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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

(
We have a large and diverse voluntary and community sector adding value in the identification of social need, working at the cutting edge of social issues and social change, tackling inequality and exclusion; building social capital in its bonding, bridging and linking forms; working across Northern Ireland providing vital services, acting as advocates, lobbying for change, contributing to the economy and bringing communities together to articulate their own needs and to advance participatory democracy and social justice. 

(
We have a sector whose contribution to life in Northern Ireland is formally recognised in the Belfast Agreement and in the Programme for Government, and is vital to the achievement of the government’s equality and good relations agenda. This is a defining characteristic of the sector.

(
There is much to commend in the policy framework that defines the government’s relationship with and support for the sector. Uniquely in the UK, we have a comprehensive framework that crosses all departments and that has been developed in consultation with the sector. We have a commitment to ensure a coherent and co-ordinated policy and to achieve joined-up government; to build relations with smaller community groups; to partnership working. We have mechanisms for dialogue and the exchange of information.

(
But there is scope for improvements in the delivery of the policy both within departments and across statutory agencies and NDPBs. There is scope for cementing a dynamic and transparent relationship between government and the sector and for improving awareness of issues affecting the sector, of its nature and diversity and of its contribution. There is a need for a modern, enabling legal and regulatory framework for voluntary and community groups that is fit for purpose and takes account of developments in other jurisdictions in the UK and Ireland. 

(
The financial situation that we face with the ending of Executive Programme Funds for essential services delivered by the sector and of European funding will require hard decisions. There is an urgent need for accurate and consistent information on funding flows to the sector, yet management information systems are not in place to deliver. There is an equally urgent need to have robust and transparent procedures and mechanisms in place to allow decisions to be taken on mainstreaming. There is scope to further support the sector in fundraising and income generation.

(
There are also exciting opportunities- opportunities for government to become a different type of funder, where the emphasis is on the contribution that funding makes to enhancing the assets of the beneficiary community, whether geographical or community of interest; opportunities to build social capital, particularly in its bridging and linking forms; opportunities presented by A Shared Future
 to identify how good community relations outcomes might be enhanced through community development initiatives and how support for community relations and community development initiatives can be better integrated. 

(
All these issues are considered and recommendations for change are made under headings of legislation; information sharing and communication; funding, mainstreaming and delivery mechanisms; fundraising and income generation and building social capital.

(
The extent and pace of change that might follow the implementation of our proposals if eventually accepted should not be underestimated. The process of change will need to be vigorously promoted and carefully managed, with determined leadership in government and the sector and with engagement at both official and political level. Early consideration should therefore be given to a robust mechanism for monitoring, reporting and review of changes flowing from the Task Force’s work. 

 1.
INTRODUCTION
1.1
The Working Group on Government Policy for Support and Funding of the Voluntary and Community Sector is one of four set up by the Task Force on Resourcing the Voluntary and Community Sector to assist in its work. The others deal with sustainability, infrastructure and accountability and organisational systems of governance.

1.2
The Terms of Reference of the Working Group were:

To review the effectiveness of existing policy instruments and mechanisms for government support of the voluntary and community sector, taking account of and reflecting on the very diverse needs of the sector.


This will include:

(
Making recommendations to the Task Force on any necessary legislative or administrative changes to facilitate government support of the sector.


(
Identifying how current processes for support and funding of the sector could be streamlined including improved accessibility and communication.


(
Identifying how the sector could be further supported to increase revenue generation and considering, in particular, the role of the social economy and the potential establishment of a social capital fund as proposed in the Harbison Report.


(
Reviewing processes and mechanisms for mainstreaming support for voluntary and community action.

1.3
The Working Group was chaired by Dave Wall, Director of the Voluntary and Community Unit in the Department for Social Development, with Professor Jimmy Kearney OBE, Centre for Voluntary Action Studies in the University of Ulster, acting as Academic Advisor.  Membership of the Working Group is in Appendix I.

1.4
The Working Group met three times, on 6 June 2003 and 4 July 2003 in NICVA and on 29 August 2003 in Gortalowry House, Cookstown. In view of the inter-relationship of some of the issues being considered by the four working groups, the Chairs and Academic Advisers met on four occasions to identify and discuss cross-cutting issues.

1.5
This Report draws on information from a range of sources. These included discussions at Working Group meetings
; written material submitted by members; a scoping paper prepared by Professor Kearney
; papers on work commissioned by the Group; the report of the action research project undertaken for the Task Force by Advantage Fundraising Solutions on the fundraising and income generation skills base
; other papers submitted to the Task Force and secondary research drawing on a wide range of policy documents in the UK and Republic of Ireland. 

1.6
The Report:


(
defines the policy instruments, legislative provisions and mechanisms for government support of the sector which we considered in our work. It highlights also the nature and diversity of the sector;


(
sets a context for our work by providing a summary and analysis of relevant literature in Northern Ireland. To put our work in a wider context, an analysis is also provided of key policy and legislative developments in the rest of the UK and in the Republic of Ireland;


(
identifies the strengths and positive features of the current policy and legislative framework for the support and funding of the sector;


(
highlights a number of weaknesses and problems that we have identified;


(
identifies a range of key issues where we believe that action is required to improve the existing policy and legislative framework;


(
makes recommendations on action that would, in our view, improve the existing framework; and


(
highlights the importance of early consideration of a robust mechanism for monitoring, reporting and review of any changes that are eventually implemented as a result of the Task Force’s work.

2.
DEFINITIONS AND DIVERSITY OF THE SECTOR 

2.1
Our Terms of Reference require us to review the effectiveness of ‘existing policy instruments and mechanisms’ for government support of the voluntary and community sector. 

2.2
We defined ‘policy instruments’ as meaning the key documents that define the government’s relationship with and support for the sector, such as the1998 Compact and Partners for Change. 

2.3
We defined ‘mechanisms’ widely, to funding mechanisms such as grants programmes and the District Councils’ Community Support Programme and mechanisms for sharing information and communication both within government and between government, statutory agencies, NDPBs and the sector.

2.4
Our Terms of Reference require us consider any legislative changes that might facilitate government support for the sector. Here again we defined legislation widely to cover the legislation that empowers departments and their agencies to fund the sector, the regulatory framework as set by charity law and legislation, for example, Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998, which imposes statutory duties and obligations that government cannot properly fulfill without input from the sector.

Diversity of the Sector

2.5
We were required to take account of and reflect on the diverse needs of the sector. The diversity of needs reflects the diversity of the sector itself. The sector is large 
and diverse, comprising between 4,500 and 5,000 organisations that are “at work in communities across the region providing vital services, acting as advocates, lobbying for change, contributing to the economy and bring communities together to articulate their own needs and to advance participatory democracy and social justice. ”
 The sector is larger on a per head basis than in the rest of the UK and in the Republic of Ireland. There is diversity in the dynamics of the sector, with a large number of small community groups. The nature and reach of the sector allows it to reach areas and groups that government cannot. It adds value in the identification of social need, working at the cutting edge of social issues and social change, tackling inequality and exclusion, user and area articulation of need and priorities, specialist knowledge and skills, advocacy, volunteering, development and evaluation of innovative approaches, social capital in its bonding, bridging and linking forms, independence, representation, service delivery etc. 

2.6
There is diversity also in the organisational genesis across the sector that influences the nature of the relationship between voluntary and community 
organisations and the statutory sector, as shown in clearly the Task Force paper Rationale for Government Support of the Sector
. New groups are emerging in response to 
need, for example, specific interest groups in the disability field, the Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual and Transgender sector, ethnic minority groups etc, often at differing stages of development. 

2.7
The wide range of organisations outlined above may have different policy, support and funding needs. We believe it is essential that the Task Force, in framing its eventual recommendations, should take account of the diversity of the sector and in particular the implications for community groups.
3.
CONTEXT: POLICY AND LEGISLATION
3.1
In this section we set a context for our work by summarising and analysing relevant literature in the UK and in the Republic of Ireland. A fuller review is contained in the scoping paper and in Appendix 2.

Policy Context: Northern Ireland

3.2
Relationships between the state and the sector were cemented by the 1993 Strategy 
, which in turn helped to lay the foundations for the 1998 Compact
. This sets out the respective roles, shared values and principles and commitments to action. Government gives a commitment to support a strong and effective infrastructure and to allocate resources in accordance with clear objectives linked to government priorities. The principles and commitments were translated into practical action in Partners for Change (2003)
, with its associated Good Practice Guides on Community Development, Funding and Volunteering. Partners for Change sets out how government intends to take forward its commitment in the Programme for Government (now carried forward in Building on Progress Priorities and Plans 2003-2006) to sustain the work of the sector and to work with the sector as social partners to maximise benefits to society. 

3.3
The Good Practice Guide on Funding provides the principles and good practice standards within which the funding commitments in the Compact should be delivered.  Of particular relevance to our remit are the principles that the funding framework should support shared objectives; make available a number of different types of funding to ensure that policy objectives are met in a flexible and appropriate manner and ensure that information on grants programmes is widely available and accessible to the sector.  The good practice standards specify the types of funding that will facilitate support for specified activities. The main types of government funding specified include project funding, core (or strategic funding) and capital funding.

3.4
Volunteering, while endorsed in the Compact and Partners for Change, has also been the subject of a focused, three year policy initiative - the Active Community Initiative launched in April 2001
.

3.5
In the period between the Compact and consultation on Partners for Change (2001)
, the Consultation Paper on Funding for the Voluntary and Community Sector (the Harbison Report) was issued in April 2000
.  It posed questions, now being addressed, with regard to medium and long-term sustainability. 

3.6
Other key drivers of policy change are likely to be:


(
A Shared Future (2003)
, which invites dialogue and debate on the future shape of community relations policy and which will result in a new cross-departmental strategy and framework to promote better relations between and within communities and to tackle sectarianism. 


(
Investing in Partnership (2002)
. This NIAO report aims to define and promote minimum standards of good practice across government departments who administer grants to the sector and to focus on key information and processes needed for proper management of these public monies.  While the report is particularly relevant to the Working Group on Accountability and Organisational Systems of Governance, its recommendations on easier access to information on grants and on co-ordination between funders are relevant to our deliberations.

Policy Context: Great Britain

3.7
Key developments in this area in the rest of the UK are summarized in Appendix 2.  Key points to note in view of their relevance to our Terms of Reference are:

3.7.1

England. A major review has been carried out through HM Treasury’s Cross Cutting Review on the Role of the Voluntary and Community Sector in Service Delivery (2002)
. This explored how central and local government can work more effectively with the sector to deliver high quality services, so that where the sector wishes to engage in service delivery, it is able to do so effectively. Key points in the review are to ensure that the price for contracts reflects the full costs of the service, including the legitimate portion of overheads and to move to a more stable funding relationship with less short-termism. Resources have been allocated for the implementation of the Review, including £125 million for the creation of futurebuilders – a one-off, three year investment fund to help voluntary and community organisations in their public service work.


futurebuilders applies only to England, but the devolved administrations in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland will receive a proportionate allocation and it will be for them to decide how this should be used. The Northern Ireland allocation is expected to be £4.2million and we make suggestions on the use to which it might be put in paragraph 6.7.
3.7.2
Scotland. The Scottish Executive has reviewed its direct funding of the VCS. A key development is a move from a grants-based dependency approach to one where investment is viewed as a funding decision. Three year funding will be the norm when the work being undertaken continues to help meet Executive priorities and objectives. These guiding principles will be applied on the basis of competition for the resources that are available. The principle of full cost recovery will apply. Action is to be taken to seek a legislative opportunity to introduce a generic funding power to enable the public sector to invest in and fund the voluntary sector. This would be supplementary to existing legislative funding powers. A wider strategic review to consider other key issues was set up in February 2003. It will identify the current scale and pattern of voluntary sector funding and examine the scope for improving its availability, effectiveness and sustainability and the potential for increasing the value for money from investment in the sector.

3.7.3
Republic of Ireland. Current policy in the Republic of Ireland is defined in the White Paper Supporting Voluntary Activity (2000).
 Multi-annual funding (3 or 5 years) was to become the norm for agreed priority services and community development activities. Core funding would only be provided for services to meet agreed priority needs and for priority development work. The Paper acknowledged that the sector has a special role in developing new and innovative responses to social need, very often with statutory funding and that government is keen to mainstream the lessons from successful pilot initiatives, as resources allow. Significant changes to funding have since occurred. Late in 2002, the Minister for Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs announced that the two main funding programmes would be re-advertised, reduced in size, further scrutinized by external consultants and that the research funding scheme would be deferred till 2004. A 17% reduction in funding for VCS activities in 2003 was subsequently announced, and community development projects whose funding ended at the end of 2002 were offered interim funding and an annual contract thereafter subject to progress. The Minister also announced an Optimal Coherence Review to review all departmental funding schemes and this got under way in the course of 2003.  

 Policy Context: Conclusion

3.8
In the UK, the relationship between the state and the voluntary and community sector has been the subject of review and reform as the government has embarked on a radical programme of public service investment and reform. Some of the issues considered by the Working Group have also been considered or are under review in other parts of the UK and the Republic or Ireland. Themes have included the government’s reliance on the sector as essential partners both in the delivery of public services and as instruments for implementing government’s objectives. There is a renewed interest in the importance of community and neighbourhood renewal and an awakening interest in community cohesion.  There is a growing interest in social enterprise and social entrepreneurship and a continuing interest in civic engagement and active citizenship.  There is a continuing concern about resources.  There has been a formalisation of the relationship between state and sector through the Compacts in each country and an emphasis on getting the relationship-including the funding relationship- right. Codes of Practice or Good Practice Guides on Funding exist in each part of the UK. Full cost recovery now applies in England, while in Scotland there is a move away from a grants dependency approach to one where investment is viewed as a funding decision.  In the Republic of Ireland, a framework has been provided for the relationship between state and the sector, though the funding has reduced in extent and scope.

3.9
The review and analysis of the literature linked to our Terms of Reference confirm that policy on government support and funding of the sector as stated in the Compact and Partners for Change is up-to-date and has been developed interdepartmentally and in consultation with the sector. It is likely to be affected by a range of strategic documents and exercises in Northern Ireland, including the current Review of Public Administration and may change to reflect key developments elsewhere in the UK. The strengths and positive features of the current position and weaknesses and problems that we have identified in our work are examined in Section 4.

Context: Legislative Issues

3.10
In this section we consider the regulatory framework for charities in Northern Ireland, with reference to key developments in this field in the rest of the UK and in the Republic of Ireland; legislation which empowers departments and their agencies to fund the voluntary and community sector and legislation requiring action involving voluntary and community groups.

The regulation of charities

3.11
Charity law in Northern Ireland is essentially the same as when it was formulated in the Charities Act (NI) 1964. It is largely facilitative and non-interventionist. 
The Department for Social Development is the charity authority. There is no Charity Commission and no register of charities, but charitable status is granted by the Inland Revenue.  A study by Cormacain, O’Halloran and Williamson (2001)
 put forward a telling case for updating and modernising charity law which they found to be particularly deficient as regards systems for registering and regulating charities and for supervising fundraising activities. 

3.12
Appendix 3 contains a summary of the key developments in the regulatory framework for charities in the UK and in the Republic of Ireland. It should be noted that major reviews of the law in this field have been carried out in England and Wales and Scotland and are in train in the Republic of Ireland. New legislation is expected in each jurisdiction.  Our conclusion is that charity law in Northern Ireland has neither kept pace with changes already enacted or proposed in England and Wales and in Scotland, nor with trends in charitable activity and changes in the sector itself, particularly since the civil unrest. We welcome the review of Northern Ireland charity law that has been launched by the Department for Social Development.  We endorse the need to provide a modern, enabling legal and regulatory framework for Northern Ireland that is fit for purpose and that takes account of developments in Great Britain and in the Republic of Ireland. 

3.13
We would draw specific attention to those recommendations in the Strategy Unit’s Report ‘Private Action, Public Benefit’ referred to in Appendix 3 that are designed to develop the sector’s potential and to enable it to be more effective and entrepreneurial-one example is the new legal form of Community Interest Company-since they could impact directly on the sector’s sustainability.  The Community Interest Company (CIC) pursues social enterprise in the public interest and dedicates profits to the public good.  This recommendation relates to company law, which in England is the responsibility of the DTI and is being taken forward separately from the proposed Charities Bill. Responses to a DTI, Home Office and HM Treasury consultation on the CIC proposal (2003)
 are being analysed and in the light of the outcome, the government intends to bring forward legislation to make the CIC proposal part of company law.  Corresponding action in Northern Ireland is the responsibility of the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Investment.  We recommend that when the way ahead in England is clear, early consideration should be given to introducing a similar legal form in Northern Ireland company law.

3.14
We note that in accepting the recommendation in ‘Private Action, Public Benefit’ that a new umbrella committee, on 
which all UK charity regulators are represented, should be created to ensure a consistent regulatory approach UK-wide and to share information and best practice, the Government comments: “Now that charity law and regulation are devolved matters in Scotland and Northern Ireland – and are, or have been under review in both territories- there is an even greater need for strategic coordination of regulatory approaches”. Such coordination should assist those UK charities with Branches in Northern Ireland. We also hope that the DSD review will consider the scope for convergence of the regulatory frameworks in Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland, since this should assist those charities which operate on an all Ireland basis. 

Legislation to fund the Voluntary and Community Sector

3.15
We commissioned the VCU to carry out a quick survey of the legislation used by departments and the NIO to fund the VCS with the aim of gaining a better understanding of the legislation used; of ensuring that it provided an adequate basis to cover all potential funding requirements and of identifying any difficulties identified by departments on which action might be necessary. While not all departments replied, the information obtained from the nine departments who did indicates that 25 separate pieces of legislation are use to fund the VCS.  From the survey, several key issues emerged:


(
three departments identified areas where they did not have legal authority to provide funding.  One department requested an amendment to existing legislation to grant it legal authority to use the services of an Intermediary Funding Body for the purposes of paying grant to the VCS. This came to light during the allocation of Executive Programme Funds and presented a considerable administrative burden for the department concerned;


(
departments provided details of a number of specific policy issues and responsibilities which, following reorganisation of government departments at the time of devolution, were now covered by funding legislation in more than one department;


(
all departments indicated a preference for discretionary funding with a number commenting that mandatory funding was not sustainable in the current constrained financial position.

3.16
It is clear from our brief examination of this issue that all the existing legislative powers identified in the survey and used by departments to fund the VCS predate devolution and the establishment of the Northern Ireland Assembly.  This in itself is not necessarily a problem, but there is evidence that the existing legislative base does not fully meet the needs of some funding departments. It also appears that the legislation has not kept pace with some developments in the funding environment, for example, the establishment of Intermediary Funding Bodies under the Peace Programmes and their potential use by at least one department to disburse mainstream funding.

3.17
In paragraph 3.7.2, we noted that in the course of its review of direct funding, the Scottish Executive identified scope for a generic power to enable the public sector to invest in and fund the sector and will be seeking a legislative opportunity to introduce such a provision.  We believe that consideration should be given to the scope for a similar generic power in Northern Ireland, supplementary to existing legislative powers.
3.18
In the limited time for our work, we were not able to explore in greater detail the extent to which existing legislation is fully fit for purpose, but in the light of the information available, we feel that this is an area which requires further examination.  We recommend, therefore, that a fuller examination of the existing legislative base used by departments should be carried out. This could also cover the powers available to statutory agencies to fund the VCS and explore further the scope for a generic funding power in Northern Ireland. 

Legislation requiring action involving voluntary and community groups

3.19
The most significant statutory duties and obligations that Government cannot properly fulfill without input from the voluntary and community sector is Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998.  Section 75, which places statutory duties on public authorities concerning the promotion of equality of opportunity and good relations, is a legislative outworking of the commitments on rights, safeguards and equality of opportunity in the Good Friday/Belfast Agreement. This and a number of other commitments in the Agreement have significant implications for Government and its relationship with and support for the voluntary and community sector.

3.20
The Agreement is based on a commitment to “partnership, equality and mutual respect”. It provides a commitment to an Equality Commission to monitor: “…a statutory obligation to promote equality of opportunity in specified areas and parity of esteem between the two main communities and to investigate individual complaints against public bodies”. The Agreement also recognises the importance of work being done to develop reconciliation and mutual understanding and the important role of organisations in both the statutory and voluntary and community sectors working with victims of violence. It recognises the expertise and role of civil society in Northern Ireland in recommending the setting up of a consultative Civic Forum to act as a consultative mechanism on social, economic and cultural issues. 

3.21
Section 75, which places a requirement on public authorities to consult on matters relating to the statutory duties and on the impact of policies, has had significant implications for both Government and the voluntary and community sector. The model of participatory, inclusive policy-making is fleshed out in the policy-making, consultation and assessment processes detailed in the Equality Commission’s Guide to the Statutory Duties
.  The Guide sets out a statutory process of data gathering, consultation and consideration of equality issues for Departments making policy decisions with equality impacts. This process involves the voluntary and community sector in two important ways:


(
Consultation. Equality schemes and equality impact assessments both require consultation with people affected by the policy and with representative groups. The fulfillment of the statutory duty is, therefore dependent, in substance and in terms of formal compliance, on the existence of voluntary and community groups.  This is a legislative base for Government support of them.


(
Consideration of available data and research. Public authorities making policy decisions need to collect the information that will enable them to make a judgment of the extent of equality impacts.  The Commission encourages a partnership approach, both between public authorities and with the voluntary and community sector.  Given the incomplete nature of public authorities’ data on the equality categories, this is another statutory imperative that Government requires the assistance of the sector to complete.

Conclusion

3.22
It will be a matter for the Task Force to determine what support for the voluntary and community sector is necessitated by the statutory imperatives of Section 75 and the need for Government to meet other commitments concerning reconciliation and victims in the Agreement.  With regard to Section 75 in particular, the need for support to enable the sector to properly engage in the process of policy making will need careful consideration. There is no easy answer to what the best means of support might be and this will need further exploration with the sector. While core funding is likely to be an issue, other support such as training in policy work to empower groups to be effective consultees and the provision of hard resources such as computers may also need consideration.

3.23 Commentators including Livingstone and Morison
 identified a trend during the past 30 years for engagement with issues of social policy to take place outside the political process, often by those who wished to pay a role in civil society engaging directly with issues through their involvement in voluntary and community groups. As a result, there is a significant store of expertise on policy matters in the sector, but there may be some areas where this is less well developed. It will be important both to maintain the commitment and expertise that already exists and to find ways to ensure that there is effective engagement across all areas.

4.
STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES AND SCOPE FOR IMPROVEMENT

4.1
We found many strengths and positive features in the current framework for government policy and support for the voluntary and community sector. Uniquely in the UK, the Compact principles have been translated into practical action in a comprehensive policy framework that has been developed on an interdepartmental basis and in consultation with the sector. In Partners for Change there is:


(
a commitment to ensure a coherent and co-ordinate policy by underpinning each departmental strategy with four common aims derived from the Compact and the Programme for Government: Shaping Policy Development, Building Communities, Promoting Active Citizenship and Tackling Disadvantage;


(
a commitment to joined-up government  reflected in the production of a catalogue of cross cutting actions in response to comments made in consultation that there was a need for greater consistency across departments. These actions, set out under three common themes of Capacity Building; Resourcing the Sector and Working Together, can only be achieved through joint working;


(
an acknowledgement of the diversity of the sector in the commitment to strengthen existing relationships with voluntary and community groups whilst engaging in particular with smaller community groups who may not previously have been involved in policy-making;


(
an emphasis on learning from experience and sharing of good practice through the robust mechanisms for monitoring and evaluation, through the identification by each department of a case study in key areas of work which require working with the sector if departments’ objectives are to be achieved and through the procedures for dealing with complaints; and


(
more emphasis than in the draft Strategy on engaging statutory agencies and NDPB’s who are often the main point of contact for voluntary and community groups. District Councils for example, are now required to prepare their Community Support Plans under the three cross cutting themes noted above.

4.2
The VCU is leading on developing a database of funding to the sector. A pilot system for recording information on direct funding from government to the sector has been developed and is currently being evaluated within the Department for Social Development and the Department of Health, Social Services and Public Safety. It is planned to roll out the system to other departments by March 2004.

4.3
Structures are in place to facilitate interdepartmental working, for example, the Interdepartmental Group on Voluntary Activity and Community Development; to promote sharing of information between Government and the sector through the Joint Government/Voluntary and Community Sector Forum and to promote information sharing and co-operation among funders at a strategic level through the recently established Funders’ Forum. 

4.4
Despite these strengths and positive features, we have identified a number of weaknesses and areas where we believe there is scope for improvement. These are:


(
the Compact remains an important, living document. It contains important safeguards that must continue to be upheld, for example, respecting the sector’s independence and right to campaign. There remains scope for raising awareness and re-inforcing the implementation of the Compact, Partners for Change and the Good Practice Guides both within government departments and in their agencies and local government. There remains concern about the lack of consistency by some agencies, NDPBs and district councils;


(
achieving the aims and targets in Partners for Change will require an unprecedented degree of cross-departmental co-operation and working and of joined-up government and there is inconsistency in implementation. The Strategy, for example, contains 18 major cross cutting actions. It will also require a greater and clearer understanding within government both of voluntary and community sector issues and of the nature, diversity and contribution of the sector; 


(
there is a concern in the sector that there is often a marked distance between the policy framework and its operationalisation; those making the policy know the sector, while those implementing it sometimes do not. There is a view also that not all departments have taken on board for themselves that responsibility rests with them. The VCU is widely regarded as the facilitator and driver but departments need to own the policy;


(
the eventual implementation of changes that might flow from the work of the Task Force will require a culture change in departments and a commitment at senior level in each department;


(
there is no designated lead or champion Minister for the sector and no mechanisms for formal engagement by the sector at political level. There is, for example, no Ministerial involvement in the Joint Forum;


(
there is a need for accurate and consistent information on funding flows to the sector and the appropriate management information systems are not yet in place to provide quality detailed information to assist decision making;


(
there is little evidence of robust procedures and mechanisms that have succeeded in mainstreaming projects;


(
there is not a level playing field for the sector in contracting for services;


(
there is scope for an enhanced role for the District Councils’ Community Support Programme in supporting the local voluntary and community sector;


(
there is evidence of the need to improve the environment for income generation and to enhance fundraising and income generation skills. The Social Capital Fund proposed in the Harbison Report (2000) has not been set up; and

(
there is great scope to build social capital, particularly in its bridging and linking forms; to identify how good community relations outcomes might be enhanced through community development initiatives and to consider how the support for community relations and community development initiatives can be better integrated.

4.5
In the following sections we make recommendations for action to deal with the issues above under the broad categories of 

· information sharing and communication (Section 5);

· mainstreaming and delivery mechanisms (Section 6);

· funding policy issues, fundraising and income generation (Section 7); and


(
building social capital: the voluntary and community sector and its impact on the quality of life in Northern Ireland in (Section 8).

5.
INFORMATION SHARING AND COMMUNICATION

5.1
In this section we make recommendations for a range of changes to improve the present arrangements for sharing information and communication on VCS issues within government and between government, its agencies, district councils and the sector, taking into account the arrangements in England, Scotland and Wales. We deal also with the use of information and communication technology in the VCS. 

Structures in Northern Ireland

5.2.
The main formal mechanism for discussing VCS issues within government is the Interdepartmental Group on Voluntary Activity and Community Development. Chaired by the Director of the VCU, the IDG meets 3-4 times a year. Partners for Change confirms that it will continue to provide the main forum within government for discussing and monitoring progress on the Strategy and for sharing information, good practice and problems. All government departments in Northern Ireland and the Northern Ireland Office are represented on the Group, with the level of representation being at Grade 5 or Grade 7 level. 

5.3
The formal mechanism for discussion of general issues of common concern to the sector and government departments and for the exchange of views and information between government and the sector is the Joint Government/Voluntary and Community Sector Forum. Membership comprises the members of the IDG and 15 members from the sector. It is jointly chaired by the Director of the VCU and a representative of the sector. The VCS representatives on the Forum make up the Voluntary Sector Panel, which has the potential to provide a communication route reaching widely across the sector. It has established a Communications Sub-Group with the role of heightening awareness of Partners for Change and of the Forum. This has resulted in some encouraging outcomes including the issue of a one page communiqué within one week of Joint Forum meetings, posted on the DSD and NICVA websites, and the issue of press releases which have been distributed widely to local press, departmental magazines, NICVA News and Panel Members’ publications.  

5.4.
Information sharing and communication are the keys to ensuring effective implementation of the Compact etc.  The importance of this has been accepted by departments and a number of positive steps have been taken or are in train. Various initiatives have been taken or are in train. For example, a Guide to Government Grants to the Voluntary and Community Sector in Northern Ireland (2003)
 has been published with named points of contacts from whom further information may be obtained and there is now a named official as the contact point for each department’s strategy.  A network of Departmental Voluntary Sector Liaison Officers is to be established by 2004. 

5.5
Partners for Change puts in place arrangements for monitoring and evaluation of the Strategy. At Ministerial level, each Departmental Minister will endorse an annual monitoring report prior to submission to the Joint Forum. The DSD Minister (acknowledged in Partners for Change to be the Minister with responsibility for the voluntary and community sector) will endorse an annual monitoring report on the Strategy as a whole, prepared by the VCU, for submission to the Joint Forum “and presentation to his Ministerial colleagues”.

Structures in Great Britain

5.6
Formal mechanisms for dialogue with the VCS differ in England, Scotland and Wales, with the Welsh model being the most prescriptive, having a statutory basis in the Welsh Assembly’s Voluntary Sector Scheme. A common feature, however, is that in each country there are structured mechanisms for dialogue between Ministers and representatives of the VCS.  Details of the structures are in Appendix 4.

Compact Advocacy Programme

5.7 
We considered whether there was a case for an initiative in Northern Ireland similar to the Compact Advocacy Programme in England.  This Programme, set up by the National Council for Voluntary Organisations in January 2003, helps voluntary and community organisations who have a dispute with government where a department or agency has breached the Compact or its Codes of Practice. The Programme will represent organisations to the relevant department or agency through a mixture of advocacy, negotiation, lobbying and wider campaigning. Other important functions include seeking policy and practice change and identifying best (and worst) practice and sharing lessons with the sector.

5.8
Our conclusion is that while a formal scheme similar to the Compact Advocacy Programme is not required in Northern Ireland, it is important to ensure compliance with the Compact, Partners for Change and the Good Practice Guides.  There is also a need to identify and deal with any actual or potential breaches of the Compact, Strategy or Good Practice Guides, to seek policy and practice change and to identify and disseminate examples of best practice across government and the sector.

Analysis

5.9
In Northern Ireland, structures are in place to facilitate interdepartmental working and to promote sharing of information within government and between government and the sector. We would, however, make some observations, some of them based on comparison with the structures elsewhere in the UK:

(
the absence of a designated lead or champion Minister for the sector. The Minister responsible for DSD has responsibility for the sector, but is not specifically designated as lead or champion Minister;


(
the absence of any structured mechanism for Ministers collectively to discuss issues concerning the statutory/voluntary sector relationship, for example, at the stage when Ministers have approved their departmental monitoring reports for Partners for Change; 


(
the lack of mechanisms for formal engagement by the sector at Ministerial level. There is, for example, no political involvement in the Joint Forum. This is a matter of concern, particularly when there are very poor transfer mechanisms between political parties and the sector in Northern Ireland;


(
the lack of a senior official within each Department with a remit to ensure the implementation of the Compact, Partners for Change and the Associated Codes within his/her Department;


●
the need to ensure compliance with the Compact and Partners for Change, identify policy and practice changes and examples of good 
practice and disseminate such examples widely;


(
the lack of consistency among departments in the level of representation on the IDG;


(
the lack at present of a structured network of Departmental Liaison Officers with defined job descriptions.

Scope for improvement

5.10
As noted above, various initiatives are under way that will improve information sharing and communication. This is to be welcomed, but should more be done? We believe that it should, for the reasons we advanced in Section 4, and that there remains scope for improvement. Partners for Change in itself provides an important cross-departmental mechanism and any improvements in structures for information sharing and communication should build on this. With this in mind, and taking into account the extent and pace of change likely to flow from the Task Force’s work, we recommend that consideration is given to the following suggestions for developments in the existing structures.

5.11
Designation of a Champion Minister. The VCU already plays a crucial role in leading on Partners for Change and this role is likely to be even more important in driving forward changes that result from the Task Force’s work. That process will need to be vigorously promoted and carefully managed, with determined leadership and engagement at both official and political level. The DSD Minister is ‘responsible for the voluntary and community sector’ and plays an important role in the monitoring and review of the Strategy. This role will become all the more important in ensuring the implementation, monitoring and review of changes that follow the Task Force exercise. We believe that the importance of this role would be enhanced by identifying the DSD Minister as the ‘Champion Minister’ for the voluntary and community sector. It should be noted that the Northern Ireland Executive previously considered and rejected the view that the DSD Minister should be the Champion for the sector. This, however, was at the time when the DSD Minister was a DUP nomination and so outside the workings of the Executive. Similar considerations do not apply at present and we recommend that the matter could now be reconsidered on its merits.

5.12.
Ministerial Discussions on VCS Issues.  The absence of a structured opportunity for Ministers collectively to take stock of the state of government/sector relationships and progress on Partners for Change could be remedied by building in to the existing monitoring arrangements outlined in paragraph 5.5 above an opportunity for an annual meeting of departmental ministers, chaired by the ‘Champion Minister’, before he or she endorses the annual monitoring report on actions within Partners for Change produced by the VCU. The purpose of this meeting might be to discuss the report which among other things informs the future work programme of the Joint Forum. 

5.13
Engagement at political level. There is no political involvement in the Joint Forum and Northern Ireland is the only part of the UK where there is not a structured arrangement for engagement between politicians and the sector. We believe this should be remedied. Various options are possible drawing on the models elsewhere in the UK as outlined in Appendix 3. We favour, however, a ‘Northern Ireland specific’ option where one meeting of the Joint Forum each year is chaired by the ‘Champion’ Minister, with the possibility of attendance by Ministers from other Departments. Given the fact that the Joint Forum is now well established as the formal mechanism for information sharing and communication; that it has a formal monitoring and evaluation role and will discuss the annual monitoring report from the VCU on Partners for Change, reflecting on past achievements and informing the Joint Forum’s forward work plan, this meeting might be the most appropriate one to be chaired by the Minister and possibly attended by other Ministers. The scope of the annual monitoring report, covering next steps, unanticipated issues and identification of good practice, should provide an opportunity for a wide ranging and constructive dialogue with the Minister or Ministers. Action on these lines would further raise the profile of the Compact, Partners for Change etc in government and in the sector, acknowledging also the key role accorded to the sector in delivering many of the priorities in Building on Progress. Priorities and Plans 2003-2006 and would demonstrate further the high level political commitment to working in partnership with the sector. We recommend that this model should be considered. 

5.14
A ‘Departmental Champion’ and Strengthening Structures within and between Departments. The factors noted in section 4 suggest that any changes to existing structures should seek to ensure that officials involved have the requisite seniority and that there is clearly defined and assigned responsibility within each department for implementing the Compact, Partners for Change and the Good Practice Guides. Account should be taken of the commitment to put in place a network of Departmental Liaison Officers. The following changes are suggested:

5.14.1
There should be a heightened emphasis on compliance with the Compact and Partners for Change. The VCU should lead on this, ensuring that existing channels for dealing with complaints are utilised and complaints reviewed annually. The VCU working with the Joint Forum should take the lead in seeking policy change and in identifying and disseminating examples of best (or worst) practice across government and the sector.

5.14.2 There should be in each department a designated senior official-the ‘Departmental Champion’ personally responsible for full implementation of the Compact, Partners for Change and the Good Practice Guides within his or her department. Consideration could be given to the corresponding recommendation in the Treasury’s Cross-Cutting Review that such officials establish a baseline on awareness and implementation in their department and develop a mainstreaming strategy (see Appendix 2). A key component in their role would be to ensure Compact and Strategy compliance. This should include ensuring that policy and legislative developments within their departments are assessed for potential impact on the sector, in line with current guidance; overseeing preparation of and approving the annual departmental monitoring report before submission to the Minister and ensuring that any necessary policy or practice changes or examples of good (or worst) practice in his or her department are identified and disseminated. Importantly, action should be taken to ensure that channels for information sharing and communication on VCS issues are in place between the department and any agencies or NDPBs for which it is responsible and that those bodies adhere to the Compact and Strategy etc. We say more about this issue in paragraph 5.15.  We believe that officials designated for this purpose should be at Senior Civil Service Grade 3 level. These actions should help the Compact etc to permeate more deeply into government and enhance the process of mainstreaming.   


5.14.3
The importance of the Interdepartmental Group on Voluntary Activity and Community Development and its pivotal role as the main forum within government for discussing and monitoring progress on the Strategy and for sharing information should be reflected in the seniority of the departmental representatives. We believe that each representative should be at SCS Grade 5 level. 


5.14.4
A structured network of Departmental Liaison Officers should be introduced, as agreed in Partners for Change. Their role should be clearly defined in a job description and should be both inward and outward looking. Liaison Officers would be the designated point of contact in each department who can disseminate information about voluntary and community sector issues within individual departments and field queries about and from the sector in so far as they relate to the department. The establishment of Liaison Officers should not replace links between staff more widely and the sector, since such developments are encouraged within the spirit of the Compact and Partners for Change. The Liaison Officer would work closely with his or her departmental representative on the IDG. This is an important function, which has the potential for improving information sharing and communication within and between departments. The network should, therefore, be adequately resourced, trained and supported. The VCU could have a role in supporting the network through convening regular meetings, briefings etc to discuss developments affecting the sector.

Action by Departmental Agencies and NDPBs

5.15
We believe that if action is taken on our recommendations, there would be significant improvements in structures etc between departments and the VCS. But many VCS organisations may never come into contact with departments and may relate to district councils, Health and Social Services Trusts and Boards, etc in terms of service provision, funding and support and we have noted earlier in our report concerns about inconsistency of approach among some agencies. The engagement of statutory agencies and NDPBs is crucial to the implementation of the Strategy and we welcome the commitment in Partners for Change that the VCU will undertake an audit and compile a report on the relationship between statutory agencies and the VCS during 2004
.  We recommend that as part of this exercise, consideration is given to the scope for introducing a requirement for Local Compacts between statutory agencies and the VCS, as already happening in England and Wales. We believe that this would help in ensuring greater clarity and understanding in the relationship with the VCS at area and local level. 

Use of Information and Communication Technology (ICT) in the Voluntary and Community Sector

5.16
Background. The voluntary and community sector plays an important role in providing access and training in ICT to local groups and local communities.  This activity directly supports the current government target that everyone who wants it can have internet access by 2005.  Consideration needs to be given to identifying how the use of ICT might best be promoted within the sector, particularly across smaller organisations.

5.17
Digital Inclusion Strategy. In April 2003, the Central IT Unit for NI (CITUNI),) published 
 A Digital Inclusion Strategy for Northern Ireland.  This strategy, which will run from May 2003 until December 2005, identifies a series of actions to facilitate a digitally inclusive society where all citizens, who so choose, are able to access at low cost, convenient computing and Internet technology – e-participation”  

5.18
To date it has been difficult to assess the full extent to which the voluntary and community sector is engaged in ICT initiatives with much activity ongoing that has largely been un-coordinated. It is now planned to compile a register of ongoing ICT activities and initiatives and to establish a Digital Inclusion Working Group to facilitate the sharing the knowledge and expertise in digital inclusion activities. The voluntary and community sector will be represented on the Working Group, which will be chaired at Ministerial level.  

5.19
A 
 study by the Home Office’s Active Communities Unit (ACU), has helped 
inform policy development on ICT-related matters for the voluntary and 
community sector. Some of the key findings from the study were as follows:


(
the internet and ICT can improve the delivery of services;


(
there are benefits in terms of efficiency and networking gains for those organisations that embrace ICT into their operations;


(
the level of ICT infrastructure in the sector is poor; and


(
lack of resource is a barrier to greater use of ICT, as are attitudes in the sector and lack of support and training.


5.20
There has been no equivalent NI study; this should be rectified through the Digital Inclusion Unit which should consider commissioning a local study. 

5.21
The HM Treasury Cross Cutting Review of the Role of the Voluntary and Community Sector in Service Delivery recognised that the use of ICT in the voluntary and community sector is low compared with other sectors. Although this refers to England, there is no reason to suggest that the position is any different in Northern Ireland. Following publication of the Cross Cutting Review, the ACU convened a cross sector advisory group to consider the need identified for a more strategic approach to ICT.  The findings of this group have not yet been published but some of the issues that are emerging are as follows:


(
a lack of strategic understanding of ICT at senior management level and Board level within voluntary and community organisations, with many not having an ICT strategy or an ICT budget;


(
there are few sources of advice available to the sector which is knowledgeable about both ICT and the specific demands of the sector;


(
a lack of affordable technical support to maintain and upgrade ICT systems;


(
an undue emphasis by funders on capital expenditure; and


(
a lack of co-ordination of purchasing power within the voluntary and community sector.

5.22
These issues have not been tested against the needs of the voluntary and community sector locally; the ACU study should be reviewed when published and extended, where appropriate, to Northern Ireland.  


5.23
Web based services.  The VCU is currently piloting a  web-site which will provide information for voluntary and community organisations on grants available from Government departments.  The system will include details on all available government grants and grant awards and is due to be rolled out to government departments by March 2004. The site will provide an online source or all information relating to grants that are available from Government to the voluntary and community sector but could be developed as a portal to include access to grants through on-line application forms.  

Conclusion


5.24
It is important that the use of ICT within the voluntary and community sector is addressed strategically as much of the activity to date has developed piecemeal.  The work of the proposed Digital Inclusion Unit is currently being developed, but we recommend that work is progressed to assess the full extent and state of ICT infrastructure across the voluntary and community sector and to develop a strategy for the use and development of ICT.  There is also the potential for developing the web-site of voluntary and community grants to provide a more interactive portal for information and access to government grants.

Summary of recommendation

5.25
We believe that there is scope for cementing a more dynamic and transparent relationship between government and the VCS and between statutory agencies and NDPBs and the VCS, building on existing arrangements and taking account 
of developments promised in Partners for Change. Our recommendations to achieve this are:

· considerations should be given to designating a ‘Champion Minister’ for the VCS (paragraph 5.11);

· 
the monitoring arrangements for Partners for Change should be modified to build in an annual meeting of Ministers, chaired by the Champion Minister to discuss progress on VCS issues (paragraph 5.12);

· 
there should be engagement with the Joint Forum at political level, with the Champion Minister chairing one meeting each year (paragraph 5.13);

· 
there should be heightened emphasis on compliance with the Compact and Partners for Change, with the VCU in the lead on ensuring that existing channels for dealing with complaints are utilised and complaints reviewed annually. The VCU working with the Joint Forum should also take the lead in seeking policy changes and in seeking policy change and in identifying and disseminating examples of best (or worst) practice across government and the sector (paragraph 5.14.1);

· action should be taken to appoint a senior official (the ‘departmental champion’) responsible for VCS issues within his or her department (paragraph 5.14.2);

· membership of the IDG on Voluntary Activity and Community and Community Development should be at NICS Grade 5 level (paragraph 5.14.3)

· a network of Voluntary Sector Liaison Offices should be established, properly resourced, trained and supported (paragraph 5.14.4):

· consideration should be given to the introduction of Local Compacts (paragraph 5.15);

· a strategy for the use of ICT within the VCS should be developed as part of the implementation of the Digital Inclusion Strategy (paragraph 5.24). 

6.
FUNDING ISSUES, MAINSTREAMING AND DELIVERY MECHANISMS
6.1
In this section, we make recommendations for action in the areas of funding policy, mainstreaming and delivery mechanisms. 
Issues affecting funding policy

6.2
What type of funder? The work of the Task Force provides an excellent opportunity to ask the question what type of funder should government be in supporting the VCS? We believe that this opportunity should be taken to consider the scope for moving towards an outcome-based or investor approach rather than one based predominantly on grant-making. The emphasis then would be on the contribution that the funding makes to enhancing the assets of the beneficiary community (which may be geographical as well as communities of interest) and producing sustainable outcomes for communities. The debate on this is not new; a preoccupation with outcomes and impact is a common feature of debates within most grant-making organisations-in the public sector as well as among charitable trusts and foundations. The Sustainability Working Group has developed a Social Investment Model of funding in which the means of achieving the overall social investment mission would be achieved through a variety of funding mechanisms, including contracts, core costs, endowment funds etc. We would stress that the social investment mission should not be ‘handed down’ by government. Rather, it should be a shared mission that is contributed to and owned by the voluntary and community sector, resulting in shared responsibility. We recommend that the future funding policy should in future reflect a social investment approach. 

6.3
A level playing field. We believe also that the opportunity should be taken to create a level playing field for the VCS in terms of support from government. The implementation of the recommendations in the Treasury’s Cross Cutting Review will introduce a level playing field in England for those voluntary and community groups engaged in service delivery. Those recommendations should, in our view, be considered for relevance in Northern Ireland. But two issues emerge. 

6.4
The first is the extent to which further encouragement of the VCS in public service delivery would cause further ‘mission drift’ i.e., where an organisation “may drift from its primary purpose in order to successfully negotiate new contracts that could ultimately sustain its viability”(NICVA (2003)). This is already an issue, as seen in the study that NICVA undertook for the Task Force- Drifting off Course?
  Account needs to be taken of the key findings emerging from the study to date for example, that best value and requirements to introduce competitive bidding should not ignore or come before the ultimate aim of government funding in promoting social capital, building community infrastructure and meeting the needs of disadvantaged people. The draft report also notes that contracts and service level agreements do not “suit every voluntary and community group and should only be entered into after serious consideration about the long term impacts on the organisation and the potential consequences for change and not as an easy source of funding”.

6.5
The second is the need to consider the position of those parts of the sector not involved in service delivery, for example, advocacy and campaigning. This was highlighted in the Equality Coalition’s paper to the Task Force
. Commenting on the relationship between the two distinct functions of advocacy and service delivery, they say: Where both functions are being undertaken, how are they appropriately balanced and what is the appropriate funding structure to facilitate that? Where advocacy is prioritized over service delivery, how is this best funded? 

6.6
The implementation of the Social Investment model, if accepted, provides the opportunity to consider these issues, though it should be noted that some of the options for change in the following paragraphs are consistent with a move towards an outcome-based approach and reflect action recommended in the Cross Cutting Review, for example, full cost recovery.

6.7
futurebuilders.  In paragraph 3.7.1, we noted that the allocation to Northern Ireland from the £125 million provided over three years for the futurebuilders investment fund is expected to be £4.2 million and that it would be for Northern Ireland to decide how this should be used. If the Social Investment model is endorsed by the VCS and subsequently adopted, there will be substantial implications for those voluntary and community organisations seeking government funding. While it would be for the VCS to identify what changes would be necessary, what support they would require and how it might be delivered, it can be expected that organisational capability and the capacity to manage change at a range of levels would have to be enhanced. We recommend that the Northern Ireland allocation from futurebuilders, augmented as necessary from other resources, should be used to facilitate voluntary and community organisations to adapt to the Social Investment model of funding. Further consideration would be required of the precise purpose of what might be called a Social Investment Innovation and Change Fund, including eligibility criteria etc, these to be developed in consultation with the sector.

6.8
Charity Reserves. We have considered also the desirability of clarifying and ensuring consistency of approach by departments in the treatment of voluntary or community group’s reserves.  This is relevant both to government as a funder and to the VCS in terms of income generation. Building up reserves where possible is part of responsible and effective management for the VCS and is one major way in which they can contribute to their own sustainability. Different funders apply different criteria on reserves and inconsistency of approach can create problems for an organisation seeking funding.  The Charity Commission suggests that reserves levels should be assessed on the basis of proper justification rather than the application of any arbitrary rule. In their guidance on this issue
, they recommend that grantmakers should publish their policies on grant giving and their policy towards applicants’ reserves; that they should seek to develop a process that allows charities to explain where relevant their reserve policy and reasons for their levels of reserves and that they should take a charity’s reserves policy into account when determining grant awards.  We recommend that consideration should be given to implementing these recommendations across departments. There may also be scope for encouraging a greater degree of standardization on this issue, perhaps through the Funders’ Forum. 

Government funding streams to the voluntary and community sector

6.9
The Secretariat undertook an exercise for the Task Force, to which we had access, to compile information on government funding streams to the VCS. This highlighted that the sector receives funding from a wide range of sources across government under a wide range of funding schemes and that a number of agencies and organisations are also involved in the dispersal of thee funds.  This makes tracing of funding from source to the eventual recipient very difficult.  There is also considerable confusion on the nature of funding to the sector, particularly between what constitutes grant aid and service contracts.  This problem has been further 
highlighted by NICVA’s current research project on contracting, Drifting Off Course?  The problem of accurate information was also identified in the NIAO Report, Investing in Partnership. While there are gaps and while some figures still need to be validated, the exercise revealed that central government funding to the sector in 2001/2 totalled £150,536,252.

6.10
The need for accurate and consistent information on funding flows to the VCS is well recognized, although it is apparent that the appropriate management information systems are not in place to provide quality detailed information to assist decision making and a more strategic approach to funding. As we have noted earlier, the VCU is leading on developing a database of funding which is being piloted and will be rolled out to all departments by March 2004. This is a crucial development and will be an important tool for the future collection of information on government funding. If the database proves an effective tool in providing information on the totality of public funding to the VCS, the aim should be to extend it to include funding to the sector from local councils, health and social service trusts etc.  We recommend that the Task Force should endorse the database and its further development as a key management information tool 

Mainstreaming Support for Voluntary and Community Action in Northern Ireland.

Introduction

6.11
In the light of the likely significant reduction in resources available to the VCS post 2006 from EU programmes, a number of commentators have called for projects and organisations funded under reducing European programmes to be supported by mainstreaming. In most cases this is taken to mean that such organisations should have access to core funding. Organisations most likely to experience difficulties are the smaller community based organisations. Whilst a significant increase in resources available through departments for core funding is unlikely, certain measures could be taken to ensure more equitable access to such programmes. 

Core funding and mainstreaming

6.12
The ending of Peace II and Building Sustainable Prosperity (BSP) Programmes will have a significant impact on the sector whilst the funding climate overall is undergoing major change; for many years both the sector and government departments and agencies that fund the sector have been utilising short term funding programmes that have continued to expand. Urban regeneration programmes such as BAN, BAT, the ACE Programme and latterly the EU Peace Programmes all delivered short term funding that encouraged project development without consideration of long term funding consequences. 

6.13
A number of consequences have flowed from this funding profile. Given the funding programmes that were supporting the sector were expanding, little thought was given to the effective targeting of resources; therefore the profile of organisations that were core funded by government departments changed little. Now officials describe core funding programmes as ‘silted up’ providing little room for allocating resources to new and developing organisations, regardless of their merits. The re-allocation of resources to new organisations would require either bids for new resources or reallocation of existing resources away from currently funded organisations. 

6.14
There is no agreed, consistent process across government departments and agencies for the measurement of performance of VCS organisations to enable judgments to be made about the appropriateness of funding levels or funding any particular organisation. Therefore, reduction of levels of core funding is very unusual, support of new organisations rare and the sense of unfairness amongst many newer organisations in the VCS very strong. Demands for ‘core’ funding have been particularly strong from the community sector which is of course the most vulnerable to the ending of short term programmes upon which they have had to depend.

What is Core Funding; What is Mainstreaming?

6.15
Within the sector, particularly amongst those organisations most vulnerable to changes in short term funding, mainstreaming would be considered to be access to relatively permanent funding to provide a secure base for central administrative costs, to enable the organisation to develop other project activity. Organisations that receive this kind of support from departments are almost exclusively regional in their focus. District councils do provide some support for local community organisations, but the level of funding available through councils to the local VCS is much less than is available through departmental budgets, only amounting to £3.4 million per annum. This confirms the vulnerability of locally based community organisations to changes in funding programmes.

What might change?

6.16
There are two ways in which so called core costs can be provided for VCS organisations; first through traditional core funding arrangements of administrative costs, usually calculated as providing up to a maximum of 75% of core costs (the remainder having to be raised from charges on project activity).
 Second through full cost recovery, that is, for all funded projects a realistic percentage of core costs is provided as part of project costs. The provision of management costs by funders has been a contentious issue for many years. Some funders have and do continue to pay a contribution to management costs; others do not. 

6.17
A VCS that runs projects where there is limited or no access to either core funding or a contribution to management costs is continually grappling with a serious financial balancing act. Inevitably, where some funders pay management charges and others do not there is pressure on the VCS organisation to cover a disproportionate amount of management charges from the more supportive funders. This is both inequitable and lends the VCS open to allegations of the irregular usage of funding. Furthermore, as the funding climate tightens, funders such as private trusts and foundations become less and less willing to see their support eaten away by what they consider to be their subsidy of publicly funded programmes. This makes it extremely difficult for VCS organisations to build up reserves to produce a degree of financial security.

6.18
Since the Efficiency Scrutiny of Government Funding of the Voluntary Sector reported in 1990, it has been considered best practice that funding of VCS organisations should be provided on the basis that organisations will be supported to develop work that delivers government objectives with mechanisms being agreed between government and the VCS organisations as to how success or failure in achieving such objectives is to be measured. Such an outcome based approach by government to the VCS should have resulted in a significant change in the mechanisms used between government and the sector for financial accountability and indeed a reduction in the need to verify and vouch expenditure. However, the reverse has been the case. Current concerns about the closure of Peace 1 programmes provide a case in point. Funding was delivered based on highly complex administrative systems of accountability often poorly understood by government with inadequate support provided to VCS organisations in their implementation.
 
6.19
There is now a very complex battery of arrangements for financial accountability, that run in parallel and often place contradictory demands on the funded organisation. Some funders operate on the basis of grant aid; some funders operate on the basis of contracts and service level agreements. Some funders do both. This ‘belt and braces’ approach requires VCS organisations to engage in twin track systems of accountability that are inevitably expensive and difficult to maintain. 

Possible areas for change

6.20
Openness and Transparency.  Where government wishes to develop services through the VCS, their requirements for such development should be open and transparent. All government funding programmes, including those currently providing core funding should be published with the objectives of the programme identified. Regular reports should be published on the delivery of the programmes, identifying which organisations have been supported, what has been achieved and what objectives and outcomes are targets for the next round of funding. New rounds of funding should be open, enabling bids from organisations not previously supported.

6.21
Through the publication of government programmes and objectives, there should be a clear identification of which department/agency will lead on a particular area of policy and associated programme development.  Identified gaps in such departmental leads such as the women’s sector and the gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgendered sector should be identified and addressed. 

6.22
Outcome Focused Funding.  All programmes should move towards a greater emphasis on achieving objectives and outcomes. Where core funding arrangements exist, departments and other agencies should develop outcome focused mechanisms for allocation of such funding.  This could, for example, be based upon the capacity of an organisation to establish and deliver project activity for the department/ agency. Success could be measured in terms of the level of activity, the extent to which private resources are deployed, the level of volunteering and the success in establishing effective cross cutting projects.

6.23
Support in Systems Development. The diversity of the VCS must be recognised when developing fair bidding arrangements. Organisations vary considerably in their development of administrative and management systems. Therefore, all funding programmes likely to be accessed by the VCS should include resources to be deployed for systems development in organisations that have been identified as high risk, where it appears likely that such organisations can deliver successful outcomes. As part of the regular evaluation of funded organisations, financial control systems should be checked and recommendations made for systems development identifying the level of risk posed by channelling resources through any particular organisation. 

6.24
To achieve consistency across government a small central unit could be established to advise and assist departments and other government agencies to develop consistency in outcome focused funding programmes.

6.25.
Full Cost Recovery.  Departments/ agencies should support project activity on the basis of full cost recovery. Arrangements for both core funding and project funding should clearly identify the expectations of government with regard to core and project costs.  There should be agreement on and consistency of approach in the calculation of core costs. This could draw on the detailed advice on how to apportion costs to reflect the real cost of the work as contained in ACEVO’s publication Funding our Future II: Understand and allocate costs (2003).
.  Account should also be taken of the costs of complying with statutory and legal requirements.

6.26
Other possible actions.  Other measures could be considered to enhance the support of such organisations. These might include:


(
growth and more effective targeting of the Community Support Programme to achieve an agreed level of support for community sector infrastructure, as discussed below;


(
the development of new funding initiatives including small grants programmes and the Social Capital Fund proposed in Section 7 that focus on the needs of small organisations;


(
the establishment of focused endowment funds through locally and regionally based trusts also proposed in Section 7.

6.27
Once the changes identified above in funding stream management are in place, departments should have better information to guide them in making bids for increased resources to support VCS activity.

Essential Services delivered by the Voluntary and Community Sector

6.28
As a response to concerns by the Northern Ireland Executive that essential services delivered by the VCS were under threat, a special fund was established in November 2002 through Executive Programme Funds, to support essential services delivered by the VCS. 

6.29
The full implementation of the options identified above, outcome focused funding, a transparent funding regime all linked to departmental objectives, should contribute to ‘mainstreaming’ of services that departments consider to be essential.  To prepare for departments assuming responsibility for services funded under this programme, departments should evaluate all funded programmes to identify their future needs for the services delivered with the intention of including successful projects within departmental budgets.

An enhanced Community Support Programme

6.30
The Community Support Programme, a delivery mechanism run jointly by the Department for Social Development (DSD) and the 26 district councils, has been in existence since 1975 and is an important mechanism for delivering community support and developing community infrastructure. Its re-launch in 2001, following an evaluation report and a resulting policy document, entitled Beyond the Centre,
 brought an improved focus on a model for wider community development work based on a locally produced community support plan.

6.31
Programme expenditure is in the region of £18 million per year, with around £3.5 million of this coming from DSD’s Voluntary and Community Unit (VCU) and the remainder from District Councils via rate income.

6.32 Community support involves providing the resources - physical, human and financial - to allow local community infrastructure to function effectively. Put simply, community infrastructure is about key networks, relationships and routes to influence service provision and the wider social, economic, cultural and environmental context.

6.33
Different communities are in different phases of evolution and while in some localities, the focus will be on building infrastructure, in others it will involve maintaining and enhancing it. Areas of social need can fall at any point in this development spectrum; some areas of social/economic deprivation could have very strong community infrastructure while others, in addition to deprivation, may be marked by weak community infrastructure. Conversely, there will be areas that are relatively affluent but where social exclusion, due to disability, age or other factors, is a significant problem which could be effectively addressed through the development of a sound community infrastructure. Similarly, there will be areas which do not fall within the top 10% of most deprived wards or enumeration districts but which face significant problems and the threat of further decline without ongoing community support; these include both apparently wealthy boroughs, such as North Down, and rural communities where deprivation can be hidden due to sparse population densities or by relative affluence which masks significant poverty, social exclusion or weak community infrastructure. In these situations, local community infrastructure can play an important role in identifying, and aiding policy-makers to target, areas of need and in sharing good practice between areas.

6.34 
In order to deliver the wider needs outlined above, some level of ‘thematic’ infrastructure as well as a basic generic community infrastructure is required throughout Northern Ireland to identify and tackle smaller pockets of deprivation, 
reduce social exclusion and encourage active citizenship and facilitate the more effective delivery of public services to meet need. 

6.35
Existing community infrastructure.  At present, such a basic generic community infrastructure does exist in terms of both geographic and thematic communities and it has been vital to the delivery of a number of significant cross-cutting Programme for Government objectives.  This infrastructure includes volunteer bureaux, advice-giving organisations, resource centres, local and regional network organisations representing thematic interest groups and the wider VCS and is funded through a number of government programmes.

6.36
The DSD Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy (2003)
 will target significant resources towards areas with the highest levels of social deprivation. While it is right that these areas should receive greater levels of funding, it is essential that community infrastructure in other areas is maintained and enhanced to ensure that 
wider community development work and cross-cutting government objectives are achieved.  

6.37
Government departments will have a key role in relation to regional infrastructure and must continue to fund essential organisations within their policy remit.  For sub-regional and local community infrastructure, district councils represent a more sensible mechanism with the Community Support Programme as the key vehicle for delivery.  At present, however, the resources attached to the Community Support Programme are relatively modest and while important for advice-giving agencies, a small number of network organisations and smaller community-based groups run primarily by volunteers, they are often inadequate to meet local needs.  

6.38
The future for community infrastructure?  The Community Support Programme should be used as an effective mechanism for supporting subs-regional and local community infrastructure in the future for two main reasons: 


(
in a tight funding climate, it will be important to target scarce resources to meet need. Each council’s Community Support Plan provides a means for doing this as each plan will, in consultation with the community, identify need and agree the services required to meet that need.
 

(
the plans also attempt, as far as possible, to look at local community services and infrastructure in an integrated way, especially through the baseline audit and needs analysis elements.  

6.39
However, if the Programme is to be made a fully effective tool, then further work is required on the two issues of resources and integration. In terms of integration, government departments must better co-ordinate their work on a broad range of community initiatives, notably community relations, community safety, community support and neighbourhood renewal, with the aim of empowering councils to develop local integrated community plans which reach across policy and departmental boundaries.  Integration may be further aided if the statutory power of well-being is conferred on councils in Northern Ireland.

6.40
Secondly, additional resources are required to ensure that the Programme can be effective in meeting local infrastructural needs in the context of the reduction of EU and other funding sources and deliver an improved, integrated approach to community planning and community development. Additional resources that enabled central government to match the contribution of district councils to the Programme, conditional on councils delivering agreed outcomes, would provide essential support for the local VCS in the context of delivering support for the sector consistent with government policy. 

6.41
In developing the Programme, at least the following should be required of district councils when developing Community Support Plans, as a condition of receiving enhanced support:


(
basing support for the local VCS on a local needs analysis;


(
developing a baseline audit which takes account of key services delivered by statutory organisations and the VCS;


(
equality proofing of  the Community Support Plan;


(
support for agreed sub-regional infrastructure of the VCS to support local organisations; and


(
being consistent with Good Practice Guides in Partners for Change with particular regard to community development.

Of course there are other factors that might be the subject of a requirement by VCU in the delivery of plans such as an appropriate approach and level of training for local groups, a sufficient emphasis on supporting volunteering and more specific matters such as ensuring that funded groups have appropriate systems of governance for managing public money. Such matters should be considered during the period of consultation in terms of ensuring the best possible partnership between central and local government and achieving the best possible outcomes through the VCS.

Conclusion 

6.42
We recommend that the Community Support Programme should become the main delivery mechanism for supporting the local voluntary and community sector with particular regard for sub-regional and local community infrastructure.

Summary of recommendations 

6.43
Our recommendations on funding issues, mainstreaming and delivery 
mechanisms are:


(
future funding policy should reflect a social investment approach (paragraph 6.2);


(
the recommendations on the Treasury’s Cross Cutting Review should be considered for relevance to Northern Ireland with the aim of producing a level playing field, but taking account of the risk of mission drift and the need for funding for organisations not engaged in service delivery such as advocacy and campaigning (paragraphs 6.3-6.6);


(
the Northern Ireland allocation from futurebuilders should be used to assist voluntary and community groups to prepare for and adapt to the introduction of a Social Investment model of  funding through what might be called a Social Investment Innovation and Change Fund (paragraph 6.7);


(
action should be taken to promote consistency in departments’ approaches to the treatment of charity reserves (paragraph 6.8);


(
the mechanisms for mainstreaming support for voluntary and community action, including mainstreaming of essential services delivered by the VCS currently funded through Executive Programme Funds (paragraphs 6.14- 6.26);


(
the Task Force should endorse the crucial importance of the central database on government funding to the VCS being piloted by the VCU as an essential management information tool (paragraph 6.29);


(
the Community Support Programme, enhanced as proposed, should become the main delivery mechanism for supporting the local voluntary and community sector, with particular regard for sub-regional and local community infrastructure (paragraph 6.42).

7.
FUNDRAISING AND INCOME GENERATION

7.1
Our Terms of reference required us to identify how the VCS could be further supported to increase revenue generation, and to consider in particular the role of 
the social economy and the potential establishment of a social capital fund as proposed in the Harbison Report. In this section, we explore and make recommendations on how the environment for income generation in Northern Ireland might be improved.

The Social Economy 

7.2
The social economy, with its double bottom-line of social and economic goals has a long history in Northern Ireland. It is diverse and a significant and growing sector in its own right and a fast growing policy area. DETI are spearheading an integrated approach to the social economy and its work to create a new policy approach and a structure for maximizing its potential in Northern Ireland. This takes account of developments within the UK, including the government’s Social Enterprise Strategy in England (2002)
 and the Scottish Executive’s Review of the Social Economy (2002)
. Another key driver has been the EU, with over £55 million being allocated under Peace II to Local Strategy Partnerships for the development of local social economy initiatives within each district council area.

7.3
A framework for a cross-departmental strategy for the social economy is awaited. There is a commitment in Building on Progress-Priorities and Plans for 2003-2006
 to develop and implement agreed priorities to maximize the contribution of the social economy by March 2004. A £600,000 four-year funding package from DETI, DSD and IFI has been put in place to enable the Social Economy Agency to take forward a comprehensive work programme focusing on the social economy and promoting the benefits of social enterprise throughout Northern Ireland. Two new structures are in place- the Social Economy Network to represent and act on behalf of the social economy sector in Northern Ireland and the Social Economy Forum, chaired by the DETI Minister, formed to deliver a more integrated and co-ordinated response to the needs of the sector.

7.4
In view of these recent developments, we have not identified any further action that we need to take.  We would, however, make three points:


(
the social economy also has a role in building social capital, so any action to promote its further development will also augment the available pool of social capital. We register the importance of building social capital in Section 8;


(
the recommendations for a new legal form for social enterprises which we highlighted in paragraph 3.12 should be of benefit to the social economy in terms of income generation; and


(
in terms of sustainability, it will be important to ensure that consideration is given to mainstreaming support for social economy initiative at local level when the current EU funding sources end. We made recommendations about mechanisms for mainstreaming in Section 6.

A Social Capital Fund

7.5
The recommendation in the Harbison Report (2000) that consideration might be given to the establishment of a Social Capital Fund was not taken forward. It was envisaged as providing a flexible, accessible source of small grants for community-based groups, with the objective of supporting social organisation and possibly administered by an Intermediary Organisation. 

7.6
Since publication of the Harbison Report, there have been some significant developments in the area of small grants. On the one hand, Peace II provides fewer opportunities than Peace I to fund small scale work through small grants.
 On the other, there have been some new funding streams such as Awards for All
 and Unltd
 and the recent enhancement of the Community Foundation for Northern Ireland’s Endowment Fund, which will allow the Foundation to offer small grants, though we understand that they will not be paid until the end of EU funding in 2006.

7.7
Is there still a need for a new small grants scheme? In terms of numbers, our research uncovered a staggering 681 funders on NICVA’s Grants-tracker programme who currently provide grants under £5,000 to groups in Northern Ireland. A justifiable, initial assumption from this could be that there is no need for a further scheme. On further examination, however, we found that some of these schemes are for tightly defined purposes, or limited to certain age groups or geographical areas, or are drawn from EU funding or specific finite allocations.

7.8
In terms of need, we looked in more detail at some schemes which had a clear focus on community participation.  We found them heavily and consistently oversubscribed.  For example, Awards for All, with a current budget of £2,935 million per year, had a fairly steady proportion of 20% of applications failing because of insufficient funds.  Both the Community Volunteering Scheme (current budget £279,000) and the small grants component of the Active Community Initiative are also oversubscribed, as are, we understand, the small grants made by district councils under the Community Support Programme.  CFNI expect Peace II Measure 2.7 (Developing Community Infrastructure) with a budget of £300,000 for applications for small grants up to 2004 while funding lasts, to be oversubscribed. 

7.9
Also in terms of need, we note that A Shared Future makes clear that there is a continuing need to build the capacity of local communities to enable them to identify and express their needs, to build partnerships between and within communities, and to engage in the ownership, development and implementation of programmes. 

7.10
Analysis. Our analysis is that while not dealing comprehensively with all of the 681 schemes providing small grants, the evidence we found indicates that demands for small grants exceeds the resources available. Specifically, schemes with a social capital focus are already or are expected to be oversubscribed.  The welcome increase in CFNI’s Endowment Fund will provide the capacity for small grants but not until the end of EU funding in 2006. Furthermore, the demand for funding is likely to far exceed what can be provided from an endowment fund alone. The value of small grants to community groups in building social capital is well established, but there remains a need to continue to build social capital particularly in its bridging and linking forms to ensure inclusive and sustainable communities with improved quality of life. We note that the Social Investment Model of funding developed by the Sustainability Working Group in their report attempts to ensure that funding is tied to the enhancement of the assets of the beneficiary community. Small grants for building social capital do and could contribute more to the assets of communities.

7.11
Conclusion. Our conclusion is that despite the changes in the funding area since the Harbison report, there remains a need for a Social Capital Fund to provide small grants. In terms of purpose, we believe that it should be tightly focused on building social capital at local level. It would be important to define social capital for the purpose of the Fund and it might be appropriate to focus only or mainly on its

bridging and linking dimensions, which are particularly relevant in the context of Northern Ireland, as we argue in Section 8. 

7.12
In terms of structure, we considered various options but concluded that a Social Capital Fund should be devised with both a local and regional dimension. In considering delivery, we were influenced by the view in A Shared Future that local government should play the central role in developing and co-ordinating action at local level and to promote better relations and to manage conflict and community division. We noted also the proposal to replace the Community Relations Programme with an enhanced, permanent new programme, with additional funding and high level support. We suggest that under the new arrangements, district councils should develop and deliver co-ordinated programmes to promote better relations across their areas. These programmes should be linked to the development of their Community Support Plans, local integrated strategies and to the work of the Local Strategy Partnerships.

7.13.
We noted also NICVA’s response to A Shared Future, which argued that councils should be given the small grants role currently filled by the Community Relations Council to encourage good relations work in their areas, in line with agreed strategies.  There has been and continues to be a need for targeted funding for areas experiencing conflict, but it is essential that funding goes to support areas which are mixed, or which are piloting sharing in various ways. The model of Community Support Plans should be adopted.

7.14
Our preferred option for delivery at local level would be district councils, who already provide small grants through the Community Support Programme and provide an important locally sensitive source of funds for local community groups and organisations. This would have the advantage of not diverting local community groups from funding sources at local level. We also see scope for synergy by locating the Fund within councils as part of the new co-ordinated arrangements proposed in A Shared Future.
7.15
The regional element of the fund could be delivered by a regional organisation, for example, CFNI or Awards for All, which has experience of delivering small grants with a light touch and quick turn round period. Awards for All could be invited to operate the regional dimension on behalf of government, but could only do so when new legislation provides the requisite power to do so, as envisaged in the National Lottery Funding Decision Document (2003).
 

7.16
We recommend that a Social Capital Fund should now be considered, noting that further consideration would have to be given to the issues of purpose, structure, delivery and resourcing at a later stage should the need for such a Fund be accepted.

Endowment Funds/Community Foundations

7.17.
The case for endowment funds as a means of contributing to the sustainability of the voluntary and community sector in Northern Ireland is well documented both from practical experience gained by our two community foundations, the Community Foundation for Northern Ireland and the Fermanagh Trust and from research. 

7.18
Community Foundation for Northern Ireland. The Northern Ireland Voluntary Trust (since 2002, the Community Foundation for Northern Ireland) was set up in 1979 with an initial capital donation from government of £500,000 and a commitment to match on a £ for £ basis funds raised from other sources up to a limit of £250,000, an upper limit raised in 1984 to £500,000. In 1990, a further £500,000 Challenge Grant from government was made to once again match on a £ for £ basis all contributions to the Foundation’s capital base. On 24 July 2003, the government donated £2 million to CFNI’s Endowment Fund with a challenge to raise at least a further £2 million from other sources. This donation is being matched with a £2 million endowment grant from Atlantic Philanthropies, which in turn has to be drawn down on the basis that the Foundation raises a minimum of £1 million from the private and corporate sector by 2007. In accepting the donation and the challenge, Avila Kilmurray said:


“The increased investment endowment will lay the basis for long term grant-making to community groups and voluntary projects across Northern Ireland.  The commitment to funding could not have come at a better time, as it will be delivering real benefits to people at a time when European Peace funding is expected to end in 2006.”

7.19
CFNI’s paper to the Task Force notes that within its Strategic Plan, the Foundation has taken action to examine field of interest/named funds. Plans are now being agreed to take forward an initiative to an Endowed Fund for County Derry within the Regional Community Foundation.  This Fund, in turn, would have its own locally-based Committee. It is intended to pilot this model.

7.20 The Fermanagh Trust was established in 1995 to support initiatives which will lead to social and community development to improve the conditions of life for the people in County Fermanagh and its immediate hinterland.  It is dedicated to creating a partnership of donors, non-profit making organisations and the community to find solutions to the pressing community needs in Fermanagh.  Since 1995, the Trust has provided support to over 400 community based projects.  In order to continue this work, the Trust has established itself as a community foundation, building an endowment which will ensure that it can continue to support community and voluntary endeavours throughout Fermanagh indefinitely. The Trust has been remarkably successful in persuading a large number of local, wealthy individuals and companies to establish unrestricted and own name funds within the Trust.  As a result, it has been able to distribute more than £0.5 million in grants. 

Research Studies

7.21
A number of research studies have reviewed the operation of community foundations and commented on their relevance for Northern Ireland. The Endowment Idea (1998)
, a study by Colin Stutt for the Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust, reviewed a range of endowed foundations and community foundations at local, UK, ROI and international level. It concluded that community foundations can make a significant contribution to the social and economic development of the communities they serve. A key principle stated in the study was that the value of a community foundation is in part its ability to pull together a wide range of community needs and to provide responses to those needs which are more than the sum of the individual parts. 

7.22.
CFNI Endowment Fund. As part of an economic appraisal by Williamson Consulting for the VCU of a proposal from CFNI for a donation from government which would generate matching funding from another funder and from private sources, a range of endowed foundations and community foundations was reviewed. The conclusion was that endowment funds are increasingly seen as a way of securing long term independent support for community development activity. A community asset is created giving people more of a sense of ownership and participation. The appraisal showed that there is a need for higher levels of funding for an endowment fund than is currently available from government.

7.23
Advantage Fundraising Solutions. The Task Force commissioned Advantage Fundraising Solutions to undertake an action research project to analyse the capacity of the existing fundraising and income generation skills base in Northern Ireland to maximise the potential offered by new fundraising and income generation techniques. The findings and recommendations in terms of fundraising skills are dealt with in paragraphs 7.31- 7.33 below. One of these related to community foundations. The study concluded that the majority of existing community organisations with a staff member do not have the time available to carry out effective fundraising and/or income generation and that few management committees are prepared to shoulder this responsibility. It argues that the solution to this is 

“to be found in the identification and/or establishment of a structure that can effectively address fundraising tasks on behalf of the community sector. While this undoubtedly raises questions about the roles and responsibilities of many existing network organisations, our research has identified a community foundation model based on dedicated county.  Funds as offering the best potential way forward. Such a model of development should help to ensure the maximum impact of a broad range of fundraising and income generation techniques while adhering to good community development principles of local accountability”. 

7.24.
The study asked the question whether separate county foundations for the remaining five counties of Northern Ireland, or alternatively the creation of dedicated county endowment funds managed centrally by CFNI, would help to generate further financial support for the not-for-profit sector. Reference was made to an earlier feasibility study undertaken for Cookstown District Partnership (now Cookstown LSP), which identified the potential for the establishment of a County Tyrone Foundation, a. range of benefits that such a foundation would bring to the county was identified. In summary:


(
community foundations have proved themselves elsewhere to be a particularly effective means of encouraging business to support small, local groups;


(
it enables key donors whether individuals or family owned businesses, either resident in Northern Ireland or further afield, to direct funds towards localities in which they have a specific interest;


(
dedicated county foundations could expand the current potential to generate funds via a more appropriate mix of short term and longer term fundraising and income generation;


(
in addition to money in the form of grants or loans etc the county foundations, through their association with CFNI may be in a position to offer hands on mentoring support and advice.

7.25.
AFS comment that “the harmonising of the Community Foundation’s regional position with a more local, possibly county structure, would give donors the opportunity to target their support at specific geographical areas and/or towns, or as locally as villages and even townlands”. The recommendation is that “this research would advocate that the further development of the Community Foundation structure in Northern Ireland offers the best potential for addressing the specific funding and income generation needs of the community sector.” 

Analysis and conclusion-Endowment Funds

7.26
We believe that the experience of CFNI and the Fermanagh Trust and the research studies outlined above demonstrate the contribution of endowment funds to the medium and long-term sustainability of local groups and highlight the potential for the establishment of focused endowment funds through locally and regionally based trusts. Progress towards such a structure is already under way. Through its Endowment Fund, CFNI will be able to provide grants to organisations throughout Northern Ireland in line with its objectives (funding and supporting community-based action; influencing policy development by drawing on collective experience and working with donors to build peace and improve the quality of life) and grant-making priorities (currently Peacebuilding, Active Citizenship, Pathways to Inclusion, Building Community Infrastructure, Social Justice and Cross-Border Reconciliation). As noted above, plans are in hand to set up an Endowed Fund for County Derry within the Regional Community Foundation. County Fermanagh is already covered by the Fermanagh Trust.

7.27
We recommend that consideration be given to the further development of focused endowment funds through local community trusts/ foundations to ensure that a network of such trusts exists across Northern Ireland. It would be for consideration whether county trusts should be established separately, as in the case of the Fermanagh Trust, or be set up within the scope of CFNI, as in the case of the Endowed Fund for County Derry. In this context, it would be appropriate to note the comment in CFNI’s paper to the Task Force about the relatively restricted scale of the area and population of Northern Ireland: “It is important that organisations do not proliferate without a clear rationale. Resources should be targeted at developing effective programmes of action rather than being invested in the administration of new structures without good cause.” 
The Promotion of Philanthropy

7.28.
Various initiatives are in train or under consideration to promote charitable giving in Northern Ireland. CFNI’s Endowment Fund Development Campaign seeks to increase its endowment base to some £11 million by 2007. In its paper to the Task Force, the Foundation confirms that the structures and strategies developed as part of this campaign will be designed to ensure an enhanced culture of philanthropy in Northern Ireland through donor awareness, information about tax efficient giving and specific fund development. In addition, the Foundation is committed to the development of a Legacy Campaign “Share Giving for Charity” and the reissuing of its Tax Effective Giving Leaflet in order to promote a philanthropic culture across Northern Ireland on a more general basis. 

7.29
The Power to Give (2003)
. This Discussion Paper by Roger Courtney and Bill Osborne argues the case for a specific initiative to promote philanthropy in Northern Ireland by encouraging and supporting companies and wealthy individuals to increase their level of tax efficient charitable giving.  A needs analysis and feasibility study commissioned by Voluntary Service Belfast (VSB) in 2001 to look at the setting up of a new independent Charitable Foundation in Northern Ireland concluded that this would be very much welcomed. VSB’s Board indicated that it would be willing to invest some of its own resources to help make such an initiative happen. A second stage was undertaken to inform the various stakeholders of the outcome of the feasibility study, to discuss the recommendations and to seek potential partners in the initiative. Work on setting up the new Foundation is ongoing. Emerging as a key issue from the second phase was the lack of any agency which focused primarily on encouraging and helping wealthy individuals and successful companies to give financial resources, including shares and other windfalls, in a cost effective and tax effective way to the voluntary and community sector. Also noted is the absence of a local strategy for promoting philanthropy and the lack of skilled support to help the new tier of wealthy individuals and companies establish their own charitable giving policies or their own charitable trusts of own named funds.

7.30
The Discussion Paper concludes that there is an urgent need for a pro-active and focused initiative which would support philanthropic giving by successful companies and individuals, thus enabling the creation of additional independent funds in Northern Ireland. Advice and support to companies and individuals would not be tied to putting money into any particular charities or channelling money through any particular foundation or agency. The Paper proposes that a new body, Philanthropy Northern Ireland, be established, independent of any existing bodies. It would have a strategic leadership role and the express purpose of promoting philanthropy in Northern Ireland. It could include representatives of the business community and the voluntary sector bodies already engaged in some aspect of promoting philanthropy such as NICVA, CFNI, VSB and BITC. 

Fundraising and Income Generation Skills Base 

7.31.
As noted above, Advantage Fundraising Solutions (AFS) undertook an action research project analysing the capacity of the existing fundraising and income generation skills base in Northern Ireland to maximise the potential offered by new fundraising and income generation techniques.  The project also reviewed a range of new fundraising and income generation techniques.  These included Digital Technology, Trading and/or Investment Income, including independent grant finance, loan finance and venture philanthropy, Charity Challenge Events, Large gift Fundraising and Community Foundations.

7.32
The Report’s Executive Summary is reproduced in Appendix 5. The Report is insightful and at times highly critical.  The bottom line might be summarised as being that the existing skills base is not fit for purpose and is particularly deficient in the community sector.  It will be noted in particular that the skills base identified across the sector is not dissimilar to that found in other UK regions, the key distinction being Northern Ireland’s proportionately higher number of small community organisations.  Across the sector, there is a skills gap in terms of effective corporate fundraising (the report argues that the potential of the corporate sector to fund the sector is probably not as great as many commentators would claim). Insufficient attention is being paid to the growing emphasis placed by independent funders on partnership and co-operative approaches to address need and on investment funding for the long term. The potential for the voluntary sector to increase the effectiveness of its practices and procedures in relation both to corporate fundraising and independent grant giving is much greater that that of the community sector.  The latter does not have the time required to implement effective income generation and/or fundraising techniques.

7.33.
The report makes a number of recommendations for action directed at Government, the sector and independent funders. Its findings, conclusions and recommendations will need to be discussed with the relevant stakeholders. 

Summary and recommendations 

7.34
This section has identified the contribution that endowment funds through local and regional trusts can make to the sustainability of the sector. It notes the action being taken by CFNI to promote a culture of philanthropy and the proposal from Bill Osborne and Roger Courtney for a specific initiative to establish a new body, Philanthropy Northern Ireland. It identifies the need for action to remedy the deficiencies in the sector’s fundraising and income generation skills base. 

7.35
These issues are inter-related and to some extent inter-dependent. They will require further consideration with stakeholders. We present the options in this section for discussion with the range of interests concerned. We believe, however, there would be merit in drawing them together in a strategy for fundraising and income generation to contribute to the sustainability of the voluntary and community sector in Northern Ireland. Our options for discussion are that consideration should now be given to


(
the establishment of a focused Social Capital Fund (paragraph 7.16);


(
the further development of focused endowment funds through local community trusts/foundations (paragraph 7.27);


(
any further action needed to promote philanthropy in Northern Ireland (paragraphs 7.28-7.30);


(
action to remedy the identified gaps in the fundraising and income generation skills base, noting in particular the deficiency in skills and capacity in the community sector (paragraphs 7.31-7.33) and


(
in the light of the outcome of consideration of these various, the development of an integrated strategy for fundraising and income generation in Northern Ireland (paragraph 7.34).

8.
SOCIAL CAPITAL: THE VOLUNTARY AND COMMUNITY SECTOR AND ITS IMPACT ON THE QUALITY OF LIFE

8.1.
Social capital and the quality of life. The value of community and voluntaryactivity is ultimately measured by the degree to which it contributes to the quality of life of societies, communities and individuals. This assertion has a number of consequences:


(
the overall quality of life, not the absolute quantity of goods and services, not the absolute quantity of goods and services, is the final measure of the value of all social and economic policy;


(
the quality of any experience or intervention depends as much on ‘how’ it is experienced as on ‘what’ is attempted; 


(
the focus shifts from the immediately measurable to things which are known through the presence or absence of other activities;


(
the value of any policy depends on the culture it supports and engenders as much as on the specific outcomes of each intervention;


(
the focus on the quality of life forces us to reflect on what is considered valuable, i.e. values.  

8.2
Social Capital theory has given renewed impetus to the general insight that trust and reciprocity in relationships matter to the quality of life.  Relationships contribute to both social and economic prosperity because trust is an important element in reducing anxiety and fear, in allowing for freedom of expression and movement and in reducing the costs of doing business of any sort in increasingly complex societies.  The voluntary commitment of time and energy to projects with wider social benefits is a central element in generating norms of trust and reciprocity. Successful community development is also measured by the degree to which it enhances social solidarity, participation and inclusion. At a wider level, both voluntary and community activity claim to contribute to the decentralisation of power, the democratisation of decision making and to the capacity of small groups and individuals to make a difference. The value of a voluntary and community sector in democracies depends as much on the contribution such decentralisation makes to the quality of life as on the quantity of public service which is delivered by flexible means. 

8.3
Not all relationships are, however, equal. Recent theorists have distinguished between bonding capital, through which intimate and familiar communities know and rely on one another, bridging capital in which trust between people in different identifiable groups allows for wider knowledge and smooth interdependence and linking capital focused on relationships across classes and between government and the governed. Importantly, the overall benefits of relationships for communities depend on healthy relationships at all of these levels. Robert Putnam’s work on communities in Italy
 showed how the ease of trust across communities in Northern Italy was very different from the closely knit communities of Southern Italy where the mafia thrived and where economic and social change was hindered by mistrust towards outsiders and partners.

8.4
Social Capital theory suggests that the overall benefits of any policy mix depend not only on the content of the individual policy but on the degree to which policies enhance and nurture relationships within and between communities and between communities and government. Critically, the quality of relationships is not only a matter of moral importance, but a question of profound self-interest.

8.5
The Northern Ireland context. Among other things, public life in Northern Ireland is characterised by the instability of its constitutional and institutional framework, the level of inter-community violence and the segregation of its residential communities according to religious and political tradition. Trust and reciprocity have been harmed by exclusion and discrimination, by violence and intimidation and by fear of power in the hands of others. Voluntary and community activity has taken place in this context, both acting on and being acted on by it. The result is a society characterised by high levels of intra-community or intra-group bonding, although this may sometimes be based on fear of the alternative rather than on freely given trust and reciprocity, and exceptionally weak levels of bridging capital across the sectarian community divide. The links between government and community are determined by historic relationships between political communities and the state and by the shifting power balance between rival political blocs. While the level of government investment in community and voluntary activity demonstrates that links exist, they have not engendered a strong sense of trust and reciprocity between the governed and the governors. Rather they have tended to cover and mitigate the extremely weak levels of these qualities which exist on a constitutional level.

8.6
Forms of organisation have varied with many factors, among them social class, urban or rural location or the nature of the issue being addressed. There is also a marked difference along the religio-political division where traditionally Catholic communities have been organised in notably different ways to those of a Protestant tradition. While the Life and Times Survey
 has shown that members of both communities are equally likely to participate in voluntary activities, the nature and structure of those activities varies sharply.  At the risk of over-generalisation, there is a tendency for community development to have stronger roots in traditionally Catholic communities and for issue-based voluntary groups to have Protestant origins. Failure to take these differing structures and experiences into account can lead to unintended and differential consequences.  

8.7
Should public investment in the voluntary and community sector seek to improve social capital and not merely to promote activities or organisations, there would be many implications for any policy towards the voluntary and community sector in Northern Ireland including: 


(
Voluntary and community activity which strengthens existing bonds within groups without reference to, or as an alternative to, other important bridging and linking relationships may actually undermine wider levels of trust and reciprocity. Progressive community development is dependent on improved community relations not an alternative to it; 


(
Growing trust and reciprocity is central to the quality of life. Improving the quality of life in the long run depends on the ‘how’ of activity as much as the ‘what’. Voluntary and community organisations need to demonstrate the value of how they deliver services as much as what they deliver. Exclusive focus on service delivery and quantitative targets which fails to take account of broader quality of life issues may undermine the purposes of voluntary and community activity;


(
Equality cannot be delivered without reference to diversity of context, culture and structure. Diversity and equity are not always opposed but are sometimes elements of the same policy mix; and


(
If  Northern Ireland lacks bridging and linking capital at present, then measures of long-term progress should include measurement of progress towards reducing this deficit and avoid an exclusive focus on quantitative targets. Felt experience must be the ultimate measure, not the intent.

8.8
Relationships matter. A high quality of life, especially for the most vulnerable, depends on quick resolution of problems, good communication between all stakeholders and the absence of concern and anxiety that is generated when trust and reciprocity are taken for granted. Where relationships are not taken into account, apparent progress at local level may be undermined or even reversed by the growth of mistrust and obstructive opposition it engenders among others. Attempts to address these problems without reference to the quality of relationships are doomed to short-termism and endless repetition.

8.9
The Voluntary and Community Sector and the quality of life in Northern Ireland. Voluntary and community activity in Northern Ireland is usually associated with strong values, with social inclusion and participation foremost among these. These values and the commitment which voluntary and community activity brings have often allowed the sector to be a source of innovation and challenge. As a result, voluntary groups have enhanced the quality of life of many people and communities over the years while maintaining services and the basic infrastructure of community life in extremely difficult circumstance. This has served to support people through difficult years but also to shield them from the consequences of social exclusion and division. Community groups have played a significant role in this regard.  However, the local focus of much community development has the potential problem that progress in community development is measured locally and in isolation from developments elsewhere. What is clear is that poverty, social exclusion and deprivation in Northern Ireland are linked to violence and inter-community tension. Not only does deprivation contribute to the possibility of violence, but violence deepens the isolation and exclusion of communities. The quality of life of communities cannot be improved in the long run, unless wider issues of inter-relationships are addressed. If improved quality of life is the measure of success of community development, then the contribution of bridging and linking relationships needs to be identified and explored as part of any serious joined-up policy.

8.10
Voluntary and issue-based groups may not be organisationally constrained or contained in the manner of local community groups. Nonetheless, the overall contribution of the voluntary sector depends on their capacity to grow and support social capital. The contribution of voluntary organisations to quality of life depends not only on the services they provide, but how these services contribute to the development of social capital. The tendency to ignore or underplay the need for bridging and linking capital in Northern Ireland has also infected the voluntary sector. In many ways voluntary organisations represent an underused resource in this area, and may provide opportunities to explore unitary rather than segregated methods of service delivery as well as opportunities for the development of wider trust and reciprocity.

Conclusion

8.11
Our conclusion is that the VCS is a key factor in delivering bridging and linking capital. We recommend, therefore, that 


(
performance measurement of VCS organisations should routinely assess their capacity to deliver bridging and linking capital. A framework for such measurement is provided by the evaluation model and set of indicators developed and piloted by Community Evaluation Northern Ireland: Investing in Social Capital (2003);
 


(
as the outcome of the consultation process on A Shared Future will inform the Task Force’s recommendations in terms of the relationship between community relations and community development, community development practice in Northern Ireland, including training programmes, funding initiatives and policy development by government, should be reviewed to identify how good relations outcomes might be enhanced through community development initiatives; and


(
Government should consider how the support of community relations and community development initiatives can be better integrated.

8.12
In view of the importance of building social capital, we endorse the recommendation by the Accountability and Organisational Systems of Governance Working Group that social capital should be incorporated into existing appraisal and evaluation procedures. 

9.
MAKING IT HAPPEN

9.1
If the recommendations in our report and those in the reports of the Sustainability, Infrastructure and Accountability and Organisational Systems of Governance Working Groups are eventually accepted, then government and the voluntary and community sector will face a period of extensive change in the field of funding and support for the sector. The process of change will need to be vigorously promoted and carefully managed. The extent of change should not be underestimated. We believe that the Task Force should give early consideration to robust mechanisms that will allow eventual recommendations to be delivered, monitored, reviewed and reported upon.

9.2
Partners for Change set up mechanisms for monitoring and evaluation which involve Ministers in each Department endorsing an annual monitoring report from their own departments prior to submission to the Joint Forum and which require the VCU to bring added value by generating an annual monitoring report in the Strategy as a whole for endorsement by the DSD Minister and presentation to Ministerial colleagues. The Report is discussed at the Forum.  There is at present no political engagement with the Forum and we have made recommendations to remedy this in Section 5.

9.3
There are models in other jurisdictions.  In England, for example, the Compact on Relations between Government and the Voluntary and Community Sector has robust compliance, redress and review processes. A Compact Working Group within the sector holds an Annual Meeting with Government Ministers which results in an Annual Report to Parliament.  This reviews Compact progress, including progress on Local Compact development); examines levels of Compact awareness in government and in the sector and sets out work for the year ahead. 

9.4
In Wales, the Voluntary Sector Scheme required by the Government of Wales Act 1998 established a Voluntary Sector Partnership Council representing Assembly Members and representatives from the sector. Among the functions of the Council is the production of an Annual Report on the operation of the Scheme.

9.5
In Ireland, the White Paper on a Framework for Supporting Voluntary Activity (2000), recognising that the Paper laid out a substantial body of work, set an Implementation and Advisory Group with the role of overseeing the implementation in the White Paper, identifying unresolved issues in a national context and pursuing resolution as far as possible. The Group was to be co-chaired by the then Departments of Health and Children and Social, Community and Family Affairs (now the Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs, with membership drawn from the relevant departments, statutory agencies and from a wide range of interests in the community and voluntary sector. The Group was charged with keeping the implementation of the White Paper under review and the formal workings of the Group were to be reviewed after three years. Some commentators have, however, queried the degree to which the White Paper has been implemented. One has noted that the Implementation and Advisory Group has a more limited brief than the Joint Government/Voluntary and Community Sector Forum in Northern Ireland.

9.6
The Task Force may wish to consider what mechanism it would wish to promote. In doing so it may wish to consider whether the monitoring arrangements set up under Partners for Change, which is built on partnership with the sector and brings government and sector representatives together in the Joint Forum, would be sufficient. However, we have argued in our report that there needs to be a greater degree of engagement in Partners for Change by statutory bodies and NDPBs who play a key role in the relationship with the sector. The Task Force may wish to consider whether key stakeholders outside government departments should also be included in the eventual monitoring mechanism.

10.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Implications for community groups


(
In framing its eventual recommendations, the Task Force should take account of the diversity of the sector and in particular the implications for community groups (para.2.7).


Legislative Issues


(
We endorse the need to provide a modern, enabling legal and regulatory framework for Northern Ireland that is fit for purpose and that takes account of developments in Great Britain and in the Republic of Ireland (para 3.10).


(
When the way ahead in England is clear, early consideration should be given to introducing the legal form of Community Interest Companies in Northern Ireland company law (para.3.11).


(
The Task Force should determine what support for the VCS is necessitated by the statutory imperatives of Section 75 and the need for Government to meet other commitments concerning reconciliation and victims in the Agreement (para. 3.22).


Information sharing and communication


(
Consideration should be given to designating a ‘Champion Minister’ for the VCS (paragraph 5.11).


(
The monitoring arrangements for Partners for Change should be modified to build in an annual meeting of Ministers, chaired by the Champion Minister to discuss progress on VCS issues (paragraph 5.12).


(
There should be engagement with the Joint Forum at political level, with the Champion Minister chairing one meeting each year (paragraph 5.13).


(
There should be a heightened emphasis on compliance with the Compact and Partners for Change. The VCU should focus on ensuring existing channels of complaints are utilised and complaints reviewed annually and, working with the Joint Forum, in seeking policy change and identifying and disseminating examples of best or worst practice across government and the VCS (paragraph 5.14.1).

●
Action should be taken to appoint a senior official (the ‘departmental champion’) responsible for VCS issues within his or her department (paragraph 5.14.2).


(
Membership of the IDG on Voluntary Activity and Community and Community Development should be at NICS Grade 5 level (paragraph 5.14.3).


(
A network of Voluntary Sector Liaison Offices should be established, properly resourced, trained and supported (paragraph 5.14.4).


(
Consideration should be given to the introduction of Local Compacts (paragraph 5.15).


(
A strategy for the use of ICT within the VCS should be developed as part of the implementation of the Digital Inclusion Strategy (paragraph 5.24).

Funding policy issues, mainstreaming and delivery mechanisms


(
Future funding policy should reflect a social investment approach (paragraph 6.2).


(
The recommendations in the Treasury’s Cross Cutting Review should be considered for relevance to Northern Ireland with the aim of producing a level playing field, but taking account of the risk of mission drift and the need for funding for organisations not engaged in service delivery such as advocacy and campaigning (paragraphs 6.3-6.6).


(
The Northern Ireland allocation from futurebuilders should be used to assist voluntary and community groups to prepare for and adapt to the introduction of a Social Investment model of funding through what might be called a Social Investment Innovation and Change Fund (paragraph 6.7).


(
Action should be taken to promote consistency in departments’ approaches to the treatment of charity reserves (paragraph 6.8).


(
The mechanisms for mainstreaming support for voluntary and community action, including mainstreaming of essential services delivered by the VCS currently funded through Executive Programme Funds (paragraphs 6.14- 6.26).


(
The Task Force should endorse the crucial importance of the central database on government funding to the VCS being piloted by the VCU as an essential management information tool (paragraph 6.29).


(
The Community Support Programme, enhanced as proposed, should become the main delivery mechanism for supporting the local voluntary and community sector, with particular regard for sub-regional and local community infrastructure (paragraph 6.42).


Fundraising and income generation


(
We offer as options for discussion:


a.
the establishment of a focused Social Capital Fund (paragraph 7.16).


b.
the further development of focused endowment funds through local community trusts/foundations (paragraph 7.27).


c.
any further action needed to promote philanthropy in Northern Ireland (paragraphs 7.28-7.30).


d.
action to remedy the identified gaps in the fundraising and income generation skills base, noting in particular the deficiency in skills and capacity in the community sector (paragraphs 7.31-7.33).


e.
the development of an integrated strategy for fundraising and income generation in Northern Ireland (paragraph 7.34).

Social capital


(
Performance measurement of VCS organisations should routinely assess their capacity to deliver bridging and linking capital using the framework provided by the evaluation model and set of indicators developed and piloted by Community Evaluation Northern Ireland: Investing in Social Capital (paragraph 8.11). 


(
As the outcome of the consultation process on A Shared Future will inform the Task Force’s recommendations in terms of the relationship between community relations and community development, community development practice in Northern Ireland, including training programmes, funding initiatives and policy development by government, should be reviewed to identify how good relations outcomes might be enhanced through community development initiatives (paragraph 8.11).


(
Government should consider how the support of community relations and community development initiatives can be better integrated (paragraph 8.11). 

Making it happen


(
The Task Force may wish to consider what mechanism it would wish to promote. In doing so it may wish to consider whether the monitoring arrangements set up under Partners for Change, which is built on partnership with the sector, would be sufficient (paragraph 9.6).

11.
Conclusion

11.1
Voluntary and community action in Northern Ireland springs from spontaneous concerns about issues of social need and from independent motivation, though it can, and has, developed and expanded in direct response to government priorities and programmes. Government can create a policy, funding and fiscal environment that supports and enables such action, though it must do so in a way that does not control or direct local actions or weaken existing informal relations.

11.2
The inter-relationship remains mutually reinforcing, although independent community and voluntary action is still critical for its ability to work on the cutting edge of social issues and to hold the space around contested and controversial issues, as outlined in the Task Force paper on the rationale for government support of the VCS.

11.3
Our report presents recommendations for action and in some instances options for discussion with key stakeholders. In these, we have sought to build on the existing policy framework for support and funding of voluntary and community action and to suggest ways to cement a dynamic and transparent relationship between government and the voluntary and community sector in Northern Ireland.

11.4
Finally, we would like to comment on one issue which although outside our remit is an important one which the Task Force might want to consider. This relates to the location of the VCU within the government structures. We note that Knox and Murnaghan (2001)
 in their study on the relationship between community relations and community development said:


“Given the congruence of community development and community relations for practitioners, there needs to be much closer linkage between these functions in government. Having the former located in the Department for Social Development and the latter in the Office of the First Minister and Deputy First Minister hardly makes for ‘joined-up’ thinking.  Yet this relationship is crucial for those involved in work on the ground”.

11.5
The need for government to achieve a more integrated approach between its community development and good relations responsibilities, with a strengthening of the formal links between the work of the VCU and the Community Relations Unit of OFMDFM, is acknowledged in A Shared Future. The Task Force may wish to consider the optimal location for the VCU. Whether or not there is any change of location, the important issue is, as NICVA state in their response to A Shared Future, to avoid “a cross-departmental arrangement where responsibility is everyone’s and no-ones’s”.
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ANNEX 2

Policy Context: England

1.
The key policy and funding initiative in England that is relevant to our remit is HM Treasury’s Cross Cutting Review on the Role of the Voluntary and Community Sector in Service Delivery (2002). The overall objective was to explore how central and local government can work more effectively with the sector to deliver high quality services, so that where the sector wishes to engage in service delivery, it is able to do so effectively. Issues examined included funding of the sector, service delivery, capacity, social and community enterprise, the funding relationship and developing the English Compact. The review culminated in a 42-point implementation plan to be delivered in full by April 2006. As well as additional resources for the budget of the Active Community Unit over the three years of the 2002 Spending Review, a further £125 million has been made available for the creation of futurebuilders – a one-off, three year investment fund to help voluntary and community organisations in their public service work. Key points in the review are to ensure that the price for contracts reflects the full costs of the service, including the legitimate portion of overheads and to move to a more stable funding relationship with less short-termism.

2.
Added Value.  The review attempted to identify the added value offered by the sector in service delivery in contrast to the State and the private sector.  Key lessons learned were that the sector can add value to service delivery in many ways, from designing and planning services to their direct provision; the sector can innovate, but innovation needs to be managed, nurtured and evaluated; in contracting with the sector, Government must ensure that regulation is proportionate and the independence of the sector is recognised, and policy makers need to recognise that there is a significant lead-in time where new partnerships are being established to deliver services and so the profile of funding and monitoring of outputs needs to reflect this. A number of recommendations are designed to ensure that the sector is involved at an early stage in the design and planning of services and that innovative methods of working are considered in drawing up contracts, with innovative projects subject to proportionate evaluation.

3.
Capacity.  The review examined different aspects of capacity within the sector and assessed the sector’s ability to engage in service delivery effectively.  Some of the constraints facing voluntary organisations are outlined and recommendations made to remove barriers and build capacity.  Key actions are that by April 2004, a “tool kit” will be produced to allow local authorities, with other partners, to carry out an initial assessment of the sector’s capacity; this would be used by Local Strategic Partnerships in preparing their community strategies; by October 2004, an agreed strategy should be implemented to achieve a sustainable baseline of infrastructure support at local level, regionally and nationally and guidelines on good practice should be produced in capacity building and infrastructure support; and by October 2003, a protocol of common principles and procedures for service and programme development, to be incorporated into the Compact Code of Good Practice on Consultation and Policy Appraisal.

4.
Social and Community Enterprise.  The review endorses the need to map fully the social enterprise sector so that robust evidence is available for policy makers and makes a number of recommendations aimed at providing effective support to social enterprise, to be taken forward by the Social Enterprise Unit. 

5.
The Funding Relationship While noting that funders will want to award contracts on a Best Value basis, the review concluded that there is no reason why service providers should not include the relevant portion of overhead costs within their bids for service contracts and that service funders should not be opposed in principle to the inclusion of such costs in bids. So, by April 2006, all departments will ensure that the price for contracts reflects the full cost of the service, including the legitimate portion of overhead costs. Action will be taken to streamline application processes. It is recommended that HM Treasury should issue clear guidance to funders on the scope for making payments in advance of expenditure and on ensuring the right balance of risk between service providers and funders. This guidance should also underline opportunities for moving to more stable funding relationships. While the review reconsidered the problem of irrecoverable VAT, it concludes that no change should be made to the current provisions for the payment of VAT. The new futurebuilders investment fund would assist organisations in their public service work.  

6.
The Compact.  The review found much consensus that the Compact was ‘a good thing’ but that it was sufficiently known, poorly implemented and limited in scope.  Recommendations are made to appoint a departmental ‘Champion’ at senior level in each department responsible for overseeing full implementation of the Compact and Codes and for developing a strategy for mainstreaming the Compact. A review is to be undertaken of the role of Departmental Voluntary Sector Liaison Officers and action taken to increase the number of local Compacts.
7.
A Consultation Paper on futurebuilders was published by HM Treasury and the Compact Working Group in April 2003, setting out proposals for principles to guide the use and operation of the fund. It aims to overcome obstacles to efficient voluntary and community sector service delivery; to modernise service delivery organisations and to increase the scale and scope of such delivery in key public services in health and social care; crime and social cohesion; education and learning and support for children and young people. Of the £125 million available, 80% is set aside for capital investment and 20% for one-off resource or revenue funding. Consultation closed on 21 July 2003, with further announcements expected in the autumn and the fund coming on stream during the second half of 2003/4. futurebuilders applies only to England, but the devolved administrations in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland will receive a proportionate allocation based on the Barnett formula and it will be for them to decide how this should used. The Northern Ireland allocation is expected to be £3million.

Policy Context: Scotland

8.
In 2002, the Scottish Executive published its response to an earlier consultation paper, setting out an Action Plan for reforming the arrangements for its direct funding of the sector. Funding will be provided for activities and services carried out by organisations that demonstrably contribute to meeting the Executive’s priorities and objectives, for national infrastructure organisations and networks and for umbrella/intermediary bodies building the sector’s capacity to work with the Executive in meeting agreed priorities and for certain local or national innovative projects. A key development is a move from a grants-based dependency approach to one where investment is viewed as a funding decision. Three year funding will be the norm when the work being undertaken continues to help meet Executive priorities and objectives. These guiding principles will be applied on the basis of competition for the resources that are available. A particularly interesting development is a commitment to seek a legislative opportunity to introduce a generic funding power to enable the public sector to invest in and fund the voluntary sector. This would be supplementary to existing legislative funding powers. In January 2003, the Executive announced in its review of the social economy that the full cost recovery principle would apply. A wider strategic review to consider other key issues was set up in February 2003. It will identify the current scale and pattern of voluntary sector funding and examine the scope for improving its availability, effectiveness and sustainability and the potential for increasing the value for money from investment in the sector.

Policy Context: Republic of Ireland

9.
Current policy in the Republic of Ireland is defined in the White Paper Supporting Voluntary Activity (2000) which affirmed the role of the sector in contributing to the creation of a vibrant, participative democracy and civil society. Emphasis was placed on consulting with the sector through a range of fora. Voluntary Activity Units were to be set up in relevant departments. Multi-annual funding (3 or 5 years) was to become the norm for agreed priority services and community development activities. Statutory funding would only be available for mutually agreed programmes of activities and where these programmes are consistent with government policies and objectives, or where other public interest criteria apply.100% funding would be provided only for projects with a specific focus on tackling poverty and disadvantage. Core funding would only be provided for services to meet agreed priority needs and for priority development work. The Paper acknowledged that the sector has a special role in developing new and innovative responses to social need, very often with statutory funding and that government is keen to mainstream the lessons from successful pilot initiatives, as resources allow. 

10.
Three years after its publication, implementation of the White Paper has slowed down. In late 2002, the Minister for Communities, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs announced that two main funding streams would be re-advertised, reduced in size, further scrutinized by outside consultants and that the research funding scheme would be deferred until 2004. In the Public Service Estimates for 2003, the Minister announced that there would be a 17% reduction in funding for the VCS. Community development projects that expired in 2002 would be offered interim funding and a one year contract thereafter subject to satisfactory progress. He also announced an Optimal Coherence Review to review the range of departmental schemes. The review got under way during 2003.

ANNEX 3

Legislative developments in Great Britain and the Republic of Ireland

England and Wales

1.
In England and Wales, Government has just published its response to the recommendations in the Strategy Unit’s review ‘Private Action, Public Benefit’ (2002). The recommendations for reform aim among other things to modernise charity law and status to provide greater clarity and a stronger emphasis on the delivery of public benefit and to improve the range of available legal forms enabling organisations to be more effective and entrepreneurial. A Charities Bill is to be published in draft as soon as possible. 

Scotland

2.
Charities legislation in Scotland was reviewed by the Scottish Charity Law Commission in the McFadden Report (2001) The Scottish Executive in its response (2002) accepted the thrust of the McFadden Report that there should be better regulation of and support for charities in Scotland. This will be provided through a new Office of the Scottish Charity Regulator- as an Agency of the Executive, with functions of registration, monitoring and supervision, investigation and support and information. Charitable status will continue to be granted by the Inland Revenue. The Executive is now pressing ahead with modernising charity law, with tighter regulation and proposals for legislative reform have been promised later this year. 

Republic of Ireland

3.
Charity laws in the Republic of Ireland have a similar heritage and characteristics to those in Northern Ireland and are also in need of modernisation. A report by the Law Society in 2002, put forward ways in which charity law could be reformed, moving those laws closer both to English and Northern Ireland models and inviting a convergence in legal frameworks. A commitment has been given in the Dail that a consultation paper on new charities legislation will be published this year and the draft Bill in 2004.

ANNEX 4

Structures for dialogue with the VCS in Great Britain

England

1.
Structured meetings between Ministers and representatives of the sector take place under the umbrella of monitoring the implementation of the Compact. The voluntary sector’s Compact Working Group meets annually with government Ministers to review Compact progress.  Meetings are chaired by government Ministers and result in an Annual Report to Parliament. Over recent years, the Active Community Unit has convened an annual ‘Away Day’ at which senior departmental officials and representatives of the sector can discuss issues of concern on an informal basis.

2.
The Treasury’s Cross-Cutting Review of the Role of the Voluntary and Community Sector in Service Delivery noted a lack of awareness of and poor implementation of the Compact. It called for action at senior level in government departments. “Senior officials within Government need to see adherence to the Compact as a priority for their staff.  To effect this cultural shift, a senior official within each department should be held personally responsible for effective implementation of the Compact and its Codes – the departmental “Champion”.

3.
The Review recommended that 

· all government departments should appoint a senior official to oversee full implementation of the Compact and Codes;

· the departmental ‘Champion’ should establish a baseline on awareness and implementation in their department and develop a strategy for mainstreaming the Compact; and
· the Active Community Unit should conduct a review of the role of the Voluntary Sector Liaison Officer and determine the scope of the role to support and maintain mainstreaming of the Compact and Codes.

Scotland

4.
In Scotland, the formal mechanism for dialogue between Government and the sector is the Scottish Executive/Voluntary Sector Forum. It meets every six months and is chaired alternatively by the Scottish Minister for Communities and the Convenor of the Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations.  There is also an annual ‘Away Day’ bringing both sectors together to discuss topical issues of concern.

5.
In relation to Compact compliance, there is no structured meeting, but the recent Scottish Compact Baseline Review suggested that the profile of the Compact should be raised by associating it more publicly with senior politicians as in England and Wales. It recommended that there should be an Annual Meeting between the sector, senior politicians, civil servants and senior management from agencies and NDPBs. The Review also recommended that within government, key individuals should be identified as the main contact point for information about the Compact and also that key individuals, with the requisite seniority, should be identified who will be responsible for ensuring that the Compact is implemented. These recommendations have been fed into the Compact Implementation Plan, which will be discussed at the next meeting of the Scottish Executive/Voluntary Sector Forum on 22 September 2003. 

Wales

6.
Arrangements for relations between government and the sector in Wales are the most formalised in the UK. The Government of Wales Act 1998 requires the Welsh Assembly to prepare a Voluntary Sector Scheme setting out how it proposes to promote the interests of relevant voluntary sector organisations. The Scheme, published in 2000, designates the First Secretary to have overall responsibility for the Voluntary Sector Scheme and an Assembly Secretary to have specific responsibility for the interests of the voluntary sector. The Scheme “expects every part of the Assembly – Cabinet, Committees and officials to promote the interests of the voluntary sector in its work and decision-making.”

7. 
The Scheme provides that each Assembly Minister will meet representatives of the relevant networks of voluntary organisations covering their areas of responsibility at least twice a year. It provides also for the establishment of the Voluntary Sector Partnership Council comprising 11 Assembly Members and 24 representatives appointed from the sector. Among other things, the Council can advise on the Scheme and consider certain issues relating to Assembly functions It is also required to produce and Annual Report on the operation of the Scheme. 

8.
The most recent Annual Report confirms that the bilateral meetings have been valued by the voluntary sector as an opportunity for regular dialogue with Ministers, an opportunity to share information and contacts and to contribute to policy development. The majority of agenda items were proposed by the sector, and so the Scheme was amended to require Assembly officials responsible for each Ministerial meeting to prepare a report to each meeting demonstrating how the principles and commitments of the scheme have been implemented within a particular Minister’s area of responsibility.

ANNEX 5

Advantage Fundraising Solutions: Executive Summary

1.
The fundraising and ingeneration skills base currently existing in Northern Ireland voluntary and community sector differs little from that to be found in many other parts of the UK. However an important local consideration has been the influence of political expedient funding decisions in helping expand the size of the local community sector.

Government needs to ensure that its desire to create an output based framework as a value for money measurement is uniformly enforced. Political expedient funding decisions should not be allowed to override such considerations.

2.
All too often those in positions of authority, namely trustees, management committees and/or chief executives, lack the knowledge base to be able to take the lead with key fundraising and income generation decisions. While this has always been the case the problem has become more acute with the advent of more business driven fundraising and income generation techniques.

There is an urgent need for an initiative similar to that announced for the development of management skills in the sector. Unfortunately as ACOVO has found out to its cost such requests for training are all too frequently not reflected in actual take-up rates. There may simply be a need for government to be more prescriptive in terms of making proof of competency in predetermined areas a precondition of any future funding offer(s).

3.
The virtual absence of any evidence based research relating to fundraising and income generation in Northern Ireland meaning that many of the current assertions about the potential of the sector are based solely on anecdotal evidence.

This research project has identified the need for specific research into:


a. the true value of current independent grant funding to the Northern Ireland “not-for-profit” sector based on a detailed analysis of the donor’s accounts as opposed to the beneficiaries accounts.


b. the true potential of the Northern Ireland corporate sector to both fund and support the development of the “not-for-profit sector”.

4.
A reluctance to embrace change as evidenced by the low percentage of applications advocating partnership and joined up approaches to problem solving being received by independent UK Trusts from Northern Ireland in comparison to the number of proposals emerging from other parts of the UK.

This factor needs to be widely publicised, in a co-ordinated way, throughout the “not-for-profit” sector in order to promote both a change of attitude and approach. This research has also demonstrated the need for government to lead by example in creating a range of longer-term measures and financial incentives that show a sustained commitment to the development of new “joined up” approaches such as partnerships, mergers, the social economy etc.

5.
The true value of the contribution currently being made by young people in support of the “not-for-profit” sector is masked by an existing value system based primarily on the ability to give financial support. If the sector is not careful there must be a very real danger of alienating the next generation of potential donors.


Further appreciation and awareness could be promoted via the new Active Citizenship Programme in schools. Additionally our research identified the considerable potential for volunteering in the “not-for-profit” sector to help in “bridging the gap” between education and employment.
6.
Under point 2 we have already identified that the fundraising and income generation capacity of many voluntary sector organisations is frequently constrained by the lack of knowledge, confidence and vision shown by those in authority. The research identified that the community sector’s potential to improve its fundraising and income generation capacity has little to do, as is so often assumed, with further training and more to do with available capacity. Put quite simply, the majority of existing community based organisation s possessing a staff member do not have the time available to be able to carry out effective fundraising and/or income generation. Also the reality is that few management committees are prepared to shoulder this responsibility.

The solution is to be found in the identification and/or establishment of a structure that can effectively address fundraising tasks on behalf of the community sector. While this undoubtedly raises questions about the roles and responsibilities of many existing network organisations, our research has identified a Community Foundation model based on dedicated County Funds as offering the best potential way forward. Such a model of development should help to ensure the maximum impact of a broad range of fundraising and income generation techniques while adhering to good community development principles of local accountability.
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