Equality impact assessment template


Step 1– scoping the equality impact assessment (EIA)

Building on the material included at the screening stage, you should begin the EIA by determining its scope. The EIA should consider the impact or likely impact of the policy in relation to all areas of our remit, including human rights. The EIA should be proportionate to the significance and coverage of the policy.

	Name of the policy

	Deferment of the 09/10 Grants Programme

	What are the main aims, purpose and outcomes of the policy and how does it fit in with the wider aims of the organisation?

	In setting the three priority areas for the Interim Grants Programme, the Commission committed itself – within the framework of the Equality Scheme and the strategic plan – to implement four key actions:

1. Carry out a nationwide process of involving and consulting external stakeholders across England, Scotland and Wales in a way that is accessible to all groups.

2. Check that our grants process addresses all equality areas and targets previously underfunded areas, taking into consideration the Commission’s strategic priorities.
3. Make our standard grants process and documents fully accessible, for example by working with internal and external groups to assess materials
4. A comprehensive review of the current grant-making model.

The four key actions will result in the Commission being better able to develop a more fit-for-purpose grants programme which will be a delivery mechanism for the strategic priorities of the Commission over the 2009–12 planning period. 


	List the main activities relating to the policy and identify who is likely to benefit from it.

	Main activities

Beneficiaries

1. Check that our grants process addresses all equality areas and targets previously underfunded areas, taking into consideration the Commission’s strategic priorities.
All mandate areas; voluntary and community sector organisations across the country. 

2. National stakeholder consultation (across England, Scotland and Wales).
The Commission; stakeholder groups across VCS who will utilise this as a means of engagement with the Commission. 

3. Make our standard grants process and documents fully accessible.
Entire society ultimately. 

4. Review of Grant-management model.
The Commission and future funded organisations.



	What do you already know about the relevance of the policy? What are the main issues you need to consider?

	How is the policy likely to affect the promotion of equality in the areas of age, disability, gender, gender reassignment, race, religion or belief, sexual orientation, or human rights?

The proposal is highly relevant to the Commission’s work programme in that it will allow for much needed structural change; in particular, the move towards a three-year grant-making cycle that supports the Commission’s strategic priorities.   
It is acknowledged that the deferred launch of the new grants programme will result in an interruption in the work to eradicate inequality across all six equality mandate areas and in the field of human rights. The degree of disruption will vary considerably, depending on the particular equality infrastructure in each country or region, as well as the capacity of the organisations that are most likely to be affected by the proposal. 
The Interim Grants Programme provides a relatively modest level of financial support over a one-year period
. It is unlikely, therefore, that most funded organisations have developed any dependence upon a revenue stream from the Commission. Consequently, the brief interruption of the programme should not impact heavily upon the promotion of equality or human rights. But there are exceptions where the risk of a negative response will be particularly high:
(Many of the points made below are set out in the response to question 5 on page 11 of the screening document, but are restated here for the convenience of the reader.)

· Race-orientated organisations (particularly Race Equality Councils (RECs) may perceive the Commission’s grant-making function as a direct successor to (and continuation of) the Commission for Racial Equality’s (CRE) Section 44 grant programme. In such cases, it is likely that organisations will be more dependent upon the Commission’s funding and less able to cope with the sudden loss in revenue. The proposal may also be perceived as part of a longer-term strategy to sideline the race movement, and will be seen as part of a wider agenda that began with the refusal to support the establishment of a separate statutory Race Committee within the Commission despite intense lobbying by this sector.
· Service-provider organisations (especially those delivering legal aid that have previously been funded through the CRE’s old section 44 programme and those funded by the Disability Rights Commission (DRC)) are likely to feel threatened by the proposal for a number of reasons. First and foremost, the proposal could result in the termination of well-used services that have been developed over a number of years. In such cases, there could be considerable resentment, and disillusionment among the service providers and the victims of discrimination, who will feel deprived of a vital service. Secondly, the recruitment of staff in this field often takes longer due to the specialist nature of casework. As such, the impact on these organisations (and their beneficiaries) would most likely last longer than six months, and could, furthermore, lead to a fundamental loss of institutional knowledge through the departure of experienced staff that are difficult to replace. Finally, structural changes to the way in which funding for legal aid is distributed by the Legal Services Commission mean that funding for Law Centres, one of the few providers of specialist advice at local level, is more restricted. The accessibility of services provided by the new Community Legal Advice Centres (CLACs) to certain groups, particularly those outside of the main catchment areas, is also under question. Therefore the loss of Commission funding may exacerbate gaps in provision caused by the emergence of the CLACs, effectively reducing local access to justice, and will also influence the attitudes of this group in relation to the proposal.  
· Organisations with a high degree of reliance (greater than 50 per cent) on the Commission’s funding will be particularly sensitive to the proposal and any loss of funding, particularly from their principal donor, could have damaging consequences. Within this group there is a disproportionately high number of LGBT groups. For example, two of the six organisations with an income under £10k and three of the eight whose income has doubled as a result of Commission funding are LGBT groups. Together, these five groups account for more than one third of activity funded in relation to sexual orientation.
· Organisations for whom the Commission’s grant was their first significant grant award and/or main or sole source of funding
 are unlikely to have developed a broad funding base and may therefore be particularly vulnerable as a result of the proposal. In such cases, the sudden loss of grant aid could impact on their longevity.
To conclude, the interruption will impact specific groups. In some cases it is conceivable that the interruption of funding could lead to a period of dormancy, and even bankruptcy for the organisations concerned. For organisations that cover the newer mandate areas, such as LGBT groups, the effects could be particularly damaging and, given that this group is specifically identified (in the business plan) as a group that will be supported through grant-making, could cause reputational damage to the Commission.   
How will the policy meet the needs of different groups and communities?

At the heart of the thinking behind the proposal is the desire to reshape (and sharpen) the strategic objectives of the grants function so that it leads to higher-impact equality outcomes for a range of stakeholders in the medium to long term, including the VCS and specific disadvantaged groups within society, as identified in the Commission’s strategic plan. The needs of different groups and communities will be better established during the consultation process.  
Consultation undertaken to develop the policy: 

A set of options to develop the future grants programme, were presented to the Grants Committee for deliberation at the meetings of May and July 2008, and the Committee agreed to consider to delay the launch of the 2009/10 grants programme for a period of six to nine months, pending a full Equality Impact Assessment (EIA)
. Given the importance of this decision, which has broad ramifications for internal and external stakeholders, an abridged briefing paper was also circulated to Board members to seek their views on the Grants Committee’s recommendations. While early indication is of broad support for the proposals, the Board will formally discuss this proposal at the Board meeting in September, at which time it too will give full consideration to the findings of this EIA. 
To allow external stakeholders the opportunity to feed into the proposal, the Commission will also run a series of consultation events – the first of the four key actions set out on page 3 – during the Autumn of 2008.

Examples of Good Practice:

Grant-givers, particularly among government departments, regularly change their priorities, closing down old, obsolete programmes and replacing them with new ideas. Typically, responsible donors will manage the transition between old and new through the implementation of an exit strategy, for example supporting organisations to develop an appropriate revenue-generating business model that will meet their needs into the future. However, in this case (the Interim Grants Programme was effectively the beginning of an exit strategy, hence the insistence on the Commission referring to it as Interim funding programme) it may be more appropriate to consider an entrance strategy
. Also as part of the exit/entrance strategy, the Commission has committed £750,000 in 2009/10 for capacity development initiatives. This will be strategically focused work at regional level to help mitigate the potential adverse impact of the deferred programme by developing the capacity of various mandate area groups and organisations to be operationally stronger and more effective at fulfilling their purposes in pursuit of equality and human rights. 

Problems/barriers:

The problems and barriers of this proposal are likely to be in public perceptions and will manifest themselves in enhanced political and reputational risks to the Commission.  


	What data, research and other evidence or information is available which will be relevant to this EIA?

	· Risk Analysis data in relation to organisations funded under the Interim Grants Programme. 

· The Commission’s Business Plan 2008/9 – ‘Bringing People Together’
· The Commission’s Equality Scheme 2008/09.
· Assessment data (success rates etc) relating to the Interim Grants Programme.

· Organisations registering an interest in the grants consultation.
· Committee Papers presented to the Grants Committee.

· Copy of the funding Compact.
· Breakdown of organisations funded under the Interim Grants Programme.
· Equality Impact Assessment of the Interim Grants Programme, March 08.
· Guidance Notes to the Interim Grants Programme.

	What further data or information do you need to carry out the assessment?

	· Data and analysis from the consultation events.
· Analysis of how effective the 2009/10 grants programme is in delivering the Commission’s business and its priorities vis-a-vis the 2008/09 programme.

· The Commission’s strategic priorities for the 2009‑12 period.

· A clearly defined timetable to roll out the new grants programme.




Step 2 – Involvement and consultation

When considering how you will involve and consult other people in developing the policy, you need to think about internal and external audiences and all areas of our remit.

	Please use the table directly below to outline any previous involvement or consultation which is relevant to this policy.

	Equality target group
	Briefly describe what you did, with whom, when and where. Please outline a brief summary of the responses gained and links to relevant documents, as well as any actions.

	Age
	A mini consultation that took place prior to the launch of the Interim Grants Programme resulted in 106 responses from organisations working across the equality and human rights fields
; this consultation certainly contributed to interest in the subsequent programme, which received more than 800 applications.
Since then internal deliberations, particularly within the Grants Committee have proposed that, to leverage its potential as an agent of social change in the fields of equality and human rights, the grants programme must, in future, have a sharper set of priorities directly aligned to the strategic objectives of the Commission. Central to the argument for change is the need for the grants programme to be able to demonstrate impact and relevance to the Commission’s strategic priorities through a more targeted allocation of its modest resources. 

It is these circumstances that have driven the Commission to consider the deferment option (this proposal). To achieve this turnaround, the Grants Committee has also shown a desire to make a ‘clean and clear break’ between the interim grants arrangements and the launch of the new programme.
Mindful that external stakeholders will have disparate needs, experiences and attitudes in relation to the proposal, the Commission is committed to run a full public consultation – the first of four key actions. One part of the consultation will focus on the shape of the future grants programme. However, feedback mechanisms will also provide opportunity to discuss this Equality Impact Assessment, its ramifications and mitigating actions, including how the practical actions set out on page 32 can be best tailored to support organisations in the lead-up to the end of the grant period. The consultation will take place over a 12-week period during the Autumn and will include:

· An accessible discussion guide – to be made available on the Commission’s website and mailed to all applicants to the Interim Grants Programme.

· A series of accessible consultation events across Wales, Scotland and the English Regions.
The Commission will feedback the results of the consultation to consultees during February 2009 so that those who participated can see how their involvement affected this proposal and the shape of the future grants programme. 


	Disability
	

	Gender
	

	Gender reassignment
	

	Race
	

	Religion or belief
	

	Sexual orientation
	

	Human rights
	


	What do previous consultations show about the potential take-up of any resulting activities or services?

	As above, the responses to the previous ‘mini-consultation’ (over 150 responses received in less than a week given less than two weeks’ notice) is broadly indicative of the level of interest in the grant programme. Moreover, since then, an additional 120 organisations and individuals have volunteered to participate in the next fuller round of consultations. 




Step 3 – Data collection and evidence

	What evidence or information do you already have about how this policy might affect equality in any of the areas covered by our remit, or human rights, and what does this tell you?

	Please cite any quantitative (for example, statistical or research) and qualitative evidence (for example, monitoring data, complaints, surveys, focus groups, questionnaires, meetings, interviews) relating to groups having different needs, experiences or attitudes in relation to this project. Describe briefly what evidence you have used.

	All of the following documents provide valuable source data and are referred to throughout this EIA:
· Guidance Notes to the Interim Grants Programme: The guidance notes offer an insight into where the grants programme has come from as well as a context to the criticisms it has received over the previous six months. 

· Assessment data (breakdown of successful organisations according to mandate area, region etc): The assessment data gives a sense of how successfully the Interim Grants Programme was publicised to the voluntary and community sector as well as an insight into the assessment process.  Overall, the largest volume of applications were received from race organisations, while the most successful type of applicants in terms of mandate area and money allocated were sexual orientation organisations.  Geographically, the number of successful applications was broadly consistent with geographical demand, although organisations in London do (marginally) stand out as the most successful applicants – accounting for 29 per cent of funded projects but only 26 per cent of the total bids received.  
· Equality Impact Assessment of the Interim Grants Programme: This document, presented to the Grants Committee in March, picks up on some of the weakness of the current grants model (such as concerns over accessibility) and sets out some important actions that will inform the future development of the grants programme.
· Business Plan 2008/09: Sets the course for the Commission’s business  development, including grants, and specifically identifies the grants programme as a tool to help people working in the newer areas of our remit ‑ such as grassroots lesbian, gay and bisexual organisations. 
· Equality Scheme: Sets out the key actions to be undertaken by the Grants Unit during the current year, including the nationwide consultation and the review of grants model to ensure that it is fully accessible.
· Risk Analysis data: This provides a good sense of how funding is targeted in a structural sense, that is to community-based organisations or to larger infrastructure organisations. The initial assessment indicates that funding is strongly focused on grassroots organisations and communities: close to 20 per cent of all funded organisations have an annual income of less than £100k; almost two-thirds have an annual income of less than £500k; while only 12 per cent list annual incomes of more than £2 million. On a local level, our reach into communities (as defined by support for smaller ‘grassroots’-focused organisations) is most prominent in the East of England where close to 80 per cent of grant funding was allocated to organisations with a budget of less than £500k. Wales, by contrast, ended up with more than 40 per cent of its allocation going to organisations with budgets of more than £500k.

· Minutes of Grants Committee meetings.
The following external documents have also been consulted and, in some cases, quoted:

· Improving Financial Relationships with the Third Sector:  Guidance to Funders and Purchasers, Cabinet Office, May 2006. 

· What is consultation and why is it important?, Audits and Strategies Toolkit, The Home Office, June 2004
· Funding and Procurement, Compact Code of Good Practice, Commission for the Compact, 2005 (Revised) 



	What does available data tell you about the potential take-up of any resulting activities or services?

	Interest in the Interim Grants Programme:
The Interim Grants Programme was heavily oversubscribed. The Grants Unit received 801 applications requesting a total of £47.6 million from organisations across all the equality mandates, whereas the total amount available for the 2008/09 interim grants programme was £10.9 million – less than a quarter of the total value of applications received. This provides an indication of the level of interest in the grants programme and awareness of the Commission. The number of stakeholders (over 150) that responded to the mini-consultation on the interim programme held in November 2007 at short notice (two weeks) is also indicative of the level of interest in this programme. 
Interest in the Grants Consultation:

Concurrent with the announcement of successful applicants to the 2008/09 round, details of the grants consultation were also posted on the Commission’s website where interested parties are asked write to register an interest in the consultation by writing to grantsconsultation@equalityhumanrights.com. To date, we have received 120 messages. 


	What additional research or data is required to fill any gaps in your understanding of the potential or known effects of the policy? Have you considered commissioning new data or research?

	· The results of the risk analysis, including the degree to which organisations depend on the Commission for their funding, are based on figures from the most recent accounts that are publicly available (that is, those from 2006/07). It is anticipated, therefore, that there will be a degree of inaccuracy (albeit very low) in the analysis, and that these inaccuracies may result in the emergence of some unidentified (or under-estimated) risks; it may also be the case that some of the identified risks will be overstated.
· An external perspective of the proposal, in particular how it would affect the groups identified at the beginning of this section, that is, Race Equality Councils, organisations funded for the first time etc.  

· End-of-year monitoring data from 2008/09 and 2009/10, including an analysis of (and between) the respective impacts on equality and human rights. (Ordinarily, end-of-year evaluation is undertaken by staff in the Grants Unit, although the level of analytical rigour applied to this process would be insufficient to draw out specific trends. The grants programme may consider outsourcing this piece of work.) 




Step 4 – Assessing impact and strengthening the policy

What evidence do you have about how the policy will affect different groups and communities in relation to equality and human rights?

	How does/will the policy and resulting activities affect different communities and groups?

	Some things to consider:

· Is there any potential for or known adverse or positive impacts of the policy?

· You should consider how the policy might affect communities with small populations; people affected by discrimination in multiple areas of equality (age, disability, gender, gender reassignment, race, religion or belief, and sexual orientation); specific interest groups such as small businesses, voluntary sector agencies and other service providers.

· Are there examples of good practice that can be built on?

· You may wish to consider how the policy will be delivered or communicated.

	Potential adverse impacts of the policy (also considered towards the beginning of Section 1): 

The Interim Grants Programme provides a relatively modest level of financial support over a one-year period
. It is unlikely, therefore, that funded organisations have developed any dependence upon a revenue stream from the Commission. Consequently, the brief interruption of the programme should not impact heavily upon the promotion of equality or human rights. But there are exceptions where the risk of a negative impact could be high:

(Many of the points made below are set out in the response to question 5 on the screening document, but are restated here for the convenience of the reader.)

· Race-orientated organisations (particularly Race Equality Councils) may perceive the Commission’s grant-making function as a direct successor to (and continuation of) the CRE’s Section 44 grant programme. In such cases, it is likely that organisations will be more dependent upon the Commission for funding and less able to cope with the sudden loss in revenue. The proposal may also be perceived as part of a longer-term strategy to sideline the race movement.

· Service-provider organisations (especially those delivering legal aid that have previously been funded through the CRE’s old Section 44 programme and those funded by the Disability Rights Commission (DRC)) are likely to feel threatened by the proposal for a number of reasons. First, the proposal could result in the termination of a well-used service that has been developed over a number of years. In such cases, there could be considerable resentment, as well as disillusionment among victims of discrimination who will feel deprived of a vital service. Secondly, the recruitment of staff in this field often takes longer, due to the specialist nature of casework. As such, the impact on these organisations (and their beneficiaries) would most likely last longer than six months, and could, furthermore, lead to a fundamental loss of institutional knowledge through the departure of experienced staff that are difficult to replace. Finally, structural changes to the way in which funding for legal aid is distributed by the Legal Services Commission (as a result Lord Carter's review) mean that funding for Law Centres, one of the few providers of specialist advice at local level, is more limited and the accessibility of services more stretched. (Funding is now channelled predominantly to Community Legal Advice Centres (CLACs), currently operational in Derby, Gateshead, Leicester and Portsmouth, but which may prove inaccessible, particularly to isolated groups outside of the main catchment areas.) Therefore the loss of Commission funding may exacerbate gaps in provision caused by the emergence of the CLACs, effectively reducing local access to justice, and will also influence the attitudes of this group in relation to the proposal.  
· Organisations with a high degree of reliance (greater than 50 per cent) on the Commission’s funding will be particularly sensitive to the proposal and any loss of funding, particularly from their principal donor, could have damaging consequences. Within this group there is a disproportionately high number of LGBT groups. For example, two of the six organisations with an income under £10k and three of the eight whose income has doubled as a result of Commission funding are LGBT groups. Together, these five groups account for more than one third of activity funded in relation to sexual orientation.
· Organisations for whom the interim grant was their first grant award and main or sole source of income may not have developed a sufficiently broad funding base and may therefore be particularly vulnerable as a result of the proposal. In such cases, the sudden loss of grant aid could impact their longevity.
To conclude, the deferment of funding will have impacts upon certain groups. In some cases it is conceivable that the interruption of funding could lead to a period of dormancy, and even financial instability for the organisations concerned. For LGBT groups the effects could be particularly damaging and, given that this group is specifically identified (in the business plan) as a group that will be supported through grant-making, could cause reputational risk to the Commission.     

Positive impacts of the proposal:

The proposal is to reshape (and sharpen the strategic objectives of) the grants function so that it leads to higher-impact equality outcomes for a range of stakeholders in the medium to long term, including the VCS and specific disadvantaged groups within society, as identified in the Commission’s Strategic Plan.  
To summarise, the proposal will allow the Commission to:

· Sharpen the strategic objectives of the grants programme so that they are closely aligned to the Strategic Plan and Equality Scheme.

· Develop a grant-making model that complements our strategic intentions and is fully accessible
. 
Examples of good practice:

Grant-givers, particularly among government departments, regularly change their priorities, closing down old, obsolete programmes and replace them with new regimes that reflect current needs. (Within this context, it is unlikely that the decision to defer a grants programme is without precedence.) Typically, though, responsible donors will manage the transition between old and new through the implementation of an exit strategy, for example, supporting organisations to develop an appropriate revenue-generating business model that will meet their needs into the future. However, in this case (one could argue that the Interim Grants Programme was the beginning of an exit strategy), it may be more appropriate to consider the proposal as an entrance strategy.  
How the policy will be delivered or communicated:
If approved, it is imperative that the proposal is communicated sensitively, in writing, to funded organisations before the end of September 2008. Allowing organisations a six-month period to identify new donors for existing work reduces the risk of potential bankruptcies, mitigates a negative response from stakeholders and limits reputational damage. In delivering what will be extremely worrying news for many organisations, there is an obvious need for the Commission to demonstrate empathy; the letter should also seek to provide as much clarity as possible with regard to:

· The future (for example, the timetable to deliver the 2009/10 programme).
· The level of tangible support it can offer to those organisations where the impacts of this decision will be most damaging. (A selection of mitigating actions is set out in the section below for the Grants Committee to ponder.)
· The timetable for the consultation.
· A commitment to review the proposal on an ongoing basis and to refine the action plan in instances where new risks are brought to our attention. 

The Communications team will work with the Grants Unit on the contents, language and tone of the letter. It is vitally important that we present clear, timely information to all stakeholders, and be cognisant within this the needs of particular groups.
In addition, unsuccessful applicants to the 2008/09 Interim Grants Programme will receive a modified letter that notifies them of the proposal and raises awareness of our pending consultation before the end of September. Working proactively in this way is a positive gesture towards (what may be termed) a more ‘distant’ set of stakeholders. Parties that have registered an interest in the consultation will also be notified via email.


	What measures does, or could, the policy include to help promote equality of opportunity?

	• For example, positive measures designed to address disadvantage and reach different communities or groups?

	a) If approved, all currently funded organisations will be informed as soon as possible to alert them to the new arrangements, emphasising the timing of any future grants programme. (See above) The Grants Unit will work with the Communications, Strategy and Legal Directorates and Stakeholder Relations team to ensure that a clear, concise corporate message is developed on this and disseminated as soon as practicable. The input, support and cooperation of the English regions, Scotland and Wales teams will be vitally important.

b) Plans for the grants consultation, directly aligned to the strategic planning consultation exercise, will enable us to meet the deadline for an October 2009 or January 2010 launch.  

c) This Equality Impact Assessment of the decision, as undertaken by relevant officers, will ensure that required differential issues are identified and addressed in advance of the next programme’s launch. This EIA will be reviewed on an ongoing basis. 
d) A capacity development fund is slated for implementation during the period April–September or December 2009. This fund will undertake activity across the countries and regions to work with organisations from various mandate areas, with a particular emphasis on the newer mandate areas with relatively weaker infrastructures, and also on long-established organisations of significant local and regional relevance, with a view to equipping them with the tools to engage as well as they possibly can with the new grants regime. This will build on the existing and planned capacity development efforts, and provide an opportunity for ‘soft diplomacy’ influencing at local levels. A final decision on the resources committed to this programme has yet to be decided. The risks presented in this equality impact assessment will help inform that decision. It should be noted that the capacity development fund is a measure to mitigate against the impact of the deferment decision as well as a building block for ensuring the effective delivery of equality and human rights in future. As such, it is not to be perceived or presented as a replacement for the funding that is not available in the hiatus period. 
e) The Commission will consider what practical support to offer to organisations in the lead-up to the end of the grant period. For example, staff may be able to help with funding advice – through sign-posting to alternative sources of funding – and/or be in a position to communicate the proposal to local, regional or even national funders.  

f) The Commission will consider the option to provide bridge funding to existing grantees on a pro-rata basis during the hiatus period. In doing so, the Committee should examine whether or not it is prudent/necessary to provide assistance to particular groups, for example, those delivering services such as legal aid. A major consideration here would be the operational implications of this option, and especially the resourcing of the grants function in this period, as there will be other important activities to undertake in the period such as monitoring and evaluating the 2008/09 grants and developing the processes for assessment and award of the 2009/10 programme. The Commission will also have to seriously consider the extent to which the Interim Funding Programme is itself a bridging fund. 
g) Staff across the Commission will be encouraged to read the EIA to assess how it impacts on and is impacted by the various functions in the Commission, and to ensure their input into the resultant action plan. If necessary, and depending on the decision reached by the Board, briefings should take place to present its findings and to ensure that rigorous attention is given to the action plan.

h) Optional models for delivering the Grants Function internally are developed and the most appropriate one fit for our stated purposes is adopted. All proposals are to consist of a resource implication analysis.
i) A commitment to review the proposal on an ongoing basis and to refine our action plan in instances where new risks are brought to our attention.

	What measures does, or could, the policy include to address existing patterns of discrimination, harassment or disproportionality?

	As above.  

In addition, it is important for the Grants Unit to work more closely with regional teams to have oversight of particular local and regional needs, and to develop and implement reporting mechanisms that inform that oversight. 

	What impact will the policy have on promoting good relations and wider community cohesion?

	The proposal will strengthen the targeting of the Commission’s funding and lead to stronger outcomes in relation to good relations and community cohesion.

	If the policy is likely to have a negative effect (‘adverse impact’), what are the reasons for this?

	Including direct or indirect discrimination.

	As in Step 4. 


	What practical changes will help reduce any adverse impact on particular groups?

	· For example: changes in communication methods, providing language support, collecting data, revising programmes or involvement activities.

· Have you considered our legal responsibilities under the Disability Discrimination Act, including treating disabled people more favourably where necessary?

	As above.

	What evidence is there that actions to address any negative effects on one area of equality may affect other areas of equality or human rights?

	N/A


	What will be done to improve access to, and take-up of, services or understanding of the policy?

	Some things to consider:

· Increasing awareness of the policy among staff.

· Reviewing your staffing profile to make sure you reach all parts of local communities.

· Encouraging wider public involvement in our work or communications activities.

· Encouraging different groups, including disabled people, to get involved in what we do.

	It is expected that the proposal will be communicated to all internal and external stakeholders before the end of September 2008. This will be done by letter, press release, through the Commission’s website, and by informing our Helpline staff.  All literature will be made available in accessible formats and Welsh language translations where necessary. 
A review team, possibly the Grants Reference Group, will be set up to respond to and analyse feedback that is received in respect of the proposal, and to review the proposal on an ongoing basis, refining the action plan in instances where new risks are brought to our attention. This will provide external stakeholders with the opportunity to influence our plans.
In addition, staff across the Commission will be encouraged to read the EIA. If necessary, briefings should take place to present its findings and to ensure that rigorous attention is given to the action plan.


Please note that you may need to revisit this section once you have completed the policy development process.



Step 5 – Procurement and partnerships

	Consideration of external contractor obligations and partnership working

	Is this project due to be carried out wholly or partly by contractors? If yes, have you done any work to include equality and human rights considerations into the contract?

If you have, please set out what steps you will take to build into all stages of the procurement process the requirement to consider the general equality duties and equality more broadly.

Specifically you should set out how you will make sure that any partner you work with complies with equality and human rights legislation. You will need to think about:

· tendering and specifications

· awards process

· contract clauses

· performance measures, and

· monitoring and performance measures.

	Alignea Consulting has been engaged to assist the Commission in developing a new best practice grants model that reflects the Commission’s procurement practices. 




Step 6 – Making a decision

	Summarise your findings and give an overview of whether the policy will meet the Commission’s responsibilities in relation to equality and human rights.

	As mentioned throughout this paper, the proposal responds directly to the recommendations of the Equality Scheme and the Board’s own strategic thinking. In summary, the proposal is intended to strengthen the grant-making function so that it is:

· Directly relevant to the Commission’s strategic priorities.
· Accessible to all groups in society, particularly disabled people/groups.
· Positioned to develop best practices in respect of assessment, monitoring and evaluation.  
Overall, it is expected that the net long-term outcomes will strengthen the Commission’s work, allowing it to demonstrate greater impact in relation to all of its core duties.

	What practical actions do you recommend to reduce, justify or remove any adverse/negative impact?

	The risks identified within this EIA have been placed onto a risk map that segments risk into three main categories – reputational, financial and political – and ranks each individual risk according to its significance and likelihood. 

 Risk Assessment Survey
Significance

Likelihood of

Occurrence

Risk

Business Risk Definition

8
4

Reputational

1. A perception takes hold in the VCS that the Commission is not fully supportive of grassroots organisations. This is particularly pertinent but not exclusive to casework support organisations. Newer mandate area organisations will also feel vulnerable. 
7

5

Reputational /Financial

2. The deferment is perceived as a cost-cutting exercise in the public mind, as there will not be a full year’s funding available. 
6

2

Financial/ Governance

3. The postponed programme will create problems in making a case for increased funds from sponsor body in future grant-in-aid settlements. 
2

1

Internal Management & Corporate Involvement

4. The postponement of the programme will result in disengagement of internal stakeholders due to a perceived lack of urgency.
9

4

Political / Stakeholder Engagement
5. There will be a number of vulnerable organisations inordinately relying on funding from the Commission that might not survive without funding for six to nine months. 
10

5

Political / Stakeholder Engagement
6. There will be an intense lobbying campaign, orchestrated by threatened sections of the VCS. This would manifest itself in increased numbers of MPs letters, parliamentary questions, etc. 
5

3

Stakeholder Engagement

7. Making an obvious break between the old and new will result in a loss of momentum for good practice activities and organisations that are currently funded. 
1

3

Internal Management

8. There could be a loss of motivation by the Grants team and its key contact dependencies, for example regional and national grants coordinating/liaising persons.
2

2

Financial Reporting

9. The proposed new grants programme will include multi-year funding and will span financial years.
4

3

Business Strategy Planning

10. The Commission will not be able maximise the intelligence gathering and ‘good positive story’ potential that the grants funding allows during April–Sept 09.
These results have been further sub-divided into four categories – prevent at source risks, detect and monitoring risks, monitor risks, and low control risks – as follows:  

I. ‘Prevent at Source’ risks (colour-coded RED in the table above)
Risks in this quadrant are classified as Primary Risks and are rated ‘high’ priority. They are the critical risks that threaten the achievement of company objectives. These risks are both significant in consequence and likely to occur. They should be reduced or eliminated with preventative controls and should be subject to control evaluation and testing. The risks in this category form the survey above are numbers 
1 (Reputational), 2 (Reputational/Financial), 5 (Political) and 6 (Political). 

II. ‘Detect and Monitor’ risks (colour-coded AMBER in the table above)
Risks in this quadrant are significant, but they are less likely to occur. To ensure that the risks remain low likelihood and are managed by the company appropriately, they need to monitored on a rotational basis. Detective controls should be put into place to ensure that these high significance risks will be detected before they occur. These risks are second priority after Primary Risks. The main risk falling in this area is number 3 (Financial). 

III.
‘Monitor’ risks (colour-coded GREEN in the table above)
Risks in this quadrant are less significant, but have a higher likelihood of occurring. These risks should be monitored to ensure that they are being appropriately managed and that their significance has not changed due to changing business conditions. There are no risks in this quadrant from the survey. Number 7 (Stakeholder Engagement) is on the borderline though. 

IV.
‘Low Control’ risks (no colour code)
Risks in this quadrant are both unlikely to occur and not significant. They require minimal monitoring and control unless subsequent risk assessments show a substantial change, prompting a move to another risk category. Risks 4 (Internal Management), 
9 (Financial Reporting), 10 (Financial Management) and 11 (Business Strategy Planning) fall into this category. 
MITIGATION AND CONTROLS (Practical Actions)
Prevent at Source risks  

As above.
Detect and Monitor risks

The main risk here is a financial/strategic management one. At this point in time, it is important that we flag this as a concern for Business Planning and engagement with sponsor department.  

Monitor risks 
This should be included in the overall message and lines to take across the Commission from now on in. 

Low Control risks
These are mainly low financial reporting and process risks. 


Please note that these should be reflected in the action plan (see Step 8).



Step 7 – Monitoring, evaluating and reviewing

	How will the recommendations of this assessment be built into wider planning and review processes?

	· This may include policy reviews, annual plans and use of performance management systems.

	As noted throughout this paper, the successful implementation of the proposal will require the input, support and cooperation of the English regions, Scotland and Wales teams in particular. As such, they will need to be made aware of the proposal and ensure that its implementation is built into their own planning processes as early as possible. In addition, it is vitally important that staff within all of these teams understand the context in which this decision has been made (covered throughout this paper) and are able to communicate the proposal accurately to external stakeholders, including plans for the capacity development funding.     

Some steps have already been taken by the Grants Unit to ensure that structures are in place to share information and plan work across Directorate and functions as follows:

· Regular meetings and discussions – formal and informal – already take place with staff from Finance, Legal, Scotland, Wales and the English Regions.

· The Grants Reference Group will meet for the first time on 21 August 2008 and will be a formal mechanism that allows staff (from all Directorates) to come together and discuss grants on a quarterly basis.  
It is essential for all members of the Grants Reference Group to understand how grants will impact upon their work over the next 12 months and to communicate these messages effectively within their Directorates/Teams. Members will also be asked to advise on the framework for capacity development.  
Alignea, the consultancy who are developing a best-practice grants model, will be given regular updates on the consultation so that they can plan accordingly to meet the deadline for an October 2009 or January 2010 launch of the new grants programme.

	How will you monitor the impact and effectiveness of the new policy?

	· This will include adaptations or extensions to current monitoring systems, relevant timeframes and a commitment to carry out an EIA review once the policy has been in place for one year.

	Externally, feedback from the consultation will give the Commission a sense of how stakeholders feel about the proposal. The findings of the consultation will be analysed and are due to be published in January 2009.

However, as soon as the proposal is public knowledge (likely to be in late September 2008 after the Board meeting), it is anticipated that some groups and individuals, including MPs, will feedback via regional officers and the Grants Unit. A log of written feedback will be kept by the Grants Unit, while officers will also endeavour to note down feedback that is received over the phone. 
Internally, it is essential for the Grants Unit to set out a project plan that identifies and assigns ownership of specific tasks and sets a timetable for their implementation, particularly actions arising out of Step 6. It is envisaged that this process will require staff that own specific tasks to develop more detailed plans and to report back to the grants unit on a weekly basis.    
To carry out a balanced review of the proposal, the Commission will need to perform a comparative assessment of how organisations have performed under the new grants programme vis-à-vis the old.  Assuming a 1 October 2009 start date for the new programme, the first indication of how organisations are performing will not be available until the mid-year stage at the earliest, that is May 2010. It is preferable, therefore, for the Grants Unit to complete its EIA review at this stage, although a final decision on the timing of this review should factor into consideration expectations from other areas of the Commission.

	Give details of how the results of the impact assessment will be published

	This EIA will be presented to the Grants Committee on 3 September and to the Board on 18 September. Thereafter, it is expected that the proposal will be communicated to all internal and external stakeholders before the end of September 2008 in line with the Commission’s guidelines for publishing EIAs. This will be done by letter, press release, through the Commission’s website, and by informing our Helpline staff. All literature will be made available in accessible formats and Welsh language translations where necessary. Publishing the information by the end of September will also ensure that the Commission is compliant with the expectations of it within the Compact framework. 


Step 8 – Action plan

	Taking into consideration the responses outlined in Steps 1‑7, complete the action plan below.

	
	Actions
	Target date
	Responsible post holder and Directorate
	Monitoring post holder and Directorate

	Involvement and consultation
	1. Submit EIA to the Grants Committee / Board for approval.
2. Inform all stakeholders of the deferment decision and update on grants consultation.
3. Run staff briefings.
4. Run grants consultation.
5. Investigate what practical support can be offered to organisations in the lead-up to the end of the grant period, especially those that will not benefit from the Capacity Development Fund.
	3 Sept 08
Before the end of Sept 08

Oct 08

Oct–Nov 08
	Olu Alake
Olu Alake
Stakeholders
	

	Data collection and evidence
	1. Finalise the risk register.
2. Monitor, review and respond to reaction to the proposal. 
	26 Aug 08
Ongoing

	Matthew Perrement Monitoring Group
	

	Assessment and analysis
	1. Review the identified risks vis-à-vis feedback received on the proposal and feed this information into the development of, among other, the Capacity Development Fund.
	Ongoing

	Monitoring Group
	

	Procurements and partnerships
	1. Provide regular updates to Alignea to ensure that their work dovetails with the consultation and meets the deadline for an October 2009 or January 2010 launch of the new grants programme.
	Weekly (Ongoing)
	Olu Alake

	

	Monitoring, evaluating and reviewing
	1. Establish Grants Reference Group.
2. Set up monitoring group.
3. Set up a group to develop the Capacity Development Fund in line with the recommendations in this EIA, and to ensure that is operational on 1 April 2009.
4. Review the grants consultation findings.
5. Develop a comprehensive project plan in relation to the capacity development fund, the development of new grants processes etc.
6. EIA Review. 
7. Outsource the evaluation of end-of-grant reports.
	Before the end of Aug 08
By end of Sept

By end of Sept
By the end of January 09

Oct 08
Ongoing 


	Olu Alake
Olu Alake
Olu Alake
Alignea / Grants Unit
Grants Unit
Matthew Perrement
	


� This will be undertaken by �HYPERLINK "http://www.alignea.com/pages/home.htm"�Alignea Consulting�, who were awarded the contract after an open tendering process. 





� The Interim Grants Programme allocated just under £11 million to 285 organisations; the average award made was fractionally under £38,500.


� Zimbabwe Women’s Resource Centre, Positive Step Associated Ltd, Improvement Forum, Equality Network.


� The main options the Committee considered were: 


defer rolling out of the 2009/12 grants programme until later in the year


adoption of a further interim programme for 2009/10, and


introduction of a phased approach  to the grants in 2009/10.





� As part of this, the Commission could, for example, consider supporting organisations that would experience considerable difficulties as a result of the proposal and who have already been identified as important future stakeholders, for example LGBT groups.


� Six from age organisations, nine from disability organisations, two from gender (including transgender) organisations, 27 from race organisations, two from religion and belief organisations, six from sexual orientation organisations and three from human rights organisations. A further 51 respondents described themselves as ‘cross-mandate’.


� The Interim Grants Programme allocated just under £11 million to 285 organisations; the average award made was fractionally under £38,500.


� All of this implies a comprehensive review (and in some cases overhaul) of, among other: the application pack, including the eligibility criteria; the assessment process; the Grant Funding Agreement (and supporting schedules); and the templates used to support the monitoring and evaluation cycle.


� Rate 1�10, with 10 as the most significant risk


� Rate 1�5, with 5 as certain to occur and 1 not likely to occur.
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