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Executive Summary 
 
Overview 

This study carried out a needs analysis of the voluntary and community sector (VCS) in 
Rotherham in 2007. In tackling the issue of ‘needs’ the approach taken by the research was 
to focus on the needs for external help or support. Part of the remit was to explore how 
existing support services might be further developed or enhanced to meet these needs. 
 
The core of the study involved a survey of the needs of voluntary and community 
organisations (VCOs), which was complemented by a series of focus groups and follow-up 
interviews. This approach has provided feedback on three central themes: 

·  The external support recently accessed by VCOs. 

·  Support likely to be needed by organisations. 

·  The co-ordination and development of support services.  
 
External support accessed 

The survey found that organisations with paid staff were much more likely to have received 
external support in the previous 12 months than groups with no paid staff: 88% compared 
with only 47% of those with no paid staff.  

·  Organisations with employees were most likely to have received support on law and 
regulations (63%), sector specific issues (61%), raising funds (56%), human resources, 
personnel and employment (51%), facilities and resources (50%), ICT (49%) and 
business planning (40%).  

·  40% of groups with no paid staff had received help with raising funds. Less than one-third 
had received help on other topics such as community development, sector specific 
issues, and facilities and resources.  

·  Generally VCOs stated that the support they had received had met their needs at least ‘to 
some extent’. Levels of satisfaction with ICT support were highest. Levels of satisfaction 
with support on facilities and resources, trusteeship and governance and human 
resources, personnel and employment were also relatively high. 

The research identified a number of barriers to VCOs accessing support. These include: time 
and capacity, lack of knowledge or understanding of support available, and lack of 
knowledge that there might be resolvable problems or issues which might benefit from 
support. There is a particular lack of awareness of support available among smaller 
organisations and those with no paid staff.  

·  There is a need to actively facilitate VCOs to access the wide range of support services 
that already exist.  

·  Community and other development workers can play an important role in facilitating the 
smallest and newest groups to make use of support services, e.g. helping to raise issues 
that might otherwise not surface. The loss of the majority of the community development 
team at VAR has considerably reduced the amount of direct assistance available to 
smaller groups.  

·  Established networks and consortia provide valuable channels for VCOs to become 
aware of support available. However, membership of networks was low among groups 
with no paid staff (8% compared with 55% of those with paid staff).  
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·  There is insufficient capacity within some areas of support, either to meet the current 
level of expressed need and/or to undertake further pro-active outreach work.  

 
Support needed by VCOs 

The research identified a wide range of support needs amongst VCOs. In particular, all 
organisations with paid staff and 81% of groups with no paid staff anticipated a need for 
some form of external support in the next 12 months. 

·  The issue that most organisations anticipated needing support with was funding and 
finance (those with paid staff: 90%, groups with no paid staff: 64%), in particular sources 
of funding and writing bids and applications. (This was also the biggest need in the 2003 
Needs Analysis.) Sustainability is a key issue: organisations need to be supported to 
address this issue in a rapidly changing funding environment. In relation to this, income 
diversification, procurement (tendering for public sector contracts) and setting up social 
enterprises emerged as key support needs by groups with paid staff.  

·  After funding and finance, organisations with paid staff also anticipated needing support 
on all of the topics as follows: human resources (81%), law and regulations (74%), sector 
specific issues (67%), community development (64%), marketing and campaigning 
(64%), business planning (62%), ICT (60%), performance management (52%), project 
management (48%), trusteeship and governance (45%), facilities and resources (43%).  

·  Aside from funding and finance, groups with no paid staff were much less likely to 
express a need for external support. Other topics on which they anticipated needing 
support included: marketing and campaigning (37%), followed by community 
development (31%), law and regulations (29%), ICT (28%) and facilities and resources 
(24%). Smaller groups may be less likely to express a need for support as they may not 
realise they have a support need, or may be unaware of the support available, or may 
have fewer needs in particular areas. 

·  The report provides an estimate of the total number of VCOs that might need support in 
the coming year on each of the topics. This shows that there are a number of topics 
where, in total, more groups with no paid staff are likely to need help, compared with 
organisations with paid staff (this is because there are more groups with no paid staff 
overall). The topics concerned are: funding and finance, community development, 
marketing and campaigning, and facilities and resources. The most striking example is 
funding and finance, for which a conservative estimate suggests that 572 groups with no 
paid staff will need help in the coming year compared with 378 organisations with paid 
staff. 

·  Recruiting, supporting and developing volunteers emerged as a key issue particularly for 
groups with no paid staff.  

·  Organisations primarily wanted information and advice on the topics listed, except for 
project management, performance management, and marketing and campaigning where 
training was also a priority. Many of those with paid staff also wanted one to one support 
and consultancy on business planning. 

·  An emerging need is that of assisting organisations to manage change, plan ahead and 
to become more aware of the changing funding environment. VCOs may increasingly 
need to work together, for example in order to continue services where the funding 
available contracts. Such collaboration and partnership working would benefit from 
greater support and facilitation. 

 
Co-ordination and development of services 

There are a wide range of support services for VCOs - either based in Rotherham, in South 
Yorkshire or further afield. VCOs access support from a variety of sources; while VAR is an 
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important service provider, it is far from being the only source of support for the sector. In 
particular, the South Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau (SYFAB) is a major provider of 
support with respect to raising funds. 

·  There is a lack of awareness, particularly among smaller organisations and those with no 
paid staff of the range of support services available. In addition, knowledge of each 
others’ services by infrastructure organisations was patchy. There is scope to improve 
the awareness of support services.  

·  There is some co-ordination of services between service providers, active links on 
specific areas and some sub-contracting of services. There is, however, scope to 
enhance the links between infrastructure organisations, which could potentially lead to 
more partnership working, joint bids and project-level collaboration.  

·  There are areas where existing capacity is insufficient to meet potential demand if 
services were promoted further, e.g. funding advice, outreach work with smaller 
organisations. 

·  The recent addition of new services at VAR has increased capacity to provide certain 
services.  

 
Recommendations 

A number of key themes emerged from the research with regard to future steps to further 
develop or enhance the provision of support services to meet the support needs of VCOs in 
Rotherham. These are: 

·  Awareness and marketing of services 
·  Developing organisations’ awareness of needs 
·  Capacity, resources and service planning 
·  Co-ordination 
·  Networks 
 
In outlining the recommendations, the report recognises that there is already a lot of work 
being undertaken to develop support services further. Many support service providers are 
already very actively engaged in developing their services, and keen to enhance service 
provision wherever possible. Indeed some of the specific recommendations are already part 
of existing practice for some providers. The following is a summary of some of the key 
recommendations:  
 
Service providers should: 

·  address the lack of awareness of the availability of support services, particularly amongst 
smaller organisations; 

·  address organisations' lack of awareness of support needs and the potential benefits of 
seeking support; 

·  seek additional resources to increase the level and quality of support provided; 

·  take further steps to enhance the co-ordination of support services; 

·  seek to facilitate greater involvement of VCOs in networks as a means to increase 
awareness of support services. 
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1. Introduction and background to the study 
 

1.1  Introduction 
 
Over the last two decades, the role of needs assessment in the planning of support  services 
for the voluntary and community sector (VCS) has increased in importance. The VCS has 
and continues to grow rapidly and constitutes a significant sector of the economy. 
 
As the primary local infrastructure organisation aiming to support, develop and promote the 
VCS in the borough, Voluntary Action Rotherham (VAR) recognises the need for an 
appropriate mix of support services to respond to the diverse needs of the sector. In keeping 
with this, VAR commissioned this locally based Needs Analysis as part of its strategic 
planning cycle. A similar exercise was undertaken in 2003.  
 
A small team of researchers from the Centre for Regional Economic and Social Research 
(CRESR), at Sheffield Hallam University, was commissioned to carry out the Needs Analysis. 
The team comprised: Dr Steve Webster, Teresa Tinklin, and Dr Rob Macmillan.  
 
This report presents the findings of the 2007 Needs Analysis and comprises: 

·  An introductory chapter which sets the scene - including a profile of the VCS in 
Rotherham and review of previous studies. 

·  An analysis of the external support accessed by voluntary and community organisations 
(VCOs) in Rotherham, and review of key issues raised regarding access to services. 

·  A detailed analysis of the main support needs of VCOs in Rotherham, key issues raised, 
and a comparison with previous studies.  

·  Feedback on the co-ordination and development of support services. 

·  A summary of key findings and recommendations. 
 
 
Context 
 
A key element of the context in which the Needs Analysis took place is the issue of the future 
funding of the voluntary and community sector in Rotherham. As Janet Wheatley (VAR’s 
Chief Executive) recently highlighted: 
 

‘There is a lot of concern in the sector locally, regionally and nationally about the 
impact that changes in funding will have over the next few months/year. In 
Rotherham we are facing: the end of a number of external ‘pots’ of money previously 
available to the Borough; changes and in some cases reductions in funding from 
partner agencies both locally and nationally; and increasing demands on lottery 
funding which is limiting opportunities for groups’. (VAR Newsletter, Spring 2007) 

 
In the next section we set the scene further by providing a profile of the VCS in Rotherham. 
This is followed by a review of previous literature, and an overview of the methods used for 
the 2007 Needs Analysis. 
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1.2  A profile of the sector in Rotherham 
  
To set the scene, we provide here a summary profile of the voluntary and community sector 
(VCS) in Rotherham drawn from ‘Part of the Picture’: a research project carried out by Rob 
Macmillan in 2006. ‘Part of the Picture’ mapped the voluntary and community sector across 
South Yorkshire, using a postal survey of VCOs. The following section extracts information 
relevant to Rotherham from that report.  
 
‘Part of the Picture’ estimated that there were at least 1315 VCOs in Rotherham in 2006, and 
that this was likely to be a conservative estimate. The majority of VCOs in Rotherham had 
been in existence for 10 years or longer (79%). Only 5% were younger than five years old 
(Table 1.1 below). 
 

Table 1.1 :  Rotherham VCOs: years in operation (N= 136) 

 % 

less than 5 5 

5-9 16 

10-14 15 

15-24 22 

25-49 22 

50+ 20 
 
 
The main areas of work for Rotherham organisations included leisure, recreation and sport 
(45%), education, research and training (33%), childcare, play and youth work (28%), arts 
and cultural activities and supporting other VCOs (26%) (Table 1.2, multiple responses were 
possible). 
 

Table 1.2 :  Rotherham VCOs: main areas of work (N= 132) 

 % 
Leisure/recreation/sport 45 

Education/research/training 33 

Childcare/Play/Youth work 28 

Supporting or working with other community and voluntary 
groups 

26 

Welfare/Social Care 24 

Health 21 

Arts and cultural activities 27 

Environmental activities/conservation/heritage/ 
work with animals 

16 

Economic and community development; regeneration 13 

Community safety/criminal justice 11 

Housing/homelessness 8 

Other 9 
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With regard to their main activities, groups in Rotherham were most likely to be engaged in 
social activities (46%) or providing advice and information (38%). About one-quarter were 
involved in sport and recreation, self-help or play activities. 23% were involved in direct 
provision of services. (Multiple responses were possible.)  
 
When asked who they worked with, Rotherham VCOs were most likely to say ‘all members 
of the community’, followed by older people, volunteers, children and people with physical 
disabilities. 
 
Just under half of VCOs based in Rotherham (48%) work below district level i.e. at 
neighbourhood or community level and a further 31% work at district level making a total of 
79% that operate at district level or below (Table 1.3).  
 

Table 1.3 :  Rotherham VCOs: where they work (N=129 ) 

 % 

At the neighbourhood or community level 39 

Across several neighbourhoods but not all of the 
district 

9 

Across all of a district 31 

Across more than one district in South Yorkshire 4 

South Yorkshire-wide 6 

Across Yorkshire and the Humber 3 

England 1 

UK 2 

Overseas 0 

Other 3 
 
 
Over two-thirds (68%) of Rotherham VCOs have no paid staff (Table 1.4). Of the remaining 
32% that have paid staff, many have between one and four staff, although about one-third 
are reasonably large, having ten or more paid staff.  
 

Table 1.4 :  Rotherham VCOs: number of paid staff ( headcount) (N=123) 

 % 

None 68 

1 - 4 14 

5 - 9 8 

10 or more 11 
 
 
Just under half of the VCOs have up to nine volunteers (Table 1.5). A further 47% have 
between 10 and 49. Only 5% have 50 or more.  
�

Table 1.5 :  Rotherham VCOs: number of volunteers o r unpaid workers (N=112) 

 % 

0 - 9 48 

10 - 19 27 

20 - 49 20 

50 or more 5 
 



Rotherham VCS Needs Analysis 2007      

 

10 

 

Fifteen percent of VCOs in Rotherham reported that they have no management committee 
members or trustees, 56% have between one and nine and the remaining 29% have ten or 
more (Table 1.6).   
 

Table 1.6 :  Rotherham VCOs: number of management c ommittee members or 
trustees (N=113) 

 % 
None 15 
1 - 4 12 
5 - 9 44 
10 - 19 25 
20 or more 4 

 
 
The majority of VCOs (61%) had an income of below £10,000 in the preceding financial year 
(Table 1.7). One-quarter (25%) had an income in excess of £50,000.  
 

Table 1.7 :  Rotherham VCOs: groups total income fo r most recently completed 
financial year (N=118) 

 % 

£0-£9,999 61 

£10,000-£19,999 6 

£20,000-£49,999 9 

£50,000-£99,999 8 

£100,000-£249,999 6 

£250,000-£499,999 4 

£500,000-£999,999 5 

£1m-£10m 2 

£10m or more 0 
�

�
This section has illustrated the diversity of the VCS in Rotherham, which ranges from a large 
number of small groups (with annual incomes below £10,000) to a relatively small number of 
larger organisations (with annual incomes in excess of £500,000).  
�
�

1.3  Review of previous reports 
 
Apart from ‘Part of the Picture’ (see section 1.2 above) a number of other relevant reports 
were reviewed in order to set the scene for the Needs Analysis. The previous Needs 
Analysis carried out by Sean Errington and colleagues of People Projects on behalf of VAR 
in 2003 was reviewed and a broad comparison between their findings and those of the 
current Needs Analysis is included in section 3.4.1. The 2003 Needs Analysis was based on 
a survey of VCOs in Rotherham and 117 valid questionnaires were received, which is very 
similar to the response rate achieved by the current Needs Analysis (115). Briefly, the main 
findings of the 2003 Needs Analysis included the following. 

·  Rotherham VCOs perceived it to be important to be able to get information on the 
following topics: funding and finance; law and regulations; sector specific issues; 
marketing and campaigning; trusteeship and governance; facilities and resources and 
human resources/personnel and employment. (All of these topics and the addition of 
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a few new ones e.g. ICT have been included in the current Needs Analysis 
questionnaire.)  

·  When asked which topics they wanted direct help with, organisations tended to want 
advice on funding, human resources, finance, marketing and campaigning. They 
tended to want training on human resources, funding, finance and business planning. 

·  Levels of awareness of where support could be obtained were generally low, 
although voluntary sector delivery organisations were more aware than other types of 
organisation.  

·  VAR was cited as the organisation from which support was sought three times more 
frequently than any other organisation.  

 
An assessment of the sector’s social and economic contribution in Rotherham in 2003 
‘Valuing the Voluntary and Community Sector in Rotherham?’ by Tracey Coule highlights the 
enormous contribution of the sector in the borough. Her analysis was mainly based on the 
responses of 438 VCOs to a questionnaire. She estimated the total minimum annual income 
for the sector at that time to be £32.4m, stating that it could be as high as £61m. She put the 
proportion of VCOs with paid staff at 25% - somewhat lower than the 32% identified in ‘Part 
of the Picture’ three years later. The 438 respondents to the questionnaire had a combined 
salary bill of £10.1m, employing between them 483 full-time staff and 586 part-time staff. 
They had at least 4561 volunteers, devoting 22,734 hours of their time per month. Half of the 
groups had an annual income of less than £2,500, with the majority of these bringing in less 
than £1000 per annum. Most of the them reported an increase in demand for their services, 
at the same time as their income was staying the same or decreasing.  
 
Securing funding is a key issue for the sector. A recent evaluation of the work of the South 
Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau (SYFAB) in the coalfields areas of Barnsley, Doncaster 
and Rotherham (Webster & Tinklin, 2005) provides an example of the significant impact that 
funding advice work has had on the sector. SYFAB provides an interconnected package of 
free services that can be tailored to users’ needs, including training courses, an information 
service, a monthly newsletter and a website. In addition, they have full-time development 
workers based in Rotherham, Barnsley and Sheffield. The impact assessment showed that 
392 different voluntary and community groups in Rotherham used SYFAB’s services 
between 2003-05. One-third of these worked directly with the development worker, over two-
thirds attended a training event and almost one-third did a full enquiry with the information 
service (most groups accessed more than one service). Over all three coalfields areas, 
including Rotherham, groups responding to the survey reported raising £4.03 million between 
2003-05 and this was by no means a comprehensive figure. (Fifty percent of those using the 
service were sent a questionnaire and 34% of these responded.) Of course other factors will 
have influenced whether groups received funding or not, however, 84% of groups made it 
clear that SYFAB’s services had made a difference to them and 65% of groups regarded its 
services as either ‘essential’ or ‘very helpful’ in assisting them to make funding applications.  
 
A recent piece of research, the VAR Annual Survey (Dayson, 2007), indicates that income in 
the sector in Rotherham and the number of volunteers have both remained fairly stable in 
recent times. The survey findings are based on questionnaire responses from 168 
organisations: 98 VAR users and 70 non-users. The survey shows a high level of satisfaction 
with VAR’s services but also relatively low levels of awareness amongst non-service users of 
VAR’s role or services. The results of the survey show that, while VAR’s services were 
helping to increase the capacity of the organisations that it worked with, groups with no paid 
staff were much less likely to be accessing VAR’s services than groups with paid staff. VAR 
was helping to keep its users informed about policies and strategies affecting the VCS, 
however, again this was most likely to apply to groups with paid staff.  
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The review of the literature demonstrates the significant social and economic contribution 
that the VCS makes in Rotherham and highlights the key role that service providers play in 
supporting the sector.  
 
 

1.4  Research methods 
 
The study reported here carried out a needs analysis of the voluntary and community sector 
(VCS) in Rotherham in 2007. In tackling the issue of ‘needs’ the approach taken by the 
research was to focus on the needs for external help or support.  
 
The following is a summary of the research methods which were used for the Needs 
Analysis, including the survey which provided the core of the research: 

·  Initial desk research and review of the literature 

·  Survey of voluntary and community organisations in Rotherham 

·  Focus groups 

·  Follow-up interviews with key stakeholders 
 
For the survey of VCOs, a detailed needs analysis questionnaire was devised. This asked 
questions about the support services accessed by organisations, their anticipated support 
needs in the year ahead, and for feedback on the co-ordination of services. (See Appendix 
A1 for a copy of the survey questionnaire.) Key topic headings were chosen to facilitate 
some comparisons with the findings of the 2003 study. In all 117 valid questionnaires were 
returned. 
 
For the focus groups aspect of the project, it was decided to run four sessions - each aimed 
at a different group of key stakeholders, comprising: 
 

A. Development Workers/ Frontline Support Workers 
B. Service Managers 
C. VCOs with paid staff 
D. VCOs with no paid staff 
 
In total 26 people attended the focus groups. A further five face-to-face follow-up interviews 
were conducted with a number of key stakeholders who had not been able to attend the 
focus group sessions (these were either service managers or development workers). 
 
The research was overseen by the project’s Steering Group, which played an active role in 
the design and planning of the project. In particular, both the main survey questionnaire and 
the focus group questions were devised in partnership with the Steering Group. Further, the 
Group reviewed and provided feedback on the draft final report. 
 
A more detailed description of the research methods which were used is provided in 
Appendix A2.   
 
 
Note 
 

Throughout this report the word ‘groups’ is frequently used as shorthand for ‘voluntary 
organisations and community groups’. 
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2.  External support accessed 
 
In this chapter, we first provide a profile of the VCOs that responded to the survey and then 
look at the kinds of support they had received, finally exploring issues around accessing 
support that emerged from the focus groups and interviews. 
 

2.1  Profile of survey respondents 
 
This report draws extensively on the findings of the survey of VCOs in Rotherham, with 
analysis provided within Chapters 2, 3 and 4. To set the scene for the survey findings, this 
section provides a detailed profile of the VCOs that responded to the survey. 
 
A total of 139 questionnaires were received by the deadline. Of these 21 had not been 
completed because the group no longer existed (14) or they believed it was not relevant to 
them or they had no support needs (7). Three groups had sent in two questionnaires each. 
Where possible answers on duplicate questionnaires were combined onto one questionnaire 
(e.g. if two different needs were stated on the two questionnaires, then both of those needs 
would be included for that group). This leaves 115 questionnaires that were useable in the 
analysis.   
 
Table 2.1 shows that 37% of groups responding to the questionnaire employed paid staff and 
63% had no paid staff. This provides a reasonably good reflection of the split within the 
sector generally (‘Part of the Picture’ found 32% had paid staff and 68% had no paid staff). 
Most of the analysis in subsequent chapters is based on this distinction.1  
 

Table 2.1 :  Whether or not groups had paid staff 

 No of 
groups 

% 

With paid staff 42 37 

No paid staff 72 63 

Total 114 100 
 
 Note: 114 organisations answered the question regarding paid staff. 
 
 
The organisations that did employ paid staff tended to be relatively small: almost two-thirds 
of them had five or fewer employees (full time equivalent, FTE) (Table 2.2). Twenty-seven 
percent had between five and 20 staff and only 9% overall had more than 20 FTE staff (i.e. 
three organisations).  
 

                                                
1 Exploring differences between organisations with staff and those with no paid staff is now quite common 
in studies of the sector. The relevance of using this mode of analysis was further confirmed by feedback 
from the focus groups and interviews. 
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Table 2.2 :  Number of FTE staff (only those who st ated that they had paid staff 
 and who answered this question) 

No of FTE staff No of 
groups 

% 

0-1 7 21 

1.01-5 14 42 

5.01-10 4 12 

10.01-20 5 15 

20.01+ 3 9 

Total 33 100 
 
 
Between them the groups responding to the questionnaire covered a wide range of work 
areas (Table 2.3). The majority of groups with no paid staff (60%) were concerned with 
leisure/recreation/sport. About half of those with paid staff were concerned with 
education/research/training or welfare/social care.  
 

Table 2.3 :  Groups/organisations’ field of work 

 
Field of work* 

% of groups 
with paid staff 

N=42  

% of groups 
with no paid 

staff  
N=72 

% of all 
groups 
N=114 

Leisure/recreation/sport 31 60 49 

Education/research/training 52 22 33 

Welfare/social care 48 19 30 

Health 33 21 25 

Childcare/play/youth work 31 22 25 

Supporting or working with other 
community/voluntary groups 

31 21 24 

Arts and cultural activities 26 15 19 

Economic and community 
development/regeneration 

29 10 16 

Housing/homelessness 19 4 10 

Environmental/conservation/ 
heritage/work with animals 

7 12 10 

Community safety/criminal justice 10 8 9 

Other 24 17 19 
 
* Note: Respondents could tick more than one field of work 

 
Twenty-four percent of groups with paid staff stated that they were involved in another field 
not listed on the questionnaire. These included: shopmobility, disability, media, preventative 
health and domestic violence. Other fields of work for groups with no paid staff included: 
emotional support groups, work with elderly people, charity fundraising and human rights.  
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The groups with no paid staff generally had a very small annual income: half of them had an 
income of between £0 and £1,000 per annum and a further 35% of them had an income 
between £1,000 and £10,000 (Table 2.4). None of them exceeded an income of £40,000 per 
annum.  
 
In contrast the organisations with paid staff generally had a much higher income, with the 
majority of them receiving in excess of £40,000 in the previous year (Table 2.4). In fact just 
over half of them had an income of £100,000 or more, and a significant proportion (38%) had 
received £250,000+ in the past year.  
 

Table 2.4 :  Income in previous year 

 Groups  with paid staff Groups  with no paid staff  

 No of 
groups 

% No of 
groups 

% 

0-1k 2 5 35 50 

1-5k 1 3 15 21 

5-10k 1 3 10 14 

10-20k - - 3 4 

20-30k 3 8 - - 

30-40k 4 10 1 1 

40-50k 1 3 - - 

50-100k 5 13 - - 

100-250k 5 13 - - 

250k+ 15 38 - - 

Don’t know 2 5 6 9 

Total 39  70  
 
 
Ninety percent of the groups with paid staff had been in operation for five years or more, with 
most in fact having been in existence for over 10 years (Table 2.5). Similarly for groups with 
no paid staff, 83% had existed for over five years and the majority had been in existence for 
over 10 years.  
 

Table 2.5 :  Number of years in operation 

 
Years in 
operation 

% of groups 
with paid staff 

N=42  

% of groups with 
no paid staff  

N=72 

 
% of all groups 

N=114 

1-2 5 4 4 

2-5 5 13 10 

5-10 19 26 24 

10+ 71 57 62 
 

 
The organisations responding to the questionnaire were working with a wide range of 
different target groups (Table 2.6). Groups with paid staff were most likely to be targeting 
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children and young people and disabled people, while groups with no paid staff were most 
likely to be targeting children and young people and older people.  
 

Table 2.6 :  Target groups of organisations 

 
Target group* 

% of groups 
with paid staff 

N=42  

% of groups with 
no paid staff  

N=72 

 
% of all groups  

N=114 

Children and young people 43 36 39 

Disabled people 43 33 37 

Older people 31 36 34 

Women 19 25 23 

Minority ethnic communities 29 15 20 

Carers (of older people/ 
disabled people) 

19 14 16 

Asylum seekers 5 8 7 

Gypsies and travellers 2 4 4 

Other 21 17 18 
 

* Note: Respondents could tick more than one target group 

 
Only 8% of groups with no paid staff had membership of any networks and most of these 
were members of the Health Network (Table 2.7). More groups with paid staff were members 
of networks, but still only just over half of them (55%). Groups with paid staff were members 
of a range of different networks, in particular the Voluntary Sector Children, Young People 
and Families Consortium and the Adult Services Consortium. ‘Part of the Picture’ suggests 
that the issue here is that groups lack time to get involved in networks and partnerships: 37% 
of VCOs in Rotherham reported that this was a major or significant problem. 
 

Table 2.7 :  Membership of networks/forums* 

 
 

% of groups 
with paid staff 

N=42  

% of groups with 
no paid staff  

N=72 

% of all 
groups 
N=114 

Community Empowerment Network 19 1 8 

Voluntary sector children, young 
people and families consortium 

26 1 11 

Adult Services Consortium 26 0 10 

Women’s Network 7 0 3 

BME Network 7 0 3 

Health Network 14 6 9 

No network/forum 45 92 75 
 

* Note: Groups could tick more than one network 
 
 

This section has illustrated some of the differences between organisations with paid staff, 
and those with no paid staff. In the next section we provide an analysis of the feedback from  
VCOs on the support that they had received over the previous 12 months. 
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2.2  Support received by VCOs 

 
External help or support received in the last 12 mo nths 
 
Questionnaire respondents were asked about any external help and support they had 
received in the previous 12 months. This section gives the detail of their responses.  
 
Groups with no paid staff were much less likely to have received any external help or support 
in the last 12 months than groups with paid staff. In fact 53% of these groups reported 
receiving no external help or support, compared with only 12% of groups with paid staff 
(Table 2.8).  
 

Table 2.8 :  Groups that had received any external help within the last 12 months 

 
 

%of groups 
with paid staff 

N=42 

%of groups with 
no paid staff 

N=72 

 
% of all groups  

N=114 

Received help 88 47 62 
 
 
Groups were asked whether they had received any support on a range of different topics, for 
example, raising funds, law and regulations etc. Table 2.9 shows that groups with paid staff 
were more likely to have received support on each topic listed, than groups without paid staff.  
 

Table 2.9 :  External help/support received in the previous 12 months 

 
External help/support received 
on... 

% of groups 
with paid staff 

 

% of groups 
with no paid 

staff 

% of all 
groups  

 

 No. of all 
groups 

Raising funds 56 40 45 99 

Issues specific to the 
organisation’s part of the sector 

61 22 35 91 

Law and regulations 63 12 31 94 

Community development 35 23 27 96 

Facilities and resources 50 15 26 91 

Human Resources, personnel 
and employment 

51 7 23 94 

Managing finances 38 10 20 94 

Business planning 40 9 20 94 

Information and Communications 
Technology (ICT) 

49 2 19 90 

Marketing and campaigning 33 2 13 91 

Trusteeship and governance 22 5 11 89 

Performance management 29 2 11 90 

Project management 24 2 10 91 
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For organisations that employed staff the issues that they were most likely to have received 
support with were law and regulations (63%), issues specific to their part of the sector (61%), 
raising funds (56%), human resources, personnel and employment (51%), facilities and 
resources (50%), ICT (49%) and business planning (40%). About a third or more had also 
received help on managing finances, community development and marketing and 
campaigning.  
 
For  groups with no paid staff the issue that they were most likely to have received help with 
was raising funds (40%). Small proportions (less than one-third) of groups had received help 
on other topics such as community development (23%), specific issues (22%) and facilities 
and resources (15%).  
 
On average, organisations with paid staff had each received support on more than 5 topics, 
compared with a figure of one and a half topics for those with no paid staff. 
 
Where groups had received external help or support in the last 12 months, they were then 
asked to rate how well that support had met their needs. The answers are displayed in Table 
2.10a. The two types of group are combined in this table because each row of the table only 
includes those groups who said they had received support on that particular topic, meaning 
that some rows are based on relatively small numbers.  
 

Table 2.10a :  How well external help or support re ceived in the previous 12 months 
had met groups’ needs * 

 
Help on... 

% saying 
very well 

% saying to 
some extent 

% saying 
not at all 

% saying 
don’t know 

No. of 
groups 

Raising funds 29 61 7 2 41 

Managing finances 18  77 6 0 17 

Business planning 11 67 17 6 18 

Human Resources, 
personnel and 
employment 

37 53 5 5 19 

Law and regulations 33 58 4 4 24 

Community development 20 60 5 15 20 

Issues specific to the 
organisation’s part of the 
sector 

26 63 4 7 27 

Trusteeship and 
governance 

38 62 0 0 8 

Project management 0 100 0 0 9 

Performance 
management 

0 100 0 0 9 

Marketing and 
campaigning 

10 80 0 10 10 

Information and 
Communications 
Technology (ICT) 

47 47 7 0 15 

Facilities and resources 41 55 4 0 22 
 

* Note: Only those groups that said they had received some help or support on each topic were included in each row. 
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Since it was not possible to break this down by type of group we averaged levels of 
satisfaction across all 13 categories for the two types of group in order to assess whether or 
not they were more or less satisfied with the support they had received (see Table 2.10b). 
This showed that groups with no paid staff were slightly more satisfied with the support they 
had received than groups with paid staff: they were more likely to answer that support had 
met their needs ‘very well’ rather than ‘to some extent’. Similar proportions of groups with 
paid staff and those without answered ‘not at all’.  
 

Table 2.10b :  How well external help or support ha d met groups needs across  
all categories 

 

% 

Groups 
with paid 
staff % 

Groups 
with no 

paid staff % 

All 
responses 

% 

very well 24 35 27 

to some extent 71 58 67 

not at all 5 6 6 
 
 
Overall, 94% of groups that had received support on a topic stated that the support they had 
received had met their needs at least ‘to some extent’. Very few groups reported that support 
received had not met their needs at all. Groups were more likely to respond ‘to some extent’ 
than ‘very well’ on all topics except for ICT where levels of satisfaction with support seemed 
higher – 47% said ‘very well’ and 47% ‘to some extent’. Levels of satisfaction with support on 
facilities and resources, trusteeship and governance and human resources, personnel and 
employment also seemed relatively high, with about two-fifths stating that support had met 
their needs ‘very well’.  
 
 
Main providers 
 
Groups were asked who the main providers were of the support they had received in the 
previous 12 months. As one would expect, VAR was frequently identified as one of the main 
providers, indeed VAR was the most common provider for the majority of topics. However, 
groups had also received support from providers other than VAR on all topics (see Table 
2.11). Appendix A4 lists the other main providers that were mentioned under each topic area.  
After VAR, the most frequently mentioned provider on a single topic was the South Yorkshire 
Funding Advice Bureau (SYFAB) - identified under the ‘Raising funds’ category. 
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Table 2.11 :  Main providers of external help/suppo rt* 

 
Providers on ... 

% saying 
VAR 

% saying other 
provider 

% saying 
don’t know 

No. of 
groups 

Raising funds 27 67 2 45 

Managing finances 26 42 0 19 

Business planning 26 47 5 19 

Human Resources, personnel and 
employment 

36 50 4 22 

Law and regulations 17 62 7 29 

Community development 8 27 15 26 

Issues specific to the organisation’s 
part of the sector 

25 22 13 32 

Trusteeship and governance 10 70 0 10 

Project management 22 56 22 9 

Performance management 30 30 20 10 

Marketing and campaigning 17 58 0 12 

Information and Communications 
Technology (ICT) 

0 71 6 17 

Facilities and resources 21 38 4 24 
 
 * Note: Only those groups that said they had received some help or support on each topic were included in each row. 

Groups were asked to tick all that applied, so they could have ticked ‘VAR’ and ‘other provider’ for the same topic. 
Some groups that had received support did not answer this question meaning that row percentages do not always 
sum to 100% or more.  
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2.3  Accessing support – issues 
 
This section provides a summary of the issues which emerged from the focus groups and 
interviews regarding accessing external support services. 
 
N.B. The different focus groups which are referred to in the text were as follows: 
 

  Group A -  Development Workers/ Frontline Support Workers 
  Group B - Service Managers 
  Group C - VCOs with paid staff 
  Group D - VCOs with no paid staff 
 
For further details of the research methods used for the focus groups and interviews, please 
refer to Appendices A2 and A3. 
 
2.3.1  Issues from the focus groups  
 
VAR staff (in Group B) suggested that there were three types of VCO in relation to external 
services and support: 
  

·  those that are 'plugged in' to the networks of support around infrastructure,  
·  those that have some knowledge and a basic understanding of support, and  
·  those who were unaware of what support might be available.   

 
A number of issues were thought by participants to prevent groups accessing support, 
including: 
 

·  time and capacity 
·  a lack of understanding about what infrastructure actually is: 
 

‘It is a historical thing about who uses infrastructure. Many groups don't use it 
because they never have. Infrastructure has been slow to respond to how service 
users have changed in the past years. Lots of BME groups don't understand what 
infrastructure support means. They just want to know, can you make them survive, 
but workers can't make these promises.’ 

 
·  a lack of awareness of what support is available 
·  a lack of clarity about the 'infrastructure offer' and how effective it is 
·  ‘off putting’ language which can prevent questions being asked: 

 
‘The use of language in the sector is important. We’re all guilty of jargon. What is 
the most appropriate language to use? Groups don't know what questions to ask 
so they don’t ask them. Therefore they don't get anywhere. What is capacity? 
What is infrastructure? Just because workers use the terms does not mean 
everyone understands what is meant by them. They can mean different things to 
different people.’ 
 

·  a lack of knowledge that there might be resolvable problems or issues which might 
benefit from support,  

·  reluctance to articulate concerns for fear of the consequences or of looking stupid or 
incapable. 

 
In relation to the last two issues, it was noted that community and other development workers 
are often in a good position to play a troubleshooting role with the smallest or emerging 
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groups, which counters the tendency for infrastructure organisations to become purely 
reactive. Because they can build up a degree of trust with grassroots organisations, they are 
in a good position to raise issues which might not otherwise surface: 
 

‘Groups don't realise what opportunities are open to them. They need a familiar face to 
approach and ask what they might think as stupid questions. They need someone to 
approach who they have confidence in and can ask for help. It is not just about 
signposting groups. They need a friendly face to feel confident in asking a 
question…any question.’ 

 
‘It is also about having the courage to tell groups what they might not want to hear. You 
need to tell them what they can and can't do. Some groups are touchy-feely and 
sometimes they don't want to face issues.’ 

 
It was also noted that the need to keep a group or organisation going, or to prevent it from 
folding, was a key factor that will always act as a potential ‘hook’ in drawing groups towards 
infrastructure support. It was acknowledged that there can be an element of chance involved: 
a conversation in a corridor or over lunch at an event can help 'plug in' a group to external 
help on a specific issue. It is worth noting in this respect that several people used the 
opportunity raised by participation in the focus groups to exchange contact details with 
others.    
 
Whilst VAR was noted as a ‘first port of call’, an important feature arising from both focus 
groups C & D was that support can be sought and accessed from unlikely or overlooked 
sources. Larger organisations may have highly specialist support requirements, and 
participants have used accountants, solicitors, and forms of specialist advice related to 
specific complex projects. Others have linked into networks beyond the boundaries of 
Rotherham and South Yorkshire, including use of national membership networks and 
specialist support available through national headquarters of federations. More informally, 
participants tend to find sources of support through contacts and networks: either through the 
people with particular knowledge and experience you might come across over time. One 
participant suggested they took advice and tips from a previous volunteer post-holder.  
 
One key theme running throughout the focus groups was the extent to which VAR had 
changed its profile and focus in recent years, and the potential consequences of such 
changes: 
 

It ought to be VAR as a starting point. VAR has improved its role but it is not complete 
yet. 
 

The loss of the large scale community development team was noted by many focus group 
participants (in groups B, C and D), and several suggested that this was now a large gap.2 
That this team had not been replaced was seen by some, along with the development of the 
procurement team and similar ‘higher level’ support, as evidence that VAR had shifted away 
from providing grassroots support. Community development support was valued because it 
provided direct assistance to the smallest or newest groups. In the absence of community 
development workers, it was thought that support tends to be provided to the more vocal 
groups with paid staff.  
 
There was thus a concern that VAR has become more oriented towards larger groups 
(Group D). But at the same time there was some concern that VAR does not do enough for 
larger groups (Group C). This might be a straightforward contradiction, but it potentially 

                                                
2 VAR now has just one community development worker, who works specifically in the Eastwood and 
Springwell Gardens area. 
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highlights something of greater significance: the difficulty VAR may have in trying to provide 
services to and being seen to accommodate different parts of a diverse sector, as was 
acknowledged by one VAR worker: 
 

We need to sell the idea that we are here to help everyone, not just those organisations 
involved in procurement. 

 
Both perspectives could be true: on the one hand it could be that these are valid perceptions 
of groups at either end of the diverse spectrum, and therefore attempts may have to be made 
to manage these perceptions in more constructive ways; whilst on the other hand it could be 
that VAR has actually moved away from support for grassroots organisations, yet its current 
‘position’ in the support market place is still regarded as insufficient for what the larger 
organisations need.  
 
Participants from larger organisations (Group C) noted the new forms of support provided by 
VAR, such as the procurement team, but suggested that this may not always be appropriate. 
Providing information about procurement opportunities and 'hands off' facilitation was not 
enough. What is needed instead is more proactive support: identifying tender opportunities, 
working directly with organisations to respond, and more significantly advocating for the VCS 
as a whole on common concerns.  
 
The Volunteer Centre was also cited as a (new) example of how VAR appears to have 
reoriented itself. In the task of signing up organisations as potential 'volunteer-involving 
organisations', and in the interests of health and safety and best practice, there was a threat 
of excluding smaller community organisations, which want volunteers but do not want to go 
through a series of seemingly bureaucratic hoops, and cannot afford to pay expenses: 
 

‘As a volunteer centre we deal with 90% voluntary sector and only 10% community 
sector. The community sector does not really fit with best practice around paying 
volunteer expenses. Therefore the community sector is not being registered with us as 
they don't pay these expenses.’   

 
‘The system is now too bureaucratic and we are saying to small groups you need this 
policy, this procedure in place when all they want to do is continue to deliver the way 
they always have. They don't know they have to follow procedures; it is not their 
agenda but national agendas they are having to follow on best practice.’ 

 
 
2.3.2  Issues from the interviews 
 
As perhaps one would expect, many of the issues highlighted by the follow-up interviews 
were very similar to those which emerged from the focus groups sessions involving service 
managers and development/support workers. 
 
One of the key issues to emerge was the need to actively facilitate VCOs to access the wide 
range of support services that already exist. While many organisations do access support 
services, there are many others which do not and which are not aware of the services 
available – primarily smaller organisations. In the case of VAR, the majority of organisations 
which use its support services are those with paid staff. This is in contrast with the profile of 
the sector in Rotherham, where the majority of organisations (over 60%) have no paid staff. 
 
The interviews identified a number key issues regarding access to services by smaller 
organisations / community groups: 
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·  Small organisations with no staff are often under-represented amongst service users; this 
is, for example, the case amongst users of VAR’s support services.   

·  Such organisations are often unaware of the availability of support services. For example, 
there is a relatively poor knowledge of support services amongst small organisations 
which are not VAR service-users. 

·  Community groups are often unaware of support that they may ‘need’ or benefit from, 
e.g. managing volunteers, or managing their accounts. 

·  Support services often tend to be orientated towards organisations with paid staff – and 
may be driven by the specific objectives / outputs required by funders. Funding is often 
very specific and there is a relative lack of funding for generic support services which 
might support services to smaller organisations. 

·  Established networks and consortia provide valuable channels for VCOs to become 
aware of the availability of support services. However, smaller organisations tend not to 
be part of such networks. 

·  How well is the marketing of existing services focused towards attracting smaller VCOs? 
 
One issue was raised which applies to all VCOs: while there are potentially a wide range of 
support resources available to VCOs, many are not very specifically targeted towards VCOs. 
For example, assistance with business planning is available from a wide range of sources, 
but these are not always specifically ‘sector-friendly’ and may require some skill for groups to 
translate these to fit their own circumstances. 
 
‘Gaps’ in services  
 
When people were asked if there were ‘gaps’ in the availability of support services, a number 
of key themes emerged from the responses: 

·  There are a wide range of support services (and information) available to VCOs. A key 
priority is to encourage and facilitate VCOs to use the services that do exist. In particular, 
more work is needed to improve the awareness of the availability of support services 
amongst smaller organisations, particularly those with no paid staff. There is a question 
of how well focussed is the marketing of particular services to meet the needs of specific 
groups of organisations. 

·  Some previously available services have been lost when funding came to an end. In 
particular the loss of the community development team at VAR brought a significant loss 
in the amount  of one-to-one ‘hand-holding’ support which can be offered to smaller 
groups. (VAR now has just one community development worker, who works specifically 
in the Eastwood and Springwell Gardens area.) 

·  There is insufficient capacity within some areas of support, either to meet the current 
level of expressed need and/or to undertake further pro-active outreach work. Examples 
include:  
(a) the closure of the law centre, with just one post at VAR to fill the gaps;  
(b) more capacity is required to meet the needs for funding advice and to provide help 
with funding bids.  

 
2.3.3  Other information  
 
Respondents to the survey of VCOs were asked to comment on how well they thought 
external support services were co-ordinated (See Section 4.3 for full details of the feedback 
received). While a minority of respondents made comments on this issue (groups with paid 
staff: 38%; groups with no paid staff: 21%), those that did comment were most likely to say 
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that it was not clear who does what, or who to approach for support, or that they did not know 
how services were co-ordinated.  
 
Previous studies have also provided feedback regarding VCOs awareness of support 
services: 
 

·  In ‘Part of the Picture’  60% of VCOs in Rotherham regarded ‘finding out what support is 
available’ as a problem (17% saw it as a major or significant problem). Across South 
Yorkshire as a whole, this was particularly seen as a significant or major problem by older 
organisations (those in existence for more than 50 years) and smaller organisations 
(those with an annual income less than £20k and those with no paid staff).  

 
·  The previous Needs Analysis (2003) found that levels of awareness of where support 

could be obtained were generally low, except for voluntary sector delivery organisations 
who were more aware than other types of organisation.  
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2.4  Summary 
 
The following is a summary of some of the key points from the findings in Chapter 2: 

·  The survey collected 115 valid responses: 37% from groups with paid staff, 63% from 
those with no paid staff. Survey respondents were reasonably representative of the 
sector as a whole: they covered a wide range of work areas and were working with a 
wide range of target groups including young people, disabled people and older people. 
The majority of groups with no paid staff had an annual income of £10k or less. The 
majority of groups with paid staff had an income in excess of £40k and half had an 
income of £100k+. Most groups had been in existence for five years or longer.  

·  Groups with paid staff were much more likely to have received external support in the 
previous 12 months than groups with no paid staff: 88% compared with only 47% of 
those with no paid staff.  

·  Organisations with employees were most likely to have received support on law and 
regulations (63%), sector specific issues (61%), raising funds (56%), human resources, 
personnel and employment (51%),  facilities and resources (50%), ICT (49%) and 
business planning (40%). About a third or more had also received help on managing 
finances, community development and marketing and campaigning.   

·  40% of groups with no paid staff had received help with raising funds. Less than one-third 
had received help on other topics such as community development (23%), sector specific 
issues (22%) and facilities and resources (15%).  

·  Generally groups stated that support they had received had met their needs at least ‘to 
some extent’. Levels of satisfaction with ICT support were highest. Levels of satisfaction 
with support on facilities and resources, trusteeship and governance and human 
resources, personnel and employment were also relatively high. 

·  While VAR was frequently identified as one of the main providers, groups had also 
received support from other providers on all topics. 

·  Barriers to accessing support include: time and capacity, lack of knowledge or 
understanding of support available and lack of knowledge that there might be resolvable 
problems or issues which might benefit from support. There is a particular lack of 
awareness of support available among smaller organisations and those with no paid staff.  

·  There is a need to actively facilitate VCOs to access the wide range of support services 
that already exist.  

·  Community and other development workers can play an important role in facilitating the 
smallest and newest groups to make use of support services, e.g. helping to raise issues 
that might otherwise not surface. The loss of the majority of the community development 
team at VAR has considerably reduced the amount of direct assistance available to 
smaller groups.  

·  Established networks and consortia provide valuable channels for VCOs to become 
aware of support available. However, membership of networks was relatively low among 
survey respondents, particularly among groups with no paid staff (8% compared with 
55% of those with paid staff).  

·  There is a relative lack of funding for generic support services which might support 
services to smaller organisations. There is insufficient capacity within some areas of 
support, either to meet the current level of expressed need and/or to undertake further 
pro-active outreach work.  
 

 



Rotherham VCS Needs Analysis 2007      

 

28 

 

3. Support needed by VCOs 
 

In this chapter we look in detail at the support needs of VCOs responding to the survey 
questionnaire, following this with a discussion of relevant issues arising from the focus 
groups and interviews. Finally we draw a broad comparison of the findings with those of the 
2003 Needs Analysis.  
 

3.1  Support needs expressed by VCOs - overview 
 
3.1.1  External help or support needed in the futur e 
 
Respondents to the survey questionnaire were asked whether they anticipated needing 
support on a range of different topics in the next 12 months. Overall the majority of them – 
whether they employed staff or not – anticipated needing support on one or more of the 
topics listed in the questionnaire (see Table 3.2a for a list of topics). All organisations with 
paid staff and 81% of groups with no paid staff anticipated a need for external support (Table 
3.1). Those who answered ‘yes’ and those who answered ‘possibly’ are included as 
indicating an anticipated need for support in all tables in this section.   
 

Table 3.1 :  Percentage of organisations indicating  that they would need external 
support in the next 12 months (on any of the topic areas listed in the questionnaire) 

 
 
 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with no 
paid staff (N=72) 

% 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Support needed 100 81 88 
 
The issue that most groups anticipated needing support with was funding and finance. This 
was true of groups with and without paid staff (Table 3.2a). In fact most groups with paid staff 
(90%) and almost two-thirds (64%) of groups with no paid staff anticipated needing support 
on this topic in the coming year.  
 
After funding and finance the most common issues for groups with paid staff were: human 
resources (81%), law and regulations (74%), specific issues (67%), community development 
(64%), marketing and campaigning (64%) business planning (62%) and ICT (60%). 
Furthermore, more than four out of ten of these groups anticipated a need for support on 
each of the remaining topic areas (Table 3.2a). 
 
The main issue that groups with no paid staff were concerned with was funding and finance 
(Table 3.2a). Less than four out of ten of them indicated a need for support in any of the 
other areas. After funding and finance (64%) the next most common issue was marketing 
and campaigning (37%), followed by community development (31%), law and regulations 
(29%), ICT (28%) and facilities and resources (24%).  
 
As Table 3.2a shows, organisations with paid staff were significantly more likely to express a 
need for support on a particular topic compared with groups with no paid staff. For example, 
for those with paid staff, there were nine topics (out of twelve) for which at least 50% of the 
organisations expressed a need for support. In comparison, for those with no paid staff, there 
was only one topic for which at least 50% of the organisations expressed a need for support.    
(See also section 3.2.15 on the prioritisation of needs). 
 
On average, organisations with paid staff each expressed a need for support on seven and a 
half topics, compared with a figure of just under three topics for those with no paid staff. 
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Table 3.2a :  Percentage of organisations indicatin g that they would need  
support in the next 12 months on different topic ar eas 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with no 
paid staff 
(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Funding and finance 90 64 74 

Marketing and campaigning 64 37 47 

Law and regulations 74 29 46 

Human resources, personnel and 
employment 

81 22 44 

Community development 64 31 43 

Information and Communications 
Technology (ICT) 

60 28 40 

Issues specific to their part of the 
sector 

67 18 36 

Business planning 62 18 34 

Facilities and resources 43 24 31 

Performance management 52 13 27 

Project management 48 6 21 

Trusteeship and governance 45 4 19 
 
 
3.1.2  Support needs - estimating the total number of groups 
 
It is possible to provide an estimate of the total number of groups that might need support in 
the coming year on each of the topics. This can be done by extrapolating from the 
percentages in Table 3.2a as follows: ‘Part of the Picture’ estimated that there were 421 
groups with paid staff in Rotherham and 894 with no paid staff. Multiplying each of the 
percentages in Table 3.2a by the total number of groups in that category (i.e. 421 or 894) 
gives the estimated total numbers. The results of this are shown in Table 3.2b3.  
 
Table 3.2b shows that while groups with no paid staff have lower percentages in Table 3.2a 
for all topics, there are a number of topics where it is estimated that, in total, more groups 
with no paid staff than with paid staff may need help in these areas (this is because there are 
more groups with no paid staff overall). The topics concerned are: funding and finance, 
community development, marketing and campaigning, and facilities and resources. This is 
most marked for funding and finance, where the percentages were 90% and 64% (groups 
with and without paid staff respectively) but the expected numbers of groups are 378 and 
572 respectively. In terms of absolute numbers this gives an estimate of 950 groups overall 
needing help in this area in the coming year. For marketing and campaigning an anticipated 
600 groups will need support, for law and regulations 571, community development 546 and 
human resources 538. Full details for all topics are displayed in Table 3.2b.  
 
The actual numbers needing support are likely to be even higher than shown in Table 3.2b 
as: (a) the figures in ‘Part of the Picture’  provide a conservative estimate of the total number 

                                                
3 For example, for funding and finance, the calculation for groups with paid staff is: 90% x 421 = 378; for 
groups with no staff: 64% x 894 = 572. 
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of groups; and (b) groups with no paid staff were likely to have under-reported their needs 
(e.g. with respect to volunteers4). Also, any further work over the coming year to increase 
organisations’ awareness of support services may well lead to increases in the demand for 
services over and above the potential levels suggested here. 
 

Table 3.2b :  Extrapolated numbers of organisations  needing support in the  
next 12 months 

 
 
 

Number of 
groups with 

paid staff  

Number of 
groups with 
no paid staff  

 

Total 
number of 

groups 

Funding and finance 378 572 950 

Marketing and campaigning 269 331 600 

Law and regulations 312 259 571 

Community development 269 277 546 

Human resources, personnel and 
employment 

341 197 538 

Information and Communications 
Technology (ICT) 

253 250 503 

Issues specific to their part of the 
sector 

282 161 443 

Business planning 261 161 422 

Facilities and resources 181 215 396 

Performance management 219 116 335 

Project management 202 54 256 

Trusteeship and governance 189 36 225 
 
 
3.1.3  Issues 
 
In ‘Part of the Picture’  (Macmillan, 2006) the five most pressing issues for the VCS as a 
whole in South Yorkshire were identified as: 
 

·  funding – raising funds and putting in quality bids 
·  volunteers – finding and recruiting them and keeping and developing them 
·  time to get involved in networks and partnerships 
·  getting new members and users involved in your group 
·  getting the right skills and expertise on your management committee.  

 

The issues were the same in Rotherham with the addition of ‘recruiting the right staff’.  
 
While stating that something is a problem does not necessarily mean that you will need 
external help with it, these findings are still clearly relevant. For this reason, where 
appropriate, findings from ‘Part of the Picture’ are mentioned in the following sections and a 
table presenting the detailed findings on this issue for Rotherham is included in Appendix A6.  
 

                                                
4 See Section 3.2.3 for more on this. 
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3.2  Support needs expressed by VCOs – detailed top ics 
 
The following sections give more detail within each topic area of the sorts of support that 
groups anticipated needing. A later section - 3.2.14 - discusses what types of support groups 
thought they would need for each topic area, e.g. whether they would need information, 
advice, training, one-to-one or consultancy support.   
 
3.2.1  Funding and finance 
 
Within funding and finance, the two most common issues for both types of group were 
support on sources of funding and on writing funding bids (Table 3.3). For organisations with 
paid staff, income generation, developing a fundraising strategy, contracting with public 
sector organisations and setting up a social enterprise were all issues that 50% or more 
anticipated needing external help with. Few groups with no paid staff indicated a need for 
other kinds of support beyond help with fundraising.  
 
While funding and finance came out top as the issue that most VCOs needed help with, 
interestingly in ‘Part of the Picture’ raising funding was seen as the second most pressing 
problem for the VCS in Rotherham behind finding and recruiting new volunteers. Seventy-
three percent regarded raising funds as a problem in Rotherham and 45% saw it as a major 
or significant problem. Mirroring the findings of this study, in ‘Part of the Picture’ ‘skills in 
being able to put in good quality funding bids’ was regarded as a problem by 69% and as a 
major or significant problem by 27%.  
 

Table 3.3 :  Percentage of organisations indicating  that they would need 
 external support on funding and finance in the nex t 12 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with 
no paid staff 

(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Sources of funding 79 57 65 

Writing bids and applications for funding 64 43 51 

Income generation 62 21 36 

Developing a fundraising strategy 57 17 32 

Contracting with public sector 
organisations 

55 8 25 

Setting up a social enterprise 50 7 23 

Cutting expenditure – resource sharing 41 6 18 

Tax and VAT issues 31 8 17 

Dealing with a financial crisis or the 
dissolution of your organisation 

36 4 16 

Setting up financial recording and 
accounting systems 

26 10 16 

Dealing with banks and preparing and 
managing cashflow 

19 10 13 

Other financial matters 10 6 7 
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3.2.2  Business planning 
 
Under business planning, groups with paid staff who had expressed a need in this area were 
most interested in getting support with strategic planning, renewing their business plan, 
developing a business plan and action planning (Table 3.4). This was less of an issue for 
groups with no paid staff, with only 18% of them overall anticipating a need in this area - for 
these the most common need was for support in developing a business plan.  
 

Table 3.4 :  Percentage of organisations indicating  that they would need  
external support on business planning in the next 1 2 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with 
no paid staff 

(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Developing a business plan 41 14 24 

Strategic planning 48 8 23 

Renewing their business plan to 
meet growing and changing 
needs 

43 7 20 

Action planning 38 7 18 

Property and asset management 24 4 11 

Starting a new group 14 1 6 

Other business planning matters 5 1 3 
 
 
3.2.3  Human Resources 
 
The most common item under human resources for groups with paid staff was supporting 
volunteers with additional needs (Table 3.5). This was followed by developing the skills of 
staff, volunteers and trustees and redundancy, dismissal and grievance procedures, all of 
which were indicated by half or more of respondents. 
 
Only 22% of groups with no paid staff indicated needing support in this general area. Their 
most common needs concerned help with recruiting and managing volunteers, developing 
volunteers’ skills, and supporting volunteers with additional needs.  
 
In ‘Part of the Picture’  finding and recruiting new volunteers was seen as the most pressing 
issue facing the VCS in Rotherham: 81% saw this as a problem and 49% as a major or 
significant problem. Only 21% overall, however, in the Needs Analysis indicated that they 
needed help with ‘recruiting, selecting and managing volunteers’.  
 
On reflection, however, it is quite possible that the Needs Analysis survey questionnaire did 
not fully capture needs on the issue of volunteers. The questions about volunteers were 
included within the ‘Human Resources’ section, rather than under a separate ‘Volunteering’ 
section – and this may have been off-putting for some respondents, particularly those from 
groups with no paid staff. With the benefit of hindsight a separate section for ‘Volunteering’ 
may have been a better strategy. (Note: the original rationale for the particular design of the 
Human Resources section in the questionnaire had been to facilitate comparison with the 
2003 Needs Analysis.) Further, the feedback from the focus groups (see Section 3.3.1) 
clearly illustrates that a key support need concerns the recruitment of volunteers, particularly 
for groups with no paid staff. 
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Table 3.5 :  Percentage of organisations indicating  that they would need external 
support on human resources / personnel and employme nt in the next 12 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with no 
paid staff 
(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Supporting volunteers with 
additional needs e.g. people under 
18 years, people with disabilities, 
people with mental health difficulties 
or those who speak English as a 
second language 

60 13 30 

Developing skills of staff, volunteers 
and trustees/management 
committee  

52 13 27 

Redundancy, dismissal, grievance 
procedures 

50 4 21 

Recruiting, selecting and managing 
volunteers 

36 13 21 

Equal opportunities and diversity 41 10 21 

Roles and responsibilities of staff, 
volunteers and trustees 

36 10 19 

The Disability Discrimination Act 36 7 18 

Terms and conditions of 
employment & contracts of 
employment 

38 7 18 

Developing job descriptions to meet 
the needs of the organisation. 

29 8 16 

Data protection 26 8 15 

The Freedom of Information Act 31 6 15 

Legislation relating to parents and 
carers 

33 4 15 

Recruiting and selecting paid 
employees 

21 4 11 

Reward and remuneration 21 3 10 

Other HR matters 0 0 0 
 
 
3.2.4  Law and regulations 
 
Under law and regulations, almost two-thirds of groups with paid staff thought they would 
need legal advice on current legislation affecting the VCS (Table 3.6). Almost four out of ten 
saw a future need for advice on leases, licences and tenancy agreements and on legal 
entities such as co-operatives and development trusts. Only 29% of groups with no paid staff 
saw a future need for support in this area, and their most common needs were for advice on 
current legislation, and organisational insurance including public liability.  
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Table 3.6 :  Percentage of organisations indicating  that they would need  
external support on law and regulations in the next  12 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with 
no paid staff 

(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Legal advice on current legislation 
affecting the voluntary and 
community sector 

64 19 36 

Legal advice on leases, licences 
and tenancy agreements 

38 13 22 

Insuring their organisation including 
public liability 

21 19 20 

Types of legal entities of companies 
e.g. co-operatives, development 
trusts etc  

38 4 17 

Other legal matters  10 1 4 
 
 
3.2.5  Community Development 
 
Groups with paid staff who expressed a need for support on community development were 
mostly interested in support on increasing participation and engagement, removing barriers 
and community capacity building. About one in three groups with no paid staff saw a need for 
support in this area, and their main need was for support on increasing participation and 
engagement and removing barriers (Table 3.7).  
 
This is reflected in ‘Part of the Picture’ with 72% regarding ‘getting new members and users 
involved in your group’ as a problem and 37% regarding it as a major or significant problem.  
 

Table 3.7 :  Percentage of organisations indicating  that they would need  
external support  on community development in the n ext 12 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with 
no paid staff 

(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Increasing participation and 
engagement 

50 28 36 

Removing barriers 43 18 27 

Community capacity building 38 14 23 

Building active communities 26 14 18 

Establishing local governance 
structures 

19 7 11 

Other community development 
matters  

0 6 4 

 
 



Rotherham VCS Needs Analysis 2007      

 

35 

 

3.2.6  Specific Issues 
 
Just over two-thirds of groups with paid staff anticipated a need for help with specific issues 
including policy issues on public services, government, rural communities, funding and 
giving, accountability and regulation, and technical advice e.g. on setting up a particular type 
of project (Table 3.8). The much smaller number of groups with no paid staff that anticipated 
a need in this area were also concerned with the same aspects.  
 

Table 3.8 :  Percentage of organisations indicating  that they would need  
external support  on specific issues in the next 12  months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with no 
paid staff 
(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Policy issues on public services, 
government, rural communities, 
funding and giving, accountability and 
regulation 

55 14 29 

Specific technical advice e.g. on 
setting up a particular type of project 

45 10 23 

Other sector matters 5 3 4 
 
 
3.2.7  Trusteeship and governance 
 
Overall 45% of groups with paid staff anticipated needing support on trusteeship and 
governance issues. In particular, their main needs were in getting help with recruiting, 
selecting and developing trustees, and with the legal responsibilities of trustees and 
management (Table 3.9). Only 4% of groups with no paid staff (i.e. three groups) indicated a 
need for help in this area; they were concerned with all of the issues listed in the 
questionnaire.  
 
In ‘Part of the Picture’ getting the right skills and experience on your management committee 
was seen as a problem by 63% of groups and as a major or significant problem by 27%. 
However, in the Needs Analysis only 16% of groups overall indicated needing help with 
recruiting, selecting and developing trustees.  
 

Table 3.9 :  Percentage of organisations indicating  that they would need  
external support on trusteeship and governance in t he next 12 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with no 
paid staff 
(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Recruiting, selecting and 
developing trustees  

36 4 16 

Legal responsibilities of trustees 
and management 

36 3 15 

Setting up constitutions and 
governance mechanisms 

14 3 7 

Becoming a registered charity 7 3 4 

Other trustee and governance 
matters 

2 0 1 
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3.2.8  Project management 
 
Almost half the groups (48%) with paid staff indicated a future need for help with project 
management. In particular, they wanted help with developing project management skills, 
project management software, recording systems and methods (Table 3.10). The small 
number of groups with no paid staff (6%) that expressed a need in this area were also 
interested in a range of different aspects of project management.   
 

Table 3.10 :  Percentage of organisations indicatin g that they would need  
external support  on project management in the next  12 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with no 
paid staff 
(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Developing project management 
skills 

43 4 18 

Project management software 36 4 16 

Project activity and outcome 
recording systems & processes 

36 3 15 

Project management methods 33 3 14 

Other project management 
matters  

2 1 2 

 
 
3.2.9  Performance management 
 
Just over half of groups with paid staff (52%) and 13% of groups with no paid staff thought 
they would need external support on performance management in the coming 12 months. 
The details are shown in Table 3.11 below. 
 

Table 3.11 :  Percentage of organisations indicatin g that they would need  
external support  on performance management in the next 12 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with no 
paid staff 
(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Implementing a quality standard  38 6 18 

Monitoring and evaluation 36 8 18 

Consulting with their users / the 
community 

29 10 17 

Other performance management 
matters 

0 0 0 
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3.2.10  Marketing and campaigning 
 
Almost two-thirds of groups with paid staff (64%) saw a potential future need for external help 
with marketing and campaigning. In particular, over half anticipated needing help with 
marketing campaigns to promote services and facilities. Promotion via the internet, volunteer 
recruitment campaigns and media management were also frequently expressed needs 
(Table 3.12).  
 
Many groups with no paid staff were also interested in getting help with marketing and 
campaigning - 37% of them overall expressed a need in this topic area. In particular, they 
wanted help with creating posters and leaflets to promote their organisation, setting up a 
website and promotion via the internet.  
 

Table 3.12 :  Percentage of organisations indicatin g that they would need  
external support  on marketing and campaigning in t he next 12 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with no 
paid staff 
(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Promoting the organisation’s 
services and activities via the 
internet 

41 25 31 

Creating posters and leaflets to 
promote the organisation 

33 28 30 

Marketing campaigns to promote 
services and facilities 

52 13 27 

Designing and delivering 
volunteer recruitment campaigns 

41 15 25 

Media contacts for the local area 33 17 23 

Media Management 38 11 21 

Setting up a website for a 
community group 

21 21 21 

Organising lobbying 26 6 13 

Other marketing and campaigning 
matters 

7 0 3 

 
 
3.2.11  Information and Communications Technology ( ICT) 
 
Sixty percent of groups with paid staff thought they would need support with ICT in the 
coming 12 months and most of these expressed a need for ICT training. A significant number 
also expressed a need for help with developing databases or contact management systems. 
Amongst the 28% of groups with no paid staff that expressed a need in this area, the most 
common need was getting help with creating and managing a website. The detailed 
responses are summarised in Table 3.13 below. 
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Table 3.13 :  Percentage of organisations indicatin g that they would need  
external support  on ICT in the next 12 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with no 
paid staff 
(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

ICT training 43 14 25 

Website creation / management 29 19 23 

Purchase or installation of new 
equipment / software 

26 14 18 

Maintenance of existing 
equipment / software 

26 11 17 

Database and/or contact 
management system 
development 

33 3 14 

Other ICT support  7 0 3 
 
 
3.2.12  Facilities and resources 
 
Just over four out of ten (43%) groups with paid staff anticipated needing help with facilities 
and resources in the coming year. They particularly wanted help with buildings and 
equipment security (Table 3.14). Twenty-four percent of groups with no paid staff anticipated 
needing help in this area and their main interest was in insurance.  
 

Table 3.14 :  Percentage of organisations indicatin g that they would need  
external support  on facilities and resources in th e next 12 months 

 
 
Support needed on ... 

Groups that 
employed paid 
staff (N=42) % 

Groups with no 
paid staff 
(N=72) % 

All groups 
(N=114) 

% 

Insurance 21 15 18 

Buildings and equipment security 26 8 15 

Maintenance and repair 21 7 12 

Building legislation i.e. asbestos 
regulations, fire risk and 
assessment legislation 

21 7 12 

Asset registers and records 21 7 12 

Other facilities and resource 
matters 

7 1 4 

 
 
3.2.13  Other help needed 
 
When asked whether they were likely to need any other help or support in the coming year 
only a small number of groups responded (8 groups with paid staff and 11 with no paid staff). 
Ten of these expressed a need for funding or for information on sources of funding. Other 
issues that had not previously been covered by the questionnaire included: developing 
regional partnerships and consortiums; learning from other organisations; training on IT 
equipment; training for trainers and training on child protection issues.  
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3.2.14 Types of support needed 
 
When asked what types of support they would need on the different topic areas, groups with 
paid staff primarily wanted information and advice (see Table 3.15). The majority of them 
also wanted training on project management, performance management and marketing and 
campaigning. In addition, many expressed a need for one to one support and consultancy on 
business planning.  
 
Groups with no paid staff also primarily wanted information and advice on most of the topic 
areas. The small numbers of groups that expressed a need for support on business planning, 
trusteeship and governance and project management also expressed an interest in one to 
one support or training in these areas.  
 
Table 3.15 below provides the full details for each of the topic areas. 
 

Table 3.15 :  Types of support needed 

a)   Groups with paid staff 

 
 

No of 
groups 

Information  
% 

Advice 
% 

Training 
% 

One to one 
% 

Consultancy  
% 

Funding and 
finance 

38 66 55 32 47 37 

Business 
planning 

26 69 65 46 62 54 

Human 
resources 

34 62 71 44 29 24 

Law and 
regulations 

31 61 55 39 26 26 

Community 
Development 

27 78 56 37 26 19 

Specific 
issues 

28 68 61 29 25 32 

Trusteeship 
and 
governance 

19 68 58 37 16 21 

Project 
Management 

20 75 65 65 30 20 

Performance 
Management 

22 77 73 55 18 18 

Marketing 
and 
campaigning 

27 67 70 56 33 30 

ICT 25 48 40 44 40 20 

Facilities and 
Regulations 

18 56 67 44 39 28 
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Table 3.15 :  Types of support needed 

b)   Groups with no paid staff 

 
 

No of 
groups 

Information  
% 

Advice 
% 

Training 
% 

One to one 
% 

Consultancy  
% 

Funding and 
finance 

46 72 44 20 15 13 

Business 
planning 

13 85 77 62 31 15 

Human 
resources 

16 63 44 19 19 13 

Law and 
regulations 

21 71 52 24 19 10 

Community 
Development 

22 55 45 23 23 23 

Specific 
issues 

13 77 54 31 31 15 

Trusteeship 
and 
governance 

3 67 33 67 67 33 

Project 
Management 

4 75 50 50 75 25 

Performance 
Management 

9 67 67 11 22 22 

Marketing 
and 
campaigning 

27 63 63 37 22 15 

ICT 20 55 55 40 35 5 

Facilities and 
Regulations 

17 53 53 6 12 6 

Note: Respondents could tick more than one type of support for each topic area. Only groups who indicated a 
need in a particular area and who answered that part of the question were included in the column for that topic.  
 
 
3.2.15  Prioritisation of needs 
 
Respondents were asked to list their five most important support needs in order of priority. In 
order to analyse this and come up with an overall ranking of the different support areas a 
scoring system was devised that gave more weight to a choice the higher up the order of 
priorities it came5. The results are shown in Table 3.16. A high score for an area in Table 
3.16 will tend to indicate that not only did a lot of people mention this in their list of priorities 
but also that they will have tended to rank it higher up the list. While a low score will tend to 
indicate fewer votes and lower positioning in the order of priorities.  

                                                
5 So, for example, if 20 groups had ranked Funding and Finance as priority 1, 15 had ranked it priority 2, 10 
had ranked it priority 3, 5 had ranked it priority 4 and 3 had ranked it priority 5, the overall score for funding 
and finances was (20x5) + (15x4) + (10x3) + (5x2) + (3x1) = 203. This overall score was then compared 
with the scores for all the other topic areas enabling them to be ranked in order of importance.  
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It is important to note that only about half the groups with no paid staff listed any priorities at 
all in this section, with 49% of them leaving the question blank. In comparison most of the 
groups with paid staff did list priorities and only 12% left the question blank.  
 
Tables 3.16a and b show that for groups with paid staff and those with no paid staff by far 
and away the top priority was for support on funding and finance. The high scores for this 
item in both tables indicate that it was mentioned far more often than other topics and tended 
to be placed higher up the list of priorities. While the two types of group shared their top 
priority, thereafter their priorities tended to diverge. Groups with paid staff were then most 
concerned with getting help with human resources, followed by business planning, legal 
issues and ICT. Whereas groups with no paid staff were most concerned with marketing and 
campaigning, facilities and resources, human resources, ICT and community development. 
For them not surprisingly, business planning, performance management, project 
management and trusteeship and governance all had very low scores indeed.  
 

Table 3.16 :  Support needs – overall priorities 

a) groups with paid staff 

  
Overall score 

 
Overall ranking 

Funding and finance 156 1 

Human resources, personnel and 
employment 

58 2 

Business planning 50 3 

Law and regulations 44 4 

Information and Communications 
Technology (ICT) 

28 5 

Marketing and campaigning 24 6 

Facilities and resources 15 7 

Performance management 12 8 

Project management 10 9 

Community development 8 10= 

Issues specific to their part of the sector 8 10= 

Trusteeship and governance 3 12 
   

Groups stating priorities 37 groups = 88%  
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Table 3.16 :  Support needs – overall priorities 

b) groups with no paid staff 

 
 

 
Overall score 

 
Overall ranking 

Funding and finance 170 1 

Marketing and campaigning 44 2= 

Facilities and resources 44 2= 

Human resources, personnel and 
employment 

27 4 

Information and Communications 
Technology (ICT) 

25 5= 

Community development 25 5= 

Law and regulations 17 7 

Issues specific to their part of the sector 9 8 

Trusteeship and governance 3 9 

Project management 2 10 

Performance management 1 11 

Business planning 0 12 
   

Groups stating priorities 37 groups = 51%  
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3.3  Main support needs – issues 
 
This section provides a summary of the issues which emerged from the focus groups and 
interviews regarding the main support needs of VCOs. 
 
N.B. The different focus groups which are referred to in the text were as follows: 
 

  Group A -  Development Workers/ Frontline Support Workers 
  Group B - Service Managers 
  Group C - VCOs with paid staff 
  Group D - VCOs with no paid staff 
 
For further details of the research methods used for the focus groups and interviews, please 
refer to Appendices A2 and A3. 
 
 
3.3.1  Issues from the focus groups  
 
Focus group participants reported a number of key support needs for the VCS in Rotherham. 
The discussion did not particularly distinguish between whether identified support needs 
were thought to be current or emerging. However, it was noted that needs are likely to be 
different between voluntary organisations and community groups, and are likely to change 
over time. For example some organisations face particular pressures from expansion: 
 

‘The key thing about support needs is to ensure that groups know they can keep going 
back for support at different stages of their development. Groups need to realise that, 
they don't know they can. A holistic approach is needed towards delivery and that 
groups have different needs at different stages of their development.’ 

 
A clear division appeared to open up between participants from voluntary organisations with 
staff on the one hand, and those without staff on the other. Discussion in the latter group 
(Group D) focused heavily on the task and problems associated with motivating people to get 
involved or to become regular volunteers. By contrast, the former group (Group C) focused 
heavily on the challenges of the current agenda and practices associated with procurement 
and tendering. 
 
Overall, the key support needs identified by focus group participants appear to be: 
 

·  getting new volunteers and more people involved 
·  funding, sustainability planning, income generation and exit strategies 
·  support for networking and collaboration 
·  voice, advocacy and influence 
·  direct and strategic support around procurement 
·  advice on policies and procedures, and developing constitutions 
·  succession strategies  
·  legal advice – human resources, leases, licences, land, insurance and health and 

safety 
·  IT and communication 
·  venues, premises and facilities 

 
We discuss some of these issues in more depth below. 
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Getting new volunteers and people involved 
 
This was a particular concern of participants from groups without staff. The general concern 
about getting more people involved was pitched in terms of apathy, and the difficulties of 
getting younger people involved in a context when they have other (leisure) options to fill 
their time. More specifically participants noted the difficulty of getting people involved in more 
demanding roles, including committee officers such as treasurers: 
 

‘Total apathy by local people. Membership is high but involvement is low. We are 
struggling to get people involved.’ 
 
‘Groups will always have those that do and those that don't.  We also need support 
from our own partners and from the local community to get involved.’ 

 
‘For the future we need to maintain the enthusiasm of the existing volunteers and 
attract others.’   

 
The bureaucracy now associated with community and voluntary involvement was thought to 
be off-putting, for example the need for CRB checks. In this context, it was noted (in groups 
B and D) that by stressing the need to abide by and uphold best practice (e.g. in the payment 
of volunteer expenses), the new Volunteer Centre systematically excluded smaller and 
informal groups which were unable to pay expenses. 
 
Funding, sustainability planning, income generation  and exit strategies 
 
Funding advice, as opposed to funding information, was mentioned by several participants. 
Some groups appear to want very practical 'hands-on' advice and support as they are 
developing bids and/or putting a business case together for a project or proposal. Planning 
for the ongoing development of the organisation after an initial period of 'start-up' funding or 
developing appropriate exit strategies was noted by a couple of participants. This was 
particularly important in the context of a changing funding climate: 
 

‘Groups have got used to available funding. But now funding is coming to an end and 
groups need educating and a start to tell them what they might not want to hear. 
Groups don't want to hear bad news and realise that they might be in a bad situation 
and need to look at funding issues. They think funding has always come and so it will 
come again. However, the funding climate is changing with EU funds declining.  
Groups need to realise this.’ 

 
‘Not everyone is aware about the changing culture in Rotherham about funding etc. If 
you are not in the loop you don't know. People still think it will be OK and they have 
always had funding and this will continue and they will survive. However, the reality is 
that this is changing.’ 

 
Support for the development of income generation strategies was mentioned, but this should 
embody a realistic approach which acknowledges that income generation is unlikely to be a 
panacea and there may be few opportunities for many groups: 
 

‘Not every VCO is going to have a service to sell so therefore they won't become 
sustainable. There is a capacity issue therefore about exit strategies. There needs to 
be a recognition that the service may need to adapt or close. This is hard to accept 
though.’  
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Support for networking and collaboration 
 
The changing funding environment was thought by several participants to create an 
imperative amongst VCOs to work together rather than apart; to collaborate rather than 
compete. But organisations were said to have a rather blinkered view, and therefore require 
support in ‘getting together’: 
 

‘There is a lot of duplication in the sector. Lots of groups doing similar things and 
therefore fighting for shared resources.’  

 
Collaborative processes would benefit from greater support and facilitation: 
 

‘[There are] support needs about working together to enable groups to compete with 
national organisations. Need to develop economies of scale and market the unique 
skills of the sector.’ 
 
‘At the moment there is no infrastructure support to allow groups to work together.’ 

 
The current work amongst groups working with children and young people was mentioned in 
this regard, but with some important lessons about the process of consortium working: 
 

‘The consortium….with young people is successful because it has grown from the 
grass roots; realisation has come from real groups who recognised the potential in 
working together. You can’t just tell groups to work together; people need to engage at 
the beginning.’ 

 
Direct and strategic support around procurement 
 
Unremarkably perhaps, participants from larger organisations with staff (Group C) had most 
to say on the changing funding environment, and particularly the process of inviting VCOs to 
tender for local authority (and other) contracts. The work of VAR's procurement team was 
noted, but there was a suggestion that its work might be pitched at the wrong level. The main 
needs highlighted were for: 

·  a policy briefing service focusing on the implications for the VCS of emerging RMBC 
consultations and strategies (this would respond (a) to the need to be kept informed 
about latest thinking, proposed initiatives, new opportunities and threats, and (b) to 
the limited capacity amongst organisations for keeping on top of these developments)  

·  information about forthcoming tenders at the point they are issued: 

‘Understanding procurement is vital. The information coming out needs to be 
flagged up so we can respond straight away and that support is there for us.’ 

·  direct 'hands on' help regarding tenders, including research and support on 
appropriate pricing strategies, and around collaboration and consortium working: 

‘Organisations are led down the garden path with competitive funding and 
procurement. They say they can do all the work but cheaper than a commercial 
organisation for the sake of getting the funding so the organisation will have made 
up costs from other funding streams and volunteer time. The sector itself has put 
funders in a better position by saying they can deliver things cheaper. Funders 
choose the cheapest.’  

‘Organisations need to put bids in with all costs and eventualities covered which 
might make a large cost but big charities can come in and take that work from 
them anyway. The sector needs to get together.’  
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At a more strategic level, it was suggested that VAR in particular should play more of a 
campaigning, advocacy and lobbying role for the VCS around the procurement agenda 
locally: 
 

‘There is no-one at the right level saying or doing the right things to affect what is 
happening. Very often RMBC is the accountable body and it is often them that won't 
take a risk. As a sector we need someone to work with RMBC to get things in place 
about policy, commissioning and procurement.  We need someone at a strategic level.’ 

 
It was argued that RMBC lacks knowledge and understanding about the VCS, and thus 
makes inappropriate demands, particularly around the timescales for responding to tenders. 
It was suggested that champions for the VCS as a whole were needed both in the council 
and in the sector; and an extension to the Compact work could help achieve this. Other 
suggestions included the development of a common accreditation system avoiding the need 
to copy and submit numerous background policies and other documents alongside a tender.   
 
Voice, advocacy and influence 
 
Linked to these concerns on procurement, a wider strategic need was identified for 
infrastructure to change the terms on which the VCS becomes engaged in policy planning. It 
was suggested that the sector currently lacks, and needs, a common organised voice. 
 
 
3.3.2  Issues from the interviews 
 
The issues raised by the interviews were similar in many respects to those which were 
highlighted by the focus groups.  
 
The interviews reinforced the picture that the sector has a wide range of support needs. The  
overarching context is the sheer diversity of the sector – and the resulting diversity in 
organisational needs. In particular the needs of community groups with no staff and modest 
resources tend to be quite different from those of much larger voluntary organisations which 
have a substantial number of paid staff. 
 
The issue of the sustainability of ‘frontline’ services emerged as a very strong theme from the 
interviews. How can organisations be supported to address the issue of sustainability in a 
rapidly changing funding environment? This is particularly a major issue for organisations 
with paid staff as current funding streams come to an end. 
 
A range of specific topics were highlighted by those interviewed as key support needs for 
VCOs, many of which link into the issue of sustainability. These included: 

·  Funding and finance 

·  Procurement and income diversification  

·  Business planning / strategic planning 

·  Volunteering – recruitment and support of volunteers 

·  Human resources and workforce development 

·  Information technology 

·  Legal services 

·  Managing change / collaboration and partnerships 
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There is scope for many organisations to become more aware of their support needs. There 
is, in particular, an issue of how to facilitate (or challenge) organisations to become more 
aware of their needs. For example, the organisational health checks offered by VAR’s 
Procurement Team – as part of the process to assist organisations to prepare to bid for 
contracts – often reveal a wider range of support needs. 
 
Support needs may be: 

·  Clearly expressed - for example by VCOs who are aware of a particular need and take 
action to seek support to meet the need.  

·  Partly hidden – these may begin to come to light when VCOs access a support service to 
meet other needs, e.g. where a development worker assists/encourages an organisation 
to take a look at its wider needs. 

·  Not expressed – where a VCO is either not aware of a support need which might 
potentially be met by seeking support, or is unaware of potential sources of support. In 
particular,  many smaller organisations with no paid staff are not accessing support 
services. The question of unexpressed needs appears to be more of an issue for smaller 
organisations. 

 
A key issue appears to be the need to encourage VCOs to plan ahead, e.g. to plan for when 
a particular stream of funding comes to an end. Many organisations are not very future-
orientated, and some lack awareness of the changing funding environment. In particular, the 
VCS is not (generally) accustomed to the process of tendering for contracts. 
 
An emerging need is that of assisting organisations to manage change, e.g. when a 
particular grant comes to an end. One area is that of encouraging organisations to consider 
(where appropriate) collaborative working and partnerships with other organisations. This 
may offer opportunities for continuing services where the funding available contracts. It, of 
course, can provide organisations with major challenges, e.g. should they consider merging 
with other organisations, how can staff be supported to be flexible in their work – potentially 
taking on different areas of work from their contracts of employment? 
 
Other emerging support needs concern: 
- increasing basic knowledge of social enterprise within the sector; 
- assisting VCOs to be able to offer effective support for the integration of economic migrants 
into the community; 
- the developing need for maintenance support as increasingly organisations are taking on 
responsibility for the maintenance of their (often ageing) buildings. 
 
Types of support 
 
With regard to different types of support, there is a need for a variety of methods covering: 

·  information, including the signposting of sources of support;  
·  advice; 
·  training;  
·  one-one support, e.g. development workers who can provide personal support, and 

‘hand-holding’ where appropriate. 
 
Where available, information digests can provide a useful means of managing ‘information 
overload’.  
 
There are a wide range of training needs within VCOs in Rotherham. There is, however, 
sometimes a tension between training (often short term and job-specific) and (longer-term) 
workforce development. There is a need for the sector to invest in the longer term 
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development of the skills and expertise of staff (and volunteers), even in a climate of short-
term contracts. The challenge is how to promote this when organisations are often 
understandably focussed on their immediate future. 
 
3.3.3  Other information 
 
In ‘Part of the Picture’ (2006) VCOs were asked: ‘Over the next three years, what do you 
think is most likely to happen to your organisation regarding the need to use external 
support?’. In response, 63% of Rotherham VCOs said that they expected that their need to 
use external support would stay the same, while 37% expected it to change (7% decrease, 
29% increase slightly, 1% increase significantly). 
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3.4  Comparison with the 2003 Needs Analysis  
 
In this section we compare the findings from the 2007 Needs Analysis survey with those of 
the previous Rotherham VCS Needs Analysis carried out in 2003.  
 
The questions asked in the 2003 Needs Analysis and those asked in this study were quite 
different in many ways making a direct comparison difficult. However, the current 
questionnaire was designed in such a way as to largely replicate the broad topic areas asked 
about in 2003 to enable a degree of comparison. In 2003, the following question was asked: 

How important  is it that people in your organisation can get information about  the subjects 
listed below? (Business planning, funding and finance, human relations etc) Optional 
answers: very, quite, to some extent, not. 

 
Whereas in 2007 the following question was used: 

Do you anticipate that your group/organisation will need support  with funding and finance in 
the next 12 months? (Funding and finance, business planning etc). Optional answers were: 
yes, possibly, no, don’t know. [The whole section was headed: ‘External  help or support 
needed in the future’] 

 
Clearly, expressing a need for information on a topic is not necessarily the same as 
expressing a need for external support. Furthermore, the 2003 questionnaire data was 
broken down by a six-way classification of organisations into: Communities of Interest types 
1 and 2 (CI T1 and CI T2), Communities of Place types 1 and 2 (CP T1 and CP T2) and 
Voluntary Sector Delivery Organisations types 1 and 2 (VSDOs T1 and T2) 6, whereas the 
2007 data was analysed by whether or not groups had paid staff. It was not possible to 
directly map these two different categorisations onto each other.  
 
However, bearing these differences in mind, the following broad comparison can be made 
(see Table 3.17 below for details). Despite changes in the environment in which the sector 
operates, the comparison suggests that needs have not changed significantly overall. There 
appear to be certain ‘core areas’ for which the sector consistently needs support. For 
example:   

·  The most important need for all types of Rotherham VCO in both 2003 and 2007 was 
for information and help with funding and finance, in particular help with sources of 
funding and writing bids and applications.  

·  Human resources, particularly developing the skills of staff, volunteers and trustees, 
remained very important across the time period to VSDOs (2003) and groups with 
paid staff (2007).  

·  Law and regulations, in particular getting legal advice on current legislation remained 
important to VSDOs and groups with paid staff across the time period.  

·  Sector specific issues remained important over the time period, particularly to 
VSDOs, CP T1 (2003) and groups with paid staff (2007).  

·  The need to get information or help with marketing and campaigning remained 
important, particularly designing and delivering volunteer recruitment campaigns and 
promoting services and facilities.  

                                                
6 Communities of Interest Type 1: hobbies, sports, social, WI; Type 2: pressure, lobbying, faith-based, 
personal or family development activities. Communities of Place Type 1: community partnerships, 
regeneration groups; Type 2: residents associations, childcare, fundraising. Voluntary Sector Delivery 
Organisations Type 1: advice and training; Type 2: health-related.  
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·  Business planning remained important to certain types of organisation over the time 
period: VSDOs who provided advice and training in 2003 and those with paid staff in 
2007.  

 
Table 3.17 :  Broad comparison between 2003 and 200 7 Needs Analyses 

Topic area 2003 – importance of getting 
information on this 

2007 – anticipated need for 
support with this 

Funding and finance The most important area to all types 
of group, particularly sources of 
funding and writing funding bids 

The most important area to both 
types of group, particularly 
sources of funding and writing 
funding bids 

Business planning Important to VSDOs type 1 Important to those with paid staff 

Human resources Very important to VSDOs 
particularly developing skills of staff, 
volunteers and trustees; CI T2 were 
interested in recruiting, selecting 
and managing volunteers 

Very important to those with paid 
staff particularly supporting 
volunteers with additional needs 
(item not included in 2003) and 
developing skills of staff, 
volunteers and trustees. Of lesser 
importance to those with no paid 
staff, those that needed support 
wanted help with recruiting, 
selecting and managing 
volunteers 

Law and regulations Very important to VSDOs.  
Particularly interested in legal 
advice on current legislation 

Important to those with paid staff 
particularly advice on current 
legislation and moderately 
important to those without paid 
staff.  

Specific issues Of little concern to CIs T1 but of 
relatively high importance to other 
types of organisation especially 
VSDOs and CP T1 

Important to groups with paid 
staff, of low importance to those 
with no paid staff 

Trusteeship and 
governance 

Of most concern to VSDOs Moderately important to those 
with paid staff 

Project management Important to VSDOs and CP T1 Moderately important to those 
with paid staff and low importance 
to those with no paid staff 

Marketing and 
campaigning 

Important to VSDOs, CP T1 and CI 
T2, particularly designing and 
delivering volunteer recruitment 
campaigns and promoting services 
and facilities. 

Important to those with paid staff, 
particularly promoting services 
and facilities. Volunteer 
recruitment campaigns also 
important. Moderately important 
to those with no paid staff, 
particularly promoting their 
organisation.  

Facilities and resources Reasonably important especially 
insurance 

Moderately important to those 
with paid staff who were most 
interested in security of premises. 
Low importance to those without 
paid staff, but those that were 
interested in insurance. 

Community development Topic not included in 2003  

Performance 
management 

Topic not included in 2003  

ICT Topic not included in 2003  
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3.5  Summary 
 
The following is a summary of some of the key points from the findings in Chapter 3. 
 

·  All organisations with paid staff and 81% of groups with no paid staff anticipated a need 
for external support in the next 12 months. The issue that most groups anticipated 
needing support with was funding and finance (groups with paid staff: 90%, groups with 
no paid staff: 64%), in particular sources of funding and writing bids and applications. 
(This was also the biggest need in the 2003 Needs Analysis.) Sustainability is a key 
issue: organisations need to be supported to address this issue in a rapidly changing 
funding environment. In relation to this, income diversification,  procurement (tendering 
for public sector contracts) and setting up social enterprises emerged as key support 
needs by groups with paid staff.  

·  After funding and finance, groups with paid staff also anticipated needing support on all of 
the topics as follows: human resources (81%), law and regulations (74%), sector specific 
issues (67%), community development (64%), marketing and campaigning (64%), 
business planning (62%), ICT (60%), performance management (52%), project 
management (48%), trusteeship and governance (45%), facilities and resources (43%).  

·  Aside from funding and finance, groups with no paid staff were much less likely to 
express a need for external support. Other topics on which they anticipated needing 
support included: marketing and campaigning (37%), followed by community 
development (31%), law and regulations (29%), ICT (28%) and facilities and resources 
(24%). Smaller groups may be less likely to express a need for support as they may not 
realise they have a support need, or may be unaware of the support available, or may 
have fewer needs in particular areas. 

·  It is possible to provide an estimate of the total number of groups that might need support 
in the coming year on each of the topics. This shows that there are a number of topics 
where, in total, more groups with no paid staff than with paid staff are likely to need help 
in these areas (this is because there are more groups with no paid staff overall). The 
topics concerned are: funding and finance, community development, marketing and 
campaigning, and facilities and resources. The most striking example is funding and 
finance, for which a conservative estimate suggests that 572 groups with no paid staff will 
need help in the coming year compared with 378 groups with paid staff. 

·  Recruiting, supporting and developing volunteers emerged as a key issue particularly for 
groups with no paid staff.  

·  Groups primarily wanted information and advice on the topics listed, except for project 
management, performance management, and marketing and campaigning where training 
was also a priority. Many groups with paid staff also wanted one to one support and 
consultancy on business planning. Training can often be designed to meet short-term 
needs. It was noted that there is a need  for the sector to invest in longer term workforce 
development, even in a climate of short-term contracts.  

·  An emerging need is that of assisting organisations to manage change, plan ahead and 
to become more aware of the changing funding environment. VCOs may increasingly 
need to work together, for example in order to continue services where the funding 
available contracts. Such collaboration and partnership working would benefit from 
greater support and facilitation. 
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·  Comparison with the 2003 Needs Analysis suggests that despite changes in the 
environment in which the sector operates, needs have not changed significantly overall. 
There appear to be certain ‘core areas’ for which the sector consistently needs support. 
For example funding, human resources, law, sector specific issues, marketing and 
campaigning and (for groups with paid staff) business planning.  

�
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4. Co-ordination and development of support service s 
 

In this chapter, we first provide an overview of support services for VCOs, and then explore a 
range of issues with respect to the co-ordination and development of services, including 
feedback from the Needs Analysis survey. 
 

4.1  Overview of support services 
 
This section introduces some of the key sources of external support available to VCOs in 
Rotherham. 
 
The overall picture is that there are a wide range of support services - either based in 
Rotherham, in South Yorkshire or further afield. Indeed the survey findings (see section 2.2) 
illustrate that VCOs access support from a variety of sources – and that while VAR is an 
important service provider, it is far from being the only source of support for the sector. In 
particular, the South Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau (SYFAB) is a major provider of 
support with respect to raising funds. 

 
4.1.1  Some key providers of support to VCOs in Rot herham 
 
The following provides an outline of some of the key providers of support services to VCOs 
in Rotherham. It is provided as a means of illustrating the range and types of provision. 
However, this should not be regarded as a comprehensive list. (A further illustration of the 
range of support providers is provided in Appendix A4, which lists the main support providers 
which were identified by survey respondents.)  
 
N.B. Further information on how to contact the providers mentioned below is provided in 
Appendix A7. 
 
Voluntary Action Rotherham (VAR) 
VAR is the main local infrastructure organisation for the VCS in Rotherham and is the biggest 
single provider of support services to VCOs in the borough. It provides a wide range of 
support services to VCOs and provides signposting to other service providers. Some support 
services are being developed in partnership with other organisations. 
 
The service offered by VAR has been changing substantially since April 2006. The 
organisation entered 2006-07 with over £4m funding over three years from Yorkshire 
Forward as part of South Yorkshire Investment Plan (SYIP). This funding has enabled VAR 
to expand the range of services needed, especially in the development of procurement and 
volunteering. It has also had a significant impact on VAR, bringing a significant increase in 
the number of jobs and staff employed.7 However this investment has not secured all of the 
pre-existing services. In particular there has been the loss of the majority of the community 
development team. 
 
The range of support services currently offered by VAR cover the following areas: 
 

·  Photocopying 
·  Marketing 
·  Mail out 
·  Information technology 
·  Meeting room hire  

                                                
7 VAR now has an annual income of around £2 million, and has around 40 (full-time equivalent) staff posts.  
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·  Payroll 
·  Community accountancy 
·  Human resources and legal support 
·  Procurement and small group development 
·  Training  courses 
·  Policy and performance  
·  Volunteering  
·  Networks  (see also section 4.1.4 below for a list of key networks) 
·  Various information services 
 

For further information about the range of services which VAR offers, visit the VAR website: 
http://www.varotherham.org.uk/ 
 
South Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau (SYFAB) 
SYFAB provides a range of free funding advice services to VCOs in South Yorkshire. These 
services include:   
·  an information service, including tailored funding information searches, and the ‘Funding 

News’ newsletter; 
·  development worker support – in Rotherham SYFAB has a development worker who can 

provide assistance to groups with planning, costing and making applications; 
·  training courses and workshops; 
·  an IT project – including an Internet Funding Toolkit. 
 
Rotherham Ethnic Minority Alliance (REMA)          
REMA is the umbrella body for Rotherham's Minority Ethnic Communities, acting as the main 
enabling body for these communities in their engagement in regeneration initiatives and 
working towards wider representation. REMA provides a range of support services for BME 
voluntary and community organisations. In particular, REMA is developing the Rotherham 
Ethnic Communities Network (in conjunction with VAR). The network will focus on the 
support and development needs of BME VCOs involved in ‘service delivery’, as well as 
linking BME organisations into key regeneration initiatives taking place in Rotherham. 
 
Giving Real Opportunities to Women (GROW)     
GROW is developing the Rotherham Women’s Network in conjunction with VAR. The 
network will be working towards providing a further platform for Rotherham women to present 
their views and aspirations to key decision making bodies. 
 
Rotherham Advice and Information Network (RAIN)   
The RAIN building provides office accommodation, meeting rooms, IT and other facilities. In 
particular a number of VCOs are based in the building which provide a range of advice and 
information services. RAIN also acts as a signposting agency for advice providers. The RAIN 
website, for example, signposts a wide range of advice-giving agencies in Rotherham, 
including VCOs. 
 
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council (RMBC)   
RMBC provides a wide range of services to the community. Support services provided to 
VCOs include: community involvement, information, funding, training, and community 
buildings. For example, RMBC’s Community Involvement Unit supports community groups, 
organisations and partnerships to develop local community plans for their neighbourhood or 
village, and works to involve local communities in the making of decisions which impact on 
their neighbourhood. Further, Rotherham Libraries and Information Service provides a 
Community Information Database called ‘Help in Hand’; this database, which can be 
accessed via the RMBC website, holds information on community groups based in and 
around the borough. 
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Rotherham Social Enterprise Unit (RSEU) 
RSEU provides support to potential and developing social enterprises. In particular, it 
provides business support and development funding to community groups who wish to 
develop an idea into a sustainable trading business for the benefit of the community, i.e. a 
social enterprise. RSEU has a team of advisors who assist from the earliest stage of 
developing an idea through to post-start operations and growth development. Specifics 
include: business planning; marketing and promotion; human resources; recruitment; 
information technology and all other business needs. 
 
South Yorkshire Open Forum (SYOF) 
SYOF acts as a South Yorkshire-wide forum for the VCS. It aims to inform and engage the 
sector to influence and benefit from the social and economic opportunities in South 
Yorkshire. A central part of the Forum’s work is the recruitment of advocates from the 
voluntary and community sector to sit on a range of committees, boards and groups on 
behalf of the sector. This will now be developed further to build and maintain linkages with 
Community Empowerment Representatives in each of the boroughs. The Ladder, where 
SYOF is based, provides office accommodation and meeting space for the VCS  
 
Together for Regeneration (TfR) 
TfR is a voluntary and community infrastructure project, providing capacity building support 
for individuals and groups. TfR offers a range of free support for voluntary, community and 
faith groups in South Yorkshire, covering: 
·  Support to Community Partnerships and forums to develop and implement plans and 

projects leading to the creation of jobs and social enterprises and development of the 
workforce; 

·  Support to church groups to develop specific responses to identified community needs. 

For example, in Rotherham TfR has recently worked with a range of community, statutory 
and funding partners to develop two projects valued at £4 million in total that will provide 
important work addressing childcare and young people in Rotherham’s neighbourhoods.  
 
Business Link South Yorkshire 
Business link provides a range of support services to businesses, including support for social 
enterprises. However much of what is offered is not specifically tailored to the voluntary and 
community sector. 
 
Rotherham Chamber of Commerce 
The Rotherham Chamber also provides a range of support services to local businesses. 
These include a range of training courses, many of which are relevant to the needs of VCOs, 
Similarly to Business Link, much of what is offered is not specifically tailored to the voluntary 
and community sector. 
 
 
4.1.2  Funders 
 

There are a wide range of potential sources of funding for the VCS in Rotherham. Further, it 
is common for funders to offer a degree of pre-application support to potential applicants, 
e.g. providing assistance in developing the best possible application in support of a particular 
project. The following three organisations are examples  of key funders which are of 
particular relevance to Rotherham-based VCOs:  
 
Key Fund South Yorkshire 
Key Fund South Yorkshire provides funding and support to social enterprises and community 
and voluntary groups across South Yorkshire. The Key Fund offers two main financing 
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streams, which combine products including grants, lending and equity capital.8  Each finance 
stream is designed to support a particular kind of development : 
·  The Key Fund for the Social Economy works with social enterprises across Yorkshire and 

Humber, offering grants, loans, equity and quasi-equity for a wide range of community-
focused business ideas. 

·  Key Fund Global Grants is a fund dedicated to helping community regeneration in South 
Yorkshire for voluntary and community organisations. The fund is focused on developing 
skills and improving employability. It offers pre-matched grants of up to £10,000.  

 
South Yorkshire Community Foundation 
The South Yorkshire Community Foundation is a charity and grant maker created by and for 
the people of Barnsley, Doncaster, Rotherham and Sheffield. The charity raises funds to 
meet the needs of local people facing economic hardship and other barriers and improves 
community life. Funds available in Rotherham comprise: 
·  Local Network Fund for Children and Young People 
·  Community Champions 
·  Small Grants Fund 
 
Coalfields Regeneration Trust 
The Trust provides funding which contributes to the regeneration of coalfields communities. 
Its grant programmes, which are open to VCOs, include: 
·  Bridging the Gap (smaller grants up to £10,000) 
·  Main Grants Programme (over £10,000) 
 

For example, between April 2005 and July 2007 the Trust made awards totalling over £10 
million to projects in the Rotherham area.  
 
 
4.1.3  Other sources of support 
 
Signposting / referrals 
 
All of the above organisations are able to signpost other providers to some extent. VAR, for 
example, provides a number of resources for signposting or making referrals to other 
providers of support services; these include the following: 
 
·  Information technology:  There are a wide range of providers of IT support in the region, 

many of which are signposted within the ‘Information Technology’ section of VAR’s 
website. This covers providers of both technical support (e.g. maintenance, installation) 
and ICT training.  

 
·  Training:  There are a wide range of training opportunities which are relevant to VCOs. 

VAR’s Voluntary Training Links project has produced a Resources Directory (April 2007) 
which includes details of: 

 

o Venues available for hire 
o Training providers (both individuals and organisations) 
o Useful websites for VCOs 

 

The directory can be downloaded from the Training section of VAR’s website. 
 
·  Marketing: The VAR website provides a list of recommended marketing companies. 

                                                
8 Details of organisations in Rotherham which have received funding from these finance streams in recent 
years are provided on the Key Fund’s website at: http://www.sykeyfund.org.uk/ 
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·  Procurement: VAR’s Procurement service is able to refer organisations to a wide range 

of support providers; for example, following-up support needs identified as a result of an 
organisational health-check. 

 
·  Legal: VAR’s Legal Grant Project can refer organisations to a network of local solicitors. 
 
 
Web resources 
 
There is now a very wide and extensive range of relevant information sources on the web 
which provide detailed information relevant to the needs and experiences of local VCOs, 
and/or signpost organisations to other sources of support. 
 
It is important, however, to emphasise that such sources are likely to be of most benefit to 
those organisations which have a clear awareness of what they need, and have the skills 
and resources/capacity to make use of the technology. Further many organisations express 
a need for advice, training and one-to-one support in addition to information (e.g. see section 
3.2 above). 
 
Below are some examples of the key sources of relevant information on the web: 
 
·  Local / sub-regional support providers (see sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 above for examples). 
 
·  Regional bodies, e.g. Regional Forum, Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber, 

Yorkshire Forward. 
 
·  Key national organisations, e.g. NAVCA, NCVO, fit4funding (The Charities Information 

Bureau). 
 
·  National Hubs of expertise - there are currently six of these (although these will be 

changing from April 2008): 
 

o Finance Hub 
o Governance Hub 
o ICT Hub 
o Performance Hub 
o Volunteering England (Volunteering Hub) 
o Workforce Hub 

 
The ICT Hub for example, provides a directory of ICT support providers. 

 
(Web addresses for the organisations mentioned above are provided in Appendix A7.) 
 

 
4.1.4  Key networks 
 
There are a number of key networks in Rotherham which provide valuable support to VCOs 
in the borough (some of which have already been mentioned above). These include: 
 

·  Community Empowerment Network 
·  Voluntary sector Children Young People and Families Consortium 
·  Adult Services Consortium 
·  Women’s Network 
·  BME Network 
·  Health Network 
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Further, the accredited Local Strategic Partnership (LSP) for the borough is the Rotherham 
Partnership. This brings together public, private, voluntary and community sector 
organisations to work together to improve Rotherham. 
 
 

4.2  Co-ordination and development of support servi ces – issues 
 
This section provides a summary of the issues which emerged from the focus groups and 
interviews regarding the co-ordination and development of support services. 
 
 
4.2.1  Issues from the focus groups   
 
Discussion in the focus groups covered three main issues in relation to the coordination and 
development of support services: (1) awareness of support services and marketing; (2) co-
ordinating services at a strategic level; and (3) a variety of suggestions for developing 
support services. 
 
Awareness and marketing 
 
A striking feature of the focus groups was an expressed lack of awareness amongst many 
participants about the range and detail of support services available to the VCS in 
Rotherham. This was understandably starkest amongst participants from groups with no 
staff. It was particularly interesting to observe that as specific support services and 
information sources were mentioned by some participants, others reacted by indicating that 
they had not come across this, and were eager to take the details: 
 

‘Information is not being passed on. I have learnt more in this last 20 minutes than I 
knew before.’ 
 
‘Could we have a meeting like this perhaps every quarter to share information?’ 

 
Although participants from organisations with staff may be more aware of the range and 
nature of support services, it was nonetheless suggested that it was not obvious where to go 
for advice. 
 
These difficulties were acknowledged by the two focus groups of provider staff; with an 
added twist that knowledge amongst infrastructure agencies and staff about what each other 
provides can be patchy: 
 

‘There is an expectation that we know already, even though faces have changed. We 
are complacent about who does what.’ 

 
In terms of awareness raising to frontline VCOs about infrastructure, a pamphlet and regular 
press features were suggested, but it was also thought necessary to overcome some 
misconceptions about infrastructure - rather than being ‘there to do the work for groups’, it 
exists to support groups in their work, and develop their capabilities and learning.  
 
Discussion raised suggestions about 'internal marketing' of services to increase awareness 
of what each individual person, service or organisation aims to do and has the capacity to do, 
and, perhaps more importantly the extent of their remit if inappropriate referrals were to be 
avoided. There is no formal marketing of services amongst providers, and no 'map' of 
services.  
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Other suggestions included the need for a shadowing/mentoring scheme, sharing information 
amongst providers about which groups they are in contact with, and regular networking-type 
activities and events. Mention was made of using more creative technological networking 
approaches (e-newsletters, blogs, chat rooms, on-line discussion groups etc). It was 
suggested that any meetings-based development workers network should have a clear 
ongoing remit, and, almost like speed-dating, should involve rapid, focused updates.    
 
Co-ordinating services at a strategic level 
 
Participants in the focus groups involving infrastructure provider staff thought that more could 
be done to coordinate the development of external support in the Borough, but also to 
coordinate activity on the ground. It was appreciated that VAR has shifted its emphasis in 
recent years, but a suggestion was made that VAR needed to be clear about its position ‘in 
the market place’.  
 
The development of a ‘protocol’ between REMA and VAR was mentioned, and could offer a 
model for the establishment of a set of ‘working arrangements’ between different 
infrastructure agencies. How far this could be taken was not discussed in any length, but it 
was suggested that it might lead to ‘real’ partnership working involving joint bids (and 
therefore project-level collaboration) and even to sharing business plans and future 
strategies between agencies: 
 

‘We need real collaborative working to go for joint funding. We need to be aiming 
towards a model where infrastructure organisations work together in partnership. If we 
had put a joint BASIS bid in we might have been more successful. We need to look for 
opportunities to move forward; only as a collective can we be stronger.’ 

 
 Currently, the funding environment was thought to generate overlaps and ‘toe treading’: 
 

‘We do tread on each others toes because pressure around funding makes 
organisations go into competition with each other. We need to be clear about who does 
what at what level.’ 

 
However, it was also noted that the ‘fuzziness’ of the work of infrastructure often meant that it 
was hard to assess whether duplication or unnecessary competition existed between 
agencies, or if services were actually more complementary.  
 
Suggestions for developing support services  
 
Participants made a number of different suggestions for how to improve and develop external 
support services. A need for greater clarity around the ‘offer’ was mentioned, for example 
through the development of a clear ‘basket’ of services. Some suggested improvements 
already actually exist (such as ‘information on funding sources and deadlines’) indicating an 
awareness gap rather than a provision gap. Other suggestions included:  
 

·  a list and bank of policies and master documents available on a website 
·  a list of recommended/accredited professional support agencies (e.g. lawyers, 

architects, accountants, etc) 
·  a bank of experienced people making themselves available as mentors for peer 

support 
·  diagnostic consultancy support for more mature organisations – this would help 

identify areas for improvement and indicate potential support available for individual 
organisations, but simultaneously identify any common issues arising 

·  research on barriers to volunteering and community involvement in Rotherham, and 
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·  a database for the VCS for finding like-minded or similar organisations 
 

and finally, 
 

·  an infrastructure strategy for Rotherham: 
 

‘A strategic voice is needed. Where is an overall infrastructure strategy for 
Rotherham, where does this link with RMBC? Where do the COMPACT and LSP 
fit in, where do we link with them?’ 

 
 
4.2.2 Issues from the interviews   
 
When asked about what is needed to develop or enhance the support provided to VCOs, a 
number of key themes emerged from the interviews: 
 

·  Resources and capacity 
·  Marketing and awareness of services 
·  Networks 
·  Other issues 
 
Resources and capacity 
 
The key issue which people raised was, not surprisingly, money – the money to sustain, 
expand and develop support services. A particular issue is that the lack of consistency of 
funding for service provision is problematic for providers. For example, it can be problematic 
to service development if the service provider changes.  
 
In a number of key areas it is clear that a greater level of service could be provided with more 
resources. In particular, there are areas where the existing capacity would not be sufficient to 
meet the potential demand if the services were promoted / opened up further. For example, 
there is generally a need to undertake more proactive outreach work with smaller 
organisations. 
 
A key area of support need where more capacity would be beneficial is that of funding 
advice. At present the South Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau (SYFAB) employs one 
funding development worker for the Rotherham area – providing a range of ‘frontline’ funding 
advice support. For example, much of this work involves assisting small groups to turn initial 
ideas into feasible funding bids. In order to manage the demand for development worker 
support, SYFAB prioritises work with some groups (including smaller groups, new groups 
and those working in disadvantaged communities and areas) – and is not able to offer the 
same level of support to all VCOs. 
 
In respect of the relatively new services which VAR is offering (which have been put in place 
over the last year), some of these are beginning to have capacity to take on further service 
users after the initial planning and development phase, e.g. the Procurement service. 
Proactive work has been and is under way to attract further service users.  
 
Increasing the awareness and take-up of services 
 
A key theme emerged from the interviews: there is scope to enhance the level of support 
provided by facilitating greater take-up of existing services. In particular, more work is 
needed to improve awareness of the availability of support services amongst smaller 
organisations, particularly those with no paid staff.  
 
·  Many smaller organisations are unaware of the support services available. 
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·  There is the question of how well focused services are to meet the particular needs of 
specific groups of organisations, e.g. community groups with no staff. 

·  There is scope for the marketing of services to be more tailored to the specific needs of 
smaller organisations, i.e. adopting a more sophisticated approach to marketing, a step 
beyond a ‘one size fits all’ approach. 

·  There is an issue of how best to reach groups which are not service users (e.g. VAR 
members) or members of an established network. 

 
Pro-active targeting of organisations can be an effective method to promote awareness and 
encourage take-up e.g. by telephoning organisations and offering/signposting services which 
are likely to be relevant to them. 
 
Improving the signposting of support services is one potential strategy. For example, it would 
be very helpful to be able to provide a single initial point of contact for VCOs in Rotherham 
seeking support services. Such a point of contact might comprise a telephone helpline and 
associated website which would signpost enquirers to the wide range of support services 
available (provided both by VAR and other service providers). 
 
An interesting angle is that there is scope for groups to be quite creative in seeking support. 
There are for example a range of (free) services around business planning that can be 
accessed (e.g. Chamber services, Business Link, Social Enterprise Unit, banks). However 
such free services are not always focused towards the specific needs of VCOs. An effective 
signposting process would help groups to consider accessing such sources of support. 
 
As part of an effective signposting strategy it would be important to enhance the level of 
awareness of available services within service providers. Further, it would be helpful to 
increase the awareness of other key people within the community that groups might 
approach for help, such as local councillors. 
 
There is one question that arises for both VAR and other service provides: is it their role to 
support the community sector as well as the voluntary sector, and if is, do they have effective 
strategies in place to address this?  
 
Networks/forums  
 
Existing networks/forums (such as the Community Empowerment Network) provide valuable 
channels of communication – and play an important role in increasing the levels of 
awareness of support services amongst network members. In addition to encouraging further 
participation in existing networks, the development of further networks (by VAR) could be 
considered as a means of extending the number of VCOs engaged in this way. 
 
There is, for example, scope to: 

·  facilitate and support organisations to encourage them to participate, e.g. proactive work 
with smaller organisations; 

·  develop a new network for advice providers;  

·  develop a network or forum specifically for smaller organisations. 
 
Other issues 
 
In an era of scarce resources, service providers increasingly have to set priorities for their 
work and assess the (potential) impact of their activities, i.e. where will their limited resources 
be best directed?  
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Performance management can be a very useful tool in the planning and development of 
support services. It is valuable, for example, to be able to provide evidence (e.g. to funders) 
on the impact of support services, i.e. what difference does the sector make? However in 
view of the costs involved, it is important that an acceptable framework be developed for this 
which is sensitive to the resources available to organisations, e.g. enabling organisations to 
use a case-study based approach. 
 
There is also a potential for larger VCOs to consider how they can engage with smaller 
organisations, e.g. sharing information and expertise, facilitating the effective signposting of 
services amongst smaller groups. 
 
VAR and service development  
 
For VAR the present context is one of rapid development of its services. Since April 2006 
there has been a doubling of staff, with a range of new services which are now being rolled 
out. 
 
It is in this context that VAR is already actively working to find ways to develop its services 
further. In particular VAR is now drawing on a variety of evidence in order to inform service 
development, covering both quantitative and qualitative approaches. These include, for 
example: 

·  seeking structured feedback from VCOs through customer satisfaction surveys (and 
indeed this research); 

·  feedback from VAR staff involved in delivering frontline support services, who are 
potentially closer to the everyday needs of VCOs than service managers. 

 
A particular issue for VAR is that where it is funded to provide specific services, there can be 
a challenge of how to respond to changing needs over time, if meeting some of the emerging 
needs is not specifically covered by the existing funding arrangements/contracts. 
 
Co-ordination 
 
There is some co-ordination of support services between support providers, and there are 
active links between particular service providers on specific areas of service. VAR has useful 
links with a range of service providers, for example: 
 

·  The VAR Procurement service works with the Rotherham Social Enterprise Unit (and are 
based in the same building). Further, the Procurement team maintains a substantial list of 
service providers that they can refer organisations to. 

·  VAR’s legal support service is able to refer people to a network of solicitors. 
 
There has been a greater need for VAR to link up with other service providers since April 
2006, as a result of the expansion in VAR’s services – some of which now overlap with other 
providers. In practice, however, the support services provided by VAR are often linked in with 
other providers. For example, VAR has a role in sub-contracting a number of support 
services to other providers, including the Rotherham Ethnic Minorities Network (provided by 
REMA), and the Rotherham Women’s Network (provided by GROW). 
 
There may be a case for strengthening co-ordination (or the links between service providers)  
in some specific areas. However, action to strengthen co-ordination could be tailored to meet 
specific needs. Two areas specifically mentioned were: 

·  the provision of facilities, e.g. room hire. 
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·  lobbying/influencing. VAR identified that there is scope for enhancing the co-ordination of 
activity in this area, e.g. enhancing the level of feedback provided to organisations after 
co-ordinating responses on a particular issue. 

 
There is certainly scope for enhancing the level of awareness amongst support service 
providers of the range of provision available. This would help with the effective signposting of 
support services.  
 
 

4.3  Feedback from the survey on co-ordination of s upport services 
 
Respondents to the survey of VCOs were asked to comment on how well they thought 
external support services were co-ordinated (see Table 4.1). A minority of respondents made 
comments on this issue (groups with paid staff: 38%; groups with no paid staff: 21%), 
suggesting that it is not an area that groups have a lot of awareness of. Those that did 
comment were most likely to say that it was not clear who does what or who to approach for 
support or that they did not know how services were co-ordinated. One suggested the need 
for a central database.  

‘Unclear who can offer what for organisations who do not regularly use them.’ (Group with 
paid staff) 
‘Two well known organisations VAR and RAIN in Rotherham but there are hundreds of 
organisations and no central database.’ (Group with no paid staff) 

 
A small number of groups pointed out that they had received support and that it had met their 
needs.  

‘VAR provided funding to get the project off the ground and left us to organise ourselves. 
This is exactly what we required.’ (Group with no paid staff) 
‘I have found it easy to ask for support and being directed to appropriate service areas 
where if necessary complementary services will be offered.’ (Group with paid staff) 

 
While others had identified support but had been disappointed with what they had received 
or had encountered a barrier to accessing the support. 

‘VAR are very good at signposting. However our experience is that in some instances the 
organisation we were signposted to were not as effective.’ (Group with no paid staff) 
‘I understand there to be a small fee to be paid for this service so we chose to do it 
ourselves as funds were low.’ (Group with no paid staff) 

 
Those in networks seemed to find them useful, but capacity to attend could be a problem.  

‘There are just too many meetings to attend for small community organisations. We are 
actively involved in the consortium but can’t be at everything.’ (Group with paid staff) 

 
Two groups commented that services were duplicated or repetitive with several organisations 
offering the same services.  
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Table 4.1 :  Comments on co-ordination of support s ervices  

 Groups with paid 
staff – number 

making this 
comment 

Groups with no 
paid staff – 

number making 
this comment 

Not clear who does what / who to approach 
/ don’t know 

5 7 

Had a good experience of support received 2 4 

Support received disappointing / could not 
access support available 

1 2 

Get help from VAR / in a network 4 - 

Duplication of services 2 - 

Other 1 3 
 
Respondents to the survey were then asked if they had any suggestions as to how external 
support services might be better co-ordinated in the future. Again few groups made any 
suggestions (groups with paid staff: 21%; groups with no paid staff: 13%). Some of the 
suggestions made are listed in Table 4.2. Essentially groups suggested publicising services 
available to potential users and clarifying the differences between different service providers. 
There were also suggestions to link into networks, and to improve or change services 
available in order to better meet the needs of users and to remove duplication of services.  
 

Table 4.2 :  Suggestions as to how support services  might be better co-ordinated 

a) groups with paid staff  

·  Vol/Com sector needs to be more transparent 

·  Stop repetitive services 

·  Better links into networks, information flow 

·  Clear directory of services including guide prices and examples of work undertaken 

·  More responsive, more one to one, more helpful! 

·  Social enterprise activity should be removed from business link and placed with a more  
suitable provider e.g. VAR, VAS 

·  VAR needs to get a grip on this and make it quite clear to its membership what is  
available and from whom 

·  More emphasis on communities please, rather than town-wide activity 

 
b) groups with no paid staff  

·  A book on who gives to groups would be a good idea and a great help 

·  Greater clarity between role of VAR and Area Assembly officers, and VAR and RAIN 

·  They could contact community groups and go to their monthly meeting to explain exactly 
what they could apply for 

·  Local awareness, local meetings 

·  More advertising locally 
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4.4  Summary 
 
The following is a summary of some of key points from the findings in Chapter 4: 
 
·  There are a wide range of support services - either based in Rotherham, in South 

Yorkshire or further afield. VCOs access support from a variety of sources. While VAR is 
an important service provider, it is far from being the only source of support for the sector. 
In particular, the South Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau (SYFAB) is a major provider of 
support with respect to raising funds. 

 
·  There is a lack of awareness, particularly among smaller organisations and those with no 

paid staff, of the range of support services available. In addition, knowledge of each 
others’ services by infrastructure organisations was patchy. 

 
·  There is scope to improve awareness of support services. A number of suggestions were 

made as to how best to achieve this including: providing a list/database of providers, 
proactive targeting of services to e.g. smaller groups, improving signposting, providing an 
initial point of contact for VCOs seeking support (e.g. a telephone helpline and associated 
website), ‘internal marketing’ and networking events for service providers and diagnostic 
support for organisations. Networks help to raise awareness of support available: 
encouraging participation and developing further networks could be helpful.  

 
·  There is some co-ordination of services between service providers, active links on 

specific areas and some sub-contracting of services. However, pressure around funding 
can lead to competition between organisations and overlaps in service.  

 
·  There is scope to enhance the links between infrastructure organisations, which could 

potentially lead to more partnership working, joint bids and project-level collaboration. Co-
ordination of lobbying activities would be useful. An infrastructure strategy for Rotherham 
was suggested.  

 
·  There are areas where existing capacity is insufficient to meet potential demand if 

services were promoted further, e.g. funding advice, outreach work with smaller 
organisations. 

 
·  The recent addition of new services at VAR has increased capacity to provide certain 

services.  
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5. Conclusions 
 
In this final chapter we provide an overview of the key findings from the Needs Analysis, 
together with recommendations for developing or enhancing the provision of support services 
to VCOs in Rotherham. 
 

5.1  Overview of key findings 
 
This study carried out a Needs Analysis of the voluntary and community sector (VCS) in 
Rotherham in 2007. In tackling the issue of ‘needs’ the approach taken by the research was 
to focus on the needs for external help or support. Part of the remit was to explore how 
existing support services might be further developed or enhanced to meet these needs. 
 
The core of the study involved a survey of the needs of voluntary and community 
organisations (VCOs), which was complemented by a series of focus groups and follow-up 
interviews. This approach provided valuable feedback on three central themes: 
 

·  External support recently accessed by VCOs 
·  Support likely to be needed by organisations 
·  Co-ordination and development of support services  
 
Brief summaries of some of the key findings on each of these themes are provided below.  
 
External support accessed 

The survey found that VCOs with paid staff were much more likely to have received external 
support in the previous 12 months than groups with no paid staff: 88% compared with only 
47% of those with no paid staff.  

·  Organisations with employees were most likely to have received support on law and 
regulations (63%), sector specific issues (61%), raising funds (56%), human resources, 
personnel and employment (51%), facilities and resources (50%), ICT (49%) and 
business planning (40%). About a third or more had also received help on managing 
finances, community development and marketing and campaigning.   

·  40% of groups with no paid staff had received help with raising funds. Less than one-third 
had received help on other topics such as community development, sector specific 
issues, and facilities and resources.  

·  Generally groups stated that support they had received had met their needs at least ‘to 
some extent’. Levels of satisfaction with ICT support were highest. Levels of satisfaction 
with support on facilities and resources, trusteeship and governance and human 
resources, personnel and employment were also relatively high. 

The research identified a number of barriers to VCOs in accessing support. These include: 
time and capacity, lack of knowledge or understanding of support available and lack of 
knowledge that there might be resolvable problems or issues which might benefit from 
support. There is a particular lack of awareness of support available among smaller 
organisations and those with no paid staff.  

·  There is a need to actively facilitate VCOs to access the wide range of support services 
that already exist.  

·  Community and other development workers can play an important role in facilitating the 
smallest and newest groups to make use of support services, e.g. helping to raise issues 
that might otherwise not surface. The loss of the majority of the community development 
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team at VAR has considerably reduced the amount of direct assistance available to 
smaller groups. 

·  Established networks and consortia provide valuable channels for VCOs to become 
aware of support available. However, membership of networks was low among groups 
with no paid staff (8% compared with 55% of those with paid staff).  

·  There is insufficient capacity within some areas of support, either to meet the current 
level of expressed need and/or to undertake further pro-active outreach work.  
 

Support needed by VCOs 

The research identified a wide range of support needs amongst VCOs. In particular, all 
organisations with paid staff and 81% of groups with no paid staff anticipated a need for 
some form of external support in the next 12 months.  

·  The issue that most groups anticipated needing support with was funding and finance 
(groups with paid staff: 90%, groups with no paid staff: 64%), in particular sources of 
funding and writing bids and applications. (This was also the biggest need in the 2003 
Needs Analysis.) Sustainability is a key issue: organisations need to be supported to 
address this issue in a rapidly changing funding environment. In relation to this, income 
diversification, procurement (tendering for public sector contracts) and setting up social 
enterprises emerged as key support needs by groups with paid staff.  

·  After funding and finance, groups with paid staff also anticipated needing support on all of 
the topics as follows: human resources (81%), law and regulations (74%), sector specific 
issues (67%), community development (64%), marketing and campaigning (64%), 
business planning (62%), ICT (60%), performance management (52%), project 
management (48%), trusteeship and governance (45%), facilities and resources (43%).  

·  Aside from funding and finance, groups with no paid staff were much less likely to 
express a need for external support. Other topics on which they anticipated needing 
support included: marketing and campaigning (37%), followed by community 
development (31%), law and regulations (29%), ICT (28%) and facilities and resources 
(24%). Smaller groups may be less likely to express a need for support as they may not 
realise they have a support need, or may be unaware of the support available, or may 
have fewer needs in particular areas. 

·  It is possible to provide an estimate of the total number of groups that might need support 
in the coming year on each of the topics. This shows that there are a number of topics 
where, in total, more groups with no paid staff than with paid staff are likely to need help 
in these areas (this is because there are more groups with no paid staff overall). The 
topics concerned are: funding and finance, community development, marketing and 
campaigning, and facilities and resources. The most striking example is funding and 
finance, for which a conservative estimate suggests that 572 groups with no paid staff will 
need help in the coming year compared with 378 groups with paid staff. 

·  Recruiting, supporting and developing volunteers emerged as a key issue particularly for 
groups with no paid staff.  

·  Groups primarily wanted information and advice on the topics listed, except for project 
management, performance management, and marketing and campaigning where training 
was also a priority. Many groups with paid staff also wanted one to one support and 
consultancy on business planning. 

·  An emerging need is that of assisting organisations to manage change, plan ahead and 
to become more aware of the changing funding environment. VCOs may increasingly 
need to work together, for example in order to continue services where the funding 
available contracts. Such collaboration and partnership working would benefit from 
greater support and facilitation. 
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Co-ordination and development of services 
 
There are a wide range of support services - either based in Rotherham, in South Yorkshire 
or further afield. VCOs access support from a variety of sources. While VAR is an important 
service provider, it is far from being the only source of support for the sector. In particular, the 
South Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau (SYFAB) is a major provider of support with respect 
to raising funds. 

·  There is a lack of awareness, particularly among smaller organisations and those with no 
paid staff of the range of support services available. In addition, knowledge of each 
others’ services by infrastructure organisations was patchy.  

·  There is scope to improve awareness of support services. A number of suggestions were 
made as to how best to achieve this including: providing a list/database of providers, 
proactive targeting of services to e.g. smaller groups, improving signposting, providing an 
initial point of contact for VCOs seeking support (e.g. a telephone helpline and associated 
website), ‘internal marketing’ and networking events for service providers, and diagnostic 
support for organisations. Networks help to raise awareness of support available: 
encouraging participation and developing further networks could be helpful.  

·  There is some co-ordination of services between service providers, active links on 
specific areas and some sub-contracting of services. However, pressure around funding 
can lead to competition between organisations and overlaps in service.  

·  There is scope to enhance the links between infrastructure organisations, which could 
potentially lead to more partnership working, joint bids and project-level collaboration. Co-
ordination of lobbying activities would be useful. An infrastructure strategy for Rotherham 
was suggested.  

·  There are areas where existing capacity is insufficient to meet potential demand if 
services were promoted further, e.g. funding advice, outreach work with smaller 
organisations. 

·  The recent addition of new services at VAR has increased capacity to provide certain 
services.  

 

5.2  Recommendations 
 
A number of key themes emerged from the research with regard to future steps to further 
develop or enhance the provision of support services to meet the support needs of VCOs in 
Rotherham. These are: 
 

·  Awareness and marketing of services 
·  Developing organisations’ awareness of needs 
·  Capacity, resources and service planning 
·  Co-ordination 
·  Networks 
 
In outlining the following recommendations, it is recognised that there is already a lot of work 
being undertaken to develop support services further. Many support service providers are 
already very actively engaged in developing their services, and keen to enhance service 
provision wherever possible. Indeed some of the specific recommendations below are 
already part of existing practice for some providers. (Please note that these 
recommendations provide an overview and that section 4.2 provides further ideas for the 
development of support services which emerged from the focus groups and interviews.) 
 



Rotherham VCS Needs Analysis 2007      

 

69 

 

Awareness / marketing of services 
 
A strong theme from the findings is that there is a lack of awareness of the availability of 
support services amongst many VCOs, particularly smaller organisations. It is recommended 
that service providers seek to address this issue as a key priority. Action to address this 
could include the following: 
 

·  Better signposting of services. 
·  Improved targeting of marketing, e.g. tailoring the offer of services to specific types of 

organisation. It could, for example, be appropriate to develop different marketing methods 
(and materials) for smaller groups compared with larger organisations. 

·  Proactive work to reach organisations who may not be members of established networks 
of communication – particularly smaller organisations (e.g. those who are not members of 
VAR, or do not regularly use VAR services, or are not a member of an established 
network). 

·  Improving awareness of the range of services available within and amongst service 
providers. 

 
One potential strategy for improving the signposting of support services would be to provide 
a single initial point of contact for VCOs in Rotherham seeking support services (probably 
based at VAR). Such a point of contact might include: 
 

·  a telephone helpline and associated website which would signpost enquirers to the wide 
range of support services available (provided both by VAR and other service providers)9 ; 

·  an easily accessible directory of support service providers. 
 
Developing organisations’ awareness of needs 
 
Many VCOs are relatively unaware of their support needs – and of the potential benefits of 
seeking appropriate support. It is recommended that support service providers seek to 
address this issue as a key priority. Action to address this could include the following: 
 

·  Proactive development work with organisations. 
·  Specific initiatives to engage with smaller organisations. 
·  Increasing the capacity of some existing development work, e.g. to be able to offer hand-

holding support to small groups and new/emerging groups. 
 
The model of offering organisational health checks and support for action planning – as used 
(for example) by VAR’s Procurement Team – could have wider application. 
 
Capacity, resources and service planning 
 
Additional funding for the further development of support services would clearly make a 
difference. It is clear that in many areas an increased level in the capacity of service 
providers could facilitate an increase in the level of support provided, e.g. funding advice, 
outreach work with smaller organisations. There is, of course, no easy answer on the 
question of how to secure additional funding for the further development of support services, 
or to replace services which have been lost (such as the majority of VAR’s community 
development team). 

 
This report provides detailed evidence of the support needs expressed by VCOs across 12 
specific topic areas (full details in Chapter 3). It is recommended that those organisations 
                                                
9 This could, for example, include signposting to (or the provision of) document banks providing standard 
policies and master documents for groups to adapt to their own needs.  
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which provide support services to VCOs in Rotherham make use of this data when planning 
the further development of services. The report includes detailed information on the differing 
needs expressed by organisations with paid staff compared with those with no paid staff.  
 
Further, section 3.2.15 of the report provides feedback from VCOs on the prioritisation of 
needs, including the differing priorities of those with paid staff compared with those with no 
paid staff. Funding and finance was by far and away the top priority, both for organisations 
with paid staff and those with no paid staff. 
 
Co-ordination 
 
It is recommended that further steps are taken to enhance the co-ordination of support 
services for VCOs in Rotherham. Action to address this could include the following: 

·  One suggestion which emerged from the focus groups was for the development of a VCS 
infrastructure strategy for Rotherham. To facilitate this, an Infrastructure Strategy Forum 
could be set up, which would comprise key providers of VCS support services. As well as 
developing a strategy, the forum would offer an important opportunity for support service 
providers to meet together on a regular basis. 

·  In conjunction with the development of a VCS Infrastructure Strategy Forum, it is 
suggested that for each of the key areas of provision, VAR reviews the existing 
arrangements for liaison / communication with other service providers, e.g. are these 
working effectively as they stand; what might improve or enhance the level of 
communication / collaboration? 

·  The development of a single directory of support service providers (see above) could also 
help to improve the awareness amongst providers of each other’s services, and enhance 
the level and quality of appropriate signposting. 

 
Networks 
 
Existing networks provide valuable channels of communication – and play an important role 
in increasing the levels of awareness of support services amongst network members. There 
is scope for facilitating greater involvement of VCOs in networks. Two ways in which this 
could be developed are: 
 

·  The development of further networks (either hosted or initiated by VAR) , for example: 
o a network for advice providers;  
o a network or forum specifically for smaller organisations. 

 
·  Further work to facilitate and support organisations to encourage them to participate in 

existing networks, e.g. proactive work with smaller organisations.  
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Appendices 

 

Appendix A1 : Survey Questionnaire  
          
The survey questionnaire is provided as a separate file accompanying this report. 
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Appendix A2 : Research methods – further details  
 
 
Survey 
 
The central research method for the project was a needs analysis survey of VCOs in the 
Rotherham area. The questionnaire, which was developed in partnership with the project’s 
Steering Group, was drawn up to ask detailed questions about organisations’ support needs. 
The questionnaire is provided in Appendix A1. 
 
The survey was primarily undertaken as a postal survey, with a copy posted to all of the 
organisations on the mailing list constructed for the project. It was decided to use this as the 
primary method as many smaller organisations and community groups have either limited or no 
access to email. 
 
Mail Out  
The VAR Organisational Database was used to produce a list of 1195 voluntary organizations 
and community groups based in Rotherham and their postal addresses. Each organisation was 
sent a copy of the questionnaire with a letter that provided some background on why the Needs 
Analysis was being carried out. They were also provided with a freepost envelope to return their 
completed questionnaire and the opportunity to enter a free prize draw with the chance to win 
one of 10 Level 3 VAR Annual Membership Subscriptions. In order to further encourage 
participation in the survey, an article emphasizing the purpose and importance of the Needs 
Analysis was placed in the VAR Newsletter, and electronic versions of the questionnaire were 
made available through the VAR website and the Community Empowerment Network weekly 
email. In addition, VAR staff were asked to encourage the groups they were working with to take 
some time to complete and return the questionnaire. 
  
Follow-up  
Two weeks after the questionnaire had been mailed-out a number of follow-up activities were 
undertaken. VAR produced a list of approximately 200 key members and service users that had 
not returned the questionnaire and sent a letter encouraging them to complete it. This was 
followed up a week later with phone calls to those on the list who were still to complete the 
questionnaire, emphasizing the importance of the Needs Analysis asking for their support. In 
addition, further articles were posted on the VAR website and the CEN email, and copies of the 
questionnaire were handed out at VAR training sessions and an event to raise awareness of the 
Compact. 
 
Response 
A total of 139 questionnaires were received by the deadline. Of these 21 had not been 
completed because the group no longer existed (14) or they believed it was not relevant to them 
or that they had no support needs (7). Three groups had sent in two questionnaires each. Where 
possible answers on duplicate questionnaires were combined onto one questionnaire (e.g. if two 
different needs were stated on the two questionnaires, then both of those needs would be 
included for that group). This left 115 questionnaires that were useable in the analysis.   
 
 
Focus Groups 
 
Four focus groups were held as part of the Needs Analysis with the overall aim: 
 
‘To explore issues concerning the external support needs of VCOs in the Rotherham area’ 
 
The groups were: 
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A. Development Workers/ Frontline Support Workers, 21st May 2007 (AM) – 7 participants 
B. Service Managers, 22nd May 2007 (AM) – 7 participants 
C. VCOs with paid staff, 23rd May 2007 (AM) – 4 participants 
D. VCOs with no paid staff, 23rd May 2007 (PM) – 8 participants 
 
Each was held at The Ladder, Rotherham, facilitated by Rob Macmillan and Elaine Batty (SHU). 
Chris Dayson (VAR) also observed groups A and C. A total of 26 participants took part in the 
focus groups. The focus group plan and questions are provided in Appendix A3..  
 
 
Interviews 
 
Follow-up interviews were held with a number of key stakeholders who were not able to attend 
the focus groups. Those interviewed were either Service Managers or Development workers. 
Five face-to-face interviews were conducted in total in late May / early June 2007, with people 
from the following organisations: 
 
·  Voluntary Action Rotherham (3 people)  
·  South Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau (1)  
·  Rotherham Citizen’s Advice Bureau (1) 
 
The interview questions were based around the key questions that were developed for the focus 
groups for service providers. (See Appendix A3 for details.) 
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Appendix A3 : Focus group questions 

 
 
Key questions for Service Providers (frontline work ers and service managers)  
 
Headline questions for discussion 
 
·  What do you think the main support needs are for VCOs in Rotherham? 
·  Which VCOs tend to access support services now?  
·  How in practice are services within and between support providers coordinated now? 
·  What is needed to develop or enhance the overall level and quality of support provided to 

VCOs? 
·  Looking ahead, what are the emerging challenges and needs of VCOs? 
 
 
Detailed questions for discussion (headline and supplementary questions) 
 
Needs 
 
·  What do you think the main support needs are for VC Os in Rotherham? 
·  Are these needs always identified, acknowledged and expressed by VCOs? 
·  What are the main ‘hidden needs’? 
·  How well are these needs met by existing support services? 
·  To what extent and how do you address ‘hidden needs’? 
·  What gaps are there in services? 
·  What are the main gaps in provision? (i.e. little or no services to meet demand) 
·  What are the main gaps in the quality of services? (i.e. poor or inappropriate services to 

meet demand, or where you have little confidence in the quality of service) 
 
Accessing services 
 
·  Which VCOs tend to access support services now?  (new v older groups; small v larger 

groups; different types of group; geographical differences) 
·  How do groups access services at the moment? (i.e. Do they come to you? Are they directly 

referred by others? Or do you seek them out?) 
·  Do groups know where and how to look for support? 
·  How do groups find out about support services? 
·  How are they publicised and who to? 
·  What needs to change? 
 
Co-ordinating services 
 
·  In practice, do you know what other support providers are available and what they offer? 
·  In practice, do you signpost &/or refer VCOs to other support providers? How? Do you follow 

it up? 
·  In practice, to what extent do you have confidence in the support offered by other providers? 
·  To what extent do you think there is duplication between service providers? 
·  How in practice are services within and between sup port providers coordinated now?  

(At manager level? At development worker level?)  
·  How is the future planning of provision coordinated within and between support providers? 
·  How might co-ordination be improved?  
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Levels and quality of support 
 
·  What is needed to develop or enhance the overall level  of support provided to VCOs? 
·  What is needed to develop or enhance the overall quality  of support provided to 

VCOs? 
·  Is it just a matter of capacity and resources? What if there’s little prospect of more 

resources? 
·  Are there different ways in which services could be organised or coordinated? 
·  Are existing services at capacity?  
·  What spare capacity is there? 
·  Is there room for manoeuvre to meet existing demand?  
·  Scope to meet increased demand? 
 
Trends 
 
·  Looking ahead, what are the emerging challenges and  needs of VCOs? 
·  How are needs changing? 
·  How should external support services change as a result? 
·  What opportunities are there for enhancing or developing external support services? 
·  What are the threats to the development of external support services? 
·  What needs to be done? 
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Key questions for VCOs (with/without paid staff)  
 
Headline questions for discussion 
 
·  What have been the most difficult situations or challenging aspects you’ve faced in the last 

year or so? 
·  Has your organisation or group sought help with any of these things before? 
·  Do you know where to go for different kinds of support? 
·  What would you say are likely to be the main challenges ahead for your group in the next few 

years? 
 
 
Detailed questions for discussion (headline and supplementary questions) 
 
Needs 
 
·  Reflecting on the last 12 months or so for your org anisation or group, what were the 

most difficult situations or challenging aspects yo u’ve faced in that time? 
·  What could have helped? 
·  Are there other things you could have done with help for? 
 
Accessing support 
 
·  Has your organisation or group sought help with any  of these things before? 
·  If so, how did it go? 
·  If not, why not? 
·  How easy has it been to find out what help or support might be available? 
·  How would you go about it? 
·  How well did the support actually assist your group or organisation? 
·  To what extent has accessing support identified other areas where help is needed? 
·  Do you think the support developed the knowledge or skills or confidence in your group to be 

able to deal with some of these issues again?  
 
Co-ordinating support  
 
·  Do you know where to go for different kinds of supp ort? 
·  Do you know who does what? 
·  Have you previously had support or help from more than one agency? 
·  What for? 
·  How did that go? 
·  Did the agencies work together to provide help? 
·  How should it be improved? 
 
Looking ahead 
 
·  What would you say are likely to be the main challe nges ahead for your group in the 

next few years? 
·  What support or services might help? 
·  To what extent and how would you like your group or organisation to develop over the next 

few years? 
·  Do you think that will pose any difficulties? 
·  What support or services might help with this? 
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Appendix A4 : Survey – other support providers iden tified by respondents  
 
As part of the Needs Analysis survey, groups were asked who were the main providers of the 
support they had received in the previous 12 months. While VAR was often identified as a main 
provider, many other organisations were also identified by respondents (see also Table 2.11 in 
Chapter 2). 
 
Below is a list of the other main providers of support which were identified by survey 
respondents. Responses are provided for each of the topic headings. Where the organisation 
was identified by more than one respondent, the number of occurrences is given in brackets ( ).  
The number of occurrences for VAR is given at the end of each list. 
 
N.B. This data does not provide a complete picture of all of the main providers of support used 
by survey respondents, as a number of organisations which said that they had accessed support 
on a particular topics did not answer the subsequent question about main providers. 
 
The list shows the following: 
 

·  VAR was the most common main provider identified by survey respondents for the majority 
of the topics. 

·  In only two cases was a provider (other than VAR) identified by more than two respondents 
for a particular topic. These were: 

o South Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau (SYFAB) – raising funds 
o South Yorkshire Key Fund – raising funds 

 

 
1. Raising funds 
 

(N.B. Some responses referred to the source of funding received) 
 

Awards for All 
Beacon 
Coalfields Regeneration Trust (2) 
ETTA 
FAIR Music Workshops, FAIR Movement Workshop 
Fair Share 
funders - advice on how to apply (various) 
funding from businesses 
Global grants 
Groundwork Dearne Valley 
Learning network 
Lottery 
Macmillan Cancer Support 
Maltby Parish Council 
Morrisons 
Objective One 
Quids In 
Rotherham Federation 
RMBC  
Sanctuary Housing 
South Yorkshire Community Foundation 
South Yorkshire Key Fund (4) 
SYFAB (10) 
Wales Parish Council  
WREN 
Yorkshire Forward 
VAR (12) 
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2. Managing finances 
 
accountant  
Early Years Partnership & Early Years Internet Forum 
Inland Revenue 
independent advice 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust (2) 
Rotherham Social Enterprise Unit  
Voluntary Action Sheffield 
VAR (5) 
 
3. Business planning 
 
CIDA 
CT the charity 
Hart Shaw 
Regen School  
Rotherham Federation 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust (2) 
Rotherham Social Enterprise Unit (2) 
Together for Regeneration 
VAR (5) 
 
4. Human Resources, personnel and employment 
 
ACAS 
Chamber of Commerce 
contractor 
employment consultant 
Peninsula 
QCP 
RMBC 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust 
solicitor 
Voluntary Action Sheffield 
VAR (8) 
 
5. Law and regulations 
 
ACAS (2) 
BPP Law School 
British Waterways 
Business Link 
Chamber of Commerce  
Community Transport Association 
contractor 
Early Years Partnership 
Health & Safety Executive  
Hub info on internet 
internet 
Irwin Mitchell Solicitors 
Peninsula 
Pre-School Learning Alliance (2) 
private organisations 
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QCP 
Ricochet (housing law related) 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust 
YMCA England  
VAR (5) 
 
6. Community development 
 
Doncaster CVS 
East Maltby Renewal Partnership 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust  
RMBC 
Voluntary Action Barnsley 
Voluntary Action Sheffield 
VAR (2) 
 
7. Issues specific to the organisation’s part of th e sector 
 
Children and Young People's Voluntary Sector Consortium 
Connexions 
Community Transport Association 
Doncaster CVS 
Early Years Partnership 
England Athletics 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust  
Voluntary Action Barnsley 
Voluntary Action Sheffield 
VAR (8) 
 
8. Trusteeship & governance  
 
Charity commission 
contractor 
England Athletics 
internet 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust  
Voluntary Action Sheffield 
YMCA England.  
VAR (1) 
 
9. Project management 
 
consultant 
ETTA 
Chamber of Commerce 
VAR (2) 
 
10. Performance management 
 
Chamber of Commerce 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust  
Voluntary Action Sheffield 
VAR (3) 
 
11. Marketing and campaigning 



Rotherham VCS Needs Analysis 2007      

 

80 

 

 
Business Link  
Children and Young People's Voluntary Sector Consortium 
consultancy (2) 
independent advice (voluntary) 
local businesses 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust  
Yorkshire Forward 
VAR (2) 
 
12. Information & Communication Technology (ICT) 
 
Albany 
business contact 
Community Learning 
contractor / consultant (2) 
DH system Ltd 
Highlander 
RAIN 
REMA 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust  
volunteers (2) 
VAR (none) 
 
13. Facilities and resources 
 
churches 
Development Education Centre (South Yorkshire) 
Early Years Partnership 
ETTA 
Learning network 
RMBC 
Rotherham Primary Care Trust  
Rotherham Day Service 
Scope 
South Yorkshire Community Foundation 
VAR (5) 
 
14. Other services 
 
NCHA (Housing Association) 
RMBC 
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Appendix A5 : Survey – other comments  
 

Any further comments 
Respondents to the survey were asked whether there were any further comments they would 
like to make on the issues raised by the questionnaire. A minority of groups made comments 
and groups with no paid staff were more likely than groups with paid staff to respond (groups 
with paid staff: 19%, groups with no paid staff: 28%). The comments made are summarised in 
Tables A5.1a and b.  
 
Groups with paid staff made quite diverse comments, for example: 

‘Community based groups are in a strong position to encourage volunteering, organise training, 
support small groups and establish new activity etc. Somebody should be looking at innovative 
ways of using this and building capacity at the same time.’ (Group with paid staff) 

 
Two groups emphasised the need for hands-on support:  

‘I think we try hard and on the whole do well. Though more outreach support and one-to-one 
consultation/training would be good.’ (Group with paid staff) 
‘We need time/expertise/support, not comments such as ‘have you thought of Yorkshire Arts’ 
which come after a 4-5 month delay.’ (Group with paid staff) 

 
A couple made comments on how disappointing the support they had received had been, for 
example: 

‘Support is patchy and isn’t necessarily there when needed.’ (Group with paid staff) 

 
Groups with and without paid staff commented on the need for funding:  

‘...you can’t run anything without paying the electric, phone, water bills, but no one wants to help 
with this.’ (Group with no paid staff) 
‘We have trained and skilled people within our club membership who are able to cover most of 
the needs we have in running the club. We do not own any property or have any other assets 
apart from sports equipment and money in the bank. Our main priority is fund raising to cover 
the shortfall in our income. We have had limited success in this respect.’ (Group with no paid 
staff) 
‘...position and situation is under threat. I do not know at the moment what is the future of this 
organisation.’ (Group with paid staff) 

 
Some groups with no paid staff took the opportunity to explain a bit more about their group, in 
some cases to explain why a lot of the questions had not been relevant to them.  

‘Many of the issues raised are not really relevant to our group, as we are only a small group of 
ladies (mainly pensioners) who meet once a month for the purpose of social interaction through 
speakers, demonstrations etc.’ (Group with no paid staff) 
‘Most of the questions asked here are not within my sphere in the organisation. I merely deal 
with recording the membership and leading a walking group.’ (Group with no paid staff) 

 
Some groups with no paid staff took the opportunity to explain that they were self-sufficient and 
had no needs for support. A couple of them stated that financial help from VAR had been very 
helpful, although one had been unsuccessful in obtaining funding because they did not meet the 
criteria which the group had not agreed with.  
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Table A5.1   Further comments made at end of questi onnaire 

a) groups with paid staff  

 No. of groups making 
this comment 

We need outreach / one to one help / training  2 

We need funding / future under threat 2 

Support received has been disappointing 2 

About us / our set up 1 

Comment re the community sector 1 
 
b) groups with no paid staff 

 No. of groups making 
this comment 

We need funding 6 

About us / our set-up 4 

The questions were not really relevant to us / we 
needed more time to complete this 

4 

We are self-sufficient / have no support needs 3 

We have a specific need: a venue / new volunteers / 
help with a website 

3 

Money from VAR has really helped / made a 
difference 

2 

VAR did not meet our needs because of their criteria 
re funding 

1 
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Appendix A6 : Issues data from ‘Part of the Picture ’ (Rotherham) 
 

Further analysis of the ‘Part of the Picture’ data (Macmillan, 2006) relating to Rotherham.  
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Appendix A7 : Contact details for some key service providers 
 
This appendix provides contact details for the key service providers that are mentioned in 
Section 4.1. 
 
Rotherham / South Yorkshire 
 
Business Link South Yorkshire 
Tel: 0800 073 7474 
www.blsy.com  
 
Coalfields Regeneration Trust  
Tel: 01709 760 272 
http://www.coalfields-regen.org.uk/ 
 
Giving Real Opportunities to Women (GROW)   
Tel: 01709 511171. 
 
Key Fund South Yorkshire 
Tel: 0114 2428900 
http://www.sykeyfund.org.uk/ 
 
Rotherham Advice and Information Network (RAIN)  
Tel: 01709 517999    
http://www.rainweb.org.uk/ 
 
Rotherham Chamber of Commerce 
01709 3862000 
http://www.rotherhamchamber.org.uk/ 
 
Rotherham Ethnic Minority Alliance (REMA)     
Tel:  01709 720744 �
http://www.rema-online.org.uk/index.htm 
 
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council (RMBC)   
Tel: 01709 382121 
http://www.rotherham.gov.uk 
 

RMBC – Community Involvement 
http://www.rotherham.gov.uk/graphics/YourHome/Community+Involvement/ 

 

RMBC - Rotherham Libraries – Help in Hand database    
http://www.rotherham.gov.uk/graphics/YourArea/Help+in+Hand  

 
Rotherham Partnership 
Tel: 01709 310 497 
http://www.rotherhamnow.co.uk/ 
 
Rotherham Social Enterprise Unit (RSEU) 
http://www.phoenixent.org.uk/social_enterprise.htm 
01709 820208 
 
South Yorkshire Community Foundation 
Tel: 0114 242 4294 (Grants)  or  0114 242 4857 (Admin) 
http://www.sycf.org.uk/ 
 



Rotherham VCS Needs Analysis 2007      

 

85 

 

South Yorkshire Funding Advice Bureau (SYFAB) 
Tel: 0114 249 4343 (General enquiries)  or  0114 276 5460 (Funding Advice Line) 
http://www.syfab.org.uk/ 
 
South Yorkshire Open Forum (SYOF) 
Tel: 01709 519 100 
http://www.syopenforum.org.uk/ 
 
Together for Regeneration 
Tel: 01709 309 119 
http://www.tfr.org.uk/ 
 
Voluntary Action Rotherham (VAR)  

Tel: 01709 829821 
http://www.varotherham.org.uk/ 
 
 
Regional / National 
 
Regional bodies  
 

Regional Forum (for Voluntary and Community Organisations) 
http://www.regionalforum.org.uk/ 
 
Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber 
http://www.goyh.gov.uk/ 
 
Yorkshire Forward 
http://www.yorkshire-forward.com/www/ 
 
National organisations  
 

NAVCA  
http://www.navca.org.uk/ 
 
NCVO 
http://www.ncvo-vol.org.uk/ 
 
fit4funding (The Charities Information Bureau) 
http://www.fit4funding.org.uk/ 
 
National Hubs 
 

Finance Hub 
http://www.financehub.org.uk/ 
 
Governance Hub 
http://www.governancehub.org.uk/ 
 
ICT Hub 
http://www.icthub.org.uk/ 
 
Performance Hub 
http://www.performancehub.org.uk/ 
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Volunteering England (Volunteering Hub) 
http://www.volunteering.org.uk/ 
 
Workforce Hub 
http://www.ukworkforcehub.org.uk/ 


