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Across all three programmes, a total of £3.8m was awarded between 
October 2013 and August 2016. The breakdown per programme was:

In total, 66 organisations and 71 projects were funded by the Trust. 
This represented 56% of the total funding requested by the 
organisations.

Education, physical health and mental health were the top three 
social themes both in terms of projects and funds distributed. 
Together they represented 58% of the total funding. Access to 
knowledge and social exclusion are the next two themes, with 25% 
of the total funding.

From a technology perspective, platforms, mobile apps and 
marketplaces represented over 63% of total funding.

Most funded organisations (54%) had existed for fewer than 4 years 
at the time of receiving the grants, and 42% of all funded 
organisations had existed for fewer than 2 years upon receipt of a 
grant.
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The programmes have successfully supported social tech ventures 
to grow and become more sustainable. This resulted in reaching 
171,000 beneficiaries directly and over 21.1 million indirectly.

Overall the Social Tech Social Change, Social Tech Seed and Social 
Tech Growth programmes have met, or are on course to achieve, 
their intended objectives.

Impact
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3. Context and Objectives

Nominet Trust

Nominet Trust is the UK’s leading social tech funder. The Trust provides 100 
per cent grant funding, mentoring and business support to organisations 
using the internet and digital technology to address social challenges 
including health and wellbeing, economic empowerment and sustainability.

Since 2009, Nominet Trust has invested more than £25m in projects 
harnessing technology to deliver real social change. Through partnerships 
and campaigns such as the NT100, Nominet Trust mobilises new approaches 
that will influence and accelerate the use of tech for social good

Nominet Trust was funded in 2008 by Nominet, the organisation responsible 
for the smooth and secure running of the .uk internet infrastructure. 
Nominet is an international internet company delivering public benefit and 
believes the internet is a powerful force for social and economic good. 
Nominet is proud to fund Nominet Trust’s work.
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The Trust commissioned 
Aleron in December 2016 to 
evaluate the social impact 
achieved by its flagship 
‘Social Tech’ programmes 
since 2013. Conducting an 
evaluation of the Trust’s most 
comprehensive and high-
profile programmes (Social 
Tech Social Change, Social 
Tech Seed and Social Tech 
Growth) was, according to 
the Terms of Reference 
issued for the work, “essential 
to evidencing our impact, 
sharing our expert 
knowledge with the wider 
sector and contributing to 
the development of our 
future strategy.”

The evaluation was tasked 
with exploring the impact of 
the funding streams on 
grantees, as well as looking at 
their subsequent journeys, 
post-funding, in terms of 
organisational performance 
and impact. The role of 
Nominet Trust itself was to 
be examined, looking at the 
process that was undertaken 
and how that process helped 
or hindered delivery of the 
programme objectives and 
final impact.

Impact was to be explored 
through the development of 
a new social impact 
framework that could be 
used to guide data analysis 
and synthesis, and articulate 
the intended and observed 
social impact of the funding 
streams. The intention was to 
use the social impact 
framework to help frame 
future strategic discussions 
at the Trust, which are 
ongoing (as at February 2017), 
and show the relationship 
between this study, which is 
ultimately retrospective, and 
the forward-looking strategic 
work.

In terms of data themes to be 
addressed, the process was 
to focus on the overall 
management of the 
programmes by the Trust, 
informed through the activity 
generated and recorded 
during grant-making, as well 
as the perceptions and 
experiences of grantees.

Collectively, these angles of 
analysis would allow Nominet 
Trust to learn from existing 
programmes and provide a 
platform for ongoing review 
of its impact on an annual 
basis.
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Document Structure

We have broken down our findings into five areas:

1. Key grant statistics

2. Social impact (or impact to date) delivered by the 
programmes

3. Assessment of the pathways of the grantees with respect 
to organisational development and growth

4. Project success factors and lessons learned

5. Assessment of the end-to-end grant management 
process.
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Technology has changed the way we live, 
across both commercial and social 
worlds. Alongside a series of popular 
abbreviations, including health-tech, 
fintech and ed-tech, the term “tech for 
good” is now used very widely. 
Nonetheless, despite the potential of
technology to deliver social outcomes,
the availability of funding for “tech for
good” initiatives remains a problem. This
is driven by a variety of factors, including:
risk aversion, a lack of relevant expertise
and a preference amongst traditional
funders to focus exclusively on frontline
services where impact is easier to track
and attribute.

The trust has identified specific gaps in 
the support towards social tech ventures 
and set up 3 grant-making programmes 
to address these gaps. As illustrated in 
the table below, the two gaps that the 
Trust is trying to address are related to:
• The demonstration of the social, user 

and financial value of the digital 
prototype developed by the venture

• The demonstration of the viability of 
the product or service offered by the 
venture.

The Social Tech Social Change (STSC) 
and Social Tech Seed Fund (STS) are 
positioned as ‘seed’ funding looking to 
support early stage social tech 
ventures to develop innovative 
products and services. The Social Tech 
Growth Fund (STG) follows on 
immediately from the STSC/STS 
stage, providing immediate ‘next 
stage’ funding for STSC/STS projects 
showing positive signs of growth.

Applicants to the STSC and STS 
programme are expected to have a 
basic but functioning digital prototype 
that has been used to demonstrate 
demand and generate direct feedback 
from early user testing. They are all –
through a variety of means – expected 
to have a strong social mission locked 
into their venture.

Over the course of the STS funding 
period, applicants are expected to 
develop their product/service from 
this prototype phase to the point of 
being ready to either take it to market 
and/or attract growth stage funding 
and investment.
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Pathway
Example of Supportive 
Organisations

Scaling Impact Ventures UK, ClearlySo, 
Big Society Capital

Readiness UnLtd, Nesta, Access Foundation

Develop Social Tech Growth Fund

Demonstrate Social Tech Social Change,
Social Tech Seed Fund

Build Bethnal Green Ventures, Wayra

Table 1 Social Venture Pathways



Develop Phase Demonstrate Phase

Nominet Trust 
Funds

STSC, STS STG

Pre-conditions • A clear and demonstrable social 
purpose

• UK based
• A registered legal entity, or 

prepared to become one
• In-house tech expertise or 

prepared to bring a tech expert on 
board

• Direct or indirect experience of the 
targeted social issue

• Understanding of the marketplace 
for the digital product or service 
proposed

• Existing basic digital prototype
• Organisation looking to develop a 

first proof of concept utilising the 
prototype

• Completed some feasibility testing 
with small groups of users and/or 
beneficiaries to illustrate the 
potential and demand for the new 
digital product or service

• Coming out 
successfully from 
the ‘Develop 
Phase’ i.e. having 
successfully 
demonstrated the 
social, user and 
financial value of 
the digital 
prototype.

Outputs • A more robust, working digital 
product/service

• Piloted with the intended 
beneficiary group – and potentially 
other stakeholders

• Identified and acted upon potential 
routes for further development (to 
market, towards scale etc)

• Evaluated and evidenced the 
potential of the approach to 
address a social challenge

• Identified a clear approach to 
describing and demonstrating the 
potential of your project to future 
partners

• Greater clarity on routes to 
achieving sustainability

• A clear business 
model that 
ensures the 
viability of the 
service / product 
offered

Table 2 Summary of Social Tech Programmes pre-conditions and outputs

Applications are expected to be innovative, i.e. designing new 
approaches based on the new opportunities provided by digital 
technology, as opposed to simply adding an incremental digital layer 
onto an existing product or service.
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Programme Delivery Model

As illustrated in the figure below, the Social Tech Seed Programme relies on 
several components:

• Application process
• Application and funding decisions (Nominet Trust Board)
• Funding
• In-kind support
• Programme delivery management
• Reporting.

Figure 1 Social Tech Seed Programme: Illustrative Delivery Model
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5. Evaluation Methodology

Key Questions
The Nominet Trust requested the evaluator to answer the following four 
questions:

What has been the performance and social impact (or impact to 
date) of the programmes:

• Number of beneficiaries directly and indirectly impacted
• Depth of impact (life-enhancing, life-changing and life-saving)
• Overall project outcomes realisation

What are the characteristics of the overall portfolio of grant making 
programmes to date and what works (and what may not work) by a range 
of indices, for example:

• Level of innovation – incremental, disruptive or transformative 
innovation

• Depth of impact – life-enhancing through to life-saving
• Breadth of impact – number of beneficiaries, total beneficiary 

population
• Organisational sustainability – currently sustainable, plans for 

sustainability
• Categorisation of social issue – health tech, civic tech etc
• Type of intervention – platform, physical device, IoT, app, website
• Scalability – locally, nationally or globally scalable

How successful have been the pathways of the funded projects in relation 
to our theory of change in respect of organisational development and 
growth?

• Has the funding and wrap-around support led to a pathway where the 
venture has either become fully operational or led to projects securing 
additional funding or capital from other investors? 

What is the overall Programme Evaluation to date and what are the key 
learnings at both a project and programme level?
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Methodology

Aleron developed a methodology that enabled the evaluation aims of the 
Nominet Trust. Our methodology included a mix of primary research and 
secondary analysis of existing programme datasets. Quantitative and 
qualitative evidence were given equal weighting in the analysis and creation of 
findings and recommendations.

The methodology was delivered in three broad phases:

Figure 2 Methodological Overview

The work was delivered between December 2016 and February 2017, against a 
principal dataset of 66 organisations receiving 71 grants from the Nominet 
Trust across all three social tech programmes.

We analysed the 71 grants including the 24 evaluations made available to us. In 
addition, we designed a survey which was distributed to 48 organisations1 and 
completed by 29. Finally, we interviewed 12 grant recipients and ran several 
internal and external workshops. More information about the organisations 
which have participated in the evaluation is available in Appendix.

1Among the 66 organisations that received grants, we sent the survey to the organisations which we 
did not interview (12) and the ones for which we had valid contact details. This came up to a total of 
48 organisations.
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Social Impact Framework

We have developed a social impact framework to provide a lens through which data 
gathered can be analysed and interpreted. The Social Impact Framework (SIF) 
developed for this project is evaluative in nature, but it can be used as a forecasting 
and planning tool for analysing the future routes to impact creation for Nominet 
Trust.

The three programmes reviewed ultimately aim to create social impact either through 
reducing social needs or through promoting social assets. The programmes centre on 
the use of technology as an enabler for change, recognising that this technology must 
meet user needs and are viable within the marketplace.  The SIF targets two 
outcomes:

1. Delivering the project outcomes (defined on a case-by-case basis)

2. Unlocking the growth and scalability of the organisation / project (i.e. post-grant 
pathway), thus, supporting the realisation of the social impact intended.

The figure below provides a high-level view of the SIF and the various components. 
The logic of process inherent within the SIF is that Nominet Trust, through its funding 
streams, is able to act as a catalyst for emerging social tech organisations that show 
the potential to create social change at scale.

Figure 3 Social Impact Framework
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The evaluation is ultimately concerned with 
understanding the extent to which these two key 
outcomes have been achieved and how the 
impact of the Trust can be maximised.

Achieving these outcomes requires an effective programme 
characterised by:

• Selecting ideas and prototypes that show promise and the 
potential to address needs or build assets at scale

• Enabling technology development that responds to user and 
market needs

• Offering wrap-around support that includes funding, access 
to networks, coaching and guidance

• Offering programme progression, from seed through to 
growth, that matches the development cycles of the social 
tech providers

• Running an application and grant management process that 
embodies the agility and pace desired by the social tech 
start-ups

• Embracing the concept of innovation and accepting failure 
and learning as a positive aspect of development.
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Limitations

The evaluation methodology had limitations. 

1. The analysis was not compared against a counterfactual, for 
example organisations that applied but were unsuccessful and 
did not receive funding from the three programmes, or other 
social tech start-up organisations that had found funding 
through alternative routes. An understanding of alternative 
routes that the grantees could have taken was picked up through 
the semi-structured telephone interviews and those reflections 
are shared within this report. However, a control group was not 
constructed and therefore analysis and findings presented in this 
report must be read with this understanding.

2. While the SIF may offer a reasonable overview of the logic, 
context and key assumptions behind the Social Tech funding 
programmes, mention must be made of the core conceptual 
challenge around assessing impact of the grantee organisations.
The challenge flows from the following characteristic of the 
funds: “individual applicants are given the scope to propose the 
problem that they aim to address, the solution they will create, 
and the measures they will employ to gauge their effectiveness 
(with the Trust’s input and approval).” The combination of the 
absence of a baseline, the development of bespoke 
outcomes/measures of success by project and the traditional 
‘impact problem’ of the relative worth of ‘impact styles’ (i.e ‘life-
enhancing’ vs. ‘life-changing’ vs. ‘life-saving’) made it difficult to 
place in any objective hierarchy the impact approach that a 
project is taking. 

As such, impact claims made throughout this document must be 
considered in light of these caveats.
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6. Key Grant Statistics

Key points:

• Across all three programmes, a total of 
£3,805,425 funds have been distributed 
(October 2013 – August 2016 figures).

• This represented 56% of the total funding 
requested by the organisations.

• Education, physical health and mental 
health were the top three social themes 
both in terms of projects and funds 
distributed. Together, they represent 58% 
of the total funding. 

• Access to knowledge and social exclusion 
are the next two themes with 25% of the 
funding.

• From a technology perspective, 
platforms, mobile apps and marketplaces 
represent over 64% of the total funding.

• Most funded organisations have existed 
for fewer than four years (54%) with 42% 
having existed for fewer than two years.
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Total Funding
Firstly, we must emphasise:
• STSC and STS are regular open 

call seed funding programmes
• STG is a closed, invite-only and 

ad-hoc follow-on funding 
programme – you must have 
completed a previous seed 
funding programme with NT 
to be eligible.

Across all three programmes, a 
total of £3,805,425 has been 
awarded (October 2013 – August 
2016 figures). The total project 
costs submitted by successful 
grantee applicants across all 
three funding programmes 
amounted to £6,711,115. The gap 
between the total awarded by 
NT and this figure was met 
through match funding, 
amounting to £2,905,690. While 
match funding levels varied 
widely across the portfolio, the 
headline funding proportion 
provided by NT was 66%. This is 
greater than the common match 
funding standard of 50%. 

Social Themes
Education, physical health and 
mental health were the top three 
social themes both in terms of 
projects and funds distributed. 
Together, they represent 58% of 
the total funding. Access to 
knowledge and social exclusion 
are the next two themes with 
25% of the funding. 

The table below provides an 
overview of the numbers and the 
value of grants awarded (STS, 
STSC and STG) per theme:

Table 3 Funding per Social Theme

As illustrated below, the social theme 
focus varies per programme:

Table 4 Funding per Social Theme and Programme
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Projects Funded Funding (£)

Total % Total %

Access to knowledge 9 13% 470,990 12%
Civic Empowerment 2 3% 99,450 3%
Community 
Engagement 1 1% 45,071 1%
Economic 
Empowerment 4 6% 195,000 5%
Education 14 20% 915,065 24%
Environment and 
Sustainability 4 6% 275,000 7%
Mental Health 10 14% 571,481 15%
Physical Health 14 20% 717,190 19%
Social Exclusion 11 15% 481,178 13%
Web safety 2 3% 35,000 1%
Total 71 100% 3,805,425 100%

Funding by Programme 
(%) STS STSC STG Total

Access to knowledge 6% 24% 15% 12%
Civic Empowerment 2% 6% 0% 3%
Community Engagement 2% 0% 0% 1%
Economic Empowerment 5% 12% 0% 5%
Education 24% 7% 36% 24%
Environment and 
Sustainability 0% 18% 12% 7%
Mental Health 15% 12% 18% 15%
Physical Health 28% 4% 18% 19%
Social Exclusion 17% 17% 1% 13%
Web safety 2% 0% 0% 1%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%



Technology
From a technology perspective, platforms, mobile apps and marketplaces 
represent over 64% of the total funding.

Table 5 Projects and Funding per Technology Type

When looking across the years:

• Mobile apps and platforms have remained stable. The latest trends include 
blockchain technology applied to giving and payment by result contracts 
(e.g. Alice SI), an app bringing together neuroscience, behavioural 
economics, psychology and artificial intelligence to offer personalised 
support through a smartphone (e.g. Troo Life Coach). Many apps are also 
targeted towards a specific impairment or disability (e.g. JAM Platform for 
people with learning disabilities, MIRROR Facial Tracking for people who 
suffered a stroke).

• Marketplaces have declined (none in 2016).
• A new wave of innovative software has emerged in 2016 using Virtual 

Reality (e.g. Games for Life) or providing open source codes for 3D printing 
(Open Bionics).

Table 6 Grants made by Technology Type

2013 2014 2015 2016 Total
Connected device 2 4 2 8
Marketplace 3 3 1 7
Mobile app 3 4 5 5 17
Platform 4 3 5 5 17
Platform/IOT 1 1
Software 2 1 3 6
Website 2 1 3 1 7
Mobile app/IOT 1 2 3
Other 3 2 5
Grand total 17 15 22 17 71
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Projects Funding 

Total % Total %

Platform 17 24% 1,018,991 27%
Mobile app 17 24% 921,681 24%
Marketplace 7 10% 458,585 12%
Website 7 10% 380,000 10%
Connected device 8 11% 377,805 10%
Software 6 8% 264,363 7%
Mobile app/IOT 3 4% 160,000 4%
Platform/IOT 1 1% 45,000 1%
Other 5 7% 179,000 5%
Grand Total 71 100% 3,805,425 100%



Organisation Age
Most funded organisations have existed for fewer than four years 
(54%), with 42% having existed for fewer than two years.

Table 6 Organisation age at the time of funding

Organisation age 
at time of funding Total projects % Projects
Less than 6 
months 18 25%
Less than 12 
months 6 8%
Less than 24 
months 11 14%
Less than 48 
months 7 10%
More than 48 
months 29 41%
Grand Total 71 100%

Supplementary statistics are presented in the Appendix.

PulseGuard

21



7. Social impact delivered 
by the programmes

Key Points:

• The projects funded by the Nominet Trust reached 
171,000 beneficiaries directly and over 21.1 million 
indirectly. 

• As ventures continue to grow, the number of 
beneficiaries reached is expected to continue to 
increase.

• Funding went to projects across sectors which means 
that their impact will be of a very different nature. The 
majority of the projects which have been evaluated are 
however either life-enhancing (48%) or life changing 
(43%). Only 9% are lifesaving.

• Their breadth of impact is currently narrow with 50% 
directly impacting fewer than 200 beneficiaries, 70% 
fewer than 1,000 and 92% fewer than 10,000. This can 
be explained by the fact that projects are early stage 
and many are pilots targeting only a small percentage 
of their potential beneficiaries.

• Only 4% of the projects did not achieve the outcomes 
they set at the beginning of the project. 48% achieved 
them and 48% somewhat achieved them.

• The achievement ratios were similar per social area for 
the 24 projects we reviewed (with final evaluation 
reports).

• As the projects funded were relatively early stage, the 
long-term impact cannot yet be evidenced.
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To identify the social impact delivered by 
the programmes, we have used two 
sources of information: the evaluation 
done by the Trust and the online survey 
of grantees. 

The organisations funded by Nominet
Trust have chosen to conceive of their 
impact in very different ways. This was 
allowed for under the initial grant 
conditions and is reflected in the breadth 
of different responses to this survey 
question. 

The type of impact targeted by 
respondents ranged from broad, indirect 
reach to targeted, direct impact on a 
small number of beneficiaries.  For 
example:

• an organisation that provides a 
video link connecting housebound 
older people to healthcare 
professionals provides very direct, 
targeted impact to its 400 
beneficiaries

• another grantee allowing audience 
members through an app to make 
contactless donations to street 
performers has a much broader 
beneficiary base encompassing 
direct impact on a targeted group of 
street performers and a broader, 
less direct impact on many 
thousands of potential audience 
members.
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Number of Beneficiaries
Overall, the projects funded by the 
Nominet Trust reached over 171,000 
beneficiaries directly and over 21.1 
million indirectly.

The analysis of the 24 grantees 
evaluated by the Trust showed that 
the majority of the projects had a 
limited direct breadth of impact with 
70% affecting fewer than a thousand 
people per programme. This is in part 
since many projects were pilots and 
therefore involved a small number of 
targeted beneficiaries. 
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Figure 5 Survey Results: Beneficiaries of NT funded programmes
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Depth of Impact
With regards to the depth of impact, 
only 9% of the projects were life-
saving, with 43% life-changing and 
48% life-enhancing. Not surprisingly, 
the greater the depth, the smaller the 
breadth.

Tables 7 Breadth and depth of direct impact of evaluated projects

The analysis is relatively similar when 
looking at the indirect number of 
beneficiaries. The vast majority of projects 
(91%) affect fewer than 10,000 indirect 
beneficiaries and 61% fewer than 1,000.

Tables 8 Breadth and depth of indirect impact of evaluated projects
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Breadth of  Direct Impact

Depth of impact <1k 1k-10k 10k-100k >100k Total

Life-saving 9% 0% 0% 0% 9%

Life-changing 30% 9% 4% 0% 43%

Life-enhancing 30% 13% 4% 0% 48%

Total 70% 22% 9% 0% 100%

Breadth of  Indirect Impact

Depth of impact <1k 1k-10k 10k-100k >100k Total

Life-saving 9% 0% 0% 0% 9%

Life-changing 30% 4% 0% 9% 43%

Life-enhancing 22% 13% 13% 0% 48%

Total 61% 17% 13% 9% 100%



Project Outcomes Realisation
When looking at the success of the projects we found that only 4% did not 
achieve the outcomes that they set at the beginning of the project. 48% 
achieved them and 48% somewhat achieved them. One challenge for the 
assessment of the achievement is that several projects were still working on 
delivering their outcomes at the time of the evaluation. Also, as the projects 
funded were relatively early stage, the programmes advanced the initial social 
impact, but large scale impact cannot yet be evidenced.

With regards to the Trust funding, the analysis shows that only 4% of the 
funding was related to unsuccessful projects. 

Table 9 Outcomes Realisation of Evaluated Projects

As illustrated in the table below, the achievement ratios were similar per 
social area for the 24 projects we reviewed.

Tables 10 Project Outcomes and Social Themes of Evaluated Projects
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Achieved Somewhat 
achieved

Not 
achieved Total

Access to Knowledge 60% 40% 100%
Economic Empowerment 50% 50% 100%
Education 50% 50% 100%

Environment and Sustainability 50% 50% 100%
Mental Health 100% 100%
Physical Health 38% 50% 13% 100%
Social Exclusion 50% 50% 100%
Total 50% 46% 4% 100%

Achieved Somewhat 
achieved

Not 
achieved Total

Access to Knowledge 3 2 5
Economic Empowerment 1 1 2
Education 2 2 4

Environment and Sustainability 1 1 2
Mental Health 1 1
Physical Health 3 4 1 8
Social Exclusion 1 1 2
Total 12 11 1 24

Projects % Funding %

Achieved 11 48% £614,585 47%
Somewhat achieved 11 48% £634,990 49%
Not achieved 1 4% £50,000 4%
Total 23 100% £1,299,575 100%



8. Assessment of the pathways 
of the funded projects

Key points:

• The programmes have successfully supported 
social tech ventures to grow and become more 
financially sustainable.

• Across the total portfolio of grantees (71), 90% are 
still active with 31% growing. 

• For organisations aged <2 years at point of funding, 
the survival rate is 90%. This rate is broadly in line 
with the national average for start-ups but far 
better than the average rate of social enterprises. 
As a comparison, 69% of social entrepreneurs 
supported over the past two years by UnLtd are still 
operating. 

• 75% of survey respondents describe their financial 
situation as stable or growing.

• 73% of survey respondents have not changed the 
focus of the project funded by the Trust. This 
confirms that the aim of the project was well 
designed at the point of funding.

• 62% of survey respondents considered obtaining 
Nominet Trust funding to be important or very 
important in unlocking further funding.

• The importance of receiving funding varied, 
ranging from increasing credibility for start-ups to 
creating the internal case for technology 
transformation for larger organisations.
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To assess the pathways of the funded projects, we have looked 
at three elements:
• The current organisational and financial status of the grantees
• The importance of Nominet Trust funding to unlock further support
• The areas of future needs for the grantees 

Current organisation and financial status of the grantees
Across the total portfolio of grantees (71), 90% are still active with 31% 
growing. 

Table 11 Organisation and financial status of grantees

As one would expect, a deeper analysis of the portfolio shows that the 
survival rate increases across the Nominet Trust portfolio with the age of the 
grantee at the point of funding. For organisations less than 2 years old, the 
survival rate is 90%. This rate is broadly in line with the national average for 
start-ups but far better than the average rate of social enterprises:

• a recent study from Ormsby Street using ONS data shows that small 
business survival rates are as high as 91% after one year of trading, but drop 
to 40% after five years2

• 69% of social entrepreneurs supported over the past two years by UnLtd are 
still operating.

2http://smallbusiness.co.uk/business-failure-four-ten-small-companies-dont-make-five-years-2533988/

Table 12 Grantees per age when funded by the Trust
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Number %
Active - Growth 22 31%
Active - Stable 42 59%
Inactive 5 7%
Dissolved 2 3%
Total 71 100%

Age when funded Total Organisations Inactive/Disolved

Less than 1y 14 20% 3 21%

Less than 2y 31 44% 3 10%

Less than 3y 37 53%

Less than 5y 46 66% 1 2%

More than 5 y 25 35%

Total 71 100% 7 10%



Organisation outlook

Among the survey participants, a higher proportion of them were growing 
(73%), but 25% were admitting struggling financially. Most remained positive 
about the future with only one organisation out of 16 being negative about 
their organisation outlook.

Figure 6 – Survey Respondents: Organisation Status (n=22)
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Figure 7 – Survey Respondents: Organisation Current Financial Health (n=16)

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Very strong Good Stable Struggling At financial risk

29



Figure 6 – Survey Respondent: Organisation Outlook (n=16)
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Organisational focus

Overall, survey respondents have not changed the focus of the project funded 
by the Trust (73%). This confirms that the aim of the project was well-designed 
at the point of funding by the Trust.

Figure 9 – Survey Respondents: Evolution of the NT funded project after your engagement with NT ended
(n=22)
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NT-funded project largely unmodified from 
the original vision: remains the current 
primary focus of the organisation

Fundamental changes to the vision of NT-
funded project have taken place: this 
modified approach remains the current 
primary focus of the organisation

The NT-funded project remains significant, 
but forms part of a portfolio of 
projects/products pursued by the 
organisation

The NT-funded project is ongoing, but 
constitutes a minor aspect of the 
organisation’s activities

Significant strategic changes have taken 
place at the organisation, such that the NT-
funded project is no longer worked on and 
the organisation is pursuing alternative 
activities



Importance of NT funding to unlock further support

62% of respondents considered 
obtaining Nominet Trust funding to be 
important or very important in 
unlocking further funding. When taking 
into account respondents who never 
chose to obtain further funding, this 
percentage rises to 81% of respondents 
who found NT funding to be important 
in unlocking further funds. 

Figure 10 – Survey Respondents: Importance of 
obtaining NT funding to unlock further 
funding/in-kind support from other sources

Very 
important

31%

Important
31%

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportant

19%

N/A 
19%

In addition, organisations were asked 
to identify the source, quantum and 
duration of any further funding they 
had received beyond Nominet Trust’s 
investment. Respondents were asked 
to provide detailed information and so 
the response rate to this question was 
relatively low (n=11). This reduces the 
ability to generalise responses.

Of the 11 respondents, 5 were not 
currently receiving any funding. 
Interestingly, the 6 respondents who 
were receiving funding each 
nominated unique funders, with no 
overlap among respondents. Funders 
ranged from grant bodies such as the 
NiHR, the Epilepsy Foundation and the 
UK Government, to confidential equity 
partners.

The majority of investments received 
(77%) were worth over £25,000 in value. 
Equity investments on average 
involved larger sums of money than did 
grants.  Similarly, the majority of 
investments (75%) were for longer 
periods of time of 6 months or more. 
While responses on the duration of 
equity and repayable finance were 
limited, these types of investment 
tended to be more long-term than 
grant funding. One organisation also 
listed in-kind support as an investment 
type: this involved the respondent’s 
second business subsidising the 
development of the Nominet Trust-
funded company.
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Figure 11 – Survey Respondents: Funding support from funder organisations per size

Figure 12 – Survey Respondents: Funding support from funder organisations per duration
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Overall perception post-grant

Survey respondents and interviewees have been very 
positive about the impact of the Nominet Trust 
funding for their organisation. Given the range of 
organisations receiving funding, the implications of 
receiving funding were quite different. For some, the 
funding provided credibility to their new start-up. For 
others, it helped them secure long term funding and 
move away from a project-funding model. One larger 
organisation used the grant to make the case for 
investing in technology.

“...it was difficult to make the case to 
Trustees for using unrestricted funds to 
build the tech platform. The funding from 
the Trust helped to unlock it.”

“The funding was key to the financial 
sustainability of the organisation. It helped 
us to scale our work nationally and to 
move away from a ‘project mentality.’”
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About Alice.SI

Alice.SI is a blockchain philanthropy platform that helps charities raise more 
funds by being radically transparent about their impact. Their goal is to restore 
the public's trust in charities, so more donations can be raised to fund their 
social missions.

Alice.SI’s blockchain “smart contracts” make it easy for not-for-profits to give 
funders secure, auditable & fully transparent reports:

- Donors only pay for successful outcomes & can track the exact impact their 
gift makes

- By linking payments to outcomes, every donation is accounted for

- Payments are made only when outcomes are verified and validated.

Pathway and Nominet Trust Impact

Before setting up Alice.SI with Areti Kampyli, Raphael Mazet started a venture 
called CliqStart. The venture developed a campaigning and crowdfunding 
platform and was looking in 2015 to use blockchain technology to develop an 
impact investment reporting tool to make it simpler for service providers to 
update donors and investors on their performance.

Through discussions with the Nominet Trust team, it became clear that the 
venture had too many areas of focus and should dedicate their attention to the 
grant / impact reporting services using blockchain technology (compelling case 
for growth). This was a condition to receiving the grant from the Trust. Alice.SI
was set up on April 2016 and received £45k from the Nominet Trust. The support 
from the Trust helped them to refine their proposition and strategy as well as 
putting in place their internal processes (e.g. planning and budget). The grant 
helped the development of the platform which is now operational.

Subsequently, Alice.SI went through the Bethnal Green Ventures accelerator 
and received £15k from them in exchange of equity.  This helped them to 
improve their business model. 

Alice.SI recently received funding from Innovate UK and launched two pilots 
with major charities.

Case study – Alice.SI
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9. Project success factors 
and lessons learned

Key points:

• The most successful projects in terms of 
organisational/financial status post-grant have a higher 
degree of innovation.

• However, it is more challenging for highly innovative 
projects to deliver the outcomes set at the beginning of 
the funding. This is often due to technical challenges 
and unexpected changes to timelines.

• The percentage of funded organisations that are 
dissolved or inactive is higher when the Trust is 
providing 100% of the funding. This suggests that 
having further funders involved ensures a greater 
degree of due diligence and better selection.

• Organisations with more than one founder are more 
likely to be successful. 

• Across the 24 projects analysed, similar reasons for 
success were mentioned: people/skills, partnerships 
and sufficient research/analysis being done. With 
regards to people/skills, having an in-house IT 
developer was seen as critical.  

• Looking forward, organisations surveyed have 
identified technology/product development, business 
development and partnerships/networks as the key 
areas of future organisational development.
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Level of innovation1

With regards to innovation, we have 
tried to assess how the technology 
has been used to deliver social 
outcomes. In that sense, there is a 
nuance between how innovative is 
a technology in itself and the 
innovative usage of it to address a 
social challenge. 

An analysis of the total 
portfolio show that the 
more successful projects in 
terms of 
organisational/financial 
status post-grant have a 
higher degree of innovation

Table 13 Company Status and Level of Innovation

However, with regards to the 
achievement of project outcomes, 
the analysis of the projects that 
have been evaluated shows that it 
is more challenging for highly 
innovative projects to deliver the 
outcomes set at the beginning of 
the funding. This is often due to 
technical challenges and 
unexpected changes to timelines.

Table 14: Project Outcomes and Level of Innovation
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Level of 
Innovation

Project Outcomes

Achieved Somewhat 
achieved

Not 
achieved Total

Low 50% 50% 0% 100%

Medium 67% 33% 0% 100%

Medium / 
High 38% 54% 8% 100%
High 0% 0% 0% 100%

Total 50% 46% 4% 100%

Level of 
Innovation

Company status

Growth Active Dissolved / 
Inactive Total

Low 19% 63% 19% 100%

Medium 42% 46% 12% 100%
Medium / 
High 32% 64% 4% 100%

High 0% 100% 0% 100%

Total 31% 59% 10% 100%

1Level of innovation was determined by the type of technology used, the application of the 
technology and the uniqueness of the overall concept.



% of Funding by Nominet 
Trust

The percentage of funded 
organisations that are dissolved or 
inactive is higher when the Trust is 
providing 100% of the funding. This 
suggests that having further funders 
involved ensures a greater degree of 
due diligence.

Table 15 Company Status per % of Funding by NT

Another interesting fact is that 
organisations with more than one 
founder are less likely to be dissolved 
or inactive. 

Table 16 Number of Founder(s) and Company Status

Number of founders

Maker Club
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Company status
Number of 
Funders Growth Active Dissolved 

/ Inactive Total

1 0% 60% 40% 100%

2 33% 63% 4% 100%
3 40% 50% 10% 100%
Over 3 41% 47% 12% 100%
Unknown 36% 64% 0% 100%
Total 32% 57% 11% 100%

Company status

% NT 
Funding

Growth Active
Dissolve

d / 
Inactive

Total

20 to 39% 36% 64% 0% 100%

40 to 59% 24% 71% 6% 100%
60 to 99% 35% 58% 6% 100%
100% 25% 42% 33% 100%
Total 31% 59% 10% 100%



Success and failure factors as perceived by grantees

Across the 24 projects, similar reasons for success were mentioned: people/skills, 
partnerships and sufficient research/analysis being done. With regards to 
people/skills, having an in-house IT developer was seen as critical.  

Not surprisingly, people and partnerships were also perceived as reasons for 
failure. Beyond people and partnerships, the ability to commercialise the 
solution/product and identify the right business model were identified as major 
barriers to success. Finally, the lack of understanding of user needs or the ability to 
engage with users/test products was also reported as an important issue.

Looking forward, organisations have identified technology/product development, 
business development and partnerships/networks as the key areas of future 
organisational development. Relatively few respondents pointed to a need for 
internal capacity development such as financial management or staff training. 

Figure 13 – Survey Respondents: Critical areas for future organisational development
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10. Assessment of the end-to-end grant 
management process

Key points:

• Overall, respondents were extremely positive about their experiences with the Nominet 
Trust funding programmes.

• The main reason given for approaching the Trust was the unique positioning of the Trust 
as a social tech funder. If some interviewees knew about other funders, they were 
unanimous in recognising the prominent position of the Trust in social tech.

• Most organisations enjoyed the application process and the collaborative/challenging 
nature of it. It gave the opportunity for some organisations to redefine their business 
model, budget and structure and plans.

• However, most interviewees noted a disconnect between their experience of 
interacting with the Trust and the forms to be completed. The online form was 
perceived as too onerous for most organisations due to its length and the fact that the 
information has been already provided.

• The video also created challenges for some organisations who had never done one 
before.

• From a grant management perspective, interviewees all praised the fact that the Trust is 
a positive and supportive funder. 

• However, there was a divergence in terms of expectations from the grant management 
process. Some grantees expected to be more challenged and did not understand the 
purpose of the ongoing calls while others did not expect to be challenged and found the 
calls useful.

• In addition, there was a divergence of perception about the in-kind support provided by 
the Trust. Some grantees have found it extremely useful and even overwhelming while 
others have found too limited and unstructured. 

• The main requests relate to a greater level of structured support, better internal 
communication tools (e.g. Slack channel, emails) and more networking opportunities.

• Some raised the question of providing investments rather than grants to increase the 
overall impact of the Trust.

• Our own experience in working on this evaluation has helped us identify specific 
challenges related to the selection and evaluation process:

• The need for a more explicit and structured impact framework to provide a 
backbone of processes and targets from selection to evaluation

• Clearer programme targets and project indicators that could be rolled out at the 
programme level

• Projects outcomes to be more clearly defined and measurable

• Characteristics of the organisation and the projects to be classified at the 
beginning to facilitate further analyses of the portfolio (e.g. type of technology, 
depth of impact, breadth of impact)

• Better assessment of beneficiaries with a difference between the scope of the 
project itself vs. long term potential at scale.
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Reasons for approaching the Trust

This section takes survey and (in the main) structured interview data to examine 
the performance of the overall programme management. Building on the Social 
Impact Framework, key questions in this area include examination of delivery 
performance as well as the perceived ultimate effectiveness of the funder + 
package:

• What was the reason for approaching the Trust initially?
• Was the application process robust/proportionate?
• Was the wrap-around support appropriate and sufficient?
• Were the in-grant reporting and evaluation requirements proportionate?
• What did the fund enable for the organisations, and how critical was it to 

their future development post-grant?
• What was the overall user experience?

Care was taken during structured interviews to ensure that opinions expressed 
regarding NT’s performance were not overly coloured by the fact the 
organisations had received funding. Opinions were thus defined ‘in spite of’ 
receiving funding, rather than ‘because of’.

The main reason for approaching the Trust is the unique positioning of the Trust as 
a social tech funder. Where interviewees knew about other funders, they were 
unanimous in recognising the prominent position of the Trust in social tech:

“There are not many funders in technology development”

“Nominet Trust is the most prominent funder in social tech”

“I am also aware of Innovate UK and European funding. However, 
there is nothing like Nominet Trust for initial social tech funding. It 
is the first name that people want to mention”

Many comments were also made about the Trust being a very professional, 
intelligent, and inspiring funder.
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Application process
Most organisations enjoyed the application process and the 
collaborative/challenging nature of it.  It gave the opportunity for some 
organisations to redefine their business model, budget, structure and plans.

“One of the most challenging processes that I had gone through – and I have 
done many”

“I liked the hands-on approach of the Trust. They wanted to meet the team and 
understand the business model”

“The approach of other funders is very different – they do not engage and are 
not personable”

However, most interviewees noted a disconnect between their experience of 
interacting with the Trust and the forms to be completed. The online form was 
perceived as too onerous for most organisations due to its length and the fact that 
the some of the information had already been requested.

“The written element of the process felt more like a finger in the air whereas the 
hour long interview with NT staff was a better opportunity to give a reasonable 
account of ourselves”

“It took me a day to do the paperwork which I felt was too long”

“I had the feeling that everything NT needed had already been provided. It felt 
like a paper pushing exercise”

“Many Gant charts to complete…. I liked the rigour of the process but felt that it 
was difficult to complete…. It was too formal and we had already provided the 
information to NT”

“The word count made it difficult because we could not articulate the 
complexity of what we do. If I had not received the money, I would have felt 
that I had spent a lot of time for nothing at a time when we were vulnerable”

Some grantees had help from other organisations (e.g. UnLtd). The video also 
created challenges for some organisations who had never done one before.

“The 3 minute film was also a huge challenge and we had to ask a film maker to 
do it in the end”

Finally, some have suggested an initial application of interest phase to better filter 
candidates.
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Grant management
Interviewees all praised the fact that the Trust is a positive and supportive funder. 

“I am comfortable having discussions with the team – they are honest and 
sensible”

However, there was a divergence in terms of expectations from the grant 
management process. Some grantees expected to be more challenged and did not 
understand the purpose of the ongoing calls while others did not expect to be 
challenged and found the calls useful.

“I am unclear about the purpose of ongoing calls/reporting. Is that process 
supposed to provide value to the investee or is it just a due 
diligence/performance management call? I would prefer more constructive 
feedback/challenge, but a regular reporting is useful”

“I do not feel that I need an external supervisor/challenger”

In addition, there was a divergence of perception about the in-kind support provided 
by the Trust. Some grantees have found it extremely useful and even overwhelming 
while others have it found too limited and unstructured. 

The figure below provides a list of the areas where interviewees have found that the 
Trust has provided the most valuable support.

0 1 2 3 4 5

Research

Staff

Prototype development

Business model development

Technical development

Securing further funding

Access to networks

Sales & marketing

Frequency

Figure 15 Feedback from interviews: Areas where the Trust provided most valuable support

43



Open Up Music



“When we asked for assistance to the Trust, they were not able to provide support”

“We received a lot of support: business/financial modelling, marketing, PR and 
training events – it felt that it was almost too much at times. Our capacity got 
pushed to the edge but we are a much better organisation now”

“Not intrusive nor under pressure – interaction once a month, maybe once every 
two months. Not much support apart from the money, no coaching”

“They should at minimum have some recommended contacts… I think it is critical to 
make grantees successful”

“I do not know the NT network apart from a few organisations who attended the 
NT100 event. The only meeting they had with other grantees was in Oxford the 
week they got the grant”

“Sometimes it’s not necessarily funding you need, it’s a conversation partner, a 
mentor, technology project manager, to keep things moving along. What Nominet 
offers is great already, anything on top would be very attractive”

“I feel that I’m more in touch with my batch in Wayra than with NT. I was also part 
of a digital accelerator of 500 startups in California. They had a Slack channel, daily 
emails, Facebook groups, to keep people in touch”

We have listed below some of the areas of needs from the grantees:

• A formal networking/introduction process to key stakeholders (e.g. list of 
potential suppliers, partners, investors, clients, industry experts)

• Information/intelligence coming from other relevant investees
• Networking opportunities with other NT grantees and events
• Internal communication tools (e.g. Slack channel, emails)
• Investments rather than grants.

As a comparison, Bethnal Green Ventures provide some interesting formats that 
one of the grantees experienced, having been in both NT and BGV funded 
programmes. 

• Continuing access to a hosted Slack Channel to which all current and past BGV-
funded ventures are invited

• Whilst on the programme, ‘speed dating’ events to network with other 
organisations, investors, commissioners and potential partners

• Whilst on the programme, regular access to a wide range of investors and 
mentors, including a special mentor known as a ‘Life Coach’.
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Post-Grant Support and Overall Experience

Overall, respondents were extremely positive about their experiences with 
Nominet Trust funding programmes.

Selected responses include:

"One of the best supporters and funders we have ever have and we believe 
the key one to our current success"

"This is, hands down, the best grant programme I have come across. I only 
have positive things to say"

"Although we have pivoted the business in recent years, Nominet has 
helped us to fully realise the project we started with and helped us to sell 
the business to a bigger business. We have also met partners who later on 
enabled the pivot. For this I'll always be grateful to Nominet and consider 
ourselves part of the NT family"

“The Trust is a sensible funder that understands that things change”

Our own experience in working on this evaluation has helped us identify specific 
challenges related to the selection and evaluation process.

• There is the need for a more explicit and structured impact framework to 
provide a backbone of processes and targets from selection to evaluation.

• The framework should also include clear programme targets and indicators 
that could be rolled out at the programme level.

• The outcomes being set for the different projects could be more clearly 
defined and measurable. The issue of measurability raises two questions:

• What is the difference between the project outcomes and the long term 
impact?

• What can be achieved during the course of the funding and beyond?

• Certain characteristics of the organisation and the projects should be classified 
at the beginning to facilitate further analyses of the portfolio (e.g. type of 
technology, depth of impact, breadth of impact).

• The number of beneficiaries should be better assessed and differentiated 
between the ones that are directly or indirectly impacted by the project during 
the phase funded by the Trust (e.g. test/pilot) versus the potential 
beneficiaries when at scale. 
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11. Conclusion

Overall view on impact (against the 3 programmes’ 
strategic aims)

• The three programmes succeeded in positioning Nominet Trust within their 
target market – transformative social tech.

• The programmes funded a wide range of solutions across a range of sectors.

• The tech organisations ranged from those with established ideas and strategies 
who needed a funding boost, to new ideas that needed incentivising and 
catalysing – for the former the programme was supportive, for the latter the 
programme was transformative.

• The projects mostly delivered on their outcomes and advanced their initial social 
impact. However, as the projects were relatively early stage, large scale impact 
cannot yet be evidenced.

• Networks and market connections are key drivers of success.

• The evaluation also identified additional success factors:
• degree of innovation
• number of funders
• number of founders.

• The above factors should be considered in the programme strategy and 
selection process.

Enabling Play
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Grant Management and Support

• The application process was fine in terms of length, stages, 
and depth. However, the online form could be improved and 
an initial selection phase could be introduced.

• The staged offer (seed then growth) recognises a maturity 
model inherent to social tech.

• The in-kind support received by organisations was relatively 
light touch and variable – for those who were more 
developed this felt limited as they needed greater market 
insight and networking opportunities; for earlier stage 
organisations the coaching was enough to inspire creativity 
and progress.

• The Trust should look at opportunities to improve their 
communication with the grantees and enable them to better 
network and access the support they need.

• The selection and evaluation process could be improved from 
an internal perspective to enable better decision making and 
facilitate the evaluation of the projects and programmes.
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12. Appendix 1:
Additional Data on Portfolio

The number of employees involved with the projects was at the lower end of the 
range, and here we see a tighter pattern, with 82% of projects involving fewer than 
10 employees:

Table 16 Employee number breakdown

Employee Nos. No. of organisations Proportion of total

>100 1 2%

<100 60 98%

<50 57 92%

<10 51 82%

<5 34 55%

In terms of the legal entity type of the successful projects, we see the portfolio 
dominated by private limited companies. This is in line with early stage 
commercial seed funders, but the social aspect of the programmes is represented 
by a reasonable proportion of socially focused legal types, at 24%.

Table 17 Legal entity type breakdown

Legal entity type Number of projects Proportion of total
Private limited 
Company 46 74%
CIC 3 5%
Charity (and 
company limited by 
guarantee) 9 15%
Company limited by 
guarantee 2 3%
Industrial and 
Provident Society 1 2%
Charity 1 2%
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12. Appendix 2:
Structured Interview Names

Fund Name Organisation
Social Tech Social Seed Adrian Perry Adris Technologies
Social Tech Social Seed Cara Jessop Enabling Play
Social Tech Growth Melanie Robinson Future First
Social Tech Social Change Matt Haworth Reason Digital
Social Tech Social Seed Gillen Bilbao Dignisen

Social Tech Social Seed
Areti Kampyli/Raphael 
Mazet Alice SI

Social Tech Social Seed Barry Farrimond Open up Music
Social Tech Social Change Anab Jain Superflux
Social Tech Social Seed Angus Drummond Limitless Travel - TBC

Social Tech Social Change Tine Postuvan EqualEyes Solutions Ltd
Social Tech Social Seed Ghalib Khan Written Medicine

Social Tech Growth Nathalie Richards
Edukit Solutions Limited (Third 
Sector Business Services)
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12. Appendix 3:
Interview Questionnaire
Theme: Introduction

The origins of the organisation

Biographies of key individuals concerned

An initial description of what the organisation is for

Theme: conceptions of impact

How do you think about impact?

What does impact mean for you?

What is important to you in terms of organisational achievement?

Where is the impact happening? In a thematic sense, in a structural/network sense, in 
terms of stakeholders

Theme: Organisational and financial capability

Organisational capability achievements

Organisational capability challenges

Current funding situation

Forward view - what does the future look like, what is an honest assessment of the 
trajectory of the organisation

Theme: Nominet Trust

Why did you approach the Nominet Trust in the first place?

What was your perception of Nominet Trust before you approached them?

How would you characterise the application process?

What happened next for you? How did you find the ongoing grant management - what 
was useful, what wasn't?

If you received Social Tech Growth, in what ways did it compare with your Social Tech 
Seed funding experience? What comments do you have around continuity, shifts in style 
of support?

What has receiving NT funding enabled you to do that you couldn't otherwise have 
done?

What has been the impact of Nominet Trust funding on the organisation?

What were the best bits of the experience, what are the bits that could be improved? Are 
there are any specific aspects funding programme you would change? 

Where do you perceive the gaps in the funding ecosystem?  Do you think Nominet Trust 
occupies the space it needs to within the social tech start-up scene? What advice for 
Nominet Trust do you have going forward?
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12. Appendix 4:
Survey Questions

Question Survey answer format

Theme: Organisation status update and forward view

1. Please give your organisation name Open text field

2. What is your organisation’s current status? Please 
pick the most applicable option from the list below

Conditional logic – if Dissolved/Liquidated chosen, 
taken to ‘Survey Submit’ final button

Radio buttons, with options: 
1. Active – Growth
2. Active – Stable
3. Inactive
4. Dissolved/Liquidated

3. Please indicate the current number of employees 
on a Full Time Equivalent (FTE) basis. Should you wish 
to provide further commentary, space is provided.

Number field (decimal point enabled)
Open text field for commentary

4. From the following options, please choose the 
phrase which best describes the evolution of the NT-
funded project after your engagement with NT 
ended, and its current status within your organisation

Note: If your engagement with NT has not yet fully 
completed, please choose an option that is reflective 
of the project situation as it stands

Radio buttons with options:
1. NT-funded project largely unmodified from the 
original vision; remains the current primary focus 
of the organisation
2. Fundamental changes to vision of NT-funded 
project have taken place; this modified approach 
remains the current primary focus of the 
organisation
3. The NT-funded project remains significant, but 
forms part of a portfolio of projects/products 
pursued by the organisation
4. The NT-funded project is ongoing, but 
constitutes a minor aspect of the organisation’s 
activities
5. Significant strategic changes have taken place at 
the organisation, such that the NT-funded project 
is no longer worked on and the organisation is 
pursuing alternative activities

5. Please give a headline number of beneficiaries you 
currently impact through your 
a) NT-funded project
b) Organisation

If these figures are effectively the same, please 
indicate by ticking this box (box displayed), and only 
give a number in the ‘Organisation’ field

Additionally, please list which broad beneficiary 
groups you are including in your impact figure using 
the commentary field. 

Note: by broad beneficiary groups we mean 
impacted stakeholders such as: direct users of the 
project; supporters/circles around direct users who 
also experience impact; commissioners that are 
affected through delivery of the project. You may 
wish to include some, all or other beneficiary groups 
not mentioned above, in your impact figure.

Number field (x 2)
Confirmation box

Open text field
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6. Are you currently in receipt of funding or in-kind 
support from funder organisations? If so, please give 
details via the fields below:

Note: 5 rows are provided. If you have more than 5 
strands of funding/in-kind support, please give the 5 
biggest by financial value.

Horizontal row of fields, repeated (no 
more than 5 rows):
Field 1: Funder Name
Field 2: Type of funding/support: grant, 
repayable investment, equity 
investment, in-kind support
Field 3: Amount of funding (if in-kind 
support, give an estimated financial 
value) [range:£0 - £1m+]
Field 4: Total duration of 
funding/support (in years) [range: 0 
months – 24+ months]

7, What is your view of your organisation’s current 
financial health? Please choose one option.

Radio Button options:
1. Very strong
2. Good
3. Stable
4. Struggling
5. At financial risk

8. What are your views on your organisation’s future 
over the next 12 months? Please choose one option. 
Space for additional commentary is provided

Radio Button Options:
1. Very positive – on a rapid 
growth/development trajectory
2. Positive – steadily moving forward
3. Neither positive nor negative – some 
progress will likely be offset by 
organisational challenges
4. Negative – organisation is likely to 
struggle to grow/develop 
5. Very negative – significant chance that 
the organisation will cease to exist in the 
next 12 months

Open text field

9. What do you see as the critical areas for future 
organisational development? Please list no more than 3 
areas

Suggested areas include: technological development; 
staff training and skills; financial management and 
processes; marketing and media; commissioner 
relationships; partnerships and networks; business 
model monetisation/adjustment

Open text field

12. Appendix 4:
Survey Questions (continued)
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12. Appendix 4:
Survey Questions (continued)

Theme: Nominet Trust role

1. Did you work in your current market prior to receiving funding 
from NT? By ‘work’ in the market you can also include activity 
considered ‘non-monetised’ or ‘in-house.’

Radio buttons:
1. Yes
2. No

1. Why did you approach NT? Please list no more than 5 factors Open text field

1. How would you describe your experience of the NT’s Social 
Tech programmes’ application process? Please choose one 
option.

Suggested factors to consider include: resource/time required to 
apply; intensity/rigour of application (may be seen positively or 
negatively); presence or absence of NT support during the 
application.

In answering, please leave aside the fact that you were ultimately 
successful and consider the application process in isolation.

Radio Button Options:
1. Very positive
2. Positive
3. Neither positive nor negative
4. Negative
5. Very Negative

1. How would you describe NT’s interaction with you during the 
delivery of the grant? Please choose one option.

Suggested factors to consider include: perception of wrap-around 
support; perception of NT’s response during challenging project 
periods; level of intensity/usefulness of reporting or evaluation 
sessions/activities

Radio Button Options:
1. Very positive
2. Positive
3. Neither positive nor negative
4. Negative
5. Very Negative

1. How important do you think obtaining NT funding was in 
enabling you to unlock further funding from other sources? 
Please choose one option.

Radio buttons:
1. Very important
2. Important
3. Neither important nor 
unimportant
4. Unimportant
5. Very unimportant
N/A - our organisation has not 
obtained further funding

1. Finally, space is provided for general feedback on NT’s social 
tech programmes. We would welcome commentary on 
support needs that were unmet or things that could have 
been done better, or aspects of the process/structure of the 
programmes that you feel should be changed. Conversely, 
there may have been aspects of the support or grant provision 
that were particularly helpful, which you wish to highlight.

Open text field
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