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Executive summary barriers and facilitators to voluntary and community
sector involvement in IOM; explore how the Home
e Integrated Offender Management (IOM) aims to Of ce might best work with the VCS to encourage
reduce re-offending through local agencies taking a and support their capacity to work in partnership
partnership approach to the management of repeat with statutory agencies; and identify any implications
offenders. As part of an undertaking to increase for the delivery of future similar projects.
voluntary and community sector (VCS) involvement
in service delivery, the Home Of ce set up an The funding model
initiative to provide small grants to VCS organisations
to work with IOM partnerships. « Clinks, a national membership organisation that
supports the work of VCS organisations within
« The initiative used the expertise of the national VCS the criminal justice system of England and Wales,
umbrella body, Clinks, to develop and administer was appointed to oversee the project. Clinks in
the grants scheme. This *hands-off’ approach to turn appointed a lead voluntary and community
delivering centrally funded resources was considered sector agency in each of the four localities selected
to be innovative within a criminal justice setting. to test the initiative. These lead bodies acted as a
broker between local statutory and VCS agencies,
e The Home Of ce commissioned an evaluation of the coordinating local bids and overseeing the local
initiative which aimed to: explore the strengths and delivery of projects.

weaknesses of the funding model; identify perceived
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< Three types of organisation bid to undertake local

projects: independent voluntary organisations; social
enterprises; and local umbrella bodies such as a
Council for Voluntary Service. Over half the funding
for the project work was awarded to organisations
with no previous experience of working with
offenders. Seventeen projects were funded across
the four areas.The total value of the grants awarded
was £497Kk.

Projects funded through the initiative focused

on delivering services to offenders (e.g. work
placement opportunities for offenders, multi-agency
initiatives for supporting offenders post-release);

the provision of volunteering and mentoring
opportunities for IOM offenders; the strategic
development of the VCS to engage with IOM

(e.g. establishing fora, mapping of voluntary services);
or providing seed-corn grants to support small
voluntary organisations.

Clinks was empowered to provide the required
scrutiny and accountability on behalf of the Home
Of ce. The hands-off approach to funding decisions
taken was welcomed by local organisations. The
management and bidding processes were perceived
to be relatively light-touch and straightforward. The
compressed project timescales may, however, have
limited the number of VCS organisations which
became involved.

Clinks’ links to, and credibility within, the voluntary
sector, together with their specialist knowledge,
were regarded as important in allowing the swift
implementation of the project. The four local lead
bodies had good relations with many smallVCS
bodies in their areas.The fact that Home Of ce
funding for IOM was given directly to the VCS was
cited by several VCS stakeholders as helping to raise
their pro le and build credibility within local IOM
partnerships.

Involving the VCS in IOM - what it meant
for the local areas

Interviewees identi ed a number of bene ts arising from
the initiative.

e Links between voluntary and statutory sector

organisations were strengthened. The initiative
as a whole was perceived to have consolidated local
relationships between VCS and statutory agencies

in the criminal justice arena. Several local projects
sought explicitly to strengthen these links. Elsewhere
relations improved through the setting up of joint
governance arrangements for IOM.

Changing practitioners’ views on the value

of VCS involvement in IOM. The initiative was
perceived to have been successful in positively

in uencing the views of those in the statutory sector
on the value of the VCS sector. It had brought about
a shift away from the VCS being viewed solely as
‘well-meaning amateurs’.

The ability of the voluntary sector to address
the diverse needs of offenders. Organisations
that bid for funds were encouraged to consider local
needs of the IOM population. As a result, projects
were developed to address the needs of speci ¢
offender groups (e.g. female and BME offenders)
which might not have been met through traditional
commissioning processes. The use of seed-corn
grants was felt to have been effective in allowing
smaller VCS bodies, with expertise in niche areas, to
become involved in IOM.

Participants identi ed the following challenges to involving
the VCS in IOM.

Mixed levels of understanding of IOM amongst
the VCS. IOM was a new agenda for many of the
local VCS organisations involved in the initiative.
Those organisations which were new to IOM, in
some cases, were found to have a very limited
understanding of IOM.

Targeting IOM offenders. There were issues in
some projects around correctly identifying which
offenders were in scope for IOM. It was not always
clear whether VCS agencies were working with
members of the IOM cohort.

Staff buy-in. While local projects were well-
supported by senior IOM managers, some VCS staff
felt that frontline staff were less likely to buy into
the funded projects. This was problematic for VCS
services which relied on offender managers to make
referrals.

Risk management. Interviewees from both
sectors identi ed several issues around how the
VCS managed risk. Organisations which were new
to working with offenders did not always have easy
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access to the expertise required to assess offenders
and appropriately manage identi ed risks.

Developing appropriate information-sharing
agreements. Interviewees in all four areas reported
some dif culty in establishing workable information-
sharing protocols. Information-sharing agreements
which were in place before the initiative started

did not always re ect data sharing in the VCS (e.g.
limitations around IT equipment and storage).

The ability to sustain services after funding
had ended. With limited opportunities to seek
additional funding, it was felt that making services
available to offenders for a limited period risked
raising expectations that could not be sustained.
This in turn risked con rming a perception that VCS
services were fragile.

Competition within the VCS. TheVCS is both
competitive and diverse in its make up. Both factors
may act as a potential barrier to collaboration
between different VCS bodies. Although the initiative
contributed to improvements in collaborative

working, there were limits to what could be achieved.

Implications

Key implications for policy and practice are:

The use of a voluntary sector national umbrella
body to develop and administer the initiative worked
well in this instance, but it may not be feasible or
desirable for all areas. Future application should be
considered on a case-by-case basis.

The mix of local and national brokerage
organisations was perceived to have played a critical
role in delivering this initiative but this may not

re ectVCS capacity and capability nationally. If local
brokerage organisations are used in future initiatives,
departments will need to consider how to build
capacity in less developed sectors.

One challenge for increasing VCS involvement in
service delivery is around the level of resource
required to build local capacity. Consideration needs
to be given to how approaches such as this might be
encouraged or sustained without funding incentives.

Small amounts of funding to voluntary and
community sector bodies can make a marked

difference to local activities. The diversity of the VCS
market could be supported through commissioning
mechanisms, with the VCS being represented on
groups responsible for commissioning of IOM
services.

Where capacity allows,VCS organisations working
with offenders should have representation on
local IOM steering groups, perhaps through a lead
local area agency such as a Local Infrastructure
Organisation.

Buy-in to VCS engagement in IOM is important at all
levels across both VCS and statutory organisations.
Whilst strategic in uence is important, buy-in from
frontline staff is important and steps to ensure this
should be re ected in organisational communications
strategies.

Data-sharing issues in relation to IOM may be eased
if the Home Of ce and Ministry of Justice provided
a nationally agreed template to assist local areas in
developing arrangements.

The use of appropriately targeted seed-corn funding
can help VCS bodies with no prior experience of
working in IOM become involved and help meet the
needs of speci c offender groups.
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The report

Increasing the voluntary and community sector’s involvement in
Integrated Offender Management

Kevin Wong, Caroline O’Keeffe, Linda Meadows, Joanna Davidson, Hayden Bird, Katherine

Wilkinson and Paul Senior

1. Context and approach

Integrated Offender Management (IOM) aims to reduce
re-offending through local agencies taking a partnership
approach to the management of repeat offenders,*
offering an approach that combines enhanced supervision
and enforcement with improved access to a range of
services to address criminogenic needs.? In line with

the Government's desire to increase the role of the
voluntary and community sector (VCS) in service delivery,
the Home Of ce is seeking to encourage the VCS to
have an increased involvement in IOM partnerships. In
order to explore how the participation of the VCS in
IOM arrangements might be enhanced, the Home Of ce
provided small grants to VCS organisations in four IOM
areas through the ‘Innovative VCS Involvement in IOM
Arrangements Project’. These areas were Bournemouth,
Dorset and Poole (BDP); Croydon; Gloucestershire; and
Leeds. In total, £500,000 was made available for grants

to encourage the VCS in the targeted areas to take on a
more enhanced and equal role in designing and delivering
IOM locally. Following an initial period of planning over the
summer of 2010, the local projects ran from November
2010 to the end of March 2011.

The project represented a change for the Home Of ce
from the way it has traditionally delivered funding to local

areas. Instead of treating this as an internally driven project,

the Home Of ce used the expertise of a third party, the

national VCS umbrella body Clinks,® to develop and fully
administer the grant process.The use of a third party
VCS body to oversee the delivery of this project is widely
regarded as an innovative approach to delivering centrally
funded resources within a criminal justice setting.

The Home Of ce commissioned a process evaluation of
the Innovative VCS Involvement in IOM Arrangements
Project which aimed to:

< explore the strengths and weaknesses of the
funding model;

« identify stakeholder perceptions of any barriers and
facilitators to the VCS’s involvement in developing
and delivering IOM;

explore the views of the VCS around how the
Home Of ce might best work with them in order
to encourage local innovation and support their
capacity to work in partnership with statutory
agencies; and

identify any implications for the delivery of future
projects aimed at supporting the VCS’s capacity to
work in partnership with statutory agencies and
their involvement in public service delivery.

1 Home Of ce and Ministry of Justice (2009) Integrated Offender
Management. Government policy statement. London: COI.

2 Senior, P,Wong, K., Culshaw, A., Ellingworth, D., O’ Keeffe, C. and
Meadows, L (2011) Process Evaluation of Five Integrated Offender
Management Pioneer Areas. Ministry of Justice/Home Of ce,
Research Series 4/11.

3 Clinks is a national membership organisation that supports the
work that voluntary and community sector organisations undertake
within the criminal justice system of England and Wales. Their vision
is to see an independent, vibrant and well resourced voluntary
and community sector, working in partnership to promote the
rehabilitation of offenders. For more information on Clinks see
http://www.Clinks.org
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There were two overall phases of data collection. The

rst phase focused on the set-up of the project; data were
collected between September and November 2010 using
the following methaods:

e a documentary review of relevant Home Of ce and
Clinks project documents;

< brief semi-structured face-to-face interviews with
the Home Of ce Project Manager, Home Of ce
Project Worker and a representative from the Home
Of ce Finance Unit;

< 0bservation of Clinks-facilitated discussions including
one preliminary information meeting (Croydon) and
two project development workshops (Croydon and
Gloucestershire);

e 0bservation of the Clinks Grant Award Panel
meeting; and

< 0bservation of the Clinks-led workshop for grant
recipients.

The second phase concentrated on the project delivery
phase and two waves of data collection were undertaken
between November 2010 and March 2011 as follows.

Wave one, December 2010
« A project initiation workshop was held in each area.

< Project documentation from each of the sites was
reviewed.

e Forty-two interviews were undertaken with 26 VCS
and 16 statutory agency representatives.* Purposive
samples of the main stakeholder groups were
obtained through consultation with the HO, Clinks
and the lead VCS agencies at the sites.

e Interviews were undertaken with two Clinks staff.

4 Included: probation, police, local authorities and prison.
5 These included individuals interviewed during \Wave one and
individuals who had not previously been interviewed.

Wave two, February 2011
o Fifty-eight interviews® were undertaken with 36 VCS
and 22 statutory agency representatives.

e Interviews were undertaken with two Clinks staff.

e Interviews were conducted with four policy staff
from the Home Of ce and Ministry of Justice.

« Three action learning workshops were run involving
47VCS and statutory representatives.

e Four focus groups were held involving 37
representatives of small VCS agencies and six
interviews with small VCS agencies who were unable
to attend the focus groups.

e There were 13 observations of project activities
funded through the grant programme.

Whilst the eldwork ensured that data were collected in
relation to all of the projects funded across the four areas,
seven projects were selected as case studies in order to
provide an opportunity for a more in-depth exploration
of activity and stakeholder perceptions.The case study
projects were sampled in order to provide a geographic
spread across the four areas, a mix of targeted offender
groups, the involvement of a range of different sizes of
VCS organisation and some included projects which were
regarded as innovative by the research team (identi ed
with Clinks and the Home Of ce).These were:

e IOM in rural Dorset;

e Croydon women’s court service;

e VCS partnership and development programme
in Croydon (incorporating the provision of
seed-corn grants);

< Reach social enterprise in Gloucestershire;

e Cheltenham Community Project social enterprise;

< Restorative justice project in Gloucestershire; and

e Leeds IOM prison hub.



Research Report 59

(000o 2012

All interviews were conducted using an agreed semi-
structured interview schedule and were recorded
and transcribed. Observation notes were taken using
a thematic proforma and free-notes. The transcripts,
observation notes and background documents were
analysed using a thematic framework approach.

The scope of the evaluation intentionally focused on a
qualitative approach to explore the implications for policy
and practice of the Home Of ce implementing a new
model of grant distribution. Therefore, the evaluation

did not seek to provide an outcome assessment of the
individual projects that were funded through the initiative
or any cost-bene t analysis.

In the course of conducting the process evaluation,

two limitations of the methodology have been noted.
First, the phased approach to the eldwork was intended
to capture early and later experiences from the sites.
However, data from interviewees that were involved

in both waves of eldwork yielded limited additional
information capture in the second wave, re ecting the
short interval (in some cases two months) between the
two waves of eldwork.The intensity of the evaluation
activity may also have resulted in research fatigue, with
diminishing returns for the data collected, particularly
among participants who may have been involved in three
or more eldwork activities.

Second, despite the development of criteria to inform
interview, workshop and focus group participant
selection, purposive sampling means that more motivated
and positive stakeholders may have participated. The
researchers’ observations of project activities provide
snapshots of project-related activity but were also
dependent on which volunteers, staff and offenders were
in attendance.

The report is divided into the following chapters.

e Chapter 2 describes the funding distribution model
used by this project and the key perceptions of the
stakeholders in relation to the model.

< Chapter 3 describes how the project funding was
spent across the four areas.

< Chapter 4 explores project stakeholder perceptions
of the overall bidding process and the funding
delivery mechanism.

e Chapter 5 explores project stakeholder perceptions
of involving the VCS in IOM, including the bene ts
and challenges.

< Chapter 6 outlines the key implications for policy
and practice arising from the project.



Increasing the voluntary and community sector’s involvement in Intergrated Offender Management

2. The funding model

The Home Of ce’s traditional approach to distributing
grants to projects involves setting a clear framework of
the outcomes they expect in return for grant payments,
with the process being centrally driven and managed by
civil servants. In the case of this project, the Home Of ce
deliberately set very broad parameters for the project at
the outset and identi ed a third party, Clinks, to take full
responsibility for delivering the grant stream. Clinks was
asked to set the detailed scope and outcome framework
for the funding, with only light scrutiny from the Home
Of ce.The initial project parameters set by the Home
Of ce were that:

< the project should allow the VCS to take a lead role
in IOM;

< the project should require the Home Of ce to take
a ‘hands-off’ approach in managing the funding; and

< the project should seek to encourage innovation.

The four locations in which the project was focused were
proposed by Clinks based on a sampling strategy agreed by
the Home Of ce.® In two of these locations Clinks already
had well established relationships with local VCS bodies; in
the other two areas the local relationship with Clinks was
less well developed.

Figure 1: Intermediary/brokerage relationships
within the project

Home Of ce

|
Clinks

Local lead agency

Local VCS organisation Local IOM Statutory agencies

The same local brokerage arrangements were replicated across the four sites

Clinks identi ed a lead agency in each location to take

on a brokerage role between the statutory and VCS
agencies, coordinating local bids and overseeing the local
delivery of projects, as illustrated in Figure 1. In three
areas the lead VCS agency was a local VCS infrastructure
organisation,” with the fourth area (Leeds) using aVCS
agency already delivering services to offenders with
established links to local criminal justice agencies and

VCS networks. Project areas took different approaches

to developing their funding proposals. For example, in

one area local projects were developed independently

by local VCS agencies and were brought together by the
local VCS infrastructure organisation on a thematic basis
to construct a coherent bid; in another area the project
development process was more collaborative between the
VCS infrastructure organisation and the statutory agencies,
with some projects speci cally developed around gaps

in provision identi ed by statutory partners, but did not
have the same engagement from wider local VCS partners.
Factors in uencing these differing approaches appeared

to be the extent to which the local VCS lead agency was
already engaged in IOM or wider work with offenders; the
strength of historic relationships between the VCS and
statutory agencies; and the extent to which Clinks had
previously established local links.

Whilst the Home Of ce and Clinks were clear that they
would not apply a strong framework to performance
manage the projects, a number of desirable outcomes

and principles were used to form part of the criteria for
assessing applications (see Annex 1). These broad principles
emphasised the fact that the short-term funded projects
were primarily being used to develop and learn about the
partnership process from aVCS perspective, rather than
reducing levels of re-offending.

A number of perceptions of key areas of learning identi ed
through the project set-up stage are discussed below.

6 The sampling framework included the following criteria: a mix of
urban and rural areas; opportunity to build on local partnership
activity including IOM; differing levels of local infrastructure
organisation activity and capacity to engage in IOM,; the level of IOM
engagement with services for women offenders; and the opportunity
to address the needs of Black and Minority Ethnic populations.

7 Local Infrastructure Organisations are charitable bodies (such as
a Council for Voluntary Service) that typically provide a range of
support services for all VCS organisations within their area. These
might include help with organisational development, funding advice,
training, and co-ordinating the sector’s engagement with, and
representation on, local strategic groupings.
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Agreeing funding arrangements within
existing HO funding protocols: balancing
third-party freedom with accountability

This initiative was the rst grant stream that the Home
Of ce delivered seeking a greater involvement of the
voluntary and community sector in actually delivering
funding; it therefore raised some nancial complexities
that needed careful consideration. The Treasury sets rules
for government nance to ensure regularity, propriety and
value for money.Whilst this project aimed to increase VCS
involvement and encourage local decision making around
the distribution of funding, Treasury rules still required the
Home Of ce to demonstrate how all funding distributed
contributed to the achievement of the department’s aims.
Funding arrangements were ultimately agreed for Clinks
to play a key intermediary role in the distribution of
monies and they were empowered to provide the required
element of scrutiny and accountability on behalf of the
Home Of ce. Some interviewees felt that the processes
required to increase VCS involvement in making decisions
on the distribution of funding needed development.

The Home Of ce viewed this project as a vehicle to
test a more hands-off approach to funding distribution
and learn lessons around the viability, ef ciency and
effectiveness of this process. Staff involved in managing the
project recognised that this approach to the distribution
of government grants would not be possible or suitable
for all funding streams. If the use of VCS intermediary
bodies in the distribution of central grants becomes
more commonplace, and more organisations are trusted
and empowered to decide locally on spending priorities
for public money, a critical aspect for the Home Of ce
will be in getting the right balance between enabling
empowerment and maintaining accountability.

Assembling appropriate expertise to
oversee the delivery of the early stages of
the project

The project operated within an extremely tight

timescale, formally beginning in September 2010 with

the requirement for the funding to be spent by the end

of March 2011. In spite of the compressed timetable, the
early stages of the project moved ahead as scheduled. A
key contributory factor that was perceived to allow the
project to develop quickly was the project management
team successfully identifying and bringing together relevant
expert knowledge from across the Home Of ce. Expert

knowledge and guidance in this project was provided by
relevant Finance Teams, teams with previous experience
of working with the VCS and researchers. Drawing on the
skills and expertise of these ‘specialists’ was recognised by
of cials as an essential step in getting project development
and implementation right in the early stages. It was
essentially about “having a team of people and knowing
who to tap into” (Home Of ce of cial).

The right VCS partner

Home Of ce staff recognised that the amount of time and
the level of skill that the national VCS partner dedicated to
the initial phase of this project was important in allowing
it to be delivered quickly and effectively. The relationship
built between Clinks and the Home Of ce was perceived
by Home Of ce staff as a factor which gave them the

con dence to trust Clinks to deliver the project effectively.
This perception of trust at an organisational level was
undoubtedly enhanced at an individual level through the
personal drive and dedication shown by the Clinks project
manager, whom Home Of ce staff said “inspired us with
such con dence”.Therefore, the extent to which the
particular organisations or ‘personalities’ have been the
critical factor in driving the project forward, and whether
this could be routinely expected in other contexts, may be
worth further consideration in developing future projects
of this type.

“| think this model works because [Clinks] wanted to
make it work and | don't think that you can just think that
you can give the money to any other umbrella body, for
anything, and it's gonna work.” (Home Of ce of cial)

Incorrect assumptions, different
terminology and processes used by
government departments and the VCS.

One area of confusion that emerged early on in the
project was around the payment of a ‘management fee’
to Clinks. The Home Of ce identi ed Clinks as the only
suitable national VCS umbrella organisation able to deliver
the funding programme without requiring the payment
of a management fee. Home Of ce staff interpreted the
absence of a management fee to mean that Clinks would
receive no payment for taking on the delivery role and
this was an important factor in nance of cials agreeing
that Clinks could be used legitimately without the need
for a competitive tendering process. Following initial
discussions between the Home Of ce and Clinks, each
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party came away with slightly different understandings of
what constituted a management fee and it became clear
that Clinks could only undertake the management of
the project if there was some suitable reimbursement of
expenses. Ultimately this issue was resolved successfully,
but both Clinks and the Home Of ce highlighted this as
an example of where a small but signi cant difference

in terminology had the potential to cause signi cant
problems to the development of the project.

Managing Home Of ce expectations on
progress of the project

The hands-off nature of this project presented a number
of challenges for the Home Of ce around managing
expectations internally. One of the consequences of
transferring the management of this project over to Clinks
was that the Home Of ce would not know directly, on a
day-to-day basis, how the project was progressing. Whilst
this was very much an intended consequence of this new
method of delivery, operating within the constraints of this
limited project knowledge was, at times, a dif cult change
for Home Of ce staff. Senior managers were enthusiastic
about the project and wanted to hear about how the new
approach that it was taking was working; understandably,
they were also keen to know what had happened to the
funding which formed part of their budgets. Balancing

this expectation for information against the necessity to
allow Clinks to develop the project independently was
challenging for the Home Of ce project staff in the early
stages. Home Of ce staff felt that this issue was addressed,
in part, through the professional approach taken by Clinks
and the con dence that they were able to instil in their
ability to deliver the project successfully.

‘Strengths-based’ decision making

Observations of the Grant Award Panel meeting
highlighted differences in the approach taken to the grant
award decision-making process by the Home Of ce and
Clinks. The Home Of ce traditionally takes a formal
approach to awarding grants, often through the use of
scoring systems which are based on de ned assessment
criteria. In contrast, the approach taken in the Grant Award
Panel in this project also appeared to be in uenced by

the experience and intuition of the panel members and
based around detailed discussions of strengths, weaknesses
and risk.The VCS panel members also brought with

them detailed knowledge of the skills and abilities of the
bidding organisations, something which Home Of ce staff
acknowledge they would nd more dif cult to access.

Members of the Grant Award Panel were clear that

the concept of ‘risk’ is viewed positively by the VCS.

They felt that the VCS and Home Of ce have different
understandings of risk and that the VCS are perhaps willing
to accept a higher level of risk and fund things that the
Home Of ce might regard as ‘risky’. In this instance, the
panel regarded some level of risk as acceptable in relation
to the innovation and learning opportunity that the Home
Of ce was seeking through the project. This perception

of a difference in tolerance levels around ‘risk’ is perhaps
an area which the Home Of ce needs to be mindful of if
devolved grant distribution becomes more commonplace.

The Clinks bidding process was, in the end, largely non-
competitive as the vast majority of bids were approved,
with further clari cation sought on a small minority. This
lack of formal competition was mainly seen to be a result
of the advice and guidance that Clinks provided to the
local areas throughout the bid preparation phase.Whilst
the VCS is not reluctant to compete for funding, the Clinks
process allowed the applications to be ‘reality checked’
and gave the project areas a level of con dence that their
applications for funding would be approved. Home Of ce
of cials perceived this lack of competition for funding,
together with the advice and support which the areas
received from Clinks in preparing their proposals, to be a
key factor which encouraged the engagement and efforts
of the local VCS.
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3.The funded projects

This chapter describes how the Home Of ce funding for
this project was spent across the four areas. It identi es
the types of projects funded; the range of organisations
that delivered the projects and their previous experience
of working with offenders; and any key achievements that
were evident at the time the eldwork was conducted.

Seventeen projects were funded across the four areas,
including two tranches of money which were distributed
as seed-corn grants to support smaller voluntary
organisations (in Croydon and Bournemouth, Dorset and
Poole). The total value of the grants awarded was £496,557
and a summary of the projects funded is provided in Table
1.8 The level of funding allocated to individual projects
ranged from £3,485 to £73,791.82.°

Organisations that were successful in their bids to
undertake the work fell into three categories: seven
projects were delivered by independent voluntary
organisations; two projects were delivered by social
enterprises;®® and the remaining eight projects were
delivered by a Local Infrastructure Organisation (LIO).1!
The proportion of project funding awarded to each type of
organisation is shown in Figure 2.

8 An asterisk (*) indicates that the project was a case study project for
the process evaluation.

9 Within this, the range of funding allocated through the seed-corn
grants was from £480 to £7,362.

10 Social enterprises are businesses driven by a social or environmental
purpose.As with all businesses, they compete to deliver goods and
services; however, the pro ts they make are reinvested towards
achieving their identi ed purpose.

11 Local infrastructure organisations are charitable bodies (such as
a Council for Voluntary Service) that typically provide a range
of support services for all VCS organisations within their area.
These might include help with organisational development, funding
advice, training, and coordinating the sector’s engagement with, and
representation on, local strategic groupings.

Figure 2: Proportion of funding awarded by
type of organisation

£197,375

40%

£54,432
11%

I Local Infrastructure Organisation

D Social Enterprise
B \Voluntary Organisation

Whilst the social enterprises and independent voluntary
organisations all reported that they had previously

worked with offenders, the LIOs did not have prior experience
and this was a new area of work for them. Funding totalling
£260,565 was awarded to organisations with no previous
experience of working with offenders and this represented
over half of the funding that was awarded for project work.*2

Size of the VCS organisations

Using numbers of paid staff as an indicator of size of VCS
agency, of the 36 organisations which received funding
from the programme (as a main project or seed-corn grant

project) and responded:

< 26 agencies had between one and 49 members of
paid staff;

e Six agencies had between 50 and 199 members of
paid staff;

< three agencies had between 200 and 499 members
of paid staff; and

e One agency had 500 plus members of paid staff.

12 £29,918 of the total funding awarded was spent on management and
overhead costs across three of the areas.
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