhoods for Change Charity £441,945
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £200,000 3.7 Cornwall Neighbourhoods for Change Charity £290,250
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £655,000 3.8 Cornwall Neighbourhoods for Change Charity £1,099,507
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £744,798 17 Community Service Volunteers (CSV) Media Charity £48,201
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £320,000 17 East Cornwall Citizens Advice Bureau Charity £20,519
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £580,000 3.2 Enable Charity £91,500
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £330,000 3.3 Pentreath Charity £30,763
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £500,000 3.7 Pentreath Charity £23,269
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £797,000 3.1 Pentreath Charity £69,530
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £200,000 3.3 Pentreath Charity £210,652
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £645,000 3.1 Penwith Volunteer Bureau Charity £62,100
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £121,666 3.2 Real Base Charity £192,100
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £70,000 3.3 Silvanus Trust Charity £167860
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £170,000 3.4 Silvanus Trust Charity £201,404
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £100,000 3.7 Silvanus Trust Charity £35,564
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £114,341 3.7 Youth Hostel Association Charity £60,584
Learning Partnership Not-for-Profit £1,425,000 3.8 Total £3,760,488
l:t(;ILeammg Services, Cormwal Union £§37%2(::)9 33 Non-Voluntary Sector Organisations Significantly Supporting the Voluntary

Organisation Status Amount

Truro College College £120,648

Cornwall College College £218,401

Total £339,049
Third Sector or Not-for-Profit JCP Grants

Organisation Status Amount

Rural Economic Partnership Not-for-Profit £238,310

Total

£238,310
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