
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. This EIA should consider the impact or likely impact of the policy in relation to all six equality strands and human rights. The EIA should be proportionate to the significance and coverage of the policy.  

	Name of the function, strategy, project or policy



	Interim Grants Programme (2008‑09)




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

	Section 17 of the Equality Act 2006 allows the Commission to give financial assistance to organisations concerned with promoting equality and diversity, good relations and human rights. While the Commission works towards the creation of a longer-term funding strategy, it has developed an Interim Funding programme for 2008‑09. This has the following three main priority areas:

· Promoting Good Relations

· Promoting equality and human rights

· Casework

The Commission’s grants programme provides it with a powerful tool to work with and, through the voluntary and community sector, to deliver change at the local, regional and national level across England, Wales and Scotland. Approximately £10m has been set aside for the Interim Grants Programme.




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

	The grants programme will be used to fund up to several hundred organisations from across the voluntary and community sector (VCS) in England, Wales and Scotland. The grants will benefit these organisations and the people who use them. At a secondary level, we also recognise that by funding the equalities-led VCS, and also through wider work to build capacity and infrastructure, we can help it campaign and deliver the kind of society to which we all aspire.

Through the interim programme, the Commission is particularly looking to fund those organisations which work across the equality and human rights mandates and those which are aiming to expand their services to new groups and communities. The priorities for the Interim Grants Programme were developed through consultation and aim to be as inclusive as possible to ensure that organisations from all mandates can successfully apply for funding. 




	What are the main issues relating to equality and human rights in respect of the policy? 

	Some things to consider: 

· What is the likely impact of the policy/service in relation to race, gender, disability, sexual orientation, faith and age, and human rights?

· How do you think that the policy will meet the needs of different communities and groups?  

· What consultation has already been undertaken which is relevant to the development of this policy? 

· Can you give any examples of existing good practice – positive measures to increase access? 

· Do you think that your policy/service presents any barriers to any community or group?

	It is too early to say how the grants function will impact on the different equality mandates, but work is being undertaken with the research team to ensure that data can be captured to better see how the programme is operating, what impact it is having and whether all groups are benefiting (or need to benefit) in equal measure.    

Before 1 October 2007, staff from the transition team met with stakeholders from across the equality and human rights mandates with regard to developing a grants programme. A further mini-consultation was then undertaken in November 2007, and received 108 responses.

An extensive consultation and review of the grants programme is scheduled to take place in the new business year to enable the Commission to develop an exemplar grants programme based on best practice.

It is too early to say whether the function presents any barriers to any communities or groups as decisions have yet to be taken on which applications will be funded. Once this has happened, further analysis will take place to examine how different equality mandates have fared in the process, and to study rates of success/failure by region and country.    

It is already clear, however, that a delay in producing the application pack and guidance materials in the full range of accessible formats did restrict the application opportunities of some organisations, mostly from a disability background. Nevertheless there is some evidence that groups from the disability mandate have been fairly successful among the overall portfolio of grants.     

There is some concern that some of the new equality mandates may lack the capacity to compete on an even footing for funding. A capacity development programme is being developed to help target any areas of under-performance and to build the skills and expertise in VCS organisations. This is necessary to ensure that all mandates have the same opportunities to develop in their own ways and to meet the needs of their users. 

In addition to capacity-building, the English Regional teams are working to build equality and human rights networks. Through these, equality-led VCS organisations can better advocate their own needs and interests, while providing support and learning to further develop capacity.   




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

	· Data from the mini-consultation on the interim grants programme.
· Data on numbers of attendees, and mandates represented, at workshops held to promote the interim grants programme (how many and where?).

· Issues raised by applicants, attendees at the workshops and through other avenues (including staff) about the accessibility of the grants programme.

· Data on how organisations fared at assessment stage prior to Grants Committee decisions (unfortunately due to compressed timescales for delivery of the Interim Grants Programme, the author had less than half a day to go through the full list of 890+ applications, so this part of the analysis is very restricted. It will however be returned to in more detail following decision-making at the Grants Committee).




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

	· Data on applicants, by mandate, country and region, and by success/failure (once decisions have been made by the Grants Committee on 28 March 08).
· Analysis of how applications meet actual equality and human rights needs (this will be examined once each of the regions’ equality-scoping work is completed and through discussion with the Research team and Scotland and Wales offices).

· Analysis of how effective the grants programme is in delivering Commission business and its priorities (this is being examined in consultation with the Research and Foresight functions).

· End-of-year monitoring data to assess delivery of funded projects, including their impact on equality and human rights at the local level.




Step 2 – Involvement and consultation

	When considering your approaches, you should consider the potential for the involvement of, and consultation with, internal and external stakeholders in respect of all aspects of equality and human rights.  

	Please use the table 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
	Six organisations representing the age mandate took part in the mini-consultation, which helped to inform the development funding priorities for the Interim grants programme. The vast majority of all respondents felt that Priority Area 1 (cohesion/ integration), 3 (promoting equality and human rights) and 4 (complainant aid) were either very relevant or relevant. Only Priority Area 2 (around intra/inter community conflict resolution and prevention) received less than 60 per cent support. It was consequently decided to combine proposed Priority Areas 1 and 2 under the more inclusive heading of Good Relations, in order to make this as relevant as possible to all of our stakeholders. See Appendix 1 for summary of responses.

	Disability
	Nine disability organisations took part in this mini- consultation. See above. Staff with particular expertise in this mandate have also been subject to limited discussions in relation to the programme.

	Gender (inc. transgender)
	Two organisations representing gender equality took part in the mini-consultation. See above.

	Race
	Twenty-seven race equality organisations took part in the mini-consultation. See above. Other representations were received from the British Federation of Race Equality Councils, which expressed its concern at the impact of transition of funding from the Commission for Racial Equality to the Equality and Human Rights Commission on grassroots race equality organisations. The proposed priorities set out in the mini-consultation, and thereafter those adopted for the interim programme, went some way to reassuring organisations from this movement. 



	Religion or belief
	Two organisations representing religion and belief replied to the mini-consultation. See above.

	Sexual orientation
	SiThree organisations covering sexual orientation replied to the mini-consultation. See above.

	Human rights


	Three organisations covering Human Rights responded to the mini-consultation. See above. 


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

	A further 51 organisations that responded to the mini-consultation defined themselves as being cross-mandate. As set out above, the vast majority of all organisations that responded to the consultation found the priorities to be either relevant or very relevant and therein the kind of priorities through which they would be able to apply for funding. 


	What additional consultation needs to be undertaken to address gaps identified above? 


	An extensive consultation will be undertaken from April 2008 for 12 weeks to underpin the development of a longer-term grants programme to replace the ‘interim’ arrangements for 2008‑09. This will use information identified through this EIA and other data generated through the interim programme (for example, feedback from organisations that have and have not received funding).  

The consultation will be structured to ensure that it is fully accessible and enables groups from all mandates to participate equally and have their say in how the Commission’s future grants programme should develop. Staff groups, including the Disabled Staff group, will be consulted on the project plan for this consultation.



Step 3 ‑ Data collection and evidence

	What equality/human rights-specific evidence has been collected so far and what does this tell you?

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



	There is little hard data or research to indicate how different groups have different needs in terms of this grants programme. The mini-consultation referred to above provides some evidence of how relevant different groups found the proposed priorities for the grants programme, but this does not in itself answer the question.

It is hoped that the needs of different groups can be better identified through the major consultation that is scheduled for the next financial year. In addition, the final EIA will seek to match funding decisions against regional and national equality and human rights needs, and to identify steps to tackle any gaps that are apparent. This analysis will also include looking at what other funding programmes and services are doing in this area (that is, just because the Commission isn’t doing something, it doesn’t necessarily mean that someone else isn’t doing this). 

When looking at the grants programme it is important to bear in mind that several layers of analysis are required. Firstly, it is possible to look at how the grants programme meets the needs of different equality-led VCS organisations, but this is not sufficient in itself. It is also important to look at end user beneficiaries and at the actual impact of funded projects on local communities. This latter point is more difficult, in that one year funding is unlikely to result in any great changes, as these may require several years to bring about. On top of this analysis, it is also useful to consider the role of Commission funding and the wider interventions that the Commission can make in terms of enabling the equalities-led VCS to play a full and active role in helping to deliver the kind of society to which we all aspire. This is based on the recognition that the VCS has an important role to play as a driver of social change.
More than 300 people attended one of the 13 grants roadshows held by our Scotland, Wales and English regional teams to promote the grants programme. Feedback from the events (which included logging of questions asked and completed accessibility forms) provides considerable data on how would-be applicants found the application process.      

On the whole, most of the events were very well received and there was considerable positive feedback (for example, the application packs were informative and clear, and the events provided a useful opportunity to meet Commission staff and network with other equality-led organisations).

General issues raised included:  

· Many organisations would like help to expand their services to cover other mandates. 

· What will happen to projects that go beyond one year, for examle for human rights casework that cannot be concluded within prescribed timescales?

· One year funding restricts the ability of organisations to deliver meaningful programmes of work.

· Why does the application request so much information in terms of race equality and local populations served, but not cover all the equality mandates? 

· More than one organisation also questioned the use of the medical model of disability in the monitoring section and whether it was appropriate to request this information.

Issues regarding accessibility included:

· Several of the rooms used to hold the workshops were not considered to be fully accessible. In several cases this was due to the absence of a suitable PA system (including hearing loop), the absence of a BSL signer was also noted, as was the small font used for several PowerPoint presentations. 

· In another venue, one participant with a mobility impairment found the venue hard to access, particularly due to the absence of suitable parking bays.  

· Some applicants found the website hard to navigate.  

· Of greater concern was the initial lack of application packs in the full range of accessible formats. This generated several complaints and may have restricted the willingness or ability of some applicants to apply for funding.   

· Several would-be applicants complained that the grants programme was not well publicised and that they found out about it too late to submit an application.   

· Will the Commission only fund applications from organisations thar are/provide services that are fully accessible?
· What does the Commission mean by prioritising projects that work across the mandates (this also generated many follow-up calls and emails)?
Internal issues (staffing/planning/reputational) included:
· Concern has been raised that the grants programme is really a continuation of race equality funding undertaken by the CRE.  

· To reduce the above perception, the funding priorities were made as inclusive as possible and assistance in the development of the programme was requested from across the organisation.  Unfortunately not all directorates were able to supply the same level of input/resources. 

· Due to limited resources, the grants team in particular has had to work extremely long hours for a period of some months, including seven-day weeks. This has significant work-life balance implications.

· The limited resources allocated to the grants team are likely to limit the ability of the Commission to derive maximum value from its grants programme. For example, good and bad practice is unlikely to be picked up and the short-term nature of funding does not lend itself to effecting meaningful change.

· The tight timescales for delivery of this interim programme have limited its scope. Moreover, changes to publicised deadlines, consultations conducted within a two-week period, and not having application packs available in the full range of accessible formats has had some [limited] reputational impact. 



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



	The first major statistic is that the organisation received close to 900 applications, which is more than double the amount received through the CRE’s Getting Results programme (on which the interim programme is largely based). This suggests that the Interim Grants Programme was well promoted and suitably targeted to enable organisations to apply for funding. 
An initial scan of assessments also suggests that the majority of applications were of a high standard and met the required funding criteria set out in the grants application pack. This suggests that the information set out in the pack, together with the information provided through the 13 road shows, has contributed to a high level of understanding in terms of what is required to apply for funding.  
As set out above, and again below, it is too early to say how different groups have fared through the grants programme. The next stage of this EIA will be to look at how many groups have applied for funding by mandate, region and country and then to examine the different rates of success/failure.      
At the time of writing, data was not available on the breakdown of applications from Scotland and Wales, but analysis from these countries and also from England will appear in the main paper on funding recommendations from the Head of Grants.

Initial data from England in terms of rates of applications by mandate is provided below.

In total, 639 applications were received from across England
. Of these, 196 are recommended for funding, 159 were not recommended and the regions were unable to comment on a further 142 due to incomplete data (but presumably a similar proportion of these projects will be recommended for funding once the grants team has completed its logging).  

The greatest number of applications came from Race Equality organisations, with 83 of the 130 applicants being recommended for funding
. Cross mandate was the next most successful group with 62 of the 111 applications recommended for funding. While projects from the sexual orientation mandate received the lowest rate of applications at just 19, it is clear that they also enjoyed the greatest rate of success, with 79 per cent being recommended for funding. The table below provides a full breakdown of applications by mandate area. 

Mandate area  (by order of number of applications received)

Total applications

Number recommended for funding

Percentage recommended for funding

Race equality

130

83

64%

Cross mandate

111

62

56%

Other 

105

48

45%

Disability

48

30

62%

Gender

38

22

58%

Age 

37

22

59%

Human rights

26

17

65%

Religion and belief

23

14

61%

Sexual orientation

19

15

79%



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



	As above. Further analysis will be undertaken following decisions at the Grants Committee on 28 March 2008. Discussion has already started to assess how the impact of the grants programme can be measured and will feature in Commission business reporting. Alongside this, the Commission is committed to undertaking a full consultation on its future arrangements for the provision of a grants programme. 
To really assess how effective the Commission has been in attracting applications from across the mandates, and thereafter to better understand how we can work with this sector, there would be value in commissioning research to gauge the size, capacity and remit/mandate of organisations across England, Wales and Scotland.   




	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 equalities and human rights?  



	How does or will the policy and resulting activities impact upon different communities and groups? 

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

· You should consider the impact on communities with small populations; groups affected by cross-cutting issues (race, gender, disability, sexual orientation, faith and age), 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 your service/policy is delivered or communicated.

	The grants function is all about working with communities to promote equality and human rights. Different priority areas will work in different ways. The first priority around promoting good relations is very much about promoting community cohesion and positive relationships between communities and across mandates. It includes work around inter- and intra-community conflict prevention and resolution. This priority area should work to the benefit of all communities, particularly in the areas of greatest need. Likewise priority areas 2 (Promoting Equality and Human Rights) and 3 (Complainant Aid) should also work to the benefit of all communities.  

The guidance pack states that the Commission will seek to prioritise applications which work across the equality and human rights mandates. This statement is in recognition of the important role that the grants programme can play in encouraging single strand/mandate-minded organisations to broaden their reach. There is significant evidence from across the range of applications that this policy has been successful. The guidance also notes that where particular need is demonstrated, funding should also be available to single interest groups (though such groups may be reprioritised for funding through the proposed capacity development fund). 

It is too early to say whether the Commission has received proportionate numbers of applications from all communities or whether all communities that have applied for funding are equally successful at securing funding (see the table above for a rough breakdown of applications by mandate and levels of success). Some analysis of the fit between applications and regional and national equality and human rights needs does feature in the report to Commissioners and this should help to support their decisions on which organisations should be funded.  

Unfortunately, a thorough analysis could not be completed due to the sheer volume of applications received and the very short timescales within which decisions have to be made. However, a fuller analysis will be undertaken once commissioners have reached their decisions on what to fund. This will take into account how different mandates have fared and variations by country and region.    

There will be lots of examples of good practice generated through this funding programme. These will be identified and promoted to share learning and maximise impact across our work, for example through policy development and identifying positive opportunities for communications work. 



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

· For example, positive measures designed to address disadvantage and increase access to different communities or groups?

	Priority Area 2 is concerned with promoting equality and human rights. This is all about encouraging equality of opportunity through a wide range of local and national projects. To increase the accessibility of the services that the Commission funds, it has stated that it will seek to prioritise projects that work across the equality mandates and beyond single groups of interest.  

The intention is that services should be expanded to include new groups and communities and that organisations will seek to build links and relationships in areas where they had not previously engaged. There is already extensive evidence from the applications received that this has had a positive impact on the majority of applicants (the Commission received a large number of applications from organisations that define themselves as Cross Mandate and Other. Many organisations have also expressed an interest in learning about other equality mandates and the Commission will need to consider some form of transfer of expertise. Further work in this area will be undertaken through the regional network and capacity development projects.  

Appropriate stipulations about providing accessible services will form part of the contract that funded organisations will have to sign prior to receipt of funding. Thereafter it should feature in the monitoring and quality assurance of funded projects.
   

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

	Priority Area 3 (Casework) is all about addressing patterns of discrimination and harassment. We believe that it is important  to invest in effective complainant aid organisations that can provide advice, assistance and representation at the local level. This work will form an important part of our developing legal strategy. It will also provide a valuable data source for identifying cases of strategic importance and also patterns of discrimination and harassment. Discussions are underway with the Legal Directorate to identify what resources can be devoted to this important resource.   

In terms of harassment, a significant number of applications, particularly those falling under the good relations priority, are seeking to tackle this.  Some are providing hate crime forums; others are seeking to tackle the causes of hostility, including the prevalence of the Far Right. 

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

	Priority Area 1 is about promoting good relations. Originally this priority was going to cover community cohesion and intra-/inter-community conflict prevention and resolution, but it was felt that the heading of good relations is more inclusive. The vast majority of organisations that replied to the mini-consultation felt this priority to be either relevant or very relevant to the work of the the Commission. Many applicants have applied for funding under this priority and it is expected to have a significant impact on work at the local level across England, Wales and Scotland. Projects that are funded under this mandate can also have a wider benefit in terms of helping to inform the Commission policy development in this area.

	If there is adverse impact, what are the reasons for this? (Including direct or indirect discrimination.)


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

· For example, changes in communication methods, language support, disability measures, data collection, amended programmes or involvement activities.
· Consideration of more favourable treatment of disabled people. 

	For future funding years, better planning and resourcing of the grants team will help to prevent many of the adverse impacts identified above. With particular regard to planning, more time should have been allocated to consultation and participation from Commission stakeholders. A more favourable timetable would also have enabled an analysis of applications by mandates and regions to support deliberations at the Grants Committee. It would also have provided the Statutory Committees sufficient time to take part in the process and to ensure that disability equality issues are given full consideration. 

In terms of accessibility, better planning would have enabled the application pack to have been prepared in all the required formats at the same time.  There is also scope for further training to enable staff to better ensure that the events they organise are fully accessible. A training programme is already under development to facilitate this requirement and will be rolled out in late April/early May 08. It is also important to note that a reasonable adjustments form was provided to road show attendees ahead of the events, but the participants who had concerns about accessibility issues had not returned their forms. Nevertheless, the reasons for this still need to be identified.    

Following analysis of funding decisions by the Grants Committee, if any areas of adverse impact are identified, then appropriate remedial action should be undertaken. One form in which this might appear is through a targeted capacity development programme that seeks to support disadvantaged groups with the aim of enabling them to play a full and equal role in future Commission grants programmes and also to compete effectively for other funding streams.  



	

	What evidence is there that actions to address impacts relating to one equality strand may have an impact in relation to other equality strands or human rights? 


	There is little evidence of this at this point. However, a question was raised as to whether organisations that are not fully accessible should be able to receive Commission funding. On reflection, it was felt that a decision not to fund organisations in terms of their being not fully accessible could impact on a great number of would-be applicants and particularly many of the smaller VCS organisations that may be lacking in capacity. Such a decision would very likely create significant ill feeling across many of our stakeholders.  

Instead it was felt that Commission can better use its influence through actually funding organisations and being very clear at the stage of contract negotiation that it expects all services delivered through its grants programme to be fully accessible. This approach should be linked to a robust and fit-for-purpose quality assurance framework that enables organisations to work towards full accessibility.         



	

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

For example, 

· Increased awareness among staff.
· Staffing profiles reflecting local communities.
· Greater community input into our work or communications activities.
· Encourage participation of different groups, including disabled people.


	The planned consultation in the new business year should seek to raise the profile of the grants programme. This should be as inclusive as possible and is expected to last for a period of 12 weeks. Work is also underway with the Communications team to ensure that this important work is effectively publicised. In future years, it would be advantageous to have a wider mix of staff from across the organisation involved in undertaking application assessments and, where feasible, helping to assess and monitor impact and delivery.   

For a further discussion on the steps that should be taken to ensure that funded services are more inclusive, please see above.






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 incorporate equality and human rights considerations into the contract?   

If yes, please set out the steps you propose to take to ensure that an active consideration of the duties and the wider equality agenda will be built into all stages of the procurement process.

Specifically you should set out how you will ensure that the partner complies with equalities and human rights legislation. You will need to think about: 

· Tendering and specifications.
· Awards process. 

· Contract clauses.
· Performance measures. 

· Monitoring and performance measures.


	As set out above, equality considerations have featured throughout the design and delivery of this interim grants programme. Further consideration will be given to how different mandates have fared at the Grants Committee and thereafter through this equality impact assessment.  

Each organisation that is to be awarded funding will have to sign a contract which will include equality considerations and a range of performance and monitoring requirements. Staff charged with monitoring and assessing performance should also seek to undertake these functions with due consideration of equality and human rights requirements.  

Overall, the success of the grants programme will be assessed against how effectively it has delivered against Commission business priorities.   




	Step 6: Making a decision


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

	There are multiple stages to the development and delivery of the Interim Grants programme. At this point, the grants programme has been produced through consultation with organisations from across the equalities and human rights mandate, with the intention of being delivered to the benefit of all mandates. The funding priorities have been made as inclusive as possible and they received widespread support from the vast majority of respondents to the mini-consultation (106 in total). 

To promote the grants programme, the countries and regions undertook 13 roadshows which were attended by organisations and representatives from all backgrounds. There was some evidence that people with disabilities were not able to participate fully at some of these events (though remedial measures were put in place to address these shortcomings and a training programme has now been developed for all staff).

Further problems were encountered when the application pack was released publicly, but was not available in the full range of accessible formats. This problem was rectified, but some applicants may have had less time than others to produce their applications (check how much time was lost). This was not felt to have had a significant detriment.

Full data is not at this time available on who applied for funding, or on levels of success (in terms of whether they have been assessed as fundable and thereafter recommended for funding by commissioners). Once this data is known, it will be possible to complete this EIA and to determine how it meets the Commission’s responsibilities in terms of equality and human rights. In part this will include looking at how different mandates fared and the reasons for this, and also the steps that can be taken and have been taken (within the scope of National Directors’ comments) to limit adverse impact, including any apparent inequalities. It will then be necessary to consider whether the grants programme is a legitimate/reasonable means of delivering its priorities in this area, and whether further improvements or alternatives can be sought.




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

	· A further stage of EIA following decisions about what will be funded and the reasons for this.

· Whether consideration could be given to the operation of a different form of grants programme that is not so reliant on the receipt of applications.
· The development of a targeted training programme to ensure that all staff who run public events are fully aware of how to make their events fully accessible.
· The implementation of a capacity development programme that builds capacity within any mandate areas that are under-represented or experience higher levels of failure through the grants programme.
· The commissioning of further research to better understand the needs of VCS organisations by mandate, and through which to ensure that the programme meets the needs of all groups.

· Work with Foresight and research to build an effective performance management framework against which to measure the impact of the funding programme, in terms of what works and what doesn’t.

· Ongoing analysis and monitoring of delivery of funded projects and the Commission sanctions against under performance/breach of contract.
Please note that these should be reflected in the action plan (see Step 8).


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

	Once completed (following analysis of funding decisions from the Grants Committee) this EIA should be published in line with the standards set out in the Commission’s Equality Scheme. There is also scope to use the findings of this EIA in the documents that are drawn up to support the consultation on the development of the new grants programme for 2009 and beyond.



	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.

	The findings of this process and its recommendations should be built into the Grants Team’s operating plan. Talks are also underway with research and Foresight to ensure that procedures are put in place to better monitor the performance of the programme and also to commission research to better understand the needs of its users.

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

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

	As recommended above, this EIA will need to examine data from the grants programme that is compiled throughout its life, from initial funding decisions through to monitoring delivery and year-end outcomes.

Further work is underway to put in place effective performance management/measurement tools.




Step 8 – Forward 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
	Undertake an extensive 12-week consultation to determine the future grants programme
	To be completed by Aug 08
	Head of Grants and National Directors
	Executive Director, Corporate Management

	Data collection and evidence
	Collect full and accurate data at every stage of the grants programme 
to enable full assessment and analysis of impact
	May 08 and thereafter quarterly
	Head of Grants
	Executive Director, Corporate Management

	Assessment and analysis
	Undertake further assessment and analysis following funding decisions at Grants Committee and thereafter throughout the year
	May 08 and thereafter quarterly
	Head of Grants
	Executive Director, Corporate Management

	Procurements and partnerships
	Ensure that all procurement arrangements follow internal procedures. This will be particularly relevant to capacity development and also to the signing of contracts for organisations funded through the grants programme.


	Funding contracts signed end of April 08
	Head of Grants
	Executive Director, Corporate Management

	Monitoring, evaluating and reviewing
	Monitor and report on end of grant assessments
	May/June 2009
	Head of Grants
	Executive Director, Corporate Management


� This figure accounts for a number of duplications and includes several national organisations which have their HQs in the London region.


� The number of applications from race equality organisations and their relative success is very likely to be related to the experience that many of these organisations have had of applying for funding under the CRE’s Getting Results programme (on which this funding programme is largely derived). It is also clear that the CRE undertook considerable work in terms of building capacity (skills, expertise and infrastructure) among the race equality-led VCS, which has equipped many bodies from this mandate to successfully apply for funding. It is proposed that similar work is undertaken for all mandates by the new Commission. It is also apparent that due to the CRE’s significant investment in building infrastructure and networks through which race bodies could operate more effectively, this has provided many of these bodies with a platform from which to effectively work on cross-mandate issues.  Many race bodies are in the process of changing their names to better recognise their new cross-mandate work. 
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