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Parenting Fund Survey 2011
Overview

In January and February 2011 managers of the 90 funded projects were asked to complete an online survey giving them the opportunity to express their views on FPI’s management of the Fund. Respondents were asked broad questions about the success of the Parenting Fund, as well as being specifically asked about the website, the monitoring and grant payment process, and the quality of support received from their Grants Officer, Consultant and the Parenting Fund team in general. Of those 90 projects who were asked to participate in this survey, 55 (61%) responded. 
Based on the evidence drawn from the survey data, the following conclusions can be drawn: 

· Overall, respondents felt strongly that the Parenting Fund has been a successful government initiative which has improved the lives of parents and families in the areas it has covered, with 95% (average) saying they ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’.

· There was a very high level of satisfaction with FPI as the managing body of the Fund, with 91% of respondents saying they ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ that it has managed it effectively. 
· The majority of respondents were happy with the quality of support they received from their Grants Officer, with 91% describing themselves as either ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’, and many making positive comments about how approachable the Parenting Fund team are.
· There was also a high level of satisfaction (87%) with the quality of support received from the consultants, with many respondents saying the consultancy support was the most useful part of the Parenting Fund. 
· A significant number of respondents were unhappy with the grant payment process, complaining that payments were regularly received later than agreed. 

· A number of projects felt that the monitoring reports were completed too frequently, and others felt the online system could be more accessible.
· A common feeling was that the Parenting Fund understands the sector in which the projects are operating, and is flexible in its approach of grant management.
Responses to Questions
1. General overview 

1.1. The Parenting Fund has been a successful government initiative
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The majority of respondents (64%) said they ‘strongly agree’ with this, and 29% said they ‘agree’. A small number (7%) answered neutrally, saying they ‘neither agree nor disagree’, and no-one responded negatively. 
The majority of comments in this section concerned respondents’ individual projects which the Parenting Fund enabled to run, with many saying that “without the Parenting Fund (we) would not have been able to run this much needed project and reach people in need”. Some respondents felt “it funds projects that wouldn't receive LA funding”.
Respondents frequently said that “some of the most vulnerable families have benefitted from this initiative”, and a number of them felt this was due to the funding model: “we were very impressed by the way that it allowed charities to use their grass-roots expertise and knowledge of family needs in their area to set their own outputs and outcomes rather than try to fit beneficiary needs into government agendas”.
There were also positive responses about the delivery model of the Parenting Fund. Many felt that it was “a help not only financially, but (through) the support given”. One respondent said that “the support given by the Parenting Fund has enabled us to completely transform our organisation whilst delivering services to some of the most vulnerable”.
No comments were left by the respondents who said they ‘neither agree nor disagree’ that the Parenting Fund has been a successful government initiative, although there was some negative feedback: “we found that the links with the Local Authority through the Fund have been difficult to establish despite effort on our part and on the part of our consultants”, and “good initiative, however no long term family funding in place to continue services funded through Parenting Fund”.
1.2. The Parenting Fund has improved the lives of parents and their families in the Local Authority where my project is based
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Responses to this were even more favourable: 78% said they ‘strongly agree’, and the most negative response was ‘neither agree nor disagree’, chosen by one respondent (2%). No comment was left with this response.

The overwhelming majority of comments expressed that due to the funding the projects were able to reach and support their target groups. A common theme was that “the funding has allowed many families to access support who may not otherwise have been able to do so”, and many projects felt that it “improved the lives of hundreds of families who otherwise would have been isolated and dependent on LA services”.
A number of projects said they know the Parenting Fund has improved families’ lives because “feedback from parents/carers about the positive improvements the course has had on their lives has been significant”, and while many felt that “this would have been impossible without the grant”, one respondent acknowledged there is “still a lot of work that needs to be done”.
1.3. FPI, as the managing body for the Parenting Fund, has delivered the Fund effectively
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The vast majority (91%) of respondents said they either ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ with this. 7% said they ‘neither agree nor disagree’ and one respondent (2%) said they ‘strongly disagree’, explaining that the Parenting Fund “funded two very similar projects in (our Local Authority) without telling either of us about the other one. Payments slow to arrive, and funding cut without discussion or consultation. The consultancy support on offer was not useful or helpful. Grants Officer very approachable, however”.

Although some of these sentiments were echoed by other respondents later in the survey, for this question only the comment about late payments was common. However, some respondents added that “we understand that FPI addressed this as quickly as they could”.

The remainder of the comments for this question were very positive: the managing body was described as “excellent”, “very effective” and “always prompt”, and a number of projects said that “as a managing body they understood the issues faced by small voluntary sector groups very well”. One respondent felt that “the level of skill and expertise and personal commitment and passion are so evident in FPI staff and consultants”.
“We have developed a strong working relationship” was a common theme, and more than one respondent said that “the management of the Fund has been of the best quality I have experienced in my working life”.
2. The Parenting Fund team 

2.1. How easy is it to get in touch with the Parenting Fund grants team? 
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67% of respondents said it was ‘very easy’ to get in touch with a member of the Parenting Fund team and 24% said it was ‘easy’. 5% said it was ‘neither difficult nor easy’, and ‘difficult’ and ‘very difficult’ were chosen by one respondent (2%) each. 

In comparison to last year’s survey results, the number of respondents answering ‘very easy’ has seen an 11% increase. However, there is a broader range of responses than a year ago, when all respondents answered positively.
The five respondents who answered negatively or neutrally did not add any comments, making it difficult to see why they reported a different experience than the majority.

On the whole however, the vast majority of respondents answered positively, and their comments reinforced this. The Parenting Fund team were described as “accessible”, “efficient”, “prompt”, “extremely co-operative” and “responsive”. A number of respondents mentioned their satisfaction in contacting the Parenting Fund team even when their Grants Officer was out of the office: “even if not available when you call, they always call you back. Electronically they inform you if they aren't available and when they return”, and many said that they were happy to speak to someone other than their own Grants Officer: “when contacting the team if they were unavailable there was always someone else offering to help”. “Although there has been some changes in personnel, people have been approachable and helpful”.
2.2. Overall, how satisfied are you with the support you have received from your Grants Officer? 
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The majority of respondents (91%) described themselves as being ‘very satisfied’ or ‘satisfied’ with the amount of support they received from their Grants Officer. 7% said that they were ‘neither dissatisfied nor satisfied’, and although one respondent (2%) was ‘dissatisfied’, no-one reported themselves as ‘very dissatisfied’ with the level of support.
When compared to last year’s survey the responses to this question follow a similar pattern to question 2.1. The number of respondents answering ‘very satisfied’ has risen by 22%, so overall satisfaction has increased, although this year has also seen the first negative response to this question.
Again the respondent answering ‘dissatisfied’ chose not to leave comments explaining their answer. However, they went on to rate their Grants Officer’s performance as ‘good’ for each subsequent category and they reported that it was ‘neither difficult nor easy’ to get in touch with the team, making it difficult to infer a reason for their dissatisfaction with the level of support received.

The majority of comments were positive; Grants Officers were described as “always able to help”, “friendly and approachable” and “very supportive”. Several respondents said they appreciated the visits they received and felt they were beneficial to the relationship: “the Grants Officer made personal contact early on in a meaningful way by attending a project steering group meeting. This was great and I felt she really understood the issues, having met and listened to the partners describe the needs of their beneficiaries”.
A number of respondents mentioned that their Grants Officer had changed during the two years. Feelings about this appeared to be mixed: while some said that “even though our Grants Officer has changed several times the levels of support have been highly consistent”, others felt there was a “lack of continuity as Grants Officer staffing changed three times during project lifespan”.

2.3. Overall, how would you rate your Grants Officer’s performance in terms of the following?
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Respondents were asked to rate their Grants Officer’s performance in terms of their approachability, support, knowledge, promptness and helpfulness. 

The vast majority of respondents (90% average) rated their Grants Officer as either ‘excellent’ or ‘very good’ in relation to all the attributes cited, and only 2% (average) of respondents rated their Grants Officer as either ‘fair’ or ‘poor’ across the five categories.    

This is a clear improvement on last year where ‘excellent’ and ‘very good’ had an average score of 80% and ‘fair’ and ‘poor’ were at 5% (average). In particular, the number of respondents rating their Grants Officer as ‘excellent’ has risen by 16% (average) since last year.
The two ratings of ‘poor’ (for approachability and support) came from the same respondent and appeared to be due to “lots of changes in Grants Officers”, leading to feeling “not able to 'bond' effectively”. However, other respondents commented that this was “the best support we have had compared to other grant givers” and “they even come out on Saturdays to attend our events”.
A few projects qualified their ratings by saying that they took into account how much help they needed. For example, one who selected mostly ‘excellent’ said “I have only put ‘very good’ for a couple as I feel we did not need as much support as some projects may have needed”.
2.4. What has been particularly useful about the support you have received from the Parenting Fund team?

Respondents were asked to identify what they had found particularly useful about the Parenting Fund. Three key issues were consistently raised:
Consultancy support: “Having a designated consultant to work with us” was a common response, and in particular projects commented on their consultants’ expertise, flexibility, creativity and “wealth of knowledge”. For some the value of having access to a consultant was “being able to stand back from a service and discuss it”, while others said they “learned so much, it added a deep richness to my experience as Project Manager”. Although the projects’ individual consultants were cited most frequently, a number of respondents also commented on the support from Price Waterhouse Coopers and the “tremendous, hugely valuable” workshops. 

Approachability and support of the Parenting Fund team: Many respondents commented on the approach of the team, including having a named Grants Officer and being able to contact them easily: “from the beginning we were invited to meet them and allocated our worker”. The team were described as “approachable if there is a problem or issue, helpful, but also not intrusive when things are going well”.
Flexibility: A significant number of respondents mentioned the Fund’s flexibility in terms of making changes to budgets and milestones and to the projects themselves. Responses included: “understanding that projects do not run as per the funding application. Flexibility in terms of reprofiling activities and associated costs”, and “the team have understood that things within the third sector do not always go to plan”.
Other responses included:
· Parenting Fund website
· “Links to national initiatives”
· “Understanding of family and community issues”
· “(I) cannot identify anything useful”.
2.5. What one thing could improve the Parenting Fund? 

Respondents were also asked to identify one thing that would improve the Fund. Five consistent messages were raised: 

Nothing: Feedback was generally very positive here with a number of respondents saying that there was nothing more the Parenting Fund team could do: “(I) can’t think of anything - I have been pleased with everything offered”. 

More funding: Several respondents answered that they would like the Parenting Fund to continue into a Round 4. A number also said that Round 3 could be slightly longer: “secure funding for two years was good but three years would have been better as new projects take a while to set up and we now have a really good project which is ending”.

Payments: Another consistent message was that respondents were unsatisfied with the grant payment process, commenting that payments had been received later than planned and they would have preferred “guaranteed prompt grant payments each quarter so focus can be kept entirely on project delivery rather than trying to arrange 'bridging' funds to keep the project going until payment is made – this caused a lot of worry for a smaller organisations”.

Monitoring process: Comments about this fell broadly into two categories. Most were about the online form itself: several respondents said “it’s very difficult to read the final report and can be repetitive” and asked for it to be made “easier/more accessible”, while others commented about the frequency of reporting. Some respondents wanted it to be tailored to their individual project, and some suggested “termly” or “annual rather than quarterly monitoring and payments”.
Earlier announcements: A few comments were about funding announcements, where respondents would have appreciated both an earlier announcement of Round 3 and “more information about end of funding” as we approach the end of the Parenting Fund.

Other responses included: 
· Training and workshops around specific areas

· “Sub regional meetings of organisations receiving a Parenting Fund grant” 

· “Not cutting the grant. This left us in a difficult funding position, particularly as we were already struggling with more general funding cuts issues”

· “As a big organisation we didn't find the consultant useful or the action plans. Perhaps different for small organisations though”.
3. The Parenting Fund website

3.1. How often did you use the Parenting Fund website last year (2010)? 
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The vast majority of respondents (58%) said they use the website ‘sometimes’, with a quarter (26%) using it ‘often’ or ‘regularly’. 16% said they use it ‘rarely’ or ‘never’. This is overall an improvement on last year, where this figure was 31%.
A few respondents left comments saying they would have used the website more if they had more time: “browsing doesn't fit into my day!”
3.2. How would you rate the Parenting Fund website in terms of the following?
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When asked to rate the Parenting Fund website in terms of its content, usefulness and user-friendliness, the majority of respondents said it was ‘good’ (44% average)  or ‘very good’ (36% average). One respondent (2%) rated the user-friendliness as ‘poor’, which was the only negative response. This was an improvement on last year where 4% rated user-friendliness as poor, and in addition this year saw more ratings of ‘excellent’ (10% average, compared to last year’s average of 6%).
The majority of comments were positive, with some saying they “found the website very useful and shared a lot of the information with clients”.

4. The monitoring process 

4.1. Overall, how satisfied have you been with the following aspects of the monitoring visits? 
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Respondents were asked to rate the monitoring visits in terms of their frequency, usefulness and content.

The vast majority (92% average) of respondents described themselves as feeling ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’ with the frequency, usefulness and content of the monitoring visits. This is 10% higher than last year.
However, this year for the first time there were ‘dissatisfied’ responses for all three aspects of the monitoring process (3% average), although there were still no respondents reporting as ‘very dissatisfied’.
The comments left were largely positive, making it difficult to infer reasons for the ‘dissatisfied’ responses. The visits were described as “useful in helping us focus”, and a number of respondents commented that the visits are important in addition to the monitoring reports: “the visits allow you to showcase developments within your project. This means that the PF team have good first hand knowledge of what you are delivering and the benefits it is having”.
4.2. Overall, how satisfied have you been with the following aspects of the monitoring reports? 
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Respondents were asked to rate the monitoring reports in terms of frequency, content, process of completion and feedback received.

Responses across the four aspects of the monitoring reports were similar, with an average of 81% of respondents reporting as either ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’. This is a 7% increase since last year. However, this year also saw an increase in negative responses, with an average of 6% ‘dissatisfied’ and 2% ‘very dissatisfied’ respondents across the areas.

The areas with the most negative responses were process of completion and content, which were described as “restrictive”, “not user-friendly” and in one case “a farcical process, and one of the worst I have encountered”. A common feeling was that it “took a while to get used to the online system. Once teething problems sorted out then it was a lot easier than paper reporting or other systems I've had to use”.
There were again a good number of respondents suggesting that the reports be submitted less often, commonly that “six monthly would better”.
Feedback on the reports was frequently described both as “very affirming for the team” and as “useful – though not usually extensive”. One respondent appreciated that the monitoring reports “fed into the newsletter which was a good bit of recognition for the achievements of the project”.
4.3. How satisfied are you with the way the grant is paid to you? 
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The majority of respondents (50%) were ‘satisfied’, although a significant number (13%) were either ‘dissatisfied’ or ‘very dissatisfied’. The comments made were consistent in saying that “late payments have been a real problem”, with many adding that “for smaller charities this could cause real financial difficulties”. However, a number of respondents felt that “the team kept us informed of delays and the reasons why”.
5. Integrated consultant support 

5.1. Overall, how satisfied are you with the support you have received from the consultancy offered by FPI and PWC? 
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87% of respondents described themselves as ‘satisfied’ or ‘very satisfied’ with the consultancy support. This is a slight decrease on last year where the figure was 91%. 

One respondent (2%) was ‘very dissatisfied’ with the support, commenting “we didn’t get offered PWC consultancy. We declined the (FPI) consultancy support”.
The majority of comments were very positive; both FPI and PWC consultancy were described as “fantastic”, “excellent”, “very useful”, “inspiring and of the highest quality”.

Comments about the action plan were mixed: some felt “the diagnostics day was a good way to evaluate your agency need and the action plan was effective in achieving the goals set”, while others, particularly larger organisations, “found the action plans to be of little use”.

5.2. How would you rate the FPI consultancy in terms of the following? 
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Respondents were asked to rate the FPI consultancy support in terms of the consultants’ approachability, knowledge, helpfulness, accessability and face-to-face contact.
Responses to this question were consistent both across each area and when compared to last year’s survey. 46% (average) described their consultant as ‘excellent’ and 32% (average) as ‘very good’.

In all areas except knowledge there was a small minority who described the FPI consultancy support as poor: an average of 2% across the five areas. No comments were left to substantiate this.
The vast majority of comments left were positive, even by projects whose support changed during the two years: “we have had two consultants as they changed halfway through, but this has been useful for us, getting the benefit of two consultants’ expertise”. Other comments were similarly positive: “the consultancy could not be faulted in any of these areas” and “very open and flexible in approach, will work with whatever agenda we have. Provides information on the bigger picture. Excellent mentoring support”.
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