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Executive Summary

The Countryside Training Partnership was commissioned by the National Association for
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty to explore the options for AONBs to diversify their
income by securing funding from non-exchequer sources. The purpose of the work was:
“To research, facilitate and manage a non exchequer funding dissemination workshop for the
NAAONB that included a detailed evaluation of approaches and mechanisms for holding and
distributing funds from the national to the local.”
Senior personnel from British Waterways, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust, Groundwork South
Tyneside & Newcastle, Calderdale Community Foundation and YMCA were interviewed and
background web research of selected organisations was undertaken.
The key messages emerging are:
•

•

•

SIZE Matters ~ charities greater than £5m turnover are growing. It is important to
have a reasonable proportion of unrestricted income because for smaller charities
with less than £5m there is a mixed picture depending on assets, financial reserves,
unrestricted income and brand.
AONBs can do a lot of this now ~ by enhanced partnership working. Charitable status
provides some opportunities BUT they can be expensive and bureaucratic. AONBs are
not particularly suitable as they do not own assets, there are significant HR
implications and there is the potential to damage existing third sector partnerships.
Fund your core ~ all the charities interviewed recognised the value of the services
provided by their national “umbrella” organisations. These services need to be paid
for through membership subscriptions but they do enable the individual members to
diversify their income base and raise more external funding.

What needs to happen next? What the research and workshop have told us:
1) A clear statement on AONB governance moving forward is needed ~ that clarifies
the NAAONB and individual AONB positions with regard to their legal framework.
2) Facilitate/ broker a deal with Defra ~ to provide additional support for (i) building
capacity within the movement to enable NAAONB and AONBs to work collectively to
test and share the different social enterprise models and (ii) developing a mechanism
to help AONBs to diversify their income streams away from non-exchequer sources.
3) Engage with the Community Foundation Network ~ initially on behalf of AONBs
4) What collective work is being undertaken within what timeframe? ~ a clear
message from the NAAONB to AONBs on what the NAAONB is doing with an
identified timetable attached.
5) What is reasonable/desirable for the NAAONB to deliver? ~ have a collective
conversation about what services the NAAONB can provide with an indication of the
membership income needed to support a viable umbrella body.
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Introduction

2.1 The Brief
The Countryside Training Partnership was contracted by the National Association for Areas
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (NAAONB) to continue its work in exploring the options for
AONBs to diversify their income base by securing funding from non-exchequer sources. This
work is part of a series of workshops and commissioned reports exploring external funding
opportunities for the AONB family over the last 18 months. Resources from all this work
have been collated, signposted and can be seen in Appendix 1.
The NAAONB wanted to find out more about the relationships between umbrella bodies and
their independent members and in particular how they worked to generate income to
deliver their operations. NAAONB was particularly interested the Community Foundations,
the Royal Society of Wildlife Trusts and the proposed British Waterways Trust.
Specifically, the purpose of this piece of work was to achieve the following:
“To research, facilitate and manage a non exchequer funding dissemination workshop for the
NAAONB that included a detailed evaluation of approaches and mechanisms for holding and
distributing funds from the national to the local.”
This report captures all the outcomes of the research, the key points emerging from the
dissemination workshop and gives some concluding thoughts on what the NAAONB and
individual AONBs should be focussing on to help diversify their income base.

2.2 Methodology
This was a short, focussed piece of research using in-depth individual interviews and
background web research of selected organisations. The research focussed on:
·

Organisational structure and legal framework

·

Relationship of national body to member organisations

·

Funding streams (exchequer and non-exchequer) and levels of unrestricted income

·

Benefits and challenges of working within a federated structure

During the course of the research we spoke to the following people:
- Rob Stoneman, Chief Executive, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust
-Andrew Watts, Chief Executive, Groundwork South Tyneside and Newcastle
-Steve Duncan, Chief Executive, The Community Foundation for Calderdale
-Ruth Ruderham, Director of Fundraising, British Waterways
-Jane Burns, Director of Fundraising and Communications, YMCA England
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Additional research looked at establishing the scale of environmental fundraising within the
UK not-for-profit sector and included research of the latest annual accounts submitted to
the Charity Commission from National Trust, RSPB, British Trust for Conservation Volunteers
(BTCV), Farming Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG), Groundwork UK and the Royal Society of
Wildlife Trusts (RSWT) and Wildlife Trust family.
In parallel with this research a dissemination workshop was organised and delivered with
external speakers for AONB staff to share progress to date, gather key messages and
determine collective actions going forward. (See Appendix 2 for programme and list of
delegates).
In addition to hearing a presentation on this research, Rosemary Macdonald, Chief Executive
of Wiltshire and Swindon Community Trust spoke about opportunities for fundraising
partnership between AONBs and the Community Foundation family. Tim Crabtree of
Wessex Community Assets gave a presentation on developing appropriate social enterprise
structures that could help deliver current AONB projects and future non-exchequer funding
programmes.
To help with dissemination key presentations and discussions from the event were videoed
and have been made available on the Landscapes for Life blog below:
http://www.landscapesforlifeconference.org.uk/non-exchequer-funding-research-outcomes-andnext-steps/
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Key findings and messages from research

The outcomes of the individual interviews and web research have been written up as case
studies and can be seen in the following Appendices:
·
·
·
·

British Waterways, Appendix 3
Yorkshire Wildlife Trust/ RSWT, Appendix 4
Community Foundation for Calderdale, Appendix 5
Groundwork Trust, Appendix 6

When looking at research from all organisations, including the YMCA three core messages
emerged as key findings; these are discussed in more detail below.
The full presentation of this research can be found at http://vimeo.com/39436198

3.1 Trends and Competition within the not-for-profit sector
At this point in time, AONBs collectively have a total income of circa £15million. This figure
was established during the first non-exchequer funding workshop.1 This was worked out
using aggregate figures from individual AONB annual reviews for 2009/10 (in most cases)2.

1

Download Identifying funding opportunities presentation Nov 2010.ppt
http://www.aonb.org.uk/wba/naaonb/naaonbpreview.nsf/Web%20Default%20Frameset?OpenFrameSet&Fra
me=Main&Src=%2Fwba%2Fnaaonb%2Fnaaonbpreview.nsf%2F%24LU.WebHomePage%2F%24first!OpenDocu
ment%26AutoFramed ~
2
At the same workshop this £15million figure was corroborated by Matt Roberts and was similar to the figures
presented by Mike Taylor, former NAAONB CEO, at the 2009 NAAONB Annual Conference.
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Looking at the major charities in the environmental and heritage field the total scale of
funding is approximately £1bn (this figure includes government and non-exchequer funding
but excludes stewardship money distributed through the rural payments agency which is a
further £300m).3
Of the major charities National Trust is by far the biggest, raising £412m in 2010/11. Other
significant income generators include RSPB, Wildlife Trusts, National Parks, BTCV and the
Woodland Trust.
Total Income by Organisation
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Fig. 1 Total income for key players in the environmental and heritage charity sector
Employee numbers follow a similar trend, with numbers reflecting the different scale of
turnover.4 In the charity sector membership organisations have a distinct advantage;
members provide significant levels of unrestricted income from membership fees and
legacies (the latter often being left by members). This unrestricted income supports core
costs including fundraising and provides room for manoeuvre during times of famine. It is
striking that most of the above organisations with the exception of BTCV and AONBs have a
strong membership base.
The ability to mobilise the support of individual members/donors is a key factor when
considering the benefits of a charitable organisation.
Third sector research shows that charities of £5m+ are growing, less than <£5m it is a more
mixed picture depending on assets, financial reserves, unrestricted income and brand.
3

Putting this in context, the Department for Work and Pensions 2010 budget was £136bn; or £1bn is the
equivalent to providing the over 75yrs TV licence (£0.5 bn) and the running costs for the Houses of Parliament
(£0.5bn).
4
Employee numbers as follows according to latest available accounts: National Trust 5006; RSPB 2037; Wildlife
Trusts 2500; National Parks 1400; BTCV 742; Woodland Trust 269; AONBs 274.
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For example, Groundwork Trusts have undertaken a lot of recent mergers and acquisitions.
There has been a move towards a regional structure but this is not a complete picture as
some individual trusts such as Groundwork STAN have remained separate due to having a
strong balance sheet in the form of capital assets and reserves.
FWAG ceased trading in 2011, despite having a turnover of £4.2million in 2009/10.
However, their last complete set of accounts shows just £400K of unrestricted income
against £3.8m of contract and grant income and with an employee base of 100 people. This
suggests they were not adaptable enough to meet sudden changes in the funding climate.
In the case of YWT, though raising £4.3m they are backed by the strong Wildlife Trust brand
enabling them to leverage trust and corporate income locally. As members of the RSWT
they have access to a strategic investment fund (worth £1.8m in 2011) that is available to
support strategic and innovative organisational development and service delivery initiatives.

3.2 Implications of charity status
The experience of British Waterways provides an opportunity to explore the implications for
a public sector body in moving from the statutory to the charitable sector. British
Waterways has been funded by the public sector since its creation in the post war period.
However, in the last couple of decades the organisation has succeeded in raising substantial
amounts of commercial income through leveraging its property and licence assets as well as
setting up a small charitable trust through which to support educational and other charitable
purposes associated with the organisation. Public sector funding now represents 33% of
their gross income5. The Board of British Waterways recognised that canals and inland
waterways no longer served a public transport function, rather sitting squarely in the leisure
and recreation camp. This has made them especially vulnerable to public sector budget cuts,
particularly post the financial crisis of 2008. 6
As a result of this analysis British Waterways has elected to become a charity – the Canal and
River Trust, a ‘National Trust of the waterways’ and has negotiated a very substantial fifteen
year financial deal with Defra to facilitate this. (See Appendix 2). The new organisation will
retain its statutory responsibilities around maintenance of the condition of its assets
(towpaths, canals etc).
For British Waterways, the move to the charity sector has a number of significant benefits:
·
·
5

6

It puts them in control of their own destiny and protects them from the whim of
government.
It makes them more accountable to the general public and waterway users

2010/11 Annual Report and Accounts.
British Waterways public sector budget was cut by 16% between 2009/10 and 2010/11
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Provides a greater sense of local ownership through involvement of key stakeholders
(boat licensees, volunteers, employees and businesses) on the Council and Trustee
board of the new charity.
Crucially, they will retain ownership of their assets, enabling them to use these to
leverage commercial and non-exchequer income from individuals.

British Waterways perceive that by taking the decision to leave the public sector early on in
the spending cuts cycle they have secured ‘first mover’ advantage, negotiating a deal with
Defra that may well not be available even a short time in the future.
In addition to the advantages outlined by the British Waterways experience, charitable
status confers a number of additional benefits on organisations, particularly around raising
non-exchequer funds. Aside from tax benefits (which can be substantial) there is the
opportunity to attract income from a number of trusts and foundations that will only give to
charities. Charitable registration confers a powerful brand association in the UK amongst
potential individual donors, with people much more inclined to consider giving to a charity
than a non-charity registered organisation. And, as the example above demonstrates, there
are strategic reasons for AONBs to look at this option at this point in time.
However, despite the opportunities outlined above, there are a number of significant
implications of such a move for the AONB family.
i)

ii)

iii)

iv)

v)

vi)

vii)

Firstly, AONBs’ core purpose is to deliver statutory public duties (unlike British
Waterways today); in order to achieve these AONBs need to have some form of
public sector engagement and funding to support this role.
Secondly, unlike British Waterways, a move to the charitable sector would
require agreement and negotiation with 46 plus Local Authorities that would be a
time consuming and expensive process.
The establishment of 46 separate charitable trusts would be expensive and
produce an unduly bureaucratic structure, with 46 separate boards of trustees to
set up, 46 sets of accounts to audit and 46 registrations to be filed at the Charity
Commission.
AONBs do not own any assets and their overall brand recognition is low limiting
their ability to generate non-exchequer income. They produce no ‘product’ and
the ability to experience protected areas is open and free to everyone.
A number of human resource issues would arise, particularly around liability for
future pension provision and changes to pay and benefits between the public and
charitable sectors.
Transfer to the charitable sector would involve not just a change in sector but a
change in organisational culture, particularly in regard to generating nonexchequer income.
There would be potential to damage some existing partnerships if AONBs move
from being seen as a collaborator to that of competitor.
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The benefits of charitable status can however be accessed without the organisation or
individual AONBs becoming charities. There are already examples of this within the AONB
family such as North Pennine Friends, Tamar Trust and the Surrey Hills Community
Foundation link. There are also opportunities to work in partnership with existing charities
such as the Wildlife Trusts and Community Foundations. (Please see section 4 with regard to
the latter).
As a result of our research around the issue of charitable status, we have identified some
possible options for the AONB family moving forward and given a commentary (red and
green boxes in the diagram below) as to whether or not these structures would help AONBs
collectively raise more funds in the future.

As can be seen from the above diagram the preferred option should be to evolve operations,
retaining the existing partnerships within local authorities (recognising the statutory function
of the AONB management plan) whilst developing pro-active relationships with Community
Foundations and other charities, looking at social enterprise structures to deliver some
projects and generate a more sustainable income stream.
Developing AONBs in this way has the following benefits:
- It retains AONBs in local authorities, which are ultimately accountable for
delivering statutory public duties.
- It avoids the expensive and time-consuming process of setting up and running
parallel charitable organisations.
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- It gives the AONB Family access to non-exchequer fundraising skills and income,
particularly in the area of major donors and high net worth individuals.
- It plays to AONB strengths and expertise in partnership working.
Given the findings of the research the only other feasible model to consider in terms of a
charitable context would be to set up one charity responsible for all AONBs within England
and Wales. Whilst there could be opportunities to raise additional funds in this way, there
are excessive risks with this approach not least in losing the good will of local established
AONB partnerships and that the overall thrust of this possible model would be running
against the whole localism agenda.

3.3 Funding you core
Question: “If there was one thing you’d change about your relationship with Royal
Society of Wildlife Trusts what would it be?”
Answer: “I’d pay more money; we’d raise less without them” ~ Rob Stoneman, Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust7
Answer: “£15,000/annum to have the Groundwork brand is worthwhile... I’d go up to
£30-40,000 (for services from Groundwork UK)” ~ Andrew Watts, Groundwork STAN:
The final message emerging from conversations with other federated organisation came
from individual members recognising the need to contribute to their umbrella bodies and
the benefits they gain from the services provided. These key benefits can be summarised as:
i) Relationship with Central Government in Whitehall ~ all the organisations that we
interviewed valued the policy influence and dissemination role undertaken at a national
level. There are obviously different levels of engagement with Whitehall departments
between the different organisations but all the interviewees valued the understanding of
government priorities that emerged from this relationship work.
ii) Potential to broker national programmes ~ Both Groundwork UK and RSWT are able to
broker national deals for their members with other public and private sector partners. In
2010/11 these national programmes were worth £42m to the Groundwork Trusts and £5.6m
to the Wildlife Trusts via RSWT. The major Groundwork UK schemes were Future Jobs Fund
delivery on behalf of the Department for Work and Pensions as well as private sector
programmes with Britvic (Transform Your Patch), Marks and Spencer (Greener Living Spaces)
and Cadbury’s (Spots v Stripes). The major RSWT schemes were Future Jobs Fund, Tubney
Charitable Trust, Vine House Farm and Ribena.

7

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust contributes £40K/annum to RSWT, approximately 2.6% of unrestricted income.
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Beneath these headlines, the scale of national programmes is acknowledged as important as
some sponsorship’s can become more resource intensive (and as a result not cost effective)
once the money is actually spent on the ground in the local community. Within the Wildlife
Trust movement, as well as similar examples of public and private sector programmes, the
RSWT provides a central service for marketing and administration of a legacy campaign. This
was worth nearly £600K in unrestricted income to the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust in 2010/11.
iii) The ability to administer funds ~ In a similar way to brokering national programmes,
both Groundwork UK and RSWT provide the mechanism to distribute funds on behalf of
other partners, in particular the Big Lottery and Landfill Tax operators. Whilst these funds
are open to applications from non-members both Groundwork Trusts and Wildlife Trusts
benefit from project funding from these sources. Groundwork UK administers the
Community Spaces fund on behalf of the big lottery (worth £200m over 3years) and has
undertaken a £10m “test and learn” initiative called Communities Living Sustainably
demonstrating the value of building long-term relationships with grant distributors.
The RSWT has been responsible for the distribution of a significant amount of landfill tax
funding. Biffa, SITA, Veolia and Waste Recycling group are responsible for 80% of all landfill
funding and have made available £700m for environmental and community projects over
the last 10 years. Of this amount, £50m has been provided for 500 Wildlife Trust projects.
Like Groundwork UK, RSWT have established a relationship with the Big Lottery and have
been responsible for administering the £32m Local Food Programme over the last five years.
iv) Common web and IT platforms ~ As membership organisations the Wildlife and
Groundwork Trusts have been able to benefit from some economies of scale through sharing
the development cost of certain common services. RSWT have a strategic development fund
that can support the overall development of individual trusts. To help increase their web
presence 15 individual wildlife trusts took the decision to invest £2K each that levered an
additional £30K from RSWT. For £60K the 15 wildlife trusts were able to update their
websites into a similar format whilst retaining their own individual identities and business
operations. As a result of this work, all their reserves are on a single database that makes
sense from a customer relationship perspective.
v) Training and skill share ~ The final benefit of being part of a larger whole is the access to
combined training and development opportunities. Groundwork Trusts are twinned to
enable executive directors and staff to share experiences, there is an established National
Executive Directors Forum that meets twice a year and thematic learning programmes are
developed around key priorities. The RSWT has organised a Senior Management Leadership
Programme tailored to the individual needs of senior staff within each Wildlife Trust.
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4. Key findings from the workshop presentations
Full coverage of the Workshop with video footage and the relevant PowerPoint
presentations can be found at:
http://www.landscapesforlifeconference.org.uk/non-exchequer-funding-researchoutcomes-and-next-steps/
Key findings to emerge were:-

4.1 Lessons from national structures
i)

ii)

iii)

In some AONBs Local Authority partners are reneging on financial commitments
which have implications for statutory duties for the production of an AONB
management plan; there is thus a clear need for an indication from Defra as to
the future direction of AONB support beyond traditional spending cycles.
There is a clear benefit from the public service function of AONBs not just in
delivering statutory management plan duties but in being able to provide cash
flow benefits from a larger host authority. This is something that even very
significant charities struggle with.
This research has demonstrated that there is an opportunity to look at which
services it would be beneficial to provide centrally through the NAAONB,
establishing economies of scale and determining the investment needed to
secure this through the membership.

4.2 Community Foundations:
i)

ii)

There is an opportunity to engage in a national conversation between NAAONB
and CFN using Rosemary Macdonald’s expertise as a Community Foundation
Chief Executive but also as a member of the CFN board of trustees.
Local Community Foundations provide a number of opportunities for AONBs:
· As a source of expertise in major donor and High Net Worth fundraising. For a
fee CF’s can provide a fundraising service to identify existing and new donors
with an interest in protected landscapes and the potential to give to them
with a view to raising some significant extra funding for local AONBs.
· As a vehicle to distribute SDF and potentially other pots of funding on behalf
of AONBs.
· To set up an endowment for AONBs. The best mechanism to do this should
be part of a national conversation between NAAONB and CFN before
individual Community Foundation/AONB relationships are developed. There
is currently an opportunity to 50% match fund endowment income for a time
limited period to 2015.
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4.3 Social Enterprises
Further detail of the presentation given by Tim Crabtree on the opportunities for AONBs to
develop social enterprises can be seen in appendix 7. The key points to emerge from the
presentation and discussion are:
i)

ii)
iii)

iv)

v)

Social Enterprises provide an opportunity for AONBs to get out of the stop-start
experience of the three-year grant funding cycle by providing a more sustainable,
reliable income and (in some cases) an unrestricted income source.
Social enterprise models could provide opportunities for AONBs to bid for service
delivery contracts rather than rely on grant funding.
There is a wide variety of social enterprise models out there (Industrial &
Provident, CIC, Co-operatives to name a few) and a raft of existing information
and advice on them.8 AONBs need to be clear about what they want to achieve
through a social enterprise route before getting advice as to which model will
best suit their needs.
Furthermore, care needs to be taken when acquiring assets to ensure that they
are fit for purpose and projected liabilities can be met either through acquisition
or lease arrangements.
In setting up governance structures steps can be taken to ensure that the
purpose of any charitable organisation is in keeping with the aims of the
designation. For example, nomination rights can be included in favour of local
authority partners. Although you might want to make the decision devolve
autonomy to the trustees/company to engender local ownership.

8

For an example see Soil Association publication:
http://www.soilassociation.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=tqYeQrHxQdw%3d&tabid=204
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5. Conclusions from the research and workshop
What the research and workshop have told us:
As well as this piece of work on exploring other models and structures for generating income
there is evidence of individual AONBs already experiencing difficulties and a threat of
withdrawal from Local Authority partners. There is an urgent need to act strategically on
this now.
1)

A clear statement on AONB governance moving forward.

There is a need to draw a line under the governance debate and have a clear statement,
ratified by the board that clarifies the NAAONB and individual AONB position with regard to
their legal framework. AONBs provide a core public service duty requiring support from Local
Authorities and Defra. The small size of AONB units means that there are no benefits in
becoming charitable organisations.
2)

Facilitate/broker a deal with Defra to (i) test social enterprise delivery models and
(ii) provide on going support to secure external funding

In recognition of the current financial climate in the public sector and depending on local
circumstances, there is a necessity to develop the appropriate social enterprise models that
could help deliver current AONB projects and future non-exchequer funding programmes.
To enable the NAAONB and AONBs to adapt to the different social enterprise models
needed to deliver AONB projects there is a need to build capacity within the movement.
Building these delivery mechanisms takes time and could be beyond the timescale of
Comprehensive Spending Review cycles.
To achieve this there is a need to secure support from Defra that provides rolling support for
change and diversification for AONBs. Additional capacity would enable AONBs to work
collectively to develop appropriate social enterprise delivery models, and share their
experiences amongst others.
As part of the conversation with Defra there is the need to continue to provide support for
AONBs to help diversify their income streams away from non-exchequer sources. It would be
helpful if the NAAONB built a business case to present to Defra what this rolling support
programme could look like, how much it would cost and the benefits to be gained from
adopting this approach.
3)

Engage with the Community Foundation Network

The main outcome from the discussion with Rosemary Macdonald was the need for the
NAAONB to engage with the Community Foundation Network (CFN). Rosemary offered to
help set up a meeting with herself and the CFN Chief Executive in the near future.
15
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This national debate with the CFN would be helpful in:
·
·

Discussing the benefits of developing national endowment brokered via the NAAONB
that could be built up to collectively address joint AONB needs.
Developing a path for local AONB partnerships to make links with their local
Community Foundations.

When reflecting on the workshop, AONBs felt that it would be helpful if any communication
about developing links with AONB partnerships came from the CFN to their respective local
Community Foundations
Operationally; the workshop outcomes suggest that there are two additional points that
need to be addressed and taken forward:
4)

Explain what collective work is being undertaken, with an identified timetable

There is a need for a clear national message from the NAAONB to AONBs on what the
NAAONB is doing around all this work with an identified timetable. This needs to include:
i)
ii)

iii)

Details on work with the Board on clarifying the governance position
Communication on the conversation with Defra about the likelihood of securing
support for external funding and a change and diversification programme
towards the development of social enterprise delivery models.
In parallel to work on the above, the research and workshop has identified a need
for NAAONB to initiate a conversation with the Community Foundation Network
(CFN), as offered by Rosemary Macdonald. The CFN would tell their members of
the opportunities that individual AONBs could provide to build their endowment
and fee income. This would give individual AONBs access to fundraising expertise
to help them diversify funding streams into the major donor/High Net Worth
Individual arena.

Having a clear message on what the NAAONB is focussing on will enable individual AONBs to
build their own relationships with local Community Foundations and other local charitable
partners in the knowledge that progress is being made in the context of the wider AONB
movement evolving and being better adapted to the future funding climate.
5)

What is it reasonable/ desirable for the NAAONB to deliver?

The final outcome from the day was the need to have a collective conversation about what
services the NAAONB can usefully provide with a view to this being costed to provide an
indication of the amount needed from membership income to support a sustainable
umbrella body.
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6. Appendices
APPENDIX 1
Signposting resources from AONB Non Exchequer Funding work
November 2010 Workshop ~ Speaker presentations and workshop notes
A workshop that give participants an opportunity to explore learning about the range of
funding sources available to AONBs and approaches to securing non-exchequer funds.
Resources available include an overview of where AONB funding comes from, information
on raising funds from the Heritage Lottery Fund and the corporate sector plus experiences of
setting up the Tamar Community Trust.
Non Exchequer Funding Workshop - Speaker presentations and workshop notes - 2 November 2010

December 2011 Workshop ~ Speaker presentations and workshop notes
A workshop that was an opportunity to share experiences over how AONB partnerships are
responding to reduced local authority funding, in particular what actions AONB units are
pursuing to broaden funding streams in the short and long term. Resources available include
an overview of research conducted by Julian Mellor, information on the evaluation of the
HLF Landscape Partnership programme plus case study experiences from South Devon,
North Pennines, Tamar Valley, Suffolk Coasts, Chilterns and Surrey Hills.
Raising Funds for AONB Activities - an update on approaches across the AONB Family - papers and presentations

December 2011 Report ~ Holding and channelling funds for AONB activity
A report commissioned by South West Protected Landscapes Forum (SWPLF) with support
from: Tamar Valley, Blackdown Hills, South Devon, North Devon Coast, East Devon,
Quantock Hills and Surrey Hills AONBs as part of a range of initiatives by the National
Association for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) and individual AONBs in
response to cuts in public sector funding. This work was undertaken by Julian Mellor of 2MD
Regeneration Ltd.
www.southwestlandscapes.org.uk/documents/Finalreportv2SWPLFversion.pdf

March 2012 Workshop ~ Non-exchequer funding research outcomes and next steps
Full coverage of this workshop with video footage and the relevant PowerPoint
presentations can be found at:
www.landscapesforlifeconference.org.uk/non-exchequer-funding-research-outcomes-and-next-steps
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APPENDIX 2 ~ Non-Exchequer Funding Research Outcomes and Next Steps
Wednesday 28th March 2012,
Malmaison Hotel, Birmingham, B1 1RD.
Context
In the current constrained public sector funding environment, it is essential that the AONB Family
looks for and secures an increasing amount of income from non-exchequer sources. Over the last 18
months the NAAONB has delivered a series of funding workshops that have considered a range of
approaches to securing additional funds, exploring the benefits and challenges for the AONB Family.
The NAAONB has secured some additional funding from DEFRA to explore in more detail the
opportunities for AONBs to establish fund holding mechanisms and work through other charitable
enterprises that will help deliver AONB management plan objectives. This workshop is being held to
disseminate the findings to date and consider the implications for the NAAONB and AONB
partnerships.
Objectives
By the end of the workshop participants will have had the opportunity to hear about and consider:
·
·
·
·

How environmental charities operate and their relationship with their national umbrella
organisations
Whether Community Foundations could develop their relationships and work with AONBs
If social enterprises are a suitable mechanism to support the delivery of AONB projects
What the National Association for AONBs and individual AONB partnerships need to do to
position themselves to maximize the opportunities for securing non exchequer funding

Programme
9.45 onwards Arrival and coffee
10.10 a.m.

Welcome and context
The journey so far ~ Overview of where we have got to ~ Dave Dixon

10.30 a.m.

Lessons from National Structures ~ Looking outside at how charitable bodies hold
and distribute funding? ~ Fiona Hesselden and Simon Lees
Key messages emerging from research and discussions with Wildlife Trusts,
Groundwork, Canals and Rivers Trust, Community Foundations and the YMCA
Case study presentations of Royal Society of Wildlife Trusts/Canals and Rivers Trust
Questions and discussion ~ what is the most appropriate model for AONBs?

11.30 a.m.

Coffee

11.45 p.m.

Developing a relationship with Community Foundations ~ Rosemary Macdonald,
Chief Executive ~ Wiltshire & Swindon Community Foundation
Community Foundations and how they could work with AONBs.
Questions and discussion ~ what can we learn for AONBs?

12.45 p.m.

LUNCH

1.30 p.m.

Lessons for Local Delivery ~ Social Enterprises as a mechanism to deliver AONB
projects ~ Tim Crabtree ~ Wessex Community Assets ~ Social Enterprise Advisor

18
Countryside Training Partnership

Simon Lees and Fiona Hesselden

Non-exchequer Funding Research and Workshop Report

March 2012

Lessons learnt from the local food sector about how local to national fundraising has
evolved to support each other
2.15 p.m.

Reflecting on implications for the National Association for AONBs ~ Howard Davies
Is there a need to review the Memorandum and Articles of Association?
What is our collective response to what we have heard today?
What are the challenges that we need to address?

3.15 p.m.

Where have we got to?
Next steps and actions from here

3.30 p.m.

Workshop close

Participants:
Lucy Barron
Linda Bennett
Pippa Rayner
Peter Mansfield
Anne Carney
Simon Amstutz
Stephen Preston
Ian Rees
Cathy Hopley
Paul Jackson
Fiona Hanna
Paul Esrich
Sarah Jackson
Howard Davies
Jill Smith
Michael Sydney
Tim Venes
Linda Blanchard
Chris Woodley-Stewart
Henry Oliver
Iain Robson
Iain Porter
Clare Fildes
Phil Holden
Diane Lethbridge
Robin Toogood
Richard Clarke
Dave Dixon
Tim Selman
Andrew Nixon

Arnside and Silverdale
Blackdown Hills
Blackdown Hills
Cornwall
Cranbourne Chase and West Wilshire Downs
Dedham Vale
DEFRA
Dorset
Forest of Bowland
Howardian Hills
Isle of Wight
Malvern Hills
Mendip Hills
NAAONB
NAAONB
NAAONB
Norfolk Coast
North Devon
North Pennines
North Wessex Downs
Northumberland Coast
Quantock Hills
Shropshire Hills
Shropshire Hills
South Devon
South Devon
South East and Eastern Protected Landscapes
South West Protected Landscapes
Tamar Valley
Wye Valley
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APPENDIX 3
British Waterways/Canal and River Trust
Background
British Waterways came into public ownership in 1948 during the period of post war nationalisation.
Starting out as a freight carrier, they have survived a period of stagnation to participate in a leisure
revolution, undergoing a period of regeneration and redevelopment. This culminated in the early
2000’s in what is seen as renaissance of the waterways with more visitors than ever, boat numbers
surpassing those on the canal network at the height of their carrying heydays and the addition of 200
miles of restored and new waterways added to the network. The latter benefitted from significant
lottery investment at the end of the 1990’s.
Funding has traditionally been though public money but by 1998 over half the total income raised
was coming from commercial sources, increasing to 59% by 2010. A small charitable trust – The
Waterways Trust – was set up in 2001 to help the organisation access charitable income. As a result
of funding and investment, by 2008 waterways heritage was seen as being in better shape than for
many decades.
British Waterways is an organisation of 2300 staff. This includes 13 regional offices covering 13 local
waterways of which two are in Scotland.
Current situation
The financial crisis in 2008 and concomitant strain on the public purse9 alongside recognition that
canals and inland waterways no longer served a public transport function but now sat within a
leisure (and possibly environmental) camp, resulted in diminishing funding from the public purse.
Given this strategic situation, British Waterways' board announced plans to take canals and rivers out
of state control to become a ‘National Trust’ for the waterways. A new charity is being created, the
Canal and River Trust. The proposals aim to give the people who live beside and use the waterways a
much greater role in their governance. The new organisation retains its statutory responsibilities and
will continue to have an enforcement role in some areas (eg boat licenses).
To achieve the move to the charitable sector, Defra has appointed a ‘shadow board’ of trustees to
negotiate on behalf of the new charity. They have just announced the long-term funding agreement
with the government worth £1.2bn over the next 15 years which is as follows:·
·

Core grant of £39m/year for fifteen years index linked to take account of inflation from
2015/16 onwards
From 2015/16 an additional £10m/year for seven years subject to targets being met around
statutory responsibilities (condition of towpaths, canals and flood risk management
measures)

9

British Waterways had a 16% cut in government funding between 2009/10 and 2010/11
http://www.britishwaterways.co.uk/media/documents/BW_Annual_Report_and_Accounts_2011.pdf
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19 year guarantee for the pension fund: Government promise of last resort to pay liabilities
up to £125m
Transfer of British Waterways assets (worth £460m) from the public purse to the Canal and
River Trust

Income Sources – current
Commercial income made up 59% of total income in the last financial year, third party contributions
8% and government grants 33%.

British Waterways Income 2010/11
Commercial Income
£103.6m
Third party
contributions £14m
Government grants
£58.9m

Commercial activities focus on leveraging the assets of the organisation and are made up of the
following income streams:

British Waterways Commercial Income 2010/11
Property Rentals,
wayleaves & premiums
Utility income & water
sales
Boat licence income
BWML income
Moorings income
Retail sales
Maintenance income

The Enterprise Team (18 staff) are responsible for generating this commercial income. They are also
responsible for generating income from Sita, Biffa and HLF sources.
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New Governance Structure (Canal and River Trust)
The following diagrams illustrate the new governance structure, to be implemented from the middle
of 2012.
Canal and River Trust: one charitable organisation
in England and Wales. Waterways trust merges
with new Canal and River Trust.

Canal & River
Trust (England and
Wales)

Scottish Waterways will be retained
as a public sector body with a
separate charitable trust.

Scottish
Waterways
Publicly owned

Waterways
Trust - merges

Waterways
Trust Scotland

The Canal and River Trust will have a new governance structure:
Council (35 people,
boat owners,
businesses,
employees, vols)

Elects

Charity
Trustees

Management
Canal and River
Trust

Waterway
Partnerships
x11 Regional
level

Eleven Waterways partnership at the regional level composed of the ‘great and the good’. Not
represented on the council and no management or charity/governance responsibilities. They aim to
give local people more say in the running of the charity.
Income sources - planned
Under the new structure the Canal and Rivers Trust (CRT) will have public income secured as part of
the recent negotiations with Defra for the next fifteen years, giving it time to generate income from
new sources. This shortfall is envisaged to come from the following areas:
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1. Growth in commercial income led by the Enterprise team. One of the key benefits of the move to
the charitable sector is that there are fewer restrictions around how they are able to borrow and
invest against their property portfolio.
2. Development of voluntary income streams. There are currently three fundraising staff, who will
manage the voluntary fundraising activities in the new charitable body. They will be joined by the
small team of Waterways Trust fundraising staff, who move across through a TUPE agreement. Key
income sources will be:
-

-

Trusts and foundations (Waterways Trust currently raises circa £500K from charitable trusts)
Legacy fundraising
Corporate fundraising
Individual fundraising (general public); target of 80,000+ ‘friends’ giving regularly (signed up
to Direct Debit) over the first four years. It is envisaged these will primarily be recruited via
face-to-face fundraising on towpaths and could be expected to generate between £1.5-4m
(depending on the rate the fee is fixed at) per annum within the next four years. As British
Waterways/CRT owns the towpath land they have jurisdiction over it. Consequently, CRT will
not need local authority permission or have to go through the PFRA10 in order to undertake
this activity and will have no ‘competitors’ on the towpath. This provides them with a
significant strategic advantage.
High net worth individuals; Waterway Partnership Boards11 will comprise local ‘great and
good’ people who should have wealth and influence, supporting the development of high net
worth/major donor giving.

The voluntary income stream is being given four years in which to break even. Focus will be on
fundraising for restricted projects. They aim to deliver the ‘icing on the cake’.
Key issues faced:- Pension’s deficit; pensions and benefits have been protected for staff already working for
British Waterways.
- Staff nervousness around the move; third sector felt to be more insecure; people calmer now
funding agreement announced
- TUPE applied; no one is expected to lose their job
- Bonuses will be scrapped (Directors) and salary benchmarking will be brought in line with
charitable sector.
-Fundamentally, British Waterways is not in charge of the process; timing is dictated by the
Parliamentary timetable and processes. Led to frustration and delay.
Advantages of the new structure:
- British Waterways is in control of its own destiny; canals are no longer a government priority,
hence the funding cuts. In government ownership the organisation is vulnerable to sell-off of
property at whim; a move to the charity sector should protect this, with Trustees gatekeeper
10

Public Fundraising Regulatory Authority; regulates face-to-face activity and manages the allocation process
for sites across the country.
11
Waterway Partnership Boards have no governance mandate or responsibilities and are there to provide local
support.
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on any sales. It would have to be seen to be in the best interests of the charity before any
sales could go ahead.
Local ownership, new structure gives people a bigger stake in their local waterway.
Accountable to the general public and waterway users rather than government departments
(localism agenda).
Able to leverage investment and borrowing against property portfolio; previously restricted.
Fundamentally, ownership of assets (property and land) enables the organisation to generate
both commercial and voluntary income. Without this, it would not have been possible to
make the move.

Lessons learnt
1. Be bold! British Waterways believe they have secured ‘first mover advantage’ by going early on
the round of government spending cuts.
2. Early communication emphasised voluntary income opportunities creating a degree of
nervousness (salaries dependent on the whim of others); this reflected a lack of understanding of the
third sector and underplayed the importance of the commercial income stream.
3. Need to communicate a lot – even to say you don’t know. This transition period has been
particularly difficult re communications.
4. People thought it would be easy but it is not. Complexity of legal transfers and securing the
funding deal; Defra working to very unrealistic timescales. For example, they planned for two week
discussion on the financial agreement when it actually took three months.
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APPENDIX 4
Yorkshire Wildlife Trust and the RSWT
Background
The Wildlife Trusts began life in 1912 as the Society for the Promotion on Nature Reserves (SPNR),
established by banker Charles Rothschild. Between 1912 and 1964 independent naturalist trusts
were formed, primarily on a geographic basis, until they covered the whole of the UK, with SPNR the
de facto umbrella body. SPNR absorbed Wildlife Watch in 1977 and has since changed its name
several times, most recently in 2004 to become the Royal Society of Wildlife Trusts (RSWT).
RSWT operates as an umbrella body for the 47 individual Wildlife Trusts, covering the whole of the
UK, the Isle of Man and Alderney. RSWT is also a separate charity in its own right with the stated aim
‘to promote the conservation and study of nature, and to educate the public in understanding and
appreciating nature’. Collectively the Wildlife Trusts manage around 2,300 nature reserves and have
800,000 members (150,000 of them young people). In 2010/11 they had a combined charitable
expenditure of £135million for their work across the country.12

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust (YWT)
Yorkshire was one of the earlier trusts to be formed (1946). As was the case with other Wildlife
Trusts, it was run on a voluntary basis until the 1980’s, at which point paid staff began to be
appointed. As a result of this history, Wildlife Trusts have traditionally had a strong volunteer base to
draw upon. Today YWT has 600 volunteers involved in work on reserves as well as participating in
fundraising. YWT has approx 82 full time staff (95 individuals).13

Governance Structure
YWT has a classic charity governance structure, with the members electing the board of trustees.
Members

Board of
Trustees

Management

12
13

http://www.charity-commission.gov.uk/Accounts/Ends38/0000207238_ac_20110331_e_c.pdf
A typical Wildlife Trust has approx. 30-40 staff with the smallest having only 4-10.
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YWT Income Sources
A total of £4.35m was raised by YWT in 2010/11. Over 50% of this came from grant income (£2.3m),
followed by contributions from Membership subscriptions (£786K), Legacies (£569K) and consultancy
and contracts income (£211K). Membership subscriptions and legacy income are key funding
streams, providing the largest single source of unrestricted income. YWT has 31,200 members.

YWT Income Sources 2010/11
Membership
Donations
Legacies
Events & Lottery
Investment income
Grants
Consultancy & contracts
Rents
Admission charges
Catering

Relationship with RSWT
YWT pays £40,000 per annum in membership to RSWT. A complicated formula is used with the level
of contribution based on a fixed % of total unrestricted income (approx 2.6%) and capped so that the
bigger trusts do not pay disproportionately. This prevents the political risk of having only 4-5 trusts
paying 50%plus of the total membership bill. Level of membership fee is capped at £90,000.
The membership fee supports the infrastructure of the organisation and the delivery of services to
Wildlife trusts. Membership fee is agreed at the AGM and is intended to cover the cost of services
provided. RSWT role in relation to the Wildlife Trusts is twofold:
- to coordinate the Trusts’ activities
- to campaign for wildlife at a national level
RSWT raised a total of £27.8m in 2010/11 (see chart below). Total voluntary (non-exchequer)
income was £2.5m. This included £1m legacy income, £1.4m generated from Wildlife Trust
membership contributions and £23K donation income. Trading activity generated a further £266K
and investment income £24K. The most significant income sources were generated by RSWT’s grant
making role. This comprised £8.7m from Biffa and £10.5m from the Big Lottery Local Food
Programme. Finally, a further £5.6m was raised for Wildlife Trusts from trusts and foundations and
national corporate deals. Of the latter, the most significant comprised nearly £3m from Tubney
Charitable Trust and government funding of £2m for 19 Trusts’ participation in the ‘Future Job Fund’.
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RSWT Income sources 2010/11
Legacies
WT's contributions
Donations
Trading activity
Investment income
Biffaward
Local Food Prog BLF
Raised for WT's

Wildlife Trusts are involved in the governance of the RSWT. A council of trustees comprised of Chairs
of WT’s (representing their own Trust) nominate a Chairs Board.

Benefits of a relationship with RSWT
-

-

-

-

Wildlife and environmental concerns operate across individual Trust boundaries; RSWT
strategy and policy development takes place at a national level, informing local plans and
strategies. Individual Trusts do not have the capacity to undertake policy development.
Strategic planning: Living Landscapes concept was developed across the Wildlife Trusts
following a strategic review of trust work and building on some significant pieces of work
developed by a number of SW and SE based WTs. As a result of the success of this campaign
a new strategic framework is being developed collectively with the aim of getting a
consistency across Wildlife Trusts. Working jointly enables the movement to identify
country-wide needs and to submit funding applications on this basis, rather than in a
piecemeal way.14 This relies on commitment and partnership working across Wildlife Trusts.
Centrally produced, high quality newsletter.
Central purchasing for Wildlife Trust retail operations.
RSWT negotiated a common web platform, 50%funded by the strategic development fund
and 50% by WT’s. Allows people to browse all 200 reserves on a single database.
Broker government grants (Defra and others such as the HLF).
Distribute grants from Biffa, Local Food (government funding) and Hanson’s; Wildlife Trust
will benefit financially from some of these grants. In addition, the RSWT will relax some of
the grant controls for them).
Negotiate deals with charitable trusts; for example, Tubney charitable trust donation of
£2.8million to support Wildlife Trust development over the next five years.
Legacy marketing and administration undertaken nationally.
Access to the Strategic Fund (held centrally by RSWT to support strategic and innovative
conservation and fundraising initiatives; the Strategic Fund stood at £1.8m in 2010/11).

14

Example of the success of this is funding from Esmee Fairburn Foundation for 7 marine offices to work on the
Living Seas campaign.
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Vine Home Farm bird food deal brokered nationally, with anything sold in Yorkshire going to
the YWT.
RSWT just begun to provide training; now running a WT wide senior management leadership
programme as well as fundraising and policy workshops.

Challenges
-

-

RSNC (Royal Society of Nature Conservation) as it was then went bust with £1million
overdrawn and owing Wildlife Trusts around £400K. Saved by a £2.3million legacy and
reformed as RSWT. CEO was trying to meet Wildlife Trust expectations but without sufficient
financial support from individual Wildlife Trusts to enable it to do so.
Legacy income can cause arguments; currently a system set up whereby legacy income that
is not assigned to any particular trust is divided amongst all trusts; however the amount
received is linked to the size of the trust, favouring the larger trusts. This system has now
been changed, with ‘leftover’ legacy income put into a fund that is used to support strategic
requests, some of which include fundraising. Less successful at negotiating corporate
partnerships, partly due to capacity issues and tension around local/national WT access.

Key Learning / Opportunities for AONBs
-Need to have 8-10,000 members (individuals) to make local membership viable and cost effective;
don’t really start making money until you have over 4000. NB membership provides WTs with their
core, unrestricted income.
- Centralised lobbying has worked well; RSWT uses intelligence gathered across the 47 WTs to
provide a strong local feel. Wildlife Trusts lobby their local MPs simultaneously.
-WTs have succeeded in leveraging the Wildlife Trust brand; as a movement of 47 with national
coverage and 800,000 members it has succeeded in giving funders confidence. YWT has built on the
brand made by others. (NB YWT had a different logo until Rob’s arrival, negating the advantages of
being part of a bigger movement).
-If you want to have an umbrella organisation that provides services and value you need to fund it to
do so. Rob believes that RSWT should be bigger and would be happy to pay more.
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APPENDIX 5
Calderdale Community Foundation and the Community Foundation Network

Background
The Community Foundation for Calderdale (CCF) is one of 57 Community Foundations in the UK each
of which is an independent charity. Community Foundations (CFs) aim to make communities a
better place to live by funding and supporting projects that engage local people. They bring local
organisations together with philanthropists and businesses who wish to give money to support their
community. CF donors range from individuals, companies and charitable trusts to Government
agencies.
Community Foundation Network (CFN) is the national association for UK community foundations; 42
CF’s are affiliated to the network. As a movement they distributed £61.4million in grants in 2010/11
and in March 2011 had £280million in endowed funds (a 25% increase on March 2010).
Last year saw a 20% rise in the number of funds held by donors at CFs with the average value of
funds at £62,00015 compared to £50,000 in the previous year. The Public sector remains an
important source of new funds. The public sector has however fallen as a proportion of the total
funds, down to 21% in 2011, from 25% in 2009/10 and 44% in 2008/9.
It would thus appear that Community Foundation donors (of which there are 3000+ in total) are
bucking the trend that has seen a slowdown in charitable giving during the recession.

Community Foundation for Calderdale (CCF)
CCF is a registered charity and a registered company, formed in 1991 to improve lives and unite
Calderdale people through philanthropy. It holds £8million of invested funds (£2m invested in local
property) and has awarded over £12m in grants since its January 2000. It is the fifteenth largest CF
by size of invested funds.
It is typical of Community Foundations, with a focus on the following three areas:
•Effective stewardship: financial investments for donors and grant investments in communities
•Strong leadership: fresh approaches to solving tough issues in communities
•Strategic partnerships: connecting resources to needs, organisations to organisations, and people to
people

15

Average fund value in 2010/11 was £95,000 however this included one very large donation which has been
removed for comparison purposes.
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Governance Structure
Members elect a board of Trustees responsible for overseeing the management of the charity. CCF
currently has a professional staff of eleven people with 13 Trustees. A number of local influential
people and celebrities have been recruited as Friends and Ambassadors in a voluntary capacity.

Members

Individuals, organisations and businesses can become
members
Includes Alumni

Board of
Trustees

CCF Management
& Staff

Volunteers

Includes Foundation Friends
and Foundation Ambassadors

Income Sources
The chart below depicts key income sources for CCF in 2010.

In 2010 a total of £2.003million was raised. Key sources as follows:- £1.39m from individual donations and government grants of which £1.34mcame from public
bodies, notably the Office for the Third Sector (Grassroots Grants totalling £475K; Targeted
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Support Fund £655K), the local PCT (£150K) and European Regional Development Fund
Access Fund (£13K).
£455K received to create permanent endowment funds of which the substantial part (£305K)
came from one legacy.
£132K from management fees as payment for providing grant making services
£19K from donations covering administration
£11K from membership fees given by local individuals and companies

CCF distributed a total of £1.55million in 2010, comprising 169 awards to individuals (£12K spent on
this in total) and 366 awards to institutions, organisations and community projects. CCF holds funds
as an ‘agent’ for a number of organisations, for which it charges a management fee.
CCF Funds fall into two categories:
1) Endowment funds distributing interest earned
2) Flow-through funds distributing all the income

CCFs fundraising strategy focuses on the following:- securing income for endowment funds; this is primarily undertaken with High Net Worth Individuals
(HNWI), securing lifetime or legacy gifts (or both). CCF also identifies redundant and ineffective
charitable trusts within the region and acts to transfer their assets to the endowment fund.16
- Flow through funds; CCF applies to act as an agent to distribute public money (eg from the Office of
the Third Sector) or raises funds from individuals, companies and trusts. CCF provides a flow-through
service for Comic Relief and Henry Smith Charity for example.
Funds can be given for general purposes (unrestricted) or for specific (restricted) purposes.

Donor Relationships with CCF
Donors can engage with a CCF in a number of different ways:
1. Donor Advised funds: donors who want an active role in grant making can create their own fund
within the Community Foundation and recommend specific organisations to receive grants. More
cost effective than setting up a private charity or family trust.17 The Community Foundation provides
resources and expertise to support grant making and to give regular information on fund balances,
grant performance and grant recommendations. Donors can also instigate grant suggestions. These
funds are usually established with an endowment donation.
2. Discretionary funds: donors create a fund to benefit the overall remit of the Community
Foundation.
3. Field of interest funds; The Community Foundation undertakes fundraising to target specific types
of causes or locations. This can either be at a local or national level.
16

Community Foundations have the power to do this through Sections 74 and 75 of the 1993 Charities Act, as
amended in 2005 through protocols developed in conjunction with the Charity Commission.
17
CCF currently has £1.5m invested in donor advised funds.
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In addition donors can give to any one of three pooled funds held by the Foundation:
i) Administrative fund – directly supports development of philanthropy in the region
ii) General fund – supports a variety of grants throughout the year
iii) Individual fund – fund that gives direct financial support to individuals, for example, people in
crisis, talented children.

Relationship with CFN
CFN is the umbrella body for the Community Foundation movement, established twenty years ago
shortly after the first community foundations were set up. Its role is to:-negotiate and manage national grant-making on behalf of members
-provide services to members such as IT and others to promote growth and sustainability
- provide technical assistance to members through the network
To be a member CFs have to go through the CFNs accreditation programme. Members pay a fee
dependent on their size and amount of grant-making undertaken. For CCF this is £2K per annual. IT
support services are additional to this. CFNs board is taken from the membership. In 2009/10 CFN
raised £8.58million18 of which £124,000 came from member subscriptions. Over the last ten years
CFN has delivered the following financial results to the CF movement.
2000 - 2010 Ten year achievement
Added value to CFs
Total grant making won and managed by CFN and
delivered through community foundations
Core cost grants for investment in community
foundations won through CFN
Ratio of total core cost money won for community
foundations to members’ subscriptions paid to CFN
Ratio of grants won for delivery by community
foundations to members’ subscriptions paid to CFN

2000
£0.15m

2010
£9m

£297K

£158K

400%

6500%

787%

1277%

Over 10 years
£56m in total won by
CFN over the ten years
£2.2m in total won by
CFN over the ten years
9200% – ten year
aggregate
355% - ten year
aggregate

Benefits of membership:
-Member services, in particular provision of specialist database and associated support.
-Secured Localgiving.com a digital service to enable community organisations to promote their
activities and raise money on the web.
-Negotiated and secured government funding streams such as Social Action Fund, Grassroots Grants.
-Negotiated and secured funding from trusts such as Esmee Fairburn (‘Time to Give’ programme),
BLF (Fair Share programme, £50m over five years), MARS in the Community and Comic Relief (£6m
over two years).
-Brokered corporate relationship with Barclays Wealth Management and Coutts to help local CFs
network with HNWI.
18

See CFN Annual Report and Accounts
http://www.communityfoundations.org.uk/images/uploads/wygwam/CFN_acccounts_pdf_version1.pdf
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-Support for core costs for some smaller CFs through the BASIS programme, funded by the BLF
(£500K over three years for the South West).
-Training programme for members and other CFs (charged).

Challenges:
-Failure to shout loudly enough politically has seen CFN lose out on some contracts.
-Some contracts have not worked out at the level of the CF (Community First programme was
described as one of these, in part due to CFN arriving late at the table.
-CFN can agree to deliver a programme nationally that may not fit a local CF.
-Annual conference (positive) but seen as expensive for members.
-Focus on distributing central government pots of money can distract from building an endowment,
which is what ultimately makes a Community Foundation sustainable.

Opportunities for AONBs in partnering with Community Foundations
-

-

Cheaper and more cost effective than setting up a separate charitable foundation.
Potential to access match funding.
Able to tap into CFs existing relationships and expertise on non-exchequer funding, in
particular around HNWI and obscure trusts, areas few AONBs have any knowledge or
experience of.
For a management fee, CFs will undertake non-exchequer fundraising.
CFs can and do grant make outside of their strict geographical area, allowing an AONB
covering multiple areas to establish a relationship with one Foundation only. CFs will coordinate activity between themselves.

However:
-

-

19

AONBs will need to provide a ‘lump sum’ to establish a donor advised fund, £100K plus was
given as a potential starting figure.
Need to explore governance issues, in particular the jurisdiction of a designated fund owner.
Comment on CCF website to the effect that ‘while advice cannot be binding on our board, we
certainly give your wishes very full and careful consideration.’19
CFs may need to change their constitution to grant fund a public body.
CFs do not have common Mem & Arts – this would need to be negotiated on a case by case
basis between the AONB and local CF.

http://www.cffc.co.uk/pages.php?p=12&t=0
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UK Community Foundations
QA=Quality Accredited by the CFN
Wales
Community Foundation in Wales (QA)
Scotland
Scottish Community Foundation (QA)
Northern Ireland
Community Foundation for Northern Ireland (QA)
Fermanagh Trust
England
East
Bedfordshire and Luton Community Foundation (QA)
Cambridgeshire Community Foundation (QA)
Dacorum Community Trust
Essex Community Foundation (QA)
Hertfordshire Community Foundation (QA)
Norfolk Community Foundation (QA)
Stevenage Community Trust
Suffolk Foundation (QA)
East Midlands
Derbyshire Community Foundation (QA)
Leicestershire, Leicester and Rutland Community Foundation (QA)
Lincolnshire Community Foundation (QA)
Northamptonshire Community Foundation (QA)
Nottinghamshire Community Foundation (QA)
North East
Community Foundation Tyne & Wear and Northumberland (QA)
County Durham Community Foundation (QA)
Tees Valley Community Foundation (QA)
North West
Community Foundation for Greater Manchester (QA)
Community Foundation for Lancashire (QA)
Community Foundation for Merseyside (QA)
Cumbria Community Foundation (QA)
South East
Berkshire Community Foundation (QA)
Buckinghamshire Community Foundation (QA)
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Hampshire and the Isle of Wight Community Foundation (QA)
Kent Community Foundation (QA)
Milton Keynes Community Foundation (QA)
Oxfordshire Community Foundation (QA)
Surrey Community Foundation (QA)
Sussex Community Foundation (QA)
South West
Community Foundation for Wiltshire and Swindon (QA)
Cornwall Community Foundation (QA)
Devon Community Foundation (QA)
Dorset Community Foundation (QA)
Gloucestershire Community Foundation (QA)
Quartet Community Foundation (QA)
Somerset Community Foundation (QA)
West Midlands
Birmingham and Black Country Community Foundation (QA)
Community Foundation for Shropshire and Telford
Heart of England Community Foundation (covers Coventry & Warwickshire) (QA)
Herefordshire Community Foundation
Staffordshire Community Foundation (QA)
Worcestershire Community Foundation
Yorkshire and Humberside
Bradford - contact Leeds Community Foundation (QA)
Community Foundation for Calderdale (QA)
Leeds Community Foundation (QA)
One Community Foundation (the community foundation for the people of Kirklees)
South Yorkshire Community Foundation (QA)
Two Ridings Community Foundation
Wakefield District Community Foundation
London
East London Community Foundation
London Community Foundation (QA)
North West London Community Foundation
St Katharine & Shadwell Trust
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APPENDIX 6
Groundwork South Tyneside and Newcastle and Groundwork UK
Background
Groundwork is a federation of independent charities within the UK. Groundwork South Tyneside and
Newcastle (STAN) is one of 37 of these charities within the UK. Each Groundwork Trust is a member
of the federation, and signs up to a series of common aims, objectives and processes. Groundwork
UK is the national body of the Groundwork Federation and is responsible for acting as a national
voice and monitoring internal agreements and contracts.
Groundwork UK is governed by the Federation Board which guides the work of an Executive Team
led by Sir Tony Hawkhead. In some of the English regions, a regional organization co-ordinates
Groundwork activity, either operating Groundwork services across their area, or co-ordinating the
work of local Groundwork Trusts. In other English regions separate Groundwork Trusts collaborate
when and where relevant. Groundwork Wales co-ordinates the work of four Groundwork Trusts in
Wales. Groundwork Northern Ireland operates Groundwork services across the province. Although
Groundwork does not operate in Scotland at the moment, they do work closely with a number of
Scottish partners.
Total Groundwork UK turnover for 2010/11 was £8m above target at £65.9m, a £27.7m increase on
2009/10. The major sources of funding for the year were:
·

Communities and Local Government -£14m (£14m in 2009/10) Grant in Aid is invested in
local project development and delivery in England and contributes to the running costs of
Groundwork UK's national and regional running costs and systems.

·

·

National programmes - £42.6m (£14.6m 2009/10) Funding is secured for national
programmes from other government departments, private sector partners, charitable trusts
and lottery distribution bodies. Major funders include DWP, Marks & Spencer, and the Big
Lottery Fund. Nationally generated funding showed a significant increase on previous levels
due in main to delivery of DWP employment programmes and increased activity on the Big
Lottery funded Community Spaces programme.
Regional programmes -£9.3m (£9.7m 2009/10) Funding for regional programmes continues
to be a significant income stream with notable successes during 2010/11, including the
continued development of the Enworks business support programme in the North West and
delivery of a major contract with Southern Water in the South East.

Groundwork UK's financial strategy for the coming year is focused on the continuing need to ensure
that its business is sustainable in the light of reducing Central Government funding, which is reducing
on a sliding scale from £14 million in 2010/11 to zero over the next three years.
Overall Groundwork UK turnover is expected to fall in 2011/12 from £66 million in 2010/11 to £ 41
million in 2011/12, which reflects the closure of the community Task Force and Future Jobs Fund
programmes, although this is somewhat offset by a steep increase (£7.2 million) in grant income
from the Big Lottery Fund in 11/12 to support projects through the Community Spaces programme.
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Groundwork South Tyneside and Newcastle (STAN)
Groundwork STAN is registered as a charitable company limited by guarantee set up by a
Memorandum of Association in 1991 with the principal objective to build sustainable communities
through joint action. Groundwork STAN is typical of other Groundwork Trusts with a focus on six
major areas of work that include:
·
·
·
·
·
·

Working with communities to build stronger neighborhoods
Working to realize the potential of young people
Through education, promoting learning, citizenship and sustainability
Working to reconnect people with places
Working to provide training for employment and stimulating enterprise
Working to help businesses succeed

In 2010/11 the turnover for Groundwork STAN increased by 35% to £3.9 million, achieving a surplus
of £250K. This income level and surplus was exceptional due to the benefit of capital grants and the
value of investments. Excluding exceptional items the Trust would have had an operating deficit of
£42K. The trust is in a strong position with accumulated reserves of £5.1 million, but major capital
commitments in the next 12 months will result in a large outflow of cash with an anticipated spend
of £2.2 million.

Governance Structure
Groundwork’s Federation Board acts as the governing body for Groundwork UK, sets the overall
strategy and policy of Groundwork, approves the Strategic Plan and Business Plan, and oversees the
operation of the wider federation. Each Groundwork Trust has its own board. The Federation Board
has overall legal responsibility for Groundwork UK. The Board is made up of eleven Trustees
appointed by Groundwork's regions and nations and 3 Trustees who have been co-opted because of
their skills and experience.
Groundwork UK
Management &
Staff

Groundwork
Federation

Groundwork STAN
Management &
Staff

Board of
Trustees
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A board of Trustees are responsible for overseeing the management of each individual charity. The
trustees are nominated by member organisations and others are recruited for their specific skills and
expertise. Groundwork STAN currently has 67 employees with 11 Trustees.

Income Sources
The chart below depicts key income sources for Groundwork STAN in 2010/11.

Groundwork STAN Income 2010/11
Voluntary income
Activities for generating
funds
Investment income
Income from charitable
activity
Other

In 2010/11 a total of £3.9 million was raised. Key sources as follows:· £3.3m from incoming resources from charitable activities. The bulk of this (80%) comes from
delivery of services to local authority and private sector partners. 20% of income comes from
grant sources such as Groundwork UK project development funding, the National Lottery,
National Grid and other small grant schemes. This ratio has changed dramatically over the
last 5 years where the ratio was 80% grant funding to 20% service delivery
· £381K from commercial activities for generating funds
· £111K from investment income
· £34K from voluntary income
· £28K from other incoming resources
Groundwork STAN utilises capital reserves to invest in assets to generate a commercial income. For
example, in South Tyneside the Trust has created a partnership with South Tyneside Council to
develop a new Green Incubator in South Shields, due to open in March 2012. The Trust is investing
£600K into the development and the partnership attracted £2.47 million from ERDF European
Funding. In addition the Trust works with the Four Housing Group to develop a former car park into
21 Carbon Negative Housing Units.
These developments help to fulfil the Trust’s long term objective around the creation of a long-term
sustainable income through the creation of iconic buildings that contribute to the urban regeneration
of the area. Through these developments the Trust will generate an annual financial return through
rental, electricity generation and building operations.
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The charitable company continues to review financial performance as the Trustees remain concerned
over future income from local and national government departments due to current public sector
spending cuts. At present the Trust receives £105K from Groundwork UK via Project Development
Funding through a national contract with the Department for Communities and Local Government.
This figure is to be zero by the start of 2013/14 so the company continues to develop its commercial
activities

Relationship with Groundwork UK
Groundwork UK is the umbrella body for the Community Foundation movement, established thirty
years ago from a competition between local authorities won by St Helens. ‘Operation Groundwork’
was described by the then Environment Secretary Michael Heseltine as ‘an entrepreneurial team,
which could act independently as an enabler to mobilise all the resources in the community - public,
private and voluntary’.
Groundwork UK’s operating environment has been under challenge as public sector funding
opportunities are reducing. The Government’s welfare to work strategy meant the opportunity for
Groundwork UK to bid for Prime Contractor status with the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP)
they were not successful in the bid but remain part of the DWP contractual framework. This followed
up success as a prime contractor for the Community Task Force delivered throughout South Wales
and the South Wales Valleys in 2010/11 and the Future Jobs Fund where Groundwork achieved 100%
performance for delivering on contracts.
Groundwork UK has undergone a radical restructure to bring its core cost base within £2.3 million
and refocus its activities. After this process Department for Communities and Local Government
announced their decision on grant funding. Groundwork went from receiving £14 million to £10
million in 2011/12, and subject to performance will receive £8 million for 2012/13, £6 million in
2013/14 with zero thereafter. The vast majority of this resource (90%) being made available to local
Groundwork Trusts
The current focus for Groundwork UK is to:
·
·

Work with the Federation to ensure quality in the delivery of services for communities, which
will add value to the Groundwork brand
To operate effectively without grant aid funding from DCLG

These are 3 year priorities that will run alongside the 3 year delivery agreement with DCLG and the
completion of the Community Spaces programme on behalf of the Big Lottery. At the end of this
three-year period Groundwork UK will have evolved into a self-sustaining social business supporting
a network of high performing Groundwork Trusts. To support this local Groundwork Trusts are
moving towards a membership fee for central support and services from April 2014.
Benefits of membership:
Groundwork STAN felt that the three main benefits of the Federation body were:
1. Individual Groundwork Trusts getting the benefit of Groundwork UK’s relationship with
central government in Whitehall and an understanding of government priorities
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2. The development of national programmes with public/private sector partners. Current
initiatives brokered at the national level include M&S Greener Living Spaces, Britvic
Transform Your Patch, Big Lottery Fund Community Spaces, Cadbury Spots vs Stripes, Future
Jobs Fund Welfare to Work
3. The administration of funds for example Big Lottery Fund Community Spaces, Target Well
Being and Communities Living Sustainably ~ a £10 million Big Lottery funded test and learn
initiative
4. Having a national brand, (name and logo) it may be the wrong name but it is now worth it
Challenges:
Challenges of working within the Federation are:
· Nothing happens quickly, bureaucracy, changing things
· Common operating systems for IT are a challenge
· Managing the cost of the Federation but reduction in DCLG grant has meant Groundwork UK
are now becoming more accountable moving forwards
· Some grants brokered at a national level are not worth getting involved with. They are not
worth the time it takes to lever the money down. For example Britvic Transform Your Patch
is only worth £5K per site
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APPENDIX 7
Social Enterprise: Opportunities for AONBs
Tim Crabtree, Wessex Community Assets
Introduction
Social Enterprise models provide a potential way of AONBs structuring activities the help to deliver
on the management plan as well as opportunities for generating sustainable and unrestricted
funding in the future that can help to inure AONBs from the tyranny of the three year funding cycle.
A number of AONBs have already begun to explore this territory, for example Arneside & Silverdale
have developed a CIC (Community Interest Company) to generate solar power at Storth primary
school. Social Enterprises can help to tap into local skills, energies and communities.
Social enterprise can be thought of as:
•

a particular type of organisation (i.e. a business with a primary social or environmental aim,
which returns any surplus to the community which it serves)

Or as:
• an activity carried out alongside the existing programmes of community and voluntary sector
organisations (i.e. trading activity which either meets the primary purpose of the
organisation or creates surpluses to fund services for the community).
Social Enterprises share some common characteristics. They attempt to bring together social,
economic and environmental dimensions of an activity in a way that creates a win-win situation for
all concerned. (Fig. 1 below).
Soical or
environmental
aims

Social
ownership

Economic
orientation

Fig 1. Characteristics of social enterprises
They operate along a continuum between public benefit (charity) and private benefit (Share
Company). (See Fig.2 below).
Maximum public benefit
Charity

Countryside Training Partnership

Maximum private benefit
The ‘grey area’ in the
middle of the spectrum
where social economy
organisations operate...
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The table below illustrates the nature of the social return generated by the different structures
exemplified above and the composition of income generated. It also provides some examples of the
types of organisations/businesses operating in each area.
Table.1 Organisational structures and associated returns
High social return

Charities/vol orgs
No trading
revenue

Trading
revenue &
grants

High financial return

Revenue generating social
enterprises
Potentially
sustainabl
e: 50%+
trading
revenue

West Dorset Food &
Land Trust
Dorset Food &
Health Trust

Breakeven
– all
revenue
from
trading

Profitable
– surplus
not
distributed

Local Food Links
Dorset Farmers’ Markets
Somerset Local Food Direct

Socially
driven
business

“Traditional”
business

Profit
distributing
– socially
driven/
mutual

Profit
maximisin
g

Waitrose
Co-op Group
Whole Food
Markets

Somerset
Community Food
Projects Network

Green & Blacks
(Cadburys)
Rachels Dairy

Social Enterprises and AONBs
AONBs possess two key resources:i) People with partnership skills, based in the Local Authority
ii) Experience of securing grant finance and delivering projects
The combination of these two resources supports the delivery of core functions and projects for local
communities. The creation of a local AONB (charitable) Trust would provide a number of advantages
to AONBs, namely:
• To secure grant funding & donations not available to LA-hosted AONB teams
• To use such funds to deliver additional projects
• To receive transferred assets from public bodies or bequests
• To acquire assets, using grants and loans
• To engage with the community
• To undertake “primary purpose” trading activity
Once set up, a local AONB trust can be used as a platform from which to initiate social enterprise
activity. Social Enterprises have a greater freedom of action than charities per se. For example,
charities are restricted in the range of trading they can undertake; the creation of a social enterprise
subsidiary is a way round this.
Figure.3 below illustrates the relationship between the AONB in the Local Authority, an AONB Trust
and social enterprise activity.
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Local communities

Joint
venture
Support
Lease
IPS
assets

Subsidiary
Projects
&
Services

Direct
trading

Social enterprise activity

AONB Team

AONB Trust

Fig. 3 AONB, Trust and Social Enterprise Relationships

Examples of Social Enterprise Activity
1. Trading Company
Isle of Eigg Heritage Trust: this was established in 1997 when the Eigg Community, in partnership
with the Highland Council and Scottish Wildlife Trust purchased the island. Eigg Electric is one of
three subsidiary companies set up to support the trust. Each of the subsidiary companies has a
board of directors appointed from those in the community with a particular interest in that area. At
least one of the directors of each company is also a director of the Isle of Eigg Heritage Trust. The
subsidiary boards have responsibility for the day to day management of the companies, but strategic
issues, and those with large financial implications are raised at IEHT board meetings.
Eigg Electric was set up to build & manage the islands’ electricity grid. On 1st February 2008, the Isle of

Eigg entered a new era, with 24 hour power available for the first time to all residents and businesses
on the island. Until then the island was entirely dependent upon making its own power (via noisy
generators). Now, the generators are silent and the island has leapt to the forefront of electricity
generation using renewable energy resources. The project is a world leader in the integration of
multiple renewable energy sources into a grid system to supply an isolated and scattered small
community. Power is supplied by a mixture of small scale renewables - 4 wind turbines, 3 micro hydros &
a solar array with diesel back up.

2. Community Benefit Company
Trusts do not have to run operations themselves or through subsidiaries. They can use their assets to
support social economic activity either via a discounted rent, where the enterprise delivers against
the trusts objectives or at a market rent.
Local Food Links Ltd was restructured into a Community Benefit Society, a form of Industrial and
Provident Society. Industrial and Provident Societies are exempt from financial regulations and
provide a low cost vehicles for raising shares. Membership was open to parents, schools and the
wider community. Under the previous structure (as a trading subsidiary) Local Food Links had only
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one member – the West Dorset Food Land Trust. The Community Benefit Society structure enabled
increased community engagement and access.
Today Local Food Links provides 1200 hot meals a day to 24 schools, 3 nurseries, 1 day centre and 8
lunch clubs with a turnover of £500,000. They employ 25 staff and run the operation from two hub
kitchens, one leased from West Dorset Food & Land Trust (the organisation’s original parent) and
one from Dorset County Council. They are currently expanding the services they offer, hosting
cookery workshops for older people, residents at women’s refuges in Dorset and young adults in
supported housing.
3. Joint Ventures
An example of this is a joint venture between Grameen Social Business (an offshoot of the Grameen
Bank in Bangladesh) and Danone, the French multinational diary/water company. The venture
became the first multinational social business. Its primary aim is to eliminate malnutrition in
Bangladesh with a secondary objective of reducing poverty through the generation of local
employment and purchase of raw materials. The yogurt contains the vitamins, minerals, and other
nutrients that Bangladeshi children often lack, and tastes quite similar to traditional Bangladeshi
yogurt. The factory has produced over 1000 jobs both in and outside of the plant by employing
villagers and purchasing the milk -- the primary ingredient for yogurt -- from Bogra villagers.
4. Asset leasing
Trusts can lease assets to private companies or social enterprises. An example of this is the Fordhall
Community Land Initiative. Charlotte and Ben Hollins, brother and sister tenant farmers on a fifth
generation family farm sold £50 community shares in the farm to raise over £1million to enable
them to buy the farm from the landlord, preserving it from development and keeping its organic
heritage. Shares entitle the buyers to vote on how the trust looks after the farm’s assets. The
Fordhall Community Land Initiative owns the land and public access facilities in perpetuity for the
community so it can never be developed and leases it on a lifetime tenancy to Charlotte and Ben,
who pay an affordable rent. The set up preserves the land for future generations. Shares were
bought by neighbours, businesses, wildlife lovers (as well as rock stars when the story hit the media).
The farm has been developed as a result of the investment and now offers a farm shop, tea room,
farm trail, special spaces for school groups and visits, courses, walks, weekend events for
shareholders and the local community. In addition, some shareholders volunteer and help out on
the farm.

Fordhall
Community
Land Initiative

Land

owns land and
public access
facilities

Rent

Fordhall
Farm Ltd
lifetime
tenancy

Fig. 4 Structure of Fordhall Community Land Initiative and Fordhall Farm Ltd
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5. Community Benefit Societies and social enterprises
Trusts can link with Community Benefit Societies which then run social enterprises. Low Carbon
West Oxford (LCWO) is an example of this. LCWO is a volunteer driven initiative with over 240 members
and supporters in the community. It is run by a coordinating committee, including seven trustees, which
provides overall direction to LCWO; coordinates and monitors its work; and approves policy, expenditure,
projects and publicity. LCWO started life as a community association and became a registered charity in March
2010. It is a member of Oxfordshire's Community Action Group network. It merged with West Oxford Waste
Watchers and the Osney Island Sustainable Group in 2007 and with the West Oxford Wildlife Group in 2009.
Residents in West Oxford are implementing an award winning climate change project aimed at reducing their
community’s CO2 emissions by 80% by 2050. The model works as follows:

·
·
·

West Oxford Community Renewables (WOCR), an Industrial and Provident society for the
benefit of the community, raises money from a mix of government grants, prize money and
its own share offer
It invests the capital in community renewable energy projects based on the natural
resources of our area – solar PVs on buildings, a micro-hydro in the Thames and small wind
projects on surrounding hills – to reduce the community’s CO2 emissions
The electricity is sold to the building/land owners (with any excess sold to the grid) and the
surplus donated to Low Carbon West Oxford, a registered charity, to fund further carbon
reduction projects in the community. Current projects include the Low Carbon Living
Household Programme, plus tree and wildlife, transport, waste reduction, and sustainable
food projects.

Fig. 5 Relationship between WOCR and LCWO
This approach:
·
·
·

produces a double cut in CO2 emissions from the renewable energy projects and other
carbon reducing projects in the community
enables the community to generate a self sustaining flow of income
generates a range of other social and economic benefits for the community
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In 2009 the West Oxford project won over £900,000 pounds from a mix of a government grant from
the Department of Energy and Climate Change (The Low Carbon Communities Challenge) and prize
money from a national climate change competition (The Big Green Challenge).
The bulk of the government grants and prize money has been channelled to WOCR and has been
used, alongside capital from the share offer, to install solar panels on a range of buildings including a
not for profit, a secondary school, and social housing. WOCR is also developing a micro-hydro project
at Osney Weir and small wind projects.

Advantages of Membership
Members Roles
Investor

How these roles improve competitive advantage

Customer

Greater loyalty; accept higher prices & dividend

Service User

Demonstrates support to funders; better feedback

Activist

More engagement; better feedback; better targeting

Volunteer

Lower labour costs; access to specialist skills

Suppliers

Greater loyalty; lower input prices

Workers

Greater loyalty; lower input prices; better feedback

Directors

Access to specialist skills; lower input prices

Lower cost of capital; greater acceptance of risk

Potential relationships between AONBs, Development Trust and Social Enterprise Activity

Local communities
&

Citizens

Projects
&
Services

Primary
production

Consumers

Processing

Distribution

Retail

Social enterprise activity

People
AONB Team
In
Local authority

People
Buildings & equipment
Land & natural resources

TRUST
Trading income
Grant Finance

Fig. 6 Potential AONB relationships with Social Enterprises
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