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Consultation on Cohesion Guidance for Funders 
Department for Communities and Local Government 
7th Floor/ Zone H9 
Eland House 
Bressenden Place 
London 
SW1E 5DU 
 
22 May 2008 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Response to ‘Cohesion Guidance for Funders’ – Consu ltation Paper 
 
The London Advice Services Alliance (Lasa) is a pan-London organisation that 
provides a range of support services to not-for-profit advice providers. We work 
closely with the providers and the member networks, such as Citizens Advice 
and AdviceUK in London, on policy issues relating to the provision of advice. 
There are 700+ organisations in London, that provide free and independent 
advice to the most socially excluded, many of which are members of the BME 
and refugee community, as well as women’s and disability groups.  
 
We welcome the opportunity to issue a response to this consultation and 
although we are pleased that the guidance recognises the valuable work that 
the third sector does in working with, and supporting excluded and marginalized 
communities there is a real fear that the move away from ‘single group’ and 
‘single issue’ funding that is referred to in the guidance will disproportionately 
affect BME communities who make up a large amount of the population in 
London.  
 
The London context 
 
In London at least 30% of the population were born abroad; as well as 40% of 
the working age population and an estimated 6 –7% are refugees or asylum 
seekers.1 42% are BME, with non-White groups making up at least 30% of that 
figure. There are about 300 languages spoken with Londoners coming from 150 
countries.2 
 
Despite London being a thriving and economically prosperous city, there are 
also high levels of deprivation within the city. London’s child poverty rate is 27% 

                                                
1 Mayor of London (July 2007) London Enriched: The Mayor’s Draft Strategy for Refugee 
Integration in London. GLA 
2 GLA (2005) Country of Birth Profiles, DMAG Briefings 2005/02 
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compared to 52% of children in Inner London, and 69% for Pakistani and 
Bangladeshi children.3 
 
There are at least 40,000 community and voluntary organisations in London, 
almost 22% of the total for the UK.4 A large proportion of these are ‘single 
group’ or ‘single issue’, with 4,500 being BME organisations.5 
 
In terms of funding, organisations that list ‘people from an ethnic minority’ as a 
beneficiary group make up 12.3% of registered charities in London, yet only 
receive 7.3% of all voluntary sector income in London.6 
 
The advice perspective 
 
The advice landscape is changing rapidly, with the move away from grants to 
commissioning of advice services over the last few years, as well as the ever-
shrinking pot of money for advice. However, we know that the advice sector is 
no different from most in the voluntary and community sector (VCS). There is 
already a move within the Government to get even more for their money, in the 
form of ‘fixed fees’ for Legal Aid work, whereby providers are now paid a fixed 
fee for a case, regardless of how long it takes (with certain exceptions). This 
replaced the previous system of hourly rates in October 2007. 
 
During the consultation process in 2006 when the introduction of fixed fees was 
discussed,7 most of the major advice networks made known their considerable 
concerns about ‘cherry-picking’ of cases, in which providers could pick shorter 
cases and avoid the longer more complicated ones, if they would be paid the 
same amount for taking on either. There were genuine concerns that this would 
impact adversely on the most socially excluded and vulnerable groups such as 
refugees, the homeless, the disabled, the mentally ill and BME; generally the 
client groups with the greatest level of need and the most complex or time-
consuming problems. 
 
Although it is too early to draw conclusions as to whether this has been the 
case, this Cohesion Guidance just appears to be another attack on these 
groups who are already suffering from inequality and discrimination.  
 
In terms of legal aid provision in the five areas of social welfare law including 
welfare benefits and debt, 70% of legal aid clients in London came from BME 
communities.8 Many of these clients do not access mainstream advice 
providers such as the CAB or Law Centres directly, but via their own community 
groups. These groups are sometimes referred to as ‘gateway’ or ‘feeder’ 
organisations, in that they provide the gateway between the mainstream 
organisation and the client. At Lasa we provide a second-tier appeals service, 
unlike a frontline organisation we accept clients by referral only. Over 50% of 
our referrals are received from such ‘gateway’ organisations. 

                                                
3 London Equalities Commission (July 2007) The State of Equality in London. GLA 
4 LVSC (April 2006) Change-Up London Infrastructure Development Plan 
5 ROTA (January 2008) Statistics about BAME organisations in London 
6 Register of Charities for England and Wales (December 2007) 
7 Legal Services Commission & DCA (July 2006) Legal Aid; A Sustainable Future 
8 ASA policy paper (June 2007) Fixed fees, equality and diversity 
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There are also worrying developments with the move towards joint 
commissioning of advice services between the Legal Services Commission 
(LSC) and the local authority, in the form of a Community Legal Advice 
Centre/Network (CLAC/CLAN). This amounts to one advice superstructure in 
every local authority, with the LSC paying for the specialist Legal Aid work and 
the local authority paying for the generalist and other advice related work.  
 
The ‘integrated model’ that the LSC favours takes a top-down approach, in that 
their main concern is making sure that the specialist providers are adequately 
represented. But, what happens to the smaller community organisations/groups 
who act as ‘gateway’ agencies into these more mainstream advice providers? 
No real thought has gone into how they fit into this ‘integrated model’ and who 
will fund them once a local authority agrees to a CLAC in their area. Their 
model does not reflect how many of the hardest to reach communities access 
advice services and the fear is that this guidance may give local authorities the 
excuse they need in order not to fund them. 
 
  
Question 1: Are these principles the right basis fo r this guidance? 
 
Principle 1 
The guidance states that there is a ‘clear link between equality and cohesion’ 
and we welcome the recognition that there is a need to work with particular 
groups to tackle ‘evidenced need’ amongst groups experiencing inequalities. 
But, it seems to suggest that these groups are suffering from self-imposed 
inequality because they are failing to integrate into the wider society, so that 
equality = cohesion. It states that ‘equal life chances is an important part of 
cohesion’ but then fails to mention that the main barriers to equality are the 
wider societal issues of discrimination, prejudice, poverty and inequality of 
access. ‘Building equality is part of building cohesion as well as vital in its own 
right.’ How can the CLG suggest that taking away funding in the name of 
community cohesion, from a community or communities that are already 
marginalized and suffering from inequality, contributes to building equality? 
 
There is also reference to ‘evidenced need’ but how is this evidence to be 
gathered and whose responsibility will it be to gather such information. Many of 
the groups, which this guidance is aimed at, are from marginalized 
communities, who by their nature are under-represented and therefore suffer 
from lack of evidence about their needs.  However, lack of evidenced need 
does not necessarily equate to lack of need. There should be a duty on local 
authorities to engage and work with all  sections of the voluntary and community 
sector when undertaking needs assessment.  
 
Principle 2 
There is nothing inherently wrong with this principle but despite mentioning that 
‘both mainstream and those serving particular groups – should be encouraged 
to be more open, accessible and to build bridges with each other’, it is patently 
obvious that the onus is on the ‘single groups’ to be carrying out this task. How 
many mainstream organisations will be judged on how well they promote 
cohesion? It also assumes that promoting cohesion and integration and 
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meeting the diverse needs of the community are mutually exclusive; they are 
not.  
 
It is quite clear from the way that the guidance is worded that there are negative 
connotations associated with ‘single groups’. On page 14 in the section ‘What 
funders can do’ there is a bullet point which states ‘they can ensure that they 
are not undercutting cohesion objectives, by avoiding funding projects for 
particular groups which do not meet evidenced needs particular to those 
groups, building resentment amongst others; or which allow users to develop 
insularity and a comfort zone…’  
 
Principle 3 
The sentiments are laudable but it should be an organic process and not 
something that is imposed. It is also somewhat worrying that this premise is 
used, as the work on which it was based on, Robert Putnam’s ‘Bowling Alone’, 
is increasingly being questioned, both in terms of its effectiveness as an 
argument and also in terms of the underlying assumptions and ideology that it 
covertly imports.  Again this principle also fails to address the part that 
inequality, discrimination, ignorance and poverty have to play in reducing 
cohesion.  
 
Principle 4 
We find this principle negative and unhelpful in that it creates an onerous task 
for the funder to ‘find the appropriate balance between bridging activities, 
building relationships and links between people from different backgrounds, and 
activities which support particular groups alone.’ In fact it is so onerous that 
many funders may just take a blanket policy of not funding any ‘single groups’. 
This does not seem as outrageous as it sounds as Ealing Council recently 
made a decision to withdraw funding from Southall Black Sisters, despite the 
excellent work they have been doing with Asian and Afro-Caribbean victims of 
domestic violence primarily of South Asian communities, because they want 
domestic violence support services provided to all service users from a single 
organisation. 
There is no doubt that ‘single groups’ will suffer with the application of this 
principle.   
 
This principle also fails to recognise the level of support that these ‘single 
groups’ provide for their clients. Many ‘single groups’ emerged to deal with 
issues of inequality and discrimination. They provide a safe and culturally 
sensitive environment, which allows people to build confidence and skills and 
ultimately engage with mainstream services and participate in the wider society.  
 
Principle 5 
We welcome the principle that ‘all of this will be driven by the local context and 
specific local needs at the time of funding’ but where will this local information 
be gathered from? In Key Principle 1 we already addressed the issue of lack of 
‘evidenced need’ in marginalized communities.   
 
The local VCS and specifically ‘single groups’ in the area must be engaged with 
and consulted in determining the local context and specific local needs. The 
Government and other funders alone cannot adequately identify local 
community needs and especially not needs of hard-to- reach communities.   
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Despite stating that ‘none of this is intended to add significantly to the burden of 
funders or applicants,’ it is quite clear that it will. The need for funders to ‘have a 
good understanding of the needs of local communities,’ creates a more work for 
them but this is not necessarily a bad thing, as long as the information they 
possess is the correct information and adequately reflects all local needs.  
 
Question 2: Are these the right questions for funde rs to consider to hep 
them promote cohesion through funding decisions the y make? 
 
Overall it was felt that the questions would have a negative impact on ‘single 
groups’ in that there was a huge onus on funders to obtain quite a lot of detailed 
and very specific information when making funding decisions. Faced with a 
question such as ‘Is there a clear case for this activity to be funded even though 
it will only involve one group or community? Or can we harness this funding to 
contribute to wider goals on integration and cohesion?’ Many funders may 
decide to not fund at all, it would definitely be the easier option.  
 
Also what happens if a funder routinely turns down ‘single group’ funding 
applications because it is not felt they are promoting community cohesion? Is 
there a system of checks and balances, so that this cannot be done?  
 
It is also incredibly onerous on the organisations applying for funding in that 
they must produce detailed plans for future interaction across groups. It involves 
quite a bit of fortune telling or anticipating what will happen in the future. It could 
also undermine the independence of many VCS organisations by pushing them 
to change their charitable objectives to obtain the funding in order to ensure 
their future survival. Any obligation to include future interaction across groups 
should also be reasonable and not applied as a blanket policy.  
 
The inclusion of question 3, which relates to ‘a need for a particular 
communications plan for this funding decision’, seems to imply that the decision 
to award the funding has somehow to be justified and may just strengthen 
negative stereotypes. It could actually have the adverse effect of perpetuating 
the misguided notion that certain groups get a disproportionately higher amount 
of funding and further incite right wing groups such as the BNP.   
 
Yet again the tone to the wording is negative. If there is a need for the funding, 
which should have been ascertained prior to the funding becoming available, 
and the funding decision had been applied fairly and appropriately then why the 
need to justify, if not just to appease those members of society who will still feel 
that they are being treated unfairly.  
 
There is also no mention of the funders’ requirements in relation to their 
statutory equality duties and could potentially come into direct conflict with their 
duties to promote race, gender and disability equality. 
 
Question 3: How could the process of organisations setting out, in their 
project plans, plans for future interaction across groups, be developed, 
refined or extended? How should it be implemented t o ensure that it is 
proportionate and does not present barriers for org anisations with 
differing levels of capacity?   
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It should not be too onerous on the applicants to develop a detailed plan for 
something, which may happen in 3 years time. There is also the issue of 
capacity in many ‘single group’ organisations; they just do not have the 
manpower or resources to commit to providing detailed project plans. These will 
be the groups who will be the most adversely affected. Some sort of support 
from the funder should be provided or maybe additional funding for extra 
capacity-building support.  
 
It is also important that funders recognise the time it may take for bonding to 
develop in order to develop a sufficiently firm foundation to allow bridging to 
take place. So any funder requirements around future interaction across groups 
to secure funding must be realistic and achievable.  
 
It could be a staged process whereby rather than expecting the organisation to 
provide the project plan at the outset it could be done on a year-by-year basis 
so that the organisation will be able to have a clearer and more up-to-date 
picture of what is achievable.  
 
Ultimately it must be recognised that some organisations will be in a better 
position than others in terms of interaction across groups. ‘Single groups’ serve 
a very useful and important role in providing equality of access to service 
provision, it is hoped that there will not be an over-reliance on cohesion 
activities which will detract from their main role of providing support for their 
clients and meeting the diverse needs of the community, which in itself leads to 
a more cohesive and integrated community.  
 
Question 4: Do funders have the right information a nd resources to make 
these considerations part of their decision-making processes in an 
effective way? 
 
No, they do not. Resources are limited and they will be reliant on information 
that may not truly reflect the needs of the local community. (See Principle 1). As 
stated before lack of ‘evidenced need’ does not equate to lack of actual need. 
Funders must engage with the local VCS in order to get a more accurate picture 
of the local community and its needs and also how they are meeting diverse 
needs.  
 
Question 5: How can funders’ best work to promote c ohesion with 
organisations with constitutions or charitable obje cts which may define 
the work the organisation is there to do, if those objects do not include 
specific reference to cohesion or integration activ ities? 
 
It is interesting how this guidance fails to mention the Compact and its Codes, 
because what is contained in the guidance actually runs counter to certain 
principles contained in the Compact. The over-riding requirement to promote 
cohesion and integration may compromise the independence and autonomy of 
many organisations.  
 
Many organisations will be very suspicious and cynical as to why this guidance 
has been developed so funders must take a conciliatory rather than combative 



 

Page 7 of 8 

approach. What must be made clear is that funders cannot influence or 
determine the constitution or charitable objectives of an organisation.   
 
Question 6: Can you tell us about examples of proje cts, which have found 
innovative ways to balance ‘bridging’ activity and work meeting the needs 
of particular groups, to promote cohesion locally? 
 
The Ashiana Project in Waltham Forest established in 1989 has developed and 
expanded both their services and their client group over the years. It provides 
temporary, supportive housing for south Asian, Turkish and Iranian women 
between 16-30 who are experiencing domestic violence. It also provides safe 
houses for young women between 16-25 who are at risk of forced marriage. 
 
They run an outreach services both one-to-one for women experiencing 
difficulties at home to assist them in making informed choices about their future 
as well as community outreach. The aim of this outreach is to raise awareness 
about domestic violence and related issues amongst their client group, and 
voluntary and statutory agencies that may come into contact with them. This is 
achieved by providing workshops at for woman primarily, and other mixed 
groups at local colleges and voluntary organisations.  
 
They also provide training and development to other organisations on topics 
such as domestic violence, forced/arranged marriages, cultural awareness, 
sexuality and religious awareness; in order for them to provide an appropriate 
service for their service users.  
 
Their Teen Project offers extra curricular activities aimed at young people 
between 13-19 who are disadvantaged and at risk of social exclusion. The 
activities aim to educate, raise awareness and encourage young people to 
positively engage with their communities. 
 
Finally they deliver a programme of preventative educational and advice work 
with 11-16 year old in schools in east London. It is not gender or race specific 
but aims to raise awareness of domestic violence, abuse and children’s rights 
with young people to help prevent abuse and engage in early intervention in 
cases of abuse and act as an advocate for young people when necessary. 
 
 
Question 7: Can you tell us about examples of funde rs who work well with 
the organisations they fund in applying considerati ons like those set out 
in the questions above to promote cohesion locally?  
 
In the main it is the independent charitable trusts and foundations such as; 

·  City Parochial Foundation 
·  Esmee Fairbairn Foundation  
·  Paul Hamlyn Foundation 
·  Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust 
·  LankellyChase Foundation 
·  City Bridge Trust 

that have a better understanding of the ethos of the VCS and are more 
supportive of the work undertaken by ‘single groups’, and need for such work. It 
is hoped that they will not be too influenced by this guidance.  
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Question 8: Access to funding, leadership skills, a nd misconceptions may 
be issues, which may limit the ability of organisat ions to bridge and link. 
Are there other barriers in your community or local  area which need to be 
overcome? Who needs to take action, and what do the y need to do?  
 
The main barrier is the Governments short-sighted attempts to appease certain 
sections of the population with guidance such as this, with its veiled attack on 
multiculturalism. It seeks to place the blame for the breakdown in community 
cohesion on ethnic minorities who fail to integrate, without a real understanding 
of why that is the case.  
 
Communities Secretary, Hazel Blears commenting on the launch of the 
Community Cohesion Contingency Planning and Tension Monitoring guidance 
on 12 May said that the Government ‘placed a much greater focus on 
integration – including an end to automatic translation and more emphasis on 
English language learning, a move away from the funding of single groups , 
and the strengthening of our shared values.’ This statement allied with the 
suggestion of producing 'packs of information for new arrivals to aid their integration 
into the community' and 'give a sense of British values' shows which way the 
Government Is heading. 
 
 What needs to be addressed are the real reasons behind social breakdown – 
inequality, poverty and discrimination. 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
We believe that the guidance will have a hugely negative impact on ‘single 
groups’ who work in the equalities sector, as funders may misinterpret or use 
the guidance as justification for refusing funding, such has been the case with 
Southall Black Sisters. If the main point of the guidance is to promote 
community cohesion and more integrated communities, then it has failed and 
we would therefore urge the CLG to withdraw the guidance.  
 
The way forward is for funders to work in partnership with equality groups and 
the Equality and Human Rights Commission to determine ways in which to 
challenge and tackle inequality of all kinds in order to promote more cohesive 
communities. 


