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1.
Introduction


The Kellett Fund was started in 1996 with a substantial legacy from Douglas 
Kellett, a local business man. Since he was known to have an interest in 
the welfare of the elderly, the Community Foundation decided to use the fund 
for 
that purpose, and commenced by commissioning a piece of research on 
provision in this area, with recommendations on how the funds might best be 
used.


The research made it clear that the needs of the frail elderly were of a 
scale such that the funds at the Foundation’s disposal could make very little impact on them.  In addition, there were many statutory agencies required to work in this field, making charitable contributions less essential.  Consequently it was decided to concentrate Kellett funding on the needs of the active elderly, firstly because this was a smaller scale issue, where funds could make a greater impact; and secondly, because hard pressed statutory agencies often make no contribution to such work.


The Committee appointed to oversee the work also considered what kind of 
funding guidelines they wished to work to.  They were strongly influenced by 
three concerns.

i) With a relatively small field of activity, it was inevitable that they would fund many organisations over and over again.  For instance, it was clear that they were likely to work with all the Age Concerns in this area, since these are often the main local providers of services for the active elderly.  They therefore decided it would be absurd to have any rules forbidding organisations to reapply if they had previously had a grant.  It also seemed likely that this fund might allow a much closer association with the funded organisations than is usual, and this might prove interesting as time passed.

ii) The Committee were predominately managers from the voluntary sector, and were clear that they did not wish to perpetrate more of the stop/start funding that bedevils the sector.  They therefore started out with the firm idea that they would wish to continue funding good work wherever that was appropriate – ie the need still existed, the quality was good, and no more appropriate funder existed.

iii) The Committee also wished to avoid the common practice of funders, which is to attempt to make the funding go further by only giving part funding.  Their view was that this is not effective giving, since it obliges the recipient to embark on another costly round of fundraising.  Their view was that if a thing was worth doing, they should enable it to happen as quickly and easily as possible, if it was within their power.

The Kellett Fund therefore started its work with a clearly defined sphere of activity, and some firmly expressed principles on how they wished to fund.  Now that the fund had been running for a decade, the Foundation thought it would be useful to commission a small research study on how the fund was seen by a small sample of grant recipients, and to see if any useful lessons could be learned.

2.
Method

The study was small and informal in scale, and consisted of interviews with 8 of the organisations that Kellett has funded over the decade.  They were selected at random while trying to give some geographical coverage of the region, and also a range of different size organisations.

The interviewer asked for Annual Reports, accounts and publicity prior to the interview to familiarise herself with each organisation.  The interview itself was informal, and relatively unstructured, but covered the following areas:

· The general operations of the organisation

· Their view of the grant they had been given, and description of how they had used it

· Their view of the impact of this funding in terms of service 

· Their view on the impact of this funding on their general organisation

· Their view on the processes of our grant giving

· Their views on the future of their organisation and it’s work

The interviews were written up, and those case histories and the reflections they inspired form this report.  The report consists of the findings and reflections on the material: brief pictures of the organisations interviewed are in Appendix A, and grant histories of the organisations in Appendix B.

3.
How the Recipients saw the Kellett Fund 

This actually proved a difficult area to work with, because it was extremely hard to get anyone to say anything critical.  It is of course notoriously difficult to get grant recipients to criticise their funders – after all, the life of their organisation depends on keeping the funding coming in.  Despite the promise of confidentiality, they often rightly retain a level of suspicion, and it is impossible to say with total certainty that the interviewees were not moved by these considerations.

Despite this caveat, the approval of the grant recipients seemed to be genuine, and is born out by the fact that they were able to advance detail why they thought it good.


Process 


They all thought that the processes were good – application forms were simple, and so was the monitoring required.  One interviewee summed it up by saying 


“one of the least bothersome grants we get”

There were no suggestions as to improvements that might be made.

Officers 

There was a high level of approval for the officers who manage and have managed the fund.  Interviewees found them helpful and friendly, easy to talk to, informative and genuinely interested in the work.  A typical quote was:


“They are also very helpful indeed.”

Principles 

The biggest approval was for the Kellett’s willingness to provide continuation funding.  This is so rare in the sector that it stands out as really unusual.  Not all the interviewees had received continuation funding, but those who had were loud in its praise.


“The continuous funding is crucial”


“The continuous funding is a major plus”

The interviewer probed those who had not got continuation funding as to why they hadn’t applied for it, and this seemed to happen in organisations where there was inadequate fund raising capacity, and the person who was doing it didn’t know that it was possible.  There may be a pointer here for future Kellett strategy – should the fund be more proactive with grant holders doing good work, to ensure they know what is possible?


Some recipients were also appreciative of the fact that Kellett will fund things that they know other funders would see as inessential.  Age Concern North Tyneside was a good example of this; their strategic analysis convinced them that were really needed to make their programme of activities work was a publicity/marketing officer, but they were well aware that this would be deeply unattractive to most funders.  Kellett gave them the money to do this, and it has worked, just as they thought it would.

There was also praise for the fact the Kellett will give enough money for the work to happen, not dole out small slices that then have to be matched.


“The fact that they fund the whole post is wonderful”

There was particular praise from some interviewees about the fact that Kellett allows grant recipients to set their own targets, in their own words, so that it makes sense to them, and relates properly to what they do.  The manager at WHIST compared course funding received from Kellett, which is evaluated by sensible questionnaires to participants about what they felt about the course; and funding from the Learning & Skills Council for the same purposes, which entailed nonsensical situations like having to submit lesson plans and “learning goals” for line dancing courses!

In general, on this issue, there was widespread relief at not having to contort their material into jargonised objectives.

This general approval of Kellett’s principles picked up four points:

· Continuous funding

· Funding for the whole amount

· Funding things other funders don’t

· Using sensible systems of target setting and evaluation

Not all interviewees mentioned all four principles, but all mentioned at least two.

Overall, then, there was a high level of approval of Kellett funding, both in the process (forms; officer contact) and principles (continuation; whole project funding).  As one interviewee said:


“Kellett is by far the best”  

4.
The Use of the Funding


The brief for this research did not include a full survey of the provision that has been enabled by Kellett funding, as this would have required a much larger piece of work.  However it would have been foolish not to take some account of the issue.


By any account, the results are impressive, and it must be the case that Kellett funding has made a perceptible difference to the lives of the active elderly in this region.  Perhaps most dramatic is the Chopwell Live at Home project, where a relatively modest grant from Kellett is providing a wide range of activities and services that help people in a substantially disadvantaged area to continue to live at home, to nearly 100 people every year.  The scheme’s activities are many, including outings, activities at the Community Centre, befriending and information.  It has to be tremendous value for money.


In fact across the area these eight organisations are providing keep fit, arts activities, computer training, trips and outings, theatre work, music, walking and cycling groups, canoe trekking, information and advice, community group support and much more.

5.
Funding Models

As well as looking at activities provided, it is interesting to see if the funding can be analysed in terms of how it fits within an organisation’s structure, and it seems to the researcher that it can.  The following analysis may prove interesting, and possibly helpful.  We suggest there are a number of models.

A. Add-on for the elderly

This is a very simple concept; an organisation that primarily does something quite different is given funding to make special provision for the elderly.  The funding may provide extra staff, or transport, or special facilities, but it is clearly an adjunct to the organisation’s main activities.  The National Trust, the Maltings and WING are clearly examples of this.

A variant of this model is an organisation that offers services to the whole adult age range, but asks for funding because a high percentage of those using the services are in fact elderly.  This is the model being used at WHIST.

B. Add-on service in an organisation for the elderly

This is also simple – an organisation that exists to service the elderly is enabled to add on an extra service.  Age Concern Gateshead is a clear example of this, being able to add a computer class to its range of activities.

C. Replicating a model that has been proved elsewhere 

The clear example of this in our sample is the Chopwell project.  It is a replication of project already running successfully in an adjacent area.

D. Filling a strategic need in an organisation

The obvious case of this in the sample is Age Concern NorthTyneside.  The Kellett funding does not directly provide a service at all – what it does is fill a gap that allows existing services to be pulled together and made more accessible.

E.  Developing a model that may prove to be replicable

The clear example of this is Age Concern Durham.  At a point of great organisational difficulty, Kellett funding allowed them to try out a model of working in Chester-le-Street, which was so successful that it is now replicated across the county.

Of course this could be also regarded as an example of model D, since again it was filling an identified strategic need in the organisation.

There is no suggestion here that one model of funding is better than others – they fill different needs, and all aim to result in better services to the active elderly.  But they do, perhaps, allow a clearer focus on what Kellett funding is actually doing, as well as providing services.

We further suggest that Kellett will have a different interest in the organisational health and stability of the different organisations it funds.  It seems clear that Kellett has no particular interest in whether the National Trust, say, or the Maltings Centre, are in good organisational health.  Their major concerns are not the Kellett concerns, the latter being limited to whether facilities they provide are available to the elderly.

The case with the Age Concerns or Chopwell Project, is quite different.  Flourishing Age Concerns are surely a key factor in provision to the active elderly in their area, and as such, it must be a part of Kellett’s wider objectives that they be in good health.  The Chopwell project is different, but just as vital, since if it vanished, there would be virtually no provision for the active elderly in one very deprived area.  It seems, therefore, that Kellett might consider the possibility that it has a different kind of interest in some of the organisations it funds, and this might affect the attitude it takes towards funding them.

6.
Age Concerns

It seems worth adding a note about Age Concerns, since they are of such strategic interest to Kellett.  It was interesting to find that the three interviewed worked to quite different models, and these were caused, no doubt, by various factors such as geographical area; history; funding available, and the nature of statutory partners.  As such it is yet another good example of how various voluntary organisations are, and why it is so difficult to design models that will work anywhere.  Very briefly, the Age Concerns work as follows:

Gateshead

This is by far the smallest, and probably the least strategic.  It maintains itself by commercial income from its shop and other Age Concern services, and grants from trusts, and some special Government funds, such as Neighbourhood Renewal Fund.  It receives no support from the Local Authority, and does not wish to enter into contract work.  This seems a workable, if unambitious strategy, and it must be providing less than most other urban Age Concerns.

North Tyneside

This was the largest interviewed, with a turnover of £2½ million, and 140 staff.  It is active across a whole range of fields, including sheltered housing, and domiciliary care.  It receives no statutory grant aid and funds itself from contracts, charitable trusts, and special government funding (NRF).

However they don’t feel secure in their position, despite the large turnover, because the contract margins are so tight that they don’t cover their costs; and they see no real increase in procurement opportunities for the voluntary sector.  They do not think the Government model of organisations becoming sustainable through contracting is at all feasible, because the margins are too low.

Durham

Age Concern Durham faced different issues because of its county wide remit, which is of course geographically difficult.  They abandoned the contract model in the mid 90’s, because it didn’t seem to be working (costs too tight again).   Instead they used the Kellett funding to develop a model of community development working, and this is now successfully replicated across the country, in 5 sub offices.  Their turnover is about £1million.  They see this model as serving them well, and would not be drawn into contract work unless they thought the terms very favourable.

It is interesting that three organisations with the same aims have adopted such different models, and it points yet again to the flexibility of the sector in the face of the complex environment in which they exist.  (While they were not part of the survey, it is known that the Age Concerns in Northumberland and Newcastle have different models yet again).  It is a credit to Kellett that it has listened to their specific needs, and has made funding available for what they think need – in all cases, successfully.

7.
Other Reflections

Three other lessons seemed to arise from the research, arising from the way Kellett has chosen to use the funding. 

i)
Kellett Objectives

In this small sample there was ample evidence that Kellett’s original decision to focus on the active elderly was a sensible one.  The wide use of services Kellett helped to fund shows very clearly that there is a need; and the almost total absence of Local Authority and health agency funding in the organisations studied shows very clearly that these agencies are not prepared to fund this kind of work, despite the obvious benefits it must bring.  The researcher found it astonishing that none of the three Age Concerns interviewed received any direct Local Authority funding, and that the Chopwell Project, which is effectively providing total support for the elderly in its area, receives a paltry £6,000 from the Local Authority.  In fact the only project to receive anything remotely substantial was WHIST, which is funded partly by Social Services.

Funding from health agencies was also strikingly absent; and though there was some funding for courses from the Learning & Skills Council, it seemed that boundaries had to be considerably contorted in order to do it.

However deplorable this state of affairs, it does underline the fact that Kellett, by choosing this area to support, is probably making a substantial difference.

ii)
Record Keeping 

                At present Kellett records are kept in the way most grant making 



organisations do - as slices in time when funding is being considered and 


awarded, and tracking it to its finish.  However the way Kellett funds 



means that histories of funding a particular organisation across time can 


be kept, and it may well be that this could cast a different light on how 




funding has impacted.

The process of the research revealed that it was surprisingly difficult to access the funding histories of organisations, and the further back in time the funding, the harder it was to extract the information.  Given that Kellett may wish at times in the future look at the long lasting effects of its funding, it might be helpful to look at a recording system that makes the extraction of that information easier.



iii)
Knowledge Accumulation 


It also seems clear that because of its relatively narrow focus, Kellett is in a position to acquire very comprehensive knowledge about work with the active elderly.  It is doubtful that there are many models for making this provision that Kellett has not been involved in.

it is not immediately apparent what use could be made of this knowledge – a publication?  more research?  but it does seem worth remembering that it is a fact.  It should also assist in good grant making.

8.
Ways Forward
Given that there is virtually total satisfaction with the current grant making, it would be perverse to suggest that the Foundation might change the Kellett grant making style in any way.  Not only is it liked by the recipients, but it has clearly led in all the case histories examined to services being delivered in reasonable quantities and quality to the intended beneficiaries.


However, there are other things that the Foundation might do with this fund.

· As suggested in point 7, the Foundation is collecting a considerable volume of evidence on work with the active elderly.  It could decide to expand or utilise this in a number of ways – working with the funded organisations to compile material on good practice, or “what works”; holding conferences, or events to share information, or bring in good speakers; or any other creative ideas that utilise this mass of data.

· It could decide to store the data on the actual funding in a more accessible way in order to do research or produce material on the effect of funding over time.  This could well produce useful material on the effectiveness or otherwise of different models of funding which could be useful to the Foundation itself, and to other funders.

· It could decide to use its position of specialised strength in this area to decide that it is funding not just the work done with the beneficiaries, but the building of robust and healthy organisations that are in a good position to be the deliverers of such work.  As such it might wish to take a more proactive stance with key organisations, and work with them on providing strategic funding in a way that is most useful to them.

APPENDIX A

THE ORGANISATIONS INTERVIEWED

AGE CONCERN DURHAM COUNTY 

The Project

Age Concern Durham County is obviously a large organisation, though not as large as some Age Concerns; its turnover has just risen to £1 million.

It does not do service delivery contracts, instead concentrating on a community development model, with sub offices in 5 areas of the county.  It made this change in the mid 90’s, when what contracts it had seemed to be coming to an end.  Instead it switched to the community development model, with Chester-le-Street being the first place it tried this out.

Kellett Funding

It was funding from Kellett that allowed them to hire a development worker to work in Chester-le-Street.  It was very slow going at first, meeting with lots of suspicion and a lack of comprehension, but is now flourishing.

Kellett began funding this in 1999, and has continued to fund it.  In the Chief Executive’s view this continuity was a “major plus”, and the value of the Kellett grant was that not only did it provide services in Chester-le-Street, but it acted as a model for their service throughout the county.

Before the last Kellett tranche they asked the Council if it would take over the funding, but they refused.

In Chester-le-Street there are now the following services:

· A friendship scheme

· Handy van scheme

· Many exercise groups

· Lunch clubs

· Men’s activity groups

· Intergenerational programme

· Information and advice

These activities all take place in whatever venue is suitable – community centres, sheltered housing, church halls etc.

Project Views
The Chief Executive finds the procedures perfectly acceptable – flexible; officers easy to deal with; and reasonable monitoring.

Their main disappointment is that Kellett won’t fund in the rest of Durham.

Comments
It was interesting to meet with an Age Concern that has adopted such a different strategy.  The Chief Executive is obviously a strong believer in strategic planning, and is clear that this is the most workable model for them.  She is also very clear of the immense value of the Kellett grant in allowing them to try out a model they could then replicate.  

AGE CONCERN NORTH TYNESIDE

The Organisation

Age Concern North Tyneside is a large organisation by local standards, with a turnover of about £2 ½ million, and 140 staff.  It is active in a whole range of fields, including sheltered housing, domiciliary care, and lobbying for the needs of older people.

The part of their activities funded by the Kellett money is for the healthy elderly.  This covers a wide range of activities including keep fit, dancing, organised walks, bowling, swimming, yoga and tai chi.  The provision of these activities in North Tyneside is complicated by the fact that the area is really 4 distinct areas – Wallsend, North Shields, Whitley Bay and the North West (Forest Hall and Killingworth).  Each needs a distinct programme of activities within its area.

In analysing how to provide these services, ACNT decided that the key lack was not the activities themselves, but proper publicity and information about them.  They saw the crucial intervention needed as being a post to do this work.

Kellett Funding
Kellett funded this work in its entirety, first with some money to work on feasibility, in 2000, and ever since to cover the resultant post – a Publicity and Events Officer.

Project Views

ACNT are extremely grateful for the grant, and lay emphasis on 3 points:

· The fact that it funds a whole post

· That it is ongoing.

· That it is for the kind of thing that most funders would see as an inessential.

All these things, they think, are exceedingly rare amongst funders.

Asked if they could fund this sort of work (which might sensibly be regarded as a core function) from profits from contracts, they were emphatic that this was not possible, for a number of reasons.  Firstly the LAs squeeze the prices too hard (for example, they refuse to allow Human Resource costs in the Full Cost Recovery calculation).

Secondly, the range of procurement opportunities is usually very narrow these days, and often doesn’t align well with the voluntary organisation’s objectives.

On the whole, they think it unlikely that contracting income will ever be sufficient to allow an organisation to be self sufficient, or at least such a scenario would require enormous changes from the way things work at present.

ACNT receives no statutory mainstream funding at all, so it has to fund itself entirely from contracts and charitable trusts.  Good charitable trust funding, such as the Kellett grant, is enormously helpful in helping them achieve their aims.

In terms of how the grant is managed they are quite happy.  The paperwork is relatively easy; the once a year meeting is not a problem.

Comments
The obvious question that has to be confronted when a funder gives a small amount (£30K) to an organisation with a large turnover (£2million plus), is how can that really be useful?  ACNT gives the answer to that question – if the £2million can’t be used for an absolutely essential function, then the small amount of money that enables that function to happen is enormously useful.  The Kellett money has enabled them to add a function crucial to the activity programme, without them having to match fund, or continually seek new sources.  They could just get on with it.

CHOPWELL & BLACK HALL MILL LIVE AT HOME PROJECT
The Project
This scheme provides a range of activities for the active elderly in an ex-pit village fairly devoid of amenities – no pub, no café; and one rather run down Community Centre.  The scheme provides a very wide range of activities to 86 clients.

The scheme has a full time manager and 2 part time managers, with 30 volunteers, of whom about 10 are heavily engaged.

The overall cost of the project is currently £39,000, which is mainly for staff costs, and the operational costs of outings, volunteer expenses, and so forth.  The cost of the office in the Community Centre is about £2,000.

It is not an independent organisation, but is part of Methodist Homes for the Aged.  It seems to run very independently, however, and has its own committee and accounts.

Kellett Funding
The scheme was based on a similar one in Rowlands Gill, and the application to Kellett was to get the project up and running.  Kellett awarded enough money to get it going in 2000.  Kellett has funded it ever since, though funds are now attracted from other sources as well.

Project Views
The Manager sees the grant from Kellett as of the greatest importance.  It’s not just that it gave the start up money (which is often relatively easy to get), but that it has kept up continuous funding – which she sees as absolutely crucial.  Furthermore, she thinks the 3 year funding is “wonderful”.

She has similar views on how well the grant process is handled.

· The grant officers are extremely helpful.

· The form is reasonably simple.

· Answers come back quite quickly.

· They are prompted on when the annual meeting will be.

· Kellett officers were very frank when they went through a difficult time with funds.

· She enjoys the events she is sometimes invited to.

Comments
It is clear is that this is a very high performing project in a very difficult area, which costs a very small sum of money – the famous voluntary sector “value for money” deal.

The Kellett contribution is clearly as start up, but much more importantly as continued funding which allowed the project to consolidate and grow.

NATIONAL TRUST INNER CITY PROJECT

The Project
The National Trust is a huge organisation whose primary function is managing historic buildings and countryside.  The Inner City Project, which is 20 years old next year, was a highly experimental project set up to work with inner city residents and help them link with Trust properties in various ways.

Kellett Funding (1)

The Kellett made a small grant (£3K x 3 ) in 1998, to enable the Inner City Project to look at improving courses for its older members.  It used this money to ask what older members wanted, and then kick start the work.  Key things were:

· Art courses – these are still running on a volunteer basis.

· Computer courses – these have now ceased, but they produced a project newsletter for some time.

· Hill walking.  This led to people becoming qualified as leaders, and this work still continues.

Project View

Though the grant was very small, it was an extremely useful catalyst for a whole programme of work with older people.  It enabled them to work with other organisations, eg Byker Community Education Project, and mesh in with other funding.

Kellett Funding (2)
They approached again in 2005, asking for £100K over 3 years to pay for a worker with older people.  Kellett turned this down on a number of grounds, but instead offered £15K x 3 to continue the work.

Project Views
The Co-ordinator was surprised by the offer, and didn’t really understand why it was made.  However it was extremely useful, and also provided a considerable boost in recognising the work that was being done.

The Co-ordinator has no complaints about the processes – monitoring levels are appropriate, forms are good.  The once a year meeting is not a problem.

Comments
This provides another useful illustration of how relatively small grants can be useful for very large organisations, particularly in allowing them to experiment with work they would not otherwise do.

THE MALTINGS

The Project
The Maltings is a Berwick theatre and arts venue, with strong community links.  As with many small theatres in small towns, it finds it very hard to be financially viable, and seems to move from one crisis to another.  There are only 2 management staff, of whom the Marketing Manager who was interviewed is one, and that is clearly not enough for the work that needs to be done.

The Third Age project is obviously a very small part of their work, and arose from a perceived need for special provision to involve older people in Maltings activities.

The main activities that are provided are:

· A monthly stage event, which has attendances between 60 and 250.

· A monthly tea dance – attendance usually approximately 100.

· A yearly pantomime event.

· Various workshops, usually monthly, with an attendance of 20 – 30.

· Transport for those who need it.

It is clear that the project deals with a wider client group than most urban projects, ranging from active 50+s, to really frail people from care homes.

There is a project committee that meets monthly and puts forward ideas.

Kellett Funding
Kellett has assisted this work on an intermittent basis after giving the original grant for the development work.  It is not Kellett’s choice that the funding has been intermittent – the Maltings fundraising is very patchy and sporadic, and this is not surprising given the paucity of staff.  When asked why the last application was for only 1 year’s funding when they could have asked for 3, the interviewee could only say it was doubtless because she didn’t have time to study it properly.

If they have a strategy, it is that of the “Trust Roundabout” – “don’t go back too often or they’ll get tired of you”.

Similarly the applications have no allocation for the amount of core staff time the project uses – they’ve simply never thought of doing so.

Project View
The interviewee has no complaints about how Kellett functions – the form is OK, the staff are fine, the yearly meeting is not a problem.

Comments
It is clearly an unenviable job running the Maltings, and the staff are having a rather difficult time, but nevertheless, the programme for the elderly runs well.

In terms of Kellett grant making, this is obviously the model of a small activity for the elderly added onto a larger and much more general activity.  It has certainly provided a range of activities in an area coping with all the problems of a scattered rural population.

WAYOUT IN GATESHEAD (WinG)

The Organisation
WinG existed to provide outdoor activities to young people and to community development work, but some time ago conceived the idea of extending this work to the active elderly.  They now provide a number of courses in walking, canoeing, and so forth, at introductory and residential levels. Their target is an attendance of 120 at their various courses over the year; they usually fall just below at 90-100.

A spin off from their work was the creation of Activage, originally an organisation for course attendees, but now open to anyone.  It is a separate organisation, but they hope to work closely with it.  It has about 170 members.

Though the project is relatively small, it is being seen as an interesting model, and NIACE is interested in adding it to its database of good practice. The project may be at the stage where it could usefully be expanded.

The charity is a spin off from Gateshead Council, and the Council still funds and seconds many of the staff, and pays most of the costs of the building.  Staff appointed on other funds are also formally employed by the Council.

Kellett Funding

When the idea of working with the over 50’s was first conceived, it was Kellett who made the first grant of £26,000 in 2001, and this grant has continued up to the present.  

Project Views

They are very appreciative of the continuous support, and do not feel it would be easy to replace if it was withdrawn. Kellett is still the sole funder of the active elderly work.

They are also appreciative of the fact that the original grant was enough to get the project off the ground.

They felt that Kellett officers had been very supportive, and they had the feeling that they were more interested in the work of the project than most funders.

Comment
At WinG, Kellett have enabled an organisation working with a quite different target group to work on customised activities for the active elderly.  It has worked well, and could presumably go on indefinitely if funded.

To the researcher it looked like an idea that could easily be extended, and grown, but at present they show no signs of wanting to do that.

AGE CONCERN GATESHEAD 
The Project 

Age Concern Gateshead runs a normal range of activities for the elderly, including exercise classes, a day care centre, an advocacy project and an information and advice service.

It is the smallest Age Concern interviewed, with a turnover of only around £½ million.  It does not do contract work, except with the Day Care Centre; it funds its core largely from the shop and trading activities, and then seeks funding from Trusts, the Lottery etc for its projects.

Kellett Funding

Kellett money pays towards Age Resource, a computer lab with a part time member of staff who gives 1 to 1 training sessions to ICT beginners.  This links with some literacy programme work, and there is some outreach work with other groups.  Some home sessions are delivered, but are not advertised as a service.  The project had started before the Kellett money, but it is now in the 2nd year of the 2nd 3 year funding tranche.

The Kellett money largely pays for the part time tutor and the volunteers expenses.  In a year 201 sessions were held for 91 clients, and a further 30 – 40 clients benefit from outreach work.

Project Views

The interviewee thought it was a very easy grant to manage – no excessive paper work or monitoring.


“One of the least bothersome grants we get”

Comments

Their funding strategy does seem sound if perhaps a little unambitious, but there is no doubt that they provide a regular service which would probably otherwise be unavailable.

WOMENS HEALTH IN SOUTH TYNESIDE (WHIST)

The Project
WHIST is an organisation with 5 staff, a turnover of about £300K pa, and an impressive purpose built building.  It offers a very wide range of activities for women, interpreting health in its widest possible sense.  There is gardening, keep fit, counselling, art, reading and other courses.

It is well used, having an average 750 women attending courses every month, 100 using the weekly drop in, and 80 receiving counselling each week.

Unusually for our sample, WHIST do not run any specific classes for the elderly, and the only concession they make is signposting classes for the “less fit”.  Nevertheless, they say the majority of women attending the physical activity classes are older, and this has been so since their inception.

Kellett Funding
They have received Kellett funding from 1998, and use it to pay for class tutors.  They have received it almost continuously ever since, though there was a gap when Kellett had problems with its investment income.  They would not know how to replace it, and could only apply to other charitable trusts.

Project Views
WHIST’s funding is a mix from many sources, and it obviously manages in the same hand to mouth way as the majority of the sector, but it is unusual in receiving some support from Social Services.

Against this background the Kellett money has provided a welcome strand of continuity.  They find all the processes simple and easy to manage.

The Manager particularly mentioned that Kellett allows projects to set their own targets in their own words, instead of having to contort them into jargon-heavy structures that are not at all appropriate.  She made some particularly telling comparisons with LSC funding.

She also pointed out that Kellett funding allowed them to work with clients over the long term, which is immensely valuable.

Comments

This is an obviously successful project doing excellent work.  Its main interest to our research, however, is that it works with the elderly while not actually using that as a restrictive category.  It is the only one in our sample to do this.
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