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7b.
  DISCRETIONARY GRANTS POLICY

(DCES)
1
Summary
1.1
  The report reviews the operation of discretionary grants and recommends a new policy in line with Members’ expressed intentions.

2
Introduction

At the Leisure and Community Safety Policy Committee on 14 September 2010, Members expressed a general preference for a grants process which combined procured services operating over a defined period and one off / innovation grants operating largely as they do currently.  This report outlines two options:  one based on the above and another based on current practice. It also outlines advantages and disadvantages of each.  Both would be subject to the budget available for each financial year as set by the Council.
2.1
  Policy concerning initial criteria for grants
It is suggested that the initial screening process remains the same as at present.  This is outlined in Appendix A.
2.1.1       
Members may also wish to know that the Centre for Voluntary Service conducted an independent survey of its members.  A summary of the results is in Appendix B. If Members wish to see the raw data, the full report is with the Voluntary Sector Funding Officer and can be examined.
2.2
Option 1:  System Based on Current Practice 
Members may judge that the current practice of recommendation based on Committee discretion best serves the priorities of the Council.  In this event the following is suggested as policy.

2.2.1

Guidance notes will make clear that applications for Leisure and Community Grants will be scored by officers for their alignment with the Council’s Strategic Plan, but that all recommendations are made at the discretion of Leisure and Community Safety Policy and Scrutiny Committee for ratification by Executive Committee.  
2.2.2
Where applicants seek advice about whether core costs can be applied for, they will be advised that there is no established policy but that each application is to be considered on the extent to which Members judge it to be in the interests of Three Rivers’ residents.

2.2.3
No minimum or maximum grant amounts are to be specified.  However Guidance Notes will make it clear that budgets are limited and that the Committee expects to distribute its funds across a range of organisations.

2.2.4
Officers will be expected to recommend that a grant is declined where an application fails to meet the initial screening criteria.  However the Leisure Committee will retain the discretion to overturn officer recommendations.

2.2.5
Applications are to be considered in order of receipt, throughout the financial year. Where the budget is exhausted applications will still be considered by the Committee, who may choose to recommend to the Executive Committee either that additional funds are allocated to finance an application, or that a grant be awarded at the start of the following year, subject to the availability of funds.
2.2.6
Where a project operates in more than one district, the officer recommendation will be that funding is awarded pro-rata, proportionate to the number of Three Rivers residents who are beneficiaries.  The amount recommended will remain at Member discretion however.
2.3
Option 2:  Combination of Longer Term and Innovation Grants
Members may judge that the procedure discussed at the Committee of 14 September best serves the priorities of the Council.  Therefore the following is suggested as policy.

2.3.1
That the current Leisure and Community grants budgets are combined, with 75% allocated to fund Service Level Agreements (SLAs), and 25% allocated to support one off initiatives. For illustration the 2010//1 Leisure and Community Grants budgets are as follows:
	
	£

	Leisure grants
	20,000

	Community grants
	15,500

	TOTAL
	35,500



If these budgets were to be allocated as proposed, the following budgets would be available:

	
	£

	Service Level Agreements (75%)
	26,625

	One off / Innovation grants
	8,875

	TOTAL
	35,500


2.3.2         
Applications are invited for a first round of SLAs, to run for three years (subject to budget) from 2011-12 to 2013-14. Grants are limited to a maximum of £4,000 per year, subject to review, so as to ensure a spread of funded organisations. Members may wish to consider organisations such as Home Start and Roundabout for such an SLA. Applications would be assessed by officers and then considered by the Committee, for ratification by Executive Committee. Agreements would be subject to the availability of funding for each financial year as set by the Council.
2.3.3           For one off / innovation grants, a maximum grant of £500 per application is set, subject to annual review.  This should ensure a spread of awards, given the smaller available budget.  
2.3.4
Innovation grant applications will be scored as presently, with scores used as guidance to inform final recommendations, which will be made at Members’ discretion. Guidance will state that awards will not be recommended for core running costs.
2.4.
Monitoring

2.4.1
Individual SLAs will be agreed with successful applicants, following a brief general template. They will include details of the following monitoring requirements:
· Action/Costs: Evidence of prudent finances and control of costs

· Activities: What specific activities will be financed by the grant

· Outcomes: SMART objectives will be set (i.e. specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and time limited). Examples of valid evidence of achievement may be included.
· Outcome reporting: Annual reporting of outcomes against targets will be required. Summary and exception reports will be brought to Members for information. 
2.4.2
The monitoring of one off grants should be less onerous. However applicants will be required to provide evidence of the completion of a project and of its degree of success, such as through practical examples, photographs and anecdotes as appropriate.
3. Options/Reasons for Recommendation

3.1
Option 1
Advantages of keeping the status quo are that applicants familiar with current practice will know what to expect and existing relationships will be retained. However a purely discretionary system of judging awards is open to the criticism of lacking objectivity and possible inconsistency.
3.2 Option 2
An advantage of adopting longer term grants is that it helps establish relationships with organisations that can help deliver Council and partnership priorities.  In addition, the smaller grants can be more specifically targeted to new projects and to encourage organisations to develop.  However organisations which require more significant financial assistance i.e. above the thresholds highlighted in 2.3.2 and 2.3.4 above will not be able to apply for a grant.
4.
Policy/Budget Reference and Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s budgets and intended to clarify and establish policy. 

4.2
The purpose of this proposed policy is to  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT meet 
· 2.1 We want to provide equal access to services and facilities for the public within the district and surrounding area and in particular address the needs of vulnerable residents such as elderly, disabled and young people.
· 2.1.4 Improve and facilitate access to leisure and recreational activities.
· 3.1 Customers – We will deliver our services to a standard that meet the needs and expectations of all of our customers.
· 3.1.4 We will inform and update customers about the Council’s work and services.
· 3.2.4 We will engage with voluntary groups to deliver effective partnership working.
  
5.
Financial Implications
5.1       
None specific to this report. Service level agreements would state that funding is conditional on annual budgets.
6.
Equal Opportunities Implications

6.1
Relevance Test

	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	Yes 

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?
	No 


7. 
Risk Management and Health & Safety Implications
7.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk. In addition, the risks of the proposals in the report have also been assessed against the Council’s duties under Health and Safety legislation relating to employees, visitors and persons affected by our operations.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below.

8.
The subject of this report is covered by the  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Leisure & Community Service Plan 2009-2012.Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.
8.1
There are no risks to the Council in agreeing the recommendation.
8.2
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	Possible criticism of Council if seen to be deviating from agreed policy
	II
	D


8.3
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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9  
Recommendation

9.1
The Committee recommends to the Executive Committee that either Option 1 or Option 2 is adopted for the future funding of discretionary Leisure and Community Grants with effect from 2011-12.

  

  Report prepared by:
  Adam Huntley, Voluntary Sector Funding and Partnerships Officer.

Background Papers


None

APPENDICES/ ATTACHMENTS


Appendix A: Initial Screening Criteria for Applications

Appendix B: Summary of CVS member survey
Appendix A: Initial Criteria Screening
· The applicant is a formally constituted organisation, and not an individual

· The applicant is a not for profit organisation
· Retrospective awards will not be made unless in exceptional circumstances.
· A significant number of beneficiaries should be Three Rivers’ residents.
· The application form should be fully completed with a hard copy of the final declaration signed and dated.
· The application should be accompanied by a set of audited accounts where the organisation has been established for more than 12 months and
· A copy of the constitution or Articles of Memorandum where it is a registered company.
Appendix B – Summary CVS Member Survey
CVS organizations completed an on-line survey. 30 out of 105 members replied over two weeks.

About 2/3rds were registered charities where just over half had annual income of annual income over £100,000 p.a. 60% had applied for a grant before.

The main points were

1. 20/28 (70%) felt core costs such as rent/ salaries were their top funding priority.

2. The vast majority felt that it was very important that Council priorities were clear and that there was a clear framework of requirements. Most felt current Council priorities were clear.

3. Organizations did not express a clear preference about funding mix but there was general support for longer term funding options.
Other points were

· Funding for events and start up costs were the least important funding priority. 

· Costs for equipment and one off costs were generally second or third order priority.

· Generally applicants did not feel strongly about presenting to the Leisure Committee. 

· The speed of decision making, and advice on form filling, were felt to be either important or very important to a vast majority.

· Where applicants expressed a view, their experience of the help they had received was positive.

· Many wanted to reiterate their hope for sustained funding.
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