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1.
Introduction

1.1
The evaluation

1.1.1
In September 2010 LVSC commissioned an independent evaluation of the work of their Policy and Knowledge Team (the Team) covering the period September 2007 to December 2010.  The evaluation has been commissioned from Irene MacWilliam and Hilary Barnard, independent evaluators and organisational consultants in the not for profit sector.  Evaluators’ biographical details are shown at Annex 5.

1.1.2 The aims of the evaluation were to identify:

· The impact and effectiveness of the Policy and Knowledge Team’s work, including, where possible, estimations of the social and economic impacts;

· The contributions of the networks hosted by the Team to the impact and effectiveness of its policy work;

· Recommendations, based on evidence, for a sustainable future for such work.

1.1.3 The key questions to be addressed in the evaluation were:

· How has the work of LVSC’s Policy and Knowledge Team influenced policies and policy makers in London?

· Can this impact be expressed in economic terms or in terms of the social impact on Londoners?

· How has the work of LVSC’s networks contributed to influencing policy?

· What benefits have LVSC’s networks brought to their members (including benefits of being on Network Steering Groups)?

· How has the Policy and Knowledge Team’s work contributed to the aims of their funders?

· What recommendations can be made to improve the Team’s work?
· What recommendations can be made to best assure a sustainable future for the work of the Team?
Within an holistic approach adopted towards evaluating the work of the LVSC Policy and Knowledge Team, these questions have informed the methodology applied in this evaluation, and the focus of the research areas and findings.     

1.1.4
The structure of the report separates the findings (Section 4: what the evaluators were ‘told’ in interviews, surveys and other research methods) from analysis (Section 5: what ‘sense’ the evaluators made of the evidence).  The analysis section draws on some ‘sense-making’ discussions with key LVSC staff and stakeholders, and the evaluators’ wider experience of work in the VCS in London and nationally.

1.1.5
The evaluators were asked to focus primarily on the Voluntary Sector Forum (VSF) and Third Sector Alliance (3SA); secondarily on the London Employment and Skills Policy Network (LESPN) and London Regional Consortium (LRC); with a limited evaluation of the Children and Young People’s Project (CYP Project) based on the 2010 independent evaluation of their work.

1.1.6
In the course of the evaluation, in response to an increasingly uncertain political and funding environment for the voluntary and community sector (VCS) in London, a change of focus was agreed.  To help the Policy and Knowledge Team position themselves, and to support and provide leadership for the VCS in this period of change, it was agreed that the evaluators should focus more on an analysis of current issues and their implications for future strategy and less on a retrospective assessment of performance and impact.  

1.2
The Voluntary and Community Sector in London and London Voluntary Service Council (LVSC).  
1.2.1
London’s diversity gives added vibrancy and character to its voluntary and community sector.  The co-existence in London of great wealth alongside considerable disadvantage ensures a natural VCS focus on the issues of fairness and equalities and how London’s resources, including philanthropy, can best be used.

1.2.2
It is estimated that there are 50,000 to 60,000 VCS organisations in London, and that in 2009 London’s Third Sector employed 7% of the capital’s working population and 38% of all charity employees in England and Wales. These voluntary and community groups play a vital role in assisting statutory and other public sector agencies to provide services for the good of all Londoners through advocacy, campaigning and delivery. Amongst the VCS in London are more than 200 regional and sub-regional networks.  Half of these are specialist sector networks that are often not well connected to more generic infrastructure. 

1.2.3
LVSC aims to provide a focal point and voice for the VCS in London through focusing on second tier organisations, groups that cannot access second tier support, and groups operating across more than one London Borough. LVSC brings these VCS organisations together, to learn and share best practice and to create a coordinated voice to influence policy makers. It currently equips the sector to inform policy development through briefings, e-bulletins, network support, research, representation, events and consultation responses.  The organisation also provides specific support on voluntary and community sector HR issues through its PEACe (Personnel, Employment, Advice and Conciliation) service.

1.2.4
2010 saw the 100th anniversary of the founding of LVSC.  Leading up to this anniversary the Board, with LVSC staff and in consultation with stakeholders, carried out a comprehensive strategic review.  The conclusions of this review reconnected LVSC with its founding purposes of tackling poverty, inequality and poor health in London, and brought in a new theme of work in relation to climate change.  These four cross cutting themes lie at the core of LVSC’s 2010 – 2015 Strategic Plan, where LVSC’s role is described as working on behalf of London’s voluntary and community sector to:
· Be a central resource for knowledge and policy for the London voluntary and community sector;

· Act as a collaborative leader for London’s voluntary and community sector;

· Enable the voluntary and community sector to deliver best for Londoners.
2.  
Executive Summary
2.1
Evaluation: aims, methodology and execution

2.1.1
An extensive evaluation of LVSC’s Policy and Knowledge work was undertaken in late 2010 by independent evaluators Hilary Barnard and Irene MacWilliam.  Research methods included extensive desk research, surveys, interviews with over 30 key organisations, and observation of LVSC and network meetings.  A summary of key findings, analysis and recommendations is given below.

2.1.2 The aims of the evaluation were to identify:

· The impact and effectiveness of the Policy and Knowledge Team’s work, including, where possible, estimations of the social and economic impacts;

· The contributions of the networks hosted by the Team to the impact and effectiveness of its policy work;

· Recommendations, based on evidence, for a sustainable future for such work.

2.1.3
The evaluation was based on both qualitative and quantitative research.  It involved some 36 one to one semi-structured in-depth interviews, surveys of 3SA, VSF and LESPN, extensive desk research and observation of network and LVSC meetings.

2.2
Key findings

2.2.1
Policy and knowledge work is recognised as being at the heart of LVSC work with the VCS in London.  VCS engagement in policy work is largely facilitated through a number of networks hosted and supported by LVSC, five of which are considered in this evaluation. The distinction between LVSC policy and network policy can be blurred.  Some members were unable to distinguish between LVSC and the network to which they related.

2.2.2
LVSC has in recent years established a stronger presence amongst the London VCS, though there is a significant way to go in expanding LVSC’s membership.  It is regarded as increasingly important for LVSC to work more closely with national infrastructure bodies, and to encourage them to become LVSC members, given the widespread view that public policy changes were having a greater impact on London, and the importance of the VCS in capital.

2.2.3
LVSC has renewed its strategic objectives to focus on tackling inequality, poverty, poor health and climate change.  These objectives have provided a framework for prioritising work around the impact of the recession, employment and skills, equalities and health inequalities.  The Policy and Knowledge Team were acknowledged for spotting gaps in VCS policy work, and responding to these through setting up the London Employment and Skills Policy Network (LESPN) and prioritising health policy work, particularly developing a focus and expertise on health inequalities.

2.2.4
LVSC is seen as having improved its structure and performance significantly over the past five years.  Policy and knowledge work is closely associated with these improvements, along with the valued PEACe service and training provided through ‘Happy’.

2.2.5
LVSC is seen as an important enabling voice for the VCS in London through their research and policy work, inclusion of other VCS organisations in policy consultations and gaining representation for the VCS on policy-making bodies.  Their integration of equalities issues, involvement of equality organisations, and the Concordat between LVSC and HEAR were valued.  There was a desire from some equalities organisations, and a commitment from the Policy and Knowledge Team, to further develop equalities dimensions of policy work, in conjunction with relevant London based equalities organisations.

2.2.6
Working relationships with CVSs were said to have improved in the past 18 months. Some interviewees felt there was room for greater involvement of CVSs in LVSC policy work.  CVS arguments for continued funding were strengthened by LVSC research into CVS funding.

2.2.7
Funders, commissioners and policy makers were, on the whole, positive about LVSC’s role in relation to policy and knowledge work.  They valued having a single main point of contact with the VCS, and LVSC’s role with smaller organisations on commissioning.  LVSC bulletins provided an important source of policy information for them.  Statutory agencies valued the “credibility” the involvement of the VCS through LVSC brought to their policy development and policy implementation work.  One commented that they were “spoilt” by the level of engagement and expertise they get through LVSC, adding that they might otherwise need to engage paid consultants.

2.2.8
VCS organisations valued LVSC policy bulletins and briefings for information and to contribute to policy consultations.  For many, this was generally their primary source of information on generic VCS issues.  The quality of e-bulletins and briefings was generally well regarded.

2.2.9
In terms of influence LVSC had had some success in raising the profile of the VCS with the Mayor’s office, had enabled the VCS to contribute to a range of major consultations, and had achieved positive changes in four Mayoral strategies.  LVSC also secured representation for VCS organisations on a number of important policy-making bodies, extending VCS influence.  One example was the recognition given to the key role of the VCS in reducing health inequalities and promoting wellbeing in the London Health Inequalities Strategy.

2.2.10
The Big Squeeze research and campaign was most cited as a positive example of LVSC research.  This had had cumulative impacts, for example leading to the formation of the London Debt Strategy Group, which enabled inter-agency solutions to tackle debt problems amongst Londoners.

2.2.11
Membership amongst the different networks supported by LVSC overlaps to some degree.  All networks valued the opportunity that network involvement brought for cross-sector engagement which had led to policy and practice improvements, and a more informed and holistic approach to service delivery, in many individual VCS organisations. 

2.2.12
3SA, the generic policy network for London VCS organisations, was acknowledged to have been an active network in the past, providing a consultation channel between the VCS and policy makers, with some successes.  Many interviewees felt 3SA had lost momentum and focus in the past year, possibly due to cuts and the loss of a dedicated 3SA Development Officer.  Several interviewees said they did not understand the difference between 3SA membership and LVSC membership.  The low response to the 3SA survey, and some comments made, indicated a lack of engagement.  Those who did respond most valued LVSC’s information role, representation of the VCS, and giving the network a voice.

2.2.13
The VSF, the network of London Councils commissioned VCS, was more active, particularly concerning changes to the London Borough Grants Scheme (LBGS). Membership of the VSF Steering Group had brought significant cross-organisational benefits.  The VSF had enjoyed a positive working relationship with London Councils, and had, for example, contributed improvements to London Councils monitoring processes.  In the current campaign over London Councils funding VSF lessened the impact of cuts on VCS organisations by securing a transitional period for funding changes and reprioritising of homelessness and domestic violence groups.  Most interviewees felt there would be continued value in meeting as regional or cross-Borough services whatever the outcome in terms of funding changes.  Survey responses showed a high level of participation in the network.  LVSC based support was rated by the majority as good or very good.

2.2.14
The London Regional Change Up Consortium (LRC) achieved success in creating infrastructure bodies through consortia in every London borough, in contributing to policy, and developing better infrastructure for equality groups, particularly getting funding for HEAR.  LVSC had three roles on the LRC.  As members they were seen to have made a knowledgeable and positive contribution.  The secretariat provided by LVSC was said to have been inconsistent on occasions, and it was suggested that LVSC should standardise such services.  Individually funded pieces of work taken on by LVSC were undertaken well, particularly their work developing the London Infrastructure Development Plan, which was described as “excellent”.  There was almost no support for continuing a forum focused on infrastructure after March 2011, the end of current LRC funding.

2.2.15
LESPN was established in 2009 and has steadily increased its membership and sphere of influence.  The network had been successful in establishing a coherent policy voice for VCS employment and skills organisations.  It had gained LESPN representation on a number of strategic bodies, including the London Skills and Employment Board (LSEB) where it was credited with shaping London’s skills and employment policy, particularly getting LSEB to place greater emphasis on meeting the needs of disadvantaged groups.  LESPN was also credited with getting the LSEB to fund research on the impact of commissioning models on the VCS, and with gaining VCS representation at a number of important Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) meetings considering employment and welfare reform.  The DWP has since stated that it wants the VCS to play an increasing role in delivery of work programmes.  LESPN also worked with prime contractors paving the way for several VCS providers to subsequently establish relationships and secure preliminary contracts.

2.2.16
The Children and Young People’s Project (CYP Project) provides capacity building support for 17 London Council’s funded VCS organisations.  An independent evaluated undertaken earlier in 2010 concluded that the CYP Project had had a successful first year, and had launched a good quality responsive service.  Good progress had been made in implementing recommendations from that evaluation.  Follow up to CYP Project training showed this had improved policy and practice in CYP organisations; had improved social impact measurement enabling better funding applications, thereby attracting additional funding; and had enabled Care Quality Commission safeguarding accreditation in some organisations, saving them consultancy fees.  The small grants scheme launched in 2010 had been instrumental in attracting funding and enabling better service delivery in recipient organisations.  Some external organisations interviewed queried the value of LVSC, a generic body, hosting a specialist children and young people’s support project.

2.2.18
LVSC Board members interviewed were very supportive of policy and knowledge work in LVSC recognising the increasing significance of this area of work.  They felt the Board was less directly engaged with policy than it had been in the past, and that reduced resources meant policy and knowledge priorities would need to be more tightly defined.

2.3
Analysis

2.3.1
The evaluation recognises the tough financial conditions for the VCS in this current period.  While there are some elements of continuity with issues that LVSC has worked on, the public policy spearheaded by this Government brings substantial change, and in many instances further unanticipated and as yet unknown change for the VCS in London. The Comprehensive Spending Review is having and will have a major impact on the sector in London, and inevitably on LVSC.  It has been argued (though not fully evidenced) that the cuts are falling disproportionately hard on London as a region, and particularly hard on women, BME communities and deaf and disabled people.  Cuts in local authority expenditure are frontloaded and may fall disproportionately harder on the sector, based on a perception that much of its activity is discretionary.  These cuts are impacting on contractual relationships that VCS organisations have with statutory agencies and with the future shape of the procurement process, including an increasing proportion of funding being outcome or impact based.  With impact also on VCS funding, the Government intends that by 2013 GP consortia will have replaced Primary Care Trusts, secondary but not insignificant funders of the VCS.  

2.3.2
Reductions and caps on housing benefit payments by Government have a disproportionately high impact on Londoners, because of higher market rents, notably across several West London Boroughs, including Kensington and Chelsea and Westminster.  Reductions in housing benefit need to be viewed in conjunction with changes in benefits affecting Londoners, and their shared impact on high levels of child poverty.  All of these changes will impact on demand for VCS services.

2.3.3
Cuts represent only part of the picture.  The Government continues to push forward its view that Big Government would be replaced by a smaller State and a Big Society.  While Francis Maude’s expectation is that the VCS will fill at least some of the cuts in public services, the Government is committing minimal resources in London to this end.  Through its emphasis on localism, the Government has moved quickly to redirect structures and mechanisms that have been, and are, important to the VCS.  London regional mechanisms have been thinned, notably with the abolition of the Government Office for London and the London Development Agency.  
2.3.4
Health inequalities represent a major theme for VCS action in London.  The Marmot Review argues that action on health inequalities requires action across all the social determinants of health.  Feedback in this evaluation underlines the need for LVSC to facilitate and collaborate with key players in wider equalities fields too, securing their greater input into the policy and knowledge work of LVSC.

2.3.5
There is no shortage of significant policy, knowledge and research issues for LVSC to grapple with.  This will require greater engagement with the Mayor and the Greater London Assembly, which is able to recognise the pan-London needs of the sector, and the value of policy inputs through LVSC and the networks it supports.   Through the work of its Policy and Knowledge team, LVSC must be seen as a focus for strategic thinking and a contributor in shaping public policy that impacts significantly on the voluntary and community sector across parts or the whole of London.  These contributions may be specific LVSC responses or express wider views through network activity.  

2.3.6 The evaluators have identified a number of distinct LVSC roles, with strong policy and knowledge components, including:

· Research/policy experts on generic VCS in London issues, for example, impact of the recession on the sector (Big Squeeze), commissioning, procurement; understanding the economic cost of not having a properly funded VCS; 

· Research/policy experts in specialist areas such as health inequalities, employment and skills; 

· Brokering: bringing together organisations that have the expertise to contribute to policy, facilitating collaborative working; helping the VCS to make the most of its economic contribution; 

· Representing the VCS in London: there was strong demand from the sector for the VCS to have a strong voice in London and for London.   

2.3.7
LVSC should articulate its intention of developing policy work in areas or dimensions only where there are significant gaps in the VCS or significant weaknesses in the quality of policy work.  It is important for LVSC to articulate and make known the criteria used for agreeing policy areas that they will develop.  The evaluators suggest discussion around the following criteria for selecting policy areas:

· Fit with the four cross-cutting themes of LVSC’s strategy;

· Inputs and learning from consultation with the VCS in London;

· Identification drawn from evidence based analysis of the external environment affecting the VCS in London;

· Resources to support such policy work;

· Where LVSC can add to expertise and insights in the sector (based on gap analysis or where particular specialist inputs are needed).


2.3.8
Research is necessary in many cases to develop the required information for LVSC’s policy and knowledge work.  The evaluators note interest in LVSC undertaking research, including into services that reduce dependency, early interventions to save resource subsequently, and generally how to secure more for less.  In underlining the objectivity of its work, and in accessing additional resources and skills and knowledge in research, the evaluators consider that there are significant benefits in LVSC developing research partnerships with specific academic institutions (and other research minded partners).  

2.3.9
LVSC works at a strategic level, where the chains of impact may be very extended.  By contributing to policy, securing representation to have influence, and getting more and better consultation, it has a central role in creating an environment in which VCS organisations at many levels are enabled to create and have greater impact on communities, organisations, families and individuals.  The evaluation shows that LVSC has had some important impacts in terms of policy changes and improvements, enabling more direct consultation with the VCS, facilitating statutory bodies to consult with the VCS and gaining representation on a range of strategic bodies and partnerships.  This has included enabling the voices of VCS service users to be better heard.   These impacts have been felt in health inequalities, employment and skills, migration and children’s services.  LVSC has been and remains an important player in pan-London funding of the VCS.  These impacts underline the value of LVSC’s policy and knowledge work to member organisations and policy makers alike.  This has led to a policy environment in London which is more responsive to the needs and views of Londoners the VCS serves.

2.3.10
Without LVSC, dedicated policy and knowledge posts would need to be created, or individual organisations would need to devote more time to gathering and disseminating information, consulting on policy, contributing to policy consultations and coordinating responses.  It is possible to ascribe an approximate financial value to this.  The evaluators estimate the cost of this to be in the region of £1.5million per annum, compared with LVSC’s 2009/10 expenditure on policy and knowledge work of £550,000 (including staff salaries, office costs and overheads).  LVSC’s policy and knowledge work represents substantial value for money.

2.3.11
At a time of shrinking resources, selective networks become more important in enabling VCS organisations to develop partnerships and survival strategies ranging from joint funding bids and service delivery, to shared accommodation, potential for shared staff or support services, and shared premises.  The present evaluation provides a good opportunity to rationalise the networks, whose support takes up such a significant amount of the time of the LVSC Policy and Knowledge Team.  The evaluators suggest that the criteria for selecting suitable networks to support includes:

· Ability to undertake a distinct function that cannot be performed elsewhere in the voluntary and community sector in London;

· Demand from within the voluntary and community sector that can be demonstrated; 

· Evidence that a network can deliver benefits to the voluntary and community sector in London;

· Ability to establish channels of communication with key external stakeholders in the voluntary and community sector;

· Resources to undertake the support role;

· Synergy with LVSC’s own aims, roles and priorities;

· Staff expertise within the Policy & Knowledge team to support a specific network.

2.3.12
The Voluntary Sector Forum has shown its continuing relevance by the important part it has played in influencing recent decision-making by London Councils, including focusing on the need for transitional funding.  VSF members expressed a strong sense of purpose, direction and focus.  A strong sense of identity has developed from the shared experience of all members being funded by and relating to London Councils, and shared pan-London interests.  

2.3.13
LESPN is well placed to continue to lobby on behalf of the VCS for a greater role in delivering employment and skills programmes, and a continued focus on improving equalities outcomes in these programmes.  The progress made by LESPN, the youngest network, has underlined the contribution that LVSC can make to broad thematic work with a specific London context.  Both networks have, based on the wider evidence and survey results, a continuing role. 

2.3.14
The breadth of LVSC’s membership and concerns, LVSC’s focus on poverty and inequality, and the reach of the health inequalities issues suggest LVSC is extremely well placed to take on such a role, if it can be funded.  The issues of health inequalities have long-term significance providing added justification for investment in establishing such a network.  This evaluation recognises that the issues thrown up for VCS organisations by GP consortia across London may need some additional short and medium term focus as whatever new NHS system emerges beds down.

2.3.15
The VCS has changed significantly in the last decade, and has much greater experience in the value of aligning networks and infrastructure organisations.  The relationship of 3SA to LVSC has lacked clarity, particularly given the generic role 3SA has been expected to take on.  3SA has lost its purpose and direction, and that it would be timely to return to the drawing board.  It appears that the model of independence from LVSC does not concert energies and the application of limited resources sufficiently in these challenging times.  

2.3.16
3SA is best succeeded by a more explicitly LVSC Policy Forum - ensuring good integration with LVSC’s strategic objectives; strengthening LVSC governance and accountability to members, and specifically the accountability of LVSC’s policy work.  Membership could be based on the distribution of LVSC’s Policy Bulletin.  Efforts should be made to include some of the larger voluntary sector organisations active across London as well as small and medium sized organisations.  The wider Forum would represent the interests of the VCS in London as a whole, identifying and acting on common interests and developing areas of work and partnerships that benefit from cross-fertilisation.

2.3.17
No specific recommendations are being made concerning the Children and Young People’s Project as discussions on the future of the Project were outside the scope of this evaluation.  The longer-term future of the CYP Project will need to be reviewed towards the end of the current funding period in March 2013.

2.3.18
The thematic issues that LRC has addressed would probably be best considered by an LVSC Policy Forum.  Loss of key public sector personnel and expertise as a result of the cuts will limit participation and demand tighter prioritisation by LVSC as to where such participation from the public sector is sought and for what reasons.

2.3.19
LVSC’s renewed emphasis on tackling poverty, inequality, poor health and climate change for Londoners brings their primary aims into greater alignment with charitable objectives of certain Trusts, such as Trust for London.  This may bring greater funding opportunities for developing new areas of work in these areas.  

2.3.20
Full cost recovery principles apply to the policy and knowledge work of LVSC as much as to any area of VCS activity.  Exploring funding options requires that LVSC consider whether there are services, including in the policy and knowledge field, where there should be fees for service.  LVSC should follow closely the development of demand led models of funding support providers, including CVSs.  The evaluators note the relatively small formal membership that LVSC has compared to the number of voluntary and community organisations in London.  Some 1500 members, each paying a fee of £30 a year, would bring in £45,000 annually, enough to cover the costs of a full time worker.  

2.3.21 The messages LVSC wants to send are often complex and sometimes run against prevailing wider ‘public orthodoxies’, for example its advocacy for greater public investment in action around poverty and inequality.   The resources for communications on policy will rarely be truly sufficient but constantly need to be stretched and expressed through different media.  Greater feedback is needed to VCS organisations and external stakeholders.  This could include reporting back on outcomes and impact on a regular basis, simple lists or maps of LVSC/network related representatives on different bodies and links to their websites.  

2.3.22
Restricted resources require the Board itself to be more engaged with policy work, included access to diverse networks, alongside the Team.  Succession planning within the Board should reflect this need.  

2.4
Recommendations

2.4.1
The key recommendations in this report are for LVSC to:

· Undertake an annual survey across the VCS in London of the social impacts of LVSC’s work.  The results of this survey would be independently reviewed and subsequently published;

· Track the influence of one significant piece of LVSC work on policy to demonstrate impact;  

· Place much greater emphasis on building LVSC’s membership, learning from the success of NCVO in building its membership; 

· Engage national voluntary organisations active in London, particularly to strengthen the contribution they can make to the wellbeing and development of smaller VCS organisations, and the communities of place and interest they serve;

· Take on an explicit role in spotting gaps where more co-ordinated or networked approaches can enhance the contribution of the VCS, particularly through securing necessary resources for a health inequalities network; 

· Consider a role for LVSC in responding to major changes in Government health policy, specifically the impact on the VCS of GP consortia replacing Primary Care Trusts;

· ‘Refresh’ LVSC strategies and plans to take account of the implications of many changes in public policy instituted by the Coalition Government since May 2010 and affecting the VCS in London.  This will help LVSC in make strategic choices about where to focus in different policy areas;

· Continue to support LESPN and VSF;

· Establish a general LVSC Policy Forum in place of 3SA.  This forum would also consider how engagement with the public sector would best continue, when funding for LRC ceases in March 2011; 

· Develop closer partnership work with equalities organisations to facilitate their greater input into LVSC policy and knowledge work;

· Strengthen the future research role of LVSC through identifying academic research partners with whom to bid for and undertake joint research on the sector in London;  

· Reach agreement with National Council for Voluntary Organisations on respective London and national roles about gathering data and information about the state of the sector; 

· Rationalise the range and frequency of bulletins being sent out by LVSC;

· Commission or undertake itself a governance review of LVSC to ensure best fit of the Board with current and forthcoming policy work and selective engagement with and development of networks.

2.5
The evaluators would like to thank all those who contributed to this exercise.

3.
Methodology

3.1    This evaluation has primarily taken a qualitative research approach with supporting

         quantitative evidence provided by the survey results.  The chosen approach has

         emphasised the importance of obtaining a wide range of stakeholders’ views and 

         judgements on:

· The value of services provided by the Policy and Knowledge Team;

· The performance of the Team and ideas for improvements;

· The future role of the Team in supporting the VCS in a changing environment.

3.2
The evaluators understand social impacts to be those effects, direct or indirect, of activities on the social fabric and cohesion of surrounding society and communities, and on the capabilities and wellbeing of organisations, families and individuals, discounting what would have happened anyway.  In view of the widely acknowledged difficulty of directly assessing impact of infrastructure bodies, the evaluators’ method was to: 

a) research the value LVSC/the networks have brought to LVSC stakeholders and members, and gather qualitative evidence of how that has helped them achieve their aims and improve services; 

b) gather views of policy makers on how far LVSC/the networks have exerted an influence on policy and compile examples of this impact.

3.3
Given the pan-London character of LVSC and the policy remit of this evaluation, the focus was necessarily narrower than might apply in evaluating the impacts of local or Borough-based infrastructure.  At that local level, it would be easier to discern the impacts of interventions by those infrastructure organisations on individual VCS organisations in developing more appropriate and better structures, systems, policies and procedures to support their work.
  VCS infrastructure organisations find it difficult to show impacts on end-users as the immediate benefits are largely experienced by other organisations.  This creates difficulty with attribution, and the significance of the impact can be problematic to assess.  These issues are compounded in the case of LVSC, with its necessary focus on operating at a strategic level and its need to deliver the benefits of its work in many instances through other infrastructural bodies.

3.4
Impacts and achievements are identified, wherever possible, within this evaluation report.  They are summarised in Table 1 in Section 5.3.  The initial intention was to measure social and economic impact of certain aspects of the Team’s work, particularly in relation to the Voluntary Sector Forum.  The significant problems of measuring such impact were explored in depth with NCVO’s Value of Infrastructure Programme, who recognise the challenges of measuring impact faced by organisations one or two steps away from impact on the front line.  It is recognised that the consequent relatively ‘conservative’ approach to causality and attribution in this evaluation report will tend to understate the impacts of LVSC, and its influence on policy makers and its contribution to the VCS in London.  

3.5
The challenges of measuring impact are an area of continuing exploration, which may give a fuller picture in the medium and longer term of the impact that VCS infrastructure has.  For example, LVSC’s contribution would be more fully recognised as measures for wellbeing become more commonplace, following the Prime Minister’s lead in commissioning research around measures of happiness.  The focus on happiness and wellbeing would fit well with LVSC’s focus on poverty and equalities and with ultimately being able to demonstrate how their members’ services deliver benefit to individual Londoners.  Recommendations are included in Section 6, which could strengthen future measurement of impact of LVSC’s work.

3.6
Research methods applied in this evaluation included:

· Extensive desk research including: LVSC, Policy and Knowledge Team and networks’ documentation, terms of reference, membership details, minutes, reports, previous surveys, monitoring returns, evaluation reports, Policy and other e-bulletins and briefings, consultation responses, funding and financial information.  From this, the evaluators gained a broad ranging picture of the extent and quality of the Team’s activities and outputs.

· One-to-one interviews with 31 LVSC member organisations working across different policy areas, including Councils for Voluntary Services (CVSs), other second tier organisations and those delivering front line services; VSF, 3SA and LESPN network members and Steering Group members; funders; statutory partners; policy makers; LVSC staff and board members.  Interviewee selection was designed to ensure a good cross-section of organisations in terms of size, focus, geographical area and representation of equalities groups.  In all, the evaluators met with 36 interviewees.  The semi-structured interviews focused on LVSC/the networks’ performance, challenges and achievements over the past three years; evidence of social and economic impact and other benefits delivered; influence on policy and funders’ aims; view of future challenges and best response; and suggested areas for improvement. In-depth interviews with this wide range of stakeholders enabled consultants to gain a rounded and balanced picture to inform the evaluation.  A full list of interviewees is given in Annex 1.

· Three online surveys respectively to members of the VSF, 3SA and LESPN networks.  These looked at participation rates in the networks, the value of those networks to members, influence on policy makers, the perceived benefits of network membership, the quality of support provided by the network and the Policy and Knowledge Team, and suggestions for improvements in policy and knowledge work.  

All three surveys followed similar formats, including a number of common questions.  The surveys were deliberately kept short.  Return rates were: for LESPN, 40%; for the VSF, 7.5%; and for 3SA, 4.2%.  A number of written reminders were sent to all survey respondents, and the deadline for returns was extended.  Reminders were also given in VCS meetings held during the course of the survey period.  

The period of the evaluation was one of great activity for VSF members, who were much engaged with the issues of future funding from London Councils.  There is no similar explanation for the poor response to the 3SA survey.  The evaluators received 6 email responses, indicating that respondents were unable to complete the 3SA survey due to having so little involvement in 3SA.  Individual survey responses were confidential.  Aggregated results for all the surveys are shown at Annex 2, 3 and 4. 

· Attendance at relevant meetings including the LVSC annual conference, VSF conference, VSF Steering Group meeting, London Regional Consortium (LRC) meeting, and Policy and Knowledge Team meetings.  These enabled group discussion and further short discussions with member organisations to take place.

· Discussion of ‘emerging themes’ with the Policy and Knowledge Team and the Chief Executive, including the scope for selective collaboration in research with higher education institutions and leadership.

3.7
Interim findings, and a draft version of this evaluation report, were shared with the Policy and Knowledge Team in an iterative process that followed the stages of the evaluation, refining questions and subsequent analysis.  This process allowed for additional and more detailed themes to be explored in later interviews, and for other views to be explored more fully with diverse stakeholders to see how widely shared these were.  A draft version of this evaluation report was discussed with the Policy and Knowledge Team.
3.8
The evaluation is of the Policy and Knowledge work at LVSC, not LVSC as a whole.  The scope of the evaluation includes the work undertaken by members of the Policy and Knowledge Team, and policy work undertaken by the Chief Executive.   Although beyond the scope of this evaluation unsolicited comments were made in passing on the ‘fantastic’ service provided by PEACe, LVSC’s employment law and HR advice service.   Many interviewees commented on how important it was to have access to these services in the current climate of funding cuts and their implications for redundancies and restructures.  LVSC training provided through Happy was also praised.

4.
Findings

4.1
In writing up the research findings the evaluators have taken into consideration all the data and information gained through the methods set out in Section 3.  The evaluators have sought to distill the salient points in response to evaluation questions and issues, rather than feed back and comment in turn on every matter raised.  Clear trends and opinions expressed are summarised where these were apparent.  The evaluators have also made it clear when there were significant opposing points of view by reporting both perspectives.  The term ‘participants’ denotes all those who were interviewed, who took part in discussions or responded to the surveys.

4.2
LVSC

4.2.1
Policy and knowledge work is at the heart of what LVSC does.  Interviewees told evaluators that LVSC is at its strongest when focused and bringing policy initiatives together.  Much of LVSC’s policy and knowledge work is carried out through individual networks.  At the same time, LVSC also works on distinctive policy and knowledge areas, including research work, not under the remit of a network.  The evaluators have observed that LVSC may sometimes take a different policy line than that being taken by a network LVSC is supporting.  One prime example is LVSC’s response to the London Borough Grants Scheme (LBGS) and the VSF response.  The responses reflected the different roles of LVSC and VSF.

4.2.2
The distinction between LVSC policy and network policy can be more blurred, depending on the relationship of the individual network to LVSC. While funders, statutory partners and policy makers tend to see LVSC as a whole, it is important to note that, when probed, many members were unable to distinguish between LVSC and the network they related to.  Some networks were perceived as belonging to LVSC.  This blurring of identities complicates assessment of performance and attribution of impact.  
4.2.3 National policy on the VCS, whether formed by Government or public agencies, or within the VCS, has a substantial impact on the VCS in London.  How far national voluntary organisations that are active in London relate to LVSC was a theme in discussions with interviewees.  Interviewees indicated the greater scope for, and importance of, LVSC working with national infrastructure bodies such as NCVO, NAVCA, Locality (formerly Bassac and the Development Trust Association) and leading specialist national organisations, such as Action for Children.  A variety of reasons were suggested as to why this had become even more important.  These included:

· The significance of changes in public policy for the VCS in London;

· The value of an experienced London voice on the national stage;

· Enabling VCS organisations in London to be better positioned for taking part in delivery of national contracts;

· The value of LVSC as a partner in delivery of selected services that might be tendered nationally;

· Facilitation of partnerships between national voluntary organisations and smaller London-based VCS organisations, particularly those serving communities of place and interest.

4.2.4
LVSC has been placing a renewed emphasis on the individual Londoner, reflecting its charitable objectives of tackling inequality and poverty and poor health.  This has been reflected in several of LVSC’s most significant initiatives (Big Squeeze, equalities work, health inequalities and LESPN).  They have highlighted the impact of unequal outcomes for Londoners, and on the part the VCS has in tackling poverty and inequality.  Interviewees suggested that this direction in LVSC policy is becoming better understood and in turn is facilitating partnership work.  Nevertheless, there was a continuing need to communicate the rationale for this direction and what it meant both within the VCS and to external partners.

4.2.5
There were differing views expressed in interviews and discussions on the relevance or importance of LVSC’s roles and how LVSC should develop in future.  While there was widespread support for the brokering role, and LVSC being the acknowledged expert on the VCS in London, some doubts were expressed about LVSC becoming the lead policy voice in certain specialist areas itself.  Doubts appeared to be based on concern that LVSC expand its policy work into areas where strong specialist expertise might already exist.  Others commented on LVSC’s strength and ability in identifying gaps in the sector and developing policy in such areas as health inequalities, employment and skills.  

4.3
Performance 

4.3.1
Partners with a good understanding of LVSC commented that over the last five years LVSC has become a more effective organisation through significant improvements in performance.  LVSC is seen to have a clearer structure, better internal processes, a more focused policy remit, and, more recently, an increasingly business like approach.  This has enhanced its reputation with stakeholders.  A number of longstanding stakeholders commented that what they hear about LVSC ‘on the grapevine’ has changed, shifting away from a more critical perception to general respect for a knowledgeable organisation.  The work of the Policy and Knowledge Team is closely associated with this positive direction.  Interestingly, some interviewees thought that this gave a stronger basis for the Policy and Knowledge Team to act more assertively in terms of leadership.

4.3.2
Across the spectrum, participants felt LVSC was a valuable resource particularly when acting as an enabling voice for the VCS in London.  Several VCS organisations commented that LVSC is skilled at including other VCS groups in policy work, for example on volunteering aspects in the GLA health strategy.  This ‘brokering’ role is particularly welcomed by smaller organisations, enabling them to add their particular expertise, in turn enhancing their capabilities.  Some participants commented that bringing in small organisations’ experience of practice on the ground helps theory match reality, thereby developing more workable policy. Comments were also made on good collaboration between LVSC and other VCS organisations to avoid duplication, for example in terms of contributing to the London Plan.  
4.3.3 Interviewees welcomed the importance LVSC policy and knowledge work placed on equalities.  The good relationship between LVSC, the VSF and HEAR was mentioned as an example of close partnership work.  The Concordat between LVSC and HEAR was welcomed by equalities groups as demonstration of LVSC support for specialist equalities organisations to ensure that the equalities agenda is not subsumed within the mainstream.  LVSC engagement with Inclusion London was appreciated for ensuring the needs of deaf and disabled Londoners were given higher profile in the consultation on the London Health Inequalities strategy.  One interviewee commented, “We appreciate the extra support from LVSC.  Women’s issues are listened to more if it comes from generic organisations”. Others considered that LVSC, including its Policy and Knowledge Team, had further work to do to translate intent into action.  The Policy and Knowledge Team underlined their commitment to review and renew the equalities dimension in LVSC policy work.

4.3.4 Some interviews suggested that, as competition for funding becomes even tighter, Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) infrastructure groups fear their funding will be disproportionately squeezed in favour of generic infrastructure groups who will be expected by funders to provide a service across the VCS.  A number of interviewees indicated that closer partnership work would ensure BME issues were more strongly reflected in LVSC policy work.   They suggested that research work, building on the Big Squeeze, needed to seek out and secure more detail on the impact on BME communities and BME VCS organisations.  It was recognised that such work needs to be done in conjunction with MiNET, or other equality organisations, in line with the existing Concordat.  Health inequalities work by LVSC was identified as a good example of engagement with BME groups.

4.3.5
Relationships with Borough CVSs were raised in discussion by several interviewees.  The future of sub-regional structures also featured.  There was a strong wish expressed to see CVSs more involved in policy development and formation within LVSC, contributing their experience and insights and strengthening pan London perspectives.  This would help to address the perception of ‘local networks working up versus regional networks working down.’  The distance between the views of many Borough CVSs and that of the VSF on London Councils funding to the VCS was a theme in a number of interviews.  One interviewee expressed a contrasting view that throughout the campaign LVSC worked well with CVSs to generate their support for the principles of ‘one pot’ rather than ‘repatriation’ of funding to individual Boroughs, demonstrating a commitment to maintaining pan-London services above individual Borough advantage.  Working relationships between Borough CVSs and LVSC were said to have “improved in the last 18 months”.  One example of positive partnership work given by interviewees was LVSC research with London CVSs investigating the level of CVS funding over the past 3 years, and the impact of the recession and other resource-related policy changes.  This strengthened CVS arguments for continued funding. 
4.3.6 The views of funders, commissioners and policy makers towards the policy and knowledge work of LVSC were, on the whole, very positive. They found it very useful to have one place of contact for the VCS, commenting that without LVSC they would have to go to at least five sub-regional bodies.  LVSC is acknowledged to be good at spotting objectively where there are gaps in VCS provision.  Commissioners were particularly interested in what LVSC could do to help smaller organisations adapt to commissioning regimes and in the insights LVSC could offer to VCS organisations on commissioning practice.  

4.3.7 LVSC is competing with many other VCS, statutory and private sector organisations, often better resourced, to exercise influence and be regarded as a strategic partner.  This is particularly the case in affecting the policy and actions of the Mayor and the Greater London Assembly.  Some funders and other agencies appreciated the level of engagement they have with LVSC when compared with other organisations that they fund.  In terms of role, this led some to see LVSC as a strategic partner for their work in London.  Others saw LVSC’s wish to be a strategic partner as “an aspiration” rather than something that had yet been “fully achieved”.

4.3.7
LVSC is a significant source of policy information both for external agencies and within the sector.  Interviews indicated that funders and policy makers placed significant reliance on this information.  One funder commented that the LVSC website and policy bulletin is the first place their organisation turns to for an overview of what is happening in the sector.  Another external interviewee underlined the value of LVSC as a source of case studies, particularly from the VSF webpages.  Smaller VCS organisations commented that without LVSC policy bulletins and briefings they would not be able to keep abreast of important information or contribute to consultations on policy.  Many interviewees were unable to differentiate between LVSC policy bulletins and different network bulletins, though it is the former that is most widely distributed.  
4.3.8
Interviewees echoed findings on the value to organisations of LVSC policy e-bulletins identified in an earlier LVSC survey (2009). Feedback from some 41 organisations then showed that over four out of five (82%) thought the policy e-bulletin was a valuable service; the same proportion (82%) reading it on a regular basis; and three out of five (62%) forwarding it to their contacts.  As a result of receiving the policy e-bulletin over half (52%) of respondents had attended an LVSC/policy event; with nearly two out of five (39%) having responded to LVSC with their views; and nearly half (49%) having responded to a consultation.

4.3.9   Most VCS organisations do not have their own dedicated information or policy staff.  For this majority, the LVSC website and e-bulletins were their primary source of information on issues affecting their sector and on policy.  Specialist agencies tended to rely on LVSC bulletins for generic information, an overview and as a ‘filtering process’, turning to specialist agencies (for example,  Runnymede, the Race Equality Foundation, and the Law Centres Federation) for more specific information.  The quality of LVSC briefings and e-bulletins was well regarded, not least for the fact that they contained simple messages in plain English.  A small number of interviewees suggested more frequent bulletins reduced to six or seven items rather than the larger monthly bulletin would be easier to digest. 
4.3.10
It is important to note that, when asked about LVSC in general, a number of interviewees, not drawn exclusively from one sector or range of agencies, were unable to respond.  They were not able to evidence much understanding of LVSC’s role or work beyond the network they relate to.  Amongst this group of interviewees there was also a perception that LVSC focused on social provision to the near exclusion of economic issues.

4.4 Achievements
4.4.1  LVSC achievements are discussed throughout these findings, and are mentioned in greater detail in findings from the networks below.  It is also worth listing LVSC achievements particularly singled out by the participants.  This included:

· Raising the profile of the VCS within the Mayor’s office and achieving recognition of the sector in four Mayoral strategies, raising questions with Assembly Members and getting Mayoral answers;

· Engaging the VCS in formal consultations on the London Plan, Economic Development Strategy, Transport Plan, LDA Investment Strategy, LDA Commissioning Strategy, and London Health Inequalities Strategy;

· The launch of the Big Squeeze in June 2010, which received over 100 submissions, and publicised the work of the VCS in London and the impact of the recession on that work.  This gained good media coverage;  

· Greater representation of the sector in the media (though some added that this could be enhanced through building strong relationships with the media);
· Identifying gaps in VCS policy work and initiating work in the areas of employment and skills (leading to the LESPN) and health inequalities;

· Initiating the first round table with Office for Civil Society (OCS), and following this, half-yearly meetings for VCS representatives with the Deputy Director of OCS.

4.4.2
The Big Squeeze was consistently the piece of LVSC research that was best known and most appreciated by interviewees.   Interviewees indicated that the Big Squeeze Campaign had had cumulative impacts.  The campaign and the subsequent cross-sector event (‘The Recession: We’re all in it Together’) resulted in a London Debt summit, which in turn led to the formation of the London Debt Strategy Group.  This coalition of key agencies enabled a strategic approach to be developed to the problems Londoners in debt were facing, as well as practical inter-agency solutions to tackle debt problems, such as setting up a data sharing agreement amongst the GLA and advice providers.

4.4.3
A further significant impact of the Big Squeeze was London Council’s agreement to re-negotiate targets with VCS organisations following evidence presented through Big Squeeze research on the impact the recession was having on access to funding and demand for services within London’s VCS.

4.4.4
Health policy work:  As a large part of LVSC’s recent policy work, the area of health policy merits specific attention.  HEAR has picked up health inequalities themes from The Spirit Level
.  The main message from participants was that health policy has been a very successful area of work for LVSC.  Interviewees considered that LVSC had done well to identify the gap in health inequality policy, the need to develop increasing expertise in this area, to organise the VCS to make a positive input, such as Greater London Volunteering (GLV) input on volunteering in health mentioned above, and to shape the opportunities for increasing cross sector partnership.  

“ We were delighted when LVSC suggested we work together on the consultation [Health Inequalities Strategy] as it ensured that a wide range of organisations were aware of our views and the concerns of disabled people’s organisations in London.  It is crucial the voices of all Londoners are heard if we are to create a more equal London, so having LVSC provide a network policy development and contact is vital”.  Anne Kane, London Inclusion

4.4.5
Particular health policy work achievements mentioned were:

· LVSC was pivotal in developing the London Health Commission (LHC) Community Development Forum.  “LVSC was very proactive, providing a take, very on the ball” and in shaping the timebanking event for the LHC;

· LVSC was instrumental in creating the LHC awards, they helped develop criteria, and “enabled authenticity through shaping language”;

· LVSC gained representation for the VCS on the London Health Commission, Health Inequalities and Health Inequalities Delivery Group.

4.4.6
LVSC input to the London Health Inequalities Strategy (LHIS), through their influence on the London Assembly Health and Public Services Committee, was significant. Following LVSC input, the Mayor ensured that the LHIS recognised the key role of the VCS in reducing health inequalities and promoting individual and community well-being.  The Mayor further agreed to use his profile to support the role of the VCS in reducing health inequalities by promoting the need for the sector to be properly funded, to urge public sector commissioners to involve VCS organisations in design, delivery and provision of services, to support partnerships between academia and the VCS in participative training and research, and to identify, across sectors, ways of improving retention and in-work support for disabled people and those with mental and physical health problems.  In the published response to the Mayor’s draft Health Inequality Strategy LVSC was extensively quoted on wider determinants of health, particularly the relationship between worklessness and poor health; embedding the LHIS across other strategies; and the place of community empowerment in tackling health inequality.

4.4.7
A leading statutory agency commented on the benefits of working in partnership with LVSC on health policy.  Through LVSC and the Networks, LVSC was able to consult and involve the VCS from the earliest stages of policy development.  In the agency’s view, this gave credibility to their work as a public sector body - “it is vital for our credibility to have the VCS there at the beginning.  Some of the benefit is the discussion itself – it creates a shared climate and vision”.  One statutory agency commented: “If LVSC was not there this would have a really big impact [on our organisation].  There are 80,000 community groups in London.  To try to engage directly with them all would be really difficult.  We would need to have contact at Borough level, increasing our workload significantly”.

4.4.8
Public sector interviewees in the health policy field identified important LVSC roles (for their needs) as:

· promoting networks and using LVSC networks (brokerage);

· practical partnership work;

· representing the VCS, providing where appropriate a single voice;

· enabling access to other organisations for consultation.

4.4.9
Public sector participants suggested there is a strong ongoing role for LVSC in health policy work.  Future commissioning consortia will need a lot of educating and lobbying, for example on care pathways, preventative work and how services will be commissioned, the VCS as a delivery mechanism, and VCS representation on Health and Wellbeing Boards.

4.4.10
In relation to LVSC’s future involvement in health policy work a public sector body (not currently funding LVSC) commented that they were “spoilt” by the level of engagement and expertise they get from LVSC.  If they had to use consultants they would expect to “pay handsomely”.  
4.5
The networks

4.5.1
LVSC hosts a number of policy and knowledge networks supported by members of the team, each operating in a slightly different way, according to purpose and membership.  In addition to the formal networks that LVSC supports, it is part of more informal networks that extend its reach and influence.  Interviewees underlined the importance of informal relationships, conversations and networks in the policy and influence arena.  Time needs to be allocated to cultivate these informal channels as well as more recognised formal networks. 

4.6      Third Sector Alliance (3SA): This is the generic policy network for London’s VCS organisations.  It has a membership of 336 second tier or support organisations.

4.6.1
Members of the 3SA Steering Group felt that 3SA had been an engaged, proactive and lively group until recent times.  Membership of the Steering Group had brought valuable understanding of cross sector issues.  This led to a social impact in terms of agencies altering their policies and practice thereby improving services to their beneficiaries.  For example, advice agencies had gained added understanding of the personalisation agenda following discussions with housing, support and disability groups.  This enabled them to offer better advice to service users. There had been some success in gaining 3SA membership on strategic bodies, for example the Mayor’s Strategic Migration Partnership.  Through 3SA, the VCS were able to give evidence of how migrants into London (and the country) access services and advice and integrate into society.  As a result the 3SA representative on the Partnership was invited to meet with a specialist policy officer to integrate the need for migrant support groups into the Mayoral strategy on refugee integration.  

4.6.2   Most 3SA Steering Group members felt the network was currently struggling with finding a focus and unsure of its relationship to other networks.  One interviewee memorably described 3SA as “flat as a pancake”, another that it was “unfocused and hard to get people to meetings”, and another that the network is “quite passive, not very active in engaging with pieces of work or campaigns”.   Most commented that leadership comes from LVSC who drives the agenda, bringing people together to discuss issues and “guide” them.  However, despite considerable input by LVSC around prioritising policy issues, one interviewee still felt that the policy drivers were unclear.  LVSC was regarded as generally responsive to taking forward issues brought to the Steering Group from the membership.

4.6.3
Other members of the 3SA network commented that 3SA had been an active network in the past, and a good bridge between policy makers and the VCS in terms of being an effective consultation channel.  However, in the past year the network had come to be regarded as rather passive and not very active in engaging with policy work and campaigns.  Comments were made that there is little ownership of 3SA within the sector at the moment, and an acknowledged apathy, which may in part account for the exceptionally low response to this evaluation survey.  Earlier events, such as the roundtable with Nick Hurd in 2009, were cited as successful activities in shifting the future Minister’s view of VCS infrastructure.  In terms of the future the 3SA Steering Group and members felt a concrete agenda was needed that was effectively implemented (if 3SA was to continue),

4.6.4
One explanation offered for the loss of momentum was the loss of the dedicated 3SA Development Officer in March 2010 due to funding cuts by Capacitybuilders.  This was felt to have left the network without the dedicated support and coordination it had enjoyed.  Despite recent inactivity, organisations still appreciate being kept informed and consulted.  Many added that the LVSC bulletins and briefings provide a very useful summary and keep them abreast of developments in the sector which they would otherwise not hear about.  

4.6.5
Many organisations commented that they didn’t really understand the difference between being a member of 3SA and a member of LVSC.  Some were even unsure about what membership they held.  There were different views on the importance of 3SA having a separate identity from LVSC.  Most participants seemed not to be concerned about this.  A minority felt an independent 3SA identity was important for ownership.

4.6.6 Respondents to the 3SA survey most valued LVSC providing information and representing the sector (both 64.3%)’ and giving 3SA a voice (57.1%). LVSC research and the opportunity to connect with other network members were of considerably less value (both 28.6%) and facilitating consultation a low 7.1%.  

4.6.7 More than half 3SA members (57.1%) cascade research and information provided by LVSC to other VCS organisations, and to service users and they use it with Boards and staff.  More than one in five (21.4%) said they put LVSC provided research and information to no use.  

4.6.8 Participation in 3SA primarily brought members benefits of enabling partnership and joint working (42.9%), improvements in practice and access to resources (both 35.7%).  

4.6.9 Nearly four out of five 3SA respondents rated the quality of support provided via LVSC as good or very good (although qualified by the very limited participation in the survey).  This tends to support comments of some 3SA members that the network might not be very active, but the information and briefings were still very useful.  

4.7
VSF: This is the network of London Councils commissioned VCS.  There are approximately 450 members and friends of VSF including all commissioned organisations and partner organisations.

4.7.1
The network is seen as semi-independent from LVSC, and policy responses branded as VSF.  Some interviewees emphasised the importance of having a separate identity and ownership of the VSF agenda at the same time recognising that VSF and LVSC worked “very cooperatively”.  

4.7.2
Members felt very well supported by the LVSC based VSF Development Officer.  Leadership style in VSF varied from the norm of a facilitative approach supporting the Steering Group to a more direct leadership role, such as in the current LBGS campaign, where the VSF Development Officer is seen as having taken a strong consensus-building lead enabling organisations to work together for common purposes.  This has produced a united front rather than allowing a situation to develop where organisations competed for funding against each other, a significant danger to the sector when resources become scarcer. 

4.7.3
Interviewees felt there were major benefits to being on the VSF Steering Group.  This was mainly due to the mix of organisations from different sectors which enabled cross-interest discussions to develop.  This brings access to expertise from other agencies, for example enabling the London Civic Forum to reach smaller organisations through developing relationships with second tier VSF members; and Black Neighbourhood Renewal and Regeneration Network (BNRRN) to work more closely with LASA. 
4.7.4   One organisation reflected the views of several others in describing the benefits to their organisation of being part of the VSF Steering Group.  It is worth quoting at some length as an exemplar here:  “It has revolutionised the way we work.  Previously we were quite inward looking and very specialist.  Being part of the VSF has brought us into the voluntary sector community and we now feel part of that family. As a result of their [the VSF Steering Group] encouragement we now also belong to the Housing Forum.  This has benefited the community we serve tremendously.  For example, we submitted evidence to the government on LGBT housing issues, case studies for LVSC’s Big Squeeze, and worked in partnership with other groups to submit evidence to the Commons on the impact of housing benefit cuts on the homeless.”  It is too early to assess the impact of this input.

4.7.5   Through the VSF Steering Group a member organisation provided training to other VSF groups on sexual identity and monitoring.  Some 87 people from 43 BME advice groups and other VSF organisations attended.  Some 75 % of these identified ways to initiate improvements in their organisation including reviewing policy and publicity materials, and including sexual orientation and gender identity in support plans and on monitoring data.  The social impact of these changes was that the needs of LGBT people were better met in those organisations that made changes as a result of the training.  More helpful monitoring information was also provided for London Councils enabling them to monitor more successfully the needs of LGBT service users.  

4.7.6
Policy makers and commissioners commented that VSF campaigning is usually constructive and realistic, seeking dialogue, proposing alternatives and making positive suggestions rather than simply criticising or opposing.  A current example is the campaign against ‘repatriating’ London Councils funding to individual Boroughs, seeking a transitional period to work with London Councils on workable solutions, rather than simply opposing the decisions made.

4.7.7 The main recent achievements of VSF cited by interviewees were:

· Securing transitional funding, a commitment from London Councils that they would fund VCS organisations through transition from the current scheme to the new one.  The agreed three months notice period before early termination enables organisations to plan ahead, a significant social impact in terms of service disruption being minimised;

· Reprioritising by London Councils of homelessness and domestic violence groups lessening the impact of potential cuts on these services;

· Improvements were made to London Councils monitoring processes (strategic monitoring zones) as a result of VSF input on how organisations evidence the work they do.  For example the problem of providing evidence of ‘where people come from’ for homeless people was flagged up; consequently, London Councils recognise that there could be better cooperation between the agencies involved;

· LVSC and VSF worked together to organise hustings events in this year’s election, which raised the profile of VCS organisations amongst politicians;

· London Councils was persuaded to retain separate equality group strands for consultation, rather than a single equality forum.  VSF pressed for this to enable smaller equality groups to be more influential.

4.7.8
Uppermost in VSF members’ minds were the impending funding changes, and likely cuts in London Councils funding.  The question was asked, if London Councils funding ceased to exist in the long term would there be any reason for VSF organisations that continued to meet as a separate network?  Almost all answered that they would still have enough common ground as deliverers of regional, sub-regional and cross-borough services to justify continuing to meet. 

4.7.9
Survey results show a high level of participation by members of VSF, with more than half (52.9%) regularly participating and a further 44.1% participating to some extent (97% participation in total).  

4.7.10
VSF activities were, on the whole, highly valued by respondents.  Receiving information was most valued (more than nine out of ten - 91.2%), followed closely by information on developments at London Councils and scrutiny of London Councils policies and processes (88.2% and 85.3% respectively).  Representing the VCS came a close third (82.4%).  Some way behind this, nevertheless valued by the majority of members was facilitating consultation (58.8%) and connecting with VSF members from other sub-sectors (52.9%).  

4.7.11
Some 50% of VSF respondents incorporated LVSC-disseminated research and information into their organisations’ strategy, policy and plans.  Almost half (44.1%) cascaded information to other VCS organisations and to service users.  Research and information also influences decision making and funding applications in roughly a third of VSF organisations.  

4.7.12
Nearly nine out of ten (88.2%) respondents considered the quality of support provided through LVSC as good (44.1%) or very good (44.1%).  No-one considered support to be poor or very poor.  Nearly nine out of ten respondents (88.2%) would strongly like to see the VSF continue, with the remaining 11.8% somewhat indifferent to this.  No respondents were against continuing the network.

4.8
London Regional Changeup Consortium (LRC): This is a cross-sector partnership set up to help link delivery of the ChangeUp funding stream to support VCS infrastructure organisations across London.  LVSC has 3 roles on the LRC: providing the secretariat, undertaking separately funded work and as a member itself.

4.8.1
As a member of the LRC, LVSC representatives were seen to contribute a great deal, bringing much expertise and knowledge, fresh ideas, and displaying an ability to move discussion forward.  

4.8.2 Individually funded pieces of work have been undertaken well, such as the London Infrastructure Development Plan (LDIP) which was a massive coordination role, bringing together 10 sub-groups, enabling a chain from local plans to sub-regional plans to regional plan.  An external interviewee knowledgeable about LRC commented: “LVSC took control of that piece of work (the LDIP).  It took huge coordination of 10 sub-groups and a huge exercise of working out local priorities.  It was also a very time tight piece of work.  LVSC coordination was really excellent, they communicated well and held extensive, well-run consultation events”.  Comments were made that LVSC was the only organisation in a position to take on this regional coordination role within London’s VCS.

4.8.3 In commenting on LVSC providing the secretariat, participants reported that there had been a lack of consistency over a period of time, for example in the quality of minutes provided, maintenance of the Change Up website and delays in newsletter production.  A question was raised about the quality of handovers and briefing of new staff.  It was suggested that LVSC consider the standardisation of services people should expect.

4.8.4 Participants commented that the LRC had had some major achievements in creating infrastructure bodies through consortia in every London borough; in contributing to policy, for example the LDA investment strategy; and had improved partnership working.  Work on equalities was cited as a good example of partnership work.  The LRC had identified the need for better infrastructure for equality groups, out of which came the development of Disability Inclusion and LGBT infrastructure work led by Kairos.  Interviewees indicated that the existence of these equality groups led to greater voice for people with disabilities and LGBT people in London policy, such as the Health Inequalities Strategy.  Funding was also obtained to set up HEAR as an independent network providing voice to smaller equalities groups in getting infrastructure support, and bringing together the different equalities and human rights groups across London.

4.8.5 Several participants commented that the LRC had lost focus and purpose recently, and that discussion in meetings had become somewhat circular. Originally the LRC provided a good opportunity for the public sector and VCS to come together; however, it was noted that attendance by public sector bodies had fallen off significantly.

4.8.6 In discussions about the future of the LRC, or a similar body after March 2011 when current funding ends, there was almost no support for continuing a forum focused on infrastructure.  Most value lay in finding suitable mechanisms for dialogue between public and voluntary sectors.  Interviewees identified a role for LVSC in facilitating the multiple dialogues involved, recognising that statutory services would be particularly stretched as a result of the public expenditure cuts.  Emphasis was most strongly placed on developing informal relationships rather than creating additional structures.

4.9
London Employment and Skills Policy Network (LESPN): This network was established in 2009 after LVSC identified a gap in employment and skills policy and knowledge work in the VCS.  Some 40 London employment and skills voluntary and community groups are part of the network, the LESPN, which feeds into the work of the London Skills and Employment Board (LSEB). 
4.9.1 Through interviews and discussions, participants evidenced the value they attached to LESPN.  In particular, they commented that the significant movements of workers, including VCS workers, across London Borough boundaries from their home Boroughs limited the potential and impact of individual London Borough responses.  Employment and skills policy requires a cross-London response.  They felt that LESPN had been successful in establishing a coherent policy voice, and in supporting a representative on the London Employment and Skills Board.  This enables the VCS to work alongside the public sector and the business community to shape employment and skills policy and delivery of programmes in London. 

4.9.2 A private sector member of the LSEB commented that having a LESPN representative on the Board had filled a gap that had been evident round the table.  This had added the needs of frontline users and VCS delivery agencies to what was a predominantly employer-led perspective, bringing an in-depth understanding of issues.  He further commented that he “could say with confidence that they (LESPN representatives) have had an impact on shaping policy work”.  He found it helpful that LVSC represented the LESPN because of their strategic overview, commenting that it would be more difficult to have a delivery agency taking that role.  He described the two consecutive VCS representatives as “articulate, informed advocates…punching above their weight”.
4.9.3 LESPN successfully influenced the LSEB strategy for 2010/11 to include a reference: "We will want to see how successful the new prime contractor models are in involving the voluntary sector and improving results for Londoners."  LSEB had also acknowledged the role of the VCS in engaging disadvantaged Londoners who do not access mainstream statutory services.  Subsequently, LESPN was credited with persuading the LSEB to fund research work on the impact of new commissioning models on London, and in particular third sector providers and disadvantaged groups.

4.9.4 LESPN helped to shift the focus of LSEB work away from rationalising fragmented provision of statutory services, towards its targets to improve levels of employment (and skills/job progression) among disadvantaged groups.   They have also ensured that research commissioned by, and relevant to, the VCS has been included consequently on the London Skills and Employment Observatory website.  LSEB has made a commitment to maintain its research focus on disadvantaged groups as a result of the LESPN.

4.9.5 LESPN has also successfully gained VCS representation on other strategic bodies influencing London’s employment and skills policy, including the London Strategic Migration Partnership and London Child Poverty Delivery Group subgroup on BME disadvantage.   They have also ensured VCS representation at the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) closed consultation sessions on welfare reform, Work Programme, and migration of claimants off Incapacity Benefit.  While it is too early to reach firm conclusions about the impact of these consultation sessions, they provided a rare opportunity for VCS groups to communicate concerns over major areas of policy reform directly to DWP.  The DWP has stated that it would like the VCS to play an increased role in the delivery of welfare to work programmes to better serve diverse customer groups.  This is a message that LESPN, among others has been communicating.

4.9.6 LESPN maintains regular contact with officers at LDA, GLA, and London Councils, and is represented on cross-sectoral partnerships such as the London Skills and Employment Steering Group and the London Regional Committee for the European Social Fund.  Each of these public sector bodies and cross sector partnerships are currently in a state of transition in terms of their future involvement in employment and skills. 

4.9.7 LESPN has facilitated individual meetings with potential prime contractors for the Work Programme (including 3SC, Serco, upcoming G4S and A4E) in London to communicate directly VCS views and concerns over delivery of the Work Programme in London.  LESPN also facilitated a half-day event bringing together all potential primes, VCS providers, and the GLA, to discuss the Work Programme and to network with one another. Subsequently many, though not all, VCS providers have established relationships and preliminary contracts with Work Programme prime contractors.  LESPN continued to track VCS participation in the Work Programme to hold primes and DWP to account in terms of service delivery to disadvantaged groups.

4.9.8 Participants pointed to challenges for the future now that there is a different landscape for Further Education and employment programmes.  The LSEB’s powers had been reduced so they no longer had a statutory remit and no longer direct funding in London (this will be done nationally).  A continuing pan-London view on employment and skills is regarded as vital, with the VCS continuing to play an important role.

4.9.9 Alongside mainly very positive comments about the VCS, one funding body commented that they would like to see LESPN engage more in improving standards across VCS employment and skills groups.  Some VCS skills & employment work was described as unimaginative in its narrow focus on CVs and interview skills, with insufficient thinking about issues such as job retention, mentoring, work placement. 

4.9.10 Nearly nine out of ten (87.5%) respondents participate to some degree in LESPN.  The number for frequent participation was slightly lower than other networks at 25% possibly reflecting the short history of the network.

4.9.11 By far the most valued service provided via LVSC is information (75%).  This is followed by ‘connecting with other LESPN members’ (37.5%), representing the sector and giving it voice (37.5% and 31.2%).  Facilitating consultation was lower at 25% and undertaking research at 12.5%.

4.9.11
More than half LESPN respondents cascade network disseminated information to other VCS organisations (56.2%), and to service users (37.5%).  Some 31.2% have used network information in their strategy, policy and plans, and 25% say it has improved their funding bids.  18.8% say that they have made no use of such information, qualified by explanation that they are new to the forum or very recent members.
4.9.12
In terms of influencing policy makers 50% of respondents thought the main influence had been through representation to Government and key public bodies.  31.2% thought engagement with private sector prime contractors had influenced them to understand VCS issues and the services the sector offers.  A further 25% thought LSEB had been influenced around prime contractor models and employment and skills targets for disadvantaged groups.  The number of respondents indicating that they do not know what influence there has been (31.2%) suggests that greater feedback may be needed.

4.9.13 The main benefits to members of the LESPN have been that it has provided a strong basis on which to develop services and enabled partnership and joint working (both 31.2%).  Nearly one in five respondents said LESPN had given them access to other resources.  Nearly two in five respondents commented that it was too early to gauge benefits.

4.9.14 The great majority (81.3%) of LESPN members rated support provided via LVSC as good or very good.  The remainder rated it neither good nor poor, with no members rating it poor or very poor.  Some 75% of members strongly wanted to see the network continue, with 25% agreeing to some degree, and none expressing opposition.
4.10 Children and Young People’s Project (CYP Project): In 2009 London Councils commissioned LVSC to provide sector-specific second-tier services and capacity building support to 17 of the children and young people’s VCS organisations currently commissioned by London Councils.   The CYP Project runs for four years, from April 2009 to March 2013.  The support services it provides are: events and training; networking opportunities; one-to-one consultancy; information and resources.  It had an infrastructure role in linking local and regional activity around the children and young people’s sector. This is a policy area of substantial importance to Londoners and the VCS (due, for example, to shortage of primary school places, early intervention and prevention). 
4.10.1 In 2010 London Councils commissioned an independent evaluation of the CYP Project that assessed progress made against original outcomes and targets.  In the light of this the main focus of this evaluation has been to understand strengths and weaknesses identified in the earlier evaluation, to assess how far the CYP Project has implemented recommendations from that report to make improvements, and to follow up on recently delivered services to assess what impact they are having on the organisations concerned and the young people they serve.
4.10.2 The earlier evaluation found that services most valued by frontline organisations were provision of information; direct contact with the LVSC based support officer; availability and quality of support; access to training; networking and sharing best practice; support for organisational development.  Those evaluators concluded “the CYP Project has delivered a successful first year.  It has launched a good quality, responsive service, with group events and one-to-one support.  There has been a high level of involvement across its activities and it has met with the challenge of providing relevant support to 17 organisations that are diverse in size, experience and geographical location.”

4.10.3 Feedback received during this evaluation indicates that the CYP project had made good progress in implementing recommendations from the earlier evaluation.  The Project has built on respondents’ views concerning the support they most valued (one-to-one support; being a source of information and support that people can access at any time).  Information sharing brings potential benefits, as one organisation recently commented: “I was completely unaware that the tendering process for the National Citizenship Service had been made available.  I’ve had a glance over the documents and we may put a bid in.  Once more very timely and very useful”.  

4.10.4 Training organised in 2010 was based on additional feedback from members.  A small grants scheme was also launched to provide more support to organisations with smaller annual turnovers.  This decision to build on the tailored support element of the CYP Project was most appreciated.   Good practice guidelines on working with schools have been developed and will be adapted in 2011 when more information is available on the pupil premium and schools inspection framework.  Social Impact Measurement training, a two-day course, had been run and a short guide will be written.  Good practice guidelines on monitoring and evaluation had yet to be written.

4.10.5
In meeting the need to educate VCS organisations about the roles of a local authority, there had been activity as part of the VSF campaign around cuts to the LBGS.  Difficulties existed with helping groups to network locally as local arrangements differ from borough to borough.  The CYP Project has encouraged local CYP organisations to go through their CVS for this type of support, as a result of which some have joined CVS Fora, enabling them to access information and have contact with other local VCS organisations. 

4.10.6 Feedback was gathered for this evaluation on the social impact of activities organised by the CYP Project.  Several organisations responded that the safeguarding training organised by the CYP Project (delivered by NSPCC) had been of particular benefit.  This had helped members address weaknesses in their policies and procedures, develop Codes of Safe Conduct, guidelines for staff and volunteers and introduce further training.  Safeguarding training helped some organisations meet standards necessary to gain registration with the Care Quality Commission. A national interviewee commented: “The whole process made a big difference in letting us logically work through all the areas to cover, led to policies written and this helped in getting our registration via CQC”.  Several members also commented that they had advised other organisations on safeguarding, for example partners running summer programmes.  Another organisation commented: “We will no longer ask for support from an external consultant that we engaged in previous years.  This is costly and now, with our knowledge and access to the NSPCC, we believe we can make our own decisions with sufficient support”. 

4.10.7 Several members also commented on the value of the Social Impact Measurement training run by the CYP Project.  This led to several organisations designing improved evaluation forms, and improving reporting.  Some organisations reported that the training had helped them to improve funding bids, at least one of which resulted in the full request of £10,000 being awarded.  “I used it (the approach) straight away in a bid to Notting Hill Housing Trust and received the full amount of £10,000 that was requested”.

4.10.8 The small grants scheme launched in 2010 awarded 5 grants of up to £2,500. Recent follow-up has shown the impact a relatively small amount of funding can make to smaller children and young people’s organisations.  Four of the five grant recipients said the funding had made a significant impact on their organisation.  For example, a young people’s organisation in South London used their small grant to match time being given by Trustees with clerical support.  This enabled them to make a strong case to funders for developing services, and they have subsequently raised £55,000.  Another organisation used the grant to create a tailor made monitoring and evaluation database, enabling the organisation to generate evidence on the impact of their work. This enhanced their ability to persuade funders, stakeholders and other agencies of the impact of their work.  A provider of alternative education for at-risk young people used the CYP Project grant for staff training on personal safety and conflict management.  They commented: “this has had a massive impact on the timings of the sessions with regard to start and finish times.  It has also greatly improved the problem of bad behaviour….Through this continued support (from CYP Project) we are able to deliver a more professional frontline service to young vulnerable people”.

4.10.9 Some interviewees in this evaluation queried the value of having a CYP Project based at LVSC.  This response was partly based on perceived lack of expertise at LVSC in detailed policy challenges facing the children’s sector.  Others argued that LVSC as a generic organisation had good knowledge of the VCS in London and good connections with the VCS and statutory agencies. This helped CYP organisations to operate within the wider VCS environment, and with a wider range of organisations.  CYP members had also benefited from working with the VSF.  The LVSC base also provided a connection to local CVSs for CYP members.  The CYP Project had, for example, opened their training to other organisations across London via CVSs and have had good uptake.  LVSC members had benefited from wider coverage of CYP related policy in e-bulletins and other information. 
4.11
Governance and policy work: The evaluators found Trustees of LVSC to be consistently supportive of the policy and knowledge work undertaken by LVSC.  They saw policy work as an essential element of what LVSC was there to do, and of ‘rising priority’ to the VCS in London.  LVSC was setting an important agenda around employment, health inequalities and green issues.  Trustees valued LVSC’s objectivity and knowledge of communities, citing particularly the positive impact on stakeholder thinking of the Big Squeeze campaign.  They welcomed increasing engagement with the Mayor, his office and the GLA, and with London funders.  LVSC’s research was critical for making the case for the VCS across London. 

4.11.1
It was acknowledged that the LVSC Board was relatively less engaged with policy issues than it had been in the past.  This was attributed to competent staff leadership removing need to lead on a number of issues.  The Policy and Knowledge Team would need to define its priorities more tightly in the period ahead, taking account of reduced resources.
5.
Analysis

In this section, the evaluators set out an assessment based on the findings and evidence they have gathered.   In the process, the analysis section draws on some ‘sense-making’ discussions with key LVSC staff and stakeholders and the evaluators’ wider experience of work in the VCS in London.  The section seeks to draw out the implications for LVSC and the VCS in London at a time of great change. 

5.1
Wider context

5.1.1
The Comprehensive Spending Review is having and will have a major impact on the sector in London, and inevitably on LVSC.  It has been argued (though not fully evidenced) that the cuts are falling disproportionately hard on London as a region, and particularly hard on women, BME communities and deaf and disabled people.  Varying figures have been provided nationally on the scale of loss to the VCS through public expenditure cuts.  At the upper end of these calculations, New Philanthropy Capital estimated loss of public money to the sector at between £3.2 billion and £5.1 billion nationally per annum.  The transitional one-year funding of £100 million to third sector organisations only offers very modest amelioration of this substantial loss.  While LVSC will retain its London focus, it will be harder to maintain clear distinctions between London and national issues.  With limited resources, LVSC will need to strengthen national as well as local partnerships to influence policy affecting the VCS in London. 

5.1.2
Cuts in local authority expenditure are frontloaded and may fall disproportionately harder on the sector, based on a perception that much of its activity is discretionary.  These cuts are impacting on contractual relationships that VCS organisations have with statutory agencies and with the future shape of the procurement process, including an increasing proportion of funding being outcome or impact based.  These substantial changes place added demands on LVSC policy and knowledge work to respond to needs in the sector to change, often change substantially.

5.1.3
The Coalition Government has moved quickly not only to cut funding but also to redirect structures and mechanisms that have been and are important to the voluntary and community sector.  London regional mechanisms have been thinned, notably with the abolition of the Government Office for London and the London Development Agency.  How remaining London regional structures, including a less well resourced London Councils, relate to the localism agenda will be a major issue for LVSC policy and knowledge work.  

5.1.4
The Government intends that by 2013 GP consortia will have replaced Primary Care Trusts, secondary but not insignificant funders of the VCS.  The process has already started with wholescale amalgamation of Primary Care Trusts in London.  The geographical areas covered by GP consortia may break the links with Borough boundaries that PCTs have enjoyed.  This will add to the pressures for the Mayor to become more involved.  With the Bill still in Parliament and subject to intense debate, the final outcomes are as yet unclear.  Should the Bill pass, this could raise further opportunities for pan-London policy co-ordination by LVSC in responding to the impact on the VCS of GP consortia replacing Primary Care Trusts.

5.1.5
Reductions and caps on housing benefit payments by Government have a disproportionately high impact on Londoners, because of higher market rents, notably across several West London Boroughs, including Kensington and Chelsea and Westminster.  The full impact on the sector remains to be researched and assessed but is likely to be extensive in displacing community networks, loss of social capital, tensions in community cohesion and increased demand for advice and information.  Reductions in housing benefit need to be viewed in conjunction with changes in benefits affecting Londoners, and their shared impact on high levels of child poverty.  Tracking these developments in London will almost certainly be a collaborative exercise, but one in which LVSC’s access to so many different parts of the sector could give it essential competence and credibility.
5.1.6
In his 2009 Hugo Young Lecture, David Cameron suggested that Big Government would be replaced by a smaller State and a Big Society.  Months after the General Election, there is little clarity or consensus about the definition of Big Society.  While Francis Maude’s expectation is that the VCS will fill at least some of the cuts in public services, the Government is committing minimal resources in London to this end.  Of the 5,000 community organisers to be trained nationally, 90% will be part time.  The one vanguard Big Society project in London (Sutton) rests heavily on funding committed under the last Government.  The creation of more elected Borough Mayors under the Localism Bill and new powers for the Mayor of London will probably not attract much extra resource to enable delivery.  Public service reform may give the largest VCS organisations the opportunity to bid for more public service contracts but this risks being at the expense of the viability of small and medium sized voluntary organisations in London.  LVSC is extremely well placed to analyse and respond to these complex developments at a regional level.

5.1.7
There is no shortage of significant policy and research issues for LVSC to engage with but it is uncertain how the Coalition Government will listen to the needs of the VCS in London.  In contrast, the Mayor’s statements on London Councils funding shows greater awareness of the sector and the importance of its services to Londoners.  Established by Londoners’ own referendum votes, the Mayor and the Greater London Assembly are unique regional elected structures in England with great capacity to recognise the pan-London needs of the sector, and the value of policy inputs through LVSC and the networks it supports.  There is a constant need for LVSC to engage as well as inform the Mayor and the Greater London Assembly. 

5.1.8
Health inequalities is a major theme for voluntary and community sector action in London.  Sir Michael Marmot’s report on Health Inequalities
 evidences how there is a social gradient in health – the lower a person’s social position, the worse his or her health.  The Marmot Review argues that action on health inequalities requires action across all the social determinants of health.  Marmot advanced the concept of proportionate universalism – to reduce the steepness of the social gradient in health, actions must be universal, but with a scale and intensity that is proportionate to the level of disadvantage.  VCS organisations are well placed to be commissioned to take part in the delivery of this programme.

5.1.9
The findings indicate the importance of equalities issues for the VCS particularly at this time and the strong motivation of many experienced VCS organisations working in the field.  The volume of equalities work for the VCS appears almost limitless.  Feedback in this evaluation underlines the need for LVSC to facilitate and collaborate with key players in the field, securing their greater input into the policy and knowledge work of LVSC.

5.1.10 Through the work of its Policy and Knowledge Team, LVSC must be seen as a focus for strategic thinking and a contributor in shaping public policy that impacts significantly on the voluntary and community sector across parts or the whole of London.  These contributions may be specific LVSC responses or express wider views through network activity.  The focus of these contributions needs to be highly selective in order to make best use of scarce research and information resources.  

5.1.11
Collaborative leadership can be applied both internally as well as externally.  While a consultative and facilitative approach is strongly preferred, the 24/7 news agenda and public policy debate require LVSC Policy and Knowledge Team to provide a stronger lead, working closely with the Chief Executive.  Based on our discussions with the Policy and Knowledge Team, our assessment is that the Team implicitly accepts but does not yet fully adopt a contingency theory of leadership, searching for the best balance between preferred leadership styles, preferences of the members/networks, demands of the task/project/ programme and the context in which LVSC and the sector work.  The contingency approach does imply that different styles of leadership are needed in different areas of policy and knowledge work in what will be a turbulent period ahead.  While there is an underlying value of collaborative leadership members it would be helpful for the Policy and Knowledge Team to develop a more intentional leadership style varying the degree of direction and consultation according to the specific situation.

5.2
Role of LVSC

5.2.1 Based on the evidence gathered, the evaluators have identified a number of distinct LVSC roles, with strong policy and knowledge components, including:

· Research/policy experts on generic VCS in London issues, for example, impact of the recession on the sector (Big Squeeze), commissioning, procurement; understanding the economic cost of not having a properly funded VCS; 

· Research/policy experts in specialist areas such as health inequalities, employment and skills; 

· Brokering: bringing together organisations that have the expertise to contribute to policy, facilitating collaborative working; helping the VCS to make its most economic contribution; 

· Representing the VCS in London: there was strong demand from the sector for the VCS to have a strong voice in London and for London.   This requires LVSC to make deft non party political interventions for the VCS.  LVSC’s move to being a regional voice and influence is, on the whole, regarded positively.  Participants commented that LVSC’s ‘voice’ comes from consulting the experts in different branches of the sector. 

5.2.2
The space that LVSC could and should occupy is a sensitive issue in the VCS in London.  Our assessment is that the concerns raised could be alleviated by LVSC articulating more clearly its intention of developing policy work in areas or dimensions only where there are significant gaps in the VCS or significant weaknesses in the quality of policy work.  In the view of the evaluators, it is important for LVSC to articulate and make known the criteria used for agreeing policy areas that they will develop.  This will clarify focus and boundaries, and allay any potential concerns of ‘encroachment’.  

5.2.3
LVSC has an important role to play as a partner in public policy discussions at a national level, particularly where decisions have particular impact on the VCS in London and its beneficiaries.  As section 5.1 underlines, some decisions may well have a disproportionate impact on London.  Equally, LVSC could facilitate national voluntary organisations active in London, both those providing frontline services and infrastructure support, to make a more active contribution to the wellbeing of smaller VCS organisations, and the communities of place and interest they serve.

5.2.4
In order to facilitate agreement, the evaluators suggest discussion around the following criteria for selecting policy areas:

· Fit with the four cross-cutting themes of LVSC’s strategy;

· Inputs and learning from consultation with the VCS in London;

· Identification drawn from evidence based analysis of the external environment affecting the VCS in London;

· Resources to support such policy work;

· Where LVSC can add to expertise and insights in the sector (based on gap analysis or where particular specialist inputs are needed).


5.2.5
It is a commonplace of surveys that the concepts of research and information can get confused.  Research is necessary in many cases to develop the required information.  This evaluation of LVSC roles puts emphasis on research activity as a significant part of the policy and knowledge work.  Some interviewees indicated a number of areas where they would like to see LVSC undertaking research, including into services that reduce dependency, early interventions to save resource subsequently, and generally how to secure more for less.  

5.2.6
As evaluators, we consider that LVSC is pursuing high standards in its research and information work, presenting objective analysis of key issues facing the voluntary and community sector in London.  In particular, the Big Squeeze is seen to have been a highly important research exercise.  

5.2.7
However, the evaluators recognise that LVSC’s research work may be seen by some external stakeholders as self interested.  As part of underlining the objectivity of its work, and in accessing additional resources and skills and knowledge in research, the evaluators consider that there are significant benefits in LVSC developing research partnerships with specific academic institutions (and other research minded partners).  These partners would need to be experienced in working with the sector, aware of its needs and prepared to pursue a strong collaborative partnership.   
5.3
Impact and value 

5.3.1
The evaluation shows that LVSC has had some important impacts in terms of policy changes and improvements, enabling more direct consultation with the VCS, facilitating statutory bodies to consult with the VCS and gaining representation on a range of strategic bodies and partnerships.  This has included enabling the voices of VCS service users to be better heard.   These impacts have been felt in health inequalities, employment and skills, migration and children’s services.  LVSC has been and remains an important player in pan-London funding of the VCS.
5.3.2
LVSC works at a strategic level, where the chains of impact may be very extended.  By contributing to policy, securing representation to have influence, and getting more and better consultation, it has a central role in creating an environment in which VCS organisations at many levels are enabled to create and have greater impact on communities, organisations, families and individuals.  Despite significant difficulties in gaining evidence of direct social impact this evaluation has identified a number of examples outlined in Section 4.  These are also summarised in the table below.

           Table 1: Examples of social impact

	· The Big Squeeze campaign leading to the London Debt summit and formation of the London Debt Strategy Group, enabling a strategic approach to the problems of Londoners in debt, as well as inter-agency solutions to debt-related problems, for example setting up a data sharing agreement between the GLA and service providers.

· VSF secured transitional funding from London Councils reducing the disruption to LC funded VCS organisations and their service users.

· VSF secured reprioritising of London Councils homelessness and domestic violence groups lessening the impact of cuts on these services.

· LESPN persuaded LSEB to fund research into the impact of new commissioning models on London’s third sector providers and disadvantaged groups, giving those groups a stronger base from which to secure new services.

· LESPN persuaded the LSEB to maintain its research focus on disadvantaged groups, thereby ensuring their needs are included in employment strategy in London.

· LESPN paved the way for VCS organisations to build relationships with prime contractors.  As a result some have now established preliminary contracts to deliver services.

· LVSC research with London CVSs investigating the level of CVS funding over the past 3 years, the impact of the recession and other resource-related policy changes.  This has strengthened CVS arguments for continued funding.

· Safeguarding training provided through the CYP Project led to children and young people’s organisations improving their policies and procedures; enabling some to register with the Care Quality Commission.  This enabled better safeguarding of young people, for example on summer programmes.   Additionally money was saved through organisations no longer needing to engage external safeguarding consultants.

· Some children and young people’s organisations who had attended the Social Impact Measurement Training run by the CYP Project improved their funding bids.  One reported receiving £10,000, the full amount requested, as a result.

· As a result of VSF encouragement an LGBT housing organisation joined the Housing Forum, submitted evidence to the government on LGBT housing issues, and, with other groups, to the impact of housing cuts on the homeless.

· Through VSF networking an LGBT organisation provided training to other VCS organisations on sexual identity and monitoring.  Three quarters of these made changes to policy, publicity materials, support plans and monitoring data enabling those organisations to better meet the needs of LGBT people in London.  Monitoring information for London Councils was also improved as a result enabling them to better understand the needs of LGBT service users.

· The CYP Project small grants scheme enabled one organisation to employ a clerical worker and devote more time to making funding applications.  They subsequently raised £55,000.

· Another organisation used their grant for personal safety and conflict management training.  This led to positive behavioural change in sessions with young people.

· Gaining 3SA representation on the Mayor’s Strategic Migration Partnership enabled evidence to be given on how migrants access services and advice and integrate into society.  As a result, the 3SA representative meeting with the mayor’s policy officer and the need for migrant support groups being included in the Mayoral strategy on refugee integration.

· Cross sector discussions through 3SA led to advice agencies gaining greater understanding of the personalisation agenda from housing, support and disability groups, enabling them to offer better advice to service users.




5.3.3
These impacts underline the value of LVSC’s policy and knowledge work to member organisations and policy makers alike.  These impacts have led to a policy environment in London that is more responsive to the needs and views of Londoners the VCS serves.

5.3.4
Evaluation findings show how heavily member organisations and policy makers rely on the LVSC Policy and Knowledge Team and its networks for information, communication and policy development within the voluntary and community sector in London.  As evaluators, we note that many participants commented that without LVSC they would have to spend much more time on these essential functions themselves.

5.3.5
It is reasonable to assume that, without LVSC, similar dedicated policy and knowledge posts would need to be created elsewhere at similar cost, or that individual organisations would need to devote more time to gathering and disseminating information, consulting on policy, contributing to policy consultations and coordinating responses.  It is possible to ascribe an approximate financial value to this.

5.3.6
A modest calculation would be that if 500 of LVSC and its networks 1500+ member organisations spent an average of 3 hours extra per week on policy and knowledge work at an average annual salary of £31,000 (£17 per hour) the total cost would be £1,326,000.  Add to this the additional costs to policy makers of communicating directly with many more voluntary and community sector agencies, organising and facilitating consultations and coordinating responses and the cost rises to something in the region of £1.5million per annum.  This needs to be compared with LVSC’s 2009/10 expenditure on policy and knowledge work of £550,000 (including staff salaries, office costs and overheads).  Even with the most generous allowance for indirect costs, the cost of LVSC’s policy and knowledge work would be significantly less than half the policy costs that the sector would otherwise bear.

5.4
The rationalisation of networks

5.4.1
There is clear evidence in the evaluation of the high value good numbers of VCS organisations attach to effective network activity.  While most have commitment to the network with which they engage, there are such close parallels in the support and services provided to each network that it would be possible to reconfigure these without undermining the activities valued by members.  At a time of shrinking resources, networks become more important in enabling VCS organisations to develop partnerships and survival strategies ranging from joint funding bids and service delivery, to shared accommodation, potential for shared staff or support services, and shared premises.

5.4.2 The present evaluation provides a good opportunity to rationalise the networks, whose support takes up such a significant amount of the time of the LVSC Policy and Knowledge Team.  Drawing on the findings of this evaluation, the evaluators suggest that the criteria for selecting suitable networks to support includes:

· Ability to undertake a distinct function that cannot be performed elsewhere in the voluntary and community sector in London;

· Demand from within the voluntary and community sector that can be demonstrated; 

· Evidence that a network can deliver benefits to the voluntary and community sector in London;

· Ability to establish channels of communication with key external stakeholders in the voluntary and community sector;

· Resources to undertake the support role;

· Synergy with LVSC’s own aims, roles and priorities;

· Staff expertise within the Policy & Knowledge Team to support a specific network.

5.4.3
In developing London wide networks, LVSC built on the positive experience of Voluntary Sector Forum established in the wake of GLC abolition.  The Voluntary Sector Forum has shown its continuing relevance by the important part it has played in influencing recent decision making by London Councils, including focusing on the need for transitional funding.  VSF members expressed a strong sense of purpose, direction and focus.  A strong sense of identity has developed from the shared experience of all members being funded by and relating to London Councils, and shared pan-London interests.  

5.4.4 LESPN is well placed to continue to lobby on behalf of the VCS for a greater role in delivering employment and skills programmes, and a continued focus on improving equalities outcomes in these programmes.  The progress made by LESPN, the youngest network, has underlined the contribution that LVSC can make to broad thematic work with a specific London context.  Both networks have, based on the wider evidence and survey results, a continuing role. 

5.4.5
LESPN’s success also suggests that there could be scope for a health inequalities network supported by LVSC.  The breadth of LVSC’s membership and concerns, LVSC’s focus on poverty and inequality, and the reach of the health inequalities issues suggest LVSC is extremely well placed to take on such a role, if it can be funded.  The issues of health inequalities have long term significance providing added justification for investment in establishing such a network.  This evaluation report also recognises that the issues thrown up for VCS organisations by GP consortia across London may need some additional short and medium term focus as whatever new NHS system emerges beds down.

5.4.6
Around 2000, LVSC made a strategic decision to strengthen the voice and representation of the voluntary and community sector at a pan London level through the further development of networks.  The VCS has changed significantly in the last decade, and has much greater experience in the value of aligning networks and infrastructure organisations.  The relationship of 3SA to LVSC has lacked clarity, particularly given the generic role 3SA has been expected to take on.  The evidence from this evaluation suggests that 3SA has lost its purpose and direction, and that it would be timely to return to the drawing board.  None of this suggests that 3SA did not fulfil some valuable function in the past.  The evaluators acknowledge that there are some in the VCS who would like to retain the 3SA model of independence.  However, it is our view that the model of independence from LVSC does not concert energies and the application of limited resources sufficiently in these challenging times.  

5.4.7
To avoid confusion and drift, it is our view as evaluators that it would be best that 3SA is succeeded by a more explicitly LVSC Policy Forum.  This would ensure good integration with LVSC’s strategic objectives.  An LVSC Policy Forum would also strengthen LVSC governance and accountability to members, and specifically the accountability of LVSC’s policy work.  To legitimise the role of representing the VCS in London and the claim of “voice” LVSC should increase and widen its Forum membership across the sector.  Membership could be based on the distribution of LVSC’s Policy Bulletin.  All of this would address any concern that the Policy Forum might be less accessible to some VCS organisations.

5.4.8
All parts of the voluntary and community sector could be involved in the Policy Forum, and efforts made to include some of the larger voluntary sector organisations active across London as well as small and medium sized organisations.  Specific thematic meetings of a Policy Forum could be complemented by an electronic network, drawing in LVSC members and those who could be encouraged to join LVSC.  The Forum could lay the basis for roundtables with Advisers to the Mayor of London as well as other events.

5.4.9
This model would differentiate between thematic networks developed around sub sectors, such as health inequality, where there is benefit in focusing on a single, though very broad, issue to develop understanding and policy in that area.  Thematic networks are also more suited to in-depth knowledge work and to sharing practice and raising standards across a sub-sector.   The wider Forum would represent the interests of the VCS in London as a whole, identifying and acting on common interests and developing areas of work and partnerships that benefit from cross-fertilisation.

5.4.10 No specific recommendations are being made concerning the Children and Young People’s Project as discussions on the future of the Project were outside the scope of this evaluation.  There are good indications that many recommendations from the earlier London Councils commissioned independent evaluation have been taken forward, that new support has been developed within the CYP Project in response to members of that networks needs, and that services and support provided represent an important benefit to the seventeen children and young people’s organisations they serve.  The network, as with the VSF, will have an important role to play in ensuring effective transition arrangements for organisations previously funded by London Councils.  

5.4.11
LVSC has had a different support relationship with London Regional Consortium.  Its existence was strongly shaped by the agenda of the last Government and its funding ends in March 2011.  While valuable work has been done by some of its sub groups, it has proved increasingly difficult to attract many statutory agencies to LRC meetings, thus undermining an important rationale for its existence.  The thematic issues that LRC has addressed would probably be best considered by an LVSC Policy Forum. 

5.4.12
LVSC supported networks continue to provide an important arena for engagement with the public sector.  Networks provide for a wide and diverse constituency of VCS organisations to be part of that process, whether the networks are thematic or generic in character.  Loss of key public sector personnel and expertise as a result of the cuts will limit participation and demand tighter prioritisation by LVSC as to where such participation from the public sector is sought and for what reasons.

5.4.13
Whether formally constituted as a network or not, LVSC’s relationship with Borough CVSs will always be central to its work and that of the Policy and Knowledge Team.  There will always be challenges in the relationships between LVSC and the Borough CVSs.  LVSC should build on the progress made most recently in improving these relationships.  CVSs have expertise and experience, including in the policy arena, to bring to the networks.  The policy and knowledge field provides fertile ground to pursue mutual interests. 

5.4.14 Many commissioners choose to commission through larger organisations and consortia.  As an enabling response, LVSC has a role in supporting consortia and partnership working amongst VCS organisations.  It will be important for there to be LVSC support through any funding transition period to support organisations in collaborating in partnership, and in looking to corporate support as public sector funding reduces significantly.  

5.5.
Future funding and Income generation including charging for services

5.5.1
LVSC’s renewed emphasis on tackling poverty, inequality, poor health and climate change for Londoners brings their primary aims into greater alignment with charitable objectives of certain Trusts, such as Trust for London.  This may bring greater funding opportunities for developing new areas of work in these areas.  In pursuing funding related to its social welfare objectives LVSC will need to ensure this sits comfortably alongside its role of supporting and representing the VCS if it wants to retain its claim to be the voice of the VCS in London.

5.5.2
In terms of networks, funders may be more attracted to funding thematic networks that have purposes and outcomes more clearly linked to the four cross-cutting aims of tackling poverty, inequality, poor health and climate change.  

5.5.3
Exploring funding options requires that LVSC consider whether there are services, including in the policy and knowledge field, where there should be fees for service.  There may be some potential for the VCS to self-fund a more generic continuing LVSC Forum that holds VCS interests at its heart.  It could be reasonable to charge members for some such Forum services to secure long-term support from a dedicated worker, which, as indicated above, is essential for network survival and performance.

5.5.4
The evaluators note the relatively small formal membership that LVSC has compared to the number of voluntary and community organisations in London.  NCVO’s experience would suggest that it is possible to steadily increase membership and, without exaggerating the funds realised, tap a greater source of income for policy and knowledge work.  As an example, if LVSC developed the 1500 current LVSC/network membership and bulletin users into 1500 LVSC members, each paying a fee of £30 a year, this would bring in £45,000 annually, enough to cover the costs of a full-time worker.  If membership fees were introduced there would need to be clear member benefits that do not discourage or prevent the VCS in London in general from accessing an acceptable level of information and support. Such benefits might include, for example, a member-only part of the website; discount on conferences; training; publications (making sure this does not reduce any existing income generation from these sources); and special events for members. 
5.5.5
Full cost recovery principles apply to the policy and knowledge work of LVSC as much as to any area of VCS activity.  Potentially endless demands could be made on the LVSC Policy and Knowledge Team for unfunded or underfunded work.  Some CVSs already apply the principles of no charge for ‘work with’ (facilitating a voluntary organisation to improve its governance and operations); and charges for ‘work for’ (essentially a research or consultancy role).  It will be important for LVSC to follow what emerges from the IVAR What Capacity project
, exploring more demand led models of funding support providers, including CVSs.  This project has been commissioned by acevo under the Income Generation National Support Service programme.  

5.5.6
This evaluation indicates that some public sector bodies might consider paying a consultancy fee to LVSC to maintain service they value.  As ever, care must be taken not to receive double funding.  There would also need to be a transparency and clarity on when LVSC was acting in a paid consultancy capacity, especially when the same staff might be engaged in consultancy work and funded work.  If LVSC follows this path they may wish to invest in good consultancy skills training on processes of contracting, costing, client engagement, accountability, ethical practice etc.

5.6
Improving communications
5.6.1 In common with many VCS organisations, LVSC is constantly challenged to communicate the benefits and results of its policy and knowledge work, as well as a greater understanding of what its role is.  The messages LVSC wants to send are often complex and sometimes run against prevailing wider ‘public orthodoxies’, for example its advocacy for greater public investment in action around poverty and inequality.   The resources for communications on policy will rarely be truly sufficient but constantly need to be stretched and expressed through different media.

5.6.2 While bulletins are very good at initiating consultation and reporting activities the value of the policy and knowledge work, and LVSC in general, would be enhanced through greater feedback to VCS organisations and external stakeholders.  This could include reporting back on outcomes and impact on a regular basis, simple lists or maps of LVSC/network related representatives on different bodies and links to their websites.  

5.6.3 While participants were interested in knowledge transfer (sharing good practice, learning from each other etc) it was noticeable that the term ‘knowledge’ was rarely used in interviews or survey responses.  The Policy and Knowledge Team’s activities and role tend to be understood and referred to by VCS and external stakeholders as ‘policy’, ‘research’ and ‘information’.  LVSC might want to reflect this more clearly in the title of the Team. 

5.6.4 As evaluators, we came across a few instances of inaccurate information during interviews, where a participant told us something we knew to be erroneous, for example who represented an LVSC network on a public body.  Gaps in knowledge were also noted, particularly in terms of outcomes of consultations and representational meetings. Almost a third of LESPN survey respondents, for example, said they did not know where network activities had influenced policy makers, despite a range of evidence confirming this to be the case.  

5.7
Governance

5.7.1
The LVSC Board has evident confidence in the policy work of LVSC and its potential to make a difference for the VCS in London.  Restricted resources require the Board itself to be more engaged with policy work, included access to diverse networks, alongside the Team.  Succession planning within the Board should reflect this need.  It would be timely for LVSC to undertake a governance review to assess its needs for the period ahead.

6.
Recommendations 

These recommendations to LVSC build on the findings and analysis in this evaluation report.  Findings and analysis underline the importance of LVSC’s role in giving the voluntary and community sector in London a stronger voice, and formal engagement with the public sector in London, particularly the Mayor, the GLA and London Councils.  The recommendations are equally framed by the tight financial conditions which require LVSC to prioritise its work, including its policy and knowledge work and the support it can give to networks.  

All of these recommendations rest necessarily on a core of LVSC being preserved, whatever other cutbacks might be made, and for LVSC to continue to build on its established strength as a policy conduit between statutory services and the VCS in London.

6.1
Social impacts: Undertake an annual survey across the VCS in London of the social impacts of LVSC’s work, including the longer term outcomes and impacts of initiatives undertaken or supported by LVSC, drawing where practical on service user feedback.  The results of this survey would be independently reviewed and subsequently published.


Each year, the influence of one significant piece of LVSC work on policy should be tracked in detail and the results fed back to members and networks.  This could be written up as a case study to demonstrate impact.  More generally, LVSC should track its policy influence, as a continuous exercise, including through citations in public policy documents and the number of times downloads are made of LVSC work.  

6.2
Membership: Place much greater emphasis on building LVSC’s membership, learning from the success of NCVO in building its membership.

6.3
National voluntary organisations: Engage national voluntary organisations active in London, particularly to strengthen the contribution they can make to the wellbeing and development of smaller VCS organisations, and the communities of place and interest they serve.

6.4
Spotting gaps: Take on an explicit role in spotting gaps where more co-ordinated or networked approaches can enhance the contribution of the VCS.

This report identifies two actions LVSC could take to implement this commitment:

· To explore the possibilities of establishing and securing necessary resources for a health inequalities network;

· To consider a role for LVSC in responding to major changes in Government health policy, specifically the impact on the VCS of GP consortia replacing Primary Care Trusts.

6.5
Public policy priorities:  To ‘refresh’ LVSC strategies and plans to take account of the implications of many changes in public policy instituted by the Coalition Government since May 2010 and affecting the VCS in London.  

It is recognised that LVSC will continue to need to make strategic choices between different policy areas.  A set of criteria for making such choices is suggested at 5.2.4.


Refreshed strategies and plans are likely to be based on more extensive and closer partnerships to influence public policy and practice.

6.6
Networks: Rationalise the existing networks:

· LESPN has a continuing role;

· VSF has a critical role in working to protect pan-London VCS funding and ensuring effective transition arrangements for previously London Councils funded organisations; should there be a significant reduction in the number of voluntary and community organisations funded by London Councils, the longer term role of VSF should be reviewed towards the end of 2011.  The evaluators understand there to be VCS support for a continuing role for VSF in these circumstances.  This role will need to be mapped;

· 3SA should be superseded by a general LVSC Policy Forum, taking on a clearing house role for issues of wide concern in the sector; much of the work of this Forum should be conducted electronically;

· The funding for LRC is coming to an end.  Where there are infrastructure roles needing continuing attention, its role should be superseded by the general LVSC Forum (as above);

· Any future networks should proceed on the basis that they have dedicated funded resource within LVSC.

6.7
Equalities bodies: Develop closer partnership work with equalities organisations to facilitate their greater input into LVSC policy and knowledge work.

6.8
Research role: Strengthen the future research role of LVSC through identifying academic research partners with whom to bid for and undertake joint research on the sector in London.  LVSC needs to position itself as a partner of choice when it comes to research, and a hub in linking researchers together.

6.9
NCVO: Reach agreement with NCVO on respective London and national roles about gathering data and information about the state of the sector, recognising that such roles often give access to decision making.  NCVO is a natural strategic partner with whom there is scope for developing greater collaboration. 

6.10
Bulletins: Rationalise the range and frequency of bulletins being sent out by LVSC to assist frontline organisations and ensure clearer identification in the bulletins of the contribution, including outputs and softer outcomes that LVSC is making to the VCS.  

LVSC may wish to follow the pattern of shorter and more frequent bulletins adopted by a number of other VCS infrastructure bodies.  
6.11
Governance: Commission or undertake itself a governance review of LVSC to ensure best fit of the Board with current and forthcoming policy work and selective engagement with and development of networks.
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Annex 1: List of interviewees 

1. Noeleen Adams, Law Centres Federation

2. Georgina Ansley, NCVO Value of Infrastructure Programme

3. Elizabeth Balgobin, former Chief Executive, LVSC

4. Bolaji Bank-Anthony, Black Neighbourhood Renewal and Regeneration Network

5. John Biggs, Greater London Assembly Member (Labour)

6. Alison Blackwood, LVSC

7. Michael Brannan, Regional Public Health Network

8. Tim Brogden, LVSC

9. Sir Steve Bullock, Mayor of Lewisham

10. Paul Butler, Chair of Trustees, LVSC

11. Pam Chesters, Mayor’s Office

12. Mari-Anne Dhiedhiou-Roy, LVSC

13. Dee Doocey, Greater London Assembly Member (Lib Dem) (by email)

14. Mary Gardiner, Director, Kensington and Chelsea Social Council

15. Bob Green, Stonewall Housing 

16. Lisa Greensill, ex GOL, CLG

17. Mubin Haq, Trust for London

18. Karen Hart, Chair of 3SA and North London CVS Partnership Manager

19. Vivienne Hayes, Women’s Resource Centre

20. Judith Hendley, London Councils

21. Steve Kerr, LVSC

22. Peter Lewis, Chief Executive, LVSC

23. Andrew Little, Chief Executive, Inclusion London

24. Sharon Long, VCS-Engage

25. Golam Morshed, Treasurer and Trustee, LVSC

26. Sam Mauger, Chair VSF and Chief Executive, Age Concern London

27. Deirdre McGrath, London Civic Forum

28. Harvey McGrath, Deputy Chair of LSEB and Chair of LDA

29. Barbara Nea, Race on the Agenda (ROTA)

30. Ian Redding, London Councils

31. Anthony Salla, MINET

32. Kerry Tweed, Greater London Volunteering

33. Jill Walsh, Capacitybuilders

34. Rob Whitehead, LDA

35. Karl Wilding, Head of Research, NCVO

36. Gus Wilson, GLA (London Health Commission)

Annex 2: 3SA Survey: Results Summary 

	  2. Degree of involvement in 3SA (e.g. attending network meetings, participation in e-based discussions)(please mark one only) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	1
	no participation 
		0%
	0

	2
	limited participation 
		71.4%
	10

	3
	frequent participation 
		28.6%
	4

	4
	participation in all activities 
		0%
	0

	Key Analysis 
Statistics based on 14 respondent(s).
0 skipped.
 Mean: 
 2.286
 Standard Deviation: 
 0.452
 Variance: 
 0.204
 Standard Error: 
 0.121
 Confidence Interval @ 95%:
 [2.049 - 2.522]      n = 14
 Satisfaction Rate: 
 42.86


	

	


	3. Where has 3SA been most valuable to your organisation?  (please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Undertaking and facilitating consultation
		7.1%
	1

	 
 
Providing information
		64.3%
	9

	 
 
Representing the sector
		64.3%
	9

	 
 
Giving us a voice
		57.1%
	8

	 
 
Training/skills development
		0%
	0

	 
 
Undertaking research
		28.6%
	4

	 
 
Individual support
		0%
	0

	 
 
Connecting with other 3SA members outside our immediate sector
		28.6%
	4

	 
 
Other, please specify:
		7.1%
	1

	Text Answers for (Other, please specify:)
1

No value any longer. Happy to provide further info 

	Statistics based on 14 respondent(s)
0 skipped.
	

	

	


	4. What use have you made of research and information disseminated by 3SA? (please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Been incorporated in our strategy/policy/plans
		21.4%
	3

	 
 
Informed our service users
		35.7%
	5

	 
 
Influenced the decisions of Trustees/Board, staff and volunteers
		14.3%
	2

	 
 
Improved funding bids/applications
		7.1%
	1

	 
 
Been cascaded to other voluntary and community sector organisations
		57.1%
	8

	 
 
None
		21.4%
	3

	 
 
Other, please specify:
		0%
	0

	Statistics based on 14 respondent(s)
0 skipped.


	

	


	5. In your view, where have 3SA activities influenced policy makers? (please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Feeding into London wide strategic boards (e.g. London Skills & Employment Board)
		64.3%
	9

	 
 
Public bodies developing strategies that are better integrated with the needs and contribution of the sector
		14.3%
	2

	 
 
Detailed input through consultation responses
		50%
	7

	 
 
Facilitating dialogue at events
		42.9%
	6

	 
 
3SA has not influenced the policy makers
		7.1%
	1

	 
 
Don’t know
		21.4%
	3

	Statistics based on 14 respondent(s)
0 skipped.


	

	


	6. What benefits has participation in 3SA brought to frontline delivery? (please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Improved practice
		35.7%
	5

	 
 
Enabled partnership /joint working
		42.9%
	6

	 
 
Access to resources (e.g. through other organisations, sharing practice, exchange)
		35.7%
	5

	 
 
Access to funding
		7.1%
	1

	 
 
Strong basis to develop services
		0%
	0

	 
 
Other, please specify:
		14.3%
	2

	Text Answers for (Other, please specify:)
1

Not aware of any benefits to frontline, historically there was decent work on refugees 
2

involvement with LVSC has accomplished many of these things, but not specifically through 3SA 

	Statistics based on 14 respondent(s)
0 skipped.
	

	

	


	  7. How do you rate the quality of support provided to 3SA by those members of the LVSC Policy & Knowledge Team with whom you have had most contact? Note: support covers information and advice, training, consultation, individual support and organisation of network meetings(please mark one only) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	1
	Very poor 
		0%
	0

	2
	Poor 
		0%
	0

	3
	Neither good nor poor 
		21.4%
	3

	4
	Good 
		64.3%
	9

	5
	Very good 
		14.3%
	2

	Key Analysis 
Statistics based on 14 respondent(s).
0 skipped.
 Mean: 
 3.929
 Standard Deviation: 
 0.593
 Variance: 
 0.352
 Standard Error: 
 0.159
 Confidence Interval @ 95%:
 [3.618 - 4.239]      n = 14
 Satisfaction Rate: 
 73.21


	

	


	  8. What value would you place on sustaining 3SA?  (please mark one only): 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	1
	None 
		7.1%
	1

	2
	A limited amount 
		21.4%
	3

	3
	A good deal 
		42.9%
	6

	4
	A great deal 
		28.6%
	4

	Key Analysis 
Statistics based on 14 respondent(s).
0 skipped.
 Mean: 
 2.929
 Standard Deviation: 
 0.884
 Variance: 
 0.781
 Standard Error: 
 0.236
 Confidence Interval @ 95%:
 [2.466 - 3.391]      n = 14
 Satisfaction Rate: 
 64.29


	

	


	9. How could 3SA or LVSC improve the policy and knowledge work that it does with network members?: 
	(6 total) 


	

	1 

	work-shadow policy workers in some of the less understood sectors, to gain more detailed insights 


	2 

	Infrastructure needs to be accessible to small groups, people with little knowledge of the sector etc. Accessibility is greatly affected by things as simple as language and the infrastructure sector generally uses very specialist and acronym riddled language. I would love to see 3SA become a model of good practice, leading by example with 'plain English'. 


	3 

	Communications strategy for briefing, consultation, advocacy and campaigning 


	4 

	Questions 8 is based on 3SA in its present form. 
In regards to question 9, this requires further discussion. However, question 9 does seem to infer that there is a distinction between 3SA and LVSC, this may be the case on paper. 


	5 

	Maybe concentrate on themed areas of work and provide policy and information on certain sectors. 


	6 

	PAL's response to this survey is based on 3SA and LVSC being two separate networks. PAL has been heavily involved in recent LVSC consultations, particularly around the London Councils Grants Programme, and uses LVSC resources regarding networking and funding opportunities; however, present staff are not aware of having been involved in 3SA's activities over the past months. 



Annex 3: VSF Survey: Results summary

	  2. Your organisation’s degree of involvement in VSF (e.g. attending network meetings, participation in e-based discussions).(please mark one only) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	1
	no participation 
		2.9%
	1

	2
	limited participation 
		44.1%
	15

	3
	regular participation 
		52.9%
	18

	Key Analysis 
Statistics based on 34 respondent(s).
0 skipped.
 Mean: 
 2.5
 Standard Deviation: 
 0.556
 Variance: 
 0.309
 Standard Error: 
 0.095
 Confidence Interval @ 95%:
 [2.313 - 2.687]      n = 34
 Satisfaction Rate: 
 75


	

	


	3. Where has VSF been most valuable to your organisation?  (please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Undertaking and facilitating consultation
		58.8%
	20

	 
 
Providing information
		91.2%
	31

	 
 
Representing the sector
		82.4%
	28

	 
 
Training/skills development
		32.4%
	11

	 
 
Undertaking research
		29.4%
	10

	 
 
Individual support
		32.4%
	11

	 
 
Connecting with other VSF members outside our immediate sector
		52.9%
	18

	 
 
Scrutiny of London Councils policies and processes
		85.3%
	29

	 
 
Informing us about developments at London Councils
		88.2%
	30

	 
 
Other, please specify:
		14.7%
	5

	Text Answers for (Other, please specify:)
1

Critical friend 
2

helping me understand policy issues at London level 
3

as a member of the HEAR London pan equalities network 
4

their proactive and persistent approach to the London Councils threatened funding cuts has been impressive 
5

Tim Brogden has provided a lot of support 

	Statistics based on 34 respondent(s)
0 skipped.
	

	

	


	4. What use have you made of research and information disseminated by VSF? (please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Been incorporated in our strategy/policy/plans
		50%
	17

	 
 
Informed our service users
		44.1%
	15

	 
 
Influenced the decisions of Trustees/Board, staff and volunteers
		38.2%
	13

	 
 
Improved funding bids/applications
		32.4%
	11

	 
 
Been cascaded to other voluntary and community sector organisations
		44.1%
	15

	 
 
None
		11.8%
	4

	 
 
Other, please specify:
		8.8%
	3

	Text Answers for (Other, please specify:)
1

Influenced our funding policies and processes 
2

allows us to plan more effectively 
3

fighting proposed London Councils cuts 

	Statistics based on 34 respondent(s)
0 skipped.
	

	

	


	5. In your view, where have VSF activities influenced policy makers? (please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Influenced London Councils policy
		67.6%
	23

	 
 
Influenced London Council’s funding processes
		64.7%
	22

	 
 
VSF has not influenced the policy makers
		0%
	0

	 
 
Don’t know
		26.5%
	9

	Statistics based on 34 respondent(s)
0 skipped.


	

	


	6. What benefits has participation in VSF brought to frontline delivery? In your organisation or in general?(please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Improved practice
		38.2%
	13

	 
 
Enabled partnership/joint working
		58.8%
	20

	 
 
Access to resources (e.g. through other organisations, sharing practice, exchange)
		55.9%
	19

	 
 
Access to funding
		26.5%
	9

	 
 
Strong basis to develop services
		35.3%
	12

	 
 
Other, please specify:
		5.9%
	2

	Text Answers for (Other, please specify:)
1

don't know 
2

none 

	Statistics based on 34 respondent(s)
0 skipped.
	

	

	


	  7. How do you rate the quality of support to VSF provided by those members of the LVSC Policy & Knowledge Team with whom you have had most contact? Note: support covers information and advice, training, consultation, individual support and organisation of network meetings(please mark one only) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	1
	Very poor 
		0%
	0

	2
	Poor 
		0%
	0

	3
	Neither good nor poor 
		11.8%
	4

	4
	Good 
		44.1%
	15

	5
	Very good 
		44.1%
	15

	Key Analysis 
Statistics based on 34 respondent(s).
0 skipped.
 Mean: 
 4.324
 Standard Deviation: 
 0.674
 Variance: 
 0.454
 Standard Error: 
 0.116
 Confidence Interval @ 95%:
 [4.097 - 4.55]      n = 34
 Satisfaction Rate: 
 83.09


	

	


	  8. What value would you place on sustaining VSF in future?  (please mark one only) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	1
	None 
		0%
	0

	2
	A limited amount 
		11.8%
	4

	3
	A good deal 
		20.6%
	7

	4
	A great deal 
		67.6%
	23

	Key Analysis 
Statistics based on 34 respondent(s).
0 skipped.
 Mean: 
 3.559
 Standard Deviation: 
 0.694
 Variance: 
 0.482
 Standard Error: 
 0.119
 Confidence Interval @ 95%:
 [3.325 - 3.792]      n = 34
 Satisfaction Rate: 
 85.29


	

	


	9. How could VSF or LVSC improve the policy and knowledge work that it does with network members? Please comment in full.: 
	(17 total) 


	

	1 

	carry on the positive and inclusive services you provide; in a period of shrinking resources, provide services to put potential partners in touch with each other (e.g. over shared accommodation; joint and complementary funding bids etc) 


	2 

	Maybe more information about commissioned services - Annual return or something like that. Information on how funded groups are doing etc. 


	3 

	I do not recognise this forum but do know that LVSC policy team have worked with the sector here and us really well. did it change its name? we are really well hooked in here and 2 of us just do not know anything about this, really sorry 


	4 

	The information and support that we have received has been useful I am unsure as to how it could be improved 


	5 

	This is already a very good service and invaluable in co-ordinating the voluntary sector. 


	6 

	More outside of central London, events in Zone 3+ to draw in more of the middle sized, locally based organisations.
VSF should be open to organisations that do not receive LC funding. There would probably not be a huge take up, but it is necessary. 


	7 

	As VSF is a network of recipients of London Councils Grant funding facilitating joint working, sharing practice would add value to this. VSF is in a unique position to provide feedback to London Councils and help inform its policy decision making. VSF has a role in ensuring a strategic relationship between those who are funded and the funder, as opposed to simply a monitoring/reporting relationship. Continue the collective battle to ensure understanding of infrastructure support, and the voluntary sector in general. VSF plays a very important function of assisting cross sector working thinking etc. 


	8 

	More co-ordination of information/communication if there was more capacity. Separate out issues where pertinent related to borough-based orgs and frontline and infrastructure i.e. represent different interests separately 


	9 

	By continuing to maintain close relationship with the funded organisations and by keeping informed about any relevant issues that might affect them. 


	10 

	As VSF currently provides excellent strategic and individual support to VSF members it is difficult to envisage how this might be improved. It currently also plays a key role in creating opportunities for connecting with members of voluntary organisations across the capital. 


	11 

	By committing itself to ensure that proper research is carried out to meet the need of organisations and ensuring that the information is communicated to them so that improvement could be made. 


	12 

	because we are quite a large VCS organisation, we don’t need the infrastructure support offered but we do value sector news and access to other VCS agencies. 


	13 

	continue to provide the help & assistance needed in the difficult times that lie ahead for network members 


	14 

	Facilitate focus groups on specific topics and encourage more collaborations across equality strands and between groups. 


	15 

	By consulting with members about the type of training that might be useful. 


	16 

	I have only praise for the work of LVSC and VSF and long may it continue! In particular, Tim Brogden is an inspirational, dedicated and compassionate colleague who works tirelessly for the future of the sector. Without Tim, London's VCS would not have as united and effective a voice as it does now.

Thank you to all at LVSC! 


	17 

	Just having them there to support the voluntary sector, provides an umbrella organisation that understands the complexities and difficulties the sector faces.
They are able to disseminate good practice for example they have helped us gain safeguarding accreditation. It is difficult to provide time for reflection, information on funding and making best use of funding or marketing. More of the same is needed, not losing all this expertise. 



Annex 4: LESPN Survey: Results Summary

	  2. Degree of involvement in LESPN (e.g. attending network meetings; participation in e-based discussions). (Please mark one only). 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	1
	no participation 
		12.5%
	2

	2
	limited participation 
		62.5%
	10

	3
	frequent participation 
		25%
	4

	4
	participation in all activities 
		0%
	0

	Key Analysis 
Statistics based on 16 respondent(s).
0 skipped.
 Mean: 
 2.125
 Standard Deviation: 
 0.599
 Variance: 
 0.359
 Standard Error: 
 0.15
 Confidence Interval @ 95%:
 [1.831 - 2.419]      n = 16
 Satisfaction Rate: 
 37.5


	

	


	3. Where has the LESPN network been most valuable to your organisation?  (please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Undertaking and facilitating consultation
		25%
	4

	 
 
Providing information
		75%
	12

	 
 
Representing the sector
		37.5%
	6

	 
 
Giving us a voice
		31.2%
	5

	 
 
Training/skills development
		0%
	0

	 
 
Undertaking research
		12.5%
	2

	 
 
Individual support
		0%
	0

	 
 
Connecting with other LESPN members outside our immediate sector
		37.5%
	6

	 
 
Other, please specify:
		25%
	4

	Text Answers for (Other, please specify:)
1

not aware 
2

I don't have sufficient experience to comment 
3

partnership work 
4

Development of joint events 

	Statistics based on 16 respondent(s)
0 skipped.
	

	

	


	4. What use have you made of research and information disseminated by the LESPN network? (please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Been incorporated in our strategy/policy/plans
		31.2%
	5

	 
 
Informed our service users
		37.5%
	6

	 
 
Influenced the decisions of Trustees/Board, staff and volunteers
		0%
	0

	 
 
Improved funding bids/applications
		25%
	4

	 
 
Been cascaded to other voluntary and community sector organisations
		56.2%
	9

	 
 
None
		18.8%
	3

	 
 
Other, please specify:
		12.5%
	2

	Text Answers for (Other, please specify:)
1

new to the forum and yet to utilise 
2

We haven’t been involved for very long 

	Statistics based on 16 respondent(s)
0 skipped.
	

	

	


	5. In your view, where have the LESPN network activities influenced policy makers? (please mark all those that apply)Note: LSEB is the London Skills & Employment Board. 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Influenced LSEB strategy around prime contractor models
		25%
	4

	 
 
Engaged private sector prime contractors in understanding sector’s needs
		31.2%
	5

	 
 
Influenced LSEB targets around employment and skills for disadvantaged groups
		25%
	4

	 
 
Through representation to Government and key public bodies
		50%
	8

	 
 
LESPN has not influenced the policy makers
		0%
	0

	 
 
Don’t know
		31.2%
	5

	Statistics based on 16 respondent(s)
0 skipped.


	

	


	6. What benefits has participation in the LESPN network brought to frontline delivery? (please mark all those that apply) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	 
 
Improved practice
		25%
	4

	 
 
Enabled partnership /joint working
		31.2%
	5

	 
 
Access to resources (e.g. through other organisations, sharing practice, exchange)
		18.8%
	3

	 
 
Access to funding
		0%
	0

	 
 
Strong basis to develop services
		31.2%
	5

	 
 
Other, please specify:
		37.5%
	6

	Text Answers for (Other, please specify:)
1

Ensured up to date information available 
2

creates ops for collaboration, new relationships, new discussions to improve strategic direction from peer exchange 
3

None 
4

Don’t know 
5

Not sure because only recently registered 
6

don't know 

	Statistics based on 16 respondent(s)
0 skipped.
	

	

	


	  7. How do you rate the quality of support provided to the LESPN network by those members of the LVSC Policy & Knowledge Team with whom you have had most contact? Note: support covers information and advice, training, consultation, individual support and organisation of network meetings(please mark one only): 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	1
	Very poor 
		0%
	0

	2
	Poor 
		0%
	0

	3
	Neither good nor poor 
		18.8%
	3

	4
	Good 
		62.5%
	10

	5
	Very good 
		18.8%
	3

	Key Analysis 
Statistics based on 16 respondent(s).
0 skipped.
 Mean: 
 4
 Standard Deviation: 
 0.612
 Variance: 
 0.375
 Standard Error: 
 0.153
 Confidence Interval @ 95%:
 [3.7 - 4.3]      n = 16
 Satisfaction Rate: 
 75


	

	


	  8. What value would you place on sustaining the network? (please mark one only) 


		Response Percent
	Response Total

	1
	None 
		0%
	0

	2
	A limited amount 
		25%
	4

	3
	A good deal 
		43.8%
	7

	4
	A great deal 
		31.2%
	5

	Key Analysis 
Statistics based on 16 respondent(s).
0 skipped.
 Mean: 
 3.062
 Standard Deviation: 
 0.747
 Variance: 
 0.559
 Standard Error: 
 0.187
 Confidence Interval @ 95%:
 [2.696 - 3.429]      n = 16
 Satisfaction Rate: 
 68.75


	

	


	9. How could the LESPN or LVSC improve the policy and knowledge work that it does with network members?: 
	(9 total) 


	

	1 

	Dissemination newsletters or bulletins that can be cascaded through wider networks 


	2 

	continue 


	3 

	By more frequently joining forces with members with a strong campaigning and lobbying function. This helps to provide a clear and consistent voice and increases access to policy makers. The LESPN could also do more to widen and increase its membership. 


	4 

	not yet sure. as stated we are very new to the network 


	5 

	As a fairly new member, I have yet to be more involved before I can provide a more informed response. 


	6 

	Needs to think about using resources more efficiently 


	7 

	adopting more of a task and finish approach, but otherwise this is a very good group to be involved with. 


	8 

	Launches, seminars, breakfast talks, publications, online forums 


	9 

	Closer engagement with Work Programme delivery bodies post Framework decision 



Annex 5: Evaluators’ details

Irene MacWilliam is a highly experienced consultant specialising in facilitating change and development with organisations and teams.  She has run her own consultancy practice since 1997, and is an Associate with the Centre for Charity Effectiveness at Cass Business School. 

Irene has undertaken a range of organisational reviews across national and local voluntary organisations and in the public sector, where she developed expertise in consulting multiple stakeholders including ‘hard to reach’ groups.  Her approach is to work collaboratively making reviews an opportunity for learning and catalyst for positive change.  Working with Boards, senior managers and cross-organisational teams she helps develop new strategic approaches and effective leadership to see strategy realised.  Recent assignments include a strategic review of Play England for NCB; evaluation of a major change process in a national faith organisation; team development with the UK Drug Policy Advisory Commission; organisational development with Central London Healthcare (a consortium of 30 GP practices).

Irene works extensively with teams of Boards, senior managers, operational staff and partnerships.  This can be anything from facilitating one-off days for review and planning, to helping teams resolve difficult dynamics or performance issues over a period of time.  She has undertaken research on hidden conflict in teams and its impact on change, and enjoys working with the energy that difference and diversity can bring. As well as team development Irene is trained in large group facilitation methods (such as Open Space), and has designed and facilitated whole organisation and multi-agency events of up to 120 people addressing specific issues. 

Irene has a Masters degree in Change Agents Skills and Strategies, is a Member of the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development, and an NCVO Approved Consultant.  Over 20 years she has been a Board member and Trustee of national and local charities in health, education, community development, and women’s services.  She has been an independent consultant since 1997.  Prior to this she held senior management and development roles national and regional voluntary organisations and in higher education.

Contact details:

Email: Irene@macwilliam-consulting.com
Tel: 02380 237288

Website: www.macwilliam-consulting.com 

Hilary Barnard has worked as an organisational consultant with voluntary and community organisations and statutory agencies since 1990.  As well as working with Irene MacWilliam and running his own consultancy practice, he is a Principal Consultant with Centre for Charity Effectiveness.  He is a Visiting Senior Fellow at Cass Business School and the External Examiner for the MSc in voluntary and community sector studies at Birkbeck College, University of London.  Recent evaluation assignments include evaluations of the Income Generation National Support Service workstream (led by acevo), the National Performance Programme (led by Charities Evaluation Services), the Nationwide Building Society Corporate Responsibility Education programme, and the Moving On project (for Treloars College).  Recent strategic reviews include Social Perspectives Network, British Home, pfeg, AbilityNet and IPSEA.  

Other consultancy projects include a senior management review of In Control; a change programme for Department of Health to embed Valuing People principles and practice; long term review for Macfarlane Trust (haemophiliacs living with HIV/AIDS as a result of NHS blood contamination); developing National Workforce Competences for health care staff delivering services to people with learning disabilities (for Skills for Health).  Hilary provided policy and project management services to Children’s Workforce Network, a cross sectoral alliance working with Government on workforce reform to secure the five Every Child Matters outcomes.  

Hilary is a former charity Chief Executive.  He was a Board member of Metropolitan Housing Trust, where he chaired the Care & Supported Housing Committee.  He is the author of Big Society, cuts and consequences (Cass CCE 2010), Really Intelligent Commissioning (acevo 2009), the lead author of Added Value, Changing Lives: social capital and voluntary sector impact in Westminster (Voluntary Action Westminster 2006) and co-author of Strategies for Success (NCVO 1994). Hilary has taught Strategy and Performance Measurement and Evaluation for the Open University Business School.  He has an MBA and is a Chartered Fellow of the CIPD.

Contact details:

Email: hilarybarnard@aol.com
Tel: 020 7284 1566

Website: www.hilarybarnard.com 

London Voluntary Service Council (LVSC)
4th Floor, 88 Old Street, London EC1V 9HU
020 3349 8900
www.lvsc.org.uk
www.twitter.com/lvscnews



Evaluation of LVSC policy and knowledge work: April 2011








� See Peter Wells and Chris Dayson – Measuring the impact of third sector infrastructure organisations, CRESR, Sheffield Hallam University 2010


� Richard Wilkinson and Kate Pickett – The Spirit Level: Why Equality Is Better For Everyone, 2009


� Fair Society, Healthy Lives: A Strategic Review of Health Inequalities in England Post 2010, London 2010


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ivar.org.uk/our-work/explore-our-work/what-capacity-exploratory-study-future-options-supporting-frontline-volunt" �http://www.ivar.org.uk/our-work/explore-our-work/what-capacity-exploratory-study-future-options-supporting-frontline-volunt� 
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