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Introduction 
The Covid-19 crisis’ impact on the charity sector is undeniable, and data on the extent of this impact 
from organisations ‘on the ground’ is crucial to understanding how Covid-19 is affecting Cobseo 
Members. While sector-level data from recent annual reports and accounts can be effective in 
understanding the potential impact, there is no substitute for Members giving voice to the reality of 
their situation. 

This is the second Cobseo Members survey undertaken during the Covid-19 crisis, and results 
presented here provide a comparison between survey results obtained in May 2020 and current data 
from October 2020 which help to chart the evolving impact on Cobseo Members as they continue to 
operate and to serve their beneficiaries under challenging circumstances.  

When Covid-19’s immediate health and economic threat is passed, questions about the impact on 
Cobseo Members will turn to data for answers. Data exists from before the crisis (2019 annual 
reports), and there will be data in next year’s annual reports and accounts; but establishing what 
happened on the ground during the crisis will be key to evidencing cause and effect. This is especially 
true for those organisations which may not survive to write their 2020/21 annual reports.  

The results of this survey provide first-hand data, on how the Covid-19 crisis is affecting many of the 
UK’s most well-known and depended-upon armed forces charities and wider organisations. This 
survey and report is designed to help build an evidence base to inform current action and future 
planning in the wake of Covid-19.  

 

About the survey  
This survey was generously funded by the Forces in Mind Trust and was designed in collaboration 
between DSC and Cobseo. The subsequent analysis and report were undertaken by DSC. Responses 
were gathered via the online survey tool ‘Survey Monkey’ from 6 to 21 October 2020. A total of 121 
Cobseo Members completed the survey. 

Quotes from respondents are used throughout this report. Quotes appear as written by respondents; 
however, certain quotes have been minimally altered to maintain the anonymity of respondents. Not 
all qualitative responses are featured in the report; however, to ensure that all responses were heard, 
every response given by Members was anonymised and presented to the Cobseo executive team. 

 

About DSC  
Directory of Social Change (DSC) has a vision of an independent voluntary sector at the heart of social 
change. We are an independent charity with specialist research expertise and experience from over 
40 years of providing support to the charity sector.  

Our publications and reports are regarded as the premier sources of information on charities and our 
work continues to support development in both policy and practice across the charity sector. 

Visit DSC online at dsc.org.uk to learn more.  
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Executive Summary 
Characteristics of respondents  

 In total, 121 respondents took part in the survey, of whom 77% were Cobseo Members and 21% 
of whom were Associate Cobseo Members. 
 

 Additionally, 2.5% reported being a member of Veterans Scotland, and 1.7% of reported being a 
member of both Cobseo and Veterans Scotland. 21% of respondents report operating in Scotland. 
 

 The vast majority of respondents (93%) were from registered charities or charitable incorporated 
organisations (CIOs). 
 

 ‘Small income’ charities (annual incomes less than £750,000) accounted for the majority (51%) of 
survey respondents.  

 

Serving beneficiaries  

 Over half of respondents (60%) saw an increase in beneficiary numbers (up 14% since May), while 
25% saw a decrease, and only 13% saw no change in beneficiary numbers during the ongoing 
Covid-19 crisis.  
 

 Members reported large increases in beneficiary demand for mental health support (74%, up 20% 
since May), loneliness support (70%, up 5% since May); poverty and financial support (55%, up 
8% since May). Although lower in overall demand, drug and alcohol support saw the largest 
increase in demand (up 22% since May). 

 
 One-third (35%) of respondents reported coping with demand ‘with difficulty’, and a combined 

9% with very significant difficulty or an inability to meet the demand from beneficiaries. In 
contrast, a combined 26% reported being able to cope ‘easily’ or ‘very easily’ with demand.   

 
 A significant impact on critical services was most strongly reported in the areas of mental health 

support (45%), welfare support (39%), and support for the elderly (35%). 
 

 Critical services closing or being undeliverable were reported in six areas, most commonly for 
Service families support (7%), support to the elderly (4%), and Mental Health support (2%). 

 

Cash flow 

 A decrease in monthly income was experienced by 72% of respondents, of which 32% saw a 
decrease of between 1% to 24% in income. Only 9% saw an increase in income and 19% saw no 
change in income (down 7% since May) to pre-Covid levels. 
 

 The most pronounced decrease in income was in fundraising events income, for which 85% of 
respondents reported seeing a decrease.  
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 Over two-thirds (68%) of members noticed a decrease in public donations (up 14% since May), 
and 64% had seen a decrease in trading income.  

 
 A decrease in monthly expenditure was reported by 61% of respondents, of which 40% saw a 1% 

to 24% decline in expenditure. Conversely, 24% saw an increase in expenditure, and 15% saw no 
change in expenditure (down 14% since May). 
 

 The most pronounced decrease in expenditure was for ‘service delivery’, experienced by 45% of 
respondents. The need for financial support to cover overheads was a common theme in 
respondent’s qualitative answers.  

 
 Staff costs showed no significant difference between May and October 2020. The Government’s 

Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme (covering 80% of wages) which launched in March, ended in 
October. Therefore, the impact of Covid-19 on charity staff may not be fully realised until after 
quarter-four of 2020. This can be seen in responses, with a combined 25% believing that a 
reduction in paid staff will become a reality within one year, and 13% of respondents reporting 
that reduction in paid staff was already a reality. 

 

Risks 

 A reduction in service delivery was highlighted by 25% of Members as likely becoming a reality 
within one year. In total, 13% stated that reduced service delivery was already a reality. A 
reduction in critical services within one year was reported by 33% of respondents, of which for 
8% of respondents, this was already a reality.  
 

 Reduction in paid staff was either ‘already a reality’ or expected ‘within one month’ by a 
combined 17% of respondents.  

 
 A combined 23% of respondents believed that the financial stability of their organisation would 

be compromised within one year, with an additional 2% of respondents stating that this was 
‘already a reality’.  
 

 A combined 15% of respondents estimate their cash reserves would be completely depleted 
within one year. This is almost half the number from May (31%), which may be indicative of a 
financial deferral rather than a solution, as more respondents now predict their cash reserves 
being completely depleted in 2-5 years (48% combined) than they did in May (14%). 

 
 For 5% of respondents, merging with another organisation is already a reality (almost four-times 

more respondents than in May). Differences in responses between May and October also suggest 
that more Members are considering mergers in the longer term (3-5 years). Additionally, this 
question was ‘applicable’ to 21% more respondents than in May, suggesting that mergers are 
becoming more commonly considered as a result of Covid-19. 

 
 For one organisation, the threat of closing permanently was ‘already a reality’. Additionally, 5% 

of respondents stated that their organisation risked closure within one year, and a combined 18% 
within two-years. 
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Support  

 Just under one-third of respondents (33%) had either not applied for or had been unsuccessful in 
applying for a service delivery grant from government. Of those who has obtained a grant, the 
most common use was for welfare support (17%) and mental and physical health support (17%) 

 
 Close to one-fifth (24%) of respondents reported needing ‘significant support’ in order to sustain 

or achieve delivery of critical services in the coming year, with 31% requiring ‘minimal to 
moderate support’. 

 
 Over one-third (34%) of respondents reported needing ‘minimal to moderate support’ to sustain 

or achieve improvements to the efficiency of service delivery to beneficiaries, with 35% reporting 
that they require no support. 13% reported needing ‘significant support’ in this area.  

 

Conclusions  

Increasing beneficiary numbers  

Data presented in this survey showed an overall increase in beneficiary numbers between May and 
October 2020. Overall, 60% of respondents saw an increase in beneficiaries, while 25% saw a decrease 
in beneficiary numbers.  

While 35% of respondents reported being able to cope ‘with difficulty’ with beneficiary demand, the 
data shows that certain services are more significantly impacted than others. This is especially so for 
critical services such as mental health and wellbeing support, which when viewed in relation to 
findings on increasing beneficiary numbers, shows the strain of increasing demand.  
 
Mental and physical health was the critical service area to report highest levels of ‘significant impact’ 
from Covid-19 (45%). However, it was Service families support that saw the highest levels of ‘closed 
or undeliverable’ critical services (7%). 
 
Decreasing income and expenditure  

Survey data showed an overall decrease in income, with 72% of respondents seeing a decrease. In 
contrast, only 9% saw an increase in income. Decreased income was commonly (68%) seen in public 
donations (up 14% since May). Additionally, 85% reported a decrease in fundraising events income.  

Overall, 61% of respondents reporting a decrease in expenditure, with 56% reporting that expenditure 
had decreased by up to half. Respondents cited a decrease due to events being cancelled or some 
service delivery being reduced, with 13% reporting reduction in service delivery was ‘already a reality’. 

The overall increase in beneficiary demand, combined with decreasing income appears to be placing 
significant strain on services, most notably for critical services such as mental health and wellbeing 
support, which has also seen a 20% increase in beneficiary demand since May 2020, with demand for 
drug and alcohol support also increasing by 22% over the same period.  

As income from events and public donations continue to decrease, combined with increasing 
beneficiary demand and diminishing resources; it will be those individuals and their families who 
depend upon the work of Cobseo Members that will suffer most in the coming months. 



6 
 

Characteristics of respondents 

Figure 1 shows a breakdown of all 121 respondents’ Cobseo membership types. Over three-quarters 
(76.9%) were full members of Cobseo (including Regimental Associations). Only 4.2% identified 
themselves as Veterans Scotland Members, of which, 1.7% were also Cobseo Members. 

Figure 1 

Cobseo membership  
(121 respondents, 100%) 

 
Data on Veterans Scotland Membership was not reliably collected. Respondents may not have realised that they could tick more than one option.   

 

Figure 2 shows which UK countries respondent’s organisations are operating within. The vast majority 
(88%) specified UK countries, of which over one-quarter (29.3%) of respondents specified England. A 
further 10 respondents cited ‘other’ and include; the Commonwealth, world-wide, UK and selected 
overseas areas.  

Figure 2 

Country/countries in which Members operate?  
(341 responses, responses are not mutually exclusive) 
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Figure 3 shows the types of organisations represented by respondents. The vast majority 92.6% 
identified themselves as Registered Charities or CIOs. 

A further 5% identified as ‘other’, and include; associations, an independent body hosted by a charity, 
NHS Service, professional body, and statutory (part of MOD). 

Figure 3 

Type of organisation  
(121 respondents, 100%) 

 
 

Figure 4 shows the income bands of respondent’s organisations. Over half (51.2%) identified as having 
‘small incomes’ of less than £750,000 per year.  

Organisations with ‘medium’ (£750,000 to £10 million) annual income represented 38.8% of 
respondents, and ‘Large’ (£10 million plus) income organisations accounted for 9.1% of respondents.   

Figure 4 

Members' income band  
(121 respondents, 100%) 

 
 

92.6%

5.0%

1.7% 0.8%

Registered Charity / Charitable Incorporated
Organisation (CIO)

Other

Social Enterprise or CIC that can make profit

Community Interest Company (CIC) - Not for
profit

51.2%
38.8%

9.1%
Small (income less than £750k per year)
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Large (income greater than £10m per year)
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Serving beneficiaries  
Members were asked whether they were experiencing changes in beneficiary demand during the 
Covid-19 crisis in terms of ‘decreased demand’, ‘increased demand’ or ‘no change’ (to pre-Covid 
levels). Responses are limited to those who make provision available in each area of support, therefore 
the percentages are calculated based on the number of responses to each individual question.  

The same questions were also asked in May 2020, and the charts presented below show this data as 
a comparison. It should be noted that although the May survey featured Cobseo Members, the sample 
is not identical. 

Figures 5 to 8 show responses to several areas of provision in which demand has increased between 
May and October 2020, but where close-to or over 50% of respondents reported ‘no change’ to pre-
Covid levels of demand. In all cases, demand had increased between May and October 2020, with drug 
and alcohol support seeing a 21.7% increase between May and October. 

Figure 5 

Drug and alcohol abuse support  
(58 respondents, 48%) 

 
 
Figure 6 

Domestic abuse support  
(61 respondents 29%) 
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Figure 7 

Physical health support  
(74 respondents, 61%) 

 
 
 
Figure 8 

Housing support  
(106 respondents, 55%) 
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Figures 9 to 11 show responses to areas in which 50% of respondents or more saw an increase in 
demand. In all cases, demand had increased between May and October 2020, with employment and 
unemployment support seeing the largest increase (13.6% increase) between May and October. 

Figure 9 

Employment and unemployment support  
(78 respondents, 64%) 

 
‘There are more enquiries for self-employment support as there are fewer employment 

opportunities for people.’ 
 

 

Figure 10 

Poverty or financial support  
(78 respondents, 64%) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

14.1%

50.0%
35.9%

12.1%

36.4%
51.4%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Decreased demand Increased demand No changePe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f r
es

po
nd

en
ts

Status of demand from beneficiaries

Oct

May

7.7%

55.1%

37.2%

10.3%

49.6%
40.2%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Decreased demand Increased demand No changePe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f r
es

po
nd

en
ts

Status of demand from beneficiaries

Oct

May



11 
 

Figure 11 

 Family support  
(85 respondents, 70%) 

 
‘Front line assessments by service providers are being conducted via telephone which may not 

reveal the real issues going on within the individual/family set up therefore may re-appear later.’ 

 

Figures 12 and 13 show that close to 70% of respondents, have seen an increase in demand for both 
loneliness support and for mental health support (figure 13). In both cases, demand had increased 
between May and October 2020, with mental health support seeing the largest increase in demand 
(20.1% increase) since May. 

Figure 12 

Loneliness support  
(89 respondents, 74%) 

 
‘Whilst the number of referrals to us for our services have dropped during the crisis period the 

need of existing beneficiaries is now greater, in particular where they are isolated or lonely and 
facing additional challenges with the COVID restrictions.’ 

 ‘We have taken the decision to close our respite home in light of Covid and have instead been 
keeping in touch with beneficiaries remotely. We are struggling to help beneficiaries engage in 

their communities (to overcome isolation and loneliness) due to the social distancing restrictions 
and have instead been keeping in touch with beneficiaries via check and chat calls.’ 
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Figure 13 

Mental health support  
(90 respondents, 74%) 

 
 ‘We provide mental health support; including counselling and peer support groups. Without 
providing these many would have not sought help. Which would severely impact their mental 

health, relationships, wellbeing and other.’ 

 
 
Respondents could also specify ‘other’ areas of beneficiary demand, which are shown below.  
  

Other areas of beneficiary demand  
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‘Slight increase in backfilling statutory services (particularly NHS provision)’ 

‘Spouse employment support has been a new, and acute demand’ 

‘Support for children’ 

‘Support into hospital, emergency food parcels, support out of probation’ 

‘There has been a marked increase in the demand for financial guidance since the beginning of the 
pandemic’ 

‘We have seen a significant reduction in esprit d'corps activities and the use of our facilities for and 
the use of our facilities for respite and welfare Breaks’ 
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Respondents were also asked to estimate the overall increase/decrease in numbers of beneficiaries 
requesting (or referred for) support. Figure 14 shows that the most common experience was that of 
seeing a 1% to 49% increase in beneficiaries requesting or being referred for support. Overall, 59.5% 
of respondents saw an increase in beneficiaries, while 24.8% saw a decrease in beneficiary numbers.  

In May 2020, one-quarter (25.8%) of respondents saw no change in beneficiary numbers during the; 
however, this figure has in October, dropped to only 13.2% who have witnessed a change.  

Figure 14 

Increase/decrease in numbers of beneficiaries  
(118 respondents 98%) 

 
‘Our numbers have dropped only because of the limited access we have to hospitals not because 

the demand has lessened, the opposite is the case’. 

‘The welfare centres had to be closed during lockdown in each country and have gradually re-
opened on reduced hours as permitted, but social distancing and sentiment continues to reduce 

the numbers coming in.’ 
 

While it is recognised that this observed change may be due to variance between both May and 
October’s survey respondents, figures 9 and 13 do show an increase demand for supporting 
beneficiaries across every area of support.  

Members were also asked to estimate the number of beneficiaries that they served in the last year 
(pre-Covid-19). The majority (53%) of all respondents reported serving up to 100 beneficiaries, while 
25% reported serving up to 1,000 beneficiaries, and 10% served up to 100,000 beneficiaries.  

Therefore, the overall increase in beneficiary demand has the potential to number in the tens of 
thousands of individuals requiring support compared to before the Covid-19 outbreak, especially for 
those individuals experiencing loneliness and mental health issues, and the organisations which 
support them.  
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Figure 15 shows Members’ reported ability to cope with demand on service delivery. Almost half of 
respondents (49.6% combined) reported being able to cope easily, very easily, or with no difference 
to pre-Covid levels.  

In contrast, one-third of respondents (34.7%) reported coping with difficulty, and a combined 9.1% 
reported experiencing either very significant difficulty or that they could not meet the demand from 
beneficiaries. Respondents reporting that they were able to meet demand ‘with difficulty’ saw the 
largest change between May and October 2020 (up 11% since May). 

Figure 15 

Ability to cope with demand on service delivery  
(112 respondents, 93%) 

 
‘We have coped well in terms of making our services available virtually very quickly but we can’t 

keep up with demand.’ 

‘People are working longer hours and dealing with more people. On-line delivery of services people 
expect you to be available virtually all the time.’ 

‘Demand from those in need remains steady and within the bounds of our forecast and ability.’ 

‘It’s been very difficult to continue providing 24/7 support. The remaining seven staff including 
myself have agreed to do four 12 hour shift patterns. To ensure our beneficiaries receive the best 

possible care and support, at these difficult times.’ 

‘We have noticed some delays due to Caseworkers not physically visiting potential beneficiaries.’ 

‘We have the capacity to expand our services and welcome approaches from Cobseo members to 
widen our referral reach.’ 

‘With service delivery changing from face to face and staff home working, we are coping with 
demand but it is a different way of working.  Not easy by different.’ 
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Critical services 
Figures 16 and 17 show data on the impact of Covid-19 on critical service delivery for nine critical 
service topics. ‘Critical services’ were defined as ‘services to beneficiaries, without which individuals 
would face significant or serious challenge to their wellbeing’. This question is unique to the October 
survey and therefor no comparison data is available from May 2020.  

Percentages are calculated from the total number of respondents in each area of provision. Each 
critical service sums 100% (rounded) across figures 16 and 17. Respondents were able to specify ‘not 
applicable’ for this question (should they not deliver this support), so data presented below relates 
only to those who deliver such critical services.  

Figure 16 shows respondent data on which critical services were identified as experiencing ‘no impact’ 
and ‘minimal to moderate impact’. Housing was most commonly (37.0%) reported as experiencing no 
impact on critical services. Criminal justice system support was the critical service area to report 
highest levels of minimal to moderate impact’ (53.6% of respondents), closely followed by domestic 
violence (52.6%). 

Figure 16 

Critical services experiencing ‘no impact’ and ‘minimal to moderate 
impact’ 
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Figure 17 shows respondent data on which critical services were identified as experiencing ‘significant 
impact’ and ‘service closed/undeliverable’.  

Mental and physical health was the critical service area to report highest levels of ‘significant impact’ 
from Covid-19 (45.1% of respondents). However, Service families support saw the highest levels of 
‘closed or undeliverable’ critical services (6.9% of respondents). 

Figure 17 

Critical services which have been ‘significantly impacted’ or 
‘closed/undeliverable’ 

 
‘Care Home delivery has been severely impacted, requiring changes in shift patterns, creation of 

isolation area (thus reduced capacity).’ 

‘We are not running programmes for new applicants until post Covid.’ 

‘We have been able to adapt easily to provide online support. However those people who don't 
have access to a computer/phone or internet we haven't been able to support.’ 
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Members were asked how critical services delivered by their organisation were being 
impacted during the ongoing Covid-19 crisis. 

Ways in which critical services have been impacted during the 
Covid-19 crisis 

‘All our team transitioned to home working in March with no impact on service delivery.’ 

‘Closing the hubs which were superb at providing an answer to loneliness, integration into 
and with their communities. Also face to face support which is vital to create long lasting 

support that makes a difference.’ 

‘Communication is difficult due to working from home - requires more time and slightly 
more effort to maintain levels of support but has not really impacted on critical service 

delivery.’ 

‘Lack of face to face case working has complicated the delivery of an increased number of 
welfare cases.’ 

‘Huge impact, with mass cancellations of activities, and opportunities cancelled / 
deferred.’ 

‘Inability to meet beneficiaries face to face particularly if some have limited IT skills and/or 
access to a computer.’ 

‘Much of our pastoral support is delivered face to face in community centres and 
refreshment/relaxation facilities.  Covid restrictions mean that some are closed, the 

remainder are operating with social distancing, and much of our activity is having to move 
on-line.’ 

‘Our work very much depends on the delivery of casework, without which we cannot 
normally deliver our services.’ 

‘Our issue is funding the necessary capacity to meet the increasing needs. We have the 
ability and the right services, as evidenced by external evaluation, but we need to provide 

to more people.’ 
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Cashflow: Income 
The following section explores respondents’ current cash flow situation. Figures 18 to 24 focus on 
income, and figures 25 to 32 explore expenditure.  

Respondents were asked whether they were experiencing changes in income during the Covid-19 
crisis, in terms of ‘decreased, ‘increased’ or ‘no change’ (to pre-Covid levels). Responses are limited to 
those who generate each area of income; therefore, percentages are calculated on the number of 
responses to each question. The same questions were also asked in May 2020, and the charts 
presented below show this data as a comparison. It should be noted that although the May survey 
featured Cobseo Members, the sample is not identical. 

Figures 18 and 19 showed the highest levels of reporting ‘no change’ in income for both legacy income 
and fees for services income during the Covid-19 crisis. 

Figure 18 

Fees for services income (local government/NHS)  
(31 respondents, 26%) 

 
 
Figure 19 

Legacy income  
(76 respondents, 70%) 

 
‘We had significant legacy income in 2019 which was not reinvested and along with steady legacy 

income for 2020, we have enough cash to see us through to the end of 2021.’ 
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Figure 20 shows that close to one-quarter (23.5%) of respondents had seen an increase in grants/ 
funder income. This is in contrast to figures gathered in May, which show that Members’ experience 
of funded income has not further decreased but may have started to increase.  

Figure 20 

Grant-makers/ funders income  
(85 respondents, 70%) 

 
‘Funding is difficult with a number of Armed Forces organisations that used to deliver grants 

shutting their doors; additionally, we lost 1/3 of our unrestricted funding when we had to shut the 
door.’ 

‘The range of organisations making grants available has reduced and the funding is limited.’ 

‘Awarded grants usually received have reduced by a third.’ 

‘Lack of fundraising. If our corporate donors hit hard times or close we will lose their donation too.’ 

 ‘We are unable to conduct fundraising events and are finding it difficult to compete for limited 
grants amongst stiff competition.’ 

 

Figure 19 

Sponsorship income  
(59 respondents, 49%) 

 
‘We lost two of our sponsors this year and planning to increase the number of sponsors has been 

hampered by the ongoing Covid-19 crisis.’ 
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Figure 20 and 21 show similar findings to each other, with over three-fifths of respondents 
experiencing a decrease in both trading income (63.6%) and in investment income (62.5%). Data on 
investment income was not collected in the May survey and so no comparison data is presented in 
figure 21.  

Figure 20 

Trading income  
(55 respondents, 45%) 

 
‘We are primary a trading charity so the closures and ongoing reduced use can only continue with 

Government job support and the continued expenditure of reserves (estimate £160k in 2020).’ 

 

Figure 21 

Investment income  
(80 respondents 66%) 

 
‘Investment income has been volatile but moderated by a reserve.  We do anticipate that 2021 will 

be more challenging and this could impact on our future grant making.’ 

‘Reduced income from investments but reserves will be used for 24 months.’ 

‘The future economic slump/depression will affect the economy, therefore earnings, therefore 
dividends/bond yields, therefore our investment income.’ 

 
 
 

63.6%

12.7%
23.6%

60.3%

3.2%

36.5%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Decreased Increased No change

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f r
es

po
nd

en
ts

Status of income

Oct

May

62.5%

2.5%

35.0%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Decreased Increased No change

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f r
es

po
nd

en
ts

Status of income



21 
 

Figures 22 and 23 shows the most pronounced levels of Members’ experiencing decreased income, 
with over two-thirds (67.8%) experiencing a decline in pubic donations, and over four-fifths reporting 
a decrease in fundraising events income.  

This is unsurprising, as ‘events’ are not being held due to social distancing rules, and in both cases, 
there is a decrease in this trend between May and October 2020, which is especially noticeable for 
public donations income.  

Figure 22 

Public donations income  
(90 respondents, 74%) 

 
‘No fundraising or donations to pay for staff not funded by external funders - ie. senior 
management, office administrator, trainer. Difficulty in acquiring additional funding.’ 

‘Our public fundraising and donations have dropped at least 50%. We have been fortunate in the 
short-term to off-set what we need to continue our critical support services from emergency 

grants. The longer it takes for regular fundraising events to come back online the more risk there is 
to our cash flow.’ 

 
Figure 23 

Fundraising events income  
(75 respondents, 62%) 

 
‘Complete loss of fundraising opportunities as this was focused around one or two major events.’ 

‘Less fundraising from key events requiring the charity to go into its reserves.’ 
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‘More demand for services, less fundraising opportunities.’ 

‘Not been able to arrange corporate events has reduced the cash flow significantly.’ 

‘Only two annual fund raising activities normally. Both cancelled this year. some costs from 
cancellation.’ 

 

Respondents were asked to estimate the overall increase/decrease in income during the Covid-19 
crisis. The same questions were also asked in May 2020, and the charts presented below show this 
data as a comparison. It should be noted that although the May survey featured Cobseo Members, 
the sample is not identical. 

Figure 24 shows that Collectively, 71.8% of respondents saw a decrease in income in October (up 6.1% 
since May). Close to one-third (31.8%) saw a 1% to 24% decline in income, (up 5.1% since May). 

Figure 24 

Estimated shift in monthly income  
(110 respondents, 91%) 

 
‘67% drop in revenue (£6m) but have avoided during down on our reserves yet.’ 

‘Because of the restrictions our years events were cancelled effectively reducing our annual income 
by one third. We have therefore had to once again rely more on grants this year, even with our 

social enterprise still providing the charity with an income. We do not expect this to be long term 
into the whole of the summer of 2021.’ 

‘Covid 19 restrictions has affected all our dealings with clients that access our services..and this 
compromise all income.’ 
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Cashflow: Expenditure  
Figures 25 to 33 focus on Members’ expenditure situation. Respondents were asked whether they 
were experiencing ‘decreased’ or ‘increased’ expenditure, or ‘no change’ (to pre-Covid levels). 
Responses are limited to those who commit expenditure in given areas, therefore, percentages are 
calculated based on the number of responses to each individual question.  

The same questions were also asked in May 2020, and the charts presented below show this data as 
a comparison. It should be noted that although the May survey featured Cobseo Members, the sample 
is not identical. 

Figure 25 shows expenditure relating to fundraising costs. More respondents reported a change in 
both increasing and decreasing fundraising costs compared to in May 2020. This was also the case for 
volunteer management costs, and governance costs (figure 26), where in both cases, slightly more 
respondents reported a decrease in costs than reported an increase.  

Figure 25 

Fundraising costs expenditure  
(77 respondents, 64%) 

 
 

Figure 26 

Governance costs expenditure  
(101 respondents, 83%) 
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Figures 27 shows volunteer costs, for which more respondents reported a decrease in volunteer 
management costs in October than did in May. A slight increase in costs was also noted by 
respondents. 

Figure 27 

Volunteer management costs expenditure  
(71 respondents, 59%) 

 
‘The challenge is a combination of decreasing volunteers' capacity and decreasing donations.’ 

 
 
Staff costs (figure 28) showed no significant difference in between May and October 2020, which is 
likely due to the Government’s Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme (covering 80% of wages) which 
launched in March and ended in October 2020.  
 
Figure 28 

Staff costs expenditure  
(98 respondents, 81%) 

 
‘The reason our staff costs are not increasing is because we cannot fund such an increase. There is 

an absolute need for more staff and our team are incredibly stretched.’ 

‘Furlough helped - we would have had to make redundancies without it.’ 

‘Staff costs are down as we do not use as many contactors. PAYE staff we are the same, although 
recruitment was put on hold.’ 
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Service delivery costs (figure 29), and overheads costs (figure 30) shows that more respondents 
reported decreasing service delivery costs compared to May 2020. This was also the case for and 
overheads costs.  

Figure 29 

Service delivery expenditure  
(112 respondents, 93%) 

 
 
Figure 30 

Overheads expenditure  
(107 respondents, 88%) 

 
‘Some decrease to costs as no travelling costs have to be paid, small increase in admin costs 

running the IT systems.’ 

‘We are doing our best to trim our overheads whilst retaining our staffing levels to ensure 
continuity of service to our beneficiaries.’ 
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In this survey, respondents were also asked about Covid-19’s impact on costs of grant-making to both 
individuals (figure 31) and to organisations (figure 32). Data was not collected on these topics in May 
2020, and so no comparison data is presented in the following two graphs.  

Figure 31 shows that most commonly respondents saw no change in costs for grant-making to 
individuals; however, more respondents reported a decrease in such costs than reported an increase.  

Figure 31 

Grant-making to individuals  
(61 respondents, 50%) 

 
‘Again, fundraising costs have fallen because of cancelled events - in terms of grants this should 

not be taken out of context, reduced casework means less grants, reduced applications potentially 
mean less grants.’ 

‘Grants through Service related charities to individuals with need remains steady. Service grants to 
units and individuals in support of welfare, sport, adventure training etc has decreased because 

social activity is restricted.’ 
 

Similar to figure 31, grant-making to organisation (figure 32) also showed more respondents reporting 
no change to costs associated with making grants to organisations. As seen above, more respondents 
reported a decrease in these costs than reported an increase. Comparatively, income from funders 
(figure 20) showed that 39% of respondents reported a decrease and 38% reported no change in 
funded income. Only 24% reported an increase in funded income. 

Figure 32 

Grant-making to organisations  
(54 respondents, 45%) 
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Respondents were asked to estimate the overall increase/decrease in expenditure during the Covid-
19 crisis. The same questions were also asked in May 2020, and the charts presented below show this 
data as a comparison. It should be noted that although the May survey featured Cobseo Members, 
the sample is not identical. 

Figure 33 shows that 60.9% of respondents saw a decline in expenditure, of which 40.0% saw a 1% to 
24% decrease. Additionally, 23.7% reported an increase in monthly expenditure (down 3.1% since 
May). 

Figure 33 

Estimated shift in monthly expenditure  
(110 respondents, 91%) 

 
‘Support levels have increased greatly but net Expenditure hasn't changed due to offsetting having 

cancelled events.’ 

‘Increased expenditure on welfare against flat line income.’ 

‘Pressure is greatest on unrestricted fund cashflow, as restricted funds are inflexible. This may 
result in cashing in of investments to fund needs, with potential loss of value due to market timing 

and depletion of reserves which will affect the longer term ability to assist beneficiaries.’ 

‘We have a healthy level of free reserves but do anticipate having to review current levels of 
expenditure in light of reduced income.’ 

‘We are running at a significant monthly loss that is being managed through existing cash and a 
loan, with the likely need to use reserves in 2021.’ 
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Risks  
The following section explores risks facing Cobseo Members. Figures 34 to 41 present a series of risks 
and the time frame in which respondents believe those risks will become a reality.  

The same questions were also asked in May 2020, and the charts presented below show this data as 
a comparison. It should be noted that although the May survey featured Cobseo Members, the sample 
is not identical.  

The most pressing risk to Members was reduction in service delivery, with 12.7% stating this is already 
a reality, and a combined 24.6% believing this will become a reality within one year.  

Figure 34 

Reduction in service delivery  
(118 respondents, 98%) 

 
‘Reliant to an extent on funding from Service charities. Indications are this will be an issue in 12-18 

months.’ 

‘We are a well-resourced charity and it would take 5+ years before we feel the real financial 
impact of Covid19.’ 
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Reduction in paid staff (figure 35) also showed a high rate of responses for whom this was ‘already a 
reality’ (12.7%). A combined 24.6% reported that a reduction in paid staff will become a reality within 
one year. This question is unique to the October survey, so comparative data from May is not available.  
 
Figure 35 

Reduction in paid staff  
(118 respondents, 98%) 

 
‘We are forecasting a loss of revenue of 67% by 31st March 2020. Our ability to publicise our free 
offer to those in need has been constrained and we have reduced our staff, (including full time, 

part time and casuals from 146 to 66)’. 

‘Project manager has been unable to access funding for his position over the last six months. If  
veterans are restricted from accessing our projects this will also reduce income and could place the 

project at a high risk of closing down.’ 
 

Reduction in critical service delivery (figure 36) was ‘already a reality’ for 7.7% of respondents. A 
combined 24.6% reported that a reduction in paid staff will become a reality within one year. A 
combined 36.8% of respondents placed this risk within a one to five-year timeframe of occurring. This 
question is unique to the October survey, so comparative data from May is not available. 

Figure 36 

Reduction in critical service delivery  
(117 respondents, 96%) 

 
‘The main issue is not being able to plan as traditional funders have removed funding streams. This 
means that we do not know how long our reserves have got to support operations and limits what 

we can commit to at this time of critical need.’ 
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Figures 37 show that a combined 15.1% of respondents estimated that their cash reserves will be 
completely depleted within one year, repressing half the number of respondents from May (30.5% 
combined). This may be indicative of a financial deferral rather than a solution, as more respondents 
now predict their cash reserves being completely depleted in 2-5 years (47.9% combined) than they 
did in May (14.2% increase from May). 

Figure 37 

Cash reserves being completely depleted  
(119 respondents, 98%) 

 
‘Decrease in income means we will have to draw down on reserves.’ 

‘Reserves need to be held to meet commitments in 2021 to be able to deliver our charitable 
purpose which means the current period needs emergency funding to get through to 2021.’ 

‘Our intent is to make use of the reserves to sustain operations.’ 

‘Reserves were small, quickly expended, and many changes have been made to adapt.’ 
 

A similar finding to the above graph can be seen in figure 38, in which 27.7% of respondents believe 
their organisations’ financial stability would be compromised within 3-5 years. This is 8.9% more than 
specified 3-5 years in May’s survey.  

Figure 38 

Financial stability of organisation compromised  
(119 respondents, 98%) 

 
 ‘The charity is 80% reliant on grant funding and will be affected by the downturn in financial 

position of the larger military grant giving charities.’ 
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Figure 39 shows that 5.1% of respondents have already started to sell assets to raise funds. As seen 
above, more respondents believe this risk will become a reality in the longer term (3-5 years, 10.3%). 

Figure 39 

Sale of assets to raise funds  
(117 respondents, 97%) 

 
‘It has not been necessary to draw upon reserves and recent planned disposal of some assets has 

benefitted the charity.’ 

‘We've had to make huge changes, including selling assets and changing work patterns, with 
furlough and some natural staff wastage we are actually recruiting at the moment as we shift on 

to a new footing.  We are growing again, and rebuilding reserves, but the future looks very 
challenging, and certainly not sustainable in our pre-covid form. 

 

Figure 40 shows that for 5.1% of respondents, merging with another organisation is already a reality 
(almost four-times more respondents than in May). Differences in responses between May and 
October also suggest that more Members are considering mergers in the longer term (3-5 years). 
Additionally, this question was ‘applicable’ to 21% more respondents this time than in May, overall 
suggesting that mergers may be becoming more commonly considered as a result of Covid-19.  

Figure 40 

Merging with another organisation  
(118 respondents, 98%) 

 
‘Merging may not be a risk but an opportunity.’ 

‘Merging with another organisation should not be seen as a risk or a negative, it is a positive!’ 
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‘We are looking for partnering other organisations/charities not merging.  We already work in 
collaboration with literally 100s of organisations.’ 

 

Figure 41 shows that for one organisation, this is already a reality, and a combined 5.2% of 
respondents believe that their organisation will close within one year.  

Figure 41 

Organisation closing permanently  
(117 respondents, 97%) 

 
‘The structure of the charity and income streams will allow for the long-term viability of the 

charity.’ 

 ‘Unless we are able to obtain more sponsors, we will be unable to continue the charity.’ 
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Support  
This section explores government support currently being accessed by Members and additional 
support needs required.  

Figure 42 shows which service delivery areas respondents have used government Covid-19 grants. 
Most commonly, respondents had not applied for or been successful at obtaining grants (32.4%). This 
question is unique to this survey, and therefore no comparative data is available from May. 

Of those who specified grant topics, welfare (17.7%) and mental health and wellbeing (16.5%) were 
most common. This also tallies with earlier findings which showed that mental health and wellbeing 
was an area which had seen both increased beneficiary demand (figure 13) and was in the top-three 
areas for critical services being either ‘significantly impacted’ or ‘closed/undeliverable’ (figure 17).  

Figure 42 

Service delivery grants from the government  
(170 responses) 

 
‘The charity was closed (furloughed) therefore we were unable to apply for any government 

grants.’ 

‘In the same way that local government has given flat rate grants to small businesses, National 
Government should consider a similar scheme for small charities.’ 
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Figure 43 shows respondent’s level of support needed to sustain or achieve delivery of critical services 
in the coming year. Close to one-fifth (23.9%) reported needing significant support in this area.  

Figure 43 

Support needed to sustain or achieve delivery of critical services in 
the coming year  
(117 responses, 97%) 

 
‘Keep dialogue open so we can share where need is and how we can collectively best support. The 

most critical thing is being able to plan and have visibility of funding going forward. Right now that 
is completely disrupted at a time when it is essential to be able to plan services. NB need continues 

to increase and we expect this trend to continue well into 2021.’ 

‘Multi year commitments from grant funders, core cost support, funding to allow us to invest in 
our future fundraising (e.g. funders do not like to pay for fundraising staff but these staff could 

help make the charity sustainable).’ 
 

Figure 44 shows respondent’s level of support needed to sustain or achieve improvement to the 
efficiency of service delivery to beneficiaries. One-third (33.6%) reported needing minimal to 
moderate support in this area. 

Figure 44 

Support needed to sustain or achieve improvement to the 
efficiency of service delivery to beneficiaries  

(116 responses, 96%) 
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‘Apart from being able to access grant holders for core costs such as salaries during the rest of this 
pandemic not much else really.’ 

‘Assistance with general operating costs.’ 

‘Greater collaboration with similar organisations, and even to explore mergers; there is a growing 
need for our part of the sector to look actively at options to consolidate our various offers to 

beneficiaries.’ 

‘Financial grant to sustain the charity. Pooling resources with other charities, collaborative 
working, joint fundraising initiatives. Consultant to work with us on strategies for sustainability / 

commercial opportunities. Sector-wide review of priorities.’ 
 

 

Figure 45 shows respondent’s level of support needed to sustain or achieve IT solutions to enable 
greater exchange and use of information. Close to one-third (32.8%) reported needing minimal to 
moderate support in this area. 

Figure 45 

Support needed to sustain or achieve IT solutions to enable greater 
exchange and use of information  

(116 responses, 96%) 

 
‘Greater use of IT requires time, resources and training and for part time senior citizens as in my 

case this is hard to achieve.’ 

‘External funding would help reduce IT Costs.’ 

‘We are a grant-making charity, and so somewhat reactive to cases on CMS. If CMS no longer 
reflects the real need, due to caseworkers not operating, we need to be more proactive and 

actively seek out beneficiaries in need /distress. This would require substantial staff and systems 
investment.’ 
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Conclusions 

The following section summarise findings and provides concluding remarks on the survey’s findings. 

 
Increasing beneficiary numbers  

Data presented in this survey showed an overall increase in beneficiary numbers. Overall, 60% of 
respondents saw an increase in beneficiaries up (14% since May), while 25% saw a decrease in 
beneficiary numbers.  

One-third (35%) of respondents reported being able to cope ‘with difficulty’ with beneficiary demand, 
but the data shows that certain services are more significantly impacted than others. This is especially 
so for critical services such as mental health and wellbeing support, which when viewed in relation to 
findings on increasing beneficiary numbers, shows the strain of increasing demand.  

“We have seen an over 30% increase in demand for our mental health support services. 
We are experiencing increased case complexity with beneficiaries experiencing multiple 
challenges, often requiring a greater number of recovery interventions/sessions and a 

longer period of support to achieve objectives. If these trends continue, the accumulative 
impact is likely to be that we are unable to respond as quickly as we would like with 

potential waiting lists for some high demand services.” 

Support for mental health has not only seen the largest overall demand (74%), but it is also among the 
highest reported incidence of Members experiencing a ‘significant impact’ (45%) on critical service 
delivery. Additionally, mental health support has seen a 20% increase in beneficiary demand since 
May 2020, with demand for drug and alcohol support also increasing by 22% over the same period. 

 “Fundraising has almost completely ceased, grant giving charities are giving out less and 
donations are markedly down. Corporates and individuals are tightening the belts for the 

long haul and yet the demand for support to the beneficiary increases as a consequence of 
the increased isolation and loneliness.” 

Demand for loneliness support also remained high (70%, up 5% since May), with many respondents 
citing challenges in engaging with beneficiaries due to both social distancing restrictions, and also 
older beneficiaries’ lack an of internet or devices with which to communicate other than the 
telephone. In total, 35% of respondents reported experiencing a ‘significant impact’ of Covid-19 on 
their ability to provide support to the elderly (including care homes). 

“Our delivery model for mental health, wellbeing and welfare is based around face to face 
contact. A significant number of our service users cannot engage digitally.” 

 
 
Decreasing income and expenditure 

Survey data showed an overall reduction in income between May and October 2020. Overall, 72% of 
respondents saw a decrease in income, while only 9% saw an increase. A decrease in public donations 
was experienced by 68% of respondents (up 14% since May). Additionally, 85% of respondents 
reported a decrease in fundraising events income (up 2% since May).  
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“The majority of our income (Over 50%) comes from fundraising events and community 
fundraising, but as a result of Covid-19 almost all of these were cancelled or postponed 

until 2021 resulting in a reliance on grant funding to make up the shortfall.” 

Overall, expenditure showed a reduction, with 61% of respondents reporting that their expenditure 
had decreased. Respondents cited a decrease in spending, where possible, due to events being 
cancelled or some service delivery being reduced, with a total of 13% of respondents reporting that a 
reduction in service delivery was ‘already a reality’. 
 
Expenditure on staff costs showed no significant difference in between May and October 2020. 
However, the Government’s Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme (covering 80% of wages) which 
launched in March, ended in October. Therefore, the impact of Covid-19 on charity staff may not be 
fully realised until after October 2020. This is supported by survey results showing that 25% of 
respondents believed that a reduction in paid staff will be a reality within one year. 
 

“Running costs have reduced and we are lean anyway. We have been successful in 
winning some new bids, but we are certainly not complacent and know that things will 

get tougher in next years.” 

A number of respondents expressed concern that their reserves were becoming depleted, yet more 
respondents communicated that their reserves position was stable for now. Data showed that for 
many, the financial impact of Covid-19 is expected to be felt within the coming years, rather than 
months.  

“Our unrestricted reserve is now slightly above our minimum. However, the next and 
following years present an unknown as if grants go down we do not believe that 
fundraising opportunities or the opportunity to court business support will be in 

abundance.” 

A combined 15% of respondents estimate that their cash reserves will be completely depleted within 
one year, repressing half the number of respondents from May (31% combined). However, this may 
be indicative of a financial deferral rather than a solution, as more respondents now predict their cash 
reserves being completely depleted in 2-5 years (48% combined) than they did in May (up 14% from 
May). For those who rely on fundraising events and public donations, and find themselves with 
diminishing reserves, the immediate future presents a very real existential crisis for their organisation 
and in turn will leave beneficiaries without their support services.  

“Funding and income is the main factor in weather the organisation survives or goes 
into liquidation.” 
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