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Executive Summary  

Sandwell Council of Voluntary Organisations (SCVO) applied to the Lottery BASIS stream in 

2008 and secured funding in 2009, to deliver a Community Support Programme.  

The programme aimed to improve the sustainability and effectiveness of small voluntary 

and community sector (VCS) groups working at neighbourhood level in Sandwell. The 

objectives were to: 

 increase the level of resources whether financial or human that is directly contributing 

to the delivery of VCS driven services; 

 improve the knowledge, capabilities and confidence of volunteers (and Paid staff) 

engaged in leading small groups;  

 increase the shared knowledge and understanding within each community area and 

facilitate more and better opportunities for small VCS groups to work collaboratively 

with each other , local residents and statutory bodies; 

 increase and improve the capacity and skills of SCVO staff in providing support to small 

VCS groups working at neighbourhood level. 

The evaluation covers the last two areas of the targeted support West Bromwich Central & 

Charlemont and Oldbury & Langley and looked at the actual achievements of the 

programme against stated outputs but also explored the extent to which both community 

and voluntary groups and staff assessed that the objectives had been met.  

The programme has been assessed by the small groups as a resounding success with the 

tailored and bespoke approach and locally based availability of the officer cited as the most 

important factors. Staff within the main SCVO whilst supportive and acknowledging of the 

programme’s successes, were able to say more about what could have been done 

differently. This is partly a reflection of the perception of the lack of integration of the 

programme into the mainstream work –because it was an externally funded one off 

programme and also because it was based in the neighbourhoods away from the central 

office. However the evaluation showed the programme had established the groundwork 

and potential for integration both with the mainstream work of SCVO and with the other 

community development services in Sandwell and that this will go some way to enabling this 

type of extremely valuable and necessary support to these local community groups who are 

meeting community needs at very local level where public services are not able to do so. 

Recognition of the time needed to grow this type of support and the high levels of social and 

digital exclusion of more disadvantaged neighbourhoods is a major consideration.   

Retention at national level of funding for targeted infrastructure support and at local level 

by councils is vital. The expertise and voice of the independent sector organisations such as 

SCVO cannot be underestimated in enabling local communities to act on their own behalf 

and to innovate and lead the sector into the future.  
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Introduction and Background  

Sandwell Council for Voluntary Organisations (SCVO) is a registered charity, based in central 

West Bromwich. It is a membership organisation, supporting, developing and representing 

the voluntary sector in Sandwell.  

Although SCVO works at strategic level to support the sector it was originally set up to 

support voluntary and community sector groups; the majority of the sector is small and 

voluntary and their voice is important in informing strategic conversations but there is 

limited capacity with in SCVO to support smaller groups. As the need for voluntary and 

community organisations to meet local needs has grown in neighbourhoods and localities, 

because of the policies of austerity and the resultant loss of neighbourhood and community 

development officers in the Council , so the demand for capacity building support has 

grown. SCVO has limited capacity to meet these high expectations and demand from the 

sector and so decided to take a more proactive and targeted approach in geographical areas 

where they could make the most difference. They applied to the Lottery BASIS stream in 

2008 and secured funding in 2009, to deliver a Community Support Programme.  

Aims & Objectives  

The programme aimed to improve the sustainability and effectiveness of small voluntary 

and community sector (VCS) groups working at neighbourhood level in Sandwell; and the 

objectives were  

1. to increase the level of resources whether financial or human that is directly 

contributing to the delivery of VCS driven services   

2. Improve the knowledge, capabilities and confidence of volunteers (and Paid staff) 

engaged in leading small groups. 

3. To increase the shared knowledge and understanding within each community area and 

facilitate more and better opportunities for small VCS groups to work collaboratively 

with each other , local residents and statutory bodies  

4. To increase and improve the capacity and skills of SCVO staff to provide support to small 

VCS groups working at neighbourhood level. 

  The programme has been delivering a tailored programme of capacity building and 

networking support to a range of small VCS groups in 5 selected community areas in 

Sandwell since November 2009.  The neighbourhood areas were:  

1. Rowley Regis & Cradley Health  2. Wednesbury South & Friar Park  

3.  Smethwick & St Pauls     4.West Bromwich Central & Charlemont      5. Oldbury & Langley 

Areas 1-3 were the subject of an Interim evaluation for the programme and much of the 

detail of the programme is contained in that report and is available from SCVO  
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Scope of the evaluation  

The evaluation framework was set through discussion with SCVO and it was agreed to  

 Concentrate the evaluation on the final target neighbourhoods of West Bromwich 

Central & Charlemont and Oldbury & Langley and the sample of groups within them 

outlined below.   

Area   Year 4: West Bromwich Central  
& Charlemont  

Year 5: Oldbury & Langley 

O
rg

an
is

at
io

n
s 

 
Charlemont Methodist Church 
Hallam Street Community Project  
St Michaels & Angels Catholic Church 
The Gap 
Xplor Arts  
Hip hop Heritage 
West Bromwich Air Cadets 
West Bromwich YFA 
 

 
Friends of Library – Federation Oldbury 
Thalassemia Awareness & Support Group 
YEST 
Banram Creativity  
SMWS Freestyle 
Friends of Bleakhouse Library 
New Chapter Animal Sanctuary 
Gayton Road Community Association  

 

 Keep the format simple and to the point  

 The written evaluation to be supplemented by a video capturing the essence of the 

programme, the groups and the outcomes   

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The aim of the evaluation was to  

 Assess the effectiveness of the programme 

against the stated outcomes 

 Gather the successes and omissions of the 

programme 

 Identify any ways the programme could have 

been delivered differently 

 Gather experiences and recommendations for 

the programme, given how Sandwell has 

changed over the past 4 years 
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Methodology  

The approach to the evaluation was through  

 Visually facilitated workshops with SCVO capacity building staff  

 Facilitated workshop in an Evaluation Event bringing together groups which received 

programme support -  filmed and captured through sound recordings   

 One to one telephone survey with a selection of groups chosen by SCVO on a random 

basis, 

 Interviews with the Chief Executive Officer of SCVO and the Small Groups’ Development 

Officer who delivered the main thrust of the “Sandwell 5 Community Support 

Programme”. 

The evaluation workshops for the written report were integrated with the video showcase, 

illustrating the experience of groups involved in the programme. Initial contact was made 

with the groups by telephone when answering the one to one surveys and they were then 

recruited for the video showcase and arrangements were made direct with the groups for 

filming.  

Telephone surveys were analysed against the objectives with criteria set to understand  

 How the objectives of the programme had been met   

 What specifically about the programme had worked for the groups 

 What impact it had had on them 

 What requirements they had for the future 

 What impact it had had on SCVO’s working procedures and future delivery strategy 

in relation to small groups  

 Lessons for the future  

Comments from the workshops were collated and considered against the criteria as were 

the individual interviews. The interviews were also used together with the Business Plan   
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Perspectives of the Groups  

Group Perspectives  

RESULTS OF THE EVALUATION EVENT 

The evaluation event was held to mark the end of the programme but also to provide a 

qualitative perspective. Some representatives of groups in target Areas 1-3 attended and 

their comments were widely supported by the results and comments from those in the Area 

4-5.  Individual groups and community reps worked together to discuss the support 

programme and the event was filmed.   

Groups commented on what worked well, pointing out that the thoroughness of the 

support, the follow up to the advice and information given and the friendliness of approach 

had been a key to the success. They told us that the support programme had enabled them 

to establish proper governance and that even though funding applications had in some 

cases failed, the groups were still meeting and growing. The volunteers felt empowered by 

the approach that had been used and encouraged to keep going.  

Groups were able to say what impact the support they received had had on their group but 

not about what impact their project was having on the neighbourhood /community as a 

whole. This may be that the smaller groups do not see themselves as part of the wider 

whole but more of individual projects just doing their own thing. Groups happily described 

how they had taken on more funding to increase their programmes, how they had sustained 

their own groups and expanded to take on new and independent groups and how their 

groups had grown so much that they needed new equipment to cater for expanding need. 

But frequently people spoke of “just” or “only” being a volunteer and didn’t see themselves 

as part of wider, collective social action or contributing to changing the lives of others. 

Perhaps a lesson for further support projects is to capture the neighbourhood impact /social 

value more clearly. Whilst it is obvious that Libraries, Arts Groups and activity groups for 

young people must be making an impact – groups knew this instinctively but did not really 

collect or monitor it – story telling or case studies would be a good way to do this. The video 

showcase accompanying this report will also be a useful tool in illustrating the wider 

community impact not captured elsewhere.   

Through open comments, groups told us about how they in future could look at creating 

wealth rather than accessing funding and so enterprise support would be a future strategy 

for SCVO in growing neighbourhood groups .Other comments were about the improvements 

in marketing and spreading the knowledge about the support available from SCVO.  
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RESULTS OF THE ONE TO ONE TELEPHONE SURVEY   

16 groups were chosen by SCVO for the survey and were spread evenly across the two 

areas. Groups were telephoned at varying times of day and week to ensure a maximum 

chance of response. They were phoned 3 times before being classed as a non-response. 

There was a 56% response rate to the telephone survey with groups responding being 

evenly spread between the two areas.  

ABOUT THE GROUPS  

 

 

MARKETING 

56% of respondents said that they had heard of SCVO before although had not been 

involved with them or received support from them.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Size of customer base  

60+

30 to 40

7 to 20

just setting up

Of the groups responding, the average 

size of the management committee was 

6 people. This ranged from 3 to 15. 

The size of the customer base of the 

groups responding (i.e. the estimated 

numbers of people they catered for) is 

shown in the diagram on the left and 

illustrates the impact that these groups 

are having on the neighbourhoods. One 

third of groups service over 60 people. 

Youth groups tended to attract larger 

numbers with more specialised groups 

attracting fewer people.  

How groups heard about BASIS 

Direct email

Word of mouth

Research

44% of people found out about the support 

programme through word of mouth and 

networks, making it the most effective 

means.  The second most effective means 

was through direct research (33%). It is an 

important lesson for SCVO because direct-

email from them was the least effective 

means (22%).  

Future strategies could include more 

resources directed at networks and at 

specialist response/advice through phone 

and internet 
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Why groups took up the offer of support:  

All of the groups needed something that was beyond their existing capacity. One third of 

groups said they needed knowledge, one third said they needed practical help and one third 

of groups didn’t quite know what they needed only that they had come to a point where 

they were stuck. Just less than one quarter of groups said that the pre-existing reputation of 

SCVO had also been a factor in persuading them to take up the offer of support.  

Improving access to the support:  

Suggestions were made by the groups that had received support on what they thought 

would improve the ability of small groups in the community to access the support from 

SCVO. They said:  

 Wider and more targeted distribution of the SCVO newsletter for example a mail out to 

residential homes where small pensioner groups operate 

 More use of social media  

 SCVO need to be more visible to smaller groups  

 Having a single point of contact for small group advice and enquiries  

 Being available at the right time – when groups needed help. 

 More understanding of what SCVO does  

 

EXPERIENCE OF THE PROGRAMME 

 

In the type of support that groups needed, governance e.g. getting the right group structure 

in place, featured highly as did access to finance and funding. When brought together with 

policies and procedures under the umbrella of governance – it showed that this was the 

most important – probably because access to funding flowed from having the right 

governance in place. It also showed that the needs of the small groups in terms of 

0

2

4

Governance
Finance

Policies &
proceedures Marketing

Type of Help Received  
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knowledge and practical help in putting the right governance arrangements in place are 

crucial to sustaining the services that the small groups provide to neighbourhoods and 

communities.  

What worked well about the support:  

 

 

Special features of the support:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0
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What worked well  
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Satisfaction with the service received from SCVO  

100% of respondents said they would go back to SCVO in future if they needed help and 

100% said they would recommend SCVO to another group. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

When asked to name a key feature of the 

support which made it special for them this 

fell into 3 categories  

1. The stewardship and resource role that 

SCVO plays for all the small groups  

2. The nature of the support  delivery: 

Practical, face to face, accessible , easy to 

understand,  with feedback 

3. The way in which the support was 

delivered with genuiness and patience  

The interviewees all mentioned the attention 

to detail and the bespoke way in which the 

programme support officer had delivered the 

support . 
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Things that did not go so well /would do differently /wanted more of:  

All but one of the respondents reported a positive experience – this related to a referral 

elsewhere within SCVO and is not in the scope of this evaluation. So many of the responses 

said things like “nothing - it was all good”. However a few made suggestions relating to time 

allowed.  

 89% of the respondents had wanted more face time and time to explore other avenues 

and developments. •  33% wanted more money  •   67% wanted continued help and 

support  

“Review and follow up to see how they’ve progressed” was also suggested – this would be 

very useful in terms of evaluating the impact on sustainability of the support. 

  

IMPACT OF THE SUPPORT 

Changes for the groups as a result of the support received: 

  

 The most impact made by the programme as self-assessed by the groups was the improved 

service for the community – this was a clear 10% above the next most highly rated impacts 

which were improved volunteer skills and better links to mainstream SCVO support.  

Groups ranked their increased working with others and increased income as the next 

highest impact – group representatives explained that in order to meet needs and to survive 

they had to work with others more – for example a community association provided an 

umbrella group for smaller learning projects and interest groups such as knitting or exercise 

or computer classes. In one case an arts project was held in a local library bringing in 

customers for the library in return for the use of space there.  

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Better financial management

Joined to more networks

More volunteers

Greater volunteer knowledge

Improved volunteer skills

Better links to other SCVO support

Links to public agenices

Improved service for the community

Increased income

More working with others
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The next highest rated impact was greater volunteer knowledge and connection to more 

networks. This evidences the success of the project which was aimed at helping to improve 

capacity of the groups but also SCVO took the opportunity to add value to this and work 

smarter by connecting the groups to network training and other skills events. This also 

helped to grow their capacity without the need for intensive one to one.  

The programme had the least impact on links to public agencies, better financial 

management and number of volunteers. The lower ranking impacts are not a surprise given 

that most groups wanted access to more finance not financial management. The reduction 

in the availability of public agencies locally due to spending cuts manifesting in the loss of 

neighbourhood forums and partnerships and town teams has reduced the opportunities for 

groups to develop links with them. One of the groups reported a threefold increase in 

volunteers but in general the groups were fairly established in their volunteer base and in 

terms of volunteers benefitted most from the increase in their knowledge and skills. 

SUSTAINABILITY 

 

 

OTHER COMMENTS 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Sustainability for the Future  

 No difference

Waiting to see

Positive impact

When asked how the programme of 

support had helped the long term 

survival of the group 56% said that it 

had: improved premises and facilities for 

groups, conversion to a company looking 

to expand to new premises, business 

planning  were all cited as evidence of 

this. 34% said they were still waiting to 

see and 10% said it hadn’t made any 

difference.    
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Perceptions of the Staff 

The staff team of SCVO took part in a workshop to discuss the impact the programme had 

made on their working practices and on the success of the programme from their point of 

view. They were in a position to assess the impact of the programme as they were working 

with groups that had been through the programme. 5 members of staff took part in the 

workshop. The Chief Executive Officer was interviewed separately. 

 

Overall Success of the Programme  

Taking in to consideration the overall aims of the programme, staff were asked about 

whether or not the aims were met  

 

 

 

The staff team gave the example of one particular project which had previously been 

reluctant to engage with SCVO  to establish partnership working but the programme 

support had examined their governance and liabilities, built their confidence and trust and 

carried out the ground work with them, showed them what was possible and helped them 

to grow at their own pace. 3 years later the group had signed up for premises and had 

developed a trading arm. 

The capacity building staff team endorsed the 

success of the support programme. They 

based this on the groups that had been 

through the programme and were now  more 

developed and were working with 

development staff via the mainstream SCVO 

service delivery. They told us how they could 

see the progress of those original groups 3 

years down the line and that the groups were 

more funder ready due to the programme.  

They explained how groups now were more 

engaged in borough activities and could 

understand more about where they fitted into 

the local picture. From working in isolation 

small groups were said to be more connected 

and now working on collaborative projects . 

One of the groups from year 2 was said to still 

speak very highly of the programme officer. 
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Project Delivery in General  

Staff were asked about the workings of the programme about what worked, what didn’t 

work and what they would do differently   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The team stated that personalities involved in the delivery of the programme had helped it 

to be successful and the programme had complemented the SCVO capacity building offer. 

The targeted focus on small groups and local neighbourhoods had served a real need. SCVO 

had been able to act as interpreter for small groups enabling them to understand the 

language of decision-making. They said it had “brought the groups into the 21st Century”, 

given them a voice and had helped to professionalise the sector.  

The programme had enabled the set-up of a self-assessment tool kit which had worked well 

with the groups and had proved to be useful for them in assessing their development needs.  

The staff were also keen to point out that sometimes it was not always about growing the 

group but was about supporting them to remain where they were.   

When thinking about what didn’t work so well and what they would do differently, the staff 

felt as a whole that the support programme felt like a “bolt-on“  to the mainstream SCVO 

and that the national lottery logo had detracted from the SCVO identity and made it appear 

funder-led; they thought that this gave the impression that the nature of the funding was 

about meeting the funder outcomes and the scope to develop a more localised programme 

was restricted. The staff and they would with hindsight like to have seen the programme 

more integrated into main SCVO. 

Time was a major factor in the success of the project – there was not enough time in each 

area to develop the approach.  Staff spoke of the importance of lead-in time and orientation 
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with the development officer needing more time to find out what’s needed in the area and 

establish relationships. They thought that perhaps spending 2 years in an area and reducing 

the number of areas would have enabled greater take-up and more impact.  There was a lot 

of confusion around wards and neighbourhood boundaries with some communities 

stretching to outside a target area. This they felt could have been rectified by an analysis of 

neighbourhoods as the project progressed and a more in-depth analysis prior to the project. 

 

Strategic Objectives  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interestingly some of the strategic objectives shown above were directly linked to the issues 

which had arisen, the idea of neighbourhoods and the restructuring of the council’s 

neighbourhood infrastructure. SCVO officers were not able to say that there had been any 

impact made by the programme on the decline of neighbourhood infrastructure as 

described in the business plan and application although some interrelationship was 

identified by the SCVO chief executive for his work at strategic level and evidenced by more 

local groups now contacting SCVO for help and information at a neighbourhood level.  

Community empowerment and community engagement has increased by the programme 

developing networking between the groups and offering further development opportunities 

for groups at neighbourhood level. This was evidenced by some of the groups and people 

now being confident enough to take part in Big Local partnerships in the area and by others 

looking for and taking up on- going development from SCVO.   
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Development Officers commented on the need for a localised physical presence of help and 

support in neighbourhoods, saying that some groups and people could not be reached by 

email, by literature or by telephone and so the face to face support was ideal for them . 

They explained that many people cannot afford telephone landlines, broadband or  do not 

own a computer and that there are real issues with literacy. 

 “Digital exclusion is massive“. This is serious issue for Sandwell –the government are 

expecting small groups to pick up services and cater for the needs of local people in deprived 

neighbourhoods but they are excluded from accessing support, much of which has now been 

centralised or removed.  It is in these neighbourhoods that the need is greatest but where 

the greatest barriers to capacity and development are faced”.  

The lessons learnt from the programme in the first neighbourhoods were 

 Each neighbourhood defines deprivation differently  

 The insularity (social exclusion) of neighbourhoods affected the uptake and accessibility 

of the programme.   

 There was a need to get to know the area more quickly to enable delivery within the 

time frame 

 Better promotion of the support programme was needed  

 Although there were some resources available many groups were not funding ready. 

 Levels of deprivation were a shock  

 Communities know best   

This translated into changes in the programme delivery for the final phase  

 Road shows to promote the programme and attract groups were changed to surgeries 

which were more effective and had better take up  

 No new referrals were taken on in the existing area 2 months prior to moving to a new 

area – this was to reduce the overload which occurred when the programme transferred 

between areas.   

 There was an extended transition phase of the programme as it moved into a the new 

area whilst still working in the old area –to allow more lead-in time which ws identified 

in the earlier programme phases   

Finally the difference made to engagement with small groups by the programme was that it 

increased the number of groups’ networks. The programme showed that there was a need 

to be able to understand lower level community needs and capture them. Although this was 

a plus for SCVO there was some tension felt because workers expressed their frustrations 

with the Council’s seeming disinterest in the issues raised by communities in the 

neighbourhoods – in future better access to decision-making and commissioning in 

neighbourhoods could be facilitated through the capacity building programmes offered by 

SCVO.  
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Impact on the Groups  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Although one of the programme’s aims as stated in the business plan and application was to 

provide opportunities for small groups to collaborate with each other and with statutory 

bodies, what has worked best has been raising the awareness of the existence and aims of 

other groups and creating opportunities to network which will lead potentially to 

collaboration in future. These opportunities have been breakfast meetings, governance 

training, neighbourhood forums, and various themed forums for small groups e.g. Children 

& Young People, Health & Social Care.   

The access to SCVO capacity building support was improved through the programme 

evidenced by the increase in membership of SCVO by small groups and the increase in small 

groups which are expressing a will to do more. 

Staff stated that now the groups know about SCVO the demand has escalated, their 

workload has increased and the number of phone calls has increased. Because of their 

better understanding of the needs of the groups, SCVO was able to target e-bulletins suited 

to the needs of communities and groups, making their support services more accessible.  

Shared knowledge and understanding was increased in each community area through the 

networks where groups were exposed to new opportunities.  Staff said that as each group 

was evaluated following the work with them, it showed that the increased resources and 

skills in the groups which had been developed by the support programme had a knock-on 

effect in increasing the understanding of the groups needs as they related to the community 

area. 
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Impact on SCVO  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Linking to the last point above, the understanding of SCVO about the local context was 

improved because the programme went into targeted neighbourhoods which were small 

geographical areas. They found out  

 The exact locations of the areas on the ground and how communities were shaped  

 That people don’t identify with wards, they identify with communities,  

 That there were very large extended family networks  

 That history has a vital role to play in understanding the culture and shape of 

communities and neighbourhoods.  

This understanding was translated into service changes in as much as the programme 

identified groups that could access money. SCVO acknowledge that the programme gave 

them much more informed access to local communities which enabled some groups to 

transfer from the support programme to the core SCVO service.  

The programme officer developed a tool kit for small group support and capacity building 

work – this was shared on a resources review folder for the team to enable better service to 

small groups in deprived areas. The approach was to be locally based, take the work to be 

done in small steps and stages and handhold the groups along the way interpreting the 

language of funders, constitutions etc as they go along.   

The programme also provided the main SCVO with increased knowledge of each 

neighbourhood and this was also shared on a data base leading to increased intelligence 

about this particular aspect of the sector. The tool kit enables the team to deal with cases 

more quickly and has increased their working knowledge and built relationships in this 
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previously unknown part of the sector. The team felt this knowledge and the relationships 

formed in the neighbourhoods was unquantifiable in terms of positive impact on their 

service.  

So the programme has left a legacy of models and tools which have enable the increased 

membership of SCVO by small groups and it enabled greater capacity in the team to deal 

with smaller rather than larger groups. However one drawback is that once the programme  

ended then the SCVO have lost capacity in terms of resources to respond to the needs of 

smaller groups in poorer neighbourhoods, unless they restructure and refocus their 

priorities.  

 

Actual Results Against Outcomes   

The table below gives the quantifiable programme results as recorded by the programme 

officer. 

Outcome 1 : Services and Activities run by small VCS groups in areas where the project is 
delivered will be more sustainable as a result of having secured  £1000,000 worth of new 
resources 

Comment: We have achieved this outcome by supporting groups to secure £223,498.37 of 
funding across areas 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5.   

Outcome 2: 100 volunteers in 50 groups (whichever is achieved first ) will have better 
knowledge and understanding of their roles and responsibilities as committee members and 
of how to plan their activities to achieve better results  

Comment: 112 VCS groups across areas 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5.   Support included, governance support, 
roles and responsibilities or trustees, legal structures and charity registration. Recruitment campaigns 
for getting new Trustees on board and reporting and accountaing obligations. 
 

Outcome 3 : 25 VCS groups will have actively engaged in networks that are new to the group 
and 25 SCS groups will be better informed about opportunities to engage with stakeholders 
in Sandwell relevant to their work   

Comment: 60 VCS groups across areas 1,2,3,4 and 5.  Joining new networks, partnership working and 
engaging with new stakeholders.   
 

Outcome 4: SCVO will be more effective at up-skilling small VCS groups through the use of 
new and improved materials including a new capacity building tool kit that incorporates 
learning and good practice from the project  

Comment: Monitoring and evaluation of the Capacity Building toolkit has been an ongoing 
process over the 5 areas of the programme.  The toolkit will be one of the sustainable 
products of the programme, which will add significant value to mainstream SCVO services 
offered to VCS groups in Sandwell.  The toolkit can be utilised by development officers and is 
primarily aimed at small, new and existing.   
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Conclusions and Way Forward   

The programme achieved its stated outcomes and as such was successful. However the 

qualitative successes were greater. In the target neighbourhoods the reputation of SCVO 

has been enhanced among small groups nearly all of whom had had a positive experience 

with the programme and had established some sort of working relationship with SCVO as a 

result.   

The programme was a means to an end – by establishing trusted relationships in localities it 

enabled smaller groups to become part of the sector and “belong“ to it.  This broadened the 

membership base and scope of the groups supported by SCVO and also enabled SCVO to 

strengthen their credentials and establish a track record of the good work it can do at 

ground level. Not only is this good for the development of the actual groups and their 

capacity to cater for community needs in their neighbourhood but in terms of development 

strategy for SCVO. As the CEO pointed out much of SCVO’s work has been about supporting 

medium to larger sized groups often with a service type focus – this programme has enabled 

SCVO to enhance its capacity at very small group and neighbourhood level.    

The programme began in 2008 before the politics of austerity. The considerations of the 

programme changed as the neighbourhood infrastructure of the council was reduced and 

town teams were dismantled.  Through the programme, SCVO picked up some of that slack 

by offering intense support to the groups in those affected neighbourhoods. To an extent 

the SCVO area networks were instrumental in helping to build and preserve some social 

capital in these neighbourhoods.    

The key to the success of the programme was that it was tailored to the individual group’s 

needs. Groups who took part in the programme said that for them it had worked and the 

results of the survey illustrates that most strongly.    

 The programme has given SCVO a deeper understanding of the local context for the small 

community and voluntary groups. Issues can be raised within the staff team and networks 

which enable them to be fed into the strategic conversation regarding the state of the 

voluntary sector and the neighbourhoods they are working in.   

Operationally there were programme management aspects that could have been tweaked 

to allow more effective support targeting. In particular, allowing more time would have 

made a tremendous difference to programme delivery.  Development support for new and 

small groups such as the support programme should be integrated more effectively into the 

mainstream work of SCVO rather than it being perceived an external bolt-on because it is 

externally funded.  

An approach ensuring small group development is prioritised will illustrate the importance 

of small groups in securing a longer term strategic investment in this area of work and in the 

work of SCVO.  As part of this, future operational strategy could include more resources 
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directed at networks and at specialist response/advice through phone and internet. 

Enterprise support would also be a future strategy for SCVO in growing neighbourhood 

groups and SCVO could work potentially with other partners such as housing associations, to 

reach more specialist groups – for example pensioner support groups in sheltered housing 

schemes.   

There is little doubt that SCVO has developed and built on the capacity development 

expertise it has and there is merit in better joining up between SCVO and the Council, Public 

Health and Housing teams in terms of coordinated community support to areas that need it. 

Better access to decision-making and commissioning in neighbourhoods could be facilitated 

through the capacity building programmes offered by SCVO. This would add value to the 

neighbourhood knowledge that the council teams have, the service specific knowledge that 

the health and housing teams have and the expertise in groups development that SCVO has. 

It would enable the face to face support that is so highly valued to be retained.  In order to 

enable and resource this it is important that the neighbourhood impact, impact on 

individuals and the social value from SCVO interventions and support in the sector is 

captured and the cost benefits more clearly illustrated particularly in terms of a 

preventative approach or different approach which results in a payback or long term saving 

for the statutory bodies. 

The recognition of the independence of SCVO in providing a voice for the sector at strategic 

level is important and so a longer term strategic aim could be for SCVO to further develop 

their framework enabling the smaller groups ton be empowered and developed enough to 

link directly with public agencies and make an impact on the way in which council services 

are commissioned or coproduced.  

It is this type of community capacity development that makes the work of SCVO vital and 

key to changing the way services are delivered and with people and communities taking 

more control over them.  There would however appear to be no more nationally funded 

infrastructure continuation for the small groups development work. The specialist 

community development support to the small groups at very local level will be lost and this 

will lead to lack of diversity in the sector and lack of innovation because  

 There will be a lack of small groups coming through to develop into larger groups or 

groups that will become competent enough to deliver services differently and meet the 

specialised needs of neighbourhoods in one of the poorest areas of the UK.   

 If the development services of SCVO have to be paid for, the likelihood is that only the 

larger groups will be able to buy the service again resulting in a lack of small groups and 

eventually a lack of larger groups.  

The Sandwell 5 Community Support Programme delivered by SCVO has shown that it works 

well and is valued by the local communities receiving it.  The programme has added value to 

existing support infrastructure and has the potential to be a mainstay of community 
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capacity building in the areas that need it most, adding value to new locality-based 

commissioning of public services. 

There is a strong argument to say that this work should continue to receive national funding 

through independent infrastructure organisations which can provide the expertise and 

quality of service to small groups.  The development of small groups at neighbourhood level 

allows innovative responses to community issues and needs and enables small groups to 

come together to work in consortia or to coproduce with public agencies more efficient and 

appropriate services. Without the Sandwell 5 Community Support Programme type of 

support then these opportunities are lost and greater pressure is put on to the already 

pressurised public services and directly on to the communities which are least able to deal 

with them.   

 

 


