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Introduction

Large numbers of refugees and asylum seekers have been arriving in the UK since the
1980s, and particularly since the mid-1990s. The majority settled in London and the
South East before the Government’s dispersal programme in 2000 temporarily settled
new arrivals in urban areas around the country. During this period a considerable number
of diverse Refugee Community Organisations (RCOs) have become established totalling
some 600 in London alone. These mostly small organisations, typically run by volunteers
on shoestring budgets, have existed alongside the larger and better funded refugee
support agencies with whom they have struggled to compete not only for resources but
for wider recognition and influence at higher strategic policy levels in London. Led by
refugees, traditionally organised around a particular identity, such as nationality, ethnicity
or faith, RCOs are seen to provide invaluable support and culturally sensitive services to
new arrivals and yet are characterised by organisational precariousness, fragmentation
and a lack of a coordinated and unified voice.

This study aims to support London Refugee Voice in its aims to provide a unified voice
for refugees in London and strengthen RCO capacity. By identifying barriers to and
opportunities for increasing influence through better collaboration with key second-tier
organisations in London, the report contributes to LRV’s strategy for bringing the
experience and perspective of refugees and asylum seekers to policy makers directly from
refugees themselves.

Section two of the report describes the aims and objectives of the study. Methodology is
described in Section Three, followed by a review of existing literature on RCO advocacy
in Section Four. Section Five maps existing strategic structures in London relevant to
refugees. Key findings are presented in Section Six and the main report closes with
Conclusion and Recommendations in Section Seven, followed by a glossary and
abbreviations, appendices and bibliography.



Aims and Objectives

This report was commissioned by London Refugee Voice (LRV), a pan-London
consortium of over 170 RCOs, to examine the barriers which obstruct and the
opportunities which enable the representation and presence of refugees and asylum
seekers in London. The research aims to identify and develop mechanisms that encourage
cooperation between LRV and key voluntary sector second-tier organisations and
networks in order to identify issues at borough level and raise these in the London-wide
strategic arena, and in so doing promoting a united voice for refugees and asylum
seekers. Through its participation, and the participation of RCOs, in strategic forums and
networks, LRV hopes to open the eyes of policy makers to the experiences and
perspectives of refugees and asylum seekers.

Overall Aim

To strengthen LRV’s ability to understand how it can advocate for the development and
implementation of policies and services relating to refugees and asylum seekers.

Specific Objectives

To investigate barriers to and opportunities for the meaningful participation of RCOs in
strategic forums and networks in London

To identify mechanisms for collaboration with second-tier organisations

To contribute to the development of a strategy for LRV that will strengthen its voice at
local and regional strategic levels



Methodology

The study has three components: first a literature review; second a brief mapping of key
London strategic networks; and third findings from interviews of representatives from
selected voluntary sector organisations.

The aim of the literature review is to scope existing literature on UK-based Refugee
Community Organisations and policy advocacy. Literature has been identified from
existing staff and resources at the Information Centre about Asylum and Refugees
(ICAR), especially its ‘Researching Asylum in London’ database, a review of key social
science databases, relevant websites on refugee issues and of agencies working with
refugees, charitable trust websites, policy documents accessed through the Home Office
and Department of Communities and Local Government websites and the research
databases of key academic institutions. Data were sourced form academic studies, policy
reports and document and practitioner-based good practice guides. Although some
studies about broader community-based approaches outside the field of migration have
been included in this study, it was beyond the scope of the review to undergo a
systematic review of all related literature, though such a wider scoping review might be
advisable.

The mapping of key London strategic networks was undertaken from internet searches of
relevant central and local government and voluntary sector organisation websites.

Eighteen individual semi-structured interviews were carried out between August and
October 2007. LRV selected representatives from first and second tier organisations
across London from four types of organisations: Councils for Voluntary Service, Citizens
Advice Bureaux, Racial Equality Councils and Black and Ethnic Minority organisations.
The organisations selected are intended to show a geographical spread and include
regional headquarters, where existing. For a list of participating organisations, see
Appendix A. The researchers attempted to interview chief executives as these were
considered to have the strategic overview that the study sought to capture. Where this
was not possible, a representative in a relevant position was interviewed.

The interviews were semi-structured guided by a topic guide developed by the
researchers. The topic guide is provided in Appendix B. Interviews lasted between 30 and
60 minutes. Permission to record the interviews was sought from respondents and
interviews were subsequently transcribed in short-hand to be used in data analysis. Two
interviews took place by phone, from which notes were taken by the researcher and
emailed back to the interviewee to check accuracy.

Transcripts were analysed by identifying recurring concepts and coding them
systematically. The coding of data enabled the researchers to organise the report
according to common themes highlighted by respondents. Data were analysed in the
context of the existing literature and the authors’ knowledge of inter-organisational
relationships in London.



Mapping structures of governance relevant to Refugee Community
Organisations in London

Statutory sector

Greater London Authority (GLA) - The GLA is a city-wide government with an elected
mayor. The mayor is responsible for planning and development, economic development
and regeneration, culture, and a range of environmental issues in the capital. The London
Assembly comprises 25 members, elected at the same time as the mayor, who scrutinise
his/her work and make recommendations to him/her.

The Mayor’s Equalities Commission advocates for, encourages, supports and promotes
equalities in London, whilst the Board for Refugee Integration in London (BRIL) leads
and coordinates the effort by statutory, community and voluntary sector partners to
promote refugee integration in London.

London boroughs There are 32 London boroughs (and the City of London Corporation),
which coordinate most day to day services in the capital such as education, housing,
roads, street cleaning and social services. Councillors are elected every four years to
represent residents of different wards. London Councils is a think tank and lobbying
organisation comprising London’s 33 boroughs, and provides funding for the voluntary
sector on behalf of local authorities.

Health

London NHS develop and implement a health strategy for health and health care in
London, and hold organisations (PCTs, acute trusts, mental health trusts and the London
Ambulance Service) to account for the quality of the care which they provide.

London Health Commission — works in partnership with agencies across the capital to
reduce health inequalities and improve the health and well being of all Londoners. Their
recently dissolved BME Health Forum aimed to improve health outcomes for London’s
black and ethnic minority communities.

Housing
The Department for Communities and Local Government sets national policy on housing,

whilst London boroughs own and maintain one in six homes in London. The latter have a
legal responsibility to provide appropriate housing for all their residents, and are
responsible for administering Housing Benefit.

Organisations working on housing issues relevant to refugees in the voluntary sector
include: Housing Associations' Charitable Trust (hact) and Refugee Support.

Employment
The Department for Work and Pensions oversees the government’s welfare programme

and administers JobCentre Plus, which helps individuals find work.
Refugee specific initiatives in the voluntary sector that help refugees find employment
include RETAS and Refugees into Jobs. London Economic Action for Refugees




(LORECA) is housed by the London Development Agency, and seeks to mainstream
refugee and asylum issues within the economic regeneration of London._

Education

The Department for Children, Schools and Families is responsible for the development
and promotion of policies on education and skills, and children and families in England.
Local Education Authorities are borough-based and are responsible for the provision of
education in their borough.

Education Action provides advice and guidance for refugees and asylum seekers seeking
to pursue educational opportunities in London.

Community safety

The Metropolitan Police Authority holds London’s police to account and facilitates the
London Race Hate Crime Forum which consults key organisations with the aims of
reducing and preventing race hate crimes, and improving the confidence and satisfaction
of victims in reporting crimes.

Equalities and Human Rights Commission (quasi-statutory) was formed in October 2007.
The Commission’s principal functions are: to provide legal casework for individuals
(including in relation to breaches of the Human Rights Act); create legal precedents and
change the law relating to discrimination; enforce equality duties of organisations;
influence government policy to ensure equality is given due consideration; promote good
practice; campaigning and lobbying; and to undertake research.

The EHRC replaced the Commission for Racial Equality (CRE), the Disability Rights
Commission (DRC) and the Equal Opportunities Commission (EOC), which focused on
single equality issues. Racial Equality Councils were previously the local arms of the
EHRC and are soon to work on all of the equalities strands.

Voluntary sector

Voluntary and community-based organisations have the opportunity to influence
statutory sector organisations’ services and policies through consultations or public
meetings, and through lobbying networks and forums. The organisations detailed below
illustrate a ‘structure of influence’ from the voluntary sector in its broadest sense, to
BME-specific forums and individual organisations such as RCOs. Consultation can take
place on a local level through Local Strategic Partnerships, which bring together the
public, private and community sectors to support social and economic development
locally. Consultation on a regional level (in this case, for London) is elaborated on more
fully below.

Opportunities to influence the services and policies of voluntary organisations themselves
vary greatly; some examples of these are given in the findings section of this research.

The voluntary sector can be divided into three main ‘tiers’. First tier organisations
provide direct services to clients; second tier organisations work with other voluntary and



community organisations and fulfil co-ordinating functions; and third tier organisations
primarily support second tier organisations.

Voluntary Sector Organisations and Networks across London

London Voluntary Service Council (third tier) — hosts various networks, aiming to
articulate a unified voice for London’s voluntary and community organisations and
enabling organisations to share skills, knowledge and experience. Examples of these
networks are: Second Tier Advisors Network (STAN); Third Sector Alliance; and
Cascade.

Councils for Voluntary Service (CVS’s) are second-tier organisations that work with
community and voluntary organisations for capacity building purposes. They facilitate
networks (among others) which enable community groups to have a say in the way local
authorities run their services — these are often organised by types of work, such as health,
housing, education and so on.

Racial Equality Councils (RECs) are based in different boroughs and conduct casework
on behalf of individuals who have suffered a miscarriage of justice relating to race issues
and some facilitate BME (and occasionally refugee-specific) forums. They undertake first
and second tier work.

Citizens Advice Bureaux (CABx) are mostly first tier organisations that provide a generic
advice service to individuals, including immigration and asylum advice.

BME and Refugee Networks and Forums

Race on the Agenda works towards the elimination of discrimination and to promote both
equality of opportunity and best practice by informing London's strategic decision makers
about issues affecting the Black voluntary sector and the communities it serves and
ensuring representation in the development of policy.

Black Londoners Forum was set up by the GLA in 2000 and brings together
organisations and individuals from many sectors in order to facilitate effective
consultation on Mayoral strategy and directly influence the way that the capital is run.

London Refugee Voice is a membership network of RCOs, refugee forums and ‘generic’
refugee sector organisations, which influences policies relating to refugees and helps
build the capacity of RCOs, enabling them to advocate and lobby on refugee issues.

Refugee Networks and Forums —These are (most often) borough-based consortia of local
RCOs which sometimes include other refugee-related agencies. One example is
Hammersmith and Fulham Refugee Forum, which provides capacity building advice for
RCOs in the areas of funding, organisational development and working with the media.

Refugee Support Organisations e.g. Refugee Council, provide a range of services for
refugees and asylum seekers as well as undertaking research, advocacy and lobbying.




Refugee Community Organisations Influencing Policy and Service
Development in the UK: A review of the literature

There is little in the literature reviewed that addresses specifically the role of RCOs in
influencing policy and service delivery for asylum seekers and refugees in the UK. While
a number of policy documents acknowledge the importance of their role and some
encourage a greater participation in the policy process by RCOs, there is insufficient
academic or grey literature examining this important issue either conceptually or in
practice. Although some studies about broader community-based level approaches
outside the field of migration have been included in this study, it was beyond the scope of
this review to undergo a systematic review of all related literature, though such a wider
scoping review might be advisable.

The review provides a summary of current thinking in the area of RCO involvement in
mainstream policy and service development. It provides an evidence and analytical basis
against which to analyse the findings from the interviews undertaken as part of the study.
The review also informs the concluding remarks and recommendations.

The report first examines the general role and context of RCOs in London and considers
RCOs in relation to advocacy work. It then considers barriers and opportunities to
strengthening RCO influence identified in the literature are discussed, and concludes with
a review of challenges identified and suggested ways forward.

The proliferation of RCOs in London over the past fifteen years, now estimated to
number up to 600 (Griffiths, Sigona and Zetter, 2005), coincided with a year on year
increase in asylum applications to the UK up until 2003 when entry numbers started to
decline quite sharply. However, a number of longer established organisations, such as
those representing Vietnamese, Somali, Tamil and Ethiopian communities have been in
existence since the early 1980s. RCOs are described in the literature as being
fundamental to the refugee integration process, particularly in relation to new arrivals,
historically providing not only reception services such as housing and welfare advice, but
also engendering a sense of belonging and the space and contacts for individuals and
groups to rebuild community life and strengthen their sense of ethnic of national identity
(Hopkins, 2006; Griffiths, 2006; Zetter and Pearl, 2000). They are part of a much
broader network of services that offer support to asylum seekers and refugees
encompassing larger refugee support charities, for example including the Refugee
Council, mainstream voluntary sector agencies, such as Citizens Advice Bureaux and
Councils for Voluntary Service, specialist voluntary sector agencies, such as those that
work with older people or Black and Ethnic Minorities (BME), housing associations,
public services including schools, hospitals and job centres, and London Borough
Councils.

The literature discusses the adaptive and integrative functions of RCOs while drawing
attention to their organisational precariousness. This insecurity is seen as being due to a
number of interrelated factors: a competitive funding environment in which
characteristically small RCOs are both disadvantaged in comparison with larger



organisations who are better equipped to bid for service contracts and in direct
competition with the large number of other RCOs who are contending for the same
limited funds; a lack of professional staff competent in fundraising, reporting, policy
advocacy and understanding UK voluntary sector systems and structures — these are often
compounded by language difficulties; a lack of coordination and collaboration in an
environment which increasingly rewards clusters and mergers (Harrow and Bogdanova,
2006); and infighting and factionalism amongst and between refugee groups.

These shortcomings are put into context by Zetter and Pearl (2000) and Griffiths et al
(2005) who argue that institutional and structural determinants, reinforced by a series of
new laws and policies, such as the Asylum and Immigration Act of 1999, have led to a
fragmented and marginalised RCO sector punctuated by poor quality services despite a
high and increasing demand for RCO participation. The authors argue that RCOs have
sprung up due to the inadequacy of existing services to meet potential needs or for
psychological benefits derived from communities sharing the same origins or refugee
experiences. They concur that the marginalisation of RCOs will continue as an
increasingly restrictive policy environment and exclusion from benefits and resources
reinforces the position of informal support organisations as ‘reactive providers of a safety
net’ (Zetter and Pearl, 2000, p.694). Griffiths et al question the thinking, which draws
upon American academic Robert Puttman’s ideas about social capital, that organisational
proliferation represents a ‘vibrant civil society,” postulating that it is instead due to state-
sponsored forms of ‘incorporation’ and limited ‘opportunity structures’ for refugees to
participate on an equal footing in other social spheres (Griffiths et al, 2005, p.205).

In relation to asylum and refugee policy and service development, RCOs are not seen to
have played a particularly influential role. The national pattern of provision has been
dominated by a well-established part-Government funded refugee support network
working on behalf of refugees and asylum seekers, with no real RCO presence at the
national level (Zetter and Pearl, 2000). Of the 40 RCOs in London reviewed by Griffiths
et al (2005), all described their main services as one form or other of advice, none
mentioning policy advocacy. It is generally recognised that a unified voice and
collaborative strategy are prerequisites for strengthening the influence of small,
community-based organisations. However, this assumes that RCOs will coalesce around
agreed campaigns, or see issues and solutions similarly. Harrow and Bogdanova ( 2006)
find an increasing tendency of community and voluntary organisations to form clusters or
networks in order to pool expertise where there are shortages and high costs, improve
services, maximise opportunities to engage with funders and policymakers, and
coordinate a common voice in public negotiations. Cordero-Guzman (2001) found in a
study of community based organisations in the United States that, from the point of view
of funders, inter-organisation collaboration on contracts spreads scope and visibility of
interventions and creates synergies between groups, while governments may prefer
collaboration as it allows them to administer multiple contracts, diffuses the risk of
failure or non-compliance and helps build a broad community infrastructure.

However, Hopkins (2006), in a comparative study of Somali RCOs in London and
Toronto, found weak representation and lack of a unified voice. Griffiths (2000) comes to
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a similar conclusion in relation to Somali communities in London, but found a more
coordinated voice amongst Turkish-Kurdish groups in the city where a common political
desire for a Kurdish nation was seen to provide a more unifying force. The lack of a
strong RCO influence on policy, services and resources are seen to be inhibited by the
external and internal factors described above. More specifically, Zetter and Pearl (2000)
find moves towards joint commissioning and the tightening of criteria for partnerships,
driven by quality and risk analysis requirements, favour larger, well-established
organisations. They further argue that RCOs do not have a credible track record in the
eyes of potential funders, partners or politicians and that, in a climate of exclusion, this
poor image is reinforced by any failures of RCOs to establish themselves. Competition
for scarce resources militates against the sharing of information and expertise as found in
the wider voluntary sector, resulting in RCOs carefully guarding any successful strategies
for funding or wider recognition.

Examining approaches to advocacy for refugees and asylum seekers in local social care
services, Cambridge and Williams (2004) argue that ‘traditional’ approaches, which are
described as approaches made through professional, mainstream services, while risking
Anglo-centricism, provide opportunities to access professional and formal resources and
to negotiate with other authorities from a position of power and knowledge. In relation to
self-advocacy on the part of RCOs, lessons can be learned from other minority
movements, such as established Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) groups, or
disability rights groups. For this to occur, however, the authors call for refugee support
advocates to hand over power and redirect resources to refugee communities themselves,
building on emerging self-help networks, and facilitating those communities to marshal
resources from within. Cambridge and Williams also emphasise the importance of
developing positive links with key public services, such as social services, education
departments, employment, housing and health services and local councils, for advocacy
to have an impact. This point is made also by Hinton’s (2001) study of a health project
for refugees and asylum seekers in south London, which found that the ability of RCOs to
be proactive on health issues depended on links with the health authority.

The importance of RCOs as an ‘authentic’ voice for refugee communities’ needs is
widely acknowledged in the literature, a factor which is seen to offer the main
opportunity to secure a meaningful platform for RCO participation in policy and service
development dialogue. RCOs have their roots in the communities they serve, helping to
give a collective voice to individuals and playing a key role in linking individuals and
families to access resources, such as housing, benefits, employment and education (Zetter
and Pearl, 2000). RCOs possess ‘an unrivalled range of skills, insight and knowledge of
their communities’ (ibid, p.687) but these resources, and the potential they offer to
partnerships with more influential agencies are, according to the literature, significantly
under-utilised by mainstream service providers and policymakers.

Despite the limited scope for policy impact described by Griffiths et al (2005), the
authors acknowledge that the recognition of these attributes by key policymakers in
official strategy documents does increase the potential for RCO development. The Home
Office’s national refugee integration strategy document, ‘Integration Matters: A National

11



Strategy for Refugee Integration (Home Office, 2005), makes specific reference to the
‘pivotal role’ of RCOs in both providing services to refugees and informing local,
regional and national policy. A Refugee Community Development Fund was established
in 2001, providing small grants for RCOs, although it was terminated in 2006 and it is not
yet clear whether or how this funding stream will be taken forward. The Greater London
Authority has consistently stated the need for ‘strong adequately resourced
RCOs’ (Greater London Authority, 2001, p.73) and to ‘foster not weaken refugees’ own
independent organisations and structures through which they act jointly,” recognising that
‘the extent to which refugees have a voice in London’s public decision making will be a
crucial test of progress towards integration’ (Greater London Authority, 2007, p.59).

As there is little in the literature reviewed on actual case studies, there are equally few
suggested ways forward for strengthening the voice of RCOs. Zetter and Pearl (2000)
argue that if RCOs are to move away from the margins there needs to be a comprehensive
assessment of the types of services they could deliver if adequately resourced. Like most
of the literature reviewed, they suggest RCOs need training to promote professional and
management capacity; they also stress the importance of RCO representation on regional
support fora. Building a strong voice through partnerships with mainstream organisations
or with other RCOs is recommended in much of the literature reviewed. The Refugee
Council and Menter, a regional BAME network, have published guidelines for multi-
agency groups working with asylum seekers and refugees in the East of England
(Refugee Council, 2005). These suggest that the key to successful working relationships
is to recognise difference between control and influence, and that trust can only be
maintained if more powerful partners use that power with full support of other partners
(Cordero-Guzman, 2001), in a study of inter-organisational networks amongst
community-based organisations in the United States, presents thirteen factors related to
the success of organisational joint work including selecting organisations with capacity
and a history of working in the community, a professionally-led planning process with
clear roles, agreed goals, members sharing a stake in the process and outcomes, strong
community involvement, trust and the ability to compromise, being very selective in
targeting the types of service to be provided and concrete and visible projects to show
clear gains early on (ibid, p.19-21).

In London, a potentially significant opportunity for increasing RCO influence is
emerging through the Greater London Authority’s strategy for refugee integration in the
capital. While currently at the consultation stage, the draft strategy strongly argues for a
better coordinated and more influential RCO voice. The document makes the case for
better partnerships between RCOs, including subregional networks linked to existing
subregional structures and the improvement of local borough refugee structures. It also
proposes an increased role for second-tier, or ‘generic’ voluntary sector organisations, in
supporting RCO development, a small grants scheme for refugee community
development, improved dialogue between RCOs and funders, such as through the main
coordinating body, London Funders, governance training and more formal pan-London
representation (GLA, 2007). Funding opportunities for voluntary sector partnerships and
networks exist also through the Home Office’s ‘Change Up’ programme which is
promoting an organisational coalescence at local, sub-regional and regional levels leading
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to the merging and sharing of resources based on shared needs (Home Office, 2004). A
pilot sub-programme of this, the ‘Improving Reach Programme,’ specifically targets
marginalised groups, including refugees and migrant groups. While the current
programme only runs until March 2008, it is possible that it may be extended following
an evaluation of the pilot.'

! For more information see:
http://www.capacitybuilders.org.uk/content/GrantApplicationsandReciepts/ImprovingReachProgramme.as

pX
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Interviews with Mainstream Voluntary Sector Organisations: Key Findings

Services Provided

Of the four groups of organisations consulted for this research, most consider themselves
to be ‘second-tier’ organisations, that is, organisations which provide support to other
voluntary and community organisations and groups through capacity building, advice and
training and which may also have a coordinating, representational and advocacy role.
Many of these also provide ‘first-tier,” more commonly referred to as ‘front-line’ or
direct, services to people. A few, mainly Citizens Advice Bureaux, consider themselves
to be primarily first-tier organisations and one, the London Voluntary Service Council,
describes itself as a ‘third-tier’ organisation, providing coordination, representation and
support to second-tier organisations.

In terms of who the organisations work with, Councils for Voluntary Service (CVSs) and
Citizens Advice Bureaux (CABx) work ‘generically’ across London communities, Race
Equality Councils (RECs) work with people discriminated against by virtue of their race,’
while the Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) organisations interviewed specialise in
working with people from London’s ethnic minority populations. All work with refugees
and asylum seekers to an extent, although at various levels, but less than half reported
running projects, initiatives or services specifically targeting these groups.

Stakeholder Involvement in Service Development

Organisations described ‘stakeholders’ as the people they serve, usually individuals and
groups (‘clients’), partner organisations, member organisations, funders, staff and boards
of trustees. All interviewees claimed to involve their stakeholders in planning their
services, although almost half described this involvement as informal or unstructured and
some considered their inclusion processes to be unsatisfactory. Most organisations
believed clients to be their main stakeholders, but these were found to be the group which
usually has the least access to influencing services. The larger organisations tend to have
the most structured ways of involving stakeholders.

Interviewees described various methods of involving stakeholders. The most commonly
stated were: trustee board meetings, planning consultations with funders, ad hoc user
consultations, planned user consultations, member meetings, staff observations of client
needs through advice and casework, client feedback surveys, feedback from one-off
events, feedback from forums and network meetings, and feedback from partner
meetings.

Organisations with less structured ways of involving stakeholders were found to plan
services based on decisions by boards of trustees, many of whom were described as
‘community representatives,” and staff observations of clients needs from casework, one-
off events and ad hoc user consultations. Organisations with more structured ways of
involving stakeholders reported planning services based on regular, scheduled member
meetings, structured client feedback surveys, structured user consultations and outreach

* This is soon to broaden to other ‘equalities’ issues in line with the replacement of the Council for Racial
Equality by the new Equalities and Human Rights Commission
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to member groups. Four interviewees expressed dissatisfaction at the level of stakeholder
involvement, which they described as either due to a lack of time and resources on the
part of the organisation or a lack of enthusiasm to be involved on the part of stakeholders:

One of the things we tried to set up was a ‘community focus group’ (to advise on service
development)...where we took people from different sectors, but there was no real
appetite from the community. (John Gillies, Citizens Advice East London)

In summary, stakeholder involvement in service planning is patchy amongst the
organisations interviewed and most do not incorporate stakeholder views in a systematic
and structured way. Where involvement was seen to be unsatisfactory, the reasons were
seen to be due to lack of organisational capacity and difficulties in engaging stakeholders.

Relations between interviewed organisations and refugee organisations

This part of the study examined the level of influence refugees and refugee organisations
have on organisational policy and service development. While most of the organisations
interviewed reported existing relationships with individual refugees or asylum seekers,
only four described relationships with Refugee Community Organisations (RCOs) and
ten mentioned relations with organisations that specialise in refugee work, such as the
Refugee Council, the Evelyn Oldfield Unit, a refugee day centre or a local refugee forum.
Two interviewees were unclear as to their level of involvement as their roles were not
closely related to relationship activities. Only one organisation had heard of London
Refugee Voice and does not have a direct working relationship with them. However, the
vast majority of organisations expressed a keen desire to establish, maintain or improve
direct relationships with refugees and refugee organisations.

Of those organisations who described relationships of influence with individual refugees
and asylum seekers, Bromley Racial Equality Council has two refugees on its
management committee and the London Development Centre runs an information sharing
network of refugees and asylum seekers. The remainder described less influential
relations, mainly through client casework or occasional events, such as activities held to
commemorate Refugee Week. Relations with RCOs are minimal. Of the four which
reported relations with RCOs, Hackney CVS described strong and meaningful links with
RCOs in the borough, much of which is facilitated through the Hackney Refugee Forum
which shares offices and works in partnership with the CVS. These relationships have
led to a number of small refugee needs-based projects being implemented. Similarly
Kingston REC reports strong relations with RCOs both directly and through a partner
refugee support agency in the borough, Refugee Action Kingston, which the REC helped
to set up in the 1990s. These links have led to a number of joint activities between
Kingston REC and RAK. Brent CAB runs an outreach advice service at the premises of
a local RCO, through which it is informed of refugee advice needs. Ealing REC’s
relationship with RCOs in the locality was characterised as an important channel of
information on crime. The REC visits RCOs once a week to pick up race-related crime
information.
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Of the ten organisations which reported relationships of influence with organisations that
specialise in refugee work, Hackney CVS and Kingston REC, as mentioned above, have
strong working links with agencies which directly inform them of local refugee needs.
The CVS in Westminster, Voluntary Action Westminster (VAW), works in partnership
with Westminster Refugee Consortium, an umbrella group for local refugees and asylum
seekers, which has a place at the local Community Empowerment Network (CEN).?
VAW also facilitates this CEN. Newham REC hosts meetings of the Newham Migrants
and Refugees Forum and Southwark CAB is leading a joint bid to provide advice for
refugees and asylum seekers at a local day centre with the Southwark Day Centre for
Asylum Seekers. The remainder of the organisations which reported relationships with
refugee support agencies described ‘as needed’ contact, mainly with the Refugee
Council, in the form of occasional advice and consultation on refugee needs and issues.

I can’t think of any RCOs or even refugee support agencies on the steering groups of the
LVSC networks. The most contact we have with refugee organisations is with the Evelyn
Oldfield Unit and that is mainly because we share the building with them. The most
participation we see from RCOs and other refugee support agencies are at occasional
events and at training. (Elizabeth Balgobin, LVSC)

Overall, despite a widespread willingness to form better relationships with refugees and
refugee organisations, and aside from a few notable exceptions, the majority of existing
relationships have only a weak influence on the services and policies of interviewed
organisations. Of these existing relationships, there is minimal contact with refugee-led
organisations.

Existing Second Tier Structures

A wide variety of second-tier forums, networks and groups were identified by the
organisations interviewed. These were mainly structures which the organisations
themselves took part in, although others were identified if they were seen as important.
Interviewees listed local, sub-regional and regional (pan-London) structures and
described their function. The ones considered most influential and key for getting
refugee needs heard are listed in Table 1. Refugee-specific networks are not included.

Overall, there was a varying engagement by the organisations interviewed in influential
second-tier networks and forums. CVSs tended to be well connected locally, or regionally
in the case of LVSC, which reflects their role in most locations as the main representative
for the voluntary and community sector. The BME organisations and RECs interviewed
also reported considerable engagement in existing structures, while CABx appeared to be
less involved outside of their own networks with other CABx or areas of specialism,
although engagement did vary between individual CABx.

Table 1: Influential second-tier and mainstream forums and networks in London relevant to refugees
identified by interviewees

* Community Empowerment Networks are local bodies which ensure a voluntary and community sector
voice at the borough’s Local Strategic Partnership.
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Name of forum | Geographical | Membership Purpose Contact
or network remit
MiNet Pan-London BME network Advocate for BME ROTA
organisations groups in London
GLA Board for | Pan-London London decision-makers Strategic leadership of GLA
Refugee representing statutory, refugee integration work
Integration in community and voluntary | in London
London sectors, and including two
members from refugee
communities
London Pan-London LRC: Cross-sectoral LRC steers the ROTA
Regional stakeholders including Government’s Change
Consortium voluntary and community | Up Programme in
(Equalities and sector, public sector, London. *
Human Rights private funders, equalities | The EHR Sub-group’s
Sub-Group) bodies and various single- | role is to ‘equality proof’
interest network groups. ChangeUp developments
EHR Sub-group: in London; explore gaps
representatives from in infrastructure support
organisations working in | for London’s EHR sector;
the area of human rights and identify and develop
and from across the seven | solutions
equalities areas of age,
disability, faith, gender,
race, refugee/migration
status and sexual
orientation
BME Voluntary | Pan-London Voluntary and community | Shares practice on race CRE (now
and Community sector organisations and equalities issues EHRC)
Sector Good working on equalities
Practice issues
Network
Third Sector Pan-London Regional second-tier Informs the sector about | LVSC
Alliance voluntary and community | issues impacting at a
sector organisations regional level
and support voluntary and
community
sector involvement
in regional policy and
strategy development
Voluntary Pan-London Voluntary sector groups Represents the concerns LVSC
Sector Forum funded by London of funded groups and
Councils, which funds provides opportunities to
groups that work in more | raise the views of the
than one borough sector at large
CVS Network Pan-London London's Councils for Provides a platform for LVSC

Voluntary Service

Councils for Voluntary
Service across London to
come together to share
skills, expertise,
knowledge and

* ChangeUp is a national, Government-funded programme to build the capacity of the Third Sector
(http://capacitybuilders.org.uk)
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experience and to develop
actions and policies to
strengthen their role in
London

Improving
Reach
Consortium

Pan-London

Voluntary and community
sector organisations

Steers the Improving
Reach Programme, which
aims to improve access to
capacity building and
support for a range of
frontline groups /
organisations that may
not have been reached in
previous ChangeUp
programmes

LVSC

Policy
Advisory Group

Pan-London

Policy advisors from the
voluntary and community
sector

Brings together policy
advisors form across
London’s second-tier
voluntary sector to share
ideas and practice

London
Civic
Forum

Community
Empowerment
Networks

Borough-based

Voluntary and community
sector organisations

Local bodies which
ensure a voluntary and
community sector voice
at the borough’s Local
Strategic Partnership

Local CVS
or CEN
directly

Local Strategic
Partnerships

Borough-based

Representatives from
public, private, voluntary
and community sector
organisations

Bring together at the local
level different parts of the
public, private, voluntary,
and community sectors,

Local CVS
or LSP
directly

allowing different
services and initiatives to
support one another so
that can work together
more effectively

A number of boroughs have existing refugee forums. Usually made up of representatives
from refugee support agencies, RCOs and statutory and voluntary organisations that work
with refugees and asylum seekers, their primary purpose is to address the needs of
refugees and asylum seekers locally through information sharing with partners,
coordination activities, advocacy and, in some cases, project work. A number had
relationships with the organisations interviewed although their local effectiveness varied
considerably. Hackney CVS reported that Hackney Refugee Forum has been instrumental
in getting refugee needs met in the borough, having places on a number of voluntary
sector networks, being funded by the Community Empowerment Network to identify
local refugee concerns and contributing significantly to Hackney CVS’s refugee work
through partnership projects and shared premises. However, impact on services for
refugees at local authority level was described as much more limited, with very few
structures for meaningful dialogue and influence available for refugee organisations.
Voluntary Action Westminster described effective influencing structures in Westminster
and statutory partners that are responsive to the needs of new arrivals. The local
Westminster Refugee Consortium has a place at the borough’s Community
Empowerment Network. On the other hand, Bromley REC reported ineffective local
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networks, a refugee forum (Bromley Refugee Network) which closed down last year and
a largely impotent ‘refugee partnership group’ made up of representatives from the
statutory and voluntary sector but none from refugee organisations. This lack of
recognition of refugees was perceived as being the result of a local authority
unsupportive of ‘marginalised’ groups.

RCO Participation in Second-Tier Structures

The participation of RCOs in strategic and networks was found to be minimal, and in
some cases, non-existent. Where refugees were seen to have some influence, their voice
was normally advocated through a mainstream organisation or refugee support
organisation. In two cases, agencies found it difficult assess the participation of RCO
because they did not differentiate between RCOs and BME organisations. While they
could gauge the influence of BME groups, they were unclear as to how many RCOs were
involved, if any. This was partly due to group self-definition, some refugees preferring to
describe themselves as BME, and partly due to a lack of effective monitoring on the part
of the agency.

Where RCO participation does exist, it is found at a local level and usually through a
local refugee coordinating body, such as a refugee forum. Five organisations reported
RCO involvement through such structures, although only Hackney CVS and Voluntary
Action Westminster described significant influence. VAW reported ‘no problems’ getting
new and emerging RCOs to participate in local networks and described Westminster
Refugee Consortium’s participation in the local Community Empowerment Network.
Hackney Refugee Forum has seats at a number of borough forums, including the local
ChangeUp network, Voluntary Sector Liaison Group and Adult Learning Strategy Group,
and the local Community Empowerment Network has funded a network of Turkish-
Kurdish groups. Borough-based refugee forums, where they exist, were widely seen to
be the most influential bodies for RCOs.

No RCO involvement was reported at a pan-London level, although individual refugees
are part of the GLA’s Refugee Advisory Panel and Board for Refugee Integration in
London. Organisations which operate at a regional level saw the Refugee Council as the
main strategic voice for refugees and this is who they are in most contact with.

Barriers to Participation

The barriers to meaningful participation in strategic forums and networks were seen to
fall into two categories: internal factors, intrinsic to RCOs, and external factors, normally
associated with the local political environment or capacities of second-tier organisations.

The most commonly mentioned internal factors were language difficulties, a lack of
understanding of the UK participatory framework, and culture and lack of resources, all
of which were seen to impact on the capacity of RCOs to engage at a strategic level. Lack
of funds in a competitive voluntary sector market and the demands on RCOs to deal with
the immediate needs of refugees and asylum seekers, such as housing, immigration,
benefits and employment, means that RCO staff do not have the time to attend strategic
forums and networks. An unfamiliar policy and civil society environment, with its
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complexity of procedure, regulation and custom was seen to hinder refugees already
disadvantaged by language and lacking policy skills.

Many RCOs are small and under- funded. Policy work is a skill and some RCOs will not
have had the time or resources to develop this skill... New and emerging RCOs will not
have learned the systems and structures of the UK voluntary sector yet. Many RCOs are
faced will the urgent needs of their communities, such as accessing benefits and
immigration status, and have no time to engage with the policy debate. (Dinah Cox, Race
On The Agenda)

Three interviewees also noted that the tendency of larger, better resourced voluntary and
statutory organisations to expect refugees to attend such meetings and share their
expertise for free created barriers to participation, as unpaid time away from front line
work adversely impacted on already over-stretched organisations. Three interviewees
drew attention to a lack of collaboration between RCOs inhibiting a collective and
therefore more powerful voice, caused by ‘cultural’ differences and compounded by a
funding-driven need to compete with one other for resources. Tower Hamlets Community
Organisations Forum reported that refugee-based groups in the borough are more likely
to identify themselves by country of origin than by their experiences as refugees, thereby
precluding a united voice through association with other groups from refugee
backgrounds.

The most common external barriers to participation were identified by interviewees as a
hostile public environment, exacerbated by negative media reports; the receptivity and
adequacy of existing structures; and local political will. Half of the organisations
interviewed felt that public and media hostility towards refugees and asylum seekers
impacted on their voice because it influences the preferences of key funders, such as the
Lottery Fund, which has moved away from refugee work. Almost half of the
organisations felt that existing second-tier structures are either inadequate or unreceptive,
or are perceived to be unreceptive. The LVSC representative believes that LVSC suffers
from an external perception that it is a ‘white, male’ organisation, while pointing out that
she herself is black and female. Hackney CVS similarly stated that some community
organisations see CVSs as ‘part of the system’ and therefore unlikely to independently
represent their views. The Bromley REC representative described an existing strategic
body purporting to address refugee needs as a mere ‘tick box’ exercise where
representatives from voluntary and statutory sectors ‘come together and talk but don’t
actually do anything’ and from which refugees are absent from proceedings. RCO staff in
Tower Hamlets were reported to have turned up at existing strategic forum meetings but,
seeing ‘no relevance’ to their work, did not re-attend. In Hackney,

.we don’t have a refugee strategy.. don’t have a functioning REC and we’ve had a
problematic CAB that’s been through it’s own internal issues that has left services a bit
dissipated, so the landscape for refugee voice in Hackney is not good... there isn’t a
refugee unit in the Council.. there is nothing apart from (the work of the Hackney
Refugee Forum) that is leading the way (Jake Ferguson, Hackney CVS)
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A few organisations felt strongly that a lack of local political will or recognition has a
detrimental affect on the ability of RCO to participate in higher level strategy. This was
manifested through the perception that local Councillors and Council staff do not listen to
or act upon the needs of refugees, the termination of Council funding leading to, in one
case, a dissolved refugee forum and Council leaders failing to acknowledge the existence
of a refugee population that is distinct from established BME communities.

One of the major barriers in Newham is the fact that the leader of the council doesn’t
acknowledge it’s a refugee and asylum seeker community. Our leader doesn’t feel that
there’s an issues... it means that no provisions are being made for them, there are needs
that somehow are not being met, because he doesn’t think there is a need. Unless you get
the political acknowledgement then the political will for change, then I don’t think
anything will happen so...that’s the major stumbling block...He doesn’t acknowledge
there’s a rise in the refugee and asylum seeker communities. There are no statistics,
there are no provisions. (Valerie Brown, Newham REC)

Some interviewees also argued that restrictive central Government immigration and
asylum policy creates an environment that inhibits the capacity of RCOs to influence
broader service and policy development.

Opportunities for Participation

Interviewees suggested a variety of local and regional forums and networks that provide
opportunities for increased RCO participation, most of which are represented in Table 1.
CVS representatives in particular claimed to be part of active and accessible networks,
while acknowledging some of the barriers to participation mentioned in the previous
section. At a local level, South London CVS Partnership described local BME forums as
the point of primary engagement for RCOs, naming Croydon as a particularly active
borough. There, the Croydon BME Forum is a good opportunity for involvement and
Croydon Voluntary Action is restarting its refugee forum which had previously closed
down due to lack of funding. Voluntary Action Westminster reported statutory partners
responsive to the needs of new arrivals and existing and representative networks in the
borough that facilitate their involvement in the planning of services. Hackney CVS’s
close relationship with the Hackney Refugee Forum has contributed to the increased
involvement of refugees and asylum seekers in the borough’s second-tier networks and
provides an active ‘route in’ for new or emerging RCOs.

The South West London Refugee Alliance covers Kingston, Richmond, Merton, and
Sutton and was set up to bring refugee organisations together, primarily to bid for
funding. However, Kingston REC and its partners are too busy ‘fire-fighting’, or meeting
immediate needs, to get refugee groups involved in strategy, and for this reason an
advocacy consortium, such as the model LRV aims to be, would be ‘useful for us to
engage with to give a place where we can go to look at strategy and get input from
refugees and asylum seekers’ (John Azah, Kingston REC).  Southwark CAB
recommended a local immigration advice network which provides support to community-
based advisors, while CAB representatives believed that joining their boards of trustees
would provide a good opportunity to influence local service provision. Naz Project
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London recommended the African HIV Policy Network an influential HIV/AIDS alliance
of African community-based organisations and their supporters providing training,
support, research and information.

At a regional level, the opportunity to strengthen RCO voice most strongly advocated
was through the GLA’s refugee integration strategy. Steered by the Mayor’s Board for
Refugee Integration in London (BRIL), a proposed strategy is currently under
consultation, but the draft proposal clearly promotes the role of RCOs in strategic
decision-making about refugees in London, potentially backed by a grants scheme.’

The Mayor’s new Board is so important because it has created a whole new playing field

for refugees and asylum seekers, who had previously limited influence. RCOs deal with
people’s real lives...access to GPs, housing, maternity care, language, mental health...
an amorphous mass of things to get through before you start talking about influencing
the strategic and political dialogue taking place outside of that. The Board for Refugee
Integration in London is so important because it is creating a new language around
refugees and asylum seekers. (Melba Wilson, London Development Centre)

The Council for Racial Equality, now merged into the Equalities and Human Rights
Commission, has recently started up the BME Voluntary and Community Sector Good
Practice Network. The network has potential to be a significant voice for the voluntary
sector in London, comprising influential members such as LVSC, ROTA and the London
Racial Equality Strategic Alliance, an umbrella body for London RECs, and provides a
good opportunity for organisations like LRV to advocate on behalf of refugees and
asylum seekers. The CRE representative also suggested a role for the LRV in a new
‘Community Reassurance Steering Group,” hosted by Government Office for London,
which seeks to find ways of liaising effectively with London communities, especially
more isolated ones, in crisis situations such as natural disasters or terrorist attacks. The
Black Londoners Forum representative recommended the pan-London Policy Advisory
Group which brings together policy advisors from across London’s second-tier voluntary
sector to share ideas and practice. Hosted by London Civic Forum, it is seen to be an
influential place for dialogue and networking with key voluntary sector players, such as
ROTA, BLF and local CVS’s. London Voluntary Service Council (LVSC) will soon be
undertaking an ‘equalities audit’ to assess what community and voluntary sector
organisations in London perceive to be the barriers to and opportunities for their greater
participation in CVS structures. This will take the form of a road show around
organisations in the region and provides an opportunity for RCOs and other refugee
organisations to increase their involvement in important structures which, the LVSC
acknowledges, are not perceived to be adequately representative of ethnic minorities. The
LVSC also suggests board or steering group involvement in its key pan-London networks
(listed in Table 1) as an opportunity for LRV to increase its influence.

Collahoration: Barriers and Opportunities

* For more information on BRIL, see Section Four: a review of the literature
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LRV has specifically stated it wishes to increase LRV and RCO collaboration with
mainstream and second-tier organisations as a way of getting the needs of refugees and
asylum seekers met. To this end, interviewees were asked for their views on barriers and
opportunities to such collaboration.

The most commonly held view was that a lack of trust and openness inhibits
collaboration between RCOs and mainstream organisations. This was seen as two-sided.
Mainstream organisations were seen to be wary of organisations they see as small,
financially insecure and therefore unable to keep up their side of an agreement. RCOs
were viewed to be worried about being overshadowed by better-resourced partners and
losing independence.

I suppose the challenges would be about getting people around the idea that they don’t
need to work in isolation and that shared resources is the best way to meet the needs of
the community.... (RCOs are) so used to having their own space and client group that
they don’t want someone to come and take that away from them... They fear loss of
identity, being overshadowed by the bigger partner. That’s why it takes time to build the
relationship (CVS Representative)

One interviewee, despite a desire to draw on ‘grassroots’ knowledge, held the view
collaboration was difficult because ‘people don’t answer the phone, don’t return
emails’ (Melba Wilson, London Development Centre). Two others claimed that joint
working is inhibited because RCOs themselves suffer in-fighting between groups
reluctant to work together. One CAB representative had the opinion that unequal
expectations are part of the problem:

Bureaux will often be envisaged as well-resourced organisations but it won’t often feel
like that from the other side of the fence, so there are sometimes unrealistic expectations
of what the Bureau can do and what it can bring to the partnership. It may not be a
partnership of two equals. (Richard Dunstan, Citizens Advice Head Office)

However, LVSC’s representative, while acknowledging these difficulties, believed that
partnering a well-reputed organisation has benefits:

Partnership working is hard. There are issues over who leads, competition, control,
power. It is always hard but the rewards are potentially huge. Going in with a big name
is a good way of getting known, but you have to be able to deliver what you promise.
(Elizabeth Balgobin, London Voluntary Service Council)

All of the organisations acknowledged the importance of partnerships and were actively
involved in them, although only five described working partnerships with refugee
organisations, only one of which was an RCO. However, there was a broad enthusiasm
amongst the interviewees for collaborative working with LRV and RCOs more broadly.

The Tower Hamlets Community Organisations Forum (COF) representative gave an
example of a successful initiative between a Somali RCO and a local CAB. The RCO had
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sought an advice worker to meet high demand at its centre but was struggling to raise
funds for the post. COF brokered an agreement for the CAB to run regular advice
sessions at the centre, thereby meeting the needs of its clients but also circumventing the
problem of fundraising for the RCO. It is a model of working which is encouraged by
CABx and which provides opportunities for RCOs to partner more powerful
organisations. Brent CAB described a similar existing arrangement with a Tamil group.
Hackney CVS, Kingston REC and South London CVS Partnership, while acknowledging
certain challenges, were strong advocates of similar methods of joint working, where
mainstream organisations transfer resources to refugee-led organisations as a way of
meeting the needs of local refugee groups.

It’s not about an Age Concern having to deliver specialist services to refugees, but
maybe it’s about them supporting a group that works with refugees to improve their
services... more of that consortia type approach, which is hard and can take time.
Organisations need to look at where the resources are and how they can work better
together.

(Jacqui Finn, South London CVS Partnership)

The representative of Hackney CVS saw opportunities for a pan-London consortium like
LRV to play a cross-borough partnership bridging role. Local refugee projects are
typically dictated by local funding arrangements tied to borough boundaries, whereas in
reality the beneficiaries of those projects are often spread across boundaries. However,
grants for cross-London work, such as those provided by London Councils, while not
accessible to local projects, could be used by an organisation like LRV to facilitate cross-
borough partnerships. The interviewee felt that this kind of activity is not currently
happening and therefore would both fill a gap in provision while facilitating greater
access to resources for collaborating RCOs.

The London Development Centre (LDC) also saw a niche role for an organisation like
LRV. It could, the LDC representative believed, provide access to the ‘grassroots’ for
larger mainstream organisations like the LDC, which typically struggles to get RCOs ‘to
the table’ when advocating on health services and policy for refugees in London:

Having an organisation like LRV would be really good because we are pan-London and
to engage with another pan-London organisation around these issues would be very
good from our point of view. It would reduce the legwork we have to do. We only have a
limited scattergun approach to make sure we pick up voices aside from the Refugee
Council, which we know not everyone is plugged in to. We need to tap into the grassroots
and hear an authentic voice. (Melba Wilson, London Development Centre)

However, most of the interviewers acknowledged that collaborative work is difficult,
requires skill, commitment and a great deal of trust.

Don’t join partnerships for the sake of it. Be clear about what you can give and get.
(Elizabeth Balgobin, London Voluntary Service Council)
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It can get competitive.... who’s going to be the lead agency, managing expectations. It’s
understanding what the point of it is. (Christopher Green, Southwark CAB)

Like a personal relationship, there has to be a long lead in, you must develop trust and
protocol. Last minute set ups don’t usually work. Working in partnership with the
mainstream is a learning process. You need to be seen as good partners. (Dinah Cox,
Race On The Agenda)

You get round the table and have open and frank discussion about how you are going to
approach the funding issue because that’s what it’s all about...that’s when people ask if
they can trust each other. (Mohamed Kebbay, Black Londoners Forum)

Most of the interviewees held the view that RCOs should join forces with mainstream
organisations and institutions, rather than engaging solely with refugee ‘structures.’
While it was acknowledged that it is vitally important for RCOs to build and maintain an
independent refugee voice, joining forces with mainstream structures is necessary for that
voice to have impact.

It’s important for them to learn and grow and develop from their own perspective, but
there comes a point when you can only go so far if you don’t engage with what exists out
there. You have to increase the level of sophistication about how to engage with the
entities and structures and processes which ultimately decide how things get done in a
given locality. You have to learn to speak the language of Local Area Agreements, for
example, learn who the players are in Local Authorities, the PCTs, to understand what
commissioning means and to make a strategic decision about how to exploit it.

(Melba Wilson, London Development Centre)

Funding and joint-bidding

Interviewees were asked for their view on the adequacy of funding for refugees and
RCOs and on joint bidding for funds with partner agencies, including RCOs. The most
commonly held view was that funding is available for refugees and asylum seekers, but
that, in common with the rest of the voluntary sector, refugee organisations are faced with
a competitive environment. It was widely believed that RCOs face particular barriers in
accessing funding that include a lack of fundraising skills, exacting governance
requirements set by funders that disadvantage small organisations, and a lack of funder
understanding about local refugee needs. The CRE’s small grants programme, which is
expected to be carried forward to the new Equalities and Human Rights Commission, was
cited by its representative as a good opportunity for RCOs to access funding for
integration and cohesion work, although she acknowledged its requirements for
organisations to have robust governance structures could be arduous. Kingtson REC saw
this as a barrier:

To get funding from the CRE there are certain core standards, hoops you have to go
through. An RCO might want £500 to bring its members together for a social event, for
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child care for their kids or something, and you don’t need a 5-year business plan for this.
So those structures militate against those things. (John Azah, Kingston REC)

Access for RCOs is made doubly difficult, he added, because funder requirements can
also work against small organisations who, in attempting to overcome the governance
barrier, seek partnerships with better resourced, more strictly governed organisations like
the REC. Asked by a local volunteer-led RCO that wanted to run a small commemorative
event to bid for a grant on their behalf, Kingston REC identified an appropriate funding
stream at the Department for Communities and Local Government only to find that it was
restricted to organisations with a budget of less than £50,000.

[ told them this Somali community organisation doesn’t have the infrastructure to apply
for that money (on their own) because they are not a charity. It would expect me to apply
for them, but (because we have a budget of over £50,000) it’s difficult to be a surrogate
for them so everyone loses in Kingston. (John Azah, Kingston REC)

The issue of scale was mentioned by a few interviewees as a barrier to joint bidding with
RCOs. They were concerned that small RCOs might not have capacity to deliver their
part of a partnership project. RCOs are part of a wider, competitive funding market that
fosters organisational self-interest amongst less-resourced entities.

There’s a myriad of agencies that aren’t working in effective partnership and are
scrabbling around for money not necessarily in the most coordinated way. It’s almost as
if they don’t want to hear about other agencies that exist because they want to lead on it.
(Christopher Green, Southwark CAB)

The current trend toward large-scale commissioning by funders, while potentially
disadvantaging small organisations, was seen by interviewees as a ‘necessary evil’ with
which RCOs have to engage if they are to raise their profile.

Partnership working is critical. The whole sector is having to face this now with so much
commissioning going on. You've either got to have the capacity to lead on big pan-
London bids or you are at the local commissioning level, so there is a dilemma there. But
there is funding to support possible mergers and maybe communities have to make some
hard decisions about that. (Jacqui Finn, South London CVS Partnership)

However, other agencies saw commissioning as an opportunity for organisations like
LRV which bring together member organisations under one roof.

(The Council) rarely funds refugee groups because lots of refugee groups provide the
same services and they don’t know which ones to fund and which ones not to fund. We
advise them to form consortia so they apply as one unit. (REC representative)

The researchers found a common willingness amongst participating organisations to

apply for shared project funding with RCOs and RCO consortia. Three of the CABx
interviewed welcomed partnerships in which local Bureaux might provide a service in
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conjunction with an RCO, providing an existing advice need could be evidenced. Three
CVSs and three RECs similarly showed willingness to support joint bids as long as roles
are clear, the ability to deliver proven and benefits realised by both partners. Too often,
said John Azah of Kingston REC, ‘people want your expertise but don’t want you to
enjoy the action.” The Naz Project London representative expressed particular interest in
joint work because 80 per cent of its users are refugees or asylum seekers. Naz Project
London also saw funding opportunities for RCOs in respect of current moves within
statutory health service to sub-contract to the voluntary and community sector:

There’s a lot of talk about investing in the third sector and Department of Health
recognise that this is the way to go, this is potentially a good time for RCOs to
consolidate and to seek funding because Primary Care Trusts are downloading their
responsibilities down to voluntary sector orgs, so you need to position yourself to deliver
certain key priorities (Parminder Sekhorn, Naz Project London)

More specific funding opportunities mentioned included the CRE’s/EHRC’s small grants
scheme, described above, the Improving Reach Programme, which targets refugees and
asylum seekers and other ‘marginalised’ populations as part of ChangeUp (see Table 1),
and opportunities expected to emerge from the GLA’s refugee integration strategy. At a
local level, cross-borough initiatives were seen by some to be at a disadvantage due to
Local Authority funding arrangements which restrict project work across borough
boundaries. However, this tendency is increasingly being offset by local regeneration
funding arrangements which target localities, or neighbourhoods, regardless of
boundaries. Some agencies saw LRV’s cross-borough remit as potentially advantageous
as it provides them with a pan-London overview, enabling them to see gaps, overlaps and
opportunities for cross-borough collaborations, possibly playing a fundraising advisory
role for local RCOs.

Ideas and Strategies

The participating agencies mostly saw a pan-London representative consortium of RCOs
as an important and welcome opportunity to strengthen the voice of refugees and asylum
seekers in London. They put forward a number of practical ideas to raise the profile and
impact of LRV and RCOs in London, the main ones of which are described here.

The most commonly suggested strategies were: active acknowledgement and use of local
knowledge, assessing and taking advantage of existing networks and organising activities
based on a sub-regional structure.

Local organisations, activities and trends were seen as providing a critical evidence base
from which an organisation like LRV should advocate at a pan-London level. LRV was
seen by some as having a unique role, being in a position to draw on local knowledge
from across London and use this at a strategic regional level, accessing pan-London
influential forums and networks that borough based RCOs would not have the credentials
to attend. This bridging position between the local and the regional was seen a potential
difficulty by some:
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There is a tension between local and regional, regional and national, which is at times
understandable but can get silly when people take a parochial view. People need to work
together and be willing to let go of some of your power. But it is really difficult. (Dinah
Cox, Race On The Agenda)

However, if the challenges of balancing local and regional interests and agendas are
handled carefully, the position can be used as a powerful lobbying tool:

Tension happens when a regional body doesn’t talk or know about its constituent parts,
because then what you will get is boroughs being resentful about being represented by
people who have never even seen them. You need to be both — strong as a united voice at
a pan-London level but also equally strong in each of the boroughs. LRV should be
getting out and spending most of their time in their borough and then getting out and
being an advocate at a London-wide level. (Jake Ferguson, Hackney CVS)

A two-way approach was advocated by John Azah of Kingston REC: to gather and feed
up knowledge about refugees to strategic regional bodies like the Greater London
Authority and to gather and pass back down knowledge from the ‘centre to the local.’

There needs to be a stronger, strategic and unified voice advocating....at the Mayor’s
level....which is saying this is our mouthpiece. But also LRV or whoever has the parallel
obligation to come down to the local level, see this is where the action is, say this is what
we need to do to communicate with those people up there... There needs to be
intelligence about local needs versus pan-London need. To get that intelligence to

formulate policy you need this active relationship with local organisations.
(John Azah, Kingston REC)

Assessing and making effective use of existing structures was also seen as another
important way to strengthen RCO influence. Coordinating bodies like LRV should
familiarise themselves with existing forums, networks and organisations, get to know key
players, find out where refugee concerns are not being met within these structures and
concentrate advocacy efforts where these gaps have been identified. Some organisations
suggested that these gaps could form the basis of a new refugee-led forum which would
meet to address unmet needs at a strategic level. Others suggested such gaps might be
better addressed through existing structures:

It’s really about demonstrating what the needs are rather than ‘getting our voice
heard’....well, why? Are people not listening? Are you in the right places? You use the
existing organisations like ROTA to take up that role. (Jacqui Finn, South London CVS
Partnership)

When it comes to services and involvement with second tier organisations and
partnerships RCOs must come under the banner of BME...because they have a big voice
in the voluntary sector. (Mohamed Ahmed, Tower Hamlets Community Organisations
Forum)
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Jacqui Finn further commented that to have the greatest impact within the existing
environment, it is important to identify uniqueness:

Are refugee issues on the agenda? What issues are different from so-called BME
organisations? That can be key in terms of getting your voice heard — it’s about being
specific about why that agenda is quite different for a refugee community than it is for
the Asian community or the African-Caribbean community. (Jacqui Finn, South London
CVS Partnership)

Other interviewees argued that to be most effective it is important to focus on a particular
policy or service area, that RCOs often ‘spread themselves too thin’ and should not
‘spend efforts on something they can’t win.’

Basing advocacy activities on a sub-regional basis, such as the North, South, West and
East London quadrants used by a number of second-tier structures, was seen by some as
an effective way to get closer to local knowledge, a manageable structure and one which
would appeal to influential pan-London bodies, such as the GLA and London Councils.

Interviewees put forward a number of other ideas and strategies. Many organisations
encouraged membership of boards, forums and steering groups, because, as one
interviewee put it, ‘ultimately things won’t change until refugees get into influential jobs’
(Jacqui Finn, South London CVS Partnership). The CRE/EHRC representative suggested
membership of its London Board and BME Voluntary and Community Sector Good
Practice Network, LVSC recommended joining its board of trustees and Third Sector
Alliance steering group while South London CVS Partnership suggested joining ROTA’s
‘MiNet’ steering group (see Table 1). Direct contact with influential organisations was
also recommended, the CRE suggesting that now is a good time for LRV to introduce
itself to the new Equalities and Human Rights Commission and that it should also make
contact with London Funders, a coordinating body for London-based grant-makers, while
LDC and LVSC encouraged a strong relationship with the GLA as it prepares to launch
its refugee integration strategy.

Most of the organisations interviewed had not heard of LRV previous to this study. It was
suggested that LRV needs to raise its profile through a campaign of increased visibility
and involvement.

As a group they need to be seen to deliver. When a policy consultation goes out, get a
response in, even if your response is ‘we don’t have time or resources to respond.’ It’s
about how you market yourself and communicate. Get involved in working groups.
Deliver within deadlines and keep knocking on their door and they will soon start coming
to you. (Dinah Cox, Race On The Agenda)

As a first step to achieving this, two representatives felt strongly that the information
gathered in this study should be fed back to participating agencies by an LRV
representative. This would not only demonstrate goodwill towards participants who
contributed their time and expertise towards the study, but also provide an opportunity for
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local organisations to get to know LRV and, importantly, provide evidence for those
organisations to assist them in their own funding and strategic efforts:

LRV should come back to Hackney... and hear from community groups what they are
addressing in terms of recommendations and what some of the gaps are... the LRV
coordinator can take this report to local authorities and say (ICAR) have found this out
and (Hackney refugee groups) agree with it and you've got a strategic tool there.... It’s
a win-win situation for LRV because not only are they disseminating their findings in
very proactive ways but also helping all RCOs they would invite to understand who they
are. (Jake Ferguson, Hackney CVYS)

CGonclusions

Stakeholder involvement in service planning is patchy amongst the organisations
interviewed and many do not incorporate stakeholder views in a systematic and
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structured way. Where involvement was seen to be unsatisfactory, the reasons were
mostly due to a lack of organisational capacity and difficulties in engaging stakeholders.
Larger organisations are more likely to have effective structures of accountability. This
finding needs to be considered when evaluating the ability of refugees and refugee
organisations to influence the services of second-tier agencies.

Few of the organisations interviewed had ‘meaningful’ existing relationships with RCOs.
Only four worked closely with RCOs, while ten reported relationships with refugee
support organisations, such as the Refugee Council or a local refugee forum. Engagement
ranged from occasional, ‘as needed’ consultation with the Refugee Council to facilitating
involvement of the local refugee forum in key borough voluntary sector structures. The
remainder reported contact with individual refugees and asylum seekers through
casework or one-off events. Despite a widespread willingness to establish, maintain or
improve direct relationships with refugees and refugee organisations, and aside from a
few notable exceptions, the majority of existing relationships have only a weak influence
on the services and policies of interviewed organisations. Of these existing relationships,
there is minimal contact with refugee-led organisations

The participating organisations reported varying engagement in influential second-tier
networks and forums. CVS’s tend to be well connected locally, or regionally in the case
of LVSC. The BME organisations and RECs interviewed also reported considerable
engagement in existing structures, while CABx appear to be less involved outside of their
own networks with other CABx or areas of specialism. Current RCO participation in
strategic forums and network is limited, especially at a pan-London level, although there
are some successes at the local level. These are usually found to be through local refugee
forums. Hackney and Westminster were found to be working effectively with local RCOs
and refugee forums, which may warrant further investigation, potentially providing
models of effective refugee engagement and examples of good practise. However, wider
local authority policy and the local political environment were seen to be major factors in
either facilitating of inhibiting the impact of refugee participation in voluntary sector
networks. No refugee-led organisations were reported to be significantly engaged in
strategic pan-London second-tier networks, the refugee voice at this level being mainly
provided by the Refugee Council. There appears to be a gap here for refugee
representation and a readiness among pan-London agencies to encourage the involvement
of a representative body like LRV.

Barriers to RCO participation were due to both the limited capacity of RCOs and external
factors such as unreceptive second-tier structures and local political environments. The
internal factors were most commonly perceived to be language difficulties, a lack of
understanding of the culture and customs of UK civil society and lack of resources. This
suggests that there may be a training need for RCO staff in policy skills, the language and
culture of policy influence and advocacy. There is also a need to ‘free up’ staff time for
greater involvement in the wider, or ‘mainstream’ voluntary sector. One suggestion was
that RCO representatives should be paid for such time away from the running of their
organisations, a practice already followed by some organisations in order to recognise
expertise from the community sector. However, many of the major second-tier forums
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are unfunded and involvement is voluntary, so a question remains over funding of such
expenses. A more sustainable solution might be the funding of a dedicated policy and
network officer at an organisation like LRV. Some existing second-tier structures are
perceived to be incompatible with or unreceptive to RCO involvement, suggesting that
there is obligation on behalf of some coordinating bodies to be more inclusive or to
actively encourage such involvement. A parallel obligation may also fall on the part of
RCOs to increase their visibility, adaptability and ability to influence forum agendas.
Where local political will inhibits RCO participation, more powerful lobbying alongside
key policy influencers would appear to be needed, but also a greater involvement of
refugees in local governance structures.

Opportunities for RCO participation include various networks at a local level, especially
through the CVSs, and, at the pan-London level, the Mayor’s Board for Refugee
Integration in London and a number of other regional forums, such as the CRE’s/EHRC’s
BME Good Practice Forum, ROTA’s ‘MiNet’ and LVSC’s Third Sector Alliance. Forms
of participation include membership of forums and networks, steering groups or boards.
Particularly, it is at the regional level that a pan-London organisation like LRV is
encouraged to engage, as this is where key voluntary and community sector dialogue take
place, and where the sector meets London high-level policymakers, such as the GLA. The
LVSC and ROTA appear to be key players at this level, for the mainstream voluntary
sector and BME voluntary sector respectively. The BLF also provides opportunities as it
has direct links with the GLA. The Mayor’s refugee integration strategy looks to be a
critical point of engagement for LRV, as does the new Equalities and Human Rights
Commission, whose broad equalities remit may provide an opportunity for refugee and
asylum seeker issues to be given greater prominence than under the previous Commission
for Racial Equality, which it supersedes.

Barriers to collaboration were mainly due to a lack of openness and trust between RCOs
and mainstream organisations, in part due to inequalities in power, resources and skills.
Trust needs to be built, slowly and carefully, between potential partners and clear, agreed
conditions must underpin any collaborative working. Funding alone should not be the
motivation for such an undertaking. However, while only a few organisations were
found to be actively partnering RCOs or refugee organisations, others were currently
seeking joint work and, overall, a broad willingness to work collaboratively with RCOs
was found. Partnership work is increasingly practised in the voluntary sector and
expected by funders and statutory bodies who seek broad reach and impact. A
combination of willingness on the part of second-tier agencies and the expectation of
donors suggest a conducive environment for organisations like LRV which draw on, and
therefore reach, a wide and geographically spread membership. However, the ability to
show that each side has the skills and ability to establish and then maintain a successful
partnership are required, especially by the ‘weaker’ partner, a concern which was
expressed in relation to RCOs. LRV was seen to have a niche in that, being the only pan-
London RCO network, it has the ability to see gaps and overlaps in provision and perhaps
play a bridging role in relation to cross-borough RCO partnerships. It is also potentially
the most direct route in to ‘refugee voices’ for organisations working at a pan-London
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level and therefore might be a vital channel of information for strategic bodies seeking to
address refugee needs, as experienced ‘at the grassroots.’

Funding is available for refugees and asylum seekers, but RCOs are, in common with
other community sector organisations, faced with a competitive environment. Barriers to
access faced by RCOs include a lack of fundraising skills, exacting governance
requirements set by funders that disadvantage small organisations, and a lack of funder
understanding about refugee needs. Joint-bidding provides an opportunity for small
organisations to access funds, although a new large-scale commissioning culture that
appears to favour larger organisations with formal governance structures and proven
track records may inhibit RCOs. However, interviewees saw the cross-borough consortia
approach of LRV as attractive to funders, identified a number of possible funding
avenues and many expressed interest in applying for joint funding with RCOs.

Despite barriers to participation, collaboration and funding, opportunities to strengthen
the voice of RCOs in London exist. The participating organisations saw LRV as having a
unique position. It has the potential to bring together local and regional intelligence about
refugees, to take forward a broad evidence base from across London to the players and
agencies that decide policy, plan services and disperse funds and to act as a mouthpiece
for refugee voices that are not being heard in an environment that, in many cases, wants
to hear them. New opportunities are emerging, such as the Mayor of London’s refugee
integration strategy, and existing opportunities need to be exploited, such as the raft of
second-tier networks that provide the voice for London’s voluntary and community
sector. However, LRV is currently a little known entity, familiar to few outside of the
refugee sector, and many challenges lay ahead if it is to raise its profile and make a
significant impact on behalf of London’s refugees and RCOs.
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Recommendations

It has not been within the remit of this study to assess the existing or future capacity of
LRV to act upon any ideas or strategies arising from this report. Therefore, the
recommendations that follow, while intended to be realistic and achievable, do not take
account of any financial or other limits that may impact on their implementation.

The study revealed a willingness and enthusiasm amongst participating organisations
to meet, get to know, consult with or collaborate with LRV. This presents an
opportunity to raise LRV’s profile, build relationships and open doors to potential
new partnerships. LRV should arrange follow up meetings with interviewees as soon
as possible while the research is still in mind.

The findings of this report should be shared with each of the participating
organisations. While each interviewee should receive a copy of the report, it is also
recommended that a personal presentation of the findings be offered, and where
appropriate an invitation to reflect on these be extended to local RCOs, refugee
support organisations and relevant others. The benefits of this would be: an
opportunity for agencies to get to know LRV} a sense of goodwill from participating
organisations who feel their contributions have been recognised and appreciated; a
further gathering of evidence, from reflections on the findings, which LRV can use
for advocacy or funding purposes; a corresponding benefit for participating and
related agencies, particularly local RCOs, who can use the findings to further their
own advocacy or funding efforts.

Outside of the participating organisations, contact should be made with the key
agencies and individuals recommended by interviewees. This might be in the form of
introductory letters and/or meetings. These should include London Councils, the
GLA’s Board for Refugee Integration (although it is understood LRV has an existing
relationship with this), Government Office for London, London Funders and the new
Equalities and Human Rights Commission.

LRV should assess the relevance and strategic importance of the networks, forums,
steering groups and boards described in the Key Findings section and make strategic
decisions based on the information provided on which ones to contact with a view to
becoming an active member. However, it is important that LRV does not ‘spread
itself too thinly.” Assessing where the greatest refugee need is and focusing on a
specific policy or service area which is conducive to dialogue and change is likely to
achieve the best results.

In order to take full advantage of the identified opportunities to strengthen the voice
of RCOs in London, LRV should recruit a full-time, highly skilled, networking and
policy officer whose task would be to engage with strategically important people,
organisation and networks, respond to policy consultations and initiate policy
briefings. The post holder would be expected to network at local and pan-London
levels, ensuring that local knowledge about refugees is channelled to and from the
regional centre.

34



A review should be conducted of existing skills gaps at LRV in light of the findings
and recommendations emerging from this report and a staff training plan drawn up
reflecting the skills required to take LRV to the next level.

The feasibility of a ‘Refugees in Governance’ programme should be explored which
looks at equipping RCOs and their members for increased involvement in, amongst
other things, local forums and networks, trustee boards, school governorships and
local politics. Existing programmes should be assessed for learning and to avoid
duplication, such as the “Women in Governance’ programme in south west London
(contact South London CVS Partnership interviewee or Richmond CVS for more
information).

LRV should assess the feasibility of a sub-regional refugee network, encompassing
East, West, North and South London, which engages RCO and related representatives
from across London in a more manageable format. The structure would mirror
existing second tier structures, such as CAB and CVS networks. It would be attractive
to both regional policy makers like the GLA who would have a representative and
inclusive voice to engage with and to borough-based organisations who would feel
that local needs had a greater chance of being heard at a pan-London level, especially
those in localities with weak refugee participation structures. The appetite for such a
structure should be assessed through consultation with the key players indicated in
this report, and commitments secured from relevant bodies, ensuring the network has
meaningful links with and entry points into key strategic policy structures. LRV could
play a coordinating role, each borough sending representatives to network meetings
whose functions might include identifying common needs from across the sub-
regions, collecting evidence for advocacy, information and practice sharing,
identification of gaps, opportunities and overlaps in provision and funding and policy
advocacy.

The funding opportunities identified in this report should be explored, including
potential new opportunities likely to emerge from the GLA’s refugee integration
strategy and the newly established Equalities and Human Rights Commission, and
processes developed to ensure ongoing intelligence about new funding opportunities.

LRV should explore more strategic approaches to partnership working. Willingness
was found amongst interviewees for collaborative working with RCOs, particularly at
the local level. LRV might consider buying in or employing a partnerships and
funding specialist who would explore opportunities for joint bidding and
collaborative working in more detail, produce a robust procedural guide for
partnership working and broker partnerships between RCOs and between RCOs/LRV
and mainstream organisations. LRV is in an advantageous position in that its pan-
London role allows it to identify and bring together potential partners from across
borough boundaries. Alternatively this task could be assigned to the sub-regional
network mentioned above, which would equally have a regional overview of
opportunities.

LRV needs to raise its profile significantly if it is to become the representative body
for refugees and RCOs in London, trusted, relied upon and called upon by the
region’s key voluntary and statutory strategic bodies. It already has its ‘unique
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selling point’ as the only refugee-led regional consortium that offers direct access to
and involvement of grassroots RCOs. It must be seen to deliver, to have the capacity
to deliver and to deliver at a high standard. This will require carefully planned
development that incorporates strategies for staff capacity building, marketing, policy
engagement and advocacy and fundraising. It is recommended that this report
becomes the basis for a long-term strategic plan that incorporates these elements.
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First-tier
organisation
Second-tier
organisation

Third-tier
organisation

BLF
BME, BAME
BRIL
CAB, CABx
CEN
COF
CRE
CVS
EHRC
GLA
ICAR
LDC
LRV
LSP
LVSC
NAZ
PCT
RAK
RCO
REC
ROTA
SLCVSP
VAW

Glossary and Abbreviations

Provides services direct to people; commonly referred to as ‘front-line’

Provides support to other voluntary and community organisations and
groups through capacity building, advice and training and which may
also have a coordinating, representational and advocacy role

Provides coordination, representation and support to second-tier
organisations.

Black Londoners Forum

Black and Ethnic Minority/ies, Black, Asian and Ethnic Minority/ies
Board for Refugee Integration in London

Citizen Advice Bureau, Citizen Advice Bureaux
Community Empowerment Network

Community Organisations Forum (the CVS for Tower Hamlets)
Council for Racial Equality

Council for Voluntary Service

Equalities and Human Rights Commission

Greater London Authority

Information Centre about Asylum and Refugees

London Development Centre

London Refugee Voice

Local Strategic Partnership

London Voluntary Service Council

Naz Project London

Primary Care Trust

Refugee Action Kingston

Refugee Community Organisation

Racial Equality Council

Race On The Agenda

South London Councils for Voluntary Service Partnership
Voluntary Action Westminster
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Interviewees and Gontact Details

Appendix A

Organisation Name, Position Phone Email Web
Black Londoners Mohamed Kebbay, 020 7582
Forum Policy Coordinator 4313 mohamed@blacklondon.org.uk www.blacklondon.org.uk
.. . Latifat Elegba,
Brent Citizens Advice Immigration Advice 0208 459 latifat.elegba @brentcab.co.uk www.brentcab.co.uk/
Bureau : 3617
Supervisor
. . 020 8776 . :
Bromley REC Ali Jafarey, Director 8838 admin@bromleyrec.org.uk www.bromleyrec.org.uk/index.htm!
020 7833
. ) Richard Dunstan, 7115 Mob: . . .
CAB National Office Social Policy Officer | 07754 957 Richard.Dunstan@citizensadvice.org.uk
609
. Mohamud Ahmed,
Commy nity Capacity Building 020 7426 Mohamud@towerhamlets.org.uk www.towerhamlets.org.uk
Organisations Forum Advisor 9978
Georgina English, 020 7939
CRE Head Office Senior Policy 0274 genglish@cre.gov.uk www.cre.gov.uk
Advisor
. Aisha Yassin, 020 8579 . . .
Ealing REC Director 3867 info@ealingrec.org.uk www.ealingrec.org.uk
0870 126
John Gillies, Acting 4014 020
East London CABx . - 7247 4172 Jgillies@eastendcab.org.uk www.eastendcab.org.uk
Chief Executive
020 7247
1050
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Hackney Council for | Jake Ferguson, 020 7923 .
Voluntary Service Chief Executive 1962 jake@hcvs.org.uk www.hcvs.org.uk
020 8547
Kingston REC John Azah, Director | 2332 or Jjohn.azah@kingstonrec.org
07711037181

Melba Wilson,
Regional Director

London Development | and former Chair, 020 7983 melba.wilson@londondevelopmentcentre.or

Centre London Health 5765 g www.londondevelopmentcentre.org
Commission BME
Forum

London Voluntary Elizabeth Balgobin, | 020 7700 .

Service Council Chief Executive 8107 Elizabeth@lvsc.org.uk www.lvsc.org.uk
Parminder Sekhorn, 020 8741

Naz Project London Head of Client 1879 npl@naz.org.uk www.naz.org.uk
Services

Newham Racial Valerie Brown, 020 7473 . .

Equality Council Director 5349 valerie@rein. uk.com
Dinah Cox, Chief 020 7729 .

Race on the Agenda Executive 1310 dinah@rota.org.uk www.rota.org.uk
Jacqui Finn,

South London CVS . 020 8288 . . . .

Partnership Partnership 7717/ 7715 Jacquif@slcvspartnership.org.uk www.slcvspartnership.org. uk
Manager

Southwark Citizens Christopher Green, | 0870 121 . .

Advice Bureau Director 2016 director@southwarkcabservice.org.uk

Voluntary Action Pamela Park and 020 7535 .

Westminster Fiona Gaffa 0488 bcollier@vawcvs.org www.vawcvs.org.uk
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Appendix B

Topic guide for semi-structured interviews with representatives from second tier organisations

Introduction

o Introduction of the researcher

o Introduction of the research - who has commissioned it and what will be done with the
research

o Ask permission to tape the interview

o Ask permission for quotes to be used and attributed in final report

o Check spelling and accuracy of basic information: name, position, full name of organisation

Introductory questions

Can you talk a bit about the services you provide?

How do you involve your stakeholders in planning services and developing policies? (prompt: are you
involved in any networks/forums that enable stakeholders to voice their concerns?)

Expected role of RCOs
What role do you think RCOs should have in relation to organisations like yours?

Existing role of RCOs

To what extent do RCOs participate in strategic second tier networks and forums?

To what extent do they collaborate with second tier organisations?

Where (in what areas/themes (eg health) are they participating?)

Are they participating more in some areas than others? (prompt: why? Is this a satisfactory level?)
What barriers do RCOs face in this participation/collaboration?

What opportunities do RCOs have to increase participation/collaboration?

Towards a Strategy
RCO’s wish to have the needs and work of their communities recognised by the wider London
voluntary sector and find ways of practical collaboration.

How much of a say should RCOs have in influencing service delivery and policy (locally/regionally)?
What would be a satisfactory level and how would you measure this?

Are separate (RCO) structures necessary or should any collaboration be facilitated through existing
structures?

LRV members would like to see more partnership working, such as joint bidding for contracts. What
are your thoughts on this? (prompts: what are the barriers to this? What are the opportunities for this?
Is this something your organisation would consider? Why/why not?)

LRV members are concerned that funding within the sector is not focused towards their needs. Do you
think this is the case?
How might RCOs increase their opportunities to access funding?

The final report will include a proposed strategy for LRV to increase participation and collaboration

and set of recommendations. Other than what you have already said, do you have any practical
recommendations for LRV?
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