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1.  Executive summary and recommendations   

1.1. Support needs  

Statutory agencies in Sheffield acknowledge the contribution that Voluntary, 

Community and Faith Sector (VCFS) organisations make to local priorities. 

VCFS organisations have different needs for support at different stages in their 

life cycle. A full range of integrated support services is required to meet the 

needs of a diverse sector from small emerging community groups through to 

larger, more established groups that are providing contracted services.  

The challenging target set by the Government to improve the score for NI7 (An 

environment for a thriving third sector) in Sheffield places a responsibility on 

statutory partners to meet these needs and is a catalyst for joint planning with 

the VCFS. 

1.2. Developmental support services, volume and rea ch 

There are 84.7 full time equivalent staff in 13 organisations supporting VCFS 

groups in Sheffield (March 2010) This resource is divided between 

development support for groups (39.2 fte) provision of buildings and facilities 

(8.1 fte) and networking, voice and influence (18.4 fte) These workers are 

supported by a further 19 fte who are responsible for internal management and 

administration. In addition, staff employed by Development Trusts and 

Community Forums provide significant support to local groups, particularly at 

an early stage of development. Together, these workers make over 2700 

support interventions per year. 

Development support is provided by four city wide and sub regional generic 

and functional agencies complemented by agencies working with specific sub 

sectors and geographical communities. These agencies have defined roles 

and target groups, make referrals between each other and report a good level 

of customer satisfaction. There are some positive examples of agencies 

working together to give an integrated service to groups. Together, these 

agencies have expertise to deliver support on most topic areas. 
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There are a limited number of gaps and overlaps in provision. (See 1.6). 

Managers, development workers and statutory partnerships need to improve 

their knowledge and understanding of the full range of support services that 

are available for VCFS groups in the city.  

1.3. Networking, enabling representation and direct  strategic 

engagement 

Networking, enabling representation and direct strategic engagement is 

provided by 12 organisations. Voluntary Action Sheffield (VAS) and OFFER 

(Open Forum for Economic Regeneration) give most support by running 

networks and providing the information groups need in order to develop views 

on public policy. OFFER primarily focuses on enabling others to be 

represented, whilst VAS, alongside other infrastructure organisations, also 

takes direct representational roles in numerous public policy and strategy 

groups and initiatives. Development Trusts and Community Forums enable 

local groups to have influence, and some also directly influence citywide 

priorities, through the Sheffield First Partnership Board (SFP), and elsewhere.  

There are conflicting messages from the local authority on “voice and 

influence”. In the light of recent funding decisions, several interviewees 

believed that VCFS “voice and influence” was being eroded. 

1.4. BME specific support 

Two BME infrastructure organisations operate in the city. One is focused on 

developmental support whilst the other has a “voice and influence” focus. 

Historical strains between some of the BME sector and SCC still resonate. 

Both organisations are vulnerable. Black Card’s three-year project to offer in-

depth developmental support to BME groups comes to an end in September.  

The BME Network funding for “voice and influence” has just reduced by 50%. 

Joined up efforts from all infrastructure organisations are needed to address 

this big reduction in BME specific support services.  
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1.5. Referrals, joint working & partnerships 

There is a lot of referral into the generic infrastructure organisations and 

positive examples of agencies working together to give an integrated service to 

groups. However, most interviewees, both statutory and VCFS organisations 

did not have complete picture of the services that others provide. There was 

evidence that groups may not always be signposted to the organisations with 

most capacity to support them. 

1.6. Gaps and overlaps 

There are a limited number of gaps and possible overlaps in services.  Gaps 

identified included diagnosis, health checks and ongoing holistic organisational 

development, generic business planning, quality systems and performance 

improvement, one to one outreach and community development support for 

small groups, targeted support for sport and leisure groups and support to set 

up out-of-hour’s youth activities. 

Potential overlaps included funding advice, training and information/ 

publications. The overlap in funding advice is necessary to meet the high 

demand for support and most providers complement SYFAB. Several 

organisations deliver training programmes, and some courses appear to be 

duplicated.  Every organisation involved in this research produces a newsletter 

and/or email bulletin. Whilst targeted at different audiences, collectively their 

production requires a considerable resource.  

A more collaborative approach to training and publications will reduce 

duplication and costs.    

1.7. Quality 

Organisations generously shared information on how they maintained quality, 

but a rigorous quality assessment of each organisation was beyond the scope 

of this review.  There are a range of quality standards, customer satisfaction 

surveys, and monitoring and evaluation tools in use. The majority of 

organisations articulated how individual staff members maintained the 

knowledge and skills required to deliver their services. 
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The VCFS Review suggested that organisations that deliver support services 

should be able to demonstrate how their work impacts on city priorities.  

However Sheffield City Council (SCC) do not clearly articulate city priorities in 

its grant making processes, so there is no immediate demand for organisations 

to do so.  

1.8. Funding  

We estimate that support services for VCFS groups cost £4.4 million per year. 

The funding pattern is complex. Local authority funding is seen as arbitrary and 

lacking in strategy and some agencies providing support to groups have no 

statutory funding for this work at all. In addition to several different SCC funds, 

the PCT, Capacitybuilders and the Big Lottery Fund contribute significant 

resources. Much of this is short term project funding. A growing number of 

agencies are using trading income to finance their support for groups and 

some are relying on reserves to maintain their work. Most of the group support 

work that is delivered by Development Trusts and Community Forums is not 

explicitly funded.  

There are some stark messages about future sustainability. The ending of 

ABG (2010) and grants from Capacitybuilders (2011) and the Big Lottery Fund 

(2012) threatens at least 21 fte posts.  This will have a major impact on the 

support available for small emerging groups and those in crisis, as well as 

groups from BME and faith communities.  

1.9. Planning and communication  

There is no coordinated approach to the overall planning of support for VCFS 

groups in Sheffield. The majority of those interviewed felt there would be 

benefit in regular meetings to set priorities, co-ordinate strategic engagement 

with statutory agencies and develop more collaborative working practices.  

1.10. Recommendations  

1.10.1 Strategic – developmental support services    

R.1. That a Sheffield Infrastructure Assembly (SIA) is established to create a 

vision and strategy for integrated support services in Sheffield, and to consider 

the findings and recommendations of this and the VCFS Reviews 
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R.2. That the SIA aim to dovetail their strategies with those of the South 

Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortia Strategic Plan, using the latter as a guiding 

framework 

R.3. That SIA ensure the recommendations from this review are fully 

considered by and reflected in the emerging partnerships and strategies 

currently being implemented in response to the VCFS Review and that support 

services are recognised as an essential element of creating a thriving VCFS.   

R.4. That SIA agree to share the findings and recommendations of this report 

with Sheffield City Council 

R.5. That SIA lead a dialogue with statutory partners and the wider VCFS to 

consider the actions necessary for the city to meet the challenging target set 

by the Government to improve the score for NI7  

R.6. That SIA ask the SCC, South Yorkshire Changeup Consortium and the 

Project Research Fund administered by SYCF (from South Yorkshire Open 

Forum legacy funds) for practical and financial support to implement the 

recommendations from this review 

1.10.2 Strategic - Networks, enabling representation & strategic engagement 

R.7. That VAS and OFFER merge and VAS establishes a distinct unit to 

support “voice and influence”, incorporating OFFER’s “enabling” philosophy 

R.8. That VAS seeks and early discussion with SCC to consider the strong 

findings and recommendations from this review on “voice and influence”, and 

to consider the resource implications of maintaining a support service in these 

areas 

R.9. That SIA decides on strategic public policy priorities, and engages with 

SCC and other statutory agencies to decide appropriate mechanisms for taking 

these forward 

R.10. That VAS establish a service to support networks 
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R.11. That the VCFS representatives on the SFP review the protocol, selection 

and support structure and suggest amendments as appropriate 

R.12. That SIA VAS and SYFAB, work to ensure the Compact is revived, and 

is reasserted as a guiding document for relations between the VCFS and the 

SCC 

R.13. That a subgroup of SIA work with SCC to establish a protocol describing 

the preferred relationships between community assemblies and existing local 

voice and influence activities 

1.10.3 Support for BME groups 

R.14. That Black CARD and the BME network establish a close working 

relationship with view to joint action to protect BME specific developmental and 

voice support  

R.15. That SIA  (inclusive of the two BME infrastructure organisations), work 

together to coordinate and improve access to support services for BME groups 

from other support providers 

1.10.4 Operational – Partnerships, referrals and joint working  

R.16. That development workers who support VCFS groups in Sheffield meet 

together on a regular basis to increase their knowledge of each others work 

and plan joint activities 

R.17. That Sheffield workers develop and implement an organisational health 

check to use as a diagnosis and referral tool 

R.18. That SYFAB, VAS and SCEDU provide a mentoring role for generic 

workers in sub-sectoral infrastructure organisations, Development Trusts and 

Community Forums for skills development on specific topic areas, e.g. funding 

advice, social enterprise, HR and constitutional advice etc.  
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R.19. That SIA commission a shared web based portal and directory to give a 

coherent description of support services for partners, development workers 

and service users 

R.20. That SIA organise a series of ‘road shows’ be held in different districts of 

Sheffield to raise awareness of the full range of generic, sub-sectoral and 

community based support services available to groups 

R.21. South Yorkshire Changeup Consortium and the Project Research Fund 

administered by SYCF (from South Yorkshire Open Forum legacy funds) are 

approached for practical and financial support in implementing these 

recommendations  

 

1.10.5 Operational – Gaps and overlaps  

R.22. That VAS and SYFAB develop and awareness of the capacity of other 

providers and refer groups out of for holistic and service specific planning and 

organisational development support when appropriate 

R.23. That SIA asks all Development Trusts and Community Forums to 

complete the functional review questionnaire used in this research to get a 

complete picture of the local availability of support  

R.24. That training providers’ co-ordinate the planning and promotion of 

training courses through joint publications and web sites 

R.25. That an information working group is set up by SIA to explore 

coordination and collaboration on newsletters, websites and other published 

materials (and consider the potential of wider application of research 

methodology currently being used by SYFAB)   

1.10.6 Operational – Quality  

R. 26. That SIA explore the potential of the SYCF system (which monitors 

grant making against city priorities) for wider application  
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R.27. That SIA members consider an outcome-based approach for monitoring 

and evaluating their activities, and promote this to statutory sector funders  

R.28. That the Performance Improvement Project offers practical support to 

SIA members to collate and present their monitoring and evaluation data  

R.29. That SIA endorses the South Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortium plans for 

a shared customer satisfaction survey in Sheffield 

1.10.7 Funding and sustainability  

R.30. That SIA members are pro active in using the data in this report to 

discuss and agree areas where collaboration will reduce costs and increase 

efficiency 

R.31. That SIA members engage with the PCT to develop a coordinated 

strategy for funding support services to VCFS organisations  
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1.10.1. Messages for Sheffield City Council  

SCC. 1. That Sheffield City Council undertakes a cross directorate 

investigation to quantify the level of spend on infrastructure by each directorate 

and works towards bringing this money together in one ’pot’ to invest in 

support services to build the capacity of VCFS groups  

SCC. 2. That Sheffield City Council funds support providers to investigate 

efficiency savings through collaboration and merger, with the aim of recovering 

funds through longer-term savings  

SCC.3. That Sheffield City Council takes a more strategic approach to funding 

and is explicit about the support services it wishes to purchase  

SCC.4. That Sheffield City Council works with VCFS support providers to write 

a single specification for infrastructure services setting out the outcomes and 

activities that it wants to pay for  

SCC.5. That Sheffield City Council invites infrastructure organisations to form 

consortia to jointly contract to provide support services to VCFS groups  
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2 Background - The Sheffield VCF Sector Review 

A review of the Voluntary, Community and Faith Sector in Sheffield was carried 

out by Cadence Works and ippr North in 2009. (VCFS Review) We have taken 

the findings and recommendations for infrastructure support in the VCFS 

Review as our starting point. The Review was very positive about some 

aspects of this support:-  

”The advice, support and guidance roles though not in themselves directly 

meeting the strategic needs of the City Strategy are often vital in their 

contribution to the development of the sustainability of the frontline 

organisations that they work with’’  

‘’Satisfaction levels are good, only 6% are fairly or very dissatisfied with the 

support available from third sector organisations’’ 

Some concerns and suggestions were also expressed:-  

‘’Levels of penetration are quite good with 44% of organisations getting advice, 

guidance and support from local third sector organisations but there is room to 

increase awareness of and access to support and increase penetration to the 

levels achieved by Nottingham and Liverpool’’ 

‘’Networking is felt to be extremely valuable, and there is not a shortage of 

networking opportunities in the city, but VCF organisations worry about 

managing the time required to participate and are concerned that they aren’t 

always able to identify which networks will give them the best return.’’ 

‘’There is a lack of clarity in relation to the roles of the various infrastructure 

organisations and this results in confusion as to where to go to access support 

and also which organisations can be classed as infrastructure. The 

infrastructure organisations aren’t overly large – but are ripe for 

rationalisation.’’ 

The review made a recommendation and some proposals for support actions 

to back it up. 
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Recommendation 6  

That the city recognises that VCF sector organisations encounter a wide range 

of challenges and that timely, appropriate infrastructure support is essential; 

and that effective support of front-line organisations adds value to their 

contribution to the city. The city should endorse the principle that VCF 

organisations in the city should be signposted to support which: 

·  is available to them at the time they need it 

·  is appropriate to their needs 

·  is effective in helping them address the challenges they face 

·  is accessed by the full diversity of VCF organisations in the city. 

 

Key infrastructure support actions 

6.1 The Partnership should commission a review of infrastructure support in 

the city to review the extent of infrastructure support and activities in Sheffield, 

including an assessment of the volume, quality and reach of the various 

providers, identify any gaps/overlaps and make recommendations on actions 

to improve their effectiveness and sustainability. 

6.2 The Partnership should work to strengthen the capacity and infrastructure 

arrangements for BME groups in the City.  

6.3 The Partnership should ensure that organisations seeking statutory funding 

to provide support to VCF groups demonstrate how they add value to the 

support already available, particularly with respect to successful outcomes for 

the city 

6.4 The Partnership should monitor VCF take up and perceptions of the 

support activities available in the city with a view to making continuous 

improvements in both areas. This information should be published by the 

Partnership annually  
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3 Aims and objectives of the Local Infrastructure R eview  

The South Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortium (SYCC) provided 

Capacitybuilders funding to implement the Local Infrastructure Review: 

3.1 To identify the priorities for support  

With reference to:- 

·  Support needs of VCFS organisations  

·  Sheffield Partnership, NHS Sheffield and Sheffield City Council priorities 

and targets 

 

3.2. To review the nature and extent of infrastruct ure support services 

provided in Sheffield  

To cover:- 

·  Staffing, volume and reach  

·  Functions, specialisms and delivery methods 

·  Quality  

·  Examples of current partnerships and joint working   

·  Funding and sustainability  

 

3.3 To write a Local Infrastructure Plan with recom mendations to improve 

the range, quality, sustainability and coherence of  infrastructure services 

in Sheffield  

·  Proposals for allocating responsibility for meeting priority needs including 

exploring the potential for mergers and shared functions  

·  Options to address any gaps and overlaps that have been identified  

·  Mechanisms for signposting and referrals to facilitate access by priority 

groups 
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4. Research strategy  

4.1. Scope  

Our working definition for infrastructure support is any activity or service 

which:-   

·  Enables VCFS groups to set up, develop and manage activities 

·  Brings local VCFS groups together for learning and support  

·  Develops and supports mechanisms for VCFS groups to inform and 

influence local decision making 

 

This definition encompasses the work of a wide range of organisations. In the 

survey carried out for the VCFS Review, 88 respondents (25%) said they 

supported other groups. The Review names 30 ‘Infrastructure organisations’’ 

and 23 organisations have chosen to be listed in the Sheffield Infrastructure 

Network (SIN) Guide. 

We wanted to make sure that we included information on all types of support 

that is available for groups in Sheffield, not just the services that are provided 

by organisations for which support is their main purpose. We made initial 

contacts with all the organisations that are members of SYCC or had self-

defined as infrastructure in the SIN guide and/or were listed in the VCFS 

Review. We followed up in more depth those that had at least the equivalent of 

one full time worker delivering support services to groups.   

4.2. Methodology  

We collected information through,  

·  A Functional Questionnaire (Appendix A) complemented by face to face 

and telephone interviews with senior managers and development 

workers in 29 VCF organisations and 5 statutory bodies (Listed in 

Appendix B)   

·  Review of organisational web sites, internal and published documents 

e.g. annual reports, monitoring data 
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·  Stakeholder consultation workshop on 24th February attended by 12 of 

the organisations that had been involved in the research 

·  Desk research – national and regional, e.g. NAVCA publications, South 

Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortium Strategic Plan (Appendix E), Leeds 

Infrastructure Review (2007 and 2009) Inform Leeds Health Check Pack, 

infrastructure specifications for Bristol and Kirklees, and the website of 

the primary infrastructure organisations and local authorities in 

Birmingham, Nottingham, Liverpool, Bristol and Newcastle.  

 

4.3. Constraints 

This project was commissioned to a very tight timescale. The bad weather in 

January created further pressure as meetings were cancelled and the interview 

schedule was delayed. Despite this respondents were very generous with their 

time and everyone we approached was able to talk to us within the required 

period.  

It has been more difficult to collect the hard data on staffing, functions, finance 

and groups worked with within the timescale. Organisations record and collate 

information in different ways and many do not have sophisticated electronic 

systems to support this. A small number of our respondents were 

understandably anxious about sharing information about their funding and 

methods of working with possible competitors for contracts and we have 

respected these views.�

At least four of our respondents have new workers in place who are still 

building up their case load and relationships and do not yet have a full years 

set of figures. (TfR, SYFAB, RAY, BME Network) This has meant that we have 

had to be cautious about any comparisons that we make between 

organisations.  

Finally, several respondents, particularly from statutory agencies gave us “off 

the record” information. Largely, we have not used this information as it put us 

in a difficult position, and we believe has compromised our ability to meet the 

brief as we would wish. 
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5. Priorities for support 

Different approaches have been used by service providers and researchers, 

locally and nationally, to survey and analyse the support needs of VCFS 

groups. These show that needs for support can change with the size and stage 

of development of groups and in response to changes in external 

circumstances. Within the overall priorities of the Local Area Agreement, 

statutory agencies (and departments within them) emphasise different areas of 

support and types of group. We have used Maslow’s hierarchy of needs to 

describe a comprehensive and structured framework for support. The 

challenging target set by the Government to improve the score for NI7 (An 

environment for a thriving third sector) in Sheffield places a responsibility on 

statutory partners to meet these needs and is a driver for joint planning with 

the VCFS  

5.1. What groups say they want 

Research12 and additional consultations and feedback gathered by South 

Yorkshire Open Forum identified the following priorities for support across the 

VCFS sector in South Yorkshire: 

·  Building capacity to effectively engage in commissioning and 

procurement processes 

·  Supporting BME groups and networks to develop 

�  Networking opportunities 

�  Advice, guidance, support, training and encouragement 

�  Examples of good practice 

·  Finding, recruiting and retaining new volunteers 

·  Time to get involved in networks and partnerships  

·  Raising funds and making good quality funding bids. 

·  Getting new members and users involved in your group 

·  Getting the right skills and experience on your management committee 

                                            

1 Part of the Picture. Sheffield Hallam University. September 2006 
2 Sustainability Route Maps for South Yorkshire’s Third Sector. SCEDU January 2008 
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This picture is confirmed for Sheffield in the VCFS Review which identified 

funding as a major area of concern for groups of all sizes, with small groups 

particularly concerned about having the skills to put in good quality bids. 

Recruiting and retaining members and volunteers was significant for medium 

and small groups, i.e. under £100,000 annual income. For large groups (over 

£100,000 annual income) negotiating contracts and service level agreements 

was more important. Significantly for our work, very small groups said they 

were concerned about finding out what support is available and medium and 

large groups said that they were concerned about having the time to get 

involved in networks and partnerships. The VCFS Review also gave an action 

point that capacity and infrastructure arrangements for BME groups in the City 

should be strengthened. 

5.2. Current demands on services 

Changes in external circumstances are also affecting the kind of support that 

VCFS groups request. The recession has had an impact on many groups. 

Several of our interviewees are currently getting a lot of demand for support 

from:-  

·  Groups in crisis because they have run out of funding or need to find 

new committee members and volunteers to run their activities effectively 

·  People wanting to set up community groups and social enterprises as a 

means of employment for themselves (source - SCEDU and VAS – 

Small Groups worker)  

 

VAS held a ‘Beating the Recession’ conference on 8th May 2009. The 

participants identified several areas of support that would help them. These 

were:- 

·  Advice on income generation 

·  Advice on collaboration and merger possibilities. 

·  Training for work with volunteers.  

·  HR training and advice.  

·  Working with young people as volunteers or apprentices  

·  Training and support for strategic planning. 
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·  Advice/support from small groups adviser and volunteer centre e.g. help 

with developing a fundraising strategy, recruitment of volunteers for help 

line and management committee members. 

·  Lobbying with the Local Authority on behalf of small city-wide 

organisations 

 

5.3. What statutory agencies want  

We spoke to senior staff from SCC, NHS/PCT, Sheffield First Partnership and 

South Yorkshire Police (from the Safer and Sustainable Communities 

Partnership Board perspective). They all gave a: - 

·  very clear indication that there will be difficult times ahead with big cuts 

in funding for all services including the VCFS  

·  commitment to and understanding of the value offered by VCFS 

organisations and the additionality they bring to statutory provision  

 

There were some shared messages about their requirements for development 

support. They told us that they want:-  

·  very local intelligence to resolve local issues, disseminate information, 

spot and prevent emerging crises within groups 

·  community development to help small groups to set up and grow  

·  a full range of integrated support services that meet the needs of a 

diverse sector from small emerging community groups through to larger, 

more established groups that are providing contracted services and 

clarity about the role and contribution of different providers within this 

range. 

·  support for VCFS groups to demonstrate the impact that they are making 

on local priorities and national indicator targets.  

 

Some of the statutory agencies we interviewed also had some specific 

priorities for support, relevant to their areas of work. The PCT mentioned full 

cost recovery, business planning and diversification of funding streams. South 
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Yorkshire Police wanted more support for groups to establish out of hours 

youth activities and sports provision particularly for 18 -24 year olds. 

 

VCFS development workers told us that VCFS groups are referred to them by 

staff from statutory agencies to have specific problems ‘sorted out.’ SYFAB, 

VAS Community Accounting Service and the Sheffield Out of School Network, 

(OSN), mentioned this. Statutory agencies also refer groups to VAS for legal 

support, in particular to develop the policies that they need to achieve the 

quality standards required for contracts. 

We did hear mixed messages about the need for VCFS strategic engagement, 

“voice and influence” from different local authority departments which we will 

discuss further in Section 7.4.  

5.4. A model of support needs  

Asking people about their needs for support has some limitations. Open ended 

or multiple choice questions assume that respondents have a sufficiently well 

developed awareness of what kind of support they might need. It is not clear 

when needs are expressed in this way if they are already being met by existing 

services. Unmet needs can be a result of lack of services or a lack of 

awareness of what is available.  

It is also difficult to determine priorities for the sector as a whole as 

organisational needs can vary by size, type of work and stage of development. 

Small groups that are just starting up need space, members, volunteers and a 

constitution and as they develop, some money. Larger organisations who want 

to contract may need policies, company registration, quality standards, 

monitoring and evaluation systems and support with writing tenders and 

negotiating contracts. As organisations grow in confidence they want to work 

with others and exercise more influence on statutory planning and service 

delivery  

Figure 1 adapts Maslow’s hierarchy of needs to illustrate a structured 

framework of support.  
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 Figure 1. Hierarchy of support needs   

The need to reach ones potential and inform 
and influence decision making 
 
The need for recognition of contribution. i.e.  
being consulted, listened to and/or funded 
 
The need for interaction with others,  
networking and collaboration 
 
The need to be operating legally with  
appropriate policies, procedures  
and systems, deal with crises 
 
Basic needs for resources,  
funding, members, volunteers,  
staff and space  

 

The South Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortium has also compiled a list of the 

comprehensive services that are required to meet the needs of groups at each 

stage in their life cycle. These are:- 

Table 1. Comprehensive Support Services  

General organisational 
development  

Funding information and advice 
and income generation 

Support for specific communities 
e.g. BME, new communities, 
disability  

Workforce and skills development  

Leadership and management Community Accountancy 
Quality improvement Legal Services 
Human resources Social Enterprise 
Information and Computer 
Technology 

Commissioning and procurement 

Volunteering Environmental sustainability 
Voice & strategic engagement Partnership working 
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5.5. Sheffield City Strategy and Local Area Agreeme nt  

The Sheffield City Strategy (2005 - 2010) for Sheffield sets out the following 

five ‘Big Ambitions’:  

·  Sheffield to have an economy that matches the best in Europe.  

·  Sheffield to establish excellence in its public transport system.  

·  Every neighbourhood to be a successful neighbourhood.  

·  Everyone to be able to fulfil their potential through learning and 

enterprise.  

·  Sheffield to be an attractive and sustainable, low-carbon city.  

 

These Ambitions are underpinned by a series of themed priorities and long 

term targets to transform the city. The Strategy acknowledges that ‘this is a 

demanding task and requires more than ever the co-ordinated efforts of 

partners: public; private; voluntary and community organisations.’  

The VCFS Review considered the contribution of the VCFS to city priorities in 

some detail. In particular they highlighted the significant role that the sector 

has in delivering priorities in the ‘Inclusive, Healthy Communities’ and ‘Strong 

Economy’ themes. The review goes on to acknowledge the importance of 

support services in enabling front line organisations to make this contribution. 

In the context of our work there are some specific priorities within the City 

Strategy that are of importance for support providers. These are:- 

Successful Neighbourhoods theme  

·  Sustain a strong, vibrant voluntary, community and faith sector. 

·  Encourage individuals to participate fully in the wider life of their 

communities and to engage with decisions that affect their communities 
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These priorities are reflected in the 35 national indicators that have been 

selected for the Local Area Agreement for Sheffield. These include:-  

·  NI 4 – % of people who feel that they can influence decisions in their 

locality  

·  NI 6 – Participation in regular volunteering (Lead partner – Voluntary 

Action Sheffield) 

 

We have noted that NI 7 (Environment for a thriving third sector) has not been 

selected as a priority in Sheffield despite a low score of 14.7% (National 

average 16.2%) in the 2009 National Survey of Third Sector Organisations. An 

indicative target for improvement of 4.8% has been set although this might 

change following a second national survey in 2010. It is difficult to comprehend 

how this target can be achieved without sustainable and effective infrastructure 

providers. 

5.6. Recommendations 

We recommend that  

·  That SIA lead a dialogue with statutory partners and the wider VCFS to 

consider the actions necessary for the city to meet the challenging target 

set by the Government to improve the score for NI7  
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6. Nature and extent of infrastructure services  

We estimate that there are more than 84.7 full time equivalent workers (and 

many more individuals) making over 2700 support interventions per year with 

VCFS groups in Sheffield. These workers are employed by 13 organisations 

for which this is the main purpose (i.e. at least 50% of staff time is spent 

supporting groups). This resource is divided between development support for 

groups, provision of buildings and facilities, networking, voice and influence 

and internal management.  

Chart 1. Support for groups 

39.2, 46%

8.1, 10%

18.4, 22%

19, 22% Development support 

Buildings and facilities 

Networking, Voice and
influence 

Management and admin 

 

We also identified at least 9.25 fte workers employed by 6 Development Trusts 

and Community Forums who provide development support for VCFS groups.  

6.1. Segmentation of support  

The VCFS Review found a lack of clarity about which organisations could be 

classed as infrastructure and what their roles were. We have used our analysis 

to categorise support providers by the range of topics on which they provide 

support and also by the type of groups that they work with. This has helped us 

to clarify what each organisation does and show how they can complement 

each other.  

 

The categories are - 
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·  Generic – provides support on a range of functions to all types of groups  

(2 organisations)  

·  Functional Specialist – provides support on a specific function to all 

types of groups e.g. funding (2 organisations)  

·  Sub-sectoral - provides support to groups working with communities of 

interest (BME, social enterprise, rural, faith) or delivering specific 

services (out of school care, legal advice) (10 agencies)   

·  Development Trusts and Community Forums (geographical areas)   

 

6.2. Volume and reach  

We assessed the volume and reach of support, using data on staffing and the 

number and type of groups that each organisation supports.  

6.2.1. Staffing  

We asked agencies to allocate their staffing resources between:  

a) Development Support – covers advice and information, setting up and 

managing organisations, training and practical services and facilities 

such as accounts, pay roll and room hire  

b) Networking, voice and influence – covers direct input by staff at a 

strategic level to promote the VCFS, supporting VCFS representatives 

on strategic partnerships and facilitating networks to enable VCFS 

groups to meet together. 

c) Management and administration of their own organisation. This includes 

finance, planning, servicing the Board, staff supervision and making 

funding applications. 

d) Services for individual beneficiaries. These services are not part of the 

current review but the figures enabled us to work out the main focus of 

the work of each organisation   

 

The results of this analysis are shown in Table 2. Appendix B lists the 

organisation names in full.   

Notes on Table 2  
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In most cases these figures do not equate to whole posts. Managers were 

asked to estimate the proportion of time that each member of their staff spends 

on each area of activity. Some posts are designated for a specialist area of 

support e.g. finance, volunteering and these are shown separately. Several 

agencies that support groups in Sheffield work across the whole of South 

Yorkshire and only the staff working in Sheffield have been included. Central 

resources have been apportioned as shown in row 3 of the table 

1 – VAS – 1.75 fte posts (PIP) and VcConnect work outside Sheffield. 

Management figures do not include Link Project  

2 RAY – Rural Action Yorkshire has 15 staff working across North, South and 

West Yorkshire. There is a South Yorkshire Team of 1.8 fte posts which covers 

all 4 districts in the sub region. Groups in South Yorkshire can also get support 

from a county – wide Rural Community Buildings and Playing Fields Adviser, 

and a Community Led Planning Support Officer. This equates to about 0.5 fte 

for Sheffield which is focused on running the South Yorkshire Rural Network 

and strategic work. Workers supporting groups in Sheffield also have support 

from centrally based management and administration but it is not meaningful to 

try and estimate a figure directly related to services in Sheffield 

3 BME Network – These figures are our estimates based on information 

obtained in the interview as the organisation does not quantify staffing 

resources in this way. The figure is an underestimate as there is a vacancy for 

a manager and activities so far have been mainly start up. 

4 Black Card - The figures are our estimates based on information obtained in 

the interview as the organisation is was not able to prioritise requests for 

further information above other work and within the timescales. 
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Table 2. Staffing Resources – Generic, functional a nd sub-sectoral organisations (See Appendix B for k ey to organisations and abbreviations)  

  
VAS 1 OFFER  SYFAB  SYCF TfR SCEDU ALIS  RAY 2  CLASSY  

BME 
NW  2 

Black 
Card 4 

OSN 
Totals  

Total Staff (includes S 
Yorkshire)  46.4 8.2 10 11.1 7.6 9 6 15 1.5 2* 5* 11.9 133.6 
% staff working in Sheffield 96% 100% 25% 40% 25% 70% 100% small 100% 100% 100% 100%   

1. Development Support to 
Groups in Sheffield 15.95 1 1.9 1.6 1 4.1 2.4 SYRN 0.9 some  3.25 8.1 39.2 
This is made up of                           
  -Generic Outreach and Group 
Development  0.9   0 0.8 1   1.4   0.4   1.25 3.6 9.35 
 - Information and training 4.2 1                    4.5 9.7 
  -Volunteering recruitment and 
placement  2.2          1          3.2 
  - Specialist HR 1                       1 
  - Specialist Legal  1                      1 
  - Specialist Finance  4.8              0.5   1   6.3 
  - Specialist IT 0.7                      0.7 
- Specialist Funding  0   1.9 0.8             1   3.7 
  - Specialist PIP 0.25                       0.25 
- Procurement  0.9                       0.9 
Social enterprise            3.1             4.1 
2. Building and premises  7.1          1             8.1 
3. Networking, Voice and 
influence  7.3 5.7 0.25 1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.4 1 0.25 1.3 18.4 
Supporting VCFS Engagement  4.8*                         
Direct input by staff  2.5*                         
                           
4. Management/Admin  8.9 1.5 0.35 1.2 0.45 1.4 1   0.2 1 0.5 2.5 19 
                           
5. Services for individuals  5.5 0 0 0.5 0 0.6 2.4 0 0 0 1 0 10 
   Details  Link       Grants     Training  Older        BME      
Total IS Staff for Sheffield 39.25  8.2 2.5 3.8 1.65 5.8 3.6 0.5 1.5 2 4 11.9 84.7 
% of work which is infrastructure  90% 100% 100% 90% 100% 90% 50% 100% 100% 100% 75% 100%   
Volunteers  2.5       0.4    Some     

 



 
 
Printed on: 7 July 2010 

© Lynne Bryan and Sue Tuffin 
2010 

 
Page 29 of 112 

 

6.2.2. Generic, functional and sub-sectoral organisations  

The main purpose of all organisations listed in Table 2 is to support 

VCFS groups, that is at least 50% of staff time is dedicated to this work.   

Together, the two generic agencies, VAS and OFFER, employ the 

majority of staff that support groups. However, the table shows that a 

substantial amount of support also takes place at a sub-sectoral level. 

SCEDU has 5.8 staff supporting 120 social enterprises. Black CARD 

has an organisational development team of 4 people working in depth 

with 50 BME groups. ALIS has 2.4 staff supporting over 200 groups 

working with older people and OSN supports around 150 child care 

providers with a team of 12 staff.    

Table 3 lists the main focus, target groups and amount of work carried 

out by these organisations. This gives a further indication of the nature 

and scale of the contribution that different agencies are making to the 

effectiveness and sustainability of VCFS groups in Sheffield. This 

information needs to be treated with a degree of caution as there are a 

number of factors which make it difficult to compare like with like.  

All organisations record their work and produce monitoring reports to 

meet the requirements of their funders. However systems, databases 

and timescales for collation of data vary between organisations. Several 

projects are new and we have used current case loads and annual 

targets agreed with funders to estimate the volume of support.  

Another factor is that organisations and services within them operate at 

different levels of intensity. Two examples of different approaches are 

OFFER with a mailing list of 1558 organisations, who receive general 

and or targeted information and SCEDU who are funded to give 50 

childcare providers between 8 - 10 days support. Further details of the 

type of support that is provided are given in section 7. Finally we 

recognise that there is overlap between these figures as some groups 

are supported by several different organisations.  
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Table 3 – Reach and Volume – Generic, functional an d sub-sectoral organisations  

Organisation  Segment  Area  Main focus and type of  group  Volume  

VAS (90%) Generic  Sheffield  Development Support and Networks, Voice and influence  900 in 8/09 
369> 2 hours 

OFFER (100%) Generic  Sheffield  Networks, Voice and Influence  1558 mailings 
356 1:1 

SYFAB (100%) Functional  South Yorkshire  Development Support - Funding  Target 75  

SYCF (90%) Functional  South Yorkshire 
(40% Sheffield)  

Development Support - Grant making  500 grant 
holders / 
applicants  

TfR – (100%)  Sub-sectoral  South Yorkshire  Development Support - Faith groups also funded to work with 
emerging small groups and those in crisis 

55* -2009  

SCEDU (90%) Functional  
Sub-sectoral  

South Yorkshire 
(70% Sheffield  

Development Support – Social enterprise 
Some specific funding for Child care  

120  

ALIS (50%) Sub-sectoral  Sheffield  Development Support Lunch and activity clubs for older people  229  
RAY (100%) Sub-sectoral North, West and 

South Yorkshire  
Networking, Voice and Influence  - Rural groups - South 
Yorkshire Rural Network  

Target 40  

CLASSY 
(100%) 

Sub-sectoral Sheffield  Development Support - Consortium Members – legal advice 
providers – Quality and contract compliance  

29 members  

BME Network 
(100%) 

Sub-sectoral Sheffield  Networking, Voice and influence  Black and Minority Ethnic 
communities –  

C 80  

Black Card 
(75%) 

Sub-sectoral Sheffield  Development support – Black and Minority Ethnic group  50  

OSN (100%) Sub-sectoral Sheffield Development support – Play providers  C 150  
VCTrain (100%)  Sub-sectoral South Yorkshire  Development Support - Learning providers with contracts or 

wanting to contract  
120 members 

YASY (< 10%)  Sub-sectoral  South Yorkshire  Young People – support  for voluntary youth groups  60 -100  
Notes * TfR part year figures – BASIS 2 worker appointed in Sept 2009   
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6.2.3. Development Trusts or Community Forums 

Several of the organisations that are included in the SIN guide and are 

mentioned in the VCFS Review as providers of support for VCFS 

groups are Development Trusts or Community Forums. The main focus 

of these organisations is supporting individuals as part of regeneration 

activities in a geographical area. However, in the course of this work 

they help people to set up their own projects and community groups. 

Existing groups are given advice and practical support including 

working alongside management committees to deal with crises. Table 4 

summarises the staffing, focus and number of groups supported by 6 

organisations that employ at least 1 fte to do this work. Comparison of 

Table 4 and Table 1 shows that the number of staff providing support to 

groups in these community engagement organisations is similar in scale 

to several of the agencies for whom support is their main purpose e.g. 

TfR, SYFAB, CLASSY and the BME Network . 

Table 4. Staffing, Reach and Volume – Development T rusts and 

Community Forums  

 
Total 

staff  

Group 

support  

Area  Types of activity No. of 

groups  

ZEST  ��� �� �����	��
	����

���	��
	���
������������  

Health, young people, family 
learning, advice, jobs, training, 
business support 

c 20  
50 CYP  

Manor 
and 
Castle 

45 2.35 Manor and 
Castle wards 

Children’s Centres, Health, 
business support  

C 30 

Darnall 
Forum   
 

6.75 
 

1.2 Darnall, Acres 
Hill, Attercliffe  

Youth work, older people, 
lifelong learning, older people, 
employment volunteering,  

16  
 
 
 

SOAR  20 1.5 Southey, 
Owlerton  

Education, employability, 
disability, single parents   

C 25  

GVCF  8.5 1.2 Gleadless 
Valley  

Training and skills, employment 
support, young and older people 

10  
 
 

STEP  
 
 

35 1 Stocksbridge, 
Outibridge, 
Warncliffe side 

Training, skills and employability, 
family learning, business support 

60 (20 in 
depth) 
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The staffing figures in Table 4 are estimates that give an indication of 

the volume of activity. The organisations do not make a clear distinction 

between service delivery and group support functions so found it more 

difficult to quantify staffing and resource allocation. Management figures 

have not been included in Table 4 as group support is only a small 

proportion of the total work of the organisation. Staff are also involved in 

networking, voice and influence. This work is related to their wider 

service delivery activities and is not included in the figures in Table 4. .  

GVCF, Manor and Castle Development Trust and STEP employ 

general community development/link workers, the other organisations 

listed carry out this work through specific projects e.g. youth work or 

family support. ZEST employs 1.1 fte to support members of the 

Children’s and Young People’s Consortium. These organisations also 

use their own internal expertise and experience of managing diverse 

services and funding streams to support groups.  

The number of groups supported is small when compared to other 

providers but collectively they are a significant resource for intensive 

early development support, signposting to other agencies and for 

facilitating local voice and influence. Further details of the type of 

support provided are explored in section 7.   

These examples open up some wider issues for consideration. In 

addition to the 6 mentioned here, there are some 40 Development 

Trusts and Community Forums working across Sheffield. These vary in 

size; some are totally run by volunteers, whilst others are large 

employers with considerable capital assets. During our research we 

spoke to Burngreave Community Action Forum. (0.5 staff in total), 

which provides a small amount of group support (i.e. less than 1 fte) 

and we aware that others do e.g. Heeley Development Trust. 

We also contacted other sub-sectoral agencies, BTCV, Northern 

Refugee Centre and Inclusive Living Sheffield, who do a small amount 

of targeted group support. Our interviewees also mentioned support to 
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VCFS groups given by Businesslink (funded through Yorkshire 

Forward) and Sheffield City Council departments and services including 

small grants, regeneration, early years, adult services and 

commissioning and procurement.  

We are not proposing that all these organisations need (or want) to be 

involved in implementing the recommendations of this review but they 

do need to be made aware of what others are doing as they are part of 

the picture of support in terms of entry points and signposting.   
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7. Functions  

The staffing analysis in Table 1 and Table 4 does not fully capture the 

level of expertise and full range of activity carried out by generic 

development workers and managers. Organisations were asked to fill in 

a functional review questionnaire (Appendix A) to describe the type and 

level of support that they offer on a comprehensive range of topics. The 

list has been developed to align with the organisational health check 

developed by Leeds Inform with added topics mentioned in the VCFS 

Review survey of support needs.  

We have found that support is provided by several city wide and sub 

regional generic and functional infrastructure agencies complemented 

by agencies working with specific sub sectors and geographical 

communities. Together they meet the majority of the support needs 

described in section 5.  

We have supplemented this report with individual profiles of the 

organisations that are included in our research. This section attempts to 

give a brief overview of the services provided and pull out some 

common themes.   
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7.1. Overview  

Table 5 summarises the main areas of work of each organisation. Each 

of the listed areas is explored in more detail in this section of our report.  

Table 5 – Organisational functions  

 

V
olunteering brokerage 

D
evelopm

ental support  

P
rovide 

inform
ation 

on 
issues affecting V

C
O

 

Intelligence and research  

F
acilitate 

netw
orks 

and 
forum

s  

D
irect 

representation 
and 

influence 

S
up

port 
reps 

to 
strategic 

partnerships 

Generic and Functional  

OFFER �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
VAS �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
SYFAB �� �� �� �� �� � � ��
SYCF �� �� �� �� �� �� ��

Sub-sectoral  

TfR  �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
SCEDU �� �� � � �� �� �� ��
ALIS �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
RAY  �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
CLASSY  �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
BME Network  �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
Black Card  � � �� � � � � � � � � � �
Out of School Network  �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
VCTrain �� �� �� �� �� �� � �
YASY �� �� �� �� �� �� ��

Development Trusts and Community Forums  

Darnall Forum  �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
GVCF  �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
ZEST �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
SOAR �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
Manor and Castle  �� �� �� �� �� �� ��
STEP � � �� � � � � � � �� � �
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7.2. Volunteering  

According to the 2008 Place Survey, 21.1% of people in Sheffield 

undertake formal volunteering (with a club, group or organisation) on a 

regular basis (at least once a month).  This compares to a national 

average of 23%, however is the highest level in the county and second 

only to Bristol (24%) in the Core Cities group. Participation in regular 

volunteering (NI 6) has been selected as a local priority target in the 

Sheffield Local Area Agreement.  VAS has been commissioned by SFP 

to lead a citywide Volunteering Strategy, which aims to increase the 

numbers of people engaged in regular volunteering from 21.1% to 

24.5%. The strategy also aims to improve the quality of opportunities.   

Table 5 shows that several organisations offer volunteer brokerage, 

(development of opportunities and the matching and placement of 

volunteers) VAS is the major service provider with 2.2 fte staff and 1.8 

volunteers working in the Volunteer Centre. In 2008/9 the Centre 

signposted 1495 volunteers to placements, 224 of those were refugees 

and asylum seekers of which 133 were placed into volunteering and 

100 were assisted to access support to improve their employability.  

SYCF recently completed a programme to match business volunteers 

with VCFS groups, facilitating projects such as Team Challenge Days, 

which sometimes develop into longer-lasting relationships between 

VCFS groups and businesses. ALIS recruits roughly 50 volunteers a 

year to help with its lunch clubs and activity groups for older people.  

The greatest demand is for treasurers and secretaries.  YASY place 

students on youth work training courses into voluntary youth groups.   

Several other agencies broker volunteering opportunities for young 

people, namely: “vinspired”, run by SOVA and Sheffield Futures, 

“Envolve”, run by Sheffield Wildlife Trust, and Hallam Volunteering and 

Sheffield Volunteering, run by the two Sheffield Universities.  Business 

in the Community also broker employee-volunteering placements for 

private sector businesses across the city. 
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7.3. Development support - Areas of expertise 

Organisations were asked to select one of three levels of support and 

expertise for each topic. These were:- 

·  Development Support – We offer in-depth advice and ongoing 

development support to groups i.e. expert level of support  

·  Advice and Referral – We offer one-off advice and information with 

signposting and referral if refer groups if require more in depth 

support or ongoing development support i.e. basic, introductory level 

of support. 

·  No support on this topic 

The results are presented in Table 6 and Table 7 below.  

7.3.1. Generic and functional services available to any group 

Table 6 indicates that together VAS and SYFAB offer in depth 

development support and expertise in most areas of governance, 

resources, financial management, networking and partnership and 

funding. OFFER can provide introductory advice and referral and SYCF 

provides in depth support to grant holders and applicants in funding 

applications, monitoring and evaluation and financial management.  

These organisations all offer their development support in a similar way 

using telephone enquiries, information sheets and newsletters, training 

courses and one off advice sessions and intensive support from a 

development worker. SYFAB has a programme of funding surgeries 

and also organises ‘Meet the Funder’ sessions. 
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Table 6 Functional Review 
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�
General Organisational development 

Set up a new charitable/voluntary/community 
organisation or project � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Set up a new social enterprise � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Review and develop their organisation and activities � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Carry out health checks � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Find out what support they need and where they can 
find it � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Governance

Legal structures � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Writing Constitutions � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Recruiting and retaining committee members � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Board/Trustee responsibilities � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Charity registration and law � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Company registration and law � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Mergers � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Closing the organisation � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Safeguarding Policies � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Risk and insurance, Health and Safety,  � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Equality and Diversity � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Marketing 

Marketing � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

We do not offer support on this topic

Generic Functional

Advice/Referral  –  We can offer one-off advice / i nformation and will signpost and/or refer groups if  
require more in depth support or ongoing developmen t support.

Development Support – in-depth advice and ongoing d evelopment support to groups

KEY

Sectoral
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Table 6  Functional Review 
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Resources

Getting new members and users involved � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
HR/Employment Law and Polices � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Recruiting and developing staff � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Recruiting volunteers � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Managing and developing Volunteers � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
ICT Systems � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Web site development � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Finding and managing buildings and office space � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Monitoring and Evaluation 

Monitoring and Evaluation � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Quality Systems � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Financial

Financial Management � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Budgeting � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Accounting systems and procedures � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Planning

Business planning � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Networking and Partnership

Participating in networks � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Working  in partnership with others to deliver 
services � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Carry out Community Consultation � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Funding

Funding strategy and sources � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Making funding  applications � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Social enterprise and trading � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Understanding commissioning and procurement � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Developing Tenders � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Negotiating contracts and SLA � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

Generic Functional Sectoral 
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Table 6 Functional Review
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Provided at a Charge £
Not Provided �
Provided Free of Charge �
Practical  Services

Payroll � £ � � � £ � � � � � � � �
Preparing Accounts � £ � � � £ � � � � � � � �
Meeting Room hire � £ � � � £ £ � � � £ � £ �
Office space � £ � � � £ � � � � £ � � �
Equipment hire � £ � � � £ � � � � � � £ �
Translation and interpretation � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
CRB Checks � � � � � � £ � � � � � £ �
ICT maintenance � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Admin and secretarial services � � � � � £ � � � � � � � �
Methods of Working

Telephone help line and/or enquiry service � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Information sheets � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Newsletter � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
One to one advice and  support from development 
worker, � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Mentoring � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Surgeries � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
Bespoke training and workshops � £ � � � � � � � � � £ £ �
Open training programme � £ £ � � � � � � � � £ � �
Events and conferences � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

Generic Functional Sectoral 
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Table 6 indicates that there are gaps in in-depth support open to all 

groups, for business planning, safeguarding, and quality systems. This 

was confirmed in discussions with VAS development workers. The Small 

Groups Worker does some initial planning with new groups. The legal 

adviser and Community Accountancy Service advise on specific aspects 

of a business plan but told us that they refer groups to the Social 

Enterprise Unit at Voluntary Action Rotherham for in depth support. 

Enquiries about safeguarding are referred to SCC experts and the web 

sites of organisations such as Community Matters. VAS managed the 

successful South Yorkshire Quality Project funded by Yorkshire Forward 

and Objective1, but this ended in 2009. The Performance Improvement 

Project (PIP) that is currently funded by Capacitybuilders until March 2011 

can only work with infrastructure organisations.  

ICT and web site development is a further gap. This is a service that 

organisations can purchase from a range of commercial providers. During 

this research we spoke to ESP Projects Ltd, a social enterprise that is 

currently providing ICT support to 80 VCFS groups in Sheffield.   

There are some weaknesses in support for general organisational 

development, particularly for larger, established groups. Our interviews 

indicated that the capacity of generic agencies to provide organisational 

health checks or a systematic assessment of need is limited. VAS 

structures its services by departments e.g. Community Accountancy and 

Payroll, Capacity Building and Quality (includes HR, Legal, Performance 

Improvement and Small Groups) and Planning and Partnership. The Small 

Groups Worker goes through basic needs, aims, rules, action plan, bank 

account and funding with start up groups. The specialist services will also 

do some wider analysis related to the presenting problem e.g. community 

accountants give some governance advice but this is not systematic and 

time and funding limits what they can do. Workers also direct groups to 

self-assessment resources on web sites. SYFAB does a basic funding 

related health check at the start of any intervention.  
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Income generation is becoming an important part of access to particular 

kinds of expertise. VAS makes a charge for some of its legal, HR, 

community accountancy services and for training. The charging structure 

is quite complicated. Grant funding from Sheffield City Council and the Big 

Lottery Fund supports training bursaries and free and concessionary 

services for groups with an income under £50,000 and those in crisis. 

Diagnostic and telephone support (up to 2 hours per year) are free to all. 

Despite this, several of our respondents expressed strong views that 

charges are limiting access for VCFS groups. STEP suggested that the 

charges are too high and they are more likely to refer groups elsewhere.   

Income generation brings tensions for the VCFS and for funders. Charges 

give independence and self-sufficiency but are only a partial solution. 

Grant or contract funding will still be required to ensure that groups are not 

excluded from support by lack of resources. 

7.3.2. Services available to sub-sectors  

Table 6 and Table 7 show that some functions are offered by a number of 

different agencies. Statutory agencies also perceive that there might be an 

overlap in provision e.g. setting up new groups, governance, finance and 

funding. Our analysis shows that each organisation provides support to a 

different client group and is able to make a significant contribution at 

several different stages in a group’s life cycle.  

The first step is to help people to set up new groups. This includes finding 

members and volunteers, writing a constitution, finding space, carrying out 

community consultation, budgeting and finding and managing small pots 

of funding. The Small Groups Worker at VAS commented that he does not 

see many providers of out of school activities or services for older people 

as their support needs are met by OSN and ALIS.  

Table 6 indicates that the sub-sectoral organisations have more capacity 

for holistic organisational development e.g. reviews, health checks and 

business planning. SCEDU, TfR, Black Card, and OSN are all funded to 
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provide intensive support over a period of time. They can respond to a 

range of different needs emerging from an initial diagnosis, with one to 

one support from a development worker, bespoke workshops and training. 

This means that there are some discrepancies in the levels of support 

available to groups in different sub-sectors, for example social enterprises 

and providers of out of school activities and child care are well served. 

VCTrain, CLASSY, ALIS, SCEDU (Childcare) and Out of School Network 

all support groups that are providing a particular service. In addition to 

support with set up and health checks they can help larger, more 

established groups with marketing, policies, monitoring and evaluation and 

quality systems. 

The final area where the contribution of sub-sectoral support providers is 

important is their knowledge and understanding of the issues affecting 

their client groups (e.g. faith, rural, BME). Many are seen as leaders in 

their field with regional and national influence. This theme intelligence 

enables them to advise on service issues (e.g. play, advice services) and 

bring groups together for learning and partnership working. RAY have 

particular expertise in community led planning and the management of 

community buildings 

7.3.3. Development Trusts and Community Forums  

Table 7 indicates that Development Trusts and Community Forums do a 

lot of one – off advice and referrals. However, like the sub-sectoral 

agencies they can offer in – depth support at set up stage, in particular, 

community consultation, finding new members, users and volunteers and 

financial management. They also provide support to groups in crisis, for 

example by sitting on the management committees of struggling 

organisations. Table 7 also shows that some Development Trusts and 

Community Forums provide practical facilities such as accounts, payroll, 

training, meeting rooms and facilities. Some of these are free, others are 

charged for. 
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Table 7. Development Trusts and Community 
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Resources

� Getting new members and users involved � � � � � �
� HR/Employment Law and Polices � � � � � �
� Recruiting and developing staff � � � � � �

Areas of Expertise Recruiting volunteers � � � � � �
General Organisational development Managing and developing Volunteers � � � � � �
Set up a new charitable/voluntary/community 
organisation or project � � � � � � ICT Systems � � � � � �
Set up a new social enterprise � � � � � � Web site development � � � � � �
Review and develop their organisation and activities � � � � � � Finding and managing buildings and office space � � � � � �
Carry out health checks � � � � � � Monitoring and Evaluation 

Find out what support they need and where they can 
find it � � � � � � Monitoring and Evaluation � � � � � �
Governance Quality Systems � � � � � �
Legal structures � � � � � � Financial

Writing Constitutions � � � � � � Financial Management � � � � � �
Recruiting and retaining committee members � � � � � � Budgeting � � � � � �
Board/Trustee responsibilities � � � � � � Accounting systems and procedures � � � � � �
Charity registration and law � � � � � � Networking and Partnership

Company registration and law � � � � � � Participating in networks � � � � � �
Mergers � � � � � � Working  in partnership with others to deliver 

services � � � � � �
Closing the organisation � � � � � � Carry out Community Consultation � � � � � �
Safeguarding Policies � � � � � � Funding

Risk and insurance, Health and Safety,  � � � � � � Funding strategy and sources � � � � � �
Equality and Diversity � � � � � � Making funding  applications � � � � � �
Marketing Social enterprise and trading � � � � � �
Marketing � � � � � � Understanding commissioning and procurement � � � � � �
Planning Developing Tenders � � � � � �
Business planning � � � � � � Negotiating contracts and SLA � � � � � �

Advice/Referral  –  We can offer one-off advice / i nformation and will signpost 
and/or refer groups if require more in depth suppor t or ongoing development 
support.

We do not offer support on this topic

KEY

Development Support – in-depth advice and ongoing d evelopment support to 
groups
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Table 7 – Development Trusts and 
Community Forums  

Z
E

S
T

  

M
anor and 

C
astle  

D
arnall 

C
om

m
unity 

F
orum

  

S
O

A
R

 

G
V

C
F

 

S
T

E
P

 

Key       

Provided Free ��      
Not Provided ��      
Charges £      
Practical  Services       
Payroll �� £ �  �� �� ��
Preparing Accounts  �� �� �  �� �� ��
Meeting Room hire £ £ �� �� £ £ 
Office space  £ £ �� £ £ £ 
Equipment hire  £ �� �� �� £ £ 
Translation and interpretation  £ �� �� �� �� ��
CRB Checks  �� �� �� �� �� � �
ICT maintenance  �� �� �� �� �� £ 
Admin and secretarial services  £� £ �� £ £ £ 
Methods of Working       
Telephone help line and/or enquiry service  £ �� �� �� �  �  
Information sheets  £ �� �� �� �  �  
Newsletter £ �� �� �� �  �  
One to one advice and  support from 
development worker, 

�� �� £ �� �� �  
Mentoring  £� �� £ �� �� �  
Surgeries  �� �� �� �� �  �  
Bespoke training and workshops  �� £ £ £ £ £ 
Open training programme  �� �� �� �� �  �  
Events and conferences £� �� �� �� �  £ 
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7.3.4. Developmental support conclusions  

We believe that our analysis shows that the pattern of infrastructure 

support in Sheffield is not confused and can be segmented by client 

groups, type of service and locality. Generic, functional, sub-sectoral 

and Development Trusts and Community Forums play complementary 

roles.  

In addition to the value of the direct support that they give to their client 

groups, sub-sectoral and Development Trusts and Community Forums 

build confidence and make links into generic services. Two quotes from 

Darnall Forum sum this up.  

‘We are best placed to support local groups, they are looking for a 

personal touch and often do not have the time or confidence to go into 

the centre for support ‘ 

‘’We signpost them to VAS once their ambition grows’’  

We acknowledge that the pattern of service that we have described is 

much easier to understand from the inside than the outside. 

Respondents told us that some frontline groups find it hard to navigate 

their way into the most appropriate support services. The VCFS Review 

suggests that more could be done to increase awareness of and access 

to support. In section 8, which covers partnerships, referrals and joint 

working, we show that development workers also have an incomplete 

picture of the support that is available. We make some 

recommendations to address this with resources that give a coherent 

description of services for partners, development workers and service 

users. 

The tables do indicate some gaps in provision and some areas of 

overlap. Our interviewees also had views on gaps and overlaps which 

are discussed in section 9.  
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7.4. Networking, representation and strategic engag ement  

Over recent years, the value and contribution of VCFS infrastructure 

has been explored in an increasingly large body of work, both in terms 

of service delivery and in shaping public policy.  

“However, in so far as public policy continues to prioritise community 

involvement, it would seem from this research that local VCS 

infrastructure not only has a central role to play, but would seem to be a 

critical success factor.”3 

Initiatives which have sought to clarify VCFS infrastructure support 

include the NAVCA Quality Award and the PERFORM framework 

(developed by COGS for Capacity Builders). We have used three of 

NAVCAs standards to describe the infrastructure activities required to 

support voice and influence:-  

·  Development, Support and Liaison   - Standard 3: The 

organisation facilitates effective communication or networking and 

collaboration amongst local voluntary and community groups 

·  Representation and Strategic Partnership Work - Sta ndard 4: 

The organisation enables the diverse views of the local voluntary 

and community sector to be represented to external bodies, 

developing and facilitating structures, which promote effective 

working relationships and two-way communication 

·  Representation and Strategic Partnership Work - Sta ndard 5: 

The organisation enhances the voluntary and community sector’s 

role as an integral part of local planning and policy-making. 

                                            

3 A rapid evidence assessment of the benefits of voluntary and community sector 
infrastructure, 2006, Dr Rob Macmillan, CRESR, Sheffield Hallam University 
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Our research identified 18.4 FTE staff delivering a range of activities 

that support groups to:  

·  liaise with each other (network) 

·  develop the skills and acquire the information needed to influence 

public policy (enable representation) 

·  influence statutory partners through direct involvement in shaping 

pubic policy and strategy (strategic engagement) .  

 

13 of the 18.4 FTE staff are situated at VAS or OFFER, and 5.4 are 

spread across the remaining 17 organisations (from 0.2 – 1.3 FTE). A 

number of interviewees, both within the VCFS and the statutory sector, 

did not understand the difference between what OFFER and VAS do 

in support of “voice and influence”.  

7.4.1. Networks 

The VCFS review said, 

“there would appear to be a well developed and diverse array of  

networks communications and partnerships within the city involving the 

VCF sector and this is an asset for the city” 

We found a broad spectrum of network activity varying from small 

groups to large formal bodies with staff, their own protocols and sub or 

thematic groups.  Most, although not all, provide parallel functions: 

·  Sharing knowledge, obtaining information and finding support to 

make it easier for people to deliver better services (sometimes in 

partnership) 

·  A vehicle to discuss policy issues which affect VCOs in the 

course of their work.  

 

OFFER holds the sectoral intelligence on a wide range of networks and 

offers development support, (sometimes intensively when needed). 
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Currently OFFER support to the Low Carbon Network, some 

neighbourhood networks, the Sheffield Community Economic Network 

(SCEN), the Sheffield Infrastructure Network (SIN) and the Sheffield 

Faiths Forum. OFFER have also been heavily involved in establishing 

the Disability Network alongside Inclusive Living Sheffield.  

Significantly for this review, a couple of interviewees told us that they 

had been “kept out” of SIN. Others said they didn’t feel the agenda 

useful and some of our interviewees did not know about it. Other 

networks with connections to OFFER, but with differing models of 

support are SHEBEEN, the BME Environmental Network, and Sheffield 

BME Network.  (See 7.5.3) 

VAS co-ordinates the Health Partnership Network, (which was 

established before OFFER), in addition to the Children & Young 

Peoples’ Network, the Mental Health Partnership Network, the Learning 

Disability Partnership Network, the Older People’ Partnership Network 

and the Voluntary Supported Housing Forum.  In addition, VAS hosts 

the Local Involvement Network (LINk). 

 

Figure 2. 
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With the exception of LINk, these networks, together with a wide range 

of local networks and forums, make-up the Community Empowerment 

Network. This is a “virtual network”, meaning it doesn’t meet or really 

have an identity as a single body. OFFER & VAS provides information 

to, and gathers views from this wider network.  It is OFFER that 

maintain an overview of this wider network. 

a) Other networks 

The Out of School Network and YASY both organise a network, which 

encourage skills exchange, consider policy and feed issues into VAS’s 

Children and Young Peoples Network. This network in turn informs the 

VCFS rep on the 0-19 thematic board of the Sheffield First Partnership 

(SFP).  

CLASSY and VCTRAIN, both consortia, provide network support 

activities such as giving information and facilitating discussion on issues 

of relevance to members.  ALIS runs forums for their groups in 4 areas 

of the city. The City Council wants ALIS to develop these forums to 

represent older people and take a more strategic role with the NHS. 

SCEDU, RAY and the SYCF also facilitate networks, which bring 

together workers with particular interests’ e.g. social enterprise, funding 

advice and rural issues.  Both Black CARD and the BME Network 

facilitate networks, and networking is a primary purpose of the latter. 

(See 7.5.3) 

A few interviewees reported that some networks (such as Children and 

Young People and the BME Network) are too focused on reacting to 

policy, and believe this is partly caused by the demand for consultation 

response placed on them by the statutory sector. 

b)  Local networks 

Table 5 identifies six Development Trusts and Community Forums who 

run local networks.  Manor & Castle Development Trust facilitates a 

meeting of the six community forums in their area, which gives them an 
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opportunity to identify key local issues.  The issues then inform their 

contributions to the Sheffield First Partnership Board.  SOAR offers 

extensive networking opportunities for individuals and groups on the 

following themes: cultural diversity and arts; adult skills, work and 

enterprise; environment, liveability and transport; healthy living and 

children and young people’s participation and involvement. Again, this 

informs their input to the SFP: Safer and Sustainable Communities 

Board. ZEST organise a network of VCF groups working with young 

people in the North West of the City and participates in the 

Neighbourhood Action Group.  These local networks are often linked 

with Community Assemblies. 

 

7.4.2. Enabling representation 

The networking opportunities above make a significant contribution to 

enabling representation. (See 7.4.1) In addition, further activities 

enhance the ability of the VCFS to develop an informed view and 

respond to public policy and strategy. These activities are as follows:- 

a) Providing information 

Most infrastructure organisations provide information on issues affecting 

the VCFS (See table 5). It was evident from web based research that 

many derived their policy information not only from local but national 

sources, particularly CLASSY, SYFAB, OSN & VC Train. Of the 

organisations we spoke to, only TfR, SCEDU and Manor and Castle 

said they did not perform this function. 

 

OFFER and VAS spend considerable time researching public policy 

and strategy and interpreting its potential impact on the VCFS. This 

information is then cascaded to groups. Both VAS and OFFER have 

extensive databases from which to disseminate information. OFFER’s 

database has been designed to enable it to target information to groups 

interested in particular topics. Many interviewees told us they valued 
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OFFER as a source of information on policy and strategic issues. The 

information they distribute supports both front line groups as well as 

other infrastructure organisations.  

 

The statutory sector makes regular use of these dissemination 

channels, for instance, the South Yorkshire Police Authority have used 

OFFER to disseminate information to faith groups, and the VCFS 

Review used the dissemination channels of both VAS and OFFER.  

 

b) Support for Sheffield First Partnership (SFP) Representatives  

OFFER has been instrumental in creating the structure and 

relationships, which have led to the creation of 26 seats for VCFS 

representatives on the SFP and its thematic boards. Significantly, 

OFFER is not directly represented. Instead its role has been to 

facilitate the process for other organisations, and many within the 

sector appreciate this enabling philosophy. 

 

A protocol exists between Sheffield First Partnership and OFFER, 

which describes how the two bodies work together: 

“4 the relationship between OFFER and the SFP is very good and 

the envy of many LSPs and CENs. We have developed an open 

way of working” 

The well-established selection procedure is underpinned by a support 

structure, which includes induction, preparatory meetings and 

mechanisms for reporting back. VAS and OFFER split the role of 

providing liaison officers to support representatives. We only 

interviewed seven representatives we interviewed gave mixed feedback 

about how they were supported. Most felt the pre-meets useful, with 
                                            

4 A protocol between OFFER and The Sheffield First Partnership. Pub. March 2004 
last updated May 2009. 
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one interviewee describing a particular member of the OFFER staff as 

holding the “corporate memory of the board”. OFFER has been able to 

provide additional feedback from other representatives, who, on the 

whole, value the support they receive from OFFER. 

Some statutory partners indicated to us that the calibre of candidates 

from the VCFS was sufficiently high that they did not see the necessity 

for the representative support activities. This view is not shared by 

many VCFS Representatives.   

 

Further, the OFFER and SFP Board Protocol and relationship have 

both been brought into question by the processes used for reaching 

recent funding decisions in relation to OFFERs continued role in 

support to VCFS SFP Representatives. 

 

Nevertheless, the number of VCFS places secured for Sheffield groups 

does compares well those of Local Strategic Partnerships in other 

cities.  Our web based research looked at Nottingham, Leicester, 

Birmingham and Newcastle, none of who had as many VCFS reps as 

Sheffield. This seems largely due to the efforts of OFFER. 

c) Generic support to individuals to have “ voice and influence” 

OFFER organise two courses, “How your city works” and “How your 

area works”, aimed at enabling participants to better understand the 

democratic and influencing structures within their city and local areas. 

We think the emphasis of this work is not group support for voice and 

influence. Any group support derived is incidental.  

d) Local support for “voice and influence”  

At a local level, networking, group development and enabling 

representation are more often integrated activities, primarily because 
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they build on community development principles5.  Therefore, much of 

the local support activity is covered above under Networks (See 7.4.1).  

SOAR has developed some expertise in the area of community 

engagement and has developed “tools” to support other organisations. 

M&CDT, ZEST, DCF and GVCF all offer activities that develop 

individual and group contributions to influence within their local areas.  

e)  Community Assemblies (CAs) 

“…bring doorstep democracy to where you live - essentially decisions 

that were made in the Town Hall will now be made within 

communities.  As a resident…you will have more opportunities to 

influence services in your area”6 

 

The emergence of Community Assemblies is impacting on the 

statutory sector view of VCFS “voice and influence”. Some SCC 

officers suggested that CAs would reduce the need for infrastructure 

activity, which enables group representation at a local level. This view 

is not shared by the VCFS.  

 

The seven CAs have evolved differently, but all have a worker, part of 

whose role is to engage VCFS groups.  Feedback suggests that the 

extent to which these workers are complimenting existing community 

empowerment and engagement activities varies. 

 

                                            

5 Taken from the Community Development Work Standards:“ The key purpose of community 

development work is collectively to bring about social change and justice, by working with 

communities to; identify their needs, opportunities, rights and responsibilities; plan, organise 

and take action; evaluate the effectiveness and impact of the action  …all in ways which 

challenge oppressions and tackle inequalities. 

 
6 Taken from Sheffield City Council Website 
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7.4.3. Direct strategic engagement 

Table 5 shows seventeen of the twenty organisations we interviewed 

are involved in direct representation and influence.  

a) Sheffield First Partnership Board   

We counted 30 VCFS representatives occupying 26 positions (some 

rotate) on the SFP, eight of whom were involved in our research (VAS, 

SYCF, M&CDT, ZEST, VC Train, DCF, SOAR & SCEDU). VAS has an 

automatic place on the SFP Board and enjoys a similar status in 

relation to the VCFS as that of the Chamber of Commerce in relation to 

the private sector/ business.  (See 7.4.2) 

Representatives told us how they use their attendance at networks to 

identify issues and develop their thinking on topics which may arise 

within the SFP Board. Some felt there were only tenuous links between 

SFP representatives and the views of a wider constituent group, and 

questions were raised about the diversity of representatives.   

b) Compact Groups (SCC and NHS) 

VAS, OFFER and SYFAB each hold a seat at the SCC compact group, 

with a further four seats available for VCFS representatives. However, 

the SCC Compact with the VCFS was rarely mentioned by interviewees 

and seems dormant at present.  

The LA is currently implementing the recommendations of the VCFS 

Review and moving responsibility for the Compact from Neighbourhood 

Renewal and Partnerships to the Corporate Policy & Research Unit. 

The Compact, together with the NHS Compact, will fall under the remit 

of a new “Partnership Board” which will take forward the VCFS Review 

recommendations. The exact make up of VCFS representation on the 

new partnership board is currently under discussion. 
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c) Other direct strategic engagement activities 

Most interviewees were able to tell us about other ways they had 

directly shaped policy and strategy with statutory sector partners. 

OFFER helped to influence how area based grants were distributed; 

RAY has worked to ensure that rural issues are kept on the agenda at 

local, sub-regional, regional and national level e.g. rural proofing Local 

Area Agreement’s; the Out of School Network has been heavily 

involved in shaping the local authority’s Play Strategy; CLASSY was 

invited to contribute on the debt prevention strategy. 

VAS has the most examples of direct strategic engagement, with ten 

members of staff (2.5 fte) undertaking some direct influencing activities 

at local, sub-regional, regional and national levels, e.g. VAS co-chair 

both Health and City Council Compacts and is taking a lead role on 

developing a Joint Compact/ Partnership Board and is a trustee of the 

Regional Forum, (where it has contributed to a task group on the sub-

regional Review and City Regions). 

7.4.4. Networking, representation & strategic engagement 

conclusions 

As stated previously, this review is set within a changing context. The 

recession and the squeeze on public sector spending are already biting. 

This is particularly so for networks, enabling representation and 

strategic engagement. Specifically, OFFER, one of the main providers 

of voice and influence, is having its SCC funding withdrawn in 2010. 

Other organisations also feel under pressure, making it difficult for us to 

get objective opinions, and even more difficult to make realistic 

recommendations. 7 

                                            

7As of 26th March 2010, OFFER is implementing plans to close the organisation, but 
VCFS groups continue to campaign against the SCC decision. 
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Despite our research findings showing a relatively positive picture, it 

describes a scene, which may not be there in a couple of months. 

Funding cuts will have a significant impact not only on the organisations 

that are facing them, but also on others. There will be an inevitable 

knock-on effect on VAS who will experience an increase in demand for 

network support, disseminating information on public policy and, 

potentially, requests to support the SFP representatives.  

a) Networks conclusions 

Our research has only scratched the surface and we feel certain the 

picture is more complex than Figure 2 suggests.   

 

The variety and choice of networks in Sheffield is a benefit to the VCFS 

groups. They offer opportunities to benchmark practice; identify areas 

for collaboration; share skills and knowledge and are a ready-made 

vehicle for policy consultation and strategic planning. Despite concerns 

about time to engage, they can offer economies of scale by preventing 

multiple meetings and duplication of research etc. But there are a lot of 

networks, and no one seems to have the full picture. Many of the 

networks that were mentioned to us weren’t well publicised, making it 

difficult for groups to find out if they are appropriate for their needs. 

 

SIN hasn’t worked well. Despite this, most interviewees expressed a 

desire to shape infrastructure service delivery and work collaboratively 

to respond to and drive public policy. At the stakeholder meeting on the 

24th February, the majority indicated that they would like regular 

meetings, (3/4 per annum). The meetings would need focused 

agendas, senior level leadership and gravitas to be worth the time 

invested. However, it is likely to need resources to provide a secretariat. 

The cut in resources to OFFER and the BME Network may well signal a 

waning commitment to networks by the SCC.  However, we believe that 

a support function for networks is vital, and in particular, start up 
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development support and keeping an up to date picture of the whole 

networks landscape. 

b) Enabling representation conclusions  

We have found information dissemination and topical discussion on 

public policy, all of which supports groups to have a “voice”. Structures 

and procedures created by infrastructure organisations, and mainly 

OFFER, have resulted in a high level of VCFS representation on the 

SFP board.  However interviewees did indicate that they would 

welcome an opportunity to generate policy agendas as well as just 

responding to the top down consultations.  Some would like VAS to 

demonstrate more leadership on this.   

 

Whilst VAS and OFFER strive not to duplicate, both staff teams are 

watching the same public policy agendas, and disseminating 

information on similar issues. This is also true of other infrastructure 

organisations. There is perceived to be duplication between VAS and 

OFFER around policy. Policy is difficult enough for most groups to 

understand without being further complicated by the information coming 

from two or more sources. 

 

Interviews with Sheffield City Council have revealed differing 

perspectives on local “voice and influence”. There were especially 

strong messages on the extent to which VCFS organisations are 

needed for “enabling” representation, particularly in relation to 

Community Assemblies.  We feel strongly that these are different 

agendas. Local democracy is not the same as VCFS advocacy and 

collective voices. It shouldn’t be a case of “either / or”. They are 

complimentary activities.  

 

What appears to have been missing is a discussion between the VCFS, 

SCC and other statutory partners to better articulate what each wants 

and can offer to “voice and influence”. There needs to be a debate on 

the ways that each different approach can add value. 
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c) Strategic engagement conclusions  

There are many examples of direct strategic engagement, but there 

does not seem to be a clear corporate view from within SCC about what 

they want from their relationship with the VCFS on policy and strategy. 

Opportunities for VCFS strategic engagement appears to differ between 

directorates. As noted previously NI7 is not a strategic priority.  

Whilst SFP is exemplary, more could be done to ensure the VCFS 

representatives reflect the diversity of Sheffield VCF organisations 

from which they are drawn. Feedback suggests that the recruitment 

process may present barriers for some potential candidates, and may 

benefit from further consideration. More explicit links might be made 

between relevant networks, and the SFP representatives. 

 

We did hear several anecdotal stories about SCC and their response 

to “critics”. Some people told us that dissenting voices sometimes 

resulted in a withdrawal of funding. Others described the SCC and 

VCFS communications as “like a parent to a child” whilst another 

described it as “benevolent paternalism”. The withdrawal or reduction 

of funding to some “voice and influence” groups has, for many, 

reinforced a view that the SCC do not want to hear the voices of the 

sector.  Clearly there is some way to go before everyone within the 

VCFS feels they are truly partners with the statutory sector. 

 

7.4.5. Networking, representation & strategic engagement 

recommendations 

It has been difficult to put aside the changed context in deciding 

recommendations. Our recommendations are as close as they could be 

to our original thinking prior to funding decisions, but now also 

necessarily reflect what might be practicable given the emerging 

landscape. 
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·  That VAS and OFFER merge and VAS establishes a distinct unit 

to support “voice and influence”, incorporating OFFERs enabling 

philosophy  
 

Some suggestions for practical activities for this unit are:  

�  Disseminate information on public policy and strategy using 

OFFERs database to target interested groups 

�  Undertake research to explore how other cities demonstrate 

the value of VCFS role in shaping public policy and practice 

�  Ask SCC to quantify its spend on infrastructure VCFS 

engagement in public policy and strategy 

 

·  That VAS and OFFER seek an early discussion with SCC to 

consider the strong findings and recommendations from this 

review on “voice and influence”, and to consider the resource 

implications of maintaining a support service in these areas.  

·  That SIA decides on strategic public policy priorities, and engages 

with SCC and other statutory agencies to decide appropriate 

mechanisms for taking these forward  
 

Some suggestions for practical activities for SIA and partners are: 

�  SCC and other statutory partners to have a debate on the 

value of voice and influence with view to a joint statement, 

understood across all LA departments 

�  That VAS and the statutory sector partners work to ensure the 

new “Partnership Board” is transparent and accessible to the 

whole of the VCFS 

 

·  That VAS establish a service to support networks  
 

Some suggestions for practical activities for this service are: 

�  Map the range of networks, explore their purpose and 

beneficiaries and how they are resourcing/ supported with view 

to appropriately signposting groups and avoiding duplication 
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�  Explore tools and methodologies for sustaining networks 

without continuous developmental support 

�  Develop alternative mechanisms (IT solutions) to provide 

virtual networks 

 

·  That the VCFS representatives on the SFP review the protocol, 

selection and support structure and suggest amendments as 

appropriate  
 

Some suggestions for practical activities for VCFS representatives are: 

�  VCFS representatives on SFP decide whether the OFFER 

support functions are still “fit for purpose” 

�  VAS and SFP revisit the  “protocol”, and amend to reflect new 

merged structure 

�  VCFS representatives explore the potential for more explicit 

links between SFP & thematic boards and VCFS networks 

�  VCFS Representatives together with SFP explore ways to 

improve the diversity of the boards to better reflect the range of 

VCFS groups and communities in Sheffield 

 

·  That SIA, VAS and SYFAB, work to ensure the Compact is 

revived, and is reasserted as a guiding document for relations 

between the VCFS and the SCC.  
 

Some suggestions for practical activities around the Compact are: 

�  Specific work is undertaken to explore the equalities and 

funding aspects of the Compact 

�  The revived Compact is promoted to the VCFS 

�  The Compact is championed internally within SCC, and 

particularly those distributing funding, or involved in 

commissioning and procurement 

 

·  That a subgroup of SIA works with SCC to establish a protocol 

describing the preferred relationships between community 

assemblies and existing local voice and influence activities.  
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7.5. Support for BME groups  

Support for BME groups has been touched on in earlier sections of this 

report, but in response to the specific recommendations in the VCFS 

Review we want to address the issues in more detail. The VCFS 

Review received strong feedback from the BME focus group and 

concluded that infrastructure for BME needed strengthening. 

Support to BME groups in Sheffield is set against a backdrop of 

historical tension between the local authority and the BME VCFS, 

particularly around how best to address the deep rooted disadvantages 

and discrimination facing BME communities.  

There are two dedicated BME infrastructure organisations in Sheffield, 

providing developmental services, networking, voice and influence. We 

also identified several infrastructure organisations that provide targeted 

support to BME groups. Despite this, feedback that BME infrastructure 

organisations receive from groups, still indicates that needs are not 

being effectively met.  

7.5.1. BME sub-sectoral support organisations  

Black CARD, the most established BME infrastructure organisation in 

Sheffield, is the developmental arm of the former BME infrastructure 

organisation, the Black Community Forum, which closed in 2006. About 

75% of what Black CARD does is infrastructure support; the remainder 

is support for individuals.   

Black CARD has around 4 fte staff undertaking groups support, 

including some voice and representation work. Details of the services 

they deliver are contained in Table 6.  Black CARD’s main focus is to 

undertake very intensive development support with 50 BME groups, 

funded through a Lottery BASIS grant.  

Black CARD works holistically, alongside groups over a number of 

years to develop their capacity across the full range of developmental 
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topics. They have specialist funding and financial management workers 

as part of their team to support groups and can offer interpretation and 

translation. So far, the development worker at the BME Network has 

focused on liaising with organisations and developing relationships with 

BME groups and has used a variety of mediums to raise the profile of 

the BME Network. During the course of this work, some initial diagnosis 

and basic group support is undertaken. Close work with VAS supports 

signposting to specialist services. 

7.5.2. Wider development support for BME groups 

VAS, SYFAB and TfR all target and monitor support for BME 

organisations. In 2008/9 VAS supported 85 BME groups across all their 

services, 10 % of the total number of groups that accessed services.  

SYFAB report that 8 out of the 25 groups they worked with between 

September and November 2009 were from BME communities. The 

SYFAB development worker for Sheffield and VAS small groups worker 

have also worked together to hold a joint planning session with the 

Bajuni and Swahili speakers group. TfR work with groups of all faiths 

and are currently working with Muslim, Hindu and Buddhist as well as 

Christian groups from Afro Caribbean and African communities.  

7.5.3. BME Networking, Voice and Influence 

The BME Network formally came into existence in March 2009. In 

October 2009, they recruited a development worker and an 

administrator, although they were unable to recruit to the manager’s 

position. The focus of the work undertaken by the BME Network is 

largely representational and strategic, although group support work is 

developing. They do not seek to duplicate the developmental support 

offered by other organisations such as VAS, and there are several 

examples of close working relationships between staff. 

As a result of workers now being in post, expectations have been raised 

considerably. The network receives more requests, especially for 
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representation at statutory sector meetings and for input into 

consultation, than they have the capacity to deal with. Thus the trustees 

are heavily involved in fulfilling the duties that might ordinarily have 

been undertaken by the manager. This has meant that the Trustee 

Board do not feel that they have had the space to stabilise and plan for 

the organisation. 

Black Card is not funded for strategic engagement, but they are part of 

the South Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortium and SYBEPN, The South 

Yorkshire network for BME infrastructure organisations. They are also 

involved in a good deal of response to consultations and belong to the 

BME Network. Due to the lack of direct benefit and resources to support 

their continued engagement, they are stepping further away from this 

type of role 

Both organisations felt that BME strategic input is not always valued 

and they often say things that the statutory partners don’t want to hear, 

resulting in a feeling that many requests are not genuinely seeking a 

BME perspective, but are more about ticking boxes. 

7.5.4. Joint working and referrals 

There is some evidence of organisations undertaking joint work to 

support BME groups. e.g. OFFER and VAS worked together to set up 

and support the BME Network.  However, we did not identify many 

instances where the generic, sub-sectoral and functional organisations 

come together to discuss support provision to BME groups in Sheffield. 

The BME Network expressed an interest in working alongside other 

providers to improve access to support for BME communities.  

In terms of referrals, The BME Network was not aware of the capacity 

of TfR to undertake support work with BME groups, and did not know 

what Black CARD could offer. Neither Black CARD or the BME Network 

referred to services available from the Northern Refugee Centre.  
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There are some strains between the two BME infrastructure 

organisations, although both indicate a willingness to refresh their 

dialogue. Given the current funding climate, this should happen soon.  

7.5.5. Funding and sustainability  

Both of the BME infrastructure organisations are amongst those most at 

risk. The BME Network is still a fledgling organisation, in its set up 

phase. It is funded by Sheffield City Council through ABG (Area Based 

Grant). The organisation has just (Feb 2010) been informed that this 

has been reduced by 50% for 2010/2011 although there has yet to be 

dialogue about this. 

Black CARD is currently funded by the Big Lottery Fund but this will end 

in September 2010, leaving a gap in BME specific support services in 

the City, and exacerbating the situation reported in the VCFS review. 

7.5.6. BME Support conclusions  

Some large cities have BME VCFS infrastructure organisations existing 

alongside the generic infrastructure, e.g. VOSCUR Bristol and the Black 

Development Agency. Whilst some BME groups may feel confident to 

access the services of generic infrastructure organisations, many will 

not. BME groups may well choose to access their support from a BME 

infrastructure organisation regardless of whether they would feel 

confident enough to access generic infrastructure support services.  

Many BME groups face a number of barriers to accessing the service of 

generic and other infrastructure support; ones mentioned to us (as well 

as being well documented elsewhere) are the transient nature of some 

communities and language and cultural barriers.  Many people within 

BME groups are most disadvantaged in our society in terms of 

employment, health, and education. Some are migrant workers 

undertaking low paid work and living in poor housing conditions. Some 

are refugees or asylum seekers. 
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BME groups are not a homogenous mass, and each community has its 

own unique characteristics and needs. Cultural understanding can be 

as much about a particular BME group learning the ways in which 

things are done in the UK, e.g. legislation around governance, 

safeguarding and Health and Safety, as it is about generic development 

workers understanding the cultures of the groups they work with.  

It is for the above reasons that some feel the most appropriate group 

support that can be offered is from organisations who prioritise BME 

groups as their main focus, and who may have a greater awareness of 

the barriers. There is a counter-argument that at a time of scarce 

resources, development support services should not be spread across 

different providers 

We believe that joined up efforts from all the infrastructure organisations 

in Sheffield are needed to address the void in support that will be left 

when the funding for Black CARD ends in September. In addition, 

support for BME communities to exercise voice and influence will be 

detrimentally affected by the loss of funding for the BME Network and 

OFFER. (See 11.3 for further discussion of sustainability)  

We looked at the home page of a number of infrastructure organisations 

website and saw no indication of information or support being available 

in languages other than English. Printed promotional material is rarely 

translated. Given that some of the people we interviewed perceived 

language as a large barrier for some BME groups in accessing services 

this issue needs to be addressed.  

7.5.7. Recommendations – Support for BME groups 

Support for BME groups is not just an issue for the BME support 

providers. All infrastructure providers must work together to ensure the 

maintenance of BME specific support. We recommend that:- 
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·  That Black CARD and the BME network establish a close working 

relationship with view to joint action to protect BME specific 

developmental and voice support.  

·  That SIA, (inclusive of the two BME infrastructure organisations), 

work together to coordinate and improve access to support 

services for BME groups from other support providers.  

 

Some suggestions for practical activities are:  

�  Share information on current and planned work 

�  Share skills and expertise e.g. BME and mainstream agencies 

work together to target specific communities using with 

translation and interpreters where necessary 

�  Map who is supporting which groups  

�  Joint events to promote support services to BME groups 
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8. How it fits together  

All the organisations that we surveyed say that they help groups to find 

out what support they need and where it is available (Table 6 and 7) 

There is a lot of referral into the generic infrastructure organisations and  

positive examples of agencies working together to give an integrated 

service to groups. However our interviewees in both statutory and 

voluntary agencies also indicated that they did not have complete 

picture of the services that others provided.  

8.1. Referrals  

During our interviews, referrals to SYFAB and VAS (legal, small groups 

and HR) were mentioned most frequently. OFFER (networks) SCEDU 

(social enterprise) and SYCF also came up several times. However the 

Development Trusts and Community Forums told us that groups in the 

outer areas of Sheffield found it difficult to access services in the centre 

of the city and they would like to see more outreach taking place.  

There were fewer examples of signposting to other sub-sectoral 

providers and Development Trusts and Community Forums where 

groups may be able to access holistic or service specific support. Some 

signposting to national organisations and statutory bodies also takes 

place, e.g. Sheffield City Council small grants, OFSTED, Pre-School 

Learning Alliance, Advice UK and the Law Centres Federation.  

We found that managers and development workers who are providing 

support to VCFS groups have an incomplete understanding of the full 

range of support services that are available to groups. Referrals are 

often based on individual relationships and specific collaborative 

projects rather than overall coordination and understanding.  

We have found several examples of good practice in referral. TfR and 

CLASSY have both developed practical systems which they are willing 

to share with other providers. TfR workers introduce groups to other 
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providers and follow up any referrals that they make. The Performance 

Improvement Project at VAS is currently working with SYCC to support 

development workers (including SYFAB, RAY and TfR) in Barnsley and 

Rotherham to pilot a health check and referral tools based on the 

system developed in Leeds. VAS is also considering using this process 

with their internal workers and teams. Participants at the stakeholder 

workshop on 24th February were very keen to explore these initiatives 

and develop relationships and systems that would facilitate consistent 

referrals.  

8.2. Joint working and partnerships  

There are formal partnerships between organisations working in 

Sheffield which facilitate referrals. The Big Lottery Fund is setting a 

good example by requiring collaborative working from applicants to its 

BASIS fund. Sheffield groups benefit from:  

·  Organisational support, funding information and legal advice – 

joint project lead by SYFAB in partnership with VAS and TfR. TfR 

and SYFAB deliver joint surgeries 

·  South Yorkshire Rural Network – coordinated access to support 

for groups working in rural areas lead by RAY in partnership with 

VAS, SYFAB, TfR and the CVS in Doncaster, Barnsley and 

Rotherham   

·  Community Accountancy and HR services in partnership with the 

CVS in South Yorkshire (VAS leads on Community Accountancy)  

 

Other examples of joint working 

·  VAS held an open morning in December 2009 to raise awareness 

of the range of support that was available. TfR, SYFAB and 

OFFER all took part and several groups new to VAS attended 

·  VAS (particularly Legal and CAS) and SCEDU work together to 

set up and incorporate new social enterprises 

·  OSN and SCEDU have worked together with childcare providers 
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·  RAY has been working with STEP to set up and promote the 

South Yorkshire Rural Network 

·  SYFAB - VAS (small groups) and TfR workers are members of 

the Sheffield Advisory group and meet on a regular basis. 

·  The SYFAB and VAS small groups workers also meet to talk 

about specific groups and have delivered some joint work for 

BME groups 

·  Several of the organisations that we talked to are on each others 

Boards, for example, OSN and SCEDU 

 

8.3. Building skills and expertise  

SYFAB have responded to requests for outreach with regular advice 

surgeries and funding fairs in each Community Assembly Area. Local 

development workers are involved in delivery and the SYFAB worker 

acts as a mentor to develop local skills and expertise. GVCF and STEP 

have both commented on the success of this model of working.  

SCEDU are also helping to increase the capacity of other support 

providers through Capacitybuilders funding to train social enterprise 

advisers across Yorkshire. We believe that there is a role for other 

agencies, to work in this way to increase skill levels across the sector. 

8.4. Examples of joint working in other areas  

Development workers from generic, sub-sectoral and community 

engagement organisations in Leeds meet together in the Leeds Inform 

Network. The health check and referral tools mentioned above grew out 

of this. The Network has also facilitated specialist training for generic 

development workers e.g. financial management.  

Development workers in Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster have 

recently started to meet together. In addition to developing and piloting 

their own referral tool, they are planning joint road shows to promote 

support services and are producing information materials.  
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8.5. Recommendations – Referrals, joint working & 

partnerships 

These recommendations are based on an overall principle of ‘no wrong 

door’. By this we mean that support providers should work towards 

building relationships, resources and systems that will ensure that 

wherever an enquirer or development worker makes a first contact they 

will be referred to the most appropriate source of support.  

To achieve this we recommend that:  

·  That development workers who support VCFS groups in Sheffield 

meet together on a regular basis to increase their knowledge of 

each others work and plan joint activities.  

·  That Sheffield workers develop and implement an organisational 

health check to use as a diagnosis and referral tool. A useful 

basis for this already exists in the functional review tables in this 

report and the materials developed by the Performance 

Improvement Project and district infrastructure consortia in 

Barnsley and Rotherham   

·  That SYFAB, VAS and SCEDU work alongside Development 

Trusts and Community Forums providing a mentoring role to 

generic workers, for skills development on specific topic areas, 

e.g. funding advice, social enterprise, HR, and constitutions etc.  

·  That SIA commission a shared web based portal and directory to 

give a coherent description of support services for partners, 

development workers and service users  

·  That SIA organise a series of ‘road shows’ be held in different 

districts of Sheffield to raise awareness of the full range of 

generic, sub-sectoral and community based support services 

available to groups  

·  South Yorkshire Changeup Consortium and the Project Research 

Fund administered by SYCF (from South Yorkshire Open Forum 

legacy funds) are approached for practical and financial support 

in implementing these recommendations  
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9. Gaps and overlaps  

We have used information from the functional review and from the 

interviews to identify gaps and possible overlaps in services.  

9.1. Gaps 

Mention of a gap can mean several things, lack of awareness of what is 

available, lack of capacity in existing services to deal with levels of 

demand or the lack of a service at all. We believe that there is 

consistent evidence of the following gaps in the provision of support:-  

·  Diagnosis, health checks and holistic organisational development, 

particularly for groups that are not eligible to access this kind of 

support from sub-sectoral or geographical organisations  

·  Generic business planning 

·  Quality systems and performance improvement (except for 

infrastructure organisations) 

·  One to one outreach and community development support for 

small groups, in some areas of the city 

·  Networking and targeted support for sport and leisure groups 

·  Support for groups to set up out of hours youth and sport 

activities  

 

9.2. Overlaps 

We have already offered some explanation of perceived overlaps in 

sections 7.3.2. and 7.3.3.  Organisations are not duplicating each 

other’s efforts as they have different client groups.  

9.2.1. Funding advice  

Funding advice is the most frequently mentioned area of overlap and is 

an area the statutory agencies are concerned about. In addition to 

SYFAB, several of the sub-sectoral agencies, Development Trusts and 

Community Forums offer in depth development support on funding 
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strategy and applications. We found that, in general, these 

organisations have a good understanding of their role and have 

developed complementary relationships with SYFAB. Rather than 

duplicating each other efforts, the amount of support is a response to 

demand and several organisations told us that ‘there is more than 

enough work for everyone’   

The advice from sub-sectoral and Development Trusts and Community 

Forums is focused on theme related and small local pots of money, for 

example ALIS can help lunch clubs to find set up funding but they refer 

groups to SYFAB ‘once their activities become more varied.’ BTCV told 

us that they like to believe that ‘we are up to date with environmental 

funding.’ They use information bulletins from SYFAB and Fit4Funding to 

help them to do this. Darnall Forum summed this up neatly ‘We use 

SYFAB to help us to help groups.’ The outreach sessions and skill 

sharing described in section 8.3 are developing these relationships 

further. 

9.2.2. Training  

Training is another area where there is overlap. This is an important 

function for VAS who organise an extensive training programme. In 

2008/9 1863 learners completed courses and 56 tailored training 

courses were delivered for local groups. Support is also available 

through Capacitybuilders funding for groups who want to develop their 

own accredited courses. Table 7 indicates that most organisations offer 

open training courses and/or bespoke workshops. Some of this training 

is very specific e.g. ‘How your city works’ from OFFER but there are 

also examples of duplication. We have not examined all the 

programmes in detail but have already found at least three 

organisations offering first aid, food hygiene and health and safety 

training (ALIS, VAS and OSN) VAS and YASY both offer courses on 

working with young people and SYFAB and VAS run courses on 

budgeting. SCEDU and VAS also do similar things e.g. business 

planning and accounting.  
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Although each organisation targets different client groups we are 

concerned that this is not the most effective way of working. VAS 

estimates that 20% of advertised courses do not recruit enough 

participants to run. Infrastructure providers in Leeds, West Yorkshire 

(West Yorkshire Training Shop www.wytrainingshop.org.uk) and 

Humberside (Humberside Learning Consortium) produce coordinated 

brochures and web sites with details of training for VCFS groups. These 

have individually branded courses and enable groups to see the full 

range of what is available in one place.  

9.2.3. Information and newsletters  

Every organisation in this research produces a newsletter and/or email 

bulletin with news and information on local organisations, funding, 

events and changes in local and national policy and legislation. These 

publications are also important for promoting the services and 

achievements of the publishing organisation. Collectively they represent 

a considerable amount of time for research, selection and presentation.  

There is potential here for more coordination and collaboration.  The 

VCFS Review cited SYFAB’s emailed funding update as an example of 

an information service which is focused and accessible. This has been 

developed following a radical overhaul of their primary research 

activities which are now more proactive and systematic enabling 

information to be received and passed on much faster. Three main 

sources are used; email newsletters, RSS feeds and automatic 

scanning of static web-pages. SYFAB has an information team of 4 

people working across South Yorkshire, an example of the way in which 

Sheffield groups can benefit from sub regional resources and expertise.  

One of the action points from the 24th February stakeholder workshop 

was to rationalise newsletters and factsheets. We suggest that systems 

and expertise that have been developed by SYFAB to research and 

disseminate information could be utilised by other organisations in 

Sheffield to increase their efficiency and effectiveness.   
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9.3. Recommendations – Gaps and overlaps  

We recommend that:- 

 

·  That VAS and SYFAB develop an awareness of the capacity of 

other providers and refer groups on for holistic and service 

specific planning and organisational development support when 

appropriate  

·  That SIA asks all Development Trusts and Community Forums to 

complete the functional review questionnaire used in this 

research to get a complete picture of the local availability of 

support  

·  That training providers’ co-ordinate the planning and promotion of 

training courses through joint publications and web sites  

·  That an information working group is set up by SIA to explore 

coordination and collaboration on newsletters, websites and other 

published materials (and consider the potential of wider 

application of research methodology currently being used by 

SYFAB)   
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10. Quality   

This review did not set out to carry out an independent evaluation of the 

providers of support that took part. This was beyond the scope of the 

time and resources available for this piece of work and more importantly 

for us had not been agreed with the participants before the work 

commenced. We found evidence of a commitment to customer service 

and continuous improvement as well as other indicators of quality in 

several different categories.    

 

10.1. Quality Awards  

Most of the organisations that we interviewed have appropriate general 

or sector specific quality awards. The Performance Improvement 

Project (VAS) is providing advice on the selection of appropriate 

systems.  

Several organisations hold or are working towards Customer First 

(VAS, SYFAB, TfR, SCEDU) OFFER and OSN have PQASSO level 1 

and are working towards level 2. GVCF are working towards level 1. 

Others have Investors in People (Black CARD, YASY, ZEST, SCEDU, 

Manor and Castle) Sector specific awards include Matrix (ZEST and 

Manor and Castle) Legal Services Quality Mark (CLASSY) OFSTED 

(VCTrain) and the Charity Commission Award for grant making (SYCF)  

10.2. User satisfaction surveys and evaluation  

We were able to collect some examples of user feedback, satisfaction 

surveys, impact reports and external evaluations. (VAS, OSN, OFFER, 

TfR, SYFAB, SCEDU and YASY training)  These were all positive. 

Several organisations also told us that they are working to improve their 

systems.  This is a challenging area for many organisations. They are 

very aware of the importance of recording and evaluating achievements 

and impact. However collecting and collating systematic feedback takes 

time and resources that they do not have.  
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This is another area that could benefit from collaborative effort. South 

Yorkshire Changeup Consortium is exploring a joint approach to 

satisfaction surveys and feedback as part of their Strategic Plan. There 

is also potential for the Performance Improvement Project to help 

Sheffield infrastructure providers with the practical collection and 

collation of data. 

10.3. Impact on city priorities  

The VCFS Review and some of our statutory interviewees stressed the 

importance of infrastructure in supporting VCFS groups to contribute to 

the priorities of the City Strategy. There appears to be little research 

that evidences this contribution. This is not just an issue for the VCFS. 

Statutory funders are under pressure from central government to 

demonstrate the impact of all the services they fund, by in house and 

external providers. 

We did find one infrastructure organisation that can demonstrate the 

impact of their work on city priorities. South Yorkshire Community 

Foundation has developed a database that links all their grants to the 

Index of Multiple Deprivation and City Strategy priorities and presents 

the results in maps and graphs.  

10.4. Qualifications and training  

The final indicators of quality that we explored were individual 

qualifications and training. Some examples we were told about are:-  

·  SCEDU and SYCF workers are SFEDI accredited,  

·  ALIS staff have experience and postgraduate qualifications in 

community development and social policy and health  

·  OSN business advisers have play work qualifications and a broad 

understanding of community development work principles 

·  People with accountancy qualifications and experience working in 

Development Trusts/Community Forums e.g. GVCF, M&C, STEP  
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10.5. Conclusions - Quality  

The VCFS review reported that there is a limited choice of quality 

systems, which can be used to assess the performance of infrastructure 

support.  The one mentioned within the VCFS review was the NAVCA 

Quality Award. However, until recently, this has only been available to 

organisations undertaking a full range of infrastructure functions with 

groups. PERFORM (developed by COGs for Capacity Builders), has 

been developed to be applicable to any infrastructure organisation. 

Making a judgment about the quality of an organisation and its services 

delivery based on which quality awards they hold, has limitations for the 

following reasons:- 

·  Quality Awards focus on different things, e.g. Customer First has 

an emphasis on service users experiences; Investors in People 

assesses an organisation’s internal staff development, whilst 

PQASSO is a self-assessment model which looks how the 

organisations operates in relation to delivering services.  

·  Undertaking quality assessments usually costs money, both in 

staff time for the necessary internal activities, as well as paying 

for external assessment and certification. Few organisations have 

the resources to undertake more than one. 

·  Organisations sometimes choose the quality award they need to 

hold contracts e.g. MATRIX for information, advice and guidance 

around learning and work  

 

The majority of infrastructure organisations are demonstrating they are 

committed to performance improvement by responding to surveys and 

feedback, ensuring staff are well trained and by committing to the 

quality awards that are appropriate for their own organisations.  
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10.6. Recommendations – Quality  

The VCFS Review suggested that organisations that support VCFS 

groups should be able to demonstrate how their work impacts on city 

priorities. It also recommends that take up and perception of support 

services is monitored. 

We recommend that:-  

·  That SIA explore the potential of the SYCF system (which 

monitors grant making against city priorities) for wider application  

·  That SIA members consider an outcome-based approach for 

monitoring and evaluating their activities, and promote this to 

statutory sector funders  

·  That the Performance Improvement Project offers practical 

support to SIA members to collate and present their monitoring 

and evaluation data  

·  That SIA endorses the South Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortium 

plans for a shared customer satisfaction survey in Sheffield  
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11. Funding and sustainability  

We estimate that the support services described in this report cost in 

the region of £4.4 million per year. This figure does not include VCTrain 

or the Development Trusts and Community Forums and YASY, i.e. 

those organisations for who support is a small proportion of their work. 

We found complex and fragmented pattern with around 15 different 

funders. In addition to several different Sheffield City Council funds 

significant levels of funding are contributed by Capacitybuilders, the Big 

Lottery Fund and several other local and regional statutory sources. 

Much of this funding is short term project funding. In addition some of 

the agencies generate their own income through charges for services, 

30% of the total funding described.  

Most of group work delivered by Development Trusts and Community 

Forums is not explicitly funded. These organisations told us that they 

use small pieces of commissioned work, ABG and funding for service 

delivery to pay for group support. They also subsidise the work through 

reserves, income generated by their capital assets and trusts and 

foundations.   

There are some stark messages about future sustainability of 

development support and support for networking, voice and influence. 

The ending of ABG in 2010 and grants for Capacitybuilders (2011) and 

the Big Lottery Fund (2012) could lead to the loss of at least 20 fte. 

posts. This will have a major impact on the support available for small 

emerging groups and those in crisis, as well as BME and faith 

communities.  

11.1. Overview  

VAS has the most complex budget with some 15 separate contracts 

with its 4 main funders. About half their income is generated through 

charges and the organisations own resources (interest, donations and 

reserves). This diverse approach had strengths and weaknesses. It 
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spreads risk but also limits co-ordination and forward planning. It also 

takes a considerable amount of time to find and manage diverse 

sources of funding. On the other hand, organisations like CLASSY look 

vulnerable with its dependence on top slice from one main contract 

with, SCC Early Years Education and Childcare Service. 

A number of organisations have no local authority funding for support 

services. Black CARD, RAY and TfR provide significant support to 

Sheffield based groups through external funding from Capacitybuilders 

(Improving Reach) and the Big Lottery Fund. (BASIS 1 and 2) SYCF 

uses a proportion of funds raised from donors to pay for support work.  

Funding for the group support work carried out by the Development 

Trusts and Community Forums is complicated. For example Darnall 

Forum has no core funding for capacity building work. They finance the 

work through a small amount of grant funding from the Tudor Trust, 

income generated by social enterprise activities and some ABG from 

the City Council. This is attached to national indicators for volunteering 

(NI6), positive activities for young people (local), local influence on 

decision making (NI 4) perceptions of anti-social behaviour (NI I7) and 

street and environmental cleanliness (N1 195)  SOAR, ZEST, STEP 

and GVCF also have some  ABG for community cohesion and building 

capacity within the community, and their support work is integrated in to 

other funded activities. In addition ZEST earns income through health 

and fitness activities and has a Future Builders loan to support the 

Children and Young People’s Consortium. M&CDT and STEP both earn 

income from the letting of business space.   

11.2. Sources of funding  

Chart 2 shows that Sheffield City Council is the main funder of 

infrastructure support, providing over a third of the resources. Several 

different directorates and initiatives contribute this.  
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Chart 2 Funding
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Chart 3 shows a breakdown of Sheffield City Council funding. The 

Council gives revenue grants for group support through the 

Neighbourhood Renewal and Partnerships Directorate, (NR/P). Three 

organisations (VAS, SYFAB and ALIS) receive a total of £305,500. The 

Early Years Education and Childcare Service is a major funder with 

£567,000 divided between three organisations. The Children and Young 

People’s Service (CYP), NHS Sheffield, Supporting People and Adult 

Social Care provide the funding (£171,000) for the partnership work at 

VAS.   

Chart 3. Sheffield City Council Funding
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SCC controls the range of national funding streams that have been 

brought together in the Area Based Grant (ABG).  This is used to fund a 

small amount of development support at VAS. ABG is the major source 

of funding for the work done by OFFER and the BME network to 

support networking, voice and influence. Some Development Trusts 

and Community Forums also have ABG.  

Additional statutory funding is provided by the Sheffield PCT. ALIS 

receive an annual grant related to outcomes for older people. VAS has 

funding for partnership work including support for the Health Compact 

and Health Partnership Network. In 2009/10 they have also had a one 

off payment for general development support.  

Some funding for business support comes into Sheffield from regional 

and European sources. SCEDU has Businesslink and LEGI (Local 

Economic Growth Initiative) funding for work with social enterprises. 

The procurement project at VAS is also funded through LEGI. 

Chart 2 shows the significance of external funding from 

Capacitybuilders, the Big Lottery Fund and charitable trusts. This 

makes up 16% of the total funding and pays for the following services:-  

Capacitybuilders – ends March 2011 

·  VAS – Workforce development, accreditation support and 

Performance Improvement Project  

·  OFFER – Faiths Forum 

·  TfR – Development worker – faith communities  

·  SCEDU – training for social enterprise advisers  

 

Big Lottery Fund – BASIS 1 – ends September 2010  

·  Black CARD – Development workers team  

Big Lottery Fund – Reaching Communities – March 2011 

·  VAS – New Beginnings project – Volunteering for refugees and 

asylum seekers  
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Big Lottery Fund – BASIS 2  – summer 2012  

·  VAS – Community Accountancy, HR and Legal Services  

·  SYFAB – Funding information work   

·  TfR – Development worker – all VCFS groups 

·  RAY – South Yorkshire Rural Network   

 

Trusts and Foundations 

·  Lloyds TSB – CLASSY 

·  South Yorkshire Key Fund loans – CLASSY  

·  VAS  

 

The final source of funding is earned income. VAS and SCEDU charge 

for training, support services and building facilities. OSN also earn 

income from training and membership. This is also important for the 

Development Trusts e.g. Manor and Castle and ZEST.  

11.3. Local Authority Funding  

Many of our interviewees were critical of the local authority’s approach 

to funding. They are frustrated that there does not seem to be a 

strategic framework for the funding of infrastructure support. Grant 

agreements, particularly those that have been in place for some time 

are not explicit about the outcomes and services that are required; there 

is a lack of dialogue in commissioning and unrealistic expectations 

about the level of service that can be provided for a given amount of 

money.  

We found inconsistencies in the way that different directorates allocate 

funding. Some recipients are on a rolling programme of annual 

renewals, whilst others are required to bid for contracts. Similar types of 

work in different organisations are funded from different sources. A 

major example of this is support for partnerships and strategic 

engagement.  OFFER is funded for this work through ABG whilst VAS 

is funded by the PCT, Adult Social Care and Children and Young 
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People’s Services. VAS is taking steps to rationalise this by negotiating 

a joint contract with Sheffield City Council and the PCT for 2010/11.  

Sheffield City Council have indicated that they need to improve their 

grant making process and are taking action to establish a clearer 

framework through the “Shopping, Giving and Investing” model 

proposed in the VCFS Review. The Review describes how 

Worcestershire County Council uses the ‘investing’ element of this 

funding model as the mechanism for supporting infrastructure.  

11.4. Sustainability  

It has been extremely challenging both for us and for some of our 

respondents to be carrying out this review at a time of great uncertainty 

about future funding. The most immediate threat is the ending of ABG in 

March 2010. The Council has told OFFER that there is only £20-30,000 

available to support VCFS representatives to the Sheffield First 

Partnership next year. A decision has now been made (March 2010) to 

wind up the organisation. This will affect the future of 6 fte posts. There 

will also be a gap of £45,000 in the VAS budget for development 

support and the funding for the BME Network is to be reduced by 50%. 

This could lead to the loss of a further two posts across the two 

organisations. The loss of ABG will also have an impact on the ability of 

the Development Trusts and Community Forums to support groups in 

their local areas. Discussions are still taking place with SCC officers but 

it is difficult see how these decisions can be reversed given the 

predicted reduction in funding for all public services.  

The most serious threat to development support comes from the ending 

of the external project funding in 2011/2012 described in section 11.2.  

It is difficult to analyse the full impact of this, particularly at VAS where 

Capacitybuilders and Big Lottery Fund part funds several services. 

However as a broad estimate we believe that an additional 13 posts will 

be lost unless alternative funding can be found.  This includes all of the 

development support provided by BlackCARD, TfR and RAY and some 
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of the free and subsidised legal, HR and community accountancy 

services provided by VAS. Faith communities will lose their Forum 

(managed by OFFER) as well as the targeted support provided by TfR.  

11.5. Mergers and collaboration  

It is unrealistic to expect that there will be any additional financial 

support for infrastructure services and it will be a challenge to maintain 

resources at even current levels.  

 

Sheffield City Council have said that they want to explore whether 

mergers or other forms of consolidation would be beneficial in terms of 

more joined up and accessible services and value for money. The 

VCFS Review described infrastructure as “ripe for rationalisation’. We 

have found little evidence of competition for the same groups and in 

section 7 we have described how the market is effectively segmented. 

We did find some overlap in the provision of information and training 

and have made some recommendations to address this. 

 

Our findings suggest that it is premature to even attempt to open a 

dialogue around these issues until Sheffield City Council has developed 

its own thinking on the new funding model and can convey more clearly 

its priorities for the support services it wishes to purchase.  

Comment on mergers would require a significantly more detailed audit 

of individual finances and activities than we have been able to 

undertake in the days and resources available for our research. In 

addition, whilst there was consultation on the draft tender, it was 

apparent that participants had not recognised the extent to which their 

organisations may be scrutinized. They had certainly not “signed up” to 

be assessed as candidates for mergers. Some information that we 

asked for was felt to be too commercially sensitive to share, (although 

financial information on individual Charities is available online on the 

Charity Commission website).  
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VAS and OFFER have already done some work to analyse their costs 

and identify if bringing their strategic engagement functions together 

can make savings and efficiencies. VAS and OFFER were the only two 

organisations mentioned by other infrastructure agencies and statutory 

organisations as having the potential for merger. 

We have found some evidence that infrastructure providers are open to 

collaboration as a means of maintaining services. Several of our 

interviewees indicated that there might be advantages in releasing 

services which are a drain on their resources.   

 ‘’We all have courses, processes, activities we are doing that are the 

same and could be done cheaper together’’ (ALIS) 

At the stakeholder workshop on 24th February, there seemed to be a 

genuine willingness to begin to address duplication of activities e.g. 

information and newsletters. We believe that this is a starting point for 

inclusive debate and dialogue on efficiencies and joint working. Support 

providers are realistic about the impact of public sector cuts and the 

need to find their own solutions before they are decided by others.  

11.6. Recommendations – Funding and sustainability  

We recommend that:- 

·  That SIA members are pro active in using the data in this report to 

discuss and agree areas where collaboration will reduce costs 

and increase efficiency  

·  That SIA members engage with the PCT to develop a coordinated 

strategy for funding support services to VCFS organisations  

·  Sheffield City Council undertakes a cross directorate investigation 

to quantify the level of spend on infrastructure by each directorate 

and works towards bringing this money together in one ’pot’ to 

invest in building the capacity of VCFS groups  
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·  That Sheffield City Council funds support providers to investigate 

efficiency savings through collaboration and merger, with the aim 

of recovering funds through longer-term savings  

·  Sheffield City Council takes a more strategic approach and is 

explicit about the support services it wishes to purchase.  

·  Sheffield City Council works with VCFS support providers to write 

a single specification setting out the outcomes and activities that it 

wants to pay for. Kirklees and Bristol have already done this. The 

Bristol specification is included as Appendix C  

·  Sheffield City Council invites infrastructure providers to contract 

jointly to support VCFS organisations. In Bradford the contract for 

VCFS support is held by a consortium of 8 providers lead by 

Bradford CVS  
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12. Planning and communication  

There is no coordinated approach to overall planning of support for 

VCFS groups in Sheffield. The Sheffield Infrastructure Network is 

ineffective and there is no mechanism for infrastructure providers to all 

meet together although there are positive examples of joint work at 

strategic manager and development worker levels on specific projects.  

Several of the organisations involved in this review also meet as 

members of the South Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortium (SYCC) and 

the SYCC funded local infrastructure consortia in Barnsley, Rotherham 

and Doncaster. They want to see a similar consortium of support 

providers in Sheffield working together to set priorities, co-ordinate 

planning, engage with statutory agencies and develop protocols for 

referral and joint work. Limited funding to support the set up and 

activities of district consortia is available from South Yorkshire 

ChangeUp Consortium 

All our interviewees said that they would participate in an active 

infrastructure network in the city as long as it had a clear practical 

purpose and was not just a ‘talking shop.’ Participants at the 

stakeholder workshop on 24th February agreed that they wanted to set 

up an infrastructure network to implement actions to improve 

development support, voice and influence and funding.  

The district infrastructure consortia in Barnsley and Rotherham have 

used the SYCC Strategic Plan to develop local infrastructure plans that 

they have used to influence the local authority and develop joint working 

including sub contracting. 

The Leeds Infrastructure Consortium has an inclusive membership of 

30 providers. LIC has encouraged premises sharing, facilitated training 

for development workers, commissioned research, publishes a joint 

training brochure and supported networks for development workers and 

Development Trusts and Community Forums. 
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13. Recommendations towards an infrastructure plan  

This final section brings together all our recommendations within an 

overarching structure which we are presenting as the starting point for a 

Local Infrastructure Plan for Sheffield  

13.1. Strategic – developmental support services 

recommendations 

R.1. That a Sheffield Infrastructure Assembly (SIA)  is established 

to create a vision and strategy for integrated supp ort services in 

Sheffield, and to consider the findings and recomme ndations of 

this and the VCFS Reviews 

We have used SIA as a working name only. Members may want to 

choose a new name to signify that this is a new start. The network will 

be inclusive with membership open to any organisation that provides 

group support. It will give clear and transparent leadership to plan and 

promote integrated and accessible services including engaging in “voice 

and influence” with external stakeholders. Each organisation will be 

represented by the senior member of staff (or someone with a mandate 

to make decisions on behalf of their organisations)  

R.2. That the SIA aim to dovetail their strategies with those of the 

South Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortia Strategic Plan, using the 

latter as a guiding framework  

The SYCC Strategic Plan reflects many of the issues covered in this 

report and offers a template for a Sheffield Infrastructure Plan. Adoption 

of the Strategic Plan will enable all Sheffield providers to access the 

funding that is available from Capacitybuilders to run district consortia 

and benefit from other sub regional resources and projects. 

R.3. That SIA ensure the recommendations from this review are 

fully considered by and reflected in the emerging p artnerships and 

strategies currently being implemented in response to the VCFS 
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Review and that support services are recognised as an essential 

element of creating a thriving VCFS .   

This will include should include explicit channels of communication 

between SIA and the emerging partnership group as well as the SCC 

and Health Compact groups 

R.4. That SIA agree to share the findings and recom mendations of 

this report with Sheffield City Council 

R.5. That SIA lead a dialogue with statutory partne rs and the wider 

VCFS to consider the actions necessary for the city  to meet the 

challenging target set by the Government to improve  the score for 

NI7, (An environment for a thriving third sector)  

R.6. That SIA ask the SCC, South Yorkshire Changeup  Consortium 

and the Project Research Fund administered by SYCF (from South 

Yorkshire Open Forum legacy funds) for practical an d financial 

support to implement the recommendations from this review. 

13.2. Strategic - Networks, enabling representation  & strategic 

engagement recommendations 

R7. That VAS and OFFER merge and VAS establishes a distinct 

unit to support “voice and influence”  

Some suggestions for practical activities are:  

·  Disseminate information on public policy and strategy using 

OFFERs database to target interested groups 

·  Undertake research to explore how other cities demonstrate the 

value of VCFS role in shaping public policy and practice 

·  Ask SCC to quantify its spend on infrastructure VCFS 

engagement in public policy and strategy 
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R8. That VAS and OFFER seek an early discussion wit h SCC to 

consider the strong findings and recommendations fr om this 

review on “voice and influence”, and to consider th e resource 

implications of maintaining a support service in th ese areas.  

 

R9. That SIA decides on strategic public policy pri orities, and 

engages with SCC and other statutory agencies to de cide 

appropriate mechanisms for taking these forward  

 

Some suggestions for practical activities are: 

·  SCC and other statutory partners to have a debate on the value 

of voice and influence with view to a joint statement, understood 

across all LA departments 

·  That VAS and the statutory sector partners work to ensure the 

new “Partnership Board” is transparent and accessible to the 

whole of the VCFS 

·  Seek early meeting with Corporate Strategy & Research Unit at 

SCC to discuss how SIA relates to other joint planning structures 

e.g. the new Partnership Board, and the Compact. 

 

R10. That VAS establish a service to support networ ks  

 

Some suggestions for practical activities are: 

·  Map the range of networks, explore their purpose and 

beneficiaries and how they are resourcing/ supported with view to 

appropriately signposting groups and avoiding duplication 

·  Explore tools and methodologies for sustaining networks without 

continuous developmental support 

·  develop alternative mechanisms (IT solutions) to provide virtual 

networks 
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R11. That the VCFS representatives on the SFP revie w the 

protocol, selection and support structure and sugge st 

amendments as appropriate  

 

Some suggestions for practical activities are: 

·  VCFS representatives on SFP decide whether the OFFER 

support functions are still “fit for purpose” 

·  VAS and SFP revisit the  “protocol”, and amend to reflect new 

merged structure 

·  VCFS representatives explore the potential for more explicit links 

between SFP & thematic boards and existing networks 

·  VCFS Representatives together  with SFP explore ways to 

improve the diversity of the boards to better reflect the range of 

VCFS groups and communities in Sheffield 

 

R.12. That SIA, VAS and SYFAB, work to ensure the C ompact is 

revived, and is reasserted as a guiding document fo r relations 

between the VCFS and the SCC.  

 

Some suggestions for practical activities are: 

·  Specific work is undertaken to explore the equalities and funding 

aspects of the compact 

·  The revived compact is promoted to the VCFS 

·  The compact is championed internally within SCC, and 

particularly those distributing funding, or involved in 

commissioning and procurement 

 

R13. That a subgroup of SIA works with SCC to estab lish a 

protocol describing the preferred relationships bet ween 

community assemblies and existing local voice and i nfluence 

activities.  
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13.3. Support for BME groups 

R.14. That Black CARD and the BME network establish  a close 

working relationship with view to joint action to p rotect BME 

specific developmental and voice support.    

R.15. That SIA, (inclusive of the two BME infrastru cture 

organisations), work together to coordinate and imp rove access to 

support services for BME groups from other support providers  

Some suggestions for practical activities are:  

·  Share information on current and planned work 

·  Share skills and expertise e.g. BME and mainstream agencies 

working together to target specific communities using translation 

and interpreters where necessary 

·  Map who is supporting which groups 

·  Joint events to promote support services to BME groups 

 

13.4. Operational – Referrals joint working & partn erships 

These recommendations are based on a overall principle of ‘no wrong 

door’. By this we mean that support providers should work towards 

building relationships, resources and systems that will ensure that 

wherever an enquirer or development worker makes a first contact they 

will be referred to the most appropriate source of support. Our specific 

recommendations to achieve this are:- 

R.16. That development workers who support VCFS gro ups in 

Sheffield meet together on a regular basis to incre ase their 

knowledge of each others work and plan joint activi ties. 
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R.17. That Sheffield workers develop and implement an 

organisational health check to use as a diagnosis a nd referral tool  

A useful basis for this already exists in the functional review tables in 

this report and the materials developed by the Performance 

Improvement Project and district infrastructure consortia in Barnsley 

and Rotherham 

R.18. That SYFAB, VAS and SCEDU work alongside Deve lopment 

Trusts and Community Forums providing a mentoring r ole to 

generic workers, for skills development on specific  topic areas, 

e.g. funding advice, social enterprise, HR and cons titutional advice  

R.19. That SIA commission a shared web based portal  and 

directory to give a coherent description of support  services for 

partners, development workers and service users 

Suggested content 

·  A diagnostic tool to help groups to find the most appropriate 

organisation to support them.  

·  Links to and from individual organisational websites 

·  Shared documents, templates, model policies for download. 

·  Summary of support provided by each organisation based on the 

tables and profiles in the from infrastructure review 

 

Some districts e.g. Bradford, Barnsley and Leeds have also produced 

printed directories and/or promotional leaflets. These are accessible 

and easily distributed but are difficult to keep up to date. 

R.20. That SIA organise a series of ‘road shows’ be  held in 

different districts of Sheffield to raise awareness  of the full range 

of generic, sub-sectoral and community based suppor t services 

available to groups 



 
 
Printed on: 7 July 2010 

© Lynne Bryan and Sue Tuffin 
2010 

 
Page 96 of 112 

 

R.21. South Yorkshire Changeup Consortium and the P roject 

Research Fund administered by SYCF (from South York shire Open 

Forum legacy funds) are approached for practical an d financial 

support in implementing these recommendations  

13.5. Operational – Gaps and overlaps recommendatio ns 

R.22. That VAS and SYFAB develop and awareness of t he capacity 

of other providers and refer groups out for holisti c and service 

specific planning and organisational development su pport when 

appropriate 

R.23. That SIA asks all Development Trusts and Comm unity 

Forums to complete the functional review questionna ire used in 

this research to get a complete picture of the loca l availability of 

support  

R.24. That training providers’ co-ordinate the plan ning and 

promotion of training courses through joint publica tions and web 

sites. 

R.25. That an information working group is set up b y SIA to 

explore coordination and collaboration on newslette rs, websites 

and other published materials (and consider the pot ential of wider 

application of research methodology currently being  used by 

SYFAB)   

13.6. Operational – Quality recommendations 

R. 26. That SIA explore the potential of the SYCF s ystem (which 

monitors grant making against city priorities) for wider application  

R.27. That SIA members consider an outcome-based ap proach for 

monitoring and evaluating their activities, and pro mote this to 

statutory sector funders  
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R.28. That the Performance Improvement Project offe rs practical 

support to SIA members to collate and present their  monitoring 

and evaluation data  

R.29. That SIA endorses the South Yorkshire ChangeU p 

Consortium plans for a shared customer satisfaction  survey in 

Sheffield 

13.7. Funding and sustainability recommendations 

R.30. That SIA members are pro active in using the data in this 

report to discuss and agree areas where collaborati on will reduce 

costs and increase efficiency. 

R.31 That SIA members engage with the PCT to develo p a 

coordinated strategy for funding support services t o VCFS 

organisations  
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14.  Recommendations for Sheffield City Council  

SCC. 1. That Sheffield City Council undertakes a cr oss directorate 

investigation to quantify the level of spend on inf rastructure by 

each directorate and works towards bringing this mo ney together 

in one ’pot’ to invest in support services to build  the capacity of 

VCFS groups .  

SCC. 2. That Sheffield City Council funds support p roviders to 

investigate efficiency savings through collaboratio n and merger, 

with the aim of recovering funds through longer-ter m savings.  

SCC.3. That Sheffield City Council takes a more str ategic approach 

to funding and is explicit about the support servic es it wishes to 

purchase.  

SCC.4. That Sheffield City Council works with VCFS support 

providers to write a single specification for infra structure services 

setting out the outcomes and activities that it wan ts to pay for.   

Kirklees and Bristol have already done this. The Bristol specification is 

included as Appendix C. 

SCC.5. That Sheffield City Council invites infrastr ucture 

organisations to form consortia to jointly contract  to provide 

support services to VCFS groups. 

For example, in Bradford the contract for VCFS support is held by a 

consortium of 8 providers lead by Bradford CVS  
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Appendix A  Functional Review of Infrastructure Sup port in Sheffield  

Introduction  

Sheffield City Council recently commissioned a review of the voluntary, community and faith 
sector in Sheffield. The review recommended that further research should now be carried out to 
assess the volume, reach and quality of infrastructure support and make recommendations to 
improve effectiveness and sustainability.  

Infrastructure is defined as support that helps third sector organisations to become stronger. 
Support includes the provision of information, advice, training facilities and help with networking, 
partnerships, advocacy and campaigning. This definition also covers:- 

·  Assisting individuals to set up voluntary and community organisations or social enterprises  
·  Bringing individuals together in networks/forums to inform and influence strategic planning  

 

Lynne Bryan and Sue Tuffin have been commissioned to do this work. This questionnaire has 
been designed to capture basic information about the services that are being provided. It will be 
followed up by telephone or face to face interview.  

You can fill in this form on your computer by typing in the text boxes and clicking on the check 
boxes or by printing it off to complete by hand.  

1. Organisation Details  

Name        

Address       

Web site        

Contact name, telephone 
number and email for person 
completing this questionnaire   

      

2. Services provided to organisations – Over view – Our staff do the following work : -  

Give developmental support to 
organisations  

yes   no  Provide direct strategic 
representation and influence  

yes   no  

Facilitate networks and forums  yes   no  Support others to participate 
in strategic partnerships  

yes   no  

Provide information on issues 
affecting the voluntary sector 

yes   no  Develop volunteering 
opportunities  

yes   no  

Carry out research into issues 
affecting the voluntary sector 

yes   no  Match and place volunteers  yes   no  
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3. Beneficiaries.  – Which organisations do you  work with?   

Type and size        

Geographical area        

Are there any types of 
organisation that you can’t 
work with  

      

4. Do you provide any services/projects for individ uals?  (e.g. training, benefits advice) – 
Please describe   

 

5. Services Provided – Development Support for organisations ( i.e capacity building and/or 
organisational development support) 

Check one column for each service to indicate the level of s upport you provide  

D - Development Support – We offer in-depth advice and ongoing development support  

A/R - Advice/Referral – We can offer one – off advice/information and will signpost and/or refer 
groups who require more in depth information or ongoing development support. 

N - No – We do not offer support on this topic 

5.a. Services provided – General organisational development.  

We help organisations to - 

D A/R  N 

Set up a new charitable/voluntary/community organisation/project    

Set up a new social enterprise     

Review and develop their organisation and activities     

Carry out health checks     

Find out what support they need and where they can find it     

5.b. Services provided – Advice and information on specific topics We support organisations 
who want to review and develop their skills and knowledge in the following areas:-  
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 D  A/R  N  D  A/R  N 

Legal Structures    Web site development    

Writing Constitutions    Finding and managing 
buildings and office space  

   

Recruiting and retaining 
committee members  

   Monitoring and Evaluation    

Board/Trustee responsibilities    Quality Systems    

Charity law and registration     Financial Management    

Company law and registration     Budgeting     

Mergers     Accounting systems and 
procedures  

   

Closing the business    Business planning     

Safeguarding policies     Participating in networks     

Risk, Insurance, Health and 
Safety  

   Working in partnership with 
others to deliver services 

   

Equality and Diversity     Community Consultation     

Marketing    Funding strategy and sources     

Getting new members and 
users involved  

   Making funding applications     

HR/Employment Law and 
Policies 

   Social enterprise and trading    

Recruiting and developing staff     Understanding commissioning 
and procurement  

   

Recruiting Volunteers    Developing tenders     

Managing and developing 
volunteers  

   Negotiating contracts and 
SLAs  

   

ICT Systems        

 

Do you make a charge for any of these services?  Pl ease give details 
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6. Practical servic es – Please tick ‘charge’ if clients pay for any of these services  

Payroll  yes   charge  Translation and 
interpretation 

 yes   charge  

Preparing accounts  yes  charge  CRB Checks  yes  charge  

Meeting room hire  yes  charge  ICT maintenance   yes  charge  

Office space  yes  charge  Secretarial and 
administration  
services  

 yes  charge  

Equipment hire  yes  charge    

7. Methods of working - Please tick ‘charge’ if clients pay for any of these services 

Telephone 
advice/enquiries  

 yes   Charge Surgeries   yes  charge 

Information sheets   yes   charge Bespoke training and 
workshops  

 yes  charge 

Newsletter/Email 
bulletins  

 yes   charge Open training 
programme  

 yes   charge 

One to one support 
from a worker   

 yes   charge Events and 
conferences 

 yes   charge 

Mentoring  yes   charge   yes   charge 

8. Do you provide any other services or activities that are not cover ed above?  Describe  

      

9. Have you any final comments about the work that you do?      
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Appendix B  Summary of contacts  

Organisation Contact name 

1. Infrastructure Organisations (more than 50% of s taff support VCFS groups )  

VAS - Voluntary Action 

Sheffield  

Nick Warren, Sue James, Paul Carnell, Jane Anslow, 

John Farmer, Bev Cross, Keith Levy, Judith Harrison 

OFFER – Open Forum for 

Economic Regeneration  

Dave Jackson, Dave Parsons, Dave Sutton – Jones, 

Sue Harris, Sue Faxon  

SYFAB – South Yorkshire 

Funding Advice Bureau 

Richard Hindley and Caroline Burns  

SYCF - South Yorkshire 

Community Foundation 

Pauline Grice  

TfR - Together for 

Regeneration  

Joanne Archer and Iain Cloke  

SCEDU – Sheffield 

Community Enterprise 

Development Unit 

Sarah Newton, Milly Grubb, Kerry Bentley 

����� �� �������� ���� ������

�������������������  

 
��!����"�	�  

RAY - Rural Action 

Yorkshire 

Tina Chamberlain and Melanie Swanwick 

CLASSY – Community 

Legal Advice Service 

South Yorkshire  

Frances Potter and Claire Lodder 

BME Network  Malcolm Cumberbatch, Sarah Saxton and Zakariah 

Musah 

Black Card  Freda Cotterill 

Sheffield Out of School 

Network 

Elaine Davies 

VCTrain Andrew Coulthard 

ESP Projects Morgan Killick 
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2. Infrastructure Services (at least 1 fte staff su pports groups)   

SOAR – Southey Owlerton 

Area Regeneration  

Ian Drayton 

Manor and Castle 

Development Trust 

Debbie Matthews 

Darnall Forum Neil Bishop 

GVCF - Gleadless Valley 

Community Forum 

Hafren Williams and Steve Rundell  

ZEST Laura Moynahan 

YASY – Youth Association 

South Yorkshire  

Sue Atkins, Sandy Goodwill 

STEP - Stocksbridge 

Enterprise and Training 

Partnership 

Andy Clarke together with CDU team 

3. Small scale support for groups (less than 1 Ffte )  

Northern Refugee Centre Jim Steinke 

BTCV – British Trust for 

Conservation Volunteers 

����#��	�
�  

Burngreave Community 

Action Forum 

Daniel Stanley 

�������$����$��������������  Jacquie Stubbs 

%	
����
	&  '�	����(�����)  

4. No longer provide support for groups  

��

�����  Jean Smith 

Burngreave New Deal for 

Communities 

Jeremy Diskin 

CMS – Community Media 

Solutions  

Nicky Edwards 
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5. Statutory Agencies  

Sheffield City Council *����)�������+,�����$��-��������"�  

Sheffield City Council Neighbourhood Renewal and Partnerships - Evelyn 

Milne and Vince Roberts 

Sheffield First Partnership  *�	���
	��'#� -�.�	�����/�����  
 

South Yorkshire Police – 

(Safer and Sustainable  

Communities Partnership)  

Chief Superintendent (Sheffield District) - Simon Tor 

Sheffield NHS: PCT Gary McCulloch and Jeanette Miller  
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Appendix C Bristol – a single specification for sup port services  

Bristol recently carried out an analysis of the support needs of VCS groups in the city, 

which reflects many of the concerns expressed in South Yorkshire and Sheffield 

This found that the key priorities for future Infrastructure support 

·  Improving funding and financial stability 

·  Providing better services 

·  Increasing your influence 

·  Some Equalities VCS groups had additional priorities 

 

Focus groups and interview respondents said that they wanted:  

·  Improved clarity about what services are on offer and easier access to them – a 

‘one-stop shop’ approach 

·  Have layers of service organised around needs of VCS groups at different stages of 

their development 

·  Improved access to Specialist services – eg, HR, buildings support 

·  Consistent high quality from services and reducing duplication of services 

·  Explore the correct balance between practical, ‘hands-on’ support services and 

influencing/strategically-focused services 

·  Increase skills around commissioning, tendering for services and partnerships to win 

contracts 

·  More tailored work to support equalities VCS groups 

·  a Community Development type, ‘hand-holding’ service 

  

They have used this analysis to propose a Bristol VCS Support Service’ Model with 

several tiers of service to meet the different needs of groups as they develop.  

 

They are:- 

·  Enquiry and Triage service: consistent assessment of need and referral  

·  Community Development ‘wrap-around’ Service: support to provide capacity-

building on on-going basis to newer groups and developing groups, groups from new 
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communities, equalities VCS and user-led groups, practical support on offer, as well 

as access to all the specialist support and training 

·  Established VCS groups development service ( groups with a moderate degree of 

funding): support with crises, specialist support from HR, legal, ICT, Community 

Accountancy, Funding, Performance Improvement, Funding, Volunteer support, 

Buildings, PR and Marketing, business planning, procurement and commissioning, 

consortia development, training, 

·  Established VCS Groups Service: groups who have a reasonable level of funding 

and resources and can pay for specialist services, training and consultancy support 

·  Strategic development, Representation, Policy and S ector Promotion: 

networking, information sharing, policy issues, mobilising the various levels of voice, 

representation, consultation strategic engagement and sector promotion takes place 

through all levels of the ‘Bristol VCS Support Service  

 

This model provides a useful framework to compare needs with services in Sheffield  
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Appendix D ACRONYMS 

ABG – Area Based Grants 

ALIS – Agewell Lunch clubs in Sheffield 

Black CARD (Community Agency for Regeneration and Development) 

BME Network – Black and Minority Ethnic Network 

CLASSY – Community Legal Advice Services South Yorkshire 

GVCF – Gleadless Valley Community Forum 

M&CDT - Manor and Castle Development Trust 

OFFER – Open Forum for Regeneration 

OSN – Out of School Network 

PCT – Primary Care Trust 

RAY – Rural Action Yorkshire 

SCC – Sheffield City Council 

SCEDU - Sheffield Community Enterprise Development Unit 

SFP – Sheffield First Partnership 

SIA – Sheffield Infrastructure Assembly 

SOAR - Southey Owlerton Area Regeneration 

STEP – Stocksbridge Training and Enterprise Partnership 

SYCF - South Yorkshire Community Foundation 

SYCC – South Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortium 

SYFAB – South Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau 

TfR – Together for Regeneration 

VCFS - Voluntary Community and Faith Sector 

VAS – Voluntary Action Sheffield 
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ZEST - trading name for Netherthorpe and Upperthorpe Community Alliance (NUCA) 
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Appendix E   The South Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortiu m 

The South Yorkshire ChangeUp Consortium is funded by Capacitybuilders until March 

2011 to implement the principle aims of: 

·  Promoting effective collaboration between infrastructure organisations 

·  Improving the quality and reach of infrastructure support services 

The Consortium has developed a Strategic Plan for 2008-11 to guide the delivery of its 

strategic aims and objectives, which include: 

·  Funding the development of district infrastructure consortia and local infrastructure 

plans in all four districts of South Yorkshire. Common themes and areas of activity 

are emerging across all four districts, which represent good opportunities for 

collaboration across district boundaries and the scope to utilise Consortium funding 

effectively to invest in development work at a sub-regional level, which represents 

better value for money 

·  Initiating collaborative working to develop a common assessment/referral tool for 

diagnosing organisational support needs, as a mechanism for improving 

signposting and referral process to ensure organisations receive the best possible 

service and a ‘no closed door’ policy across districts. This tool is currently being 

piloted in Barnsley and Rotherham, with Doncaster and Sheffield interested in 

piloting the tool in the near future. Additional work is being initiated to explore the 

development of an online database/mechanism for managing the 

assessment/referral tool. Work is currently being carried out to scope the 

implications and viability of creating such a system, which could be implemented at 

a sub-regional level. Reference is being made to examples of where this work is 

being undertaken in other regions around the country to assess the lessons that 

can be learned from others experience.  

·  Commissioning CRESR to undertake a focused piece of research to assess the 

volume, reach and the type of support members provide to frontline organisations to 

inform a more strategic approach to service delivery. This research will incorporate, 

and update data from Part of the Picture and other recent sector research, as well 
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as incorporating data from the local infrastructure plans to build an up to date 

picture of infrastructure support services in South Yorkshire 

·  Exploring the feasibility of developing a generic customer survey to reduce 

duplication and strengthen data collection 

·  Scoping the potential to develop a district and sub-regional development workers 

network and e-forum as a primary mechanism to support the ongoing development 

and implementation of the assessment/referral tool and also as a forum for sharing 

practice and resources. Interest from development workers has been strong and the 

first meeting will take place in the autumn of 2010 

·  Additional developments also include: 

o A monitoring and evaluation benchmarking pilot in Rotherham will lead to a 

wider sub-regional exercise with the potential to look at benchmarking other 

areas of activity. The findings from this work should help to strengthen 

processes across organisations and is an important outcome for the 

Consortium in its aim to support performance improvement 

o Developing a resource portal/bank has been flagged up by members as an 

area for collaboration to effectively share resources and reduce costs e.g. 

developing common fact sheets and shared information as well as 

collaborating on joint marketing materials etc. 

·  Utilising a significant resource in the shape of the Amazing People website will 

provide a platform for the Consortium’s aim of providing a common information and 

communications portal to support the work of the Consortium, the district consortia 

and its members. This work will be undertaken in collaboration with VAR and will 

avoid duplication with members existing websites 

·  The Consortium has commissioned two consultants to work with the South 

Yorkshire BME Infrastructure Network (SYBEPN) to develop its membership and 

strategic influence. A specific challenge the Network is aiming to address is how to 

build stronger relationships and links to generic infrastructure support to better 

integrate specialist infrastructure support and improve the reach of services to all 

sections of the community 

·  The Consortium is diversifying its membership and has recruited three new 

organisations. This process will be constantly reviewed. 
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····  Barnsley Black & Ethnic Minority 

Initiative 

····  South Yorkshire Centre for Inclusive 

Living 

····  Black Card ····  South Yorkshire Community 

Foundation 

····  Barnsley Association of Community 

Partnerships 

····  South Yorkshire Funding Advice 

Bureau 

····  Doncaster CVS ····  South Yorkshire Womens 

Development Trust 

····  Doncaster Ethnic Minority 

Regeneration Partnership 

····  Together for Regeneration 

····  OFFER (Sheffield CEN) ····  VC Train 

····  Rotherham Ethnic Minority Alliance ····  Voluntary Action Barnsley 

····  Rural Action Yorkshire ····  Voluntary Action Rotherham 

····  Sheffield Community Enterprise 

Development Unit 

····  Voluntary Action Sheffield 

····  Sheffield BME Network  


