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1.
Introduction – Definitions and Policy Drift

Capacity building as a distinct Objective 3 activity began in 1997 with the development of Priority 4 of the 1994-1999 programme.  It was defined as follows:

“Capacity building is an enabling and empowering process that seeks to improve the effectiveness of responses to economic, employment and social problems by the people and communities experiencing, or closest to those experiencing, these problems….”.  
 

Priority 4 was seen as providing an opportunity to learn important lessons about addressing the needs of hard-to-reach target groups and the current (2000-2006) operational plan for ESF clearly indicates that this earlier work should be built on.  This study is, however, a response to a growing concern particularly in the voluntary and community sector that there has been a shift of focus away from the earlier aspirations of Priority 4.  This is seen as a lost opportunity to develop more sophisticated ways of supporting those groups that are a long way from the formal labour market.  The report that follows examines the range of issues surrounding capacity building in the current Objective 3 programme in England. 

From a reading of the ESF documentation and to offer some clarity in an often confused debate about definitions, the report that follows distinguishes two types of capacity building:

· Type 1:
This focuses on building those essentially technical capacities that endow disadvantaged groups with the necessary skills to prepare better bids for funding and then to manage successful projects using those funds.  Installing these capacities represents a form of preparatory action - enhancing the technical development of organisations positioned to help the most excluded groups.

· Type 2:
This focuses on enhancing the capacity for engagement – both in general and more specifically in the training and job-capture process - by organisations “composed of or close to” excluded communities. The emphasis here is on those aspects of community development that can impact on the chances of excluded people to access the labour market. This is what might be called community capacity building.

The original Priority 4 included both concepts but with some bias toward Type 2 in the definitions and range of actions that shaped it.   It is part of the case argued here that in social inclusion work generally and in particular in Policy Field 2 of the current Objective 3 Programme it would be reasonable to expect this balance of emphasis between the two types of capacity building to continue.  

The report points to evidence that it is confusion in the definitions applied to capacity building that is leading to a loss of focus in Priority 4 and that, as a consequence of this, some of the original energy that drove the priority forward in the last programme is being lost.  Within the serious limitations of the available information, the report will attempt to explore a number of “indications” that in combination may reveal a serious problem in the way the priority is currently being delivered.  These are:

· A level of actual provision for capacity building that may only be half that targeted in the Operational Plan for Objective 3;

· Regional programmes that, with some exceptions, seem to have no clear organising principle for the application of the priority;

· A concern on the ground - both locally and in the wider voluntary sector - that the “system” is failing to apply the spirit of the original approach to Priority 4;

· An observable drift in most planning documents away from community capacity building (Type 2) actions to technical development (Type 1) ones;  

· A side effect of Co-Financing that seems to have exaggerated this shift of attention toward Type 1 technical capacity building;

If they can stand up to scrutiny, these “indications” would seem to signal an administratively driven (and perhaps even unwitting) tendency to move away from the principle of helping excluded communities to develop solutions to their own problems (Type 2) in favour of more narrowly bounded approaches that seek to deliver more technical capacities (Type 1).  If true, this would mark a significant loss of the potential value of Policy Field 2.  

The report that follows attempts to throw some light on these critical issues but, as we shall show, it too has had to face problems of loose definitions across the board.  The knock-on effect of this has been to produce patchy and inconsistent data where rigorous conclusions are hard to draw and where we are largely still left with “indications”. 

In order to remedy this the study proposes, in accordance with its brief:

the re-adoption of the (priority 4) definition above as a basis for considering activity in the second half of the Programme. However use of the term “Capacity Building” is now so confused and confusing, it is worth considering if the term should be reduced in prominence and the term “Community capacity building” expressly used for this work, instead. 

This course should make clear that Community capacity building is a valid component action in the range of activities aimed at Inclusion, and not best conceived as a preparatory activity at all. It is Capacity Building as inclusion work, not for something else later!

Therefore the study also recommends:

A new Orientation report is developed from the work in the East Midlands and the analysis developed from it in the SEND project. This report should form the basis of a programme of active learning and debate for those administering actions in Policy Field 2. This should lead to a thorough review of Capacity Building in Policy Field 2, and its implications for PF2 delivery in general.

This should refocus, around a single set of concepts, categories and activities, the entire relationship between capacity building and reaching those furthest from the labour market.

There is actually significant lost ground to make up, and a refocused emphasis on community capacity building will require an appropriate delivery system. Various models have merit, beyond the scope of the current study. Therefore the study also recommends:

An open debate as part of the mid term review, on the basis of this report, on the merits of various organisational options to renew focus on Community capacity building.

2.  Background

2.1
The Origins of Capacity Building in Objective 3

The term capacity building entered the vocabulary of ESF Objective 3 provision at the mid point of the 1994-1999 Structural Funds programme.  From 1994-1996, there had been no reference to capacity building as such.  In 1997, however, reflecting a growing national and European concern about the need to reach out to the most excluded people and places a new Priority 4 was introduced to run for the second half of the programme.   The lead department at the time (DfEE) began by commissioning an Orientation Report to establish an appropriate framework for action in this new area.  This was undertaken by the consultants LRDP.

Even at this early stage, the term capacity building was being used chiefly as shorthand.  The full title for the complex and hard to define set of activities that it came to represent under Priority Four was “Enhancing Capacity for Community Development”.  The definition already set out – “capacity building is an enabling and empowering process that seeks to improve the effectiveness of responses to economic, employment and social problems by the people and communities experiencing, or closest to those experiencing, these problems….” 
 was inserted into the Single Programming Document (SPD) for the UK for 1997-1999 
.

Priority 4 was actively delivered until the end of the programming cycle in June 2000.  A detailed ex-post evaluation of the Priority was commissioned (also from LRDP).  This made a number of proposals for future action of which the most critical to the present purpose is the following:

“It is a key recommendation that Priority 4 has begun a process of capacity building that needs to be continued and that this should be reflected in the new Objective 3 Programme.” 

Further, a specific administrative proposal was made in the following terms:

“Continuing Priority 4

We feel that it should continue as a separate priority or measure, with its own budget, since if it were subsumed into others, there is a risk that its focus will be lost.  But we would re-emphasise the need to ensure a link between it and other priorities.” 
 

These are, of course, critical recommendations for the thrust of this report and it is important to see how they impacted on the programme that followed.
2.2
Capacity Building in the Current (2000-2006) Programme 
At first sight, the current ESF programme seemed to offer fertile ground for the above recommendations for Priority 4 to be applied.  Whereas the previous programme had a more closely defined labour market focus under which Priority 4 simply “slotted in” 
 the current programme contains a specific social inclusion component expressed within a clear Policy Field.

The current England and Gibraltar Objective 3 Operational Plan discusses capacity in the following way:

“Research suggests that the efforts to support the most disadvantaged gain significantly from activities designed to promote and enhance the capacity of local support services. Both the evaluation of Objective 3 Priority 4 and research into Community Economic Development activities under Objective 2 emphasised the valuable contribution of ESF in helping disadvantaged communities.  However, research stresses the need to maintain a clear focus on the specific labour market problems faced by the potential end users of the local groups and organisations which benefit from any capacity building activity.”  

This focus is supplemented by clear statements about the sort of activities that can help those facing multiple disadvantages.  These include, for example:  “…capacity building actions to ensure that ESF reaches those groups in greatest need and to encourage local development and community delivery of ESF activity” 
 and “ Capacity Building:  Work in this area should build on that introduced under Priority 4 of the GB Objective 3 Programme in 1997.” 

LRDP’s advice to continue the work within a dedicated Policy Field or Measure was, however, not followed.   Instead, a horizontal approach, across all Policy Fields, was applied.  Significantly, the opportunity was foregone to give a clearer and tighter focus to capacity building in the Operational Plan and the attention given to it was uneven across the policy fields.  Capacity building was, for example, discussed in the section on Policy Field 2 (Equal Opportunities for All and Promoting Social Inclusion) as part of the main text (as quoted above), and in the lists of types of action and the targets 
. In Policy Field 1, however, capacity building is listed in the actions 
, but there is no clarifying text nor are any targets set.  In Policy Field 3 there is no reference at all to capacity building in the text.  It is not listed as a type of action but, puzzlingly, there is a target set for it
.
The inevitable outcome of failing to grasp the nettle of clear definition in the core documentation is that operationally the scope of capacity building action in the programme has been left to individual regional interpretation within the Regional Development Plan (RDP).  It is not simply a matter of clear guidance on definition – the shape of real on-the-ground activity also depends on the practical arrangements adopted by the regions for the delivery of capacity building within their RDP.  As a critical element in this, the growing, and now dominant, move to allocate Objective 3 funds in England through Co-Financing has introduced a new level of interpretation to the debate on capacity building as regional Co-Finance Organisations (CFOs) have set out their plans, prospectuses and selection arrangements.

2.3
The Wider Context for Capacity Building Actions

The following statement by the European Commission, in October 2003, in the official briefing for the series of national seminars on “The ESF and the European Employment Strategy” provides important background to what the fund is nowadays intended to support: 

“Since the last revision in the framework of Agenda 2000, the ESF represents the Union’s main financial support to the European Employment strategy; it has shifted its focus from an essentially training-based programme to a policy-oriented instrument with a wide range of measures to invest in people … Preventing and managing the potentially adverse effects arising from economic and social change and fostering cohesion should be the point of departure for the Structural Funds.” 

Along the same line there is no doubting the UK Government’s own commitment to social inclusion.  This aspect of national policy is specifically recognised in the recent publication by the DWP of the National Action Plans on Employment and on Social Inclusion. 
  Particularly important to the case made in this report is the call (Objective No. 4) for the mobilisation of relevant bodies in the second of these documents. 

This focus on “relevant bodies” also appears in the UK National Action Plan for Social Inclusion (NAPSI) but also in the closing section of the UK National Action Plan on Employment (NAP).  Particular attention is paid in these documents to the issue of governance and partnership and to the involvement of the voluntary and community sector in delivery.  Since Agenda 2000, it has been a feature of the European Structural Funds that participation in, and ownership of social programmes has been an issue of some importance.  

Nowhere, is this focus on wide engagement of stakeholders more cogently set out than in the 5th Annual Report of the DWP - Opportunity for All.  This states the following:  “we believe that it is critically important to engage individuals, families and communities in the democratic process and promote genuine self-determination.  For this reason, we are committed to providing communities with the capacity and skills to play an active role in national and local decision-making processes.  We are looking to put in place systems that will enable communities, including those in the most deprived areas, to identify what they see as the particular concerns in their area, and to play an active role in addressing those concerns.”  

Alongside the aspiration to engage wider stakeholder groups in the delivery process there is also an awareness of the fact that some of the outputs to emerge from this approach to delivering a priority for social inclusion are going to be hard to measure in quantitative terms and that an over-focus on this may stand in the way of effective delivery.  The following statement is drawn from the revised England ESF 2000-2006 Operational Programme Complement:

“… there are some notable absentees from the list of indicators.  Certain forms of assistance to develop structures and systems do not lend themselves easily to quantification.  Projects that focus on, say, generating specific improvements in local training infrastructure cannot easily be quantified, particularly on an annual basis.  More importantly, it may not even be desirable or justified to focus on annual outcomes for certain types of activity.  Some areas are best left until mid-term evaluation when a more qualitative assessment of impacts can be carried out.” 

The following is drawn from the closing Annex 5:

“another aspect of the Objective 3 Programme will be to look at the impact of the programme on systems and structures.  To some extent this will build on the previous evaluation of Objective 3 Priority 4 (capacity building). It is crucial that any evaluation of actions on systems and structures takes into account the indirect impact on the ultimate beneficiaries i.e. the longer term effects on the ESF target groups.” 

What is being argued here is that the delivery of capacity building measures designed to support those who are a long way from active participation in the formal labour market needs:

· To be sophisticated enough to take on board a wide range of local partners and players

· To acknowledge that measurement of outcomes for this sort of process is going to demand a more multi-faceted and longer-term system of monitoring and evaluation than the orthodox 

Recent Developments: A Particular Moment in Policy Development

The policy process moves on and since the presentation of Mobilizing Communities a number of significant events have taken place that condition the context for and relevance of this report.  These are: 

· The production of the 2003 UK National Action Plan on Employment
· The production of the 2003-2005 UK National Action Plan on Social Inclusion
· The production of the 5th Annual Report of the DWP: Opportunity for All
· The publication of the House of Commons Work & Pensions Committee Report on the European Social Fund
· The European Commission Briefing, under the Mid-Term Review, for the series of national seminars on ESF and the European Employment Strategy

· The release, by the European Commission, of the Evaluation of Local Social Capital Pilot Project: Third Year Final Report
· The publication of the Mid Term Evaluation for the ESF Programme

We are at a particular moment for the development of UK national and English regional policy for tackling the needs of people suffering social exclusion and who find the greatest difficulty in gaining access to the world of paid work.  There is an opportunity here for a reorientation of some elements of the ESF programme in relation to capacity building.  What we have shown in this section of the report is that there is a relatively clear EU and UK Government view that communities need to be mobilised, that organisations close to socially excluded individuals need to be empowered and engaged, that the views of stakeholders need to be taken on board and that systems of monitoring and evaluation need to be flexible enough to cope with the complexity of this sort of approach.  The report goes on to look at what needs to be done to meet these aspirations more effectively.

3.   Key Issues for the Study

3.1
Genesis of the Scoping Study

For some time there has been growing concern within the Third Sector European Network (TSEN) about regional variations in the shape and focus of capacity building in the current ESF programme.  This reached a peak in the period 2002-2003 following the emergence of co-financing as the dominant administrative system for the delivery of Objective 3 in England.  Anecdotal evidence and hints from such limited data as was available reinforced TSEN’s concern that the new administrative system might be damaging the delivery of a key activity. 

Following informal discussions with the ESF Division of the Department for Work & Pensions in April 2003, TSEN produced a paper in May 2003 setting out the case for a scoping exercise on the capacity building activities being undertaken in the English programme.  This present study, commissioned as “an informed and evidence based reflection on one part of the ESF process – specifically concerning capacity building” 
 grew out of this initial position paper.

3.2
The Key Research Questions

The central and over-riding question for the study reported here is whether capacity building in the current Objective 3 programme represents a coherent set of actions and activities consistent with what its sponsors had in mind as set out in Chapter 2.  Is there, for example, a clear line of thinking running through national and regional planning for the priority, through programme structure and through CFO delivery?  Does this amount to a clearly defined and significant raft of provision?  Is this activity really reaching those excluded communities for which it was designed?

As we have already indicated in the Introduction, there is already a tendency for capacity building to look in two distinct directions.  As the Operational Programme puts it:  “firstly, to help organisations which had good links to the target groups but lacked the skills and expertise to access ESF; and secondly, to help organisations target the disadvantaged groups more effectively”
. 

The issue that needs to be addressed is whether there has been a tendency to treat the “building skills and expertise to access ESF” component (Type 1) in isolation and with a greater emphasis than originally intended.  Has there been, as a by-product of this, a failure to give the right emphasis to the “helping organisations target the disadvantaged groups more effectively” (Type 2)?  Has capacity building, in effect, been re-assigned as being chiefly about preparatory work, going before later (real?) provision?  Has it been too strongly drawn, for example, into a focus on building financial, administrative, managerial and monitoring systems and serving the form-filling needs of those administrative bodies that organise ESF nationally or regionally?  While by no means without merit of course, this kind of technical capacity building is very different from one that promotes the active empowerment of excluded communities and the groups that are close to them.   The crucial importance of the latter is that it leaves the way open to tackle those really critical barriers that might often be seen by outsiders as “low-level”   In reality, however, and for the people involved, it is precisely these sorts of actions that address the issues that they can best identify as preventing them from accessing employment.   At the same time there is a parallel opportunity to build a wider process of civil re-engagement through developing stronger local organisations with a wider activity base.

Part of the mission of this study is, then, to examine how these two components of capacity building inter-relate with each other and in particular how far they have either pulled provision in unhelpfully different directions or have simply become confused.   This produces a set of research question to be answered as follows:

· Is there, in England, a clear delineation of “capacity building” in Regional Plans, indicating the place(s) it has in the programme, its typical activity and volume?

· Has the Objective 3 programme built an appropriate capacity building component?

· Has capacity building realised its full potential in the programme to help those hardest to reach and furthest from the labour market?

· Has there been a delivery focus on the technical development field rather than community capacity building?

· Has the CFO model worked to the advantage of community capacity building and the local organisations to support it?

· If answers to any of the above questions are not clearly positive, what can be done to improve matters?

3.3
The Mid Term Evaluation and Review

This study is, then, a formal response to a DWP request that issues of concern about ESF capacity building - previously expressed by the Third Sector European Network - be set out as part of the Mid-Term Evaluation of ESF Objective 3 2000-2006 (England)
.  This will, of course, provide an opportunity to re-cast a strategy for capacity building and for Policy Field 2 more generally if such action is deemed necessary
.  The Mid-Term Evaluation and Review also offers an opportunity – once again if a strong enough case can be made - to reaffirm the need to direct funds to areas and individuals experiencing disadvantage in the labour market.  As the commissioning document for the study puts it. There is an opportunity to : “make recommendations… on how the programme can be re-steered within the limits of rules and practicality to deliver a more value added set of capacity actions for those at the greatest distance from the labour market” 
 ;

Importantly, the Mid-Term Evaluation and Review of the UK Structural Funds programmes is also taking place at a time when the UK Government has committed itself to a comprehensive programme for helping the voluntary and community sector to improve its capacity and efficiency as a means of increasing participation in communities and neighbourhoods.  The Compact, the Cross-Cutting Review, the Futurebuilders Report and the Capacity Building and Infrastructure Strategy all express the Government’s commitment to creating a framework in which the voluntary and community sector could flourish not only in influencing policy but also in the delivery of services.  It is entirely consistent with this that the issues associated with capacity building for those farthest from the labour market should be brought back into the spotlight though an examination of how far previously ambitious aims might have lost their focus once decanted into more rigorous systems for the delivery of targeted outputs. 

4
Methodology

4.1
Sources of Information

A number of sources of information were marshalled together to address the questions set out for the study:

· A review of each English region’s RDP to identify the policy lead, definition, positioning, scope and scale of capacity building activity;

· A short questionnaire to each Government Office of the Regions (GOR) to canvass views on levels of financial commitment, views on the future and the strategic positioning of capacity building;

· A trawl of the regional European co-ordinating bodies of the Voluntary Sector for their own datasets or research materials relevant to the study;

· A review of ESF project profiles from the DWP database of those projects identified as being engaged in capacity building to extract an empirical overview of the shape of provision;

· A practitioners’ questionnaire recovered from a sample of those projects derived from all the above sources;

· A small number of in-depth case studies to illuminate the key issues in greater depth;

4.2
Operational Difficulties in Capturing a Sampling Frame
From the outset, the project was bedevilled by the sort of operational problems that might be expected to arise when the object of study – capacity building – was so complex a concept and so ill defined once it was downloaded into administrative practice.  The basic difficulty is particularly well illustrated in the case of the DWP’s own database for capacity building projects.

The Operational Programme for ESF stipulates that an annual average of 195 capacity building projects will be delivered under Policy Field 2 with a further 125 under Policy Field 3. Capacity building is listed as one of (4) types of action under Measure 1.2 - but no targets are attached. 
  In addition to this it is reasonable to expect an unquantified number of projects that might fall under the label of capacity building in Policy Field 1, and possibly Policy Fields 4 or 5.  In the third year of the programme, then, it might have been anticipated that perhaps 1000 projects – some ongoing, some completed – would be available as the overall population from which a sample could be drawn for the study.  

In fact, however, a search of the DWP database conducted for the study (simply to draw sample information) found great difficulty in discretely identifying capacity building projects.  Of those that could be labelled in this way and were completed only 256 could be drawn with confidence into the sampling frame.  The difficulty of definitions discussed earlier provides an obvious basis for this level of under-reporting but so also does the fact that the database itself has no obvious tags in it to identify capacity building per se.  In order to boost the size and range of the available sampling frame TSEN sought referrals through its own regional infrastructure.  A further 230 were identified by this means giving a population of 486.

In moving from simple categorisation to basic information that might describe the project more broadly, the DWP database was again difficult to use for the study.  Due to a combination of IT problems and data protection issues it was possible only to capture 43 detailed descriptions from among the 256 listed projects.  It is impossible to measure the degree of bias that first the selection of the 256 entries and then the capture of the 43 cases introduced into the research.  De facto they have to be treated not as samples but as the available population with unknown bias.  

Once again to try to measure the scale and breadth of capacity building provision further lists of current or recently approved capacity building projects in Policy Field 2 were sought from GORs.  However, of the 6 Government Offices that responded, 3 (East, SE & SW) had no appropriate lists while the other 3 (London, EM & NE) had lists from the direct bidding process only. Only EM was able in addition to identify and give levels of funding for CFO capacity building projects.  Other regions - SW & East -were “aware” that CFOs were running capacity building activity but were unable to give further details.  There is a clear source of bias in the set of projects derived in this way in that only one dimension of what we have been describing as capacity building is likely to be even partially reported across the board (Type 2) while the bulk of regional provision through the CFOs is rendered invisible.  

What we (and therefore our DWP clients) are confronted with is then a situation in which poor base data renders it extremely difficult to offer rigorous or even reasonable qualified answers to the key questions set out in the previous chapter.  While this represents a problem for the study reported here, it surely also presents a problem to the administrators of the ESF programme in that such critical questions for the delivery of an important measure cannot find reasonable answers.  This is a finding in itself.  One of the questions for the study was whether or not there was some organising principle for regional activity on capacity building.  Our search for cogent data at central and regional data does not definitively answer this question but the indication surely is that there is no evidence of it in the way information about capacity building is collected, categorised and reported by all of the agencies involved in programme delivery.  Similarly, in asking questions about the quantity and shape of provision under the capacity building heading, there is again no definitive answer.   But if the state of available data is an indication, there has to be a real concern that no one else in government has been asking the question and that there is no sign of a controlling hand guiding expected outcomes.  Another question may therefore be whether the state of the data is a signal about the real level of priority being ascribed to capacity building activities in the Objective 3 programme overall.

4.3
The Practitioners’ Questionnaire

The purpose of the sampling frame discussed in the last section was to be the basis on which a questionnaire could be delivered to project sponsors to learn more about how the capacity building measure was being applied.  The instrument was created to capture a wide-ranging set of information for further analysis (See Appendix).  The questions explored the local situation in terms of labour market conditions and the nature of support to those finding access more difficult than average.   Information was sought on the sorts of actions thought to be needed, the sorts of agencies involved in delivering those actions, the type and structure of participating organisations, the shape of delivery mechanisms and prospects for the future.  Following the search described in the previous section of the report, some 486 projects were invited to respond
.  All had project starting dates in 2000, 2001 or 2002.  Of the 486 questionnaires issued only 53 were returned giving a response rate of 11 percent.

Given the low response to the initial survey, it was decided to follow this up with a second mail-out to the same sites.  This time, in order to encourage the projects to return their questionnaires, they were also contacted by e-mail and by phone.  What this revealed, however, was that a significant proportion of contact information, especially for the earlier projects, was out of date.  In addition, some organisations contacted no longer contained anyone with sufficient first hand knowledge of the project in question.  Responses to the telephone follow-up indicated that many projects lacked the time or capacity (!) to respond.  Another attempt to boost the response rate involved a letter solicited from the DWP confirming that the study was of importance to the development of the programme.  With a continuing shortfall in replies to the mail-out the Board of the Third Sector European Network agreed that TSEN regional partners should assist in chasing projects.  By this means a final attempt was made to capture enough responses to give the survey some credibility.  

At the end of this extended process the sample size remains small and a response rate of 11 percent, though just adequate, is too low to support the kind of cross-tabulation of detailed results that was originally envisaged.  The process of using networks and personal contacts as opposed to a universal database has also generated an inevitable bias toward higher profile and therefore larger projects at the expense of smaller ones.  Accordingly, it is important to stress - except where clear and overwhelming views are expressed - that the practitioners’ survey can be best interpreted as an expression of tendencies and general trends in the experience of projects rather than a source of hard data.  This can, of course, be useful in supplementing the project profiles to give a reasonable impression of current activity.

4.4
The Project Profile Analysis

A basic source of data for the study is, then, the 43 project descriptions from the DWP database.  These comprised the Project Closure Reports of all the capacity building projects that were recorded under Objective 3 Policy Field 2 for the period.  This gives some idea of what has actually been funded as capacity building in the current ESF Objective 3 Programme.  For example, approximately 60% of the sample had been delivered under Policy Field 2.2 by voluntary sector organisations and just less than 25% was located in Policy Field 3.1 delivered by a mixture of sectors including the voluntary sector, trade unions, local authorities and further education.  The remaining projects had been delivered under Policy Fields 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and 4.3 by voluntary sector organisations.

As a framework to support the desk research, we have drawn on the Orientation Report cited earlier.   This offers a 5-point Profile to assess the capacity-building potential of organisations

“ A profile of the capacity of organisations… and a broad assessment of their capacity building needs should be carried out in connection with the following aspects:

· internal organisational capacity;

· capacity relating to reaching target groups;

· capacity relating to delivering for target groups;

· capacity for networking and for building and participating in partnerships;

· capacity relating to accessing ESF.” 

In addition we draw on the classic definition developed for Priority 4 that distinguishes between the Immediate Beneficiary Organisations and the Ultimate Beneficiaries (members of disadvantaged groups). 

4,5
The Components of the Analysis

The sample data assembled as described in the previous section was analysed to determine the proportion of activities undertaken to enhance the capacity of local grassroots organisations.  All the various sources of information were drawn together to illuminate several fields of enquiry some of which we have already explored:

· What is the actual position of Capacity Building in the Policy and Programme structure of Objective 3?

· How is current activity related to the labour market, and especially those furthest from it?

· What characterises effective action – related to capacity issues – for this group?

· Which providers are currently engaged?

· What is the state of organisational and institutional support for an effective programme?

· What is the best system of delivery for capacity building aimed at assisting those furthest from the labour market?

5.
Findings Of The Study

5.1
The Positioning of Capacity Building in the Programme

Capacity Building and the Regional Development Plans

All the English regions refer to capacity building in their Regional Development Plans (RDPs) but a reading of the documentation shows that, with one exception, such references are highly generalised.  They do not identify a set of target groups, set clear aims for these groups or give the need to tackle their problems a distinctive position in the RDP. This appears to be in spite of an explicit encouragement so to do in the Operational Plan. 
  The exception is the East Midlands.  Direct approaches to the GORs themselves did not clarify the situation substantially. None could, for example, give clear data or elaborate a clear focus or strategy.  Only the EM could refer us directly to sources for the data we sought.  The NE, London and East were able to offer some aggregate figures but not a complete picture. 

When asked about future developments in relation to capacity building, all the GORs gave similar responses.  Most either expressed no view or “remained to be convinced” of the need for a more active approach.  Both London and East at least had a view of the end of the programme, aiming at securing sustainability or exit.  Only EM offered a positive, community capacity building oriented response seeking to “widen grassroots organisations’ field of activity to engage with barriers to inclusion; increase community participation; develop local solutions.”

Capacity Building under Co-Financing

The place of capacity building in the programme under Co-Financing is even more difficult to track than that in the RDPs.   A full review of all English CFO plans was, of course, outside the scope of this study.  However, the steer given to the activity of the Learning and Skills Councils (LSCs) (as the dominant CFOs) is strongly based on the content of the RDP.  If the chain linking the declared objectives of Priority 4 and the shape of the RDP is weak in respect of capacity building in a given region, it is perhaps inevitable that this will influence the way it is interpreted in the CFO plan. 

By definition, current CFOs will have had no historic experience (perhaps even no awareness) of the nuances of Priority 4 and of community capacity building (Type 2) notions of capacity building.  Without some specific point of reference (such as an Orientation Report) or some explicit text in the RDP, why should the CFOs be drawn to examine whether or not their definition of capacity building is adequate?

Individual cases may differ, of course, but a recent study of CFOs shows them defining capacity building as “support for smaller organisations to develop their capacity, to deliver and manage projects”
, a clear technical inflection.  The same study goes on to report a “widespread involvement” typically “primarily on training of trainers”
.  This shows a tendency to locate capacity building within the programme as a preparatory activity. The same report refers to capacity building being integral to the Co-Financing process as inter alia “support provided to help new providers meet quality standards”
. 

It is clear that, if the cited report is correct, we are being presented with a notion of capacity building set firmly on the technical (Type 1) side and as a preparatory device for underpinning later provision.  This is quite explicit when looking at how resources are directed, “they (the CFOs) did not favour the use of capacity building to expand Voluntary Sector (sic) provision as an end in itself”
.  The idea that capacity building might be a direct current action delivered by local communities themselves – as prefigured in Priority 4 – does not seem to arise.  This may, in turn, account for the widespread perception that CFOs lean toward technical capacity building in their understanding and that there is a “lack of understanding of what capacity building is and is meant to do”
.

There is some indication from the above that the clear intention to carry forward the essence of Priority 4 has not taken place.  The focus and definition of Priority 4 itself may well have atrophied with time and administrative changes. Taken together with the lack of an overall organising principle and the poverty of data, it seems the time is right for a thorough re-examination of the issue, perhaps along the lines of the 1997 Orientation Report.  LRDP’s warning that capacity building “should continue as a separate priority or measure, with its own budget, since if it were subsumed into others, there is a risk that its focus will be lost” 
 - now seems prescient.

5.2
Meeting the Needs of those Furthest from the Labour Market

We have been making the case from the outset that capacity building as specified in the ESF documentation has a dual role.  At base, however, its ultimate purpose is singular - to provide one element of a pathway to integrate hard-to-reach groups into active participation in work and society.   The critical judgement is which of the two specified activities can make the most important contribution to this final outcome.  The thrust of this study is that while technical and preparatory capacity building actions have a role to play, it is by having communities address their own exclusion that the best results will emerge.   The process itself (involvement, participation, self-activity, addressing barriers) worked out through current action is as important as the product for policy (new projects, widened activity, stronger organisations) at the end. This echoes reports on the European Local Social Capital initiative, which supports the same proposition. 
 

As the original proposition for Priority 4 clearly indicated, provision for the hard to reach is not merely a matter of ensuring that provision exists.  It is a matter of nurturing activity in organisations at the grass roots where such communities can be directly involved.  In Policy Field 2 we would, for example, expect to see (at least in Measure 2.2) a predominance of community capacity building activity based on the sort of regional specifications and definitions outlined in the Operational Plan.  With one exception, this development has not taken place and the blurring of the distinction between the types of capacity building makes it difficult to analyse actual provision in these terms.

As an illustration of this, the project profiles indicate that 98% of the surveyed projects were concerned with internal organisational development and only 2% with fostering improved bids.  It is, however, impossible to identify the proportion of this activity, which is undertaken so as to support preparatory action or current activity, or whether there is a strong focus on the hardest to reach or just an approach to inclusion in general.  While examples, descriptions and information on each type of action can be found (reaching target groups; delivering for target groups; networking building and participating in partnerships) there is no basis on which more sophisticated judgments can be made from the profiles themselves about the thrust of the activity. 

The practitioners’ survey showed that, regardless of the circumstances of the local labour market, they saw certain groups as being continually disadvantaged in gaining access.  In fact, only 50% of the projects were working in generally depressed labour market conditions.  Even in more buoyant labour markets the surveyed projects were focused on those groups that faced particular difficulties.  To this extent the programme is clearly being directed to the right groups whatever the background conditions.  Table 1 shows the distribution of activity among respondents across these groups
.  While there seems to be a slight bias in favour of disabled people and away from ethnic minorities and those in rural areas, these differences may well be due to bias in the shape of the available sample (certainly in the rural case).   

Table1: Survey Responses by Target Group

	Disabled people, including those with 

learning difficulties
	46%
	Lone parents
	30%

	13-17 year-olds at risk of exclusion
	35%
	Drug/alcohol misusers
	30%

	Ex-offenders
	35%
	Ethnic minorities
	27%

	Refugees
	33%
	People living in rural areas
	17%

	Homeless People
	33%
	
	


In response to a question about underprovision of capacity building support for particular disadvantaged groups the respondents to the survey expressed the views set out in Table 2.  This time there are strong enough differences in the responses to indicate that the major concerns from the projects in this respect are for people with disability and ethnic minorities.

Table 2: Groups for which Projects Identified Underprovision

	Disadvantaged Group 
	% response
	Disadvantaged Group 
	% response

	Disabled people, including those with learning difficulties
	32
	Drug/Alcohol users
	10

	Ethnic Minorities
	27
	Women returners
	7

	13-17 year-olds
	20
	Travellers
	7

	Lone parents
	17
	Those living in rural areas
	7

	40+ age and LTUs
	17
	Refugees
	7

	Low skilled/low paid
	12
	Pockets of disadvantaged in 

affluent areas
	7

	VCOs
	10
	Asylum seekers
	7

	Homeless People
	10
	Statutory agencies
	2

	Ex-offenders
	10
	Sex-industry workers
	2


From the perspective of this report, establishing appropriate provision for members of the groups identified above is not simply a matter of developing more of the same standardised type of capacity building or by capturing higher participation from among them.   Without recourse to some organising principle that includes both Type 1 and Type 2 capacity building and that provides data for monitoring which of these has the best effect, it is difficult to judge how far the principles of Priority 4 have been applied in practice.  As it stands, although some programme-level, and much project level, good-practice exists, we have been unable to capture a general convincing picture of provision for those furthest from the labour market. 

5.3
The Elements of Effective Action

When it comes to soliciting project views on effective action a clear list of actions emerges.  This includes: childcare provision, disability access, basic skills, IT training, life skills, availability of translators for people who have English as their second language, accessible venues, transport provision, outreach centres, safe learning environments and so on.  The focus was on seeing these as activities delivered by local groups trusted by the target groups.  In addition, there was a demand for work with employers to remove discrimination and to tackle the stereotypes that present barriers against disadvantaged groups.   ILM solutions to local childcare shortages were also identified as being important. 
  There was support also for long-term commitment (41%); partnership approaches (29%) and better measurement of “soft” outcomes (23%).  Although no one model of provision emerged, there was a clear emphasis on community capacity building (Type 2) forms of capacity building. 

What appears to be required is the scope to identify problems and propose solutions that make sense for the community in question from a flexible “menu”. No such menu has been proposed since the spirit of Priority 4 and flexibility seems to be lacking in the system.  Indeed when the survey asked why there were gaps in provision for socially excluded groups a dominant set of reasons emerged
.  These are set out in Table 3 below.

Table 3: Factors Underpinning the Present Underprovision in Capacity Building

	changes in the administration of ESF (to Co-Financing)
	-   50%

	lack of understanding on the part of funders of the particular needs of disadvantaged groups
	-   79%

	lack of understanding of what capacity building is and what it is meant to do
	-   71%

	too much importance and funds are attached to the achievement of ‘hard outcomes’
	- 100%


5.4
Organisational and Institutional Support

The issues set out in Table 3 highlight a degree of discontent with current structural arrangements for commissioning capacity building activity.  In many responses the most pressing needs expressed were for the funders, public agencies and employers to be educated (or have their capacity built) to understand the needs and barriers of excluded communities, the issues of capacity or the mechanisms or impact of discrimination.  The following gives some flavour of the responses from the surveyed projects:

· 41% cited inadequate duration of projects as a problem for effective delivery

· 64% advocated training for funders and project promoters on the needs of socially excluded groups

· 73% advocated clearer guidance as to what constitutes a capacity building project for those furthest from the labour market 

· 84% demanded recognition of the traditional role played by the voluntary sector in working with those in greatest need

· 64% wanted greater involvement of target groups themselves in the design and implementation of capacity building activities

The collective view seems to be that effective capacity building for those furthest from the labour market demands a deep understanding of the needs of and barriers for the target groups.  Many of these cannot be read off from the circumstances of the individuals themselves and lie within the contingent context in locality and society.   The capacity issues vary widely for those organisations that try to meet these needs - from organisation to organisation, from community to community and from locality to locality.  A pre-prescribed approach or an over-specified “tender” of required provision is unlikely to have the requisite variety to be effective. 

5.5
Delivery Issues

Respondents to the survey raised several delivery issues. The most significant were on the subject of performance measures.  Among them were the following: 

· 23% believed soft outcomes were a key feature of capacity building activity in the community capacity building sphere. These should be aimed at recognition of increased self-esteem, confidence and life skills (behavioural and interpersonal):  “The priority for any capacity building project is to be flexible and responsive to the needs of each individual; it should not be about delivering qualifications but about building the confidence of the individual” 
.  

· 100% believed too much importance was attached to “hard outcomes” 

· 67% believed more guidance, and recording systems, for soft outcomes should be provided 
 

· 91% believed that the administration was too onerous 

· 88% thought there was too much emphasis on value for money requiring unsustainably low unit costs

There were, however, some positive features
:

· 66% accepted that Objective 3 is relatively long term

· 62% believed that funding is not always dependent on achievement of hard outcomes

· 75% thought that Objective 3 encourages support measures

· 60% commented that direct bidding to GORs promotes engagement of local services/actors as match funders

Taken together with the other observations made earlier, it is clear that actual delivery of community capacity building (Type 2) capacity building in Policy Field 2 would benefit from a document delineating issues, outcomes, targeting principles, indicative actions, cost parameters, mechanisms for moving information up from the bottom to the programme structures and so on.   Such a document would also provide a clear focus and impetus to a programme that appears to have suffered a degree of “mission drift”.  What is needed – in short – is a document that serves the same function as the 1997 Orientation Report.

6.
Summary: The Key Questions Revisited

We set out in the study to address the following critical questions:

· Is there a clear delineation of capacity building in RDPs with an indication of where it sits in the programme, typical activities and expected volumes?

· Can the current Objective 3 programme be shown to have built an appropriate capacity building component?

· Has capacity building to help those hardest to reach and furthest from the labour market realised its full potential in the programme?

· Has there been a balanced focus on both community capacity building and on technical development?

· Has the CFO model worked to the advantage or disadvantage of community capacity building and of the local organisations available to support it?

6.1
The Place for Capacity Building in Regional Plans and Programmes

The evidence from the plans themselves is, with one exception, that there is no clearly identified place for capacity building in the current policy framework.    Apart from the East Midlands, the plans refer to capacity building without conceptual clarity, or reference to the lessons of the preceding programme.   In particular, the distinctions between what we have called Type 1 technical development and Type 2 community capacity building are not clearly identified and developed. 

The implication of this is, not surprisingly, an absence of the sorts of categorisations needed to analyse actual provision on the ground.  Although in many cases project promoters themselves seem to have carried forward good practice based on the original Priority 4 experience there is no systematic way of presenting evidence for this across the whole programme. 

6.2
The Existence of an Appropriate Capacity Building Component and Full Potential to Help those Hardest to Reach and Furthest from the Labour Market

For all the reasons reported here it is difficult to be certain whether or not what is going on is in any real sense “appropriate”.  There is some suggestion from admittedly poor records that the programme is running at only roughly half the intended volume or perhaps less.  Data for the scale of capacity building activity commissioned under Co-Financing is even more difficult to find.  However official sources
 indicate that the provision of capacity building is subsumed under more general delivery and typically featured preparatory and technical development actions.   We cannot, on the available data, comment on the assertion in the evaluation report cited above that 7% - 8% of resources are spent on capacity building
.  However the thrust of that report seems to confirm that the entirety of this may be in the technical development field.

While overall activity on capacity building may have picked up by this means – it is clear that the focus on what we have called community capacity building is likely to have dwindled even further.  Most of the commentary in this report seems to suggest that the explicit focus on developing community based responses or on fostering grass roots organisations as new agents has been diluted.

There seems to be no way of attributing the notion of “mobilising all relevant bodies” to the current Objective 3 programme even though it figures prominently in the National Action Plan on Social Inclusion 
. This imperative forms Objective 4 of the NAPSI, but is conspicuously absent from the Mid-Term Evaluation
. However, without apparent irony, the document expresses the failure of the programme to reach the “inactive”.

6.3
A Delivery Focus on Community capacity building as well as technical Development
A lack of attention to crucial definitions in the operational plan, no requirement on regions to develop their own strategy, the lack of a specified fund, the absence of a device like the Orientation Report all mean that capacity building has become a problem for providers and beneficiaries alike.  Time, lack of documentary guidance and the shift of management to a new group of institutions seem to have exacerbated the confusion surrounding it.  The process now seems to have gone so far that the term capacity building seems un-problematically only to refer to developing potential provision, especially with regard to quality standards, trainer training and better bids. That the term should be treated uncritically by a recent official report
 seems to indicate that the process of dilution is complete.  In spite of this, however, on-the-ground practitioners seem to have been able to retain some degree of focus on community capacity building.

6.4
The Impact of the CFO Model of Delivery

Most evidence we have been able to assemble and an analysis of the CFO report
, seem to suggest that the impact of CFO delivery has been less than helpful to what this study has seen as the essence of capacity building as defined by Priority 4.  The jury is still out, however, until there is a thorough analysis of beneficiaries, actions and commitments at the national level through the CFO process. 

In many ways, then, we seem to be back in the situation we were in 1997.  We know that delivery is still missing significant targets.  We are concerned that while there are grass roots agencies located to work in the field, a whole raft of policies in place that point in the direction of empowering them, a wealth of good examples as to how to proceed (East Midlands, Local Social Capital, Priority 4…) there now seems no programme structure to organise a way forward.  The solution now, therefore, may well resemble the path taken then in the light of the LRDP Orientation Report.

7.
Conclusions – Moving Forward

7.1
The Need for a Reframed Definition

One of the clear findings of the study is that it is time to develop a new definition of capacity building in relation to ESF programmes.  The case for a clear definition is now more important than ever in light of the fact that capacity building is a term widely used across government departments and therefore embedded - without the necessary clarity - in a number of policy areas.  As an example, the Cross-Cutting Review published by the Treasury in December 2002 focused on the need to support the voluntary/community sector to facilitate partner government in the delivery of public services.  It describes capacity building as follows: 

“ensuring that VCOs have the skills, knowledge, structures and resources to realise their full potential. It is a second tier activity (undertaken by VCS infrastructure) that supports front line delivery and typically involves removing barriers to involvement and investing to maximise the contribution that VCOs can make….” 

Further, the Home Office Civil Renewal Unit, in a review of government support for community capacity building, defines capacity building as:

 “Activities, resources and support that strengthen the skills and abilities of people enabling them to take effective action and leading roles in the development of their communities”.
 The Review goes on to describe the activities that characterise capacity building as:

“Developing skills ~ learning and training opportunities for individuals and groups, and sharing through networks and mutual support, to develop skills, knowledge and confidence.

Developing structures ~ developing the organisational structures and strengths of community groups, communities of interest and networks.

Developing support ~ developing the availability of practical support to enable the development of skills and structures.” 

These definitions owe much to notions of community development as well as engagement in civic renewal and personal empowerment.  They are clearly related to the LRDP approach to capacity building.  In particular, the detailed Suggested Output Indicators and Suggested Outcome Indicators are a useful basis for developing suitable indicators in any Objective 3 Programme with dedicated funds for capacity building
.

Priority 4 was built upon a proximity principle.   Capacity building especially in the context of social inclusion, “is an enabling and empowering process that seeks to improve the effectiveness of responses to economic, employment and social problems by the people and communities (including communities of interest) experiencing, or closest to those experiencing, these problems….”.  
  Closeness in this case implies understanding, representativeness and participation.  The ultimate beneficiaries are, of course, the members of the communities themselves.   This emphasis enables the activity to draw on and cohere with lessons learnt from local social capital approaches.

From the point of view of this study, community capacity building has to be the fundamental core of any definition of capacity building.  This is the essence of Policy Field 2 in the current England Objective 3 ESF Programme that has as its imperative the need to mobilise relevant bodies in the fight against exclusion.

We, therefore, recommend the re-adoption of the original definition as the basis for a reconsideration of activity in the second half of the ESF programme:

“Capacity building is an enabling and empowering process that seeks to improve the effectiveness of responses to economic, employment and social problems by the people and communities experiencing, or closest to those experiencing, these problems….”.  
However, since the use of the term capacity building is now so confusing, it is perhaps worth considering if the term should be given reduced emphasis and the term community capacity building used for this work. 

7.2
Addressing The Key Issues For The Objective 3 Programme

If there is a need to upgrade community capacity building activity in the second half of the programme, a new focus, a specific fund and a new Orientation Report are required.  The requirement is for a set of tools that will enable street-level groups to engage the hardest to reach.  The LRDP Indicators already provide a useful point of reference for this.  Work undertaken in the East Midlands also gives some guidance as to what may be required (See Appendix). Elsewhere, this type of agenda is being developed in London under the Strategic Objective 2 (“enabling the excluded to access learning and sustainable employment”) of the Regional Framework for Employment & Skills Action, through the embryonic London Skills for Inclusion Network. 

We recommend that a new Orientation Report be developed from this work. This should form the basis of a programme of active learning and debate for those administering actions in Policy Field 2.  This should lead on to a thorough review of Capacity Building in Policy Field 2 and its implications for delivery.

7.3
Organisational Issues

We have reported the loss of focus on community capacity building that has followed the passing of managerial authority to CFOs and the apparent substitution of purely system-improving, preparatory, actions for inclusion activity.  TSEN has already expressed concern about the delivery and effectiveness of the current approach to capacity building in ESF Objective 3.  There are several indications that opportunities are being lost to give support to those individuals and groups that are furthest away from the labour market and that Co-Financing is accelerating this process through a set of unintended effects.

The designation of funds for a specific community capacity building dimension of work would assist the process of regaining focus.  CFOs centred and specialising in social inclusion rather than on individual learners or job seekers might be able to strengthen that process further.  The issue of designated funds is more difficult.  In the region with the clearest relevant experience, 86% of grass roots practitioners favour it. 
  However, a similar proportion also thought it advantageous that they did not have to find match funding. 

Various options have merits: a separate measure would define a distinct field of work and develop focus and operational categories and ensure that match funding contributes to the field of work.  Direct bidding would permit synergy with other funds, whereas Co-Financing removes the obstacle of finding and administering matched funding.  A national approach would permit the clarity of focus but may limit the scale of action.  We recommend that an open debate on these issues should take place as part of the Mid Term Review.  The critical objective should be to take active steps to restore the focus of capacity building activity on community capacity building and to re-instate the original spirit of Priority 4.

Third Sector European Network

February 2004

ANNEX 1 – THE PRACTITIONERS’ SURVEY
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Scoping Study Questionnaire

The Third Sector European Network (TSEN) is conducting a scoping study on the extent to which capacity building has been implemented in the current ESF Objective 3 Programme.  The study concentrates in particular on the use of capacity building in Policy Field 2 Measure 2, i.e. ‘Equal Opportunities for All and Promoting Social Inclusion’, where recommended types of actions include:

‘Capacity Building actions to ensure that ESF reaches those groups in greatest need and to encourage local development and community delivery of ESF activities’ 

(ESF 2000-2006 Objective 3, Operational Programme for England and Gibraltar, Programme Complement, Second Edition, September 2002, page 16).  

Such Capacity Building actions refer to projects targeting individuals who, because of their disadvantage, are also socially excluded.   Projects may either deliver direct actions to move disadvantaged groups towards employability or may be focussing on the development of local and community groups who are close to the target groups and understand their needs and barriers to integration.

Capacity Building in this sense does not include actions aimed at the development of organisation’s ability to either access ESF or manage ESF type of projects.  However, if you have been awarded funds to deliver capacity building actions under Priorities and Measures other than Policy Field 2.2 and feel you have something to contribute, please do send in your comments.

The aims of the study are to establish:

how capacity building (as defined by the current ESF programme) has been used in Objective 3 Policy Field 2.2;

If there are any gaps in current provision and if so, why are these occurring?

if the programme is reaching those it should be reaching.

The study has been commissioned and part-funded by the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) and ESF with a view to:

providing a more detailed definition of capacity building;

finding ways to ensure wider use of capacity building in the remainder of the Programme;

finding ways to deliver a more value added set of capacity building actions for those at greatest distance from the labour market;

I hope you will find time to participate in this important exercise and look forward to receiving your completed questionnaire by 5 September 2003.  

	Q.1
We would like you to help us identify those kinds of people or identifiable groups that you and the wider network you represent would identify as suffering the greatest disadvantage in getting access to the mainstream labour market.

	How would you describe the state of the mainstream labour market in your area?  Is it:

a)
generally buoyant with high levels of job opportunity and evidence of labour shortages in key areas?

b)
neither buoyant nor depressed with conditions about the average for the nation as a whole for unemployment or job opportunities?

c)
generally depressed with low levels of job opportunity and unemployment above the national average?

	1.2
Regardless of the answer you have just given,  are there particular pockets of deprivation or/and kinds of people/ groups who can be regarded as being continually disadvantaged in gaining access to the labour market in your area?   If yes then proceed to Q. 1.3.

	Please complete the table below ranking groups/people in order of their degree of disadvantage (3= high and 1=low)

	
	Male
	Female
	Age group
	Length of unemployment
	Degree of disadvantage

	Ex-offenders
	
	
	
	
	

	Ethnic minorities
	
	
	
	
	

	Disabled
	
	
	
	
	

	Homeless
	
	
	
	
	

	Lone parents
	
	
	
	
	

	Drug and alcohol misusers
	
	
	
	
	

	Refugees & asylum seekers
	
	
	
	
	

	13- to 17-year-olds at risk of exclusion
	
	
	
	
	

	People living in rural areas
	
	
	
	
	

	1.4
What firm evidence can you offer to help us give substance to the views you have offered in the previous question? (You should be quoting from reports, e.g. RDPs, local labour market information, or other reliable sources)



	Q.2
In your view, what should be the key elements of a capacity building project aimed at the integration, both in society and the labour market, of the groups identified in Q1.3? (You might want to refer to aims, objectives, type of action, type of delivering organisation, type of funding, outcomes, design and delivery, length of project)

	

	Q.3
Can you identify any gaps in provision for the aforementioned groups?  If your organisation/network were to fill these gaps, what groups might be the expected beneficiaries? 

	Can you identify in your area specific disadvantaged groups for whom there is no or/and poor provision of capacity building types of activities?  If yes please list the groups and type of provision available and go to Q.3.2.

If your organisation had the opportunity to run a capacity building project, which of the groups identified above would benefit?  What types of activities and support measures would you be able to offer?



	Q.4
In your opinion, what are the principle causes of the gaps identified at Q3?

	a)
changes in the administration of ESF

b)
lack of understanding, on the part of the funders, of the particular needs of disadvantaged groups

c)
lack of understanding of what capacity building is and what it is meant to do/achieve

d)
too much importance and funds are attached to the achievement of ‘hard’ outcomes

e)
other

	Please justify your answers with examples:

	Q.5
In your opinion what sort of institutional capacity is needed to ensure that ESF reaches those groups in greatest need? Please justify your answer

	a)
training for funders and project promoters on the needs of disadvantaged groups and the barriers they face to integration

b)
clear guidance for potential project promoters as to what constitutes a capacity building project for those furthest from the labour market

c)
recognition of the traditional role played by the voluntary sector in working with those in greatest need

d)
greater involvement of specific groups in local council, community groups and greater involvement of specific groups in design and implementation of capacity building activities

e)
citizenship involvement activities

f)
other



	Q.6 What aspects of the current ESF Objective 3 Programme are helpful in dealing with the provision of services for these groups?

	a)
it is relatively long term

b)
funding is not dependent on achievement of ‘hard’ outcomes

c)
it encourages support measures, e.g. childcare, travel etc

d)
direct bidding to Government Offices promotes partnership engagement of local services/actors as match funders

e)
other

	Q.7 What aspects are less helpful? 

	the administration of an ESF project can be very onerous

more guidance should be provided on how to record soft outcomes

guidance on capacity building is poor 

often the ‘value for money’ imperative leads funders to demand very low unit costs which are unrealistic if the target group is very disadvantaged and needing extra support

other



	Q.8
Can the successes and failures be exemplified with reference to particular projects known to you? If so could you identify not more than 4 projects to support the case you make?

	

	Q.9
Could you please supply a succinct summary of the issues for which each project act as an exemplar?

	

	Q.10
What recommendations would you want to make about the way Capacity Building is administered in the future?

	


 Please return completed questionnaire by 5 September to:

 Sandra Turner

 CSV 

 237 Pentonville Road

 London N1 9NJ

 Tel:   020 7643 1327

 Fax:  020 7278 1020

 sturner@csv.org.uk
 Thank you in advance for your co-operation.

ANNEX 2      PROJECT VIEWS

Experiences in the regions: findings of the practitioners’ questionnaire 

The questionnaire was the main instrument to capture the experiences and the views of project promoters who have been running capacity building projects.  The questionnaire was designed to obtain information about:

how capacity building (as defined by the current programme) has been used in Policy Field 2 

if there are any gaps in current provision and if so why are these occurring

if the programme is reaching those at the furthest from the labour market

Below, are the responses provided to each of the questions asked in the questionnaire 

QUESTION 1  ~  Labour Market Conditions
The aim of the first question was to identify the conditions in which capacity building projects operate with respect to those groups suffering the greatest disadvantage in accessing the labour market:

17% of respondents thought that the conditions of the mainstream labour market were generally buoyant with high levels of job opportunity. 

24% of respondents operated in a labour market environment that was neither buoyant nor depressed.

Nearly 50% of all respondents described their labour market conditions as depressed with low levels of job opportunity and high levels of unemployment.  

Not surprisingly, the highest proportion of projects claiming to operate in depressed labour-market conditions is to be found in the North East (32% of the depressed lm total); whilst the highest percentage of projects operating in buoyant labour-market conditions in the East (33% of the buoyant lm total).  

Target Groups

Project promoters were asked to identify the target groups (and pockets of disadvantage) who, in spite of the general labour market conditions, are regarded as being continually disadvantaged in gaining access to the labour market.  Below are the results of the survey ranked in terms of the groups deemed as most disadvantaged by respondents:

The disabled, including those with learning difficulties (46%)

13-17 year-old at risk of exclusion (35%)

Ex-offenders (35%)

Refugees (33%)

The homeless (33%)

Lone parents (30%)

Drug/alcohol misusers (30%)

Ethnic minorities (27%)

People living in rural areas (17%)

Evidence For Supporting Views And Points For Further Action

Respondents were asked to justify their answers about the labour market conditions in their locality and the groups identified as continually disadvantaged in accessing the labour market.  Generally, respondents had used the Regional Development Plans and other labour market information available from their Local Strategic and Learning Partnerships, the Probation Service, the UK National Action Plan on Social Inclusion, NOMIS, ONS, Indices of Deprivation, employers, as well as from participants on programmes and in community groups.  

Some respondents provided detailed information about the barriers to integration faced by their particular target group.  Others offered a summary of local labour-market conditions and the type of multiple disadvantage in their communities.  Please find below some of the most significant comments in terms of identifying barriers to integration, gaps in provision or further action needed to re-engage those furthest from the labour market.

People with alcohol/drug problems:  at the national level, 10,000 people a day attend alcohol services. Over 50% are men. A third are also unemployed and 18% are homeless.  It was felt however that further research is needed in the field of alcohol related unemployment; training and support must be given to staff of statutory agencies (such as Employment Services and Connexions) so that they can deal competently with such issues.  The respondent making the above comments, claims that ‘…80% of the Employment Service staff requested training on five main social issues, which were barriers to employment with alcohol being the primary request and drug use second’.  The end of ESF funding for projects dealing with this target group resulted in the creation of a gap in provision as there were no comparable statutory services able to provide a holistic approach to reinsertion into society first and, later, into the labour market.

In areas where they represent a very low percentage of the population (e.g. Cumbria, the Wear Valley and the Teesdale),  members of ethnic minorities are even harder to reach due to the fact that they are less likely to form into accessible community groups.  Rural transport is also a major barrier for such members in forming self-help groups or attending training/capacity building projects. 

People suffering from autism benefit from “…no government programme or local community programme that addresses a specialist job coaching service in Northampton shire…[in spite of ] an incidence national level of 53 in 10,000”. Another respondent puts the case forward for people with learning disabilities who are often included in the general category of ‘disabled’ in spite of the fact that they “…are frequently able to work as they are often in good physical health”. 

Unemployment statistics for people with learning disabilities are non-existent and opportunities to be fully and meaningfully included in society are in short supply.  A project in Kent supporting adults with mental health illness to return to employment, found that most of the client group were 45-59 years of age and had all been unemployed between 3 and 5 years.  The combination of disability and long-term unemployment resulted in very few opportunities for support into training and work.   The situation is compounded where client groups live in deprived rural parts of Kent. Here, the project found by working with adults from less deprived areas that they also suffered from long-term unemployment simply because of their mental health condition.

Ex-offenders and homeless people face discrimination from employers approached by ESF project-promoters looking for a work placement for their target group.

A group from Manchester working with Muslim women states  “…because of cultural difficulties there are no adequate statistics capturing the plight of the ethnic minority groups in Manchester”.

An organisation from the Isle of Wight, with a high single parent rate, emphasises the need for more childcare workers in the area.  Poor childcare provision and  poor local transport prevent many 25+ single parents from  taking  up training opportunities in childcare, perpetuating the ‘catch-22’ situation of no childcare, no transport, no ability to do anything about it.

The impact of multiple disadvantage is described by many organisations from various parts of the country (the North East, the North West, the East and the South East) as a set of adverse conditions which prevent certain groups from being fully engaged in society and the labour market.  The adverse conditions usually involve: low income; lack of affordable childcare; lack of affordable housing; lack of rural transport; a disability (physical and mental); lack of youth employment and opportunities, especially in rural areas; lack of training opportunities; a culture of benefit dependence;  low educational attainment; crime and drugs; a history of long-term unemployment. Such conditions tend to be concentrated in pockets of deprivation, present up and down the country, whether in urban or rural settings.  They place certain groups at a disadvantage in terms of accessing training and employment opportunities.  Amongst these are: lone parents; young people; adults and older people; the disabled; those with mental health illnesses and learning difficulties;  the ethnic minority communities;  the homeless; those suffering from substance misuse and alcoholism.  One respondent expressed little surprise at the fact that “…in an area where individuals feel socially excluded there is a similar lack of cohesion and local community infrastructure” with patchy and underdeveloped provision from both the statutory and voluntary sectors.  The same organisation goes on to describe how funding from ESF enabled them to  “strengthen the infrastructure of over 20 new and existing grass root organisations by offering lower level capacity support” which, in time, will help them to become local service providers and employers.

QUESTION 2  ~  Key Elements of a Capacity Building Project
Respondents were asked to identify the key elements of a capacity building project aimed at promoting the integration of socially excluded groups.  A number of themes emerged: 

53% of respondents identified the support measures needed to remove barriers to participation of socially excluded groups as the key element of a capacity building project.  These include: childcare provision, disability access, basic skills, IT training, life skills, availability of translators for people who have English as their second language, accessible venues, transport provision, outreach centres, safe learning environments, i.e. activities delivered by local groups who are trusted by target groups.  In addition, there was the demand for work with employers to remove discrimination/stereotypes against disadvantaged groups and ILM solutions to local childcare shortages.

41% of respondents believed that for capacity building projects to have any lasting impact, longer term commitment was needed, between 3 and 5 years. 

partnership approach: 29% of respondents were of the opinion that funding should be made available to create and maintain inclusive integrated networks of partner agencies who can deliver services in a familiar, non-threatening learning environment to target groups.  The partnership approach is seen as a necessary approach to the delivery of capacity building for the most disadvantaged individuals/groups. In particular, it is imperative that support and training is delivered by those community groups closest to target groups and that it is delivered in the community. In addition, it would be helpful to have a central bureau at a local level to hold information about all the resources available in the area as a way of sharing administrative resources.  

4% of respondents thought that training should be made available to partners on the specific needs of target group, e.g. people with alcohol and drug misuse problems, so that better quality service can be provided.  8%  thought that a key element of capacity-building projects is staff development for local voluntary/community sector groups so that in turn they can provide  higher quality services to their clients. Projects should be flexible enough to take into account any new ideas or approaches suggested by partners and adapt to the evolving needs of target groups.

target group involvement : 15% of respondents thought that project promoters should ensure that the views of beneficiary are sought and incorporated at the design stage of any project, when needs and solutions to meet them are identified ~ bottom up approach.  In this way, the design and delivery is controlled and owned by the community. Projects should be holistic.  Projects working with disaffected youth should also work with their families.

in terms of organisational capacity, the aim is to develop organisations from within the community, and to increase the levels of social, financial and human capital.  6%  of respondents believe that deficits in the community also need to be addressed by infrastructure investment.  Capacity building projects aimed at developing community organisations should run as an integral part of economic regeneration agendas, not in isolation so that they have a long lasting impact.  Only one respondent identified capacity building as a set of activities aimed at the development of management systems, quality assurance systems etc.

type of action:  at an individual level induction, basic skills support, pre-vocational (6%), signposting to appropriate agencies; advocacy, mentoring (10%), pre-ESOL training, outreach work (8%).  At an organisational level: community marketing to employers to avoid postcode discrimination; promotion of social firms (13%) which can increase the availability of childcare in the area; funding available for skills development to enable local organisations to work more effectively with specific target groups; providing hot desk facilities to local community and voluntary groups; outreach support to individual groups on request; helping organisations to apply for funding; support to groups to help them to host events and activities of local interest.   Of great value for community groups is learning which is non-accredited and recognises soft skills (“co-financing of ESF ignores key aspects of learning and skills and prevents capacity building” ~ Norwich and Norfolk Voluntary Services).  6% of respondents identified ‘learning by stealth’ as an effective way of getting non-traditional learners to undertake some learning.

23% of respondents thought that more emphasis should be on soft outcomes and appropriate tools should be devised to measure increased self-esteem, confidence and life skills (behavioural and interpersonal):  “The priority for any capacity building project is to be flexible and responsive to the needs of each individual; it should not be about delivering qualifications but about building the confidence of the individual”.  10%  of respondents identified volunteering, both in the community and in local voluntary groups, as a way of acquiring soft skills.  Only one respondent was of the opinion that disadvantaged groups should be offered supported employment immediately and should aim at achieving hard outcomes.

delivery of projects ~ 14% respondents thought that capacity building projects must be delivered through community groups and 4% identified the distribution of small grants to local groups by a lead agency, such as the local CVS, as a good model of delivery.  The lead agency should take on the burden of administering ESF funds, leaving the small groups to concentrate on increasing their capacity to reach those furthest from the labour market.

publicity: 2% thought that projects  should be better targeted at the groups likely to benefit from project.

QUESTION 3 – Gaps in Provision

Projects were asked to identify any gaps in provision for those further away from the labour market.   The results are based on 15 responses.
	
	IT training
	Confidence building 
	Groups for whom there is no or poor capacity building
	Transition measures to adults services
	Capacity to fundraising
	One stop advice shop 
	Opportunities for longer work trials
	Lack of post funding support
	Lack of affordable childcare post project
	Lack of infrastructure funding

	People with learning disabilities
	6.7%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	People with mental health problems
	
	6.7%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	40+ age group
	
	
	13.3%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	The homeless
	
	
	6.7%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Refugees
	
	
	13.3%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asylum Seekers
	
	
	13.3%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Autistic Young People
	
	
	
	6.7%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	VCOs 
	
	
	6.7%
	
	6.7%
	
	
	6.7%
	
	6.7%

	Ethnic Minorities
	
	
	13.3%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13-16 yr old at risk of exclusion
	
	
	
	
	
	6.7%
	
	
	
	

	The disabled
	
	
	6.7%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lone parents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6.7%
	
	6.7%
	


3.1   Projects were asked to specify the disadvantaged groups for whom there is no or poor provision of capacity building.  Results are based on 41 responses:

3.1.  Groups for whom there is no or inadequate capacity building provision:

	Disadvantaged Group 
	% response
	Disadvantaged Group 
	% response

	Disabled (inc. learning difficulties)
	32
	Drug/Alcohol users
	10

	Ethnic Minorities
	27
	Women returners
	7

	13-17 year-olds
	20
	Travellers
	7

	Lone parents
	17
	Those living in rural areas
	7

	40+ age and LTUs
	17
	Refugees
	7

	Low skilled/low paid
	12
	Pockets of disadvantaged in affluent areas
	7

	VCOs
	10
	Asylum seekers
	7

	The homeless
	10
	Statutory agencies
	2

	Ex-offenders
	10
	Sex-industry workers
	2


3.2. Lack of support beyond the life of ESF project

	Disadvantaged Group 
	% response

	Drug and Alcohol users
	7

	Ex-offenders
	5


3.3. Limited access to local learning or training opportunities

	Disadvantaged Group 
	% response
	Disadvantaged Group 
	% response

	Refugees 
	5
	BMEs
	2

	Asylum Seekers
	5
	40+ age and LTUs
	2

	The homeless
	2
	13-17 year-olds
	2

	People living in rural areas
	2
	
	


5% of respondents pointed to the poor provision of training for highly skilled refugees

3.4. Inappropriate levels of funding

	Disadvantaged Group 
	% response

	Ex-offenders
	2

	40+
	2

	Homeless
	2


3.5. Inadequate duration of CB projects

 41% of respondents indicated that all of the disadvantaged groups mentioned above (with the exclusion of statutory agencies, VCOs and sex industry workers) need support in personal and social development over a longer period of time to reap any benefits.

3.6. Output related funding prioritised over beneficiaries’ needs

41% of respondents indicated that with co-financing the emphasis, and the funding, is now attached to achievement of hard outcomes, such as NVQs and jobs, which are not the aim of a capacity building project.

QUESTION 4  ~  Causes of Gaps

Respondents were asked to identify the possible causes of gaps in provision for socially excluded groups:

	a) changes in the administration of ESF
	50%

	b) lack of understanding on the part of funders of the particular needs of disadvantaged groups
	79%

	c) lack of understanding of what capacity building is and what is meant to do
	71%

	d) too much importance and funds is attached to the achievement of ‘hard outcomes’
	100%

	e) other:

low capacity of VCOs 

lack of ILM opportunities

co-financing

lack of long-term commitment

lack of recognition of actual cost of delivery of capacity building projects

no dedicated policy field to capacity building

lack of sustainable funding


QUESTION 5 – Institutional Capacity

Respondents were asked what sort of institutional capacity was needed to ensure that ESF reaches those groups in greatest need.

	a) training for funders and project promoters on the needs of socially excluded groups and barriers to inclusion
	64%



	b) clear guidance as to what constitutes a capacity building project for those furthest away from the labour market
	73%

	c) recognition of the traditional role played by the voluntary sector in working with those in greatest need
	84%

	d) greater involvement of groups in design and implementation of capacity building activities
	64%

	e) citizenship involvement activities
	26%

	f) other:

recognition of capacity building by co-financers

funding regime more responsive to specific needs of socially excluded groups

less fragmentation of funding and priorities, which can result in too small grants

more lower level capacity building


QUESTION 6 – Benefits of Objective 3

Respondents were asked to identify the helpful aspects of the current ESF Objective 3 programme in dealing with the provision of services for these groups.

	a) it is relatively long term
	66%

	b) funding is not dependent on achievement of hard outcomes
	62%

	c) it encourages support measures
	75%

	d) direct bidding to GOs promotes partnership engagement of local services/actors as match funders
	60%

	e) other           it allows appeals and significant changes

it allows innovation
	


QUESTION 7 – Drawbacks of Objective 3

Respondents identified the least helpful aspects of the current ESF Objective 3 programme as follows:

	a) the administration is too onerous
	91%

	b) more guidance for recording soft outcomes should be provided
	67%

	c) guidance on capacity building is poor
	48%

	d) value for money equals unsustainable low unit costs
	88%

	e) other:          inconsistent approach to Capacity Building across different CFOs

no appeal system

funding too fragmented at sub-regional level

too much jargon

VCOs unable to cope with all the bureaucracy




QUESTION 8 – Successes and Failures

Respondents were asked to exemplify the successes and failures of the current ESF Objective Programme with projects known to them.  Listed below are a selection of examples which, whilst being positive about the outcomes achieved by their capacity building projects, are pessimistic about the future.  There is a shared sense of discontinuation of funding after 2003  and respondents link this to the introduction of the Co-Financing.  Restrictive tender models, low unit costs, limited allocations for capacity building, short-term contracts, unwillingness of Co-Financers to contract with small voluntary/community organisations are amongst the reasons mentioned below for the discontinuation of funding and capacity building activities beyond December 2003.

A group in the Tees Valley, under Policy Field 3.1, has brought together learning providers to introduce capacity building programmes and seek further funding to expand programmes.  Community based learning has widened participation in many diverse subjects.

An extremely successful local voluntary organisation that helps disadvantaged women are in danger of having to stop operating because they are reliant on ESF funding that ends in December 2003.  The local LSC is using a tender model that precludes innovative projects from taking place.

In one area, the local LSC offers approximately £35,000 per deprived neighbourhoods (per ward).  At present some wards have not submitted any applications for funding as there is no other activity to link up with on the ground and too little funding for too short a time to make bidding worthwhile.

Lead organisations are normally Local Authorities and FE Colleges who have their own agendas and mould the ESF funding to their own outcomes.  This then completely misses the very disadvantaged groups which the Programme is attempting to reach.  Some small  providers have very good quality delivery but are often seen as a threat to the local  FE college, which in turn does not wish to become a Co-Financing Organisation or work in partnership.

CFOs have too few staff to deal with ESF so they tend to favour a few large preferred providers to carry out larger scale projects that often fail to reach the most disadvantaged social and economic groups. 

A group in the East Midlands received capacity building funding to employ a training development worker and a funding development worker.  After 18 months the project is just starting to show some success with additional funds being attracted and several training courses for vulnerable people being delivered.  Funding is about to finish but the project cannot bid for again.

One partnership has successfully brought together statutory and voluntary sector organisations that work with offenders and ex-offenders to share best practice and to work strategically and collaboratively. However, the original subsidised training opportunities attached to the Objective 3 funding has not been continued to the original extent and so the partnership is weaker. 

A voluntary & community organisation in the South West has established a global grants programme and maintains that, in spite of their short life, funded projects have produced substantial benefits such as skills development, progression, job creation, motivation etc for beneficiary groups.  However, the end of funding will leave the groups with no hope for continuation of activities.

QUESTION 9

Respondents were asked to provide a summary of the issues for which each project acted as an exemplar. 

QUESTION 10 – The Future

Respondents were asked to make recommendations about the way Capacity Building is administered in the future

	Dedicated capacity building measure,

ring fenced for VCOs
	12%
	Funding for partnership formation
	6%

	Better definition of Capacity Building
	9%
	Better measurement of soft outcomes
	9%

	Simplification of ESF administration
	29%
	Longer lead time for planning projects
	6%

	Use of local knowledge 

in designing projects
	6%
	Better understanding by CFOs of what capacity building is all about
	12%

	Increased flexibility
	15%
	Bring back Direct Bidding
	12%

	Funding should be longer-term
	20%
	Effective mechanism to share best practice
	15%


ANNEX 3 - PROJECT PROFILE ANALYSIS

Focus of Activity

The data shows that 98% of the sampled projects delivered actions to enhance the capacity of existing organisations, either their own or other local grass root organisations, which were close to the ultimate beneficiaries as defined by the Orientation Report. Focus did spread across the categories defined in that report, but was not focused on developing better bids.

All the capacity-building activities are directed at organisations and not directly at the disadvantaged individuals they sought to support and represent. Ultimate beneficiaries cited are: women-returners, people in need of rehabilitation, people with mental health problems, offenders and ex-offenders, the disabled, black and minority ethnic people, refugees, those with severe learning difficulties, and young people at risk.

Internal Organisational Capacity

All sampled projects have delivered a range of the following activities: training for staff, volunteers, and in some cases trustees, in recruitment, staff supervision, ICT, health and safety risk assessment, first aid at work, effective decision making and conflict resolution, business planning and management structures, managing fixed term contracts, project development, marketing, fundraising, equal opportunities and managing diversity.

Capacity to Reach Target Groups

The target group in this context might be the small voluntary organisations close to the disadvantaged, but lacking the expertise and the necessary resources to make a difference in their communities.  In this case the project promoter is likely to be an organisation with the capacity and expertise necessary to reach the unknown, small, local groups and increase their capacity to reach in turn the disadvantaged.  

In the sample analysed, a handful of projects, mainly promoted by community development agencies, provides us with an overview of the methods used to generate interest in their capacity building projects.  These may include high profile events such as the launch of the Hertfordshire Standing Conference of Voluntary Organisations, or the launch of a website to publicise capacity-building activities in their area, or the distribution of leaflets to those community groups deemed as the most suitable because of their proximity to the ultimate beneficiaries.  Other projects trained volunteer facilitators or employed outreach workers to involve the local community in the development of solutions to local problems.

The target groups might also be intended as the disadvantaged groups themselves. The type of activities which could fall under this category are mainly concerned with helping small voluntary groups in finding the best way to reach the ultimate beneficiaries and interest them in participating in pre-labour market activities with those furthest from the labour market.  

The Orientation Report identifies outreach as the most effective way to attract disadvantaged groups to learning programmes by offering non-threatening and accessible learning environments, usually within their community, whether of place or of interest.  A project, for instance, successfully implemented a capacity-building project to raising its profile and formed partnerships with other agencies in the area.  Following this, the project obtained statutory funding to set up a community rehabilitation centre for alcohol and drug abusers, a drop-in centre for young people with free access to the internet and a team of outreach workers.

Similarly, another organisation working with people with disabilities has developed an on-line consultation programme to ensure that people with mobility problems and their carers can feed into the design of future projects.   A project in a rural area of the North East, where transport can be a barrier to participation, delivered ICT training in the village hall for local residents.

Effectiveness in Delivery to Target Groups
The key capacity-building objective for a small voluntary/community organisation is to be empowered to help those who are disadvantaged and socially excluded and to whom the organisation is close, in terms of understanding needs and the causes of exclusion.   According to the Orientation Report, an effective re-integration process requires the input of dedicated, resourceful, experienced and knowledgeable individuals, whether staff or volunteers, who can enable an organisation to deliver outputs and outcomes for the target group.

This will involve organisations in developing projects, which provide pathways to integration for the disadvantaged within the parameters set by ESF or by other sources of funding.   In other words, they will need to assess the needs of prospective beneficiaries and find opportunities for them in terms of training, work experience, volunteer placements etc.  As mentioned above, projects have offered a range of activities, including: staff development and specialist training, project development and fundraising training, research into the needs of ultimate beneficiaries and of future capacity building needs.  Training of volunteers has been offered where opportunities existed for employment within organisations that valued their commitment and expertise.  An organisation, which distributed small grants to promote projects owned and delivered by the local community, found that the application process developed skills in project planning and funding.

Capacity to Network 

Working in partnerships or forming networks was promoted in Priority 4 of the previous Objective 3 ESF Programme and resulted in the formation of many capacity-building networks, which helped the social integration of ultimate beneficiaries.  Networks and partnership- working are positive in as much as they increase opportunities for the exchange of information and best practice together with the sharing of resources.  This increases the opportunities for beneficiaries to be referred to the most appropriate agency in meeting their needs.  

Only a few of the sampled projects, however, make explicit reference to networking. For example, the Lowestoft Learning Preparation Project worked at partnership level to include the voluntary and statutory sector, the local college and library:

“This forum has provided a strong network of information and ideas which has further defined the obstacles to learning faced by individuals on a very local level as well as producing practical solutions.”
In addition, the project has developed a database of information about community programmes so that learners can be directed appropriately.  Another project mentioned the value of networking as this has enabled their organisation to engage partners and develop working relationships to publicise their work and increase their capacity.  An entire capacity building project was dedicated to the formation of a partnership:

“which has brought together similar organisations resulting in  more effective working arrangements and a smoother pathway to work for beneficiaries.”  

For the SOVA Probation Partnership in Hertfordshire, the capacity-building funding resulted in the training of additional volunteers who could enable them to respond to changes in the criminal justice system and also turn them into an agency capable of meeting the needs of offenders and volunteers in the county.  In the East Midlands, a partnership represented the exit strategy for a capacity building project which trained 30 grass-roots organisations (GROs).  This followed an evaluation of the local intermediate labour market in a survey to identify those GROs, which were closest to the disadvantaged communities.

Capacity to access ESF

Only one project explicitly referred to training groups to access ESF, ERDF or other statutory funding such as the Community Fund.

ANNEX 4  - CASE STUDIES

ESSEX DISABLED PEOPLE’S ASSOCIATION

Background

Essex Disabled People’s Association (EDPA) has a long and successful history of innovative and sustainable projects.  All projects are designed to integrate disabled people into the mainstream of opportunity (and sustainable independence) usually available to others. The success of these projects is clearly borne out in their latest Annual Review, which covers 2002-2003.

EDPA are currently recovering from the failure of their third attempt to introduce a proven and successful initiative into Essex. That initiative, successfully operating in Hertfordshire, is called the Disability Employer Outreach Service (DEOS). 

In Hertfordshire, DEOS draws on the combined expertise of the Disability Information Service for Hertfordshire (DISH) and Business Link Hertfordshire to provide business solutions that allow businesses to benefit from the disabled market potential. Organisations are also provided with up to the minute information on all aspects of disability. Advice on recruitment and training is given so that businesses comply with current disabled legislation. Advice is also given on obtaining financial assistance, and improving services to disabled people as consumers. 

The East of England Development Agency (EEDA) provided EDPA with funding to produce a paper giving a detailed account of disability in Essex. It was the case that there was a particular shortage of research into the attitudes of employers (and in particular private sector employers) relating to the ‘worth’ of disabled people in the work place. In the past disability and disabled people have simply not been high on the agenda for these employers and this has led to inadequate data production. The evidence in the report was to be used to support the ESF bid to set up DEOS in Essex, following in the footsteps of the success of the programme in Hertfordshire.

The report outlines the population statistics for Essex. There are 1.6 million people living in Essex, with over 800,000 economically active. Just over 1 million people are of working age: an estimated 121,000 were disabled working age adults in 2001, but the true value may now be between 108,000 and 134,000. It has been estimated that approximately 80,000 disabled people are not in employment, which is nearly two thirds of the disabled working age population in Essex. There is also clear evidence that in Essex disabled people are less well qualified than non-disabled adults, that disabled people experience labour market disadvantage, and that disabled people experience social exclusion, often related to unemployment.

The Disability Employer Outreach Service is an ESF funded project in Hertfordshire. It was hoped that the project could be rolled out in Essex, to give people with disabilities there the same enormous benefits they enjoy as a result of the project in Hertfordshire.

The Disability Employer Outreach Service ESF bids in Essex

The first application made by EDPA was for LSC co-financing. This bid was made in early 2003 under Measure 2.3. This bid was rejected, and the LSCs post-bid advice was that EDPA should have applied to GO-East.

 

The second application was to GO-East and was rejected because of a lack of statistical evidence, even though there was plenty of evidence from the neighbouring Hertfordshire project. It was at this stage that the £10k from the East of England Development Agency (EEDA) was made available to produce the research paper to outline the statistics.

 

The third application was made under Policy Field 2.2, and was in partnership with MENCAP and with match funding from EEDA and Business Link for Essex. This was rejected, and EDPA were told that this was because it was under the wrong policy field.  EPDA had sought and received advice that DEOS (disability) was covered by 2.2 in Essex, Cambridgeshire, Norfolk and Suffolk, but by 2.3 in Bedfordshire, and partially in Norfolk (employers). Their pre-bid submissions under 2.2 had received a response with no queries on ‘Target Groups’ and advice that they should clarify some points with Southend Borough Council and EEDA prior to full bid submission. Both of these organisations were contacted by personal visit and telephone conversations to confirm the bid would comply with the points raised in the response to expression of interest form.

EPDA then appealed to GO-East about this third rejection. The appeal outlined the reasons for the application, and questioned the rejection on the grounds of it being under the wrong Policy Field. On 4th September 2003, EDPA had attended a presentation in Harlow on the East of England Objective 3 bidding round, at which they were given a document entitled ‘Regional Bidding Guidance: for the Autumn 2003 alternative round only’. Significantly, Essex as a county under 2.2 included adults with disabilities. Measure 2.3 covered older people, legislation training and voluntary sector training, which was not what the project was going to be dealing with. Clarification was sought on whether 2.2, 2.3 or 4.1 was the appropriate measure, expressions of interest were submitted under 2.2 and 4.1, and EDPA were then advised to submit one bid under 2.2. It was felt therefore that the rejection of this bid on the grounds that it was under the wrong measure was ‘perverse’.

The GO-East Appeals Panel then met on December 18th 2003, and once again rejected the bid. In the written reply received by EDPA, the Panel simply made these 2 points – 

‘The Panel’s view was that the project had been submitted in the wrong Measure. It is the responsibility of applicants to ensure that bids are correct in every respect, and not other organisations – who can only advise. Further the Panel felt that your appeal had not addressed the scores obtained by the bid or explained your view that the scorers were “unreasonable”.’

‘There is no right of further appeal against this decision. During 2004 several Co-financing organisations will launch Prospectus documents and you may wish to consider tendering to them for support’.

EDPA have noted that no counter argument to that which they had advanced had been given. EDPA obviously found it unhelpful to be referred on to a Co-financing bidding round, when it was the LSC who rejected the bid at the outset. 

Through their partners in the East of England Disability Network (EEDN), EDPA are pursuing the unproductive style content, and administrative approach adopted by GO-East. They are also addressing their concerns to the East of England Regional Assembly. It was felt that this example of ‘ping pong’ and ‘hurdle building’, whereby the voluntary sector is systematically thwarted from innovative schemes, would be a useful addition to this Scoping Study.

Islington Training Network 

Led by the London borough of Islington

Policy Field 2

Measure 2

July 2000 – June 2003

Target Group – Voluntary/Community Organisations in Islington and surrounding boroughs

Provision

Islington Training Network (ITN) evolved from the work of the old ESF Objective 3 Priority 4 programme led by Islington Council as a loose partnership (Islington European Partnership). Under this programme, the partnership recognized the need to tailor the capacity building work towards enabling voluntary/community organizations to become involved in and accessing ESF funds for training and thus increase demand for learning. Right from the beginning the support has been centred on organizational development including management operational systems. 

ITN was incorporated in 1999 (and has charitable status) as a membership organization so that ownership of the company would reside with members and thus create an atmosphere of equality and trust. It is an umbrella organisation with members (currently 55) from voluntary sector organisations including refugee community organisations (RCOs) and other minority ethnic groups. Its members include traditional vocational and non-vocational training providers and organisations that offer specialist services that complement training provision. For example, organizations offering services to communities of need or interest and or services around specific issues such as housing, advocacy, immigration, etc.   

Over half of the organizations are from Black and minority ethnic groups, many of which are refugee groups, 7 are women’s groups and 4 provide services for people with disabilities.

ITN under the ESF Objective 3 (capacity building) programme has been working for the past 4 years with these organizations offering a package of support measures to enhance their capacity. These include facilitating and coordinating joint bids on their behalf, and dealing with administrative processes insulating the delivery organizations from this burden. This approach has created a structure that not only enhances capacity but also provides channels for participation and involvement. This process has been used to improve the management structures and financial and information systems within the organizations and has led to the development of a comprehensive internal evaluation and monitoring system which include standardised formats for collecting and recording information and outputs and monitoring of equal opportunity.

ITN is now a successful network delivering and managing a wide range of development

Projects funded by ESF, LDA, LSC, Jobcentre Plus and local regeneration partnerships totalling over £4m. Whilst grass-root organizations remain its primary focus, ITN has been able to engage – both at the strategic and operational levels – all the major players in the field of adult education including City & Islington College, London Metropolitan University (formerly University of North London) and Education and regeneration Unit of the local Council. This has enabled ITN to act not only as a successful fundraising mechanism for individual community groups but also as a platform for coordinating training provision locally. 

This position has also enabled ITN to play a critical role in the promotion of quality standards through its quality agenda programme introduced a couple of years ago offering training workshops and one to one support including mentoring to enable these organizations to meet the requirements of the Common Inspection Framework of the Adult Learning Inspectorate. The core of this programme has been the development of self-evaluation and self-assessment processes to create an environment, which ensures continuous improvement and attainment of high quality standards. 

ITN’s experience of capacity building is continuously developing and is leading to new areas of work – taking the Enterprise Agenda to the centre of ethnic minority communities and other hard to reach groups. This is an EQUAL programme led by the local authority in partnership with other mainstream, private and voluntary sector agencies. It involves the building of capacity among 12 community organizations to enable them deliver business support directly to members of their communities, as well as the building of solid links with mainstream business support agencies to ensure access to the full range of support available.

Challenges

Challenges have mainly been securing further funding (through co-financing) for the training provision, in particular for ESOL and basic skills which have traditionally been delivered by the voluntary sector. These courses have also been historically demand led and so has a close fit to the acquisition of skills which are needed to overcome social exclusion. It will also undermine the good practice and progression of the developmental work, which needs to be built upon. 

Nottingham & Notts Advocacy Alliance Case Study

Nottingham & Notts Advocacy Alliance (NNAA) was funded in 2001 for a two year period to deliver a capacity building project under PF 2.2.  

The main purpose of this project was to build capacity within our organisation in order that we could maintain our close links with the mental health and learning disability communities, and continue to provide existing levels of service, whilst at the same time addressing the demand and gaps in the service. We decided to do this by looking at the issues of funding and training.

Funding

We wanted to develop our capability to help our target groups, both by increasing the funds needed to carry out and meet demand for our work that was currently unmet, and by ensuring that the funding was appropriate to meet the need. We also needed to expand the service to support vulnerable people for whom we had no funds, for example vulnerable young people, older people, and people with physical disabilities.

Training

We already provided limited but very successful training services, but needed additional capacity to plan, develop and deliver services. We already included vulnerable people as trainers, and we wanted to build on this and take the necessary time to ensure that their inclusion was real and not token. We needed a dedicated worker to develop this activity. The training was aimed at two objectives ;-

Over the next two years to have the capacity to plan and provide training to enable vulnerable people to deliver training alongside us, to non-disabled employers, to service providers, and to health practitioners. The training would address;-

Employers/service providers:  stigma, removing barriers to inclusion and employment, effective communication with people who have difficulties with reading, writing or understanding.

Individuals:  We wanted to address the gaps in pre-vocational training for vulnerable people who, because of their illness or disability, needed support in areas like self esteem and confidence building, to enable them to move on to access mainstream training facilities that they were unable to cope with.

Results of our Project

1. To provide 60 hours of independent advocacy services per week to vulnerable adults through our outreach service in North Notts.

2. To support vulnerable adults with learning difficulties to plan and deliver 4 Action Meeting events each year, which will be attended by over 500 people per year, of which 80 individuals will have additional opportunities to experience work involved in carrying out this activity. A newsletter recording each event will be produced and distributed.

3. To maintain our website and comprehensive Mental Health Information Pack.

4. To continue to provide information and advice regarding advocacy and vulnerable adults at existing levels (900 enquiries per year).

5. To develop a funding and business plan to ensure that the organisation can fund increased capacity to meet need, and identify and address gaps in the service. We expected to demonstrate this by increases in funding and services. 

6. To continue to deliver, plan and develop our training services, for both vulnerable people and service providers and employers. To address the gaps in pre-vocational training for vulnerable people   who, because of their illness or disability, need support in areas like self esteem and confidence building.

7. The active involvement of people who use and need our services will be sought and supported throughout the life of the project. We will develop local responses based on the needs identified by the people we work with.

In order to carry out this project we employed two new members of staff, each working 30 hours per week, for the life of the project. One was a dedicated Funding Development Worker and the other a dedicated Training Development Worker. It is clear that the project has brought many benefits. First, to the organisation, which now has significantly better and more robust processes for training and business/funding development than it did previously, and secondly and more importantly, to the people we work with, who are now assured of a continuing level of help and support appropriate to their needs.

The issue now is how long we can continue the work for, as the funding has finished. This is a real dilemma. Not so much in the short term as the success we have had with fund raising will tide us over for a time, but over the longer term as the real benefits of the project are only now beginning to be realised. This is very common with this type of work. The timescales involved when working with vulnerable and disadvantaged people are always much longer than with other types of work, and this is seldom recognised or taken account of by project funders. Every small, voluntary organisation or charity like our makes this point every time anybody asks. When will someone start listening please?

The other important issue for small, voluntary organisations is that capacity building means employing staff. It means salaries. We don't have impressive premises or expensive equipment that needs funding. We have people who work with other people to make a real difference to their lives. Funding for salaries and support costs is vital. Without it no capacity building takes place at this level. One year is no good. Two years is barely adequate, as we have just demonstrated. Long term dedicated funding please, otherwise we just keep repeating the same projects, begin to see real results, then stop, then go start again somewhere else. And the wheel has already been invented !

ANNEX 5     - 
Analysing the impact of Co-Financing 

       

 … on Policy Field Two Provision targeting the “Hard-To-Reach”

An East-Midlands Case Study

Methodology.

There are several ways of referring to, or identifying, hard-to-reach target groups. In general they are most likely to be “economically inactive”, have been disengaged from the labour market for the longest time, can be called “furthest from the labour market” and sometimes need to make two or three “steps” – project participations - before they are ready for labour market entry. The group is characterised by low motivation, and (to put it at its least trenchant) considerable scepticism about statutory agencies. As has been proven repeatedly, this group is not responsive to immediate learning or employment directed activity and faces considerable barriers (economic, social, environmental, physical or personal) to participating in provision characterised by “courses”. 

The sort of actions needed to reach these communities is largely different. Exclusion is characterised by inactivity, disempowerment and disconnection with many aspects of society, not least “mainstream” provision. Although some groups of people are more likely to face exclusion, exclusion is not reducible to membership of a particular target group. Often there is a community component to exclusion where social facilities, social capital and community activity are at very low levels. There is also a significant body of evidence that shows that actions mounted by excluded communities themselves are significantly more successful in addressing exclusion than actions “provided for” or “done to” them.

Therefore, confidence in and identification of projects as somehow “ours”, is essential in overcoming scepticism and pessimism among these communities. In many communities there is no vehicle to mount such projects within the community, so it is key that participation in grass roots bodies is fostered as a “step” in itself. This participation can be harnessed to develop projects to answer the specific difficulties of the people involved, by those groups themselves building projects, thereby carrying forward the sense of ownership and participation. Research shows that this approach is three times as successful as project done “for” (or “to”) excluded communities.

As a result it is important to develop grass roots organisations composed of excluded communities and to nurture within them development of activities that engage excluded people themselves in addressing their needs. At the most basic it may require imaginative and indirect or complementary approaches to project work. A good example is Local Social Capital work which, operating in the most deprived and excluded communities can develop energy and engagement at a very local level as a precursor to development of more output related actions. This is a long process: local social capital work, the nurturing of grass roots bodies, the strengthening of them to work on barriers to labour market participation and then formal employability actions with individuals may take 4 to 6 years. Impatience or insensitive disruption of this carefully staged approach merely wastes resources.

Just as the beneficiaries can be represented on a scale indicating remoteness from the labour market:

	Most Excluded 
	
	
	
	Labour Market 


or length of unemployment:

	> 36  months u/e
	30 - 36 months u/e
	24 - 30 months u/e
	18 - 24 months u/e
	12 - 18 months u/e
	6 - 12 months u/e
	< 6 months u/e


So the types of intervention listed above can be classified into a scale for building a path back to labour market activity for the most excluded communities including the economically inactive. The scale below has been developed by the SEND project in the East Midlands and gives a conceptual framework for analysing delivery in a Social Inclusion, reaching-the-hard-to-reach, or combating inactivity programme.

	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4
	Level 5
	Level 6
	Level 7
	Level 8
	Level 9

	SOCIAL CAPITAL
	“COMMUNITY MOBILISATION” CAPACITY BUILDING
	
	NEEDS-BASED ACTIONS
	
	TRAINING 
	– CENTRED ACTIONS
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local Social Capital – Small Grants
	Establishing Community Organisations
	Widening Grass Roots Activity
	Community Controlled Participation Actions
	Community Specific “Barriers –to-Employability” Action
	Wider Basic Skills Action
	Pre-Q Vocational & Employment  Work
	NVQ 1
	NVQ2


The SEND-scale of Social Inclusion action in Policy Field Two

The double line, in between Levels 6 & 7, is to indicate a division between specific Social Inclusion actions and those provided by the mainstream, available in other Policy Fields and usually accessible for a wider spectrum of beneficiaries. The foregoing makes the case that to involve the Socially excluded, those hardest to reach, the most inactive, the furthest from the labour market or the longest outside the labour market, a stepped spectrum of activity between Levels 1 to 6 is required, with concerted and integrated actions (plural) being planned in accord. There is a need for integration, but it across this spectrum of actions focused on exclusion, and not to seek a wide-ranging highly intensive action aiming for quick gains. All the evidence is that this fails, while a clear, community based strategy will succeed.

With this scale in mind one can analyse any social inclusion programme on the basis of the foregoing. One would expect to see a programme with activity from levels 1 to 6, perhaps “bulging” at lower levels in the early years of the programme and bulging further to the right as the programme reached maturity. One would not expect to see much activity to the right of the double-line although links across to it might grow with time. 

Analysing East Midlands Social Inclusion provision

Using the SEND-scale it is possible to analyse the East Midlands provision in Policy Field Two of Objective Three. The East Midlands Regional Development Plan (RDP, in its 2000, 2002 and 2003 versions) had a strategic analysis into the needs and appropriate strategy for Social Inclusion work, which explicitly focuses on lower level interventions – especially at levels 2 - 5. This strategy is explicitly referred to as a “Community capacity building” strategy, which aims to develop an address to exclusion founded on the participation of the excluded community themselves. The aim is to create a range of activity across levels 2-5 which are characteristic of Social Inclusion work, which can underpin general employment / learning and skills actions that excluded people – by definition – miss out on.

This strategy was followed through into project selection with a sub-measure structure for new community infrastructure capacity building, community mobilisation capacity building and community-specific, barrier-addressing local actions controlled by the communities themselves. This framework makes it easy to analyse every single approved project in the 2000, 2001 and (restricted) 2002 direct bidding rounds for its position on the SEND-scale. 

The clear drive and intention of the Regional Development plan, which actually becomes clearer over time, is to develop a stepped series of provision across the levels below “mainstream provision”, with a very specific, distinctive to Policy Field Two, set of actions. As the outline below indicates this volume of funded activity (amounting to over £30m, including ESF and Match) does actually conform to the intended profile, and hits a “centre of gravity” at 4.25 on the SEND-scale.

However the picture for the programme after co-financing clearly moves provision to the right on the SEND-scale. The comparison illustrated below is for the tender specifications issued in November 2003 inviting project activity from July 2004, to the level of £16.4m ESF, it shows the SEND-scale centre-of-gravity for ESF to be 5.9.

Considerable pressure has been exerted on the CFO since the last trânche of funds (made in 2002-3 for 2003 and 2004 activity) to conform more closely to the RDP and deliver community based solutions. A (less exact) analysis of actual funded provision in 2003-4, discloses that very little was delivered below level 6 [0 in level 2, 3.7% in level 3, less than 11% in 4 & 5, for example] with a resulting ESF “centre of gravity” at 6.3. 

Thus, the later specifications do seem to have moved the focus a little lower down the scale for 2004-6 activity. However the shift away from the hardest-to-reach, and solutions tailored specifically for the problems that amount to their exclusion, is still clear. This is compounded by the break in the Community capacity building strategy that occurred as a result of the 2002-3 round.

Furthermore, the tender specifications entirely delineate the ESF funds put out to tender, but do not account for the location on the scale of the match funding. Before Co-financing, match funding was bound to the same set of activities within individual projects in Policy Field Two. So the intervention produced by the programme was subject to the RDP strategy, (and has the same SEND-scale score: 4.25). However in co-financing this is not the case. Indeed it is hard to identify exactly what the Match Funding is, what and where it is being applied. Examination of measure-level-bids, plans and other documents seems to show that much mainstream activity – usually around course-type provision - is being used as match funding. Even on the most favourable reading it is hard to see how much of it contributes to the specific strategy in the East Midlands. That aside, it seems charitable to conclude that the Match is spread across levels 6 – 9, more-or-less evenly, and may have an average level of 7.5. With this assumption, again a favourable one to the CFOs, it seems that the centre of gravity of the whole Policy Field Two programme has moved off the spectrum of delivery envisioned by the RDP: to 7.0 in the 2002 allocations, and to 6.8 in the 2004 tender specifications.

When analysed in this way, by nature and locus of activity, it is clear that Co-Financing has moved action away from the excluded communities that most require it, and towards less specific types of intervention, sometimes (but not always) inflected for particular groups of people, but not for the barriers that constitute their exclusion per se. It is irresistible to conclude that there is little wonder that the provision is not reaching the hardest to reach, or developing the long-term strategy needed to engage the most excluded.

BEFORE CO-FINANCING

SEND-scale analysis of all actual (direct bid) Activity, by value, in the East Midlands Objective 3, Policy Field 2 (2000-2003) Programme excluding measure 2.3 

	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4
	Level 5
	Level 6
	Level 7
	Level 8
	Level 9

	SOCIAL CAPITAL
	“COMMUNITY MOBILISATION” CAPACITY BUILDING
	
	NEEDS-BASED ACTIONS
	
	T R A I N I N G – C E N T R E D   A C T I O N S
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local Social Capital – Small Grants
	Establishing Community Organisations
	Widening Grass Roots Activity
	Community Controlled Participation Actions
	Community Specific “Barriers-to-Employability” Action
	Wider Basic Skills Action
	Pre-Q Vocational & Employment Work
	NVQ 1
	NVQ2

	4%
	4%
	29%
	11%
	30%
	22%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9


Centre of Gravity (4.25)

AFTER CO-FINANCING

SEND-scale analysis of all CFO Tender Specs., by value, for the East Midlands Objective 3, Policy Field 2 (2004-6) Programme excluding measure 2.3 

	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4
	Level 5
	Level 6
	Level 7
	Level 8
	Level 9

	SOCIAL CAPITAL
	“COMMUNITY MOBILISATION” CAPACITY BUILDING
	
	NEEDS-BASED ACTIONS
	
	T R A I N I N G – C E N T R E D   A C T I O N S
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local Social Capital – Small Grants
	Establishing Community Organisations
	Widening Grass Roots Activity
	Community Controlled Participation Actions
	Community Specific “Barriers-to-Employability” Action
	Wider Basic Skills Action
	Pre-Q Vocational & Employment Work
	NVQ 1
	NVQ 2

	4%

(Outside CF)
	1 %
	11 %
	1%
	21 %
	25 %
	31 %
	5 %
	1 %

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9


ESF Centre of Gravity (5.9)  


MF Centre of Gravity? (7.5)
Overall Centre of Gravity (6.8)

ANNEX 6  - The Government Office Questionnaire
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Scoping Study Questionnaire

The Third Sector European Network (TSEN) is conducting a scoping study on the extent to which capacity building has been implemented in the current ESF Objective 3 Programme.  The study concentrates in particular on the use of capacity building in Policy Field 2 Measure 2, i.e. ‘Equal Opportunities for All and Promoting Social Inclusion’, where recommended types of actions include:

‘Capacity Building actions to ensure that ESF reaches those groups in greatest need and to encourage local development and community delivery of ESF activities’ 

(ESF 2000-2006 Objective 3, Operational Programme for England and Gibraltar, Programme Complement, Second Edition, September 2002, page 16).  

The aims of the study are to establish:

how capacity building (as defined by the current ESF programme) has been used in Objective 3 Policy Field 2.2;

if there are any gaps in current provision and if so, why are these occurring;

if the programme is reaching those it should be reaching.

The study has been commissioned and part-funded by the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) and ESF with a view to:

providing a more detailed definition of capacity building;

finding ways to ensure wider use of capacity building in the remainder of the Programme;

finding ways to deliver a more value added set of capacity building actions for those at greatest distance from the labour market;

I hope you will find time to fill in this very brief questionnaire by 31 October to be sent to:

Sandra Turner

CSV

237 Pentonville Road

London N1 9NJ

sturner@csv.org.uk
Tel: 02076431327

Fax: 020 72781020

	Q.1
Can you identify a specific section in the current Regional Development Plan dedicated to Capacity Building (in the sense that it is meant in the ESF Priority Policy Field 2)?  If yes, please send us relevant section

	Yes

No

	Q.2
In 2003, what commitments were made to capacity building under Policy Field 2, either under direct bidding or the co-financing regime?  

	

	Q.3   Does your office keep a distinct list of projects under Policy Field 2 which are capacity building projects? If yes could you please send us the list?

	Yes 



No   

(please tick)



	Q.4 If you have answered yes to question 3 could you list below the co-financers which are currently running capacity building measures?

	

	Q.5 If a new measure under Policy Field 2 for capacity building was to be designed and put in place,  what sorts of activities would you want to see funded?

	


ANNEX 7 - LRDP Suggested Output & Outcome Indicators   
Capacity Building Needs and Actions (DfEE ‘Enhancing Capacity for Community Development under the GB Objective 3 SPD 1997-1999’, Orientation report, April 1997, page 44):
 

a) internal capacity

b) capacity to reach target groups

c) effectiveness in delivery to target groups

d) capacity to network

e) capacity to build and participate in partnerships

f) capacity to access ESF










� Enhancing Capacity for Community Development under GB Objective 3, LRDP 1997 – p14


� Enhancing Capacity for Community Development under GB Objective 3, LRDP 1997 – p14


� “What does capacity building actually involve?


“Capacity building involves assisting locally based organisations to develop their own ability to deliver projects for target groups. This involves providing support to develop the skills of individuals within these organisations as well as improving organisation structures and processes themselves. As development of the target communities is typically focused at the local level, the organisations involved often encounter difficulties due to the small scale of their operations……


“Priority 4 will strengthen the capacity for bottom up project development and implementation in line with the priorities agreed at the Essen and Madrid summits……..


“Although there is usually a geographical concentration of target groups, many ‘communities’ are also defined by their shared problem or situation with regard to the labour market- for example lone parents- rather than simply by where they live. Of course, ’communities of interest’ often overlap with ‘communities of place’ but the Objective 3 SPD also focuses on a number of target groups (such as the disabled) where geographical concentration is not a key feature.” 


Objective 3 – United Kingdom 1997-1999 Single Programming Document  -  p. 38


� Capacity Building in ESF: Evaluation of Objective 3 Priority 4, LRDP 1999 – p72


� ibid – p77


�  “Since (Priority 4) forms part of the Objective 3 Programme, its ultimate objective is to enhance capacity such


that it leads to labour market integration.  Its more immediate objective is to facilitate a route to labour market integration by guaranteeing support for the most disadvantaged individuals under the first 3 priorities of the SPD.”  	Enhancing Capacity for Community Development under GB Objective 3, LRDP 1997 - pp. 14 & 15


�  Operational Plan for England & Gibraltar Objective 3 2000-2006 – § 3.4.3


�  ibid – § 3.4.5


�  ibid –  § 4.2.4


�   ibid – §3.4.3,  §3.4.5 and §4.3.3 Table 2 - respectively


� ibid - §3.3.5


� ibid - § 4.3.3 Table 2


� European Commission briefing on “ESF and the European Employment Strategy” – October 2003 – pp 1 & 3


� National Action Plan on Social Inclusion, National Action Plan on Employment – DWP 2003


� 5th Annual Report of the DWP ~ Opportunity for all – p154


� England ESF 2000-2006 Operational Programme Complement – p 6





�  England ESF 2000-2006 Operational Programme Complement – Annex 5


�  DWP Scoping Study commissioning document, “Mobilising Communities” – July 2003


�  Operational Plan for England & Gibraltar Objective 3 2000-2006 – § 4.2.4


�  The Mid-Term Review also offers an opportunity to re-assess the adequacy of capacity-building strategies under the current ESF Programme in the UK National Action Plans on Employment and on Social Inclusion.  In particular, both NAPs refer to “mobilise relevant actors” ~  including those furthest from the labour market;





� the Mid-Term Review offers an opportunity to consider if any resources should be varied through the redistribution of existing apportionment across Policy Fields (at present, 26% of total Objective 3 funds in England are spent on Policy Field 2 as opposed to 40% in Scotland);





�  DWP Scoping Study commissioning document, “Mobilising Communities” – July 2003


�   Operational Plan for England & Gibraltar Objective 3 2000-2006 – § 4.3.3 - Table 2





� The contact details of these projects delivering capacity building activities were provided in the following way: 256 (52%) by the Department for Work and Pensions database: 142 of the projects (55%) were delivered under Policy Field 2.2 and the remaining 45% were delivered under the measures ranging from 1.1 – 5.2.


49 (10%) by CEFET, the TSEN regional partner in the East Midlands. 


68 (14%) by LVSTC, the TSEN regional partner in London.


113 (23%) by COVER, the TSEN regional partner in the East. 





�  Enhancing Capacity for Community Development under GB Objective 3, LRDP 1997 – p 37


�  “ The immediate beneficiaries of Priority 4 will be regional and local level organisations delivering support to Priority 1, 2 & 3 target and sub-target groups.  The ultimate beneficiaries of Priority 4 actions will be the individuals from these disadvantaged groups,” – ibid – p 16


� “… regions will be expected to identify the groups to be targeted for support and clarify the ways in which ESF could be used to help improve access to the labour market.” - Operational Plan for England & Gibraltar Objective 3 2000-2006 – § 4.2.4


�  2nd Evaluation of Co-Financing Final Report – Fraser Associates – Draft Jan 2004 – p 60


�  ibid  - p 61


�  ibid – p 62


�  ibid pp 61-62


�  71% cite this reason – Practitioners’ Survey Q. 4 – See Annex 2 


� Capacity Building in ESF: Evaluation of Objective 3 Priority 4, LRDP 1999 – p72


� Evaluation of Local Social Capital Pilot Project: Third Year Final Report – European Commission - passim


�  Sample Profiles – see Annex 3


�  Practitioners’ Survey Q. 1 – See Annex 2


� Practitioners’ Survey Q. 3.1  – See Annex 2


� Practitioners’ Survey Q. 2 – See Annex 2


� ibid Q. 4 – See Annex 2


� Practitioners’ Survey Qs 2, 3 & 5 – See Annex 2


� ibid Q. 2


� ibid Q. 4


� ibid Q. 7


� Practitioners’ Survey Q. 6 – see Annex 2


�  2nd Evaluation of Co-Financing Final Report – Fraser Associates – Draft Jan 2004 – §7.6,  pp 60-63


�  ibid p 61


� UK Action Plan on Social Inclusion 2003-5


� Mid-Term Evaluation of the England Operational Programme (ESF Evaluation Team, December 2003) –pp iii & 26


� 2nd Evaluation of Co-Financing Final Report – Fraser Associates – Draft Jan 2004


� ibid


� quoted in Consultation on Voluntary and Community Sector Infrastructure, Active Community Unit, Home Office, September 2003 


� Building Civil Renewal, A review of Government support for community capacity building and proposals for change. Civil Renewal Unit, Home Office, December 2003


� Enhancing Capacity for Community Development under GB Objective 3, LRDP 1997 – pp 93-4 – See Annex 7


� Enhancing Capacity for Community Development under GB Objective 3, LRDP 1997 – p14


� “Survey of  East Midlands Voluntary Organisations seeking ESF funds”. CEFET Newsletter September 2003. 


A controlled sample found that 54% of organisations interested in ESF worked on Social Inclusion. 86% of those favoured ring fenced community capacity building funds, 55% thought one third of Policy Field 2  “about right”, 43% “too little”. Available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cefet.org" ��www.cefet.org� 
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