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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study investigated the state of the voluntary sector in Newcastle in 2005
in terms of certain key variables.

The study was conceived as methodically very simple, in order to be
achievable within NCVS resources.

It looked at key variables in a number of areas, namely:

 Staffing, volunteers, committee members and area of operation.

 Financial information such as range and size, annual income, sources of
income, and relation to Local Authority grant aid.

It also examined Quality Accreditation and Performance Improvement.

Questionnaires were sent to all 444 NCVS members, and 123 were returned.
The sample who replied appear to be reasonably representative of the whole
membership.

Comparison was made of many variables with the findings of the similar study
in 2001.

Key Findings

 47% of the sample organisations work solely in Newcastle, 53% on a
wider basis.

 75% employ staff, with 69% of these having 10 or less staff.

 The sample employs 1940 people, which adjusted for the whole of NCVS
membership, would give a staff figure of about 7003.

 2834 volunteers are involved, which adjusted for the membership would
give a figure of about 11,038.

 1057 people volunteer as committee members, which adjusted for the
membership would give a figure of about 3911.

 The sample has a combined annual income of over £41 million, which
adjusted to the whole membership would give a figure of £179 million.
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 51% of the groups working only in Newcastle receive grant aid.

 Every pound in grant aid to organisations working only within
Newcastle brings in a further £14.  For organisations with a wider
geographical remit, every pound of grant aid brings in £18.

 Voluntary organisations’ annual income ranges from £53 to
£8,339,982, but 49% are in the range of £20,000 to £250,000.

 By far the most important source of income overall is what
organisations earn.

 Important sources of income other than grant aid in terms of number
of organisations that use them are Earnings, Fundraising, National
Government, Charitable Trusts, Interest and the Big Lottery.

 Important sources of income other than grant aid in terms of total
amount are Earnings, Newcastle LA Contracts, National Government,
Health Bodies, New Deal and Charitable Trusts.

 There is considerable consistency between the figures in 2001 and in
this study.  The biggest changes are in some sources of funding.

 34% of the sample have, or are working towards, some kind of Quality
Accreditation.

  57% of the sample is interested in the idea of Performance
Improvement, and 36% of those would be prepared to pay something
for it.
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A INTRODUCTION

Purpose

In 2001 NCVS undertook to attempt to produce a “snapshot” of some
important elements of the voluntary sector in Newcastle at that time.
We hoped that the results would be useful to voluntary organisations
themselves; to the Local Authority and other statutory bodies; to
funders and to other researchers and policy makers.  This proved to be
the case, and we therefore decided to repeat the exercise in 2005.

As in 2001 we were interested in a number of factors that would help in
understanding the size and range of the sector in Newcastle.  The
questions were aimed at acquiring information on the following issues:

 The overall income of organisations, and its sources.

 The numbers of staff, volunteers and committee members.

 The area of operation of organisations.

Method

The research does not attempt to be rigorous academic research.  The
questionnaire was deliberately kept as simple as possible in order to
encourage the maximum possible number of returns.  The analysis
was very simple; for the most part counting quantities in various
categories.  No particular systems of confidentiality were required,
since the type of information requested was such that it could quite
easily appear in Annual Reports.

NCVS is a membership organisation where membership is open to any
voluntary organisation active within Newcastle.  While it would be
unlikely that any CVS would have all voluntary organisations in its area
in membership, and impossible to prove it if it did, the large and
constant size of NCVS membership leads us to believe that a very fair
proportion of voluntary organisations in Newcastle are members.  We
therefore had no hesitation in using them as our sample.

The questionnaire was sent to all 444 NCVS members, and 123 were
returned, a 28% response rate.  As would be expected, not all answers
could be included in all tables, as there were a number of no answers,
or unclear answers that could not be interpreted.
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This Sample

We were pleased with this number of returns, which is quite high.  Of
course it poses the question of whether the groups that replied are
representative of the whole sector, and this cannot be known for
certain.  It might be suggested that very small groups with no staff
might be less likely to reply, given their lack of resources, and this
might bias the sample to the larger end of the spectrum.  However, we
know that several of the largest national organisations did not reply,
and if they had, they would have added considerably to the figures on
income, staff and volunteers.  We also examined our records on
replying and non-replying organisations, and in our view those who
replied do represent a reasonable sample of the whole membership.
This is supported by the figures on ranges of incomes, staffing, and so
forth.

We asked no questions about ethnicity, but we know from the names of
the respondents which ones are BME groups.  10 of those replied – 8%
of the sample.  This compares well with the percentage of members we
have from BME groups, which is 12%.

As for types of work done by the respondents, they are very
broadspread.  There are service deliverers; arts groups; faith groups;
groups working with children, young people, the elderly, and various
diseases and disabilities; sports groups and environmental groups;
housing trusts; infrastructure organisations and community
associations.  There is no reason to think that respondents are in any
way seriously different from the overall NCVS membership.

Four responses were from grant making charities.  We have excluded
these four responses from the finance questions, because their
position is different from that of the other respondents; ie, they are
giving some of the money that other organisations are registering as
income, so it would be confusing, and partly double counting, to include
them in the same analysis.

However we have included their answers on all other sections, since
they are part of the sector, and it is quite legitimate to count their staff,
volunteers, and so forth.

All in all, we are confident that the sample is reasonably representative
of our membership.
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B PEOPLE & PLACES

Geographical Base

We were interested in what organisations view as their area of
operation.  We know that groups may be anywhere on a scale from a
tiny local neighbourhood area to national status; and also that when
they select an area of operation, they may well not be influenced by
Local Authority boundaries.  That makes life harder for researchers
(and Local Authorities), but is entirely understandable for the
organisations concerned.

TABLE A - AREA OF OPERATION

AREA DESCRIPTION
NO. OF
ORGS.

Local Small Project   16    (13%)

Ward Level   13    (11%)         47%

Large part of the City     4    (  3%)

City Wide    24   (20%)

Tyneside or Tyne & Wear    19    (15%)         53%

Large part of the North East    47    (38%)

TOTAL  123

Table A shows that members do fall into all the categories we
suggested but there are perhaps a surprising number who cover “a
large part of the North East” – 38%.  If the categories are collated into
two only – entirely within Newcastle, and covering areas outside
Newcastle, we can see that 47% of the sample works entirely within
Newcastle, and 53% have a wider remit – a fairly even split.

We wondered whether Newcastle’s position as the regional capital
affected this.  It seemed possible that many groups with a wider
geographical remit would choose to base themselves in Newcastle as
the regional capital.  Examination of the answers indicated that this
indeed seems to be so; most of the organisations with a wider than
Newcastle remit, were physically based in the city.  This would suggest
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that Newcastle’s role as regional capital means that it is substantially
enriched by having many voluntary organisations with wide
geographical remits based here.

Interestingly, the overall figures are almost identical to those reported
in 2001, when 44% were Newcastle only, and 54% had a wider remit.
The only substantial changes were that there were more organisations
saying that they work at ward level (11% as opposed to 4%) and less
saying they work in “a large part of the city” (3% as opposed to 12%).
There seems to be no obvious reason for such a change, and it may
simply be a random effect.  Overall, it is surprising how similar the
figures on Area of Operation are to those of 2001.

Number of Sites Used

We also asked how many sites each organisation used, and the
answers are shown in Table B.

TABLE B – NUMBER OF SITES USED

No. of Sites No. of Organisations
1                   88     (72%)
2                   13     (11%)
3                     2     (  1%)
4                     1     (  1%)
5                     3     (  2%)

           Over 6                     9     (  7%)
Unclear/No Answer                     7     (  6%)

    TOTAL                 123     (100%)

It is no surprise that a majority (72%) operate from one site only, but
this figure is substantially greater than last time, when it was 65%.  It is
of course likely that it is the organisations with the wider geographical
remit that have more sites.

Staffing

We were very interested to obtain figures on how many organisations
have staff, with some detail on how they are used. We were also, of
course, interested to know about numbers of volunteers, including
committee members.
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TABLE C - ORGANISATIONS WITH AND WITHOUT STAFFING

Staffing Status No. of Orgs.

Organisations with staff      92   (75%)

Organisations without staff      30   (24%)

Unclear        1

TOTAL    123

Table C shows that the majority of organisations do have staff, but that
there are a substantial number of volunteer-only organisations, with
nearly a quarter of the sample.  There is a change since 2001, when
81% had staff.  However the fact that fewer responding organisations
have staff does not indicate that the sector is employing less people, as
Table E shows.

TABLE D - SIZE OF STAFFING

Number of Staff Number of Organisations
1 9          (10%)
2                     8          (  9%)
3                   11          (12%)
4                     7          (  8%)
5                     8          (  9%)

                 6-10                   20          (21%)
               11-15                     6          (  6%)
               16-25                     7          (  8%)
               26-50                     7          (  8%)
             51-100                     5          (  5%)
           101-404                     4          (  4%)
            TOTAL                    92        (100%)

When we look at how they are staffed, Table D shows that a great
range is covered, but with the majority having relatively small staff
numbers – ie 69% of the staffed sample have 10 or less staff.  This
bears out the generally held view that as employers, most voluntary
organisations fall squarely into what is known as the Small to Medium
Enterprise (SME) category, which in turn means that they are likely to
have to cope with all the problems that beset SME employers,
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including working to employment regulations that are disproportionate
to their size and resources.

However there does seem to have been a rise in the number of
organisations employing relatively large numbers of staff – if we take
26 and over as a substantial employer, in 2001 10% of respondents fell
into that category, and in 2004 it is 17%.

We are also interested in the fact that a substantial number – 31% -
have 3 or less employees.  This is strikingly similar to the figure in
2001, when it was 37%, but the slight fall, if indicative of a real trend, is
to be welcomed.  It is our view at NCVS that organisations with 3 or
less staff are particularly vulnerable to problems, largely because that
staff size makes it very difficult to cope with any kind of disruption such
as staff illness, maternity leave, or even staff turnover.  It is also
important to remember that even if an organisation has only one
member of staff, it has to observe the same substantial employment
legislation as does an organisation with 100 staff, and this is a hugely
disproportionate burden.

TABLE E - NUMBER OF STAFF

Number of Full Time Staff 1255
Number of Part Time Staff   685
TOTAL                  1940

Table E shows that the total number of staff employed by the sample is
1940, and 1255 of these are full time.  (We did not attempt to ascertain
the number of staff in terms of Full Time Equivalents, as we know from
experience that this is the kind of question that involves substantial
work and tends to discourage respondents from answering the
questionnaire.)  This is a substantial number of employees, and if we
assume that our sample is typical, and increase it in proportion to the
size of the NCVS membership, it would mean that about 7,003 people
are employed by the voluntary sector in Newcastle, which is a
substantial part of the work force – about 6%.  (The actual figure will be
less than this, since we have used the figure for the Newcastle work
force, and some of these staff will work outside the City, and we do not
know the figure for this.  However it remains impressive).

This is the first measurement that shows a really substantial change
since 2001, when the number of employees was 1,318, which indicates
a nearly 50% rise in employee numbers.
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We were also interested as to whether staffed organisations have a
staff member in charge of running the organisation, and whether they
have any staff to do administration.  We were interested because we
know how problems can be caused in the sector by the lack of these
things.

              TABLE F - ORGANISATIONS WITH OR WITHOUT
               A STAFF MEMBER IN CHARGE

Description No. of Orgs. 2001
With a Staff Member in Charge     82      (89%) 84%
Without a Staff Member in Charge       8      (  9%) 13%
Unclear/No Answer       2      (  2%)        3%
TOTAL     92

               TABLE G - ORGANISATIONS WITH OR WITHOUT
                 ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

Description No. of Orgs. 2001
With Admin Support      84      (91%) 73%
Without Admin Support        7      (  8%) 24%
Unclear/No Answer        1      (  1%)        3%
TOTAL      92

Tables F and G show the response to these questions, with the 2001
figures for comparison.  The figures for organisations with a staff
member in charge of the organisation has crept up slightly, but
probably not significantly.  However some organisations have so few
staff that it might be presumed that it is these organisations that have
no staff member in charge.  This is partly true; 22% of the
organisations with no one in charge have only one staff member, and
33% have only 2, but a few quite sizeable organisations have no
member in charge.

However there has been a substantial, and welcome, rise in the
number of organisations with an administrative employee – 73% to
91%.  As we observed in the last Report, if there is no-one to do
administration, then staff who are employed to do other things must be
doing it, which is not likely to be an effective use of their time or skills.
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Volunteers

The figures on volunteers are less upbeat.  In 2001 respondents
reported a total of 3,681 volunteers, and the current figure is 2,834 – a
decline of 847, or 23%.  This is a substantial figure, and a regrettable
one.  Of course the contribution of volunteers to the City is still
substantial, and if the figure is adjusted in proportion to the size of the
NCVS membership, it would mean that about 11,038 volunteers are
contributing.  Nevertheless, any decline can only be regretted.

The public perception is often that all voluntary organisations have
volunteers, and this is of course not the case, except for committee
members.  Of the sample, 41 organisations (36%), have no volunteers,
strikingly similar to the 2001 figure of 32%, which might indicate that
there are structural reasons why some organisations don’t have
volunteers.

The figures for volunteers given above does not include committee
members, who are of course volunteers, but are so important that we
wanted to look at them separately.

Committee Members

TABLE H – SIZE OF COMMITTEES

Size of Committee Number of Organisations
2  1
3  3
4  9
5  16
6                        13
7                          9
8                        13
9                        10

                    10                          7
                    11+                        39

Unclear/No Answer                          3
            TOTAL                      123

Table H shows the number of organisations with each size of
committee.  The figures here are somewhat contradictory.  1,057
people volunteer their services as committee members – a tremendous
contribution to the life of the city, and an increase on the 2001 figure of
819.  Extrapolated by the number of NCVS members it would mean
3911 people are serving as committee members.  However we have
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concerns over the number of organisations with a committee of 5 or
less, for as with small staff numbers, this gives little protection if there
is a sudden loss of committee members.  This figure has risen from
12% of organisations in 2001 to 24%, which indicates a substantial
number of organisations operating with dangerously low committee
sizes.  Looked at another way, if we make the assumption that 10 is a
minimum safe size, only 38%, just over a third of the sample, are in this
safety zone.  So though the total number of committee volunteers has
risen substantially, more organisations are at risk from very small
committees.

However it is still true that if the numbers contributing as committee
members and the numbers volunteering are taken together, it is a clear
sign of the voluntary sector’s added value to city life.

Charity Status

We also wished to see how many of our sample were registered
charities.  Registered charity status offers some advantages to an
organisation in terms of fundraising and respectability, but it is not open
to all types of organisation, and it also carries its own regulatory
burdens.  In fact 80% of the respondents were registered charities, an
increase on 75% last time.
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C FINANCE

We were very interested in investigating the financial base of the sector
in Newcastle.  While there is national research on the finances of the
voluntary sector, it is very difficult to find similar research at a local
level.  It is easy to understand why, of course, as the finances of the
sector are complex and varied, and not easy to get a grip on.
Furthermore, if questionnaire questions are too complicated, there is a
strong tendency for respondents to give up, because of the work
involved, and simply not complete and return the form.  We spent some
time framing our finance questions so that they would give us useful
information, but not be so difficult that they discouraged respondents.
Even with this effort, a great deal of follow up phoning to clarify
information was required.

The key things we wanted to know were:

 The financial size of the sector.

 How much Newcastle LA grant aid contributes.

 How much leverage there is with Newcastle LA grant aid.

 What are the other important sources of income.

 Changes in any of these since 2001.

We asked respondents to give us information on the most recent year
for which they had information.  Since organisations have different
financial years, and also do their accounting at different speeds, we
cannot state that there is a definite and particular year to which all the
financial data refers.  What we can say is that it is the most complete
financial information possessed by the replying organisations, and for
many of them that will be April 2003 to March 2004.
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Total Income

TABLE I - TOTAL ANNUAL INCOME

Newcastle Only
Organisations

(Number = 53)

Wider Remit
Organisations

(Number = 49)

Total

Grant Aided
Organisations
(Number = 43)

    £10,332,392
(N = 27)

2001
£4,920,600

    £8,015,747
(N = 16)

2001
£5,777,942

£18,348,139

2001
£10,698,542

Non Grant
Aided
Organisations
(Number = 59)

£2,437,780
(N = 26)

2001
£2,230,254

£20,409,054
(N = 33)

2001
£17,655,149

£22,846,834

2001
£19,885,403

TOTAL     £12,770,172

2001
£7,150,854

   £28,424,801

2001
£23,433,091

£41,194,973

2001
£30,583,945

Table I shows the total income of respondents.  It has broken the
figures into the “Newcastle Only Organisations” (those organisations
who operate solely within the boundaries of Newcastle itself), and
“Wider Remit Organisations” (those who operate on a wider
geographical basis).  It is reasonable to assume that some of the
income of the Wider Remit category is being applied outside of
Newcastle, and it would be very difficult, if not impossible, to sort these
figures into what is actually spent in Newcastle.  Nevertheless, as we
remarked earlier, the vast majority of the Wider Remit organisations
are based in Newcastle, and our own knowledge of the organisations
involved confirms that they are all very active here.  It is therefore
reasonable to assume that a very fair part of this income is applied in
the Newcastle area.
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The total income reported by the sample is a staggering £41 million,
which if this sample is representative of our members (and we have no
reason to suppose it is not) would give a figure of £179 million being
handled by the sector annually.  This is a substantial rise over the
figure in 2001, which was £30 million, extrapolated to £90 million for all
members.

Table I shows all the comparable figures for 2001, which allows us to
see if the rise is the same for all 4 types of organisation, and it clearly is
not.  The rise in income of Newcastle Only Non Grant Aid organisations
is probably not much more than would be expected from normal cost of
living increases.  The next lowest is the Wider Remit Non Grant Aided
organisations, who show a rise of 16%.  However the Wider Remit
Grant Aided Organisations show a rise in total income of 39%, and the
Newcastle Only Grant Aided organisations have more than doubled
their total income.

(It should be remembered that the figures in Table I are actual totals,
and the sample is slightly larger than in 2001 – 102 as compared to 96
– so the figures would be expected to be slightly larger, but the
increases are clearly not accounted for by a larger sample.)

The total income figures are impressive, but can also be broken down
to tell us more about organisations in the sample.
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Range of Organisational Income

TABLE J - ORGANISATIONS IN INCOME BANDS

Annual
Income

Newcastle
Only
Orgs

Wider Remit
Orgs

Total %
in

2001

Under 1K
1K – 5K
5K – 10K
10K – 20K
20K – 50K
50K – 100K
100K – 250K
250K – 500K
500K – 1 Mill
Over 1 Mill

    2        4%
    6      11%
    5        9%
    4        8%
    3        6%
    8      15%
  13      25%
    7      13%
    3        6%
    2        4%

   2            4%
   3            6%
   2            4%
   2            4%
   9          18%
   4            8%
 13          27%
   4            8%
   1            2%
   9          18%

    4         4%
    9         9%
    7         7%
    6         6%
  12       12%
  12       12%
  26       25%
  11       11%
    4         4%
  11       11%

  3%
  6%
  7%
  4%
17%
17%
27%
  6%
  4%
  8%

TOTAL   53  49 102

Table J shows how many organisations are in each income band,
again broken down into Newcastle Only and Wider Remit categories.  It
is interesting to see what a wide range is covered, with 4 organisations
with an annual income of less than £1000, and 11 with incomes of over
£1 million.  (The actual range of incomes goes from £53 to
£8,339,982).  One would assume, of course, that those organisations
with the lowest incomes are those without staff, since staff costs are
usually the major expenditure in voluntary organisations.

Half of all organisations fall within the £20,000 to £250,000 bands, and
the biggest single band is the £100,000 to £250,000, with a quarter of
the entire sample.  This is almost exactly the same figure as in 2001,
though in 2005 slightly more Newcastle Only organisations fall in this
band, and slightly less Wider Remit organisations.  However the
differences are very small, and unlikely to be significant.  Overall there
are no big differences in the percentages falling into the different bands
from the 2001 figures, and nothing that looks significant, though
interestingly there is a slightly greater percentage in the over £1 million
band.
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Grant Aid

Throughout this section, “grant aid” always refers to grant aid from
Newcastle LA, unless otherwise stated. Supporting the importance of
grant aid we notice in Table I that in the Newcastle Only groups, those
who receive grant aid bring in more than four times as much money in
total income as those who receive no grant aid, despite being the same
in number (27 grant aided, 26 not grant aided).  This may very well
indicate that an organisation that operates solely within one Local
Authority area really needs to be supported by that LA if it is to be
successful, while groups operating on a wider area have access to a
wider range of funds, and may also be larger and more “professional”
organisations.

It should also be noted that groups who receive no grant aid from
Newcastle LA have a combined income of nearly £23 million – a
massive contribution to the life of the city and the region.

One of the implications of the rate of increase in income shown in
Table I is that grant aided organisations are better placed to grow than
non-grant aided ones.  Of course this is not proved by the figures, but
they are strongly suggestive.

Grant Aid Leverage

We wanted to gather information on grant aid, and how it related to the
overall incomes of organisations.  The issue of leverage – how much
extra income is attracted when the LA makes a grant – is often
discussed in the LA, and we thought it would be really useful to look at
this issue, as we did last time.

Table I shows that in total 43 organisations receive grant aid (42% of
the sample), which may in itself be surprising, since it is perhaps too
easy to focus on LA grant aid as the only or chief mechanism for the
funding of local organisations.  Indeed, even of the Newcastle Only
organisations, only 51% were in receipt of grant aid at all. We believe
this finding reinforces the rightness of the decision of the local
voluntary sector to include in the Compact with the Local Authority the
requirement that it should formally recognise all voluntary
organisations, not just those it grant aids.
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     TABLE K - GRANT AID TOTAL AND TOTAL INCOME
      (Grant Aided Organisations Only)

Newcastle Only Orgs. Wider Remit Orgs.

Total Grant
£

Total Income
£

Total Grant
£

Total Income
£

TOTAL   750,169   10,332,392   436,362   8,015,747

The leverage issue is very interesting.  Table K shows that with
Newcastle Only organisations, the grant given by the LA is increased
14 fold in the total income of the organisations concerned, which is no
small leverage figure and twice what it was in 2001.  With Wider Remit
organisations, the figure rises to a massive 18 fold increase on grant
aid investment, but against this it must be recognised that not all of the
total income figure will be spent in Newcastle itself.  Nevertheless, we
regard these figures as very impressive, and a clear demonstration of
what value the sector brings to the City and the wider sub region, and
the value of grant aid as leverage.

Other Sources of Income

Since we have seen that in our sample just over £1 million comes to
the sector in grant aid from Newcastle LA from a combined turnover of
over £41 million, where does the rest come from?  We did our best to
disentangle this, but as expected it proved to be a complex business.

The way money comes into the sector is extremely complicated.  Our
question asked respondents to give the amount of income against a
number of headings that we were sure would figure, and also gave an
optional heading of “Other”.

The headings were themselves different types of things.  Some were
single funding sources: the Community Fund (now the Big Lottery); the
Single Regeneration Budget; Europe.  Some were a range of funders
that fit together under a heading: Charitable Trusts; Health Bodies;
Government Departments; Private Sector; Other (ie not Community
Fund) Lottery Funds.  Finally, there were headings that were not about
donated money – Earnings and Interest, by which we mean any money
made from investing reserves or from bank accounts.
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We need to say a word about the Fund Raising heading.  We asked
respondents to describe what they counted as Fund Raising, and the
results are as follows:

Donations and gifts 17
Sponsored events 12
Raffles and Tombolas 12
Collections   7
Sales events 10
Events/functions 16
Other   6

An impressive range of activities were mentioned – sponsored events
included walks, bike rides, races, bungee jumps and the Great North
Run; sales included jumble sales, “fayres”, plant sales and car boot
sales; and events included discos, barbecues, parties, coffee
mornings, fun days, pie and pea suppers and bingo nights.  In fact, the
whole range of traditional charitable fund raising is clearly still very
much alive and active.

What is also clear is that, as expected, the type of fund raising that is
important to large national charities, such as mail shots and databases
of regular donors, do not figure at all significantly at local level.

The finance material is complicated, and is presented in Tables L to Q.
However it helps to interpret this if we focus on three main questions:

 Which sources are important because they support a lot of
organisations?

 Which sources are important because their total contribution is
high?

 Which sources contribute a lot to each of the organisations they
help support?

These three questions are subtly different, as we shall see when we
examine the answers.
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                TABLE L - NUMBER OF ORGANISATIONS
               USING EACH INCOME SOURCE

Source Newcastle
Only
Orgs

Wider
Remit
Orgs

Total

Earnings 36 32 68

Charitable Trusts 30 31 61

Interest            29 24 53

Fundraising            27 15 42

National Government            14 19 33

Big Lottery            20 12 32

Other   8 13 21

Health Bodies            11  9 20

Private Sector   8 10 18

Other LAs              1         15 16

Newcastle Contracts            10   5 15

New Deal 11    4 15

Other Lottery   5   9 14

SRB   8  2 10

Europe   5  5 10

NRF   7  2   9

Single Prog.   1  0   1

Newcastle Grant Aid            30 18 48
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Table L shows the number of organisations each source contributes to
(still divided into Newcastle Only and Wider Remit groups).  We have
listed the 6 most important categories for each below, in order of
importance.

Newcastle Only Wider Remit            All
Organisations Organisations Organisations

Earnings Earnings Earnings

Trusts Trusts Trusts

Interest Interest Interest

Fundraising National Govt. Fundraising

Big Lottery Fundraising National Govt.

National Govt. Other LAs Big Lottery

It is easy to see that five categories appear on both lists, with only
small differences in ranking.  They are Earnings, Trusts, Interest,
Fundraising and National Government.  The Big Lottery figures on the
Newcastle Only list, and Other LAs on the Wider Remit groups.

The figures are very similar to those of 2001 for the most used sources
of funding, the most striking difference being that National Government
and Other LAs now appear as a frequently used source, and Health
Bodies has disappeared from the Newcastle Only list, and Big Lottery
from the Wider Remit list.

If we compare the figures with those of Newcastle grant aid, which are
included at the bottom of Table L for easy comparison, we see that for
Newcastle Only organisations Local Authority grant aid is extremely
important as a funder of many organisations, the second most
frequently used contributing source.  For Wider Remit organisations, it
is not so important, but is still significant, coming 5th most frequent.
Overall, it is the 4th most frequently used funding source.
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        TABLE M - TOTAL INCOME FROM EACH SOURCE

Source
Newcastle
Only Orgs

£

Wider
Remit Orgs

£
TOTAL 2001

Earnings 1,844,920 13,833,711 15,678,631 14,857,974

Ncl. Contract 4,275,687         534,326     4,810,013 N/A

Nat. Govt.      513,864      4,000,529     4,514,393       600,063

Trusts 1,452,884   1,065,704     2,518,588    1,293,008

New Deal       587,393      1,327,058     1,914,451 N/A

Health       748,893         849,283     1,598,176       716,928

Fund Raising       209,180         638,322        847,502    1,514,334

Big Lottery       347,987         481,973        829,960    1,109,344

Europe       206,716         597,605        804,321    1,145,891

LA Grants           1,000         578,147        579,147 ?

Private Sector         54,433         493,353        547,786       412,400

NRF       360,274         125,191        485,465        N/A

Other         34,944         376,595        411,539    2,396,530

Interest       140,972         217,930        358,902       150,962

SRB       215,684           61,000        276,684    1,793,885

Other Lottery       107,944         142,169        250,113       786,797

Single Prog.         21,614 0         21,614 N/A

Ncl. Grant Aid       750,169         436,362    1,186,531   1,102,129
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However contributing to a lot of organisations is not necessarily the
same as contributing a lot of money.  Total income from each source is
shown in Table M. The sources that contribute the most in total are
shown below, in order of importance.

Newcastle Only Wider Remit Total
Organisations Organisations

Newcastle Contracts Earnings Earnings

Earnings National Govt. Newcastle Contracts

Trusts New Deal National Govt.

Health Bodies Trusts Trusts

New Deal HealthBodies New Deal

National Govt. Fundraising Health Bodies

These lists are almost identical, featuring Earnings, National
Government, Trusts, Health Bodies and New Deal in common.  The
only difference is that Newcastle LA Contracts figure very importantly
on the Newcastle Only list, and not on the Wider Remit list, which has
Fund Raising instead.

Table M is full of interesting material.  Six sources are each
contributing over £1 million – Earnings, National Government,
Newcastle Contracts, Trusts, New Deal and Health Bodies.  But way
out ahead with £15 million is Earnings, which was also the most
important source in 2001.

It should be noted that in 2001 we did not show Newcastle LA
Contracts as a separate heading, but included them in Earnings.  So in
comparison between the 2001 and 2005 figures, the Contracts figure
should be added to the Earnings figure, giving a total of £20,488,644 –
a rise of nearly £6 million over 2001.

In fact comparison with the 2001 figure is one of the most interesting
aspects of Table M, and the following points seem noteworthy.

 Single Regeneration Budget (SRB) figures have declined by
roughly £1.5 million, leaving it a very unimportant source.  This is of
course no surprise, as the SRB is running down, and finishes at the
end of the year.  We predicted this decline in the last report.
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 Funds from Europe have declined substantially, perhaps indicating
the increasing difficulty the sector has in meeting the very
bureaucratic requirements, perhaps indicating uncertainty over its
future.

 Both the Big Lottery and Other Lottery have declined substantially.
One would expect a decrease, since Lottery funds in general have
declined, but the amounts, particularly that of Other Lottery, would
seem to be too large to be accounted for solely by this.

 Interest has doubled its contribution largely, one might imagine,
from the more healthy state of the market.

 Contributions from Trusts has almost doubled, and this figure is not
easy to explain, since as far as we know there has not been a
substantial rise in the amount of money available to them.  Of
course the markets are better, and this will somewhat increase the
amount available to endowment funds, but not to the point of
doubling them!  We suspect that some statutory funds that are
processed by Trusts are being seen and reported by respondents
as Trust funds, when in fact they are not.  This theory is supported
by the fact there are virtually no reports of Single Programme
income, (1 grant of £21,000), when we know that in 2003/2004,
£1 million + of Single Programme money was given out to the
sector in Tyne & Wear via the Community Foundation, so may have
been reported as Trust income.

 Income from Health Bodies has doubled, and it now occupies an
important place on the table of sources.  It is not clear quite why this
should be so – we know that the PCT’s grant aid budget remains
much the same, so it may be that other Health Bodies are offering
more money to the sector.

 New Deal money now also appears as an important source, which
is to be welcomed, as it is a longer-term programme.

 Without doubt the biggest change is the money coming from
National Government source, which has risen 7 fold, from £600,063
to £4 ½ million.  This is also very disproportionately divided
between the Newcastle only groups, with only £513,864, and the
Wider Remit groups, who receive £4 million.
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 Fund Raising appears to have declined substantially.  However in
the 2001 survey we put membership fees and subscriptions here,
and this time we have put these amounts into Earnings, which we
believe is more appropriate.  However that would not seem to be
likely to be the complete explanation for the fall, but we have no
other explanations to suggest.

The figures on National Government are so interesting that they
needed further analysis, and the sources named are listed in Table N.
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TABLE N - NATIONAL GOVERNMENT SOURCES OF FUNDING

National Government
Sources

Newcastle Only

No of
Orgs          Total

Wider Remit
Orgs

No of
Orgs         Total

TOTAL

No of          Total
Orgs

Learning & Skills Council 6 1,918,549 6 1,918,549
Children’s Fund 4  129,059 1    535,904 5    664,963
Home Office 2  110,431 2    278,000 4    388,431
Sure Start 2    97,116 2    285,265 4    382,381
Arts Council 1    17,500 5    265,560 6    283,060
Unclear 1    36,366 2    200,497 3    236,863
DfES 3    122,710 3    122,710
Success for All Grant 1      74,934 1      74,934
Tyne & Wear Connexions 2      50,773 2      50,773
Commission for Architecture
and the Built Environment 1      50,500 1      50,500
General Social Care Council 2    43,300 2      43,300
Adult & Community Learning
Fund via Basic Skills Agency 1     40,000 1      40,000
Community Chest 2    27,374 2      27,374
Countryside Agency 1     21,540 1      21,540
DTI 1     20,851 1      20,851
Nursery Education Grant 2    18,400 2      18,400
One North East 2     15,183 2      15,183
FEFC Grant 1     14,127 1      14,127
Department of Health 1      8,018 1       4,000 2      12,018
Neighbourhood Support Fund 1    11,700 1      11,700
Local Networks Fund 1      7,000 1        7,000
Disability Access Grant 1       5,000 1        5,000
Neighbourhood Learning in
Deprived Communities

1      4,354 1        4,354

Quality Improvement Grant 1       4,000 1        4,000
Business Link 1      2,625 1        2,625
West End Health Resource 1       1,136 1        1,136
Milk Grant 1        618 1           618
Empowerment Fund 1          500 1           500

TOTAL    22 513,861  36 3,909,029   58 4,422,890
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It can be seen that the sources are widely spread – the highest number
of times a source is mentioned is only 6 each, for the Learning and
Skills Council (LSC) and the Arts Council.  Most of the rest are only
mentioned one or two times.

Overall, it is difficult to say in any detail why this money is coming to
the sector in such greater amounts than it was 4 years ago – it may be
that more money is available, or that organisations are better at getting
it.  It is, of course, to be welcomed.

Earnings

The issue of the sector’s earnings are interesting enough to merit
further analysis.  Currently there is a great deal of talk in Government
and in the sector, about how the sector should become more “business
like”, or “enterprising”; and should pursue multi strand funding, and
make more of its capacity to earn.

Our figures, however, suggest that overall the sector needs no such
urging.  68 organisations, or 67% of the sample already have some
measure of earnings in their budgets.  Table O shows the number of
organisations falling into the different bands of earnings.

TABLE O - EARNINGS

Earnings
Newcastle
Only Orgs

Wider Remit
Orgs Total

Under £1,000 5 7 12

£1,001 - £5,000           10 5 15

£5,001 - £10,000 7 3 10

£10,001 - £20,000 5 6       11

£20,001 - £50,000 4 0         4

£50,001 - £100,000 2 3   5

£100,001 - £500,000 2 4   6

£500,001 - £1 million 1 2   3

£1 million + 0 2   2
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Table O shows that there is a wide spread of earnings, with
organisations falling into all bands from under £1000 to well over a
million.  There are clearly more organisations at the lower end – 70%
fall into the under £20,000 bracket, 22% between £20,000 and
£500,000, and only 7% over half a million.  Interestingly, of the 5
organisations that earn over £ ½ million, 4 are national organisations
(though one of these has its headquarters in Newcastle).

In fact though the top of the Table has all the national organisations in
it (6 in all), it is worth noting that the respondents who are from national
organisations had to be excluded from the financial analysis in
disproportionately high numbers.  This is no doubt because it was
impossible, or too difficult and time consuming, for them to extract
meaningful local figures from the national accounts.  Had they been
able to submit useable figures, it is almost certain that they would have
greatly increased both the overall income of the sample, and the figure
for earnings.

Many of the organisations gave some detail on what they earn their
money from, and perhaps the most striking thing is that in the vast
majority of cases it is earnings that spring directly from carrying out
their charitable purposes, as the following examples show:

 Arts and theatre groups charge entrance fees for their shows.

 Community associations charge for room hire in their buildings.

 Many do training that is related to their core expertise, and some
also do consultancy.

 Many charge membership fees.

 Some have contracts for service delivery.

 Those in various types of housing organisations charge rents.

 A community café has earnings from its café sales; a community
co-op has earnings from its food sales.

 Many make charges for the use of their services.

None of this looks surprising, and all seems very intrinsic to the work of
the various organisations.  Only 2 show themselves as having a trading
subsidiary, which might be taken to indicate an intention to earn money
from activities that are not part of normal charitable activity.
We must of course be careful not to confuse “earnings” with profits.
Many of the charges involved in the above examples may be intended
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to cover costs, not to make a profit on top of that.  It is reasonable to
assume that if a charity is charging for activities related to its core
purposes, it will be trying to do so at the minimum level possible,
especially if its target beneficiaries largely come from disadvantaged
groups.

These findings certainly reflect national research in showing the great
importance that earnings play in the sector.

Comparison of the lists of those who are big contributors in total, and
those who give to a lot of organisations allows us to see which are
extremely important sources, since if a source has a big total spend
and gives to a lot of organisations it has to be really significant.  These
doubly important sources for both types of organisation are:

 Earnings

 National Government

 Trusts

Newcastle grant aid is clearly important for Newcastle Only
organisations, figuring high on the list for both number of organisations
supported, and reasonably high on the total amount contributed.  It is
not, however, highly important on both counts for the Wider Remit
organisations.



29

TABLE P  - AVERAGE CONTRIBUTION PER SOURCE

Source 2005 2001

Newcastle Contracts 320,667 N/A

Earnings 230,568         362,620

National Govt.          136,799           60,006

New Deal          127,630 N/A

Europe 80,432         127,321

Health Bodies            79,908           32,587

NRF            53,940 N/A

Trusts         41,288          25,860

Other LA Grants            36,196 N/A

Private Sector 30,432        103,100

SRB         27,668        105,522

Big Lottery 25,936          41,086

Single Programme 21,614 N/A

Fundraising            20,178          32,920

Other 19,597          53,256

Other Lottery            17,865          87,421

Interest   6,771            4,869

Newcastle Grant Aid            24,719          24,491

We also wanted to look at the size of contribution per organisation for
each source. Table P shows these figures, this time not broken down
into the Newcastle Only and Wider Remit.  The biggest average
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contributions per organisation are Newcastle LA Contracts, Earnings,
National Government and New Deal.

This is a very different list from that of 2001, and only Earnings figures
on both lists.  The other sources that figured last time – Europe, SRB,
Private Sector and Other Lottery have vanished from this list, and only
Europe is anywhere near the top.

The linkages between these 3 methods of analysis show two
interesting things.

 The massive importance of Earnings is absolutely clear as it figures
on all three lists – it provides a lot of money, to a lot of
organisations, and the second biggest amount per organisation.

 In 2001 there were sources that gave a large total amount of money
to few recipients and therefore figured high on the average
contribution table.  This time there is a much greater coherence
between the 3 types of analysis -–the top positions on all 3 tables –
L, M and P, are virtually identical.  In other words, there appears to
be a greater tendency for sources to be important both in terms of
high total amounts and number of organisations supported.  The
only real exception is Interest, which is used by a lot of
organisations, but yields very little.
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TABLE Q - OTHER SOURCES OF INCOME

Source Newcastle Only
Orgs

Wider Remit
Orgs

Activities for Health 1 -

Co-op Fee Reimbursement 1 -

Equity Support Union - 1

Healthworks West 1 -

Home Housing 1 -

Housing Benefit 1 -

National Heritage Bodies - 1
One North East Research
Funding - 1

Probation Services - 1
Reclaimed costs eg private
phone calls, postage 1 -

Repaid Travellers Cheques - 1

Repayments - 1
Sale of Redundant
Furniture 1 -

Sundry Receipts - 1

Supporting People 1 2

Tax Refund 1 -

University of Newcastle - 2

Unclear 3 10

We looked at the sources that appear under the Other heading, and
these results are shown in Table Q.  The sheer range of sources is
interesting, but beyond this there is relatively little that can be
concluded.  One can only admire, however, how widely the sector in
general casts its net.
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Discussion of Finance

We hope that these figures give some insight into the sector’s finances,
which at local levels are very under-researched.  In this section we
intend to highlight what we feel are some of the most interesting things
to emerge.

 The obvious first fact of interest is the considerable size of the
sector’s turnover, which at a known £41 million for the sample, and
hence an estimated £179 million for the whole sector, is clearly
substantial.  This is also a substantial increase on the 2001 figures.

 The important role of organisations with a Wider than City remit is
also clear, though not all the funds will be spent within Newcastle
itself.  We guess that this is a benefit that Newcastle reaps from its
position as regional capital.  While it is possible that a similar survey
in the other Tyneside boroughs would show a comparable number
of organisations based there yet operating on a wider regional or
sub regional basis, it seems on the whole unlikely.

 The figures demonstrate clearly the strong leverage effect there is
with grant aid, and that the City Council should take this into
account when considering its grant aid budgets.  However it is also
clear that organisations that operate solely within the City’s
boundaries are much more dependent on grant aid than
organisations with a wider remit.

 We think that the material on the various sources of income is
fascinating.  It shows which sources are important in supporting
many organisations and which in providing a lot of income, and
which do both.  There is a closer coherence between these 2 ways
of measuring than there was in 2001.

 The massive importance of earned income is absolutely clear.  It
tops the tables for amount contributed, and number of organisations
benefitting.

 The importance of service delivery contracts from Newcastle LA is
also very clear, and the bulk of the funding goes to organisations
that only operate within Newcastle.

 The financial spread of the sector is very clear, with incomes
ranging from £53 to £8 million plus.
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 Funding described as coming from National Government has
increased greatly since 2001.  Then it barely figured; now it is the
third largest contributor, but it is not entirely clear why this is so.

 Last time we predicted the decline of SRB funding (which has
happened); the difficulties of the Single Pot (which also seems to be
the case); the decline of the Community Fund (true); and possible
changes with the grant aid budget (happily, not borne out).

 It is well worth mentioning the role of charitable trusts, who
cumulatively are an important source of funding for the sector, both
giving a lot of funding, and to a lot of organisations.  Their
contribution appears to have increased considerably since 2001,
though it is difficult to explain why this should be so.
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D QUALITY ACCREDITATION AND PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT

Carrying out this research offers us the opportunity each time to
investigate some aspect of the current thinking about the voluntary
sector.  In 2001 we investigated the issue of community organisations,
and were able to show that on the ground it was a concept that had no
clear understood meaning.

This time we have chosen to investigate how much our members have
been affected by the drive towards quality accreditation (QA), which
has been around for at least a decade, and how they feel about the
currently fashionable ideas around Performance Improvement.

Quality Accreditation

 TABLE  R - ORGANISATIONS WITH AND WITHOUT QAs

Number %

With Accreditation 32 26

Without Accreditation 91 74

TOTAL     123     100

Of those without QAs, 10 were working towards one, but that means
that 66% of the respondents had no accreditation and were not working
towards any.
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                                       TABLE S -  QAs ATTAINED

Number

IIP          21

PQASSO            2

Community Legal Service Quality Mark            4

Specialist Quality Mark in Welfare Rights            1

A Quality Mark in Advice for Asylum Seekers            1
Accredited by Newcastle City Council to receive
supporting people funding            1
An accredited provider of Supporting People
Services            1
Compliance with supporting people QAF (Level 3) –
quality assessment framework            1

CR Index            1

ISO 9001            1

ISO 9001/2000            1

Own quality system            1

Foyer Federation Accreditation            1

Code of Practice            1
Early Excellence & 1st Children’s Centre in
Newcastle            1

Quality Mark for Advice Work            1

The Abbeyfield Standard            1

“OFSTED”            1

Adventure Activities Licencing Authority            1

TOTAL          43
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As can be seen from Table S a quarter of the sample claim some kind
of quality accreditation, which is perhaps slightly higher than we would
have guessed.  However as Table S shows, the QAs themselves are
somewhat various.  By far the most popular is Investors in People (IIP),
which accounts for 66% of the QAs.  PQASSO, which was specifically
designed to be used by smaller voluntary organisations, has made
surprisingly little headway, with only 2 organisations claiming it.  This is
despite the fact that NCVS has for some years run a PQASSO network
to help groups work towards the qualification.

It is also clear that the other general model QA, the Business
Excellence model, has made no headway at all, with no-one having
done it, or working towards it.

The only other QA used by more than one organisation is the
Community Legal Services mark, claimed by 4 organisations.
Obviously this is a specialist QA, relevant to relatively few
organisations, so its relatively high showing indicates that for those
working in this field it is perceived as very useful.

The rest of the list, as can be seen from Table S, is very various, and
each QA mentioned has only one organisation using it.  Many of these
seem to be specialist QAs relating to specific activities; some are
obviously QAs applied by national voluntary organisations to their
branches or federated members; while some are rather mysterious,
and may or may not be QAs in the normal recognised sense.

It should also be noted that while 32 organisations have QAs, there are
44 QAs listed, which shows that those organisations with QAs often
have more than one.  Of those with QAs, 4 are also currently working
towards 5 further QAs, which include 2 PQASSOs.  This indicates that
those with the capacity and motivation to acquire QAs may well
continue to see that as a sensible way forward.

Of course it would not be reasonable to expect that all voluntary
organisations would ever aim to get QAs.  Those with no staff are most
unlikely to do so, and indeed, analysis shows that 29 out of the 30
unstaffed organisations do not have any QAs.  This is not at all
surprising, and indeed it is difficult to see how a group of volunteers
could set about acquiring one.  If the figures for possessing QAs is
assessed against the number of staff in an organisation, there is a
reasonably steady rise of number of QAs with rise in staff numbers, till
the organisations with over 50 staff, who all have at least one.
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Performance Improvement

There is much talk in the sector generally about the concept of
Performance Improvement (PI), by which is generally meant a
systematic approach by voluntary organisations to improve all aspects
of their management and service delivery, some of which would result
in QAs.  While there is unquestionably a need for such improvement, it
is less certain how such movement is to be achieved.  NCVS, like all
CVSs, is obviously in the business of performance improvement, in the
widest sense, and our experience is that while a substantial number of
organisations, particularly the larger ones, already do this, as the
number of existing QAs indicates, there is considerable difficulty in
getting smaller organisations to do it.  Often their approach is to wait
until a problem arises (often in the areas of funding, staffing and
finance management) before seeking help.  Often this is too late, and
usually things are much harder to sort out by that stage.  This is
completely understandable, of course, given the great difficulties of
running small organisations, and the many competing demands on
their time and resources.

The current proposals under Change Up for a PI Hub, designed to help
the sector to be more systematic about PI, are currently very unclear
about how that is to be effective, especially at local level; or to be
funded.  There is some contradiction in the proposals about funding,
but a key idea seems to be that funders will be prepared to offer
funding to organisations specifically to pay for PI, an idea about which
NCVS has considerable reservations.

We asked respondents whether they were interested in the idea of PI,
and if so, whether they would be prepared to pay for it.  Results are
shown in Tables T and U.

       TABLE T- INTEREST IN PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT

Number %

Yes 70 57

No         36        29

Possibly          4         3

Unclear/NA        13       11

TOTAL      123     100
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It can be seen that a reasonable number express interest in the idea, with
57% saying “yes”, and a further 3% saying “possibly”.  29% say unequivocally
that they are not interested.

One might guess that as with QAs, the groups with no staff might be the ones
not interested in PI, on the reasonable grounds that they do not have the
capacity to tackle such issues.  However assessing interest in PI against staff
size shows a less clear relation than one might expect, with 43% of the totally
voluntary groups expressing an interest (which might be thought to be
somewhat unrealistic), while only 67% of organisations with over 51 staff
express interest – which might equally be thought to be rather unambitous. Of
course there may be good reasons for these results, and it may be that the
large groups who express no interest do so because they think they are so
advanced they don’t need it.  Similarly, the voluntary groups might express an
interest without having any realistic sense of what it might entail.

Whatever the interest, Table U shows what the obvious difficulty is.  Of those
interested in PI, only 36% say they are definitely willing to pay, and an exactly
equivalent number say they are not prepared to pay anything.  A further 21%
are in principle willing to pay, but express caveats and reservations about the
cost.

TABLE  U - IF INTERESTED, PREPARED TO PAY

Number %

Yes        25       36

No        25       36

Depends on Cost        15       21

Unclear/No Answer          6         7

TOTAL        71     100

Overall, then, there is some considerable support from the respondents for
the idea of PI, but there is clearly a problem with the issue of how it is paid for.
If we also assume that of the organisations that say on the questionnaire that
they are interested, a reasonable number would in practice find it difficult to
find the time and commitment to actually do something, it is reasonably
certain there would be some difficulties in working with PI, though there
certainly appears to be enough interest to experiment with the idea, and
NCVS will look at ways of taking it forward.
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E DISCUSSION

As we did in 2001, we hope that this research will be useful to various
kinds of organisations.  Feedback last time indicated that it was useful,
and it certainly was to NCVS itself, in its role as a promoter and
defender of the sector.

Comparison with the 2001 Survey

It was interesting to find that few things in the sector had changed in
any substantial way.  Comparison of the 2 sets of data show what is
recognisably the same sector in its range and activity.  This of course
made the few differences stand out quite starkly.

Financial Turnover

In 2001 we were surprised by the size of the sector’s income, and in
2005 it has risen very substantially.  With an estimated turnover of
£179 million, its importance to the economic life of the City and the
region is clear.

It should always be remembered, however, that this survey is about the
sector as a whole.  The fact that overall the income has risen should
not lead to the conclusion that all organisations in the sector are doing
well.  Gross figures like this can conceal all kinds of situations for
individual organisations, and at NCVS we know that there are many of
them facing considerable crises in funding.  The considerable changes
in the sources of funding, which is well illustrated in the study, can spell
serious difficulties for some organisations, especially those that have a
natural affinity with a funding source that is declining, or those who do
not have the capacity to easily track new funding sources.

The Voluntary Sector as Employer

These figures seem to us particularly useful, as there is undoubtedly a
tendency for agencies to forget the importance of the sector’s role as
an employer, with an estimated 6% of the work force.

As before, the majority of voluntary organisations are small employers;
and with a substantial number of them, worryingly so, since staff teams
of 3 or less are bound to be less than robust.  This is echoed by the
fact that a worrying number of organisations have committees that are
too small for safety, indicating that there are a considerable number of
organisations who may be in situations of considerable risk.
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Volunteering Contribution

The contribution of volunteers, including committee members, is still
considerable.  However the number of volunteers has dropped rather
worryingly.  This may be partly due to better employment figures, and
perhaps also reflects the lack of a Volunteer Bureau in the city.  If so,
the imminent launch of a new Bureau is much to be welcomed.

Sources of Income

The changes in sources of income was perhaps the most striking
difference between the 2001 study and this one.  In itself this is not
surprising -–the sector's funding has always been volatile, since much
of it depends on the vagaries of government policy, state of the
markets, and so forth.  Certain sources (SRB, Europe) have declined,
as we predicted in 2001; but other sources appear to have arrived to
take their place.

The most notable of these is National Government sources, which
have clearly become much more important, and appear to come via a
wide variety of routes.

The paramount importance of Earnings as a source of income has
grown quite substantially, indicating no reluctance on the part of the
sector to let this play a substantial part of their funding strategy.

Grant Aid

The figure again shows quite clearly the fundamental importance of
grant aid from Newcastle LA, especially for organisations that operate
only within the City.  This comes as no surprise, of course, to anyone
advising the sector; the availability of a source of funding that is
consistent and usually longer term provides the core stability to many
groups that enables them to function more efficiently.  Certainly the
figures strongly suggest that having grant aid enables city-only groups
to grow at a much more impressive rate than those who do not.  The
sector should remain thankful that Newcastle LA has such a relatively
generous and sensible grant aid policy.

Grant Aid Leverage

However this is distinctly a 2 way benefit.  The leverage that the
Council gains through grant aid is very impressive, and considerably
increased since 2001.  We hope this data will confirm for the City
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Council the usefulness of grant aid, and help them continue in their
good grant aid policies.

We hope, therefore, that this document will prove useful to a wide
range of bodies.  Certainly it is useful for NCVS itself, in giving us a
better and more detailed understanding of the sector we exist to
support.  We believe that it again shows clearly the range and
importance of the voluntary sector in Newcastle and the North East.
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