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This annual state of the sector survey plays an integral part in the work of 

infrastructure organisations in Cambridgeshire.   

 

The purpose of the survey is to establish what support groups need, together 

with gaining insight into the vibrancy and sustainability of the sector.  

 

The results from the survey help Support Cambridgeshire partners to tailor 

activities to those needs, and ensure we are best able to represent the sector 

with other partners.   

 

From the results of this year’s survey, it is clear that parts of the community-

focused sector are vibrant and confident about the future.  

 

The survey has been carried out by Support Cambridgeshire, which is a 

partnership of three support organisations (Cambridge Council for Voluntary 

Service, Cambridgeshire ACRE and Hunts Forum of Voluntary Organisations) 

and who, between them, provide information and support to groups across the 

whole of the county of Cambridgeshire.  

 

Most of the survey returns came from voluntary sector organisations of varying 

sizes with six from town or parish councils also responding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Headlines 

 
 
Confidence in the funding for 
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the future: Nearly all the respondents expressed their level of confidence in next 

year’s funding with 90% reporting that they would be continuing with the same or 

higher funding, this included all the parish and town councils that took part. 70% 

reported income in donations from the public, however more than half relied on 

income from events, trusts and different grant sources. Around half also had a 

local authority grant but only a quarter delivered a local authority contract. 

 
Self- confident: All the groups were self-organised and displayed confidence with 

how they were managing and what they needed in the future. 81% were regulated 

by some other authority such as the Charity Commission or Companies House. 

 
Most groups are smaller by income: Over half of the groups had less than 

£50,000 annual turnover, which was the same as last year. A third turned over 

more than £100,000 and two thirds of those delivered services in localities rather 

than county-wide. 

 
Engaged in their communities: The groups who responded to the survey employ 
up to 900 staff, and work with up to 1,600 volunteers in their communities. 

 
Keen to engage: Most groups were keen to engage with the Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough Joint Commissioning Unit and play a bigger part in helping statutory 
partners develop priorities and strategies 

 

Effectiveness of survey: 85% of the respondents were already in contact with 
the voluntary sector infrastructure bodies. The survey reached at least an 
additional 44 groups this year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What do Cambridgeshire community-focused 

groups look like? 

Income: 
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The survey was widely distributed to groups across Cambridgeshire, circulated on social 

media and in newsletters, reaching more than a total of 700 groups in total.  

 

When examined in detail the profile of groups that responded in 2018 compared with last 

year’s differ substantially, with 53% of respondents new to the survey meaning that the 

survey has the ability to engage new groups. 
 

Geographic cover: 
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Community-focused groups sometimes deliver services in a specific geographical area. 

This includes town and parish councils, village halls or small pre-school groups (65% of 

this year’s survey), whilst some extend their services to one or more contiguous districts 

(12% of replies). More generic groups, like infrastructure organisations, advice groups or 

medical charities tend to have a wider geographic reach and provide services across the 

county (22%). These county-wide groups only represent about a third of all the highest 

income groups (£100,000+). The other two thirds of groups in the highest income category 

are a mix 

ture of county branches of national charities, medical or advice charities, buildings and 

one youth group, one library and one band. The lowest income group, who responded to 

the survey numbered about the same as the high income groups and overall just over half 

the respondents had incomes of under £50,000. Parish councils are included in this 

lowest income group. 
 

How groups are constituted: 
 

The types of organisational structure varied, some groups having been incorporated 

(limited by guarantee), others registered with the Charities Commission or the 

Community Interest Company regulator, Town or Parish Councils are constituted as 

authorities and some of the smallest groups defined themselves as unregistered 

charitable groups or clubs. 81% were regulated by some other authority than 

themselves. Most (85%) were members of at least one of the infrastructure and advice 

organisations conducting the survey, namely Cambridge Council for Voluntary Service 

(CCVS), Cambridgeshire Acre and Hunts Forum. Some were actually members of more 

than one of these, suggesting that the membership benefits vary in terms of advice and 

support. About a quarter of CCVS members and 44% of Hunts Forum members 

responded. The survey was only relevant to a small component of Cambridge Acre 

members so the percentage of their membership is not particularly significant; six parish 

or town councils responded of which only four gave their names. What it does show is 

how effective it is to reach individual Cambridgeshire groups through the infrastructure 

organisations of which they are members of. 
 

Staff and volunteers: 
 
37% of this year’s respondents were employers, employing between 1 and over 20 
members of staff. Thus the survey represented groups who collectively employed between 
600 and 900 workers.  
 
92 respondents provided details about the number of volunteers who were engaged in 
delivering their group’s services.  
 
All income categories from £0.00 turnover to £100,000-plus had groups who operated with 
more than 20 volunteers each. The larger the group’s turnover the more likely they were to 
be managing with more than 20 volunteers. Support Cambridgeshire knows that some 
groups have volunteer numbers in their hundreds in order to cover all the activities that 
they offer.  
The groups who completed the survey represent between 1,000 and 1,600 volunteers 
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Engagement with Cambridgeshire-focused groups 
 
One of the main benefits of the annual survey is to test the engagement of community-

focused groups with relevant authorities and vice versa. One very obvious point to note is 

that at one end of the scale none of the 123 groups had any engagement with the Local 

Enterprise Network, whilst at most 60% were engaged in some way with Cambridgeshire 

County Council. Depending on the nature of the community-based work that groups deliver it 

may be less or more important for them to engage with authorities that have specific remits, 

like the Fire and Rescue Service and the Police and Crime Commissioner. The graph shows 

a healthy spread of engagement across the authorities, with the one exception that has 

already been mentioned.  68% of groups said that they were willing to get involved in District 

Forums to have more involvement with the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Joint 

Commissioning Unit. 

 
One of the sets of questions that groups were asked this year was to indicate whether they 

understood, and were involved in, helping statutory and other partners in the delivery of the 

partner’s priorities and strategies. Less than two thirds answered these questions, which 

may have been dependant on the seniority of the person completing the survey. Only 45% 

on average reported that they had a good understanding of the priorities and strategies of 

their partners.  

 

In response to the question of whether the group was involved in helping their partner set 

priorities and strategies in the areas that the group worked in, the percentage of those that 

agreed dipped to 11%. However on a positive note 25% reported that they had a good 

working relationship with staff within the partner organisations and 48% were keen to play a 

bigger role in setting priorities and strategies with their partners.
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    Relationships with authorities in 2018 
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Average response per authority is 29, with the best being HWB and CPCCG with CCC not 

far behind. The worst, probably nearly half of replies, consider their relationship with East 

Cambs District Council slightly good or not at all good. 
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How groups fund themselves: 
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Nearly all the respondents expressed their level of confidence in next year’s funding with 

90% reporting that they would be continuing with the same or higher funding. Of the 10% 

who reported an expected fall in funding levels, they explained in comments giving reasons 

such as: they had received a large legacy this year and did not expect the same in the next; 

that they had new costs derived from having to pay for the use of a community room that 

had previously been used for free; that their council grant had been cut completely. 
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Beneficiaries: 
 
Only 96 people responded to the survey question ‘Which specific area or group of 

beneficiaries’ they worked with.  
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Training 
 
In order to make best use of the resources of all the voluntary sector support organisations, 

the annual survey examines what subjects or issues groups feel they need help or training 

with. This year a question was asked to help define the best ways of delivering this training 

or help. Most people preferred to attend daytime training sessions with the exception of 

trustee training, with 25% preferring an evening session, presumably to fit in with daytime 

work commitments. Of all the options that were put to groups for consideration, by far the 

most requested help was with fundraising and related issues – 45% of all respondents. Only 

27 requested training is aspects of financial management, 55 wanted support and training in 

trustee-level responsibilities and 43 said they would attend training in aspects of social 

media. 

 
We found that, generally, training via formal training sessions during the day was the 
preferred method. 38 groups requested First Aid training. 
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Communications: 
 
The headlines for what works best in communication with the community-based 
groups can be summed up as follows: 
 

 Digital skills estimated by groups at around 20%   
 80% on social media networks with Facebook and Twitter the most popular   
 Email updates and electronic newsletters are the preferred methods for information  

What else is available in Cambridgeshire? 
 
This survey obviously does not provide information or detail about the groups that chose not 

to complete the annual survey. The fact that this year we have compared who the 

respondents were and found that only 48% were the same groups as in the previous year 

shows that the survey, whilst informative and extremely useful for designing support services 

and finding out about the quality of the relationships with statutory bodies and others, only 

reveals a partial picture of community-based groups as a whole across Cambridgeshire.  

 

Groups that are self-sufficient and self-organising that work on a success income and 

receipts model may well exclude themselves from the survey as they are not in regular 

contact with either the voluntary service support groups or any of the statutory or other 

bodies. Groups in this category are considered “below-the-radar” or micro-groups, but 

provide essential services on a very local basis, filling gaps in services including local lunch 

clubs and faith-based outreach services. These groups may “surface” and take part in  

main-stream activities when there are changes to legal compliance, or they need training 

and information. They tend to be run exclusively by volunteers, often on a rota-basis and 

simply do not have any extra capacity for getting involved in networks and discussions. 

 
There are a number of Cambridgeshire groups that are county or regional parts of national 

organisations which provide services to Cambridgeshire residents and even more charities 

that Cambridgeshire residents volunteer for that may have national or international reach. It 

would be unrealistic to suggest that the annual survey might cover all of these. No matter 

how large the number of volunteers and staff already ‘working’ for charitable groups, both 

seen and unseen, there may still be a need to increase their numbers. When it comes to 

setting up new groups and activities that can benefit Cambridgeshire residents, more people 

will need to be found to run them. Two projects have been specifically taking a community 

development approach to discover if and how residents’ lives can be improved with a more 

local response, which includes setting up new voluntary groups. One of these projects, 

called “People and Places - the community driven approach to social action”, tries to map 

social capital against need, in particular communities. It will then support and develop 

capacity to fill any gaps which have been identified. This project is focussed on villages or 

towns with fewer than ten thousand residents in their population. The County Council has 

developed a working model to deliver flexible care services more efficiently by spending time 

understanding communities of over ten thousand residents. This model has self-managed 

teams who can respond quickly as well as assist in setting up local support groups. This 

project, “Neighbourhood Cares”, has already been able to reach people who did not realise 

that they were eligible for support, even though they definitely needed it. 
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Conclusions 
 
Based on the information from this year’s survey, community-based groups in 

Cambridgeshire are thriving.  

 

Organisations have adapted to the diminished funding regimes of various statutory partners 

and are concentrating on delivering services to their beneficiaries or specific areas rather 

than expanding.  

 

Whilst they are keen to help in the development of County strategies, their experience of 

engagement with different authorities varied from extremely good to ‘not at all good’.  

 

For the infrastructure groups, represented by Support Cambridgeshire, it was an extremely 

valuable exercise in defining where to concentrate energy in planning training courses and 

developing networks and communications.  

 

The survey itself reached many new groups this year, but lost some regular respondents, so 

maybe next year a shorter version could be developed to increase the response rate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                     Report prepared for Support Cambridgeshire by JRWorks 


