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1. Overview of the fund and the evaluation 
 

1.1 Executive summary with key findings 
 
Better Bristol match-fund 2017 was a new initiative led by Bristol Green Capital 
Partnership to explore the value of a crowdfunding and match-funding model for 
dispersing grants in a city context.    

Building on BGCPs history of supporting grassroots action, Better Bristol match-fund 
2017 set out to catalyse crowdfunded contributions from Bristol through a grant 
match-fund for inclusive and environmentally sustainable projects in Bristol. This 
was developed through an arrangement with Crowdfunder UK, drawing on their 
experience of running partnership-based funding campaigns, including with local 
authorities, in different parts of the UK. 

The aims and measurables set out at the start of the project were clear, well 
calibrated and all quantitative targets bar one were exceeded – in many cases by a 
considerable margin. The fact that one measurable of ‘a minimum of 30 projects’ 
developing their idea into a crowdfunding project was not achieved (22 projects 
developed a crowdfunding campaign) did not prevent Better Bristol match-fund 
2017 from reaching and exceeding its other targets. From the evidence on reasons 
why projects dropped out and the pressures on projects that did proceed, it seems 
likely that this target was missed predominantly because of tight timescales leading 
to fewer projects having everything necessary in place in time to launch their 
crowdfunding campaigns. 

Running between 2010-2012, BGCP’s grant-making in the Community Challenge 
Fund (CCF) was recognised in a 2012 evaluation for its strength in making funding 
available to small and innovative projects that might not be able to access funds 
from elsewhere. Better Bristol match-fund 2017 has built on this legacy by 
experimenting with a new format that not only provided funding, but also helped 
organisations build their skills and their profile, contributing to the greater financial 
sustainability of organisations and their valuable work in Bristol. As demonstrated in 
the wider outcomes documented in this evaluation, significant benefits have been 
achieved, beyond the money awarded, that make a valuable contribution to BGCP’s 
vision of ‘a sustainable city with a high quality of life for all’.  
 
Building on these successes, there are also some lessons to be learned from Better 
Bristol match-fund 2017. The crowdfunding and match-funding model was one 
based on competition, and whilst all grant-making has an element of competition, 
fairness and support for smaller organisations was a theme of concerns raised during 
the evaluation. In the future, a number of relatively minor adjustments could be 
made to the crowdfunding model used to help ensure such a model of grant-making 
is as accessible as possible to small, volunteer-led, diverse and/or grassroots projects 
across the city. The major adjustments being to: 

• Increase time between advertising the fund and submission deadlines, as well 
as between application approval and launch of the campaign. 
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• Use controls in the online crowdfunding platform to limit large donations for 
a pre-defined period of time, as well as anonymous donations over a certain 
size.   

• Separate clearly the target amount and the minimum number of backers in 
the conditions for the award of match-funding.  

• Consider having separate allocations of match-funding for organisations over 
and under a specific size (defined by turnover and/or number of employees). 

• Consider distributing match-funding over a longer period of time with several 
rounds of application and approval, possibly with individual rounds dedicated 
to organisations of a specific type or size. 

Better Bristol match-fund 2017 was designed to be as open and flexible as possible; 
setting broad eligibility criteria and largely allowing organisations to develop their 
projects for the crowdfunding campaign as they saw fit, then leaving people (‘the 
crowd’) to judge whether the project was worth backing and allocating match-
funding accordingly. However at no point in the process were exact types and 
quantities of activities clearly documented for individual projects. This meant that as 
the campaign went live there was no formal control for BGCP to ensure value for 
money for match-funding grants and no baseline against which to assess project 
delivery. This would also have been a helpful step to introduce for projects to clarify 
how they would scale their projects in the event that they did or did not receive 
match-funding. To address this issue in the future, this evaluation recommends 
changes to the process to: 

• Include a very basic M&E framework covering types and quantity of activities, 
and possibly also outputs. 

• Include a formal review and approval of campaign pages by BGCP before they 
go live. 

Other recommendations on training, sustainability and the special award for equality 
and inclusion can be found in Section 4 of this document.  

Overall it is clear that the model used delivered both financial and non-financial 
outcomes far beyond what would have been possible with a traditional grant-making 
process and through this has made a significant contribution to Bristol and to BGCP’s 
vision of “a sustainable city with a high quality of life for all”.   
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1.2 Background to the fund and the evaluation 
 
History of BGCP & Better Bristol 
 
Founded in 2007, Bristol Green Capital Partnership is a unique network of around 
800 member organisations that have committed to working towards Bristol 
becoming a sustainable city with a high-quality of life for all. 
 
BGCP has a track record in grant awards. Between 2009 and 2012, BGCP managed 
the Green Capital Community Challenge Fund, supporting community-based projects 
with catalyst funds to deliver carbon reduction activities; including Bristol Pound, 
Somali Resource Centre Community Allotment and Sofa Project. 
 
BGCP was established as a community interest company in 2014 to provide 
sustainability leadership and to enable work towards the aims of the Partnership 
 
In 2015, BGCP invested in a new city platform for crowdfunding called Better Bristol, 
under a contractual arrangement with Crowdfunder Ltd. This was intended as a way 
of supporting and promoting the activities of BGCP’s member organisations and 
others in the city with a passion for environmental sustainability and positive 
change. 
 
In its first 19 months, the ‘Better Bristol’ initiative provided over 120 hours of 
coaching and catalysed over £190,000 to help community groups, businesses and 
organisations.1 
 
Central to Better Bristol has been the offer of coaching and advice to members of 
Bristol Green Capital Partnership and other organisations in the city that will not only 
support their crowdfunding projects, but build better skills and knowledge for their 
future marketing and fundraising. 
 
Better Bristol match-fund 2017 
 
In April 2017 Bristol Green Capital Partnership (BGCP) invited local groups and 
organisations to take part in a new Better Bristol match-fund campaign, continuing 
to partner with Crowdfunder Ltd to launch an online campaign and provide 
successful applicants with free expert coaching in crowdfunding and the chance of 
receiving 50% of their crowdfunding target from BGCP.  
 
Projects that raised half of their target from at least 40 supporters received the 
remaining 50% from the match-fund amount until the £40,000 allocation ran out. In 
addition, a one-off grant of £5,000 was awarded to one project that the panel judged 
had demonstrated ‘an exceptional commitment to inclusion and equality in their 
aims’. This one-off grant was intended to help ensure a focus on inclusion and 

                                            
1 http://www.crowdfunder.co.uk/better-bristol-2017/how-it-works  

http://www.crowdfunder.co.uk/better-bristol-2017/how-it-works
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equality in a model where much of the control over which projects were ultimately 
successful was handed over to ‘the crowd’.  
 

 
There are so many examples of small organisations in our city that have made a 
huge contribution to making Bristol a more sustainable city. This initiative seeks 
to help more organisations to achieve positive change in their communities, as 

well as addressing city challenges. 
 

Ian Townsend, Chief Executive of Bristol Green Capital Partnership CIC on the 
launch of the match-fund campaign. 

 

 
Bringing the grant-making and crowdfunding functions together, the Better Bristol 
match-fund 2017 initiative set out to maximise £45,000 of grant funding by 
catalysing further investment through crowdfunding and adding skills training and 
publicity. Furthermore, by providing match-funding BGCP set out to at least double 
the amount of funds available for projects in Bristol. The £45,000 fund came from a 
legacy donation received by BGCP in 2015.  
 
BGCP’s central team delivered the Better Bristol match-fund campaign, incurring 
delivery costs of £7,312 and making an investment of an estimated 31 days of staff 
time and an approximated £3,975 of in-kind support (panel members time, venues 
for training, media outreach support). 
 
Better Bristol match-fund 2017 is an innovative method of distributing funds to 
projects in the city and therefore is also somewhat experimental; providing 
opportunities for success and innovation as well as for learning and improvement. 
This independent evaluation was commissioned by BGCP to both capture these 
successes and to explore the challenges, drawing out opportunities to adapt and 
improve.     
 

 
1.3 Recommendations from previous evaluations  
 
Although Better Bristol match-fund 2017 employed an innovative new model for 
allocating funds to projects in the city, it is important to ensure that lessons learnt 
from evaluations of previous funds administered by BGCP continue to be taken into 
account as far as possible. For this reason a summary of previous findings have been 
included here: 
 
Evaluations of the BGCP Community Challenge Fund 

The 2012 evaluation (Round Five) highlighted:  
 

• The benefits of BGCP as a partnership, able to ‘provide space for the 
development of partnerships, collaboration and advice-sharing’. 
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• The ability of the CCF to fund projects that other funders would overlook: ‘the 
CCF appears to be unique in its ability and desire to seek out the projects at the 
‘edges’ that may be ‘unproven’ but could offer the local areas great benefits’. 
 

• How the CCF was heavily oversubscribed: ‘£727,385…requested with £202,393 
awarded across Rounds 1-5’ (29% awarded). Many applications were ‘from 
projects that could be funded through other funding streams’. There is ‘merit 
therefore in exploring how the CCF can make funding criteria more explicit or 
guide projects to more appropriate funds’, including a suggestion of running 
more workshops during the application stage. 
 

• That food and agriculture projects made up a large proportion of applicants and 
funded projects. The report suggested that ‘the fund continues to explore ways 
to increase the variety of projects that apply and that are funded’. 

 
In addition the 2011 evaluation (Rounds 1-4): found that: 
 

• One-off funding ‘has not always allowed projects to reach a point of 
sustainability’. (several projects received continuation funding in Round Five).  
 

• Projects had not always been brought together ‘to develop partnerships, share 
advice and lessons learnt so that they can form mutually supportive links’ (the 
2012 evaluation found this to be improved in Round Five). 
 

• ‘Improvements in directing the funding to areas of need (geographic and 
thematic) and supporting applicants pre and post-panel could be more effective 
in identifying new areas of work’ (the 2012 evaluation noted how in Round Five: 
‘the fund approved several inventive projects that sought to engage new 
audiences, including schools’. Also that pre and post-funding award workshops 
were run and that themed calls for projects had been introduced, notably a call 
for ‘energy’ themed projects). 
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2. Better Bristol match-fund 2017 Outcomes   
 
2.1 Better Bristol Match-fund Aims and Measurables 
 
 

Aim/measurable achieved 

Aim/measurable not yet achieved but in progress 

 Aim/measurable not achieved 

 

Aims 

To enable and amplify innovative projects and initiatives from our members and 
grassroots organisations in the city that will make a lasting contribution to the 
Partnership’s vision of a sustainable city with a high quality of life for all. 

 

To explore the relevance of a crowdfunding model in a city context and 
generate interest from potential match-funders for future campaigns. 

 

To use the £45k to catalyse further investment - the project aims to ensure over 
£90,000 is invested in at least 10 local projects that will have real impact in the 
city and will offer inspiration to others as we celebrate BGCP’s 10th anniversary 
and look ahead to the next ten years. 

 

 

Measurables 

A minimum of 30 projects (assessed by a panel to fit our criteria) will develop 
their idea into a crowdfunding project for launch on 1 June 2017 (supported by 
training and ongoing coaching).  

[Note: 22 did, which is around three quarters of the intended target] 

 

At least 10 organisations will reach their target of between £6,000 and £8,000 
as a direct result of the match-fund. Projects will launch on 1 June 2017 and 
those that reach 50% of their target (with multiple backers) will be helped over 
the line with a 50% match-fund provided by Bristol Green Capital Partnership – 
until the £40,000 runs out. 

 

Remaining projects will receive ongoing promotion to help raise funds from the 
crowd, with one of these projects receiving a grant of up to £5,000 – awarded 
to a project that demonstrates an exceptional commitment to inclusion and 
equality in their aims. 
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2.2 Financial Outcomes 
 
16 applicants were ultimately able to fund their projects. These 16 projects initially 
aimed to collectively raise £95,900, but ended up securing a total of £108,906, 
thereby meeting the Better Bristol match-fund 2017 overall aim to ‘ensure over 
£90,000 is invested in at least 10 local projects’.  

To give this some context: 

£129,900 was targeted by 22 projects that set up a crowdfunding page. £108,906 
was subsequently raised by 16 projects (84% of the original total amount targeted).   

Out of these 16, 11 projects reached their target of between £6,000 and £8,000 as a 
direct result of receiving match-funding from BGCP, exceeding the stated target of 
10. 

 

2.3 Overview of organisation numbers  
 
An original 68 projects applied: 24 were identified as not eligible, 44 were selected 
to proceed with crowdfunding training. 22 subsequently did not continue to 
participate in the process. The remaining 22 proceeded to initiate a crowdfunding 
campaign. This is below the ‘minimum of 30 projects’ that BGCP targeted. 

Of these 22: 

• 11 projects were match-funded.  

• 1 project was awarded the £5,000 grant for demonstrating an exceptional 
commitment to inclusion and equality in their aims.  

• 4 projects secured funding without match-funding grants.  

• 6 projects that set up a crowdfunding page did not secure any funding 
because they did not meet their targets, and the project was set up as ‘all or 
nothing’ (though one of these came very close to reaching their 
crowdfunding target, raising £3,700 of £4,000).  

 
Consideration should also be given to the subscription rate for the match-fund, 
whilst also taking into account that organisations unsuccessful in securing match-
funding could still potentially fund their project through crowdfunding alone.  
 
With £45,000 of funding available from BGCP:  
 

• All projects that applied were in total hoping to secure £244,600 from match 
funding 

• Projects that passed the initial selection process were in total hoping to 
secure £153,900 from match funding 

This first figure here is indicative of the broad eligibility criteria and brief application 
process. The second figure was necessarily considerably higher than the available 
amount of £45,000 to account for projects pulling out of the process before 
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launching a crowdfunding campaign and projects unable to meet their crowdfunding 
targets. However, these figures do indicate a significant discrepancy between 
available funds and funds applied for and so demonstrate how there may be room to 
better refine the eligibility criteria and selection process.    

 

2.4 Observations 
 
Of 6 stated ‘Aims and Measurables’ Better Bristol has met or exceeded 4. One aim 
has not yet been achieved: projects’ ‘lasting contribution to the Partnership’s vision 
of a sustainable city with a high quality of life for all’. It is suggested that this be 
assessed as part of the ongoing monitoring of the implementation of projects.  

The final measurable of 30 projects developing their idea into a crowdfunding 
project was not achieved. Whilst it is worth exploring why it is also important to note 
that this the second measurable: ‘10 organisations will reach their target of between 
£6,000 and £8,000 as a direct result of the match-fund’ was still met. In fact, this was 
exceeded, both in term of the number of organisations (11) and the amount of 
money (averaging £8,037 across these 11 projects).  

In exploring why the target of 30 projects was missed it should be acknowledged 
that there was a lack of a usable baseline; this form of campaign had not been run by 
BGCP before and had tighter timeframes than similar partnerships with Crowdfunder 
UK so there was little to guide a realistic target. However it is also notable how high 
the dropout rate was once the 44 projects had been selected by the panel. BGCP was 
aiming for 30 projects to develop their idea into a crowdfunding project and the 
number put through by the panel allowed room for an approximate 32% drop-out 
rate. The actual drop-out rate was 50%.  

It is perhaps favourable that projects that were concerned about whether they could 
succeed in crowdfunding self-selected by dropping out before the crowdfunding 
process started, instead of because they were unsuccessful in crowdfunding.  
Information available on reasons for projects dropping out is summarised in the 
table below: 

Didn’t have enough human or time resources to take on the campaign 6 27% 

On suggestion of BGCP, merged with another project 3 14% 

Weren't able to build the necessary partnerships quickly enough 2 9% 

Couldn’t find a ‘host’ organisation to hold the funds 1 5% 

Confusion around timescales for project delivery 1 5% 

Decided this wasn’t the right fund to be applying to for their project 1 5% 

Dropped off communications / no reason given 8 36% 

 
Several projects that were successful in their crowdfunding campaign highlighted the 
considerable pressure on their time and human resources. This was particularly an 
issue for smaller organisations (see Section 3 Process Evaluation). 13 out of the 22 



 11 

projects that dropped out attended a workshop (59%) and so would have had the 
opportunity to learn about the work involved in running a crowdfunding campaign.  
 
Although the information on reasons for drop-outs is incomplete, it seems likely that 
one of the main drivers behind the high drop-out rate was the tight timescale for 
implementation of the crowdfunding campaign coupled with the amount of work 
involved.  
 
 

2.5 Organisations funded by category 
 

 
 

 
 
Compared to Round 5 of the CCF in 2012 there is a much better balance between 
project categories. For instance, in the CCF in 2012 42% of projects came under the 
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‘Food and agriculture’ category, with 45% of funding awarded to projects within this 
category. In comparison, the split between the categories for Better Bristol match-
fund 2017 is remarkably even.   
 
‘Poverty alleviation’ and ‘Green media’ were the most popular and highest funded 
categories under Better Bristol match-fund 2017. ‘Local economy’ ‘Local 
environment’ and ‘Youth development’ received less and ‘Green media’ received 
more funding than other categories constituting the same proportion of projects.    
 

2.6 Reported non-financial outcomes  
 
12 out of 13 organisations that returned a completed evaluation form reported one 
or more non-financial benefit from taking part in the Better Bristol campaign. 9 out 
of 13 reported two or more. ‘Raised profile’ was the most often reported non-
financial benefit, followed by ‘an increase in membership or other supporters’ and 
then ‘increased capacity to crowd fund in the future’. The full list of reported non-
financial outcomes are given below: 
 

Non-financial outcome/benefit N
o

. R
ep

o
rt

e
d

 

%
 o

f 

R
es

p
o

n
d

en
ts

 

Raised profile 11 85% 

Increase in membership or other supporters 6 46% 

Increase in capacity to fundraise from crowdfunding in the future 5 38% 

Increase in support from other funders 3 23% 

Faster turnaround from application to funds 2 15% 

Commitment to deliver own products as part of the rewards 1 8% 

Meeting people behind other projects 1 8% 

Brought particular sustainability issues to the forefront of people's 
minds for a time 1 

8% 

Improvement in social media profile 1 8% 

Opportunity to collaborate with local projects to offer rewards 1 8% 

Helped to hone marketing messages 1 8% 

Helped enable a project to provide support with crowdfunding to 
another organisation (outside of Better Bristol match-fund 2017) 1 

8% 

Total 33  

 
These are important outcomes of the Better Bristol match-fund 2017 campaign that 
would not have been achieved with a traditional grant-making process. These 
outcomes in themselves contribute significantly to BGCP’s vision of ‘a sustainable 
city with a high quality of life for all’ by helping raise the profile of issues and 
initiatives within the city and by helping to build the capacity of organisations, 
individuals and networks to sustain similar work beyond the funding made available 
for specific projects.  
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2.7 Geographical distribution of funds 
 

 

 

Key: 

 

NB. These pins represent the postcodes of funded organisations and so do not 
account for the geographic reach of the projects.  

  

Organisations awarded funding from Better Bristol, including the Special Award 

Organisations that secured crowdfunding only 
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2.8 Other outcomes data from feedback forms 
 
Total of estimated increase in membership or other supporters as a result of 
involvement in the Better Bristol crowdfunding campaign: 412 to 993* 
 
Total number of estimated direct project beneficiaries reported: 1,018 to 1,068* 
 
Total number of estimated indirect project beneficiaries reported: 115,300 to 
130,300 * 
 
* Note: some respondents provided a range rather than a fixed number 
 
Likely future involvement in BGCP: 
 

Same 6 

More 6 

Don't know  1 

 
Likely use of crowdfunding in the future because of this experience: 

 
 
 
 
 

One respondent commented on how the experience would affect their fundraising 
stating that they would not be likely to use crowdfunding again in the future because 
they did not want to ask the same people for money too frequently, but that they 
would encourage other organisations to use the method with enough advance 
preparation.  
 
Likely to apply to a similar match and crowdfunding programme again: 
 

Yes 9 

No 5 

 
Of the respondents that ticked ‘no’, 3 gave reasons: one stating that they couldn’t 
make the most of such a campaign because of the tight timeline, another describing 
the process as ‘time consuming and frustrating’ and a third highlighting that the 
process involved too much work and uncertainty and that it was less work to fill in 
an application form for traditional grant funding.   

 
  

Yes 5 

No 3 

No effect 5 

Don’t know 1 
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3. Process evaluation  
 
3.1 Process overview 
 

 

11.04: Launch and 
start of promotion of 
the fund

25.04: Submission 
deadline. 68 projects 
apply.

26.04: Eligibility 
check. 44 identified as 
eligible. 

27.04: Successful 
projects notified. 
Clarification requested 
for 6 applications* 22 
subsequently drop 
out.

03.05-04.05: 
Crowdfunder 
workshops. 

03:05-31.05: Projects 
prepare for crowd 
funding with support 
by phone & webinar. 
22 drop out.

01.06: Crowd funding 
campaign goes live 
with 22 projects.

01.06-29.06: 
Promotion of Better 
Bristol crowdfunder 
campaign (some 
additional until 09.07)

29.06: Campaign 
ends. Panel awards 5k 
to one organisation 
for 'exceptional 
commitment to 
inclusion & equality'

29.06-09.07: One 
organisation extends 
its Crowdfunder 
deadline and reduces 
its target

26.07: Feedback forms 
sent out

05.07-12.07: Funds 
dispersed and 
feedback forms 
returned

10.07-31.08: 
Evaluation conducted, 
including collated 
monitoring data and 
interviews with 
participants

Oct '17, Jan '17, Jul 
'18: Planned further 
monitoring of 
outcomes and impact 
of funded projects
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3.2 How organisations heard about Better Bristol match-fund 2017 
 
Prior to marketing the Better Bristol match-fund 2017 campaign a mapping exercise 
was conducted, identifying 50 contacts for influencers and networks, 43 
neighbourhood contacts (predominantly community and neighbourhood 
partnerships) and several other relevant BGCP contacts and networks. BGCP’s 
Operations Manager met with some of these contacts face-to-face to explore how 
the fund could be publicised more widely, particularly to BME organisations in the 
city, and also attended several events run by networks identified in the mapping 
exercise.  
 
Initial publicity directed organisations to the Better Bristol page2 on the Crowdfunder 
website. 
 
The chart below gives an overview of where the 68 projects that applied heard about 
Better Bristol match-fund 2017.  
 

 

A digital marketing company was contracted to help promote engagement with the 
campaign in two phases: phase 1 encouraging organisations to apply, and phase 2 
encouraging visits to the overview of projects on the Better Bristol match-fund 2017 
Crowdfunder page (and so subsequent click-through to individual project pages).  

A breakdown of the output of their work in phase 2 can be found in Section 3.7. 
Below is the breakdown for phase 1.   

  

                                            
2 http://www.crowdfunder.co.uk/better-bristol-2017  
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Phase 1: Pre-campaign social targets 

Area Target Actual Comments 

Impressions 170,000 245,639  

Posts 200 605 221 native posts 384 replies/networking 

Engagements 2,300 2,844  Rate of 1.16% 
 
 

Phase 1: Pre-campaign website target 

Area Target Actual Comments 

Crowdfunder 
page visits  

NA 1,114  

Crowdfunder 
page social 
media referral  

NA 379 34% of total visits 

 
From the data provided it appears that all the pre-campaign social targets were 
exceeded, including: 
 

- impressions: the number of times content was delivered to someone’s social 
media feed 
- posts: content posted on behalf of Better Bristol either direct to the main social 
media feed (native posts), or when replying to or networking with other users 
- engagements: likes, comments, shares, re-tweets  

 
7 organisations identified social media as the method by which they heard about the 
campaign (10%). Of the 22 projects that went live with a crowdfunding campaign, 
only 1 reported hearing about the campaign via social media (5%), this project went 
on to meet its target and receive match-funding.  
 
Of those that were eventually successful in funding their projects (with or without 
match-funding) 14 out of 16 (88%) heard about the fund via the top 3 methods: the 
BGCP newsletter, BGCP direct mail and word of mouth. 10 out of 16 (63%) heard 
about the fund via the top 2 methods.    
 

3.3 Eligibility criteria and selection process 
 
Eligibility Criteria  
 
The 2012 evaluation of the CCF identified that because of how over-subscribed the 
fund was there was ‘merit therefore in exploring how the CCF can make funding 
criteria more explicit or guide projects to more appropriate funds’, including a 
suggestion of running more workshops during the application stage. This evaluation 
therefore looked at the clarity of the eligibility criteria for the Better Bristol 
campaign.  
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To be eligible for the fund and to take part in the Crowdfunder workshops and the 
crowdfunding campaign projects had to submit 150 words about their project and 
satisfy the following eligibility criteria:  
 
Eligibility criteria 

 
Projects should: 

•  aim to tackle environmental challenges 
•  be community-led and/or engage local communities 
•  aim to achieve impact in a fair and inclusive way 
 

To be eligible for the match-funding, crowdfunding campaigns must: 
• be from a small organisation or group* 
• use the ‘all-or-nothing’ option (if target is not reached, no money is taken) 
• have a project target of between £6,000 and £8,000 
• launch on 1 June 2017 
 

*of no more than 10 employees and annual turnover of under £500,000 
 

 
Projects were asked to rate the clarity of the eligibility criteria – see below: 
 
Evaluation forms: Clarity of the eligibility criteria  

 

Respondents were fairly positive in their answers to this question, with one 
respondent making a specific suggestion that the fund be split between defined 
types of organisation meeting different criteria (social enterprise, for profit, 
voluntary groups and charities).  
 
Whilst the criteria for Better Bristol appear to have been relatively clear, considering 
the small amount awarded relative to the total amount requested by initial 
applicants (18%) the eligibility criteria could perhaps have been narrower. However 
Better Bristol explicitly set out to make this fund as accessible as possible, indeed 
this is also one of the merits of past grant-making by BGCP identified in a previous 
evaluation (see 1.1, Evaluations of the BGCP Community Challenge Fund, 2012 
Evaluation).  
 
If BGCP wishes any future grant-making to be flexible and open to many different 
types of project then it will continue to be oversubscribed, particularly in a climate 
where there is less and less grant funding available.  

5

14

3
0

1 - Very clear

2

3

4

5 - Very unclear
Average rating: 2.38 



 19 

In the case of Better Bristol match-fund 2017, selection of applicants took place first 
by the BGCP panel (44 out of 68 selected to continue) and then by self-selection as 
some applicants dropped out prior to the crowdfunding campaign (22 out of 44 
opted to continue).     
 
The selection process 
 
With regard to the selection process this evaluation interviewed the BGCP 
Operations Manager and one of the panel members as well as reviewing 
documentation from the meeting. The names and profiles of panel members were 
published on the Better Bristol Crowdfunder page in the FAQs section.  
 
The panel met to review applications against the eligibility criteria and used the RAG 
system to flag projects as either: 
 

Green: going through to the next stage (projects that the panel considered to 
meet all the criteria. Some received comments and/or recommendations on how 
their project could be further strengthened with regard to the criteria) 
 
Orange: invitation to re-submit / respond to request for further info (projects that 
the panel felt met some of the criteria and had clear potential to meet all of 
them, but further information or clarity was required) 
 
Red: Not eligible for the next stage (projects which failed to strongly or clearly 
address the criteria)   

 
Decisions are well documented and the reasons for RAG ratings given to applications 
are very clear. Projects that were not eligible, but that the panel considered could be 
a good fit for other funding streams, were referred by the BGCP Operations 
Manager. Projects that the Panel considered would benefit from merger or 
partnership with others were also identified and referred. Potential conflicts of 
interest are clearly documented and handled appropriately. 
 
6 projects were asked to re-submit based on an assessment that they met some of 
the criteria and had clear potential to meet all of them, but further information or 
clarity was required. All 6 were eventually put through, however only 2 proceeded to 
the crowdfunding phase.  
 
It is worth noting that as project descriptions were so brief and general, the only test 
was that applications met the eligibility criteria. This meant that there was no way 
for BGCP to assess quantities of activities and outputs and so value for money. It 
would have been helpful if projects had to provide more specific detail of types and 
quantities of activity, and potentially also some detail of outputs and outcomes. A 
very basic M&E framework in place from the start would have been useful and 
would have helped ensure a baseline against which to monitor project delivery, as 
well as a way to hold projects to account in the case of changes to the project 
between application and completion of the crowdfunding campaign. Alternatively a 
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review process could have been put in place once the Crowdfunder pages were 
populated, but before the campaign went live, with adjustments and clarification of 
activities requested where necessary.  
 
Some projects put through were either geographically very close or similar in terms 
of the theme of their work. This presented a risk in that it meant that these projects 
would likely be competing quite directly with one another for supporters. These risks 
could have been identified at the selection stage and perhaps mechanisms could 
have been put in place to mitigate such risks (for instance projects being advised to 
lower their targets or to work together, or having selection criteria meaning only the 
strongest proposal gets put through).   
 
In interviews one project suggested that there could have been a face-to-face 
interview and a budget submitted as part of the selection process in order to help 
ensure applicants were committed to the objectives of crowdfunding and were not 
just interested in accessing the match-funding.   
 
In interviews Panel members explained that there had been some debate about how 
to judge applications from businesses, however as with other applications this 
ultimately came down to the match to the eligibility criteria and whether outcomes 
clearly addressed the environment and inclusivity.  
 
Panel members (other than the Operations Manager) were giving their time pro-
bono and it was pointed out that there might be more efficient ways of sharing the 
burden of project selection across a wider range of BGCP members. For instance, 
having an open selection process with members of the partnership inputting 
remotely by voting for projects based on the criteria. There are risks that come with 
such a method; it is harder to mitigate bias and to evidence the basis of decision-
making when there is no documented face-to-face discussion about how decisions 
are being made.  
 
Of the 2 projects that re-submitted, both projects hadn’t crowdfunded before and 
neither attended a workshop. Both projects had the more ambitious target of £8,000 
and failed to reach these targets. Although the dates for the workshops were made 
clear in the initial publicity, one of these projects was only notified of BGCP approval 
of its re-submission on the morning of the second workshop, two days after the re-
submission and only around an hour before the workshop was due to start. The 
other was notified 1 day before the first workshop, on the same day that they 
submitted their clarification.  
 
In communicating with these projects the Operations Manager made clear that the 
workshops were not obligatory and that there would still be support via coaching 
throughout May, however it would appear that both of these projects could have 
benefitted from the additional support that the workshops provided and that this 
may have been compromised by the tight timescales imposed by the schedule for 
Better Bristol match-fund 2017.  
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3.4 Training & coaching from Crowdfunder and BGCP 
 
On the evaluation forms respondents were asked to rate the quality of training and 
coaching from Crowdfunder and BGCP. Of the stages of the process that projects 
were asked to rate, this had the second highest average rating.  
 
Evaluation forms: Quality of training & coaching from Crowdfunder & BGCP 

 

On the whole respondents found the training and coaching useful, gave positive 
feedback, as well as some constructive suggestions of areas for improvement.  

In comments the training was referred to as ‘clear’, ‘concise’, the tuition as ‘friendly’ 
and ‘expert’ and the supporting documentation as ‘excellent’. The dedicated 
member of staff from Crowdfunder, Bertie Herrtage was described as having a ‘very 
encouraging style’ and personal contact and webinars were described as 
‘invaluable’.  

Other observations included a few comments and some feedback in interviews 
suggesting the training was quite generic and not tailored enough to the needs of 
smaller organisations. For instance, some respondents described the training as 
starting from an assumption of literacy in social media and that organisations would 
already have and/or now how to set up a website or Facebook, Twitter, or Paypal 
account. Respondents were not suggesting this should necessarily be covered in the 
training, but that the support provided could better brief small groups on what to 
expect and help prepare them to plan for the considerable additional time required 
to set these things up. Signposting to tools such as Wordpress or other sources of 
help would be useful in supporting such groups. Also, it was mentioned that it wasn’t 
necessarily clear enough that projects might have to invest up-front in things like 
flyers and developing video content. 

Along similar lines it was suggested that it would be helpful to include testimony 
from people who have experience of running a crowdfunding campaign for the first 
time, perhaps from smaller projects. This could be in person and/or via video 
content, but might help to better prepare people for the emotional and time 
pressures that come with a first campaign. Also that workshops could be more 
interactive – that there were trainees with previous experience of crowdfunding 
present and that it would have been good to have had some more facilitative 
sessions where participants conduct exercises in groups or pairs in order to learn 
from each other.   

One respondent suggested that the training could be split up to be tailored for the 
types of organisation – for instance the first workshop might be for businesses and 
established charities with income over a certain size. The second might be for small 
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volunteer-led projects with lower levels of income. During the interviews one project 
suggested that projects could be assessed prior to training for ‘readiness’ using a 
basic checklist and so feeding into the design of training and support.  

Finally, one respondent suggested encouraging projects to populate their 
Crowdfunder pages earlier on and pointed out that a focus on publicity via email 
obscured the importance of getting flyers ordered early. Another respondent stated 
that more information on the logistics of how money is paid and ‘project close down’ 
would be helpful.  

3.5 Time available to develop the application and campaign  
 
This stage of the process had the lowest average rating on the evaluation forms at 
3.31, slipping into the negative side of the rating scale. This question was phrased so 
as to take into account time available for developing the application for Better 
Bristol as well as the Crowdfunder campaign. However the comments indicated that 
in answering the question respondents were largely focussing on the latter.    
 
Evaluation forms: Time available to develop the application & campaign 

 
 
One respondent commented specifically on the time being too short between 
hearing about the Better Bristol match-fund 2017 initiative and the application 
deadline, as well as the time between acceptance and launch. It was suggested that, 
in particular, more time between acceptance and launch would have ‘vastly 
increased the time and resources that could be put into the campaigns’, especially 
for small organisations and those with commitments already scheduled for the 
weeks concerned. 
 
Another respondent highlighted how they only work for the organisation two days a 
week, therefore making the time pressure even greater and suggested that the 
timeframe could be extended to 6 weeks; still ensuring momentum whilst making 
the workload more manageable. Specifically this would have allowed more time for 
their project to ‘spread the word, prepare press/marketing materials (and) connect 
with potential backers before launching’. A third respondent suggested a couple of 
months would have been a helpful timeframe. A couple of responses commented on 
how important they felt making a video for the Crowdfunder page was for their 
campaign but that this was time consuming for projects that didn’t already have the 
necessary skills and therefore had a significant knock-on effect on the time available 
for other elements of the campaign, such as populating the rest of the Crowdfunder 
page. One respondent suggested that having a freelance filmmaker attached to the 
grant-making programme would be one way to help address this.  
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3.6 Responsiveness of BGCP 
 
This was the area with the highest average rating on the evaluation form; the 
average was less than half a point away from the highest rating.  
 
Evaluation forms: Responsiveness of BGCP

 
 
Comments were few and straightforward and included comments such as, ‘fantastic 
help, feedback and guidance’, ‘BGCP…have kept us in the loop throughout the 
campaign’ and ‘this was very well managed’.  
 
The overall impression of BGCP input (and in particular the Operations Manager) 
garnered from feedback forms and interviews was that BGCP was responsive, 
supportive and understanding of applicants needs and queries, and maintained good 
working relationships with projects throughout the process. Concerns raised and 
improvements suggested were almost without exception due to details of the 
process, rather than how it was managed during delivery.  
 

 

3.7 Marketing of the Better Bristol match-fund 2017 crowdfunding campaign 
 
BGCP commissioned a digital marketing company to support the Better Bristol 
match-fund 2017 campaign – this included strategy and planning, content creation, 
social media marketing, community outreach and networking, and paid advertising 
via social media. Phase 1 promoted the Better Bristol match-fund 2017 
crowdfunding campaign, seeking to recruit applicants. Phase 2 promoted the 
campaign page3 on the Crowdfunder website which gave an overview of all the 
projects (viewers could then click through to specific projects’ Crowdfunder pages) 
as well as a BGCP website blog post, published with 2 weeks to go, which called for 
support for projects that hadn’t yet reached their target4. Data for phase 1 can be 
found in Section 3.2. Below is the breakdown for phase 2 and the totals for both 
phases.  

Phase 2: BGCP promotion of Crowdfunder campaigns 

Area Target Actual Comments 

Crowdfunder page visits NA 2,136 Av. time spent on Crowdfunder 
page: 6m 42s. Visits include 
projects, but only to overview.  

                                            
3 http://www.crowdfunder.co.uk/better-bristol-2017  
4 http://bristolgreencapital.org/two-weeks-to-go-for-local-projects-raising-funds-from-the-crowd-for-
a-better-bristol/  
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Crowdfunder page - social 
media referral 

NA 642 30.1% of total visits 

BGCP blog post visits NA 290  

BGCP blog post - social media 
referral 

NA 224 77.2% of total visits 

 

Total, phases 1 & 2  

Area Target Actual Comments 

Crowdfunder page visits  NA 3,250  

Crowdfunder page - social 
media referral  

NA 1,021 31.4% of total visits.  

Total social media referral 
(including Phase 2 blog post) 

750 1,245 756 sessions from Facebook, 
462 Twitter, 27 LinkedIn 

 
In phase 2, although total visits to the Crowdfunder page went up significantly (an 
increase of 91.7%), the percentage of total visits due to social media referral broadly 
stayed the same (34% and 31.4%). The increase in visits to the website rose in steady 
proportion across social media referrals and other pathways, perhaps reflecting the 
increase in content, more than any particular push in advertising on social media or 
elsewhere. In contrast social media referral to the blog post was much more 
significant, driving more than 75% of total visits. No targets were set specifically for 
phase 2 but the percentages of total visits from social media referral reflect a 
significant contribution. There was a target set for total social media referral over 
both phases and this was exceeded considerably.  
 
BGCP also received in-kind support for media outreach from a local PR agency – 
resulting in coverage of the Better Bristol campaign on local news site Bristol 24/7 
(est. views: 10.2K). Local media continued their interest in the campaign – running a 
feature on the Better Bristol match-fund 2017 in a printed edition of Bristol 24/7 a 
month after it closed, detailing many of the successfully funded projects. 
 
Crowdfunder promoted the main campaign page, sending publicity to people who 
had pledged on a project or run a project in Bristol before and also promoted the 
campaign via their newsletter, Facebook and Twitter channels.  
 
 

3.8 Overall comments on the crowd and match-funding model 
 
In addition to rating and commenting on specific parts of the process, respondents 
were also invited to provide any additional comments on the crowd and match-
funding model. Comments here focussed on fairness and competition.  
 
Two respondents commented that there were projects that had advantages over 
others, because of size, a bigger supporter base and/or being more prepared. One of 
these responses suggested being more flexible with the fundraising target so smaller 
projects could opt for an even smaller (and so more manageable) amount. The other 
described the element of competition as taking ‘the fun out’ of the process, 
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suggesting fewer pre-selected charities could be selected to crowdfund with more 
support for these projects in ‘making a film and telling a story’. One project 
suggested that there could have fewer projects with match-funding for everyone at 
whatever they got to by half way through the campaign, with a scalable model from 
the start so everyone was able to fund something. 
 
Lastly, one respondent described how one project which reached £4,000 did so with 
fewer than 40 backers, how this was not within the terms of the rules and that this 
upset other projects taking part in the campaign.  
 
For clarity, the Advance Agreement form stated that; ‘when you have raised 50% of 
your target from a minimum of 40 backers, we’ll provide the rest for as long as the 
funding remains’. The project concerned reached £4,000 with considerably less than 
40 backers and then went on to reach 40 backers, at which point BGCP pledged the 
match-funding. The way this was applied in practice was to test whether the project 
a) had reached their target of £4,000, b) had 40 backers. When these two conditions 
were satisfied BGCP pledged the match-funding.  
 
It is understandable that in the circumstances the terms were applied in this way, as 
the nature of a crowdfunding campaign is that projects do not have control over 
exactly how many backers they get or how much they pledge and therefore can 
reach their target at any point, regardless of whether they have enough backers. A 
project might have early success in its crowdfunding campaign and would end up 
being penalised for this. However in future the target amount and the minimum 
number of backers should be clearly distinguished as 2 separate required conditions 
in order to reflect this reality. This might for example be phrased as: ‘when you have 
a) raised 50% of your target and b) reached 40 backers, we’ll provide the rest for as 
long as the funding remains. Projects meeting their targets with fewer than 40 
backers will need to reach 40 before the funding can be released’.  
 
Another way of helping to address this would be to introduce controls on the online 
crowdfunding platform to restrict the maximum pledge for a pre-specified amount 
of time. Other controls the campaign might also use would be to disallow 
anonymous donations over a certain amount, and possibly also stipulate that the 40 
backers must be 40 unique backers. This way projects would be competing on a 
more equal and transparent footing and could still call on large pledges towards the 
end of their campaign to take them over the line.      
 
In interviews one project commented on the Crowdfunder websites, explaining that 
it was hard to show people what the rewards were because you can’t show pictures 
or have urls to link to pictures. This was suggested as something that could be 
improved.  
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3.9 Challenges identified 
 
Finally, projects were asked about challenges faced. Directly matching the figures for 
non-financial benefits, 12 out of 13 organisations that returned a completed 
evaluation form reported one or more challenges faced when taking part in the 
process. 9 out of 13 reported two or more challenges. The most frequently reported 
challenge was that the process was time consuming, followed closely by the 
challenge of competition from other projects crowdfunding at the same time. The 
full list of reported challenges are given below: 
 

Time consuming  11 

Competition from other projects crowdfunding at the same time 9 

Supporters not able to afford large pledges 4 

Lack of pre-existing social media presence  1 

Surprising lack of interest from some local businesses 1 

Found the process very stressful 1 

Geographic proximity of another (big) project 1 

Unfair competition 1 

Lead time was too short 1 

Total 30 

 
Many of these challenges were revealed in respondents’ comments elsewhere on 
the evaluation form. However some additional feedback was provided in this 
section.   

One respondent described the impact of having so many local projects crowdfunding 
at the same time, stating that she/he knew people who might ordinarily have 
supported a few of the projects, only donating to one to ensure it wasn’t denied 
match-funding because a competitor reached their target first. The same response 
pointed out that other backers might have donated to several projects over a longer 
time period but couldn’t afford to donate to more than one at the same time. 
Thirdly, that some of the competitor projects ordinarily would have been happy to 
help publicise another project’s crowd funder, but not whilst they were pitted 
against one another. 

Another respondent highlighted the financial risk they took on when investing in 
paying someone (found at short notice) to make a video for the crowd funder, as 
well as the anxiety that this caused.  

A project that ultimately didn’t meet their target highlighted the challenge of having 
a big and competing project geographically close by and stated that if they had 
known in advance they wouldn’t have put the time and effort in to the crowd 
funder.  

A surprising lack of interest from local businesses was mentioned by one project, 
with this being partly attributed to not having enough time to build relationships 
with these businesses before the crowd funder campaign.   
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One response discussed the £4,000 pledge to one of the projects involved in the 
campaign early in the campaign, made in the name of an organisation linked with 
one of the Directors. The respondent acknowledged that this was not outside the 
rules of a crowd funding campaign, but saw it as unfair in the context of Better 
Bristol match-fund 2017 because of the types of organisation this project was 
competing against with less access to supporters who can pledge sums of similar 
size. The effect was described as leaving competing projects feeling ‘negative about 
the (crowd funding) experience’. It was suggested that it would be better to have 
specific allocations for match-funding each different category of organisation. For 
instance, £40,000 of match-funding might be split into £20,000 for businesses and 
larger charities and £20,000 for small and volunteer-led projects.  
 

3.10 Special Award for inclusion and equality 
 
This was an award of £5,000 given to a project that was judged by the Panel to have 
demonstrated an exceptional commitment to inclusion and equality in their aims. On 
Friday 23 June the Panel reconvened to assess which project should be awarded this 
amount. Panel members were each asked to nominate their top 3 projects, the 
choices were compiled and then the Panel discussed these and arrived at a 
consensus decision. The Panel then approved a statement for a press release5, 
outlining the reason why the project was chosen. 
 
Whilst Better Bristol match-fund 2017 made clear from the start that this award 
would be made and how it would be awarded, in their feedback some respondents 
commented on the award and made suggestions for how such an awarded could be 
distributed differently.      
 
It was pointed out that it seemed at odds with the crowdfunding model that a 
project that wasn’t particularly successful with its crowdfunding secured more 
money from BGCP than was available through match-funding. Suggestions were 
made that instead the award could have been restricted to organisations that met 
their match-funding target, or could have been split between several organisations, 
including those that did and did not meet their crowdfunding target.  
 
The original intention behind having a special award of £5,000 was to encourage 
participating organisations to consider the inclusivity and equality of their project 
aims from the outset, and to ensure that there was a significant amount available 
should a panel of judges feel that the campaign did not result in the optimum 
outcome from an inclusivity perspective. Furthermore, during implementation of the 
project BGCP did consider suggestions made about how the grant could be 
distributed differently but concluded that it wouldn’t be appropriate to make 
changes from what had originally been advertised.  
 

                                            
5 http://bristolgreencapital.org/fuelling-energy-revolution-5000-grant-awarded-bristol-energy-
network/  

http://bristolgreencapital.org/fuelling-energy-revolution-5000-grant-awarded-bristol-energy-network/
http://bristolgreencapital.org/fuelling-energy-revolution-5000-grant-awarded-bristol-energy-network/
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In future such an award could be set up differently from the start, for instance 
allowing the panel discretion to spend the designated amount however they see fit – 
allocating funding to one organisation or several depending on the level of progress 
in the crowdfunding campaign by projects demonstrating a commitment to inclusion 
and equality. The amount could also be set at a level equal to the upper amount 
available in match funding, in this case £4,000, in order that the financial ‘reward’ 
doesn’t outweigh the reward for a successful crowdfunding campaign.    
 

4. Recommendations 
 
These recommendations cover aspects of the evaluation where there were clear 
improvements that could be made. Other areas of the evaluation where there aren’t 
clear recommendations nevertheless include commentary, for commentary on 
marketing data for instance see Section 3.7.  
 
  

4.1 Timeframes 
 
By increasing timeframes for the application and campaign development stages 
smaller projects in particular would have had more time to hear about and respond 
to Better Bristol match-fund 2017 and to plan and prepare for the amount of work 
involved in running a crowdfunding campaign, including setting up social media 
accounts and websites, making video content and building supporter networks. Both 
projects and the Operations Manager would have had more time to ensure 
quantities and types of activity were specified, also project outputs and possibly also 
outcomes. Projects could have been given more notice of approval before workshop 
dates. It is also likely that fewer projects that applied would have dropped out.   

Recommendation 1: Increase time between advertising the fund and submission 
deadlines, as well as between application approval and launch of the campaign. 

 
 

4.2 Diversity, equality and inclusion 
 
In the mapping exercise conducted prior to launch of the fund, in the one-to-one 
meetings, in attendance at various events and in points made during interviews for 
the evaluation the Operations Manager demonstrated both will and action to try to 
make the fund as widely available as possible to diverse audiences across the city. In 
the £5,000 special award for equality and inclusion the fund demonstrated how 
highly it valued a focus in projects on reaching more marginalised Bristol residents.  
 
Diversity data was collected for the individuals representing each of the 22 projects 
that launched a crowdfunding campaign. This does not necessarily reflect diversity 
amongst project staff and/or project beneficiaries, but it is useful to explore to 
understand diversity amongst project leads. The data collected shows a gender split 
of 68% female and 32% male. Data for ethnicity shows that 74% of project leads 
identified as ‘White British’ and 10% were of other non-white ethnicity, none of 
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whom identified themselves as within the ‘Black / African / Caribbean / Black British’ 
category. Whilst 22 is a very small sample size, comparison can be drawn with the 
most recent population data available for Bristol.  
 
Data from the ONS 2015 Mid-year Population Estimate shows an approximate 50:50 
ratio of men to women (224,800:224,600). Data from the 2011 census showed that 
78% of Bristol’s population identified as ‘White British’, 16% of the population of 
Bristol identified as belonging to a ‘Black or Minority Ethnic group’ and 6% of the 
population identified as ‘Black African’, ‘Black Caribbean’ or ‘Black Other’6.  
 
Of the 22 projects that launch a crowdfunding campaign there was therefore a 
considerably higher representation of women than in the general population and a 
broadly reflective proportion of ‘White British’ and other non-white ethnicities. 
However the ‘Black / African / Caribbean / Black British’ category was under-
represented when compared with the most recent data available for the general 
population.  
 
Because of the small size of the cohort, the closest possible representation would 
have meant 1 person identifying as being of this ethnic category. There are 
numerous factors which could affect whether any one individual ended up being 
amongst the 22 launching a crowdfunding campaign, however to help ensure future 
cohorts are truly representative of the ethnic make-up of Bristol there are changes 
that could be made to increase engagement and accessibility.  
 
By allowing more time between publicity of the fund and the application deadline 
more outreach and networking with diverse communities in the city would be 
possible. By extending the time between application approval and the launch of the 
campaign, just as with small projects from other parts of the city, small projects from 
minority communities would have more time to ensure the necessary components 
are in place before the launch of the campaign, including online tools and content, 
skills (supported by the workshops and coaching) and human resources.  
 
In addition the special award could be adjusted to better account for the fact that it 
outweighed match-funding available to individual organisations and therefore 
seemed a disproportionate reward for one project.  
 

Recommendation 2: Consider splitting the special award between several 
projects that have raised a minimum % of their target and so look likely to have 
viable projects, rather than just awarding it to 1 project.  

 
Other data on diversity can be found in Appendix 1 of this document.  
 
 

                                            
6 https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/33904/Population+of+Bristol+July+2016/858ff3e1-
a9ca-4632-9f53-c49b8c697c8c  

https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/33904/Population+of+Bristol+July+2016/858ff3e1-a9ca-4632-9f53-c49b8c697c8c
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/33904/Population+of+Bristol+July+2016/858ff3e1-a9ca-4632-9f53-c49b8c697c8c
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4.3 Structure of the crowdfunding model 
 
Where there was a limited pot of funding from which to draw projects were 
competing to secure match-funding before the pot ran out. Larger and more 
established organisations may be more able to secure backers and in some cases 
backers who will contribute large amounts. Whilst this is a reality of crowdfunding, 
there are some changes that could be made to ensure that the ‘playing field’ is more 
level, at least in the initial stages, and to ensure that terms and conditions are clear.  
 

Recommendation 3: Use controls in the online crowdfunding platform to limit 
large donations for a pre-defined period of time, as well as anonymous donations 
over a certain size. 

Recommendation 4: Consider specifying in terms and conditions that 40 backers 
should be 40 unique backers.    

Recommendation 5: Separate clearly the target amount and the minimum 
number of backers in the conditions for the award of match-funding. 

Recommendation 6: Consider having separate allocations of match-funding for 
organisations over and under a specific size (defined by turnover and/or number 
of employees). 

Recommendation 7: Consider distributing match-funding over a longer period of 
time with several rounds of application and approval, possibly with individual 
rounds dedicated to organisations of a specific type or size. 

It is also worth highlighting various other suggestions made about alternative 
structures for distribution of the fund, including the idea of having a separate match-
fund and/or separate traditional grant pathway, not involving crowdfunding. Or 
having fewer projects selected, with match-funding available for everyone at 
whatever they got to by half way through the campaign and a scalable model 
established from the start - meaning everyone would be able to fund something.  

Also suggested was having separate allocations for organisations of different type 
(such as businesses and charities) however, whilst this might help, the way 
organisations are constituted doesn’t always draw this clear distinction and such a 
separation wouldn’t address potentially significant inequalities between say small 
voluntary groups and large charities.  

In the evaluation there was a clear tension between a perspective that saw the 
element of competition and tight timeframes as encouraging more focus and higher 
quality in the campaign, and a perspective that focussed on the needs of smaller 
groups and the inequalities between competing organisations. Competition and 
clear deadlines can be constructive, but if BGCP wishes to be inclusive then it is 
important to do everything within reason to ensure projects are able to compete 
effectively.  
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4.4 Structure of the workshops 
 
The content of the workshops could better account for the needs of small 
organisations/groups that may not have things such as social media accounts and a 
website in place. The workshops and support materials could better prepare such 
organisations to understand the quantity of work and time required to prepare and 
deliver a crowdfunding campaign for the first time, as well as the emotional journey 
those involved should expect to go through.  

Recommendation 8: Include testimony from people who have experience of 
running a crowdfunding campaign for the first time, perhaps from smaller 
projects (either in-person or via video content). 

Recommendation 9: Design more facilitative sessions where participants conduct 
exercises in groups or pairs in order to learn from each other, including from 
participants who have conducted crowdfunding campaigns before. 

Recommendation 10: Provide or signpost participants to tools and support for 
setting up social media accounts and websites. 

Recommendation 11: Ensure guidance is also available in online support 
materials specifically for small voluntary groups without such things as social 
media channels, a website, existing video content or a bank account. Guidance 
could contain testimony, including video content reflecting both the intensity and 
the successes experienced by individuals from such groups when crowdfunding 
for the first time. 
 
 

4.5 Accountability and value for money 
 
Although Better Bristol match-fund 2017 was designed to be very flexible and to 
delegate some of the selection of projects to fund to the crowd, it is important for all 
projects (whether run by a small voluntary group or profit-making PLC) to be 
accountable for expenditure of public funds and in doing so to demonstrate value for 
money. This in turn allows BGCP to be accountable. BGCP has sought to do this in 
ongoing monitoring of funded projects, in collecting estimates of beneficiary 
numbers, and via the public record on the Crowdfunder pages of what projects have 
committed to deliver. However, in addition to this BGCP could improve how it 
captures and reviews quantities of activities (and possibly also outputs) for individual 
projects. 
 

Recommendation 12: Include a very basic M&E framework covering types and 
quantity of activities, and possibly also outputs. 

Recommendation 13: Include a formal review and approval of Crowdfunder 
pages by BGCP before they go live. 
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BGCP could also consider publishing a summary of progress in delivery of projects on 
the website, including for Better Bristol match-fund 2017.  
 
 

4.6 Financial sustainability of funded projects 
 
The outcomes of Better Bristol match-fund 2017 indicate that participation in the 
campaign has made a contribution to participating organisations’ long-term viability 
beyond funding for the projects concerned. As recognised in previous evaluations, as 
a partnership itself BGCP is very well placed to ‘provide space for the development 
of partnerships, collaboration and advice-sharing’7.  

At present, there is no grant funding available with which BGCP could consider 
running a second Better Bristol match-fund campaign. There is however opportunity 
for organisations to seek additional funds from the crowd via existing crowdfunding 
platforms, with the network of Bristol Green Capital Partnership member 
organisations amplifying their campaigns and enabling them to connect with other 
organisations in the city’s environmental sustainability community. 

During the evaluation the Operations Manager highlighted how a rolling package of 
training and support for member organisations might be something that BGCP could 
consider providing as a network in the future or with partners, subject to the 
necessary funding and capacity to deliver this effectively. Activities providing 
ongoing support for projects and organisations certainly weren’t budgeted for as 
part of Better Bristol match-fund 2017, but the monitoring of project delivery could 
be used as an opportunity to assess the financial sustainability of projects and their 
further support needs, this could then feed into BGCP planning and bid 
development.  

Recommendation 14: As well as monitoring such things as activity, outputs, 
outcomes and expenditure, in the months ahead BGCP should also seek to assess 
the financial sustainability of funded projects to feed into future planning.  

 

 

                                            
7 2012 evaluation of Round Five of the CCF 
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5 Summary of funded projects  
 
5.1 Match-funded projects 
 

Organisation: Arkbound 

Project: Boundless 

A regular environmental feature in Boundless magazine - together with events, 
workshops and journalism placements in Bristol. 

We would like to launch a special edition of a flagship publication for Bristol called 
'Boundless' that will feature a collection of work by local people, with a focus on the 
environment and social inclusion. The magazine can be read in venues across Bristol 
and also made available by street vendors, who can sell it and keep half of the 
proceeds. The vendors will be unemployed or homeless, with the idea that this will 
help them to make some sustainable income. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

35 Placements, event attendees 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

10,000+ Readers and wider engagement 

 

Organisation: Baby Bank Network  

Project: Growing Baby Bank Network 

Baby Bank Network currently helps one family a day with baby essentials they 
otherwise could not afford - we want to double this. 

Baby Bank Network is a team of volunteers - mostly mums themselves - who work 
together to collect pre-loved baby essentials from families who no longer need them 
to those who otherwise couldn't afford them. A happy marriage of saving items from 
landfill and tackling child poverty.  

The charity works with health and social care workers and partner charities to reach 
those in need and engages with the local parent community in Bristol to collect 
unwanted items such as prams, cots and highchairs. 

From its inception in 2015, it has helped over 500 families and is currently helping 
the equivalent of one family a day. As it celebrates its second birthday it wants to 
raise the bar and double the number of families it helps. With dedicated volunteers 
and low overheads, it costs just £10 to help a family. This funding would enable us to 
help another 500+ families. 
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Baby Bank Network currently helps one family a day with baby essentials they 
otherwise could not afford - we want to double this. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

350 Families living in poverty and unable to provide for their 
babies 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 

 

Organisation: Boundless Futures CIC 

Project: Vocalise 

Our project is about building community cohesion in Ashley Ward and connecting 
this with the environment. 

We want to organise a holistic street cleaning and litter-picking event that is fun for 
residents and helps tackle the areas litter issues. Ashley Ward, particularly in the 
area of St Pauls, has a big litter problem and creates feelings of an uncared 
environment in which people don't value where they live. With the upcoming St 
Pauls carnival, this is also off-putting to tourists and damages the local economy.  

This project will involve local residents from all age groups to help Make a Cleaner 
Ashley. It will combine litter-picking with fun competitions for adults and children 
alike. It will involve schools, businesses, local charities, artwork creation, noticeboard 
cleaning and updating, plus a little 'Green Themed' event with Friends of St Agnes 
Park, helping people to get into gardening and more able to appreciate the area's 
green spaces. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

106 Children planting trees, people litter picking, updating notice 
boards, park involvement 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

7000 People across the ward 

 

Organisation: Bright Green Futures 

Project: Bright Green Futures - The Pioneers 

Our goal is to film and document our sustainable self-build project so others can see, 
learn and understand the steps from start to finish. 

This project will allow us to run a series of workshops, trainings, activities and events 
to empower everyone interested to embark on their co-build journey, creating their 
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dream eco-home within supportive, inclusive and vibrant communities and through 
this support Bristol's Green Capital! We'll create Bristol's most sustainable homes - 
environmentally, socially and economically. Most Bristolians wish to build their own 
home, but do not know where to start, this project shows them how!  

Many people cannot afford to buy and are fed up living in damp, dark and cold 
rented accommodation, so self-build is the solution, especially when done with a 
community of like-minded people to share the journey - eco co-build! This project 
will show that everyone interested can co-build and help to create communities of 
self-builders across Bristol. The workshops, trainings and events will be open to all 
and offered on a donation basis, affordable to all. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

100-150 Backers and people directly involved in the self-build project 

Estimated 
indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

5,000-20,000 Target audience of self-build film  

 

Organisation: Bristol Upholstery Collective 

Project: Make it WORK - Creating meaningful employment 

Bristol Upholstery Collective is raising funds to enable the Make it Work training 
program start-up at their new workshop space. 

We aim to engage local unemployed people within the community, offering up to 16 
hours per week workshop access, training and technician support, restoring lives 
through furniture restoration, otherwise destined for landfill. 

MAKE IT Work is a social enterprise project ultimately supporting people to change 
their lives by building self-esteem and creating opportunities for meaningful 
employment. It was Piloted in 2014 by Leigh-Anne whilst attending the School for 
Social Entrepreneurs. In 2015, Bristol Upholstery Collective was launched. Now BUC 
has had exposure on BBC TV show 'Money For Nothing' and become 'Bristol Life 
Awards 2017' finalists, we're ready to finally open a purpose built Upholstery and 
furniture restoration centre to house the MIW project. 

The new workshop space will welcome all, with flexible drop in hours and support. 
Whilst we tackle the issue of wasteful behaviour and the impact on the environment 
by restoring furniture to meet fire regs. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

50 Long term unemployed 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

1000 Consumers of products 
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Organisation: Catalyse Change CIC 

Project: Catalyst Bootcamp 

Help us run the 1st Catalyst Bootcamp to inspire, empower & skill teenage girls for 
happy, healthy & green communities, careers & planet. 

We are launching our first-ever Catalyst Bootcamp this summer for around 50 
teenage girls (16-18 yrs.). A 3-day educational programme combining practical 
sustainability skills, through projects and mentoring, along with other activities 
which build personal resilience and confidence. 

Tackling Environmental Challenges: The young women will work with local mentors 
on practical environmental projects and challenges from across Bristol area. This will 
ensure they learn transferable sustainability skills whilst using their creativity to help 
solve local environmental challenges. 

Engage Local Communities:  We will promote the Catalyst Bootcamp across Bristol 
schools and communities. We also plan to run a competition in the local paper to 
engage and inspire young women from across all Bristol communities. 

Fair & Inclusive: We will provide bursaries for young women from low income and 
other disadvantaged backgrounds. The resulting Catalyst Network and schools 
programme will be also work with young women from all backgrounds and cultures. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

30 Unspecified 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

200 Unspecified 

 

Organisation: Fin Fighters 

Project: Fin Free Bristol (& the world) 

To facilitate the change that will work positively and collaboratively to end the sale 
of shark fin and meat in Bristol & the UK. 

FinFighters have been working hard to make Bristol shark fin and meat free, and 
Bristol City Council have voted in favour of this. Sharks that are listed as endangered 
are commercially available in the city. These top predators contain toxic heavy 
metals, and removing them destabilises the ocean ecosystem.  

As Bristol becomes fin free we want to work with those presently selling shark to 
help the city during this important transition into sustainability. This will include 
holding workshops with restaurant owners & fishmongers, developing explanatory 
literature and making a project film to explain the necessity of a shark free Britain 
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and how Bristol's pioneering spirit can pave the way. We want to find positive and 
inclusive solutions that see Bristol safeguarding sharks. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type  

12 Workshop coordinator(s); scientists (engagement); local 
filmmakers (videographer, editor, composer etc.) 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Traders & city representatives who can capitalise on 
marketing green credentials... but also everyone on earth 
really! - After all, we need healthy oceans with top predators 
intact. 

 

Organisation: Friends of Harbourside Reed Bed 

Project: Restore Harbourside Reed Bed 

This is a unique floating reed bed in the heart of Bristol. Funds will pay for repairs, 
replanting and restoring it to its former glory. 

Neglected since installation in 2008, areas of the reed bed have become littered and 
overgrown with ivy and brambles from the bank side. Much original planting has 
gone leaving empty and unsightly gaps, reducing the effectiveness of the reed bed to 
help improve harbour water quality and provide habitat for wildlife. Planting has not 
been seasonally cut back which encourages vermin.  

The public have no information about the purpose of the reed bed. The site reflects 
poorly on the city to the hundreds of people who use the boardwalk thoroughfare to 
access the cross harbour ferry or walk around the harbour.  

We need an Ecologist and Green Infrastructure Consultant to identify and map site 
planting on reed bed and bank-side and produce a seasonal maintenance plan that 
avoids water and land pollution and maximise benefits to a diversity of wildlife, 
including birds and water fowl, bees/pollinators, insects, invertebrates and fish. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

55 Project volunteers (14), Harbour Estates Team, Bristol 
Grammar School community engagement, Harbour Master 
Team. 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

50,000 Backers, including business supporters, general public, 
wildlife lovers, fishing community. 

 

Organisation: Ms 
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Project: The Good Wardrobe Bristol 

The Good Wardrobe is the antithesis of fast fashion. Join us to help bring our online 
conscious fashion community hub to Bristol. 

To expand The Good Wardrobe’s reach to cover Bristol and make it as easy as 
possible for the city’s residents and visitors to dress ethically without compromising 
in style. 

1. Projects and businesses featured would include those promoting reuse, repair and 
recycling, as well as environmentally friendly garment care and sustainable sourcing. 
It would cover local emerging designers and established brands that aim to be 
transparent in their supply chain.  

2. Relevant community and charity projects would be promoted e.g. Repair Café and 
Hamilton House. Members of the community would be able to share their 
experiences by reviewing local businesses. I would hold / support community events. 

3. To increase access to information to as wide a community as possible and to grow 
the community of people from any background who can get involved. A standard 
listing is free so all eligible projects can be included in the directory. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

80 Businesses featured on directory 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

1,000s People who visit the website over the years 

 

Organisation: No More Taboo 

Project: Tackling Period Poverty through Monthly Hug boxes 

No More Taboo are revolutionising periods and empowering communities. We are 
crowdfunding the launch of our not-for-profit subscription service where our backers 
will receive treat boxes with ethical and eco-friendly goodies and reusable sanitary 
products of their choice. By making the switch from disposable to reusable sanitary 
products, each backer will cut down their waste production by 150 kg over a 
lifetime. We are committed to using recycled and recyclable packaging materials and 
reducing plastic consumption, encouraging our backers to recognise their own 
impact on the environment through what they buy. 

This innovative project aims to create a supportive community who care about 
sustainability, ethical consumerism and feminism while helping disadvantaged 
groups. Our Monthly Hugs promote sustainable menstrual practices, support small 
South-West businesses by filling the boxes with their products, and will use 100% of 
the profits to ensure sufficient menstrual hygiene and well-being amongst 
vulnerable women in Bristol. 
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Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

100 Bristol general public 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

100 Vulnerable women in Bristol 

 

Organisation: Redcatch Community Garden 

Project: Help us bring Redcatch Community Garden to life 

To create a space where the whole community can come together and grow healthy 
food, while providing produce for the project's shop & café. 

The community garden aims to be a truly compelling environment offering an 
abundance of activities which will empower people to improve their health and 
wellbeing. We will encourage everyone to join in with food growing, learning 
opportunities, and experiencing the stimulating enjoyment of being in an outdoor 
natural environment.  

Sustainability is paramount, and we aim to develop an environment which supports 
itself and its surroundings: 'reduce, reuse, recycle' ethics, organic growth, conserving 
energy on site, and working with nature. 

The garden will give opportunities for people with diverse needs, abilities, 
generations and cultures; all of whom will be able to share knowledge and skills in a 
fruitfulness environment.  In our community we want people to have access to 
healthy, fresh, nutritious food, to connect with nature, learn where their food comes 
from and how to grow it. The garden will relieve social exclusion and provide 
wellbeing for all. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 

 

5.2 Recipient of the Special Award for equality and inclusion 
 

Organisation: Bristol Energy Network 

Project: Fuelling the Energy Revolution in Bristol 

The Energy Conversations project will engage with local people across the city to 1) 
support transition to renewable energy 2) tackle fuel poverty 3) improve energy 
efficiency/ reduce energy use. This would be achieved by providing information and 
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support to people to enable them to bring about both behaviour change and wider 
social change. Our use of energy directly impacts climate change and air quality, two 
of our most pressing environmental challenges. 

BEN members and local organisations will collaborate to take a roadshow around the 
city using interactive tools to help people understand and connect with their energy 
use.  This includes demonstration kit to help people see how much energy is 
required for their households. Disadvantaged communities are most likely to be 
affected by fuel poverty and therefore the roadshow would specifically be taken to 
these communities, to ensure it is inclusive and fair. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 

 

5.3 Non-match-funded projects 
 

Organisation: Bristol Food Network CIC 

Project: Bristol Gets Growing 2018 

Allowing more people to share in Bristol’s beautiful secret fruit & veg gardens. 

Building on 6 previous Trails, Healthy City Week, and interest in social 
prescribing/referrals, we would like to explore how food growing spaces can be used 
by the wider community - not just for growing, but by other health & wellbeing 
initiatives. For example with Tai Chi in Fishponds community orchard, kids’ cookery 
on HHEAG's allotment, watercolour painting in Blaise Walled Garden etc. 

We propose to work with around 10-15 groups who are also interested in exploring 
this idea. Each group would need to make connections with another local project or 
practitioner in order to develop and market an event to suit their site - something 
that would attract a different group of people into the project, who would not 
otherwise venture on-site. 

Many Bristol growing projects are in areas of deprivation. We would also seek input 
from the Green & Black initiative to enable more diverse engagement with the Trail. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 
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Organisation: LitterARTI 

Project: M32 Underpass Skatepark and Community Space 

Support a grass-root self-build skatepark with the local community to reclaim the 
space underneath the M32 Motorway in Eastville, Bristol. 

The project takes place in the local community of lower Eastville, under the M32 
Underpass. We are seeking funding to support the second phase of the project: to 
introduce play spaces for local young people and children in the area: a bike-ability 
cycling track, a climbing wall and other adventure playground elements.   

In a community which suffers air and noise pollution, but also fly-tipping, litter issues 
and general depravation, the M32 Underpass provides much potential for 
community cohesion. Currently there is a self-build skatepark, the only undercover 
free skatepark in Bristol drawing people from all around Bristol.  

With initial funds, LitterARTI has been engaging the community, liaising with 
different stakeholders and building foundations, partnerships and a longer-term 
vision for the space. We are tackling issues together with the community, supporting 
the skatepark, setting up a community organisation, organising community events 
and giving the place a general facelift. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 

 

Organisation: Wildscreen 

Project: Witness the Wild 

Help us bring a week-long festival of art, film & photography to Bristol to celebrate 
the ocean & the creatures that call it home. 

Our ambition is to create a city-wide sculpture trail, featuring pieces of wild art made 
entirely from everyday rubbish collected from local rivers and the coast, and created 
by artists working alongside local community groups.  

Working in partnership with a diverse collection of non-environmentally focussed 
community groups, Wildscreen would take their beneficiaries to coastal or river 
environments to take part in clean-ups and make the connection between what we 
throw away, where it ends up and the impacts it has on wild things and places. The 
collected rubbish would be taken back to the city, where the community groups, 
working alongside the artists, would transform the waste into thought-provoking 
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sculptures which would be exhibited in public spaces (i.e. local parks) for the whole 
city to experience.  

The project would involve collaboration between community groups, environmental 
organisations and artists, and build upon Wildscreen’s previous street art and 
environmental art education projects. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

150 General public, young people, artists, scientists, diverse & 
disadvantaged communities in BS5 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

40,000 General public 

 

Organisation: Youth Moves 

Project: Growing Community from The Roundhouse 

Inspire adults of all ages and abilities to grow and cook fresh produce by developing 
a roundhouse space as a youth & community resource. 

Our two Urban Escape youth groups transformed an acre growing space at 
Springfield allotments in Knowle West. Over 3 years we've developed a few growing 
spaces, planted an orchard, erected a polytunnel that contains a water harvesting 
system from the roof of our Roundhouse that young people and local adults 
collectively built. We are spreading the message of sustainability and the impact that 
gardening has on your health and well-being.  

Our young people have guided the direction of Urban Escape. The Adult Gardening 
Group idea came through young people teaching adult community groups how to 
cook the produce they have grown. Young people didn't have time to tend to the 
whole space and adults wanted to get involved. We have started to pilot the group, 
but are only funded until the end of July.  

The group is open to any adults above the age of 18 years old. 

Estimated direct 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 

Estimated indirect 
beneficiaries 

Type 

Unspecified Unspecified 

  



 43 

Appendix 1 – Equalities Monitoring Data 
 

Please note that the data presented in the charts below relates to the 
representatives of the projects that ran a crowdfunding campaign. This does not 
represent organisation or project staff and/or project beneficiaries.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16%

37%

10%

11%

5%

5%

16%
Age Range 20-30

30-40

40-50

50-60

60-70

70-80

Prefer not to say

16%

79%

5%

Disability
Yes

No

Prefer not to say


