	Equality Impact Assessment Template


	Step 1 – Scoping the EIA



	Name of the Policy/Function: 
	Strategic Funding Programme 2009/10

	Lead Assessor: 
	Date Process started: February 2009       

	Grants Team
	Date Process ended: March 2010

	This EIA is being undertaken because it is:

(  Outlined within the Equality scheme relevance assessment table      

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Part of a project proposal submission to the programme management board

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  As a result of organisation change
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other – please specify:
	GB Wide and Scotland and Wales specific policies:

All policies that are specific to Wales and Scotland will undergo their own EIA’s. For all GB wide policies, you will need to ensure that you have considered any impact that might incur as a result of activity taking place in Scotland and Wales. Please ensure that any EIA team established reflects expertise from Scotland and/or Wales colleagues.

	1. Which of the equality groups is the policy relevant to?



	Screening completed

	A. Date of screening:  
Date screening signed off and approved by internal equalities team:       
The policy has been identified as having relevance to the following equality groups  (please tick  below):
 Age ( Disability ( Race ( Gender ( Sexual Orientation (  Religion or Belief ( Transgender (


	Screening not completed

	B. If a screening has not been completed and your policy area is not obviously focused on one or more particular equality group*, for example, Race and the construction industry, your assessment must consider all of the equality strands.

Assessors of single strand projects MUST also consider multi- discrimination dimensions. See guidance for further details on assessing impact and multi-discrimination.
N/A - all apply


	2. What are the main aims, purpose and outcomes of the policy? You should be clear about the policy proposal: What do you hope to achieve by it? Who will benefit from it?



	Aim, Background and Context:
Section 17 of the Equality Act 2006 allows the Equality and Human Rights Commission to give financial assistance to organisations concerned with promoting equality and diversity, good relations and human rights.
Under the rubric of Section 17, the Commission launched “The Interim Funding Programme” in December 2007, which provided one-year project funding under three priority areas: Promoting good relations; Promoting equality and human rights; and Legal casework 
. 
In setting the three priority areas for the interim funding programme, the Commission committed itself – within the framework of the equality scheme and the emerging strategy – to implement four key actions:

1. Carry out a nationwide funding consultation with external stakeholders across England, Scotland and Wales

in a way that would be accessible to all groups
;
2. Conduct a comprehensive review of the current funding model
;
3. Check that our funding process addresses all equality areas and targets previously underfunded areas, taking

into consideration the Commission’s strategic priorities
;
4. Make our funding process and documents fully accessible, for example, by working with internal and external groups to assess materials.

These four key actions would be facilitated by, and would also ensure, among others, the alignment of the funding programme with the strategic priorities of the Commission
. This is a weakness noted in the previous EIA of the Grants Function. 
 Other weaknesses that were identified from that document included the following:
· Lacks enabling mechanisms to bring about social change as a result of a 1-year funding regime and also thinly spread resources.
· Is not fully accessible, particularly to disability organisations.
· Fails to maximise efficiency.

Having undertaken the four key actions, the Grants Committee (with ratification of the Board) agreed to work towards a grants function capable of delivering a “mixed economy” of funding options. Those options were identified as:

i. Strategic Funding for larger pieces of work lasting up to 3 years and of up to £450,000;
ii. Commissioned Funding round for specific pieces of work; 

iii. Small Grants for smaller-scale pieces of work lasting no more than 1 year.  
During 2009/10, the Grants Team undertook to develop the first of those options – the Strategic Funding Programme – which was launched in May 2009.   

Purpose of the Strategic Funding Programme:
To contribute to the delivery of the Commission's three year strategy by supporting the work of relevant organisations and bodies, especially the voluntary and community and not-for-profit sectors, through the provision of grant funding, in priority areas aligned to the Commission’s strategic priorities. 
Outcomes of the Strategic Funding Programme:
To fund a range of projects around Britain which can contribute towards strategic aims at national level, as well as achieving an impact in their localities under the following priority areas and working to achieve the following prescribed outcome(s) (See table 1):

Table 1: Priority Areas and Prescribed Outcomes under the Strategic Funding Programme
Priority Area

Prescribed Outcome(s)

Priority 1: Providing guidance, advice and advocacy services; infrastructure development and capacity building
A. To increase opportunities for communities to set up organisations

that represent and respond to their interests and needs where none currently exist (to support outcomes B and/or C, below); and for existing organisations and services to expand and develop their expertise and services (again to support outcomes B and/or C, below).

B. Individuals, particularly those that suffer inequality and disadvantage, have greater choice, control and empowerment over their own lives in relation to social care, health, housing, education, employment and business advice.

C. Victims of all forms of hate crime receive the support they need and have the confidence to continue their everyday lives.
Priority 2: Good relations
A. Increased interaction and understanding between groups and communities that do not ordinarily mix or where particular tensions exist.
Beneficiaries of the Strategic Funding Programme:
In line with the prescribed outcomes we anticipate that beneficiaries will be composed of individuals, communities and organisations from across all equality mandate areas in Great Britain particularly those that: 
A. Suffer the most acute discrimination and/or disadvantage in accessing social care, health, housing, education, employment and business advice;
B. Are victims or perpetrators of any form of hate crime;
C. Live in areas of known tension, e.g. inter-racial tension, religious tension etc



	3. Which aspects/activities of the policy are particularly relevant to equality?

	The establishment of the Strategic Funding Programme will involve five key stages as follows:

1. Planning and Programme development – including a national consultation event during the Autumn and Winter of 2008/09, to inform the structure of the programme and ongoing work to develop policies and processes to support the implementation of the programme;
2. Support, advice and guidance on the Programme – provided to prospective applicants through a series of 15 funding surgeries across England, Wales and Scotland during the stage one live period; telephone and email advice throughout the stage one and stage two live periods;
3. The Stage One and Stage Two Assessment Processes – two intensive period of assessment to read and assess the merits of the applications submitted at each stage of the process;
4. Dissemination of the stage one and stage two results – to include feedback to (and from) unsuccessful applicants, as well as the provision of alternative funding advice.
5. Ongoing Monitoring and Evaluation of the Programme – to include quarterly financial monitoring of all funded organisations, performance monitoring of all funded organisations (including the submission of an end-of-year report), and also activities to evaluate the impact of the programme in line with Equality Measurement Framework. 

The methodologies applied, and also the processes and policies developed, to underpin each of the five stages are all relevant to equality.  A summary of the considerations taken to ensure equality of access and opportunity in relation to stages 1- 4 are described below. 
The high-level design of the programme was informed by recommendations that emerged from the National Consultation (summarised below under question 6).  Based on the feedback gathered during that consultation, and also through ongoing internal deliberation, a number of changes were made to the programme in order to affect multiple equality benefits as follows (see table 2):

Table 2: Summary of Changes to the Funding Programme and the intended equality benefits
Changes

Intended Equality Benefit 

A national consultation exercise was held with members of the public and voluntary & community sector organisations.
Increase in accessibility of the programme to all groups, which particularly benefitted small organisations, including rural based groups with limited budgets for travel. 
Introduction of a two-stage application process that will reduce the time organisations spend developing unsupportable applications, including a short, simplified first stage ‘Outline Proposal Form’ that requires no additional documentary evidence.
General increase in the accessibility of the programme to all groups, with particular benefits to smaller organisations and groups that do not have the time and / or resources to meet more complex application arrangements. 
Development of a set of clearer eligibility criteria, including guidance on what we will not fund, and a set of principles that show how we will prioritise applications.
General increase in external understanding of the programme among equality groups; and an increase in the number of applications from those groups (received and successful) that meet with the EHRC’s strategic priorities and organisational ethos. 
Redevelopment of the funding section of our corporate website so that it is better tailored to the needs of our main users, including grant seekers and funded organisations. 
General increase in accessibility to all groups, especially to those who may find funding processes complex.
Introduction of multi-year funding options for successful applicants in certain strategic priority areas, and more flexible timescales for shorter-term funding.
Higher concentration of EHRC resources (i.e. funding) into areas of high priority so as to enable the delivery and consolidation of equality gains; increased responsiveness to address emerging issues relevant to equality and human rights as well as increased access to funding among the most disadvantaged groups.  
Provision of a full range of accessible formats.

Increased levels of access to certain disadvantaged groups, particularly disability organisations and also other ethnic/racial groups, e.g. groups where English is not spoken as a first language.
Restructuring of the assessment process to bring together a multi-disciplinary team of assessors from across the organisation, drawn principally from area specialists in the English Regions, Scotland, Wales, and also from thematic experts in strategy. 
Increased knowledge and understanding of equality issues relevant to the EHRC’s agenda resulting in a final portfolio of funded organisations with a sharper equality focus. 
Regards the more detailed preparation of the programme, it was acknowledged at an early stage that voluntary sector organisations, particularly those in newer mandate areas, generally have scare resources and cannot afford to invest large amounts of time and money in the preparation of speculative applications that may ultimately prove unsuccessful.  The overall complexity and clarity of the application process would, therefore, be a key determinant in attracting applications and, by consequence, also a key equality consideration.  
Similarly, the ability of the Strategy Directorate to provide high-quality policy guidance within the programme notes would also help inform prospective applicants to: 
a. Decide whether to apply for the programme and; 
b. Complete their applications in line with EHRC strategic priorities – and therefore have a critical impact on the overall success of the programme. 
Accordingly, a number of significant changes were made to the model used under the interim programme, to support the introduction of a two-stage application process and the consultation recommendations.  Particular attention was dedicated to the development of the application materials that underpin the process, with several day-long planning meetings (attended by members of the Wales, Scotland and Communications teams) held to discuss and rationalise what level of information should be requested at stages one and two. This was also discussed with the Strategy Directorate, especially in relation to the accessibility issues and requirements that would need to be made.  Those discussions resulted in a set of application materials, available in all formats
, as follows:     

(i) Outline (stage 1) proposal form requesting data on the lead applicant and its legal status (to check for eligibility), its governance arrangements, and a series of short questions on the project, including a 150-word project summary
.  No other supporting documentation was requested at this stage; (ii) A full (stage 2) application with space to elaborate on the project summary, provide a work-plan (composed of objectives and outputs
), and also explain how the project will be managed, monitored, evaluated and sustained, using maximum word limits.  In addition to the application form, applicants were also asked to provide certain supporting documentation including a business plan (for applications of more than £50k in value), job description for key posts, and organisational accounts.
Other key equality considerations in the planning and delivery of the programme aimed at maximising the submission and selection of applications that fit within the Commission’s strategic objectives included (see table 3):

Table 3:  Summary of equality considerations in the planning and delivery of the programme
Consideration

Summary of Action Taken

Amount of time given to applicants to fill in the application forms

Applicants given 6-weeks, in line with Compact best practice guidelines, to prepare bids. 

The amount (and medium) of promotional work undertaken to advertise the programme externally

Press release placed on the EHRC website with onward dissemination (digitally) via Facebook, Twitter and Youtube, and also via regional and local networks

The amount (and medium) of promotional work undertaken to advertise the programme internally

Series of internal briefing sessions, open to all staff, in Birmingham, Manchester, and Cardiff.  FAQ document and programme overview provided to key internal staff, i.e. on the Helpline, and also within the English Regions and Countries. There was also a grants intranet page which to explain the programme. 
The amount of support on offer to applicants throughout stage one and stage two

Stage 1 – a series of 15 funding surgeries run across England, Wales and Scotland to explain the priority areas, eligibility criteria, and application process.  More than 1,000 people attended.

Stage 2 – telephone / email support of up to 90 minutes per organisation available via the grants office and local officers from Monday 7th September until Friday 25th September.
The governance arrangements for the assessment of applications; composition and training of assessors

Stage One:  Multi-disciplinary team of assessors recruited from across the organisation with relevant expertise to assess bids from all the equality mandate areas and also by thematic area.  All applications were put through the following procedure: 1. Formal assessment, i.e. assessment and quality assurance. 2. Assessment recommendations presented in a paper to the Grants Committee and 3. Grants Committee recommendation ratified by the Board.

Stage Two:
1. Formal assessment, i.e. assessment, quality assurance and final moderation of the applications forms. 
2. Thematic panel review.
3. SMT Review. 
4. Grants Committee approval and 
5. Final Board Approval. 

Provision of feedback and support to failed applicants

All applications were provided with written confirmation of the application outcome with broad reasons for rejection provided.  Bespoke feedback provided by officers in regional and country offices, and also in the grants unit.

Increased efforts to produce high-quality policy guidance
Inclusion of prescribed outcomes under each priority area and example of work that we will consider funding. 
The new Grant Funding Agreement (GFA) outlines the expectations and obligations of the grantees, and has been overhauled for the Strategic Funding Programme to take into account various matters for consideration that the audit report by the National Audit Office and Internal auditors had brought to our attention. It should be noted for this EIA, that some of these changes may have adverse equality impact.  Notable changes that should be highlighted include:


· Zero tolerance over year-end carry-forward: This refers to the stipulation that henceforth all money properly allocated to any one financial year needs to be fully expended in that period otherwise no allowance will be made for this to be carried forward into the next year. This is going to be problematic for many community-based organisations where the work they undertake is either user- or demand-led, and the availability of resources requires ongoing flexibility through the life of the project.  Inflexibility over carry-forward may bring certain projects to an abrupt halt, particularly those being delivered by groups with lower resources such as Gypsy and Traveller groups and other organisations in newer mandate areas, raising the possibility that outcomes will not be achieved.
· Increase in complexity with regard to the negotiation of contracts: It is estimated that the more complex grant funding agreement (the 48 page EHRC agreement is at odds with that of most other funders, which generally have a terms and conditions of grant document of 2 to 4 pages) requires additional resource to manage and this therefore adds to the cost of grants compliance.  This development is likely to particularly increase the costs to smaller, disadvantaged groups, who rely more on volunteers and more generalist staff.  What’s more, the additional time needed to manage compliance requirements could, in addition, cause delay to the release of payments, which could, particularly for smaller groups, lead to severe cash-flow difficulties.

· Increase in the number of monitoring actions undertaken: As above, this will effectively increase the costs of receiving an award from the EHRC to the extent that it may be prove prohibitively high to smaller, disadvantaged groups.  
Continued work, as described under the answer to question 5, will be undertaken to understand the ramifications of the above and also other changes.    



	4. Gathering the Evidence

	List below available data and research that will be used to determine impact on the different equality groups.
Your assessment MUST include equality monitoring data gathered by your directorate. If data is not referenced and a link provided to the source, your EIA will NOT be signed off by the internal equalities team. 
‘if you don’t have any equality monitoring data please set out in question 5 below what mechanisms you will put in place to collect this data’  

It is your responsibility to identify what data is available and use it within your assessment.

	The Grants Unit has undertaken to gather evidence on all stages (refer to question 3) of the Strategic Funding Programme that have been delivered to date via various mechanisms, including a national consultation, regular stakeholder events, and the dissemination of feedback forms.

· Planning and Programme development – the views of stakeholders from across all equality groups were captured in the Grants Consultation Report (Clarient Ltd, Jan 2009) and Online Consultation Report (Dialogue by Design, February 2009). A consolidated document was published in various accessible formats in March 2009 which outlines the results of these consultation activities.  This document was widely disseminated and made available on our website and intranet. 
· Support, advice and guidance on the Programme – data on those attending the series of nationwide grants surgeries (during phase 1) was collected by regional staff and feedback on the events captured through a feedback form provided at the events; emails (complaints and compliments), and records of telephone (verbal) feedback have also been stored and are available from the grant unit upon request.
· Dissemination of the stage one and stage two results – emails, letters and records of telephone (verbal) feedback have been stored, as have MPs letters and FOIA requests; breakdown of stage one and stage two applicants by equality group and geographical area recorded on to the Grants Unit database.
· Ongoing Monitoring and Evaluation of the Programme – ongoing throughout the funding period (refer to answer under question 5 for further information).
 

	5. Evidence Gaps 

Do you require further information to gauge the probability and/or extent of impact? 

No: please go on to the next question. 

Yes, please explain how you will set out to fill any evidence gaps- Please be specific, we don’t just want to know what data is missing, we want to know how you will go about collating it, time frames and responsibilities

	Feedback on the implementation of the programme has been sought at various stages (as laid out under question 4) and is presented within this EIA under the answer to question 6.  
However, it is noted that the volume and scope of this feedback has sometimes been limited, and further targeted work is currently being undertaken (by Clarient Ltd) with a selection of successful applicants and also internal staff in order to better understand whether certain groups experienced any unintended barriers in accessing funding from the Commission.  The feedback to be gathered as part of this exercise will cover all five stages of the process as referred to in question 3,  but will be of particular relevance to stage 3 (assessment) –  final report from Clarient to be made available in June 2010.   

In addition, we intend, through the ongoing monitoring and evaluation of successful grantees (in stage 5 of the process), to test to what extent the beneficiaries as stated in the applications compare with the actual beneficiaries of the project, and also how the policies and processes that underpin the programme have been received.  Data on this will be gathered throughout the funding period (up until 31 March 2011) through grants events and also through a customer feedback survey at the end of the funding period.
It should also be noted that other wider programme activities, such as the Small Grants Programme and the Capacity Development Programme may, depending on when these programmes are rolled out, also impact upon (and be informed by) this EIA.  
As such, this EIA will remain live and need to be updated on a rolling basis, particularly once the Clarient process findings are published, and again should any future evaluation be undertaken.  Further process evaluation data will also be available at the end of the funding period and should provide useful feedback in relation to, among other, the terms and conditions of grant as set out in the Grant Funding Agreement. 


	6. Involvement and Consultation-

You are required to involve and consult stakeholders during your assessment.

The extent of the consultation will depend on the nature of the policy. All major work programmes and strategies should make arrangements to consult throughout assessment. That includes gathering views on the initial aims of the policy and also on any impact.  This should enable an informed view to be given on the options identified as well as the assessment of impacts. Stakeholder’s views on the most effective methods of addressing unwanted impacts should be considered. Following consultation and involvement it may be necessary to go back to the assessment and revise your findings.

	Please indicate 

· What consultation has taken place, who with, when and how

· A summary of the feedback, and;

· A link to any written record of the consultation so that it can be published alongside this assessment. (N.B if this is not provided your assessment cannot be signed off by the internal equalities team)
· How you will continue to gain stakeholder views once your policy has been implemented

	National Grants Consultation Exercise

The grants consultation exercise, which took place in the Autumn/Winter 2008/09 through a series of 15 events across England, Wales and Scotland, was the highest profile activity that took place and was intended to directly engage with stakeholders across Great Britain to understand their needs and expectations of the Commission and also enable them to inform the high-level shape and structure of the future grants programme.

More than 500 individuals participated in the events (see table 4) representing organisations across all the equality mandate groups; a further 420 provided feedback via the online survey.  

Table 4:  Summary of Participant Numbers at the Grants Consultation by location

England

Scotland

Wales

Location

Numbers attending

Location

Numbers attending

Location

Numbers attending

Newcastle

45

Edinburgh

32

Llandudno Junction

10

Peterborough

21

Birmingham

50

Leeds

25

Aberdeen

26

Llandrindod Wells

12

City of London

102

Manchester

70

Nottingham

39

Ayr
16

Swansea
21

Plymouth

16

Guildford

25

The main findings of this consultation, summarised in the Grants Consultation Report (prepared by Clarient) and The Online Consultation Report (prepared by Dialogue by Design) were as follows:
· That the Commission move towards the implementation of a multi-year funding programme, supported by a small grants programme;
· ERHC capability and resources need to be developed in order that collaborative work can be encouraged between EHRC and grantees;
· An outcome based approach to funding is welcomed, but the Commission will need to provide clear definitions, guidance and support, especially to smaller organisations; 
· Reporting requirements need to reflect the project complexity, funding and duration, and support should be provided in developing bespoke outcome requirements using a flexible approach which can accommodate changing circumstances.
Evaluation of the Assessment Process: 
Feedback on the processes, support mechanisms and policies used during the assessment phase of the programme has been sought at regular intervals to check whether the systems put in place meet stakeholder needs.  
Data on the number of the participants was collected at all stage one events and, in most cases, the names of the organisations represented were also noted down.  The names of those participants demonstrate a high level reach across all equality mandate areas
.   

A feedback form was made available during stage one of the process at the funding surgeries and also via the website, where it remains, with feedback requested on the accessibility, usability and length of the application forms and guidance notes, while feedback was also solicited with regards to the support made available (including the funding surgeries).  
While the overall volume of feedback received is noted as modest – we received completed forms from 17 organisations, including those that represent vulnerable groups such as Gypsies and Travellers and also the LGB&T community, in relation to stage one of the process, the results presented in table 5 illustrate that general levels of satisfaction in relation to these elements were very positive, with average results as follows (scores were given on the basis of 1= very poor; 5 = very good):

Table 5:  Satisfaction Levels in relation to the Stage 1 Applications Materials and Support

Accessibility 

Usability

Length

Overall Average

Application Form

4.4

4.13

4.13

4.22

Guidance Notes

4.29

4.29

4.17

4.25

Support 

N/A

N/A

N/A

4.41

Average
4.35
4.21
4.15
4.29
Certain respondents also left specific comments on the feedback form, the majority of which were very positive.  For example: 
“We noticed a vast improvement on last year’s application process with the provision of hard and electronic copies of the application form, good local briefing presentations; first stage process welcomed with timely notification.” (York REN)
“Guidance notes were very clear – particularly liked the glossary because terms mean different things to different people.  Workshops were also a good support – pleased to have opportunity to talk to staff.”  (Pitsmoor CAB)

“The guidance notes were very helpful – there was a lot to read but they were well organised.  The information on the website was easily accessible.”

“The guidance notes are very clear and user friendly; in addition the font size is very good.  A great deal of thought has gone into the planning and structure of this format.  It is very clear and has a lot of clarity.  It is easy to follow and it demonstrates you have been mindful to your intended audience.” (Anon)
However, two respondents did note that the word limit had caused concern claiming that “it was difficult to give justice to the project plans in such a limited amount of words” while one considered the guidance notes to be “too long and too detailed for this stage”.  Just one respondent complained about the length of the form.
No completed feedback forms have been received in relation to the stage two materials and support. 
Summary of other Feedback on the Application Process:

Feedback on stage one and stage two of the assessment phase has also been received via other routes, for example as a result of FOIA requests, MPs letters, as well as emails, letters, and calls from successful and unsuccessful applicants at stage one and stage two.  Collectively, these provide a further indication of satisfaction levels with regard to the implementation of the programme.  Some of the comments received are provided below:
· One caller, from a disability organisation, reported problems using the BSL DVD.  In particular, it was suggested that such materials, though useful, are not, by nature, as accessible as other formats.  For example, fast-forwarding and rewinding a VCD is not directly comparable to flicking back and forth between pages of a hard document.  
· Another email complainant wrote in to complain that he could not access the stage one application materials and suggested that the EHRC's communications have not improved significantly over the past 12 months, despite assurances that they would
.  In addition, the complainant criticised the lack of a search function on the website (rectified since the launch of the new site) and suggested that applicants had not been given sufficient time to prepare applications. One caller, an unsuccessful applicant at stage one, suggested that all disability-related applications should only be assessed by disabled people to eliminate any unintended disadvantage to those groups.
· One applicant, rejected at stage one, sent an email stating that they wanted to take legal action against the Commission because it was deemed ineligible (due to incorrect signatory) and has fed back that the text on the guidance materials was too small
.
· Some unsuccessful applicants have fed back that they liked the process, and appreciated the funding resources circulated with the rejection letters
.

· A high proportion of the twenty stage one complaints received came from organisation that were rejected on grounds of eligibility, e.g. incorrect signatory provided and/or unrestricted income exceeded maximum threshold.  All such complainants were informed, in reply, that the eligibility criteria were clearly stated on the guidance notes with important reminders highlighted throughout the application form to ensure that applicants understood the importance of adhering to these rules.  As such, the responsibility for rejection lay with the organisation.  In one instance we did receive a legitimate complaint regards signatories from a Gypsy/Traveller organisation who pointed out that the signatory on their application (J. Jones) was in fact different to the lead contact (also J. Jones)
.  It transpired, however, that the application had already been assessed and rejected on other grounds.  Nevertheless, a full apology was sent to the applicant and this episode does provide a valuable learning point for the EHRC in terms of dealing with the Gypsy and Traveller community.  (The surname “Jones” is a very common surname within the Gypsy and Traveller community and therefore it should follow that further checks should have been undertaken to clarify the identities of project lead and signatory.) 
· A handful of stage one applicants indicated that they would like to appeal against the decision to reject their application.  However, the EHRC does not have an appeals process. This had also been made clear in the guidance notes. 
As mentioned under question 5, we are also in the process of initiating a more comprehensive review of the stage one and stage two assessment process through Clarient Ltd.  This work will seek internal and external views on stage one and stage two of the process via a feedback form, disseminated to all 61 successful applicants and also to certain internal staff, particularly those that were involved in providing support to applicants and assessing applications.  The final report will be complete, and available on the internet, by June 2010.  In particular, this work will address the low levels of formal feedback available to understand how the 255 applicants that progressed to stage two coped with that process.
Although the above feedback illustrates the need for further improvements to be made to the programme, the overall number of MPs letters is significantly reduced compared to previous years (See table 6).  This improvement vindicates the decision to defer the programme, which created additional time to develop more effective stakeholder management plans. 
It should however be noted that the number of FOI requests is significantly increased from last year - most of these requests came after Stage 2 of the assessment process and were seeking information on why their application was turned down or why other organisations were funded. This can be attributed to increased awareness of the general rights applicants are allowed under the FOIA, and it can also be seen as a consequence of there not being an appeals process. None of the FOIA requests however resulted in a change of the funding decisions.  

Table 6: Summary and Comparison of Applications Received, MPs Letters Received and FOIA Requests Received
08/09 Interim Grants Programme

09/10 Strategic Funding Programme

Increase / Decrease (Year on year)

Number of Applications

801

2142
+ 1341
Number of MPs Letters

2 

2

No change

Number of FOIA Requests
5 

16
+ 11 
Evaluation of Monitoring Processes:
Further feedback will be sought from the 61 successful grantees with regard to ongoing monitoring procedures and compliance mechanisms via stakeholder events, including thematic meetings to discuss the monitoring and evaluation framework, and customer feedback forms, to be disseminated at the end of the funding period.  (See also answer to question 5)  


	Step 2 – Assessing impact and opportunities to promote equality



	7. What kind of equality impact can you see being evidenced in respect of the individual equality duties? Please provide as much detail as possible as to how you have reached the conclusions that you make and document them clearly below.

	Results of the Programme:

The remodelled Funding Programme was launched in May 2009 and by the deadline (in June 2009) the grants unit had received more than two thousand applications requesting funds of more than £500 million.  (The Interim Grants Programme, by comparison, received 801 applications worth £45 million.)   

Year-on-year this equates to an increase in demand of more than 150% - and such a notable increase is, it is suggested, a legitimate indicator of success, and also credible evidence that the Commission has improved overall accessibility, as a result of the new features in place to support both the promotion of the programme and the accessibility needs of equality groups.

These conclusions are also supported by applicant feedback (under question six) which suggests that the design of the forms and application support provided were both very well received. 
Equality Breakdown of Applications:

The data collection system used under the Strategic Funding Programme is not fully streamlined with that used under the Interim Funding Programme and, subsequently, there is not always a direct comparison between data sets
.  Nonetheless, the headline data clearly indicates an increase in applications that address work across all equality groups, including both established and newer mandate areas, and also a more balanced spread of applications in the pool of 61 successful applicants.   (See table 7)
Table 7:  Comparison of mandate areas for all applications received under the Interim Grants Programme (2008/09) and the Strategic Funding Programme (2009/10)
2008/09

2009/10

Mandate Area

Total Applied (% of total)
Total Funded (% of total)
Total Received (% of total)
Total Stage 2 Shortlists (% of total)
Total Funded (% of total)
Age

38 (5%)
13 (5%)
1581 (74%)
203 (80%)
51 (84%)
Cross-mandate

188 (24%)
73 (26%)
N/A

N/A
N/A
Disability

74 (9%)
16 (2%)
1311 (61%)
169 (66%)
43 (71%)
Gender

36 (5%)
14 (5%)
958 (45%)
131 (51%)
41 (67%)
Human Rights

35 (4%)
14 (5%)
38 (2%)
4 (2%)
1 (2%)
Other

218 (27%)
66 (23%)
N/A
N/A
N/A
Race

162 (20%)
66 (23%)
1538 (72%)
194 (76%)
48 (79%)
Religion and Belief

27 (3%)
9 (3%)
544 (25%)
64 (25%)
22 (36%)
Sexual Orientation

23 (3%)
14 (5%)
461 (22%)
90 (35%)
29 (48%)
Transgender

N/A
N/A
268 (13%)
60 (24%)
18 (30%)
Not specified/specific
N/A
N/A
19 (1%)
-
-
Total

801 (100%)
285 (100%)
2,142 (N/A)
255 (N/A)
61 (N/A)
For example, more than 60% (or 1,300) applications were relevant to disability under the 09/10 programme (whereas less than 10% (74) of 08/09 applicants were disability organisations), nearly 50% (or 1,000) applications were relevant to gender (less than 5% (36) gender-led organisations applied in 08/09), and more than 500 applications were relevant to religion and belief (whereas just 27 applications were received from this group in 08/09).  

The more even spread of applications received from across all equality mandate areas appears to correlate directly with the composition of the final portfolio, which appears better balanced than the 08/09 portfolio, even though it is near impossible to decipher the relative equality weighting of the many cross-mandate applications.  (For example, what would be the impact of a cross-mandate bid with target groups that include young adults of mixed ethnicity, gender status, sexuality, faith, and disability status?)  Nonetheless, it is interesting to note that 84% of the 61 funded applications are relevant to age (whereas only 5% of the organisations funded in 08/09 came from this mandate area), and that 36% are relevant to religion/faith (whereas only 3% of the organisations funded in 08/09 came from this mandate area).  
Similarly, the mandate identity of successful organisations, presented in table 8 below (which provides a direct comparison of the mandate areas identified of all successful organisations in 08/09 and 09/10) suggest that the programme has enjoyed considerable success in generating a portfolio of successful cross-mandate applications that are being led by organisations that represent all or several of the equality groups.  Particular observations are as follows:

· 17% increase in the proportion of cross-mandate organisations funded; and clear evidence that cross-mandate work is now the norm among single-mandate groups of all identities.
· 11.5% reduction in the proportion of race-identity organisations funded.  However, the proportion of successful applications delivering race-focussed work under the 09/10 programme is broadly comparable with the 08/09 programme and therefore the overall impact on race work appears broadly unaffected
.  
· Strong increase in the proportion of both disability and, more especially, gender-led groups funded under the 09/10 programme – most likely to be attributable to, respectively, work by the social care team to ensure that grants-related objectives were built into their work programme, and the coincidence of the grants programme with publication of the “Map of Gaps” report, which noted the dearth of funding available to groups that offer guidance and support to victims of domestic violence.  Generally, the success of such organisations can be offset against the reduced numbers of successful applications that led by race organisations. 
· Newer mandate-led groups, with the exception of faith-based organisations, have, on balance, fared well under the new programme with the largest single award being made to a transgender organisation
.
· However, there was a discernible dearth of applications in the programme from human rights organisations, who were also one of the least successful in applying – a trend that can perhaps be traced back to the absence of specific policy guidance on human rights within the guidance notes.   
Table 8:  Comparative Breakdown of the mandate areas of successful applicants in 08/09 and 09/10

2009/10

2008/09

Mandate Identity
Number of Organisations (% of total)

Number of Organisations (% of total)

Change Year-on Year

Age

4 (6.6%)

13 (5%)

+ 1.6%
Cross-Mandate

26 (42.6%) 

73 (26%)

+ 16.6%

Disability

7 (11.5%)

16 (2%)

+ 9.5%

Gender

11 (18%)

14 (5%)

+ 13%

Human Rights

1 (1.6%)

14 (5%)

· 3.4%

Race 

7 (11.5%)

66 (23%)

· 11.5%
Religion & Belief

1 (1.6%)

9 (3%)

· 1.4%
Sexual Orientation

3 (4.9%)

14 (5%)

No change
Transgender

1 (1.6%)

N/A

No comparison
Other
N/A
66 (23%)
No comparison
Total

61 (100%)

285 (100%)

Geographical Breakdown:
While there was never an intention to choose a portfolio of organisation’s based around regional / country quotas, and the EHRC does not (under the current programme setup) seek to target funding towards any specific locality, various stakeholders, including applicants to the grants programme, often view equality through a local 'lens'.  Therefore a geographical analysis of applications received (in table 9) adds an interesting dimension to the EIA.  

Table 9:  Comparative Geographical Breakdown of Stage One Applications to the 09/10 Strategic Funding Programme vs. Applicants to the 08/09 Interim Funding Programme

Country / Region

Number of applications in 09/10 (as % of total)

Number of applications in 08/09 (as % of total)

Increase / Decrease in number of applications submitted between 08/09 and 09/10 (% increase year-on-year)
Increase / Decrease as a    % of total
East Midlands

116 (5%)

42 (5)

+ 74 (+176%)
0

East of Eng

76 (3.5%)

64 (8)

+ 12 (+19%)
-4,5

England (More than one region)

66 (3%)

N/A

N/A
+ 3

London

360 (17%)

209 (26%)

+ 151 (+ 72%)
-9

North East

97 (4,5%)

38 (5%)

+ 49 (+ 155%)
-0,5

North West

248 (12%)

71 (9%)

+ 177 (+ 249%)
+3

South East 

123 (6%)

67 (8%)

+ 56 (+ 162%)
-2

South West

126 (6%)

47 (6%)

+ 79 (+ 168%)
0

UK (More than one country)

202 (9%)

N/A

N/A
+9

West Midlands 

206 (10%)

67 (8%)

+ 139 (+ 207%)
+2

Y & H

191 (9%)

73 (9%)

+ 118 (+ 162%)
0

Scotland
201 (9%)
78 (10%)
+ 123 (+ 158%)
-1
Wales
139 (6%)
45 (6%)
+ 94 (+ 209%)
0
TOTAL

2,151 (100%)

801 (100%)

+ 1350 (+ 169%)

The headline trend from table 9 is the increase in the number of applications across all nine English Regions, Wales and Scotland.  However, the degree by which applications rose in each region/country varied quite significantly with the sharpest rises (of more than 200%) noted in the North West, Wales and the West Midlands.  Other increases closely reflect the overall increase in demand, with the exception of the East of England and London, which both recorded relatively modest increases of, respectively, 20% and 72%.  
While it is conceivable that certain internal factors, such as the amount of time spent promoting the programme at regional / country level, may have had an influence on overall demand, there are numerous internal and external variables at work that may have impacted upon demand, namely:

· The quality of the advice, including policy advice, offered by individual officers in each region/country (which may have, for right or for wrong, either persuaded or dissuaded certain groups to apply);
· The volume / format of the support events in each region/country;
· The number of organisations capable of making an application to the programme – in other words the relative development of the local VCS infrastructure, particularly equality organisations, including the overall number of VCS organisations in any given region;
· Differences in the regional / country populations, including the demographic spread of that population (with regard to all 7 equality mandate areas), and also relative levels of affluence within that population;
· Local policy context and also the funding priorities of local government and other donors;
· The potential knock on effect, as a result of increased demand and / or success rates at stage one, in relation to the amount of time the local officers could spend with each individual applicant during phase 2. 

Table 10:  Breakdown of successful applications by region, country, mandate areas covered, spend, and priority areas
Country / Region
Amount in £ recommended over 3 years (% of total spend)

Priority Areas Covered

No. of Organisations funded

Mandate Areas Covered (Age = A, Disability = D, Gender = G, Human Rights = HR, Race = R, Religion and Belief = R & B, Sexual Orientation = SO, Transgender = T, Cross-mandate = CM)
PA1

PA2

A

D

G

HR

R

R&B

SO

T

East Midlands

£997,125 (10%)

4

1

5

5
5
4
0
5
3
4
3
East of England

£479,114 (4.8%)

3

0

3

3
1
3
0
3
2
1
0
Yorks & Humber

£750,000 (7.5%)

2

2

4

2
2
2
0
4
2
2
0
West Midlands

£601,000 (6%)

3

2

5

5
4
2
0
4
0
3
3
Wales

£533,450 (5.3%)

5

0

5

3
5
3
0
4
1
3
1
Great Britain

£971,670 (9.7%)

3

1

4

3
2
1
1
3
2
1
1
South West

£726,728 (7.3%)

4

0

4

3
3
4
0
4
3
2
2
South East

£100,000 (1%)

1

0

1

1
1
1
0
1
0
1
0
Scotland

£715,675 (7.2%)

4

2

6

5
2
4
0
3
1
3
2
North West

£634,789 (6.4%)

2

1

3

2
3
2
0
3
2
3
2
North East

£529,563 (5.3%)

3

1

4

3
2
3
0
0
0
0
0
London

£1,982,268 (19.8%)

9

3

12

11
8
9
0
10
5
3
2
England

£967,855 (9.7%)

3

2

5

5
5
5
0
5
1
3
2
TOTAL

£9,989,534
46
15
61
51
43
43
1
49
22
29
18
· Almost one in five of the projects funded had reach beyond a single country or region, i.e. covered England or GB, a trend that may be down to the influence of the thematic panels and their understanding of the term “strategic”
· Very low number of organisations funded (and proportion of overall spend) in the South-East region contrasted with a very strong overall performance by organisations in the East Midlands region.
· Just one quarter of applications funded fell under Good Relations (Priority Area 2), meaning that there are several Good Relations deserts, including Wales and also three out of nine of the English Regions (East of England, the South-East and the South-West).  Possible explanations for this are that it was simply a reflection of the lower number of applications received under this priority area, but it could also be an indication that people felt less comfortable with the policy guidance in this priority area.
· Overall good spread of work across all equality groups within each Region and Country with the exception of the North East where there is no work taking place to support newer mandate areas or race.  Other less notable gaps are also visible in the East of England, Yorkshire & Humber and South-East (no trans work), and also in the West Midlands and the South-East (no religion and belief work) 
Final Conclusions:
While the data provided in this EIA provides a very useful indication of where the potential weaknesses in the programme may lie and how it might be better equality-proofed, it is nevertheless important to note that other forces outside of the EHRC's control are at work throughout the funding process.  As such, a set of general trends are noted (see below under “Areas of Good Practice” and “Lessons Learnt”) that can be used to inform the policies and processes used under future programmes, but no definitive conclusions can be drawn.  A “summary of gaps” in the portfolio of funded organisations is also noted (again, below) and should be circulated to other parts of the organisation to inform ongoing work programmes.
Areas of Good Practice:
It seems clear that application materials and support mechanisms that were put in place to support the delivery of the 09/10 programme have increased interest in the funding programme from groups that represent all equality mandate groups.  In particular, it has been pleasing to note the level of interest from groups applying to deliver disability and gender related work, which is indicative of efforts to render the programme more accessible and addresses one of the key weaknesses noted in the EIA to defer the 09/10 programme.  The overall increase in applications, the general success of organisations from across the equality spectrum in applying to the programme, and a general improvement in the alignment of funded work to deliver against strategic objectives, can be put down to various factors, not least:

· Improved efforts to advertise and promote the programme and also better guidance and support on offer to applicants through local outreach and promotional activity; and also better corporate communications. 

· The 'friendly' nature of the programme, including a two-stage process, which allowed for an increased number of ‘speculative’ bids with minimal effort expended by the applicants.
· The availability of funding for up to three years and for larger sums (of up to £450k).

· The putting in place of stronger governance procedures to support the assessment process. 
Lessons Learnt:
One of the main areas of concern to be noted is the contrast between how the programme was presented during the application stage – in other words one that strives to be Compact-compliant, offer longer-term funding arrangements of up to three years, and works more closely with organisations that receive funding – and the programme as it actually exists, i.e. one with relatively complex and time-consuming compliance requirements and which could only provide guaranteed funding for a period of 15 months.   

Some of the 60 funded organisations have already noted their concerns on some of these issues during the contact negotiation period, in particular with regard to the additional compliance costs that have arisen from increased levels of bureaucracy, but it is anticipated that the degree to which this mismatch is felt may increase over the course of the funding period.  In particular, in the event that the Commission does not confirm funding beyond the end of phase one, it is highly probable that funded organisations would mobilise resources to challenge this decision
.    
Above all else the level of corporate support for the grants programme (and resources available to the grants unit
) has impacted heavily on the implementation of the programme, resulting in equality impacts for both internal staff and external applicants.  For instance:

· The mismatch between the timing of the strategic planning process and the grants planning process has led to a situation whereby insufficient policy advice was made available to the grants team to inform the guidance notes.  In particular, the Commission could have done more to clearly articulate the higher-level purpose of the programme, i.e. by defining what specific outcomes and change the Commission would like to achieve through its grants, at what level it would like to work (local, regional or national), and what resources would be made available to deliver grant-making activities in terms of:  
· A. The overall sum of money to be allocated. 
· B. The number of staff that will be available to deliver the process.  
There was also some uncertainty over what type work the Commission would deem to be “strategic”.  In practice, this has meant that:

(i) Certain regional teams, particularly those where resourcing was low, were unable to provide a level of service in line with stakeholder expectations to answer grants queries.
(ii) The Commission was unable to put in place specific mechanisms, particularly at local level, to support the development of applications from certain “vulnerable” groups, i.e. Gypsy and Traveller organisations, certain disability groups etc 
(iii) There is no dedicated (and/or specialist) trained staff to undertake assessments, which should be noted as a significant weakness.  
(iv) The Commission does not have safe and reliable mechanisms in place to capture applicant data.  In particular, there is no dedicated grant-making database to support the programme and/or an on-line application facility to capture application data, resulting in an extremely high administrative burden on grants staff.  (N.B. The increase in applications resulted in a one-month delay in the announcement of stage one results.)

(v) No specific policy guidance was provided in relation to human rights. There was a lack of clarity around which of the grants programmes (legal or strategic) this work would fall under, and as the two programmes were not launched at the same time, this resulted in confusion amongst both Commission and stakeholder groups. As a consequence, human rights activity was funded only minimally by both programmes;
(vi) The Good Relations Strategy was unavailable to inform work under that priority area – which is considered to be a significant weakness that caused uncertainty among applicants and assessors, and resulted in applications for work in this area that were not as strategically focussed as would have been desirable.
(vii) No information was made available on the Equality Measurement Framework, against which work under the programme should be measured and which therefore ought to have informed the priority areas of the programme.
(viii) Due to points (v) – (vii) applicants were given a fairly generous scope to develop creative applications, some of which had only tenuous connection with the Commission’s strategic priorities.  It would, therefore, have been desirable to tighten up that guidance in order to:  A. Attract higher quality, targeted bids and also B. Develop stricter assessment criteria so that more appropriate, “strategic” bids could be passed through to the thematic panels for consideration.
(ix) The Commission does not, due to the absence of a VCS Strategy, have a defined way of working and/or engaging with the voluntary sector.
(x) It was noted by one grantee that there may be a genuine occupational need to recruit individuals from a specific equality group to deliver their EHRC funded project.  In such cases it would of course be in line with best practice to note those occupational needs within the advertisement along with the legal exemptions that apply, otherwise the advertisement could be deemed discriminatory.  As such it was noted that the EHRC should provide further guidance notes on recruitment in order to reduce the risk of such practices being challenged and also to protect the Commission’s own reputation.
(xi)    One funded organisation, which may be categorised as vulnerable, was subjected to hate crime in the days following the announcement of EHRC funding
.  Although the hate crime could not be specifically linked to the receipt of EHRC funding the timing of the two events suggests that there could be a link.  As such, it does raise questions over what level of information about successful grant recipients is released into the public domain.  
Although the final grants portfolio is more closely aligned to the Commission’s strategy, the process of alignment could be further improved through attention to the above, helping to build better relationships with the voluntary sector and deliver more highly focussed work.
Summary of Gaps:

As a result, there are gaps, as highlighted throughout this EIA, in the final portfolio, of which some may considered to be “strategic”, not least:
· An overall shortage of work led by human rights groups and also faith groups across all areas (although a significant number of the funded applications deliver work relevant to both areas)
· A relatively low overall number of good relations bids funded with none funded in Wales, the East of England, the South-East and the South-West.
· Significant gaps in the North East portfolio with no successful applications to support newer mandate areas or race.
· Further visible gaps in the East of England and Yorkshire & Humber portfolios (no trans work), the West Midlands portfolio (no religion and belief work) and also the South-East portfolio (no trans or religion & belief work)
In addition to the above it is important, in the context of gaps, to emphasise the point that certain groups may also perceive there to be other gaps in the EHRC’s portfolio of funded organisations.  This maybe particularly true in the case of race work as a result of there being fewer race organisations in receipt of funding.  However, it is important to reiterate that the level of race work funded in 09/10 is proportionately comparable to 08/09.
Should a credible evidence base be available to support further interventions in these identified areas, it is suggested that the Commission should explore options to identify and fund work that will eliminate these gaps.


	8. What can you do further to maximise opportunities to further promote equality and ensure equitable outcomes for different communities and groups?

	· Investigate what additional support  mechanisms are required to remove lingering barriers that may exist within the application process, i.e. to support  ‘vulnerable’ groups, particularly Gypsies and Travellers, Refugee and Migrant Organisations, and certain disability groups (such as deaf/blind groups and those with learning difficulties etc) who may not have either the literacy skills and/or capacity to write-up complex bids or who may, as a result of their disability, experience certain hidden disadvantages, i.e. is reading a set of guidance notes in standard format place comparable in demand to accessing the guidance notes through BSL?    
· Carry out further customer feedback exercise (e.g. through the Clarient work), and also through ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the programme, particularly by Grants Officers.
· Carry out further and more extensive testing of application materials, particularly the stage two application materials
· Provision of better Policy Guidance to applicants within the application guidance notes, clearer reference to other EHRC research and policy documents, and better reference to that guidance within the assessment process. 
· Ongoing consultation with user groups and strategic stakeholders, to ensure that the Commission's practices and policies are compliant with best practice, and meeting ongoing and changing customer needs. 


	Step 3 – Strengthening your policy



	9. What will you do to remove any negative impact identified and further promote equality. Please document the actions required to strengthen your policy in the table below.

	Short Term:

· Targeted activities at regional level to elicit further feedback on the programme through the work to be delivered by Clarient.
· Work through the Programme Boards to establish whether an evidence base exists to plug identified gaps in the allocation of grants and to use other suitable grant-making mechanisms available to the Commission to fund gaps in specific areas of need.
· Work with the Foresight Team to develop an Equality Measurement Framework that can be used to measure the impact of grants work under the Strategic Funding Programme.
· Ascertain what support can be targeted to certain funded organisations whose capacity is such that they would benefit from additional support from EHRC staff to deliver their work programmes, i.e. by placing staff onto steering groups, closer support from Grants Officers etc.

Medium-Long Term:

· To continue to influence EHRC’s strategic and business planning processes at the highest levels to ensure that the use of grants as a lever to deliver the EHRC’s business is considered both robustly and in time with other planning processes.  (For example, the Commission will, assuming that grant-making is identified as an appropriate delivery tool, need to adopt a realistic sense of what might be accomplished with the amount of grant pounds available in order for detailed programme planning to commence.)  
· Closer cooperation between the Grants Unit and key internal stakeholders such as the Foresight Team and other areas of policy, such as the Good Relations Team, to develop clearer (and more targeted) policy guidance for applicants.
· Fuller integration of the grants team into the work of other units and governance frameworks, such as the Programme Boards.
· Further development of the grant-giving model in place, to be supported by a comprehensive Grants Manual that supports grant-giving across the equalities landscape.


	Action Planning

	Action(s)


	Timescales
	Responsible lead
	Outcome expected



	Process Evaluation (Clarient)
	June 2010
	Grants team
	To provide further intelligence on stakeholder perceptions of policies and procedures used under the programme – to inform ongoing development of the programme

	Develop efficient and cost-effective evaluation frameworks which can help to track value of investment and social impact of the funding programme.
	By September 2010
	Grants team
	Delivery of the event will support the ongoing impact evaluation of the programme; further potential for this work to feed into a business case to use grant-making as a lever to deliver against strategic objectives

	Mapping of support requirements among funded groups
	Ongoing
	All
	

	Drafting of “position paper on grants” that highlights challenges in the delivery of the current programme – to be presented to SMT etc
	April 2010
	Commissioner's Office
	To highlight the achievements and challenges to SMT and also to begin to develop the business case to use grant-making as a lever to deliver against strategic objectives

	Staff in the Grants Unit to attend regular Programme Board meetings etc 
	Ongoing
	Grants team
	The Grants programme is currently invited to Programme 6 meetings. 

	Step 4 – Monitoring and Review



	10. What monitoring mechanisms do you have in place to assess the actual impact of your policy?

	Impact here can be measured in relation to the impact of the work delivered by funded applications on communities across GB, which is assessed through:

A. Ongoing monitoring activities throughout the duration of the funding period to ensure that work is being delivered in accordance with Schedule 5 of the Grant Funding Agreement
.
B. Overall programme performance against set evaluation criteria (to be developed). It ws originally intended that this would be delivered through the Equality Measurement Framework – which was being developed in collaboration with the Foresight Team. (Integrating the Equality Measurement Framework into the monitoring procedures used by the grants team will be developed through an external consultancy.  The Commission's Programme Review Group decided in May 2010 not to proeed with this exercise and the Grants Unit are currently exploring alternatives. 
A further dimension of impact would be in relation to the user-friendliness of, and the costs associated with compliance towards, those monitoring procedures, since this would have an obvious impact on the capacity of funded organisations to deliver the funded activities, and also their attitudes toward EHRC as a whole.  Feedback on these aspects will, as noted throughout this EIA, be informed by the external review, and ongoing process evaluation undertaken by the grants unit, i.e. feedback forms at end-of-grant.  



� The Interim Funding Programme, the Commission’s inaugural funding programme, awarded a total of £10.9 million to 285 organisations.


�HYPERLINK "../../oalake/Local Settings/Temporary Internet Files/Content.Outlook/VC1KDTGC/Final Consultation Report (Clarient).doc"��� Grants Consultation Report (Clarient Ltd, Jan 2009)�


� Best Practice Grants Model Report (Alignea, XXX 2009)


� See “Summary of changes to the new funding programme”, P.6, Guidance notes for completing the 2009/10 Outline Proposal Form, May 2009 


� The five strategic priorities for the period 2009-12 are: 1. Securing and implementing an effective legislative and regulatory framework for equality and human rights; 2. Ensuring a fairer Britain for all – reducing the gap in outcomes to secure fair life chances, access to services and dignified treatment; 3. Building a society without prejudice: promoting good relations and fostering a vibrant equality and human rights culture; 4. Promoting wider understanding and awareness of rights – delivering timely and accurate advice and guidance to individuals, advisors and employers alike; and 5. Building an authoritative and responsive organisation.


� See EIA to defer the 09/10 Grants Programme (August 2008)





� Documentation was made available in Braille, Easy-read, BSL DVD, Large Print, Audio and Welsh via the website and hard formats.


� Maximum word limits were used throughout the stage one and stage two forms to ensure brevity and clarity.


� Outcomes were defined in the guidance notes as a statement that 'sets out the desired change or impact on your service user or target group that will take place over the course of the project'. 


� The launch of the Strategic Funding Programme received coverage on a number of websites, including Central London CVS Network, One East Midlands, Merseyside Funding Information Portal, Learning South-West, Pembrokeshire Association of Voluntary Organisations, Black Training and Enterprise Group, Advocacy Resource Exchange, Women’s Resource Centre and NCVO.


� The London event was attended by organisations, including MIND, Age Concern Hackney, Sutton Mental Health Foundation, LGBT Consortium, Gender Trust, CEMVO, Stonewall Housing;  the Cambridge event was attended by, among other, Disability Rights Centre, Luton Women’s Centre, SexYouAlity, East of England Faiths Council, and Pink Festival;  the Nottingham event was attended by, among other, Transcend, Chance UK, Sikh Community and Youth Services, Derbyshire Centre for Integrated Living (DCIL); and a sample of organisations attending the Glasgow event include FBS Advocacy, Women into Work, Faith in Community (Scotland), Amnesty International, Chinese Community Development Partnership, and the LGBT Centre for Health and Wellbeing)


�  The EHRC corporate website, which housed all of the application materials, experienced severe technical difficulties in the run up to the stage one deadline.  (Access to the website was intermittent for a period of 24-48 hours and then completely unavailable for 3 consecutive days)  For the duration of the fault, the volume of calls and emails received by the funding unit rose very slightly with the majority of callers requesting the application documents.  All of those requests were actioned upon receipt, however, to mitigate against a negative stakeholder reaction, the deadline for the submission of completed application forms was extended by four days.


� A full range of accessible application documents was made available both in electronic and hard-copy formats 


�  All rejected applicants, at stage one and stage two, were provided with: A. General advice on fundraising for their projects and; B. A list of alternative funding sources.


� To meet the governance requirements of the programme, the signatory on the application was required to be different to the lead contact.  In this case, it appeared the names of the signatory and the lead contact were the same.


� The Interim Programme asked organisations to identify themselves by mandate area, i.e. race-led, disability-led etc.  And while many organisations were able to indentify as strand-specific, the largest single cohort were nonetheless cross-mandate.  (See table 7)  This categorisation system proved problematic since a strand-specific organisation may not necessarily deliver work that is specific to that strand and therefore a new categorisation system was introduced that requested data on the beneficiaries of the work programme to be delivered at stage one.  However, the mandate identity of the lead applicant was produced in relation to the group of 255 stage two shortlists and the 61 funded organisations. 


� Figure for 08/09 includes transgender groups


� The 08/09 programme was perceived by former DRC/EOC stakeholder groups as being biased towards race-led organisations.


� 'Derbyshire Friend' - Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual & Transgender (LGB&T) Specialist Support and Advocacy Services were awarded a grant of £393,120 over three years.


� Similar concerns have been expressed on a wider scale by grantees of the Legal grants programme, who have already mobilised forces to make a complaint to the Compact Advocacy Office as well as threatened the Commission with judicial review. 


� Over the past 12 months staffing levels in the Grants Unit have fluctuated between 6 and 9.  At present, the Grants programme consists of 8 members of staff (of which 2 are agency temps and 3 are temporary staff redeployed from the Helpline). The business case for the Unit supports a total complement of 12–15 full-time staff. This compares quite unfavourably with other grants programmes. For example, the Big Lottery Fund distributes £600million and employs 1,100 staff (BIG 2007 Annual Report). ‘Children in Need’ distributes £30million, and spends almost £1million on staff costs, mainly salaries (Annual Report 2005). Home Office Connecting Communities Fund distributed £11.6million employing 28 full-time members of staff (Home Office Consultation paper 2006). The follow-up Connecting Communities Plus programme distributes £18million with 32 full-time staff (enquiry to Home Office 2008)


� The organisation received a package of excrement through the post.


�  The Schedule 5 sets out standard monitoring requirements (applicable to all orgs), which include submission of quarterly financial reports and an end-of-year monitoring report, and also the additional monitoring requirements (determined by risk), which include possible telephone calls, site visits and the submission of a mid-year report.





