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Introduction

1.
The Children, Young People and Families (CYPF) Grant programme was introduced in April 2006.  Through the programme the Department for Children, Schools and Families provides grant funding direct to third sector organisations for activities and projects which support the Department’s Children’s Plan and the Every Child Matters agenda.

2.
The consultation on the effectiveness and the possible future shape of the CYPF grant programme was launched on 29 June 2009 and closed on 5 October 2009.

3.
The report begins with an overview followed by a summary of the responses to each question within the consultation.

Overview
4.
The consultation was conducted online via the Department’s consultation website.  There was also the option of sending responses to a dedicated email box.  As well as the consultation being advertised on the Department’s website, members of the Department’s Third Sector Group, which comprises key third sector infrastructure organisations, representative umbrella groups and direct delivery organisations who can speak on behalf of children, young people and families, were asked to make their members aware of the consultation.  Third sector organisations who had previously expressed an interest in the grant programme were also notified of the consultation via email.  

5.
The Department received 113 responses within the consultation period.  There were 19 consultation questions although respondents did not answer all of the questions
.  We would like to thank all those who took the time to respond.  The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

	Responses by type
	Number of responses

	National third sector organisation 
	71

	Regional third sector organisation
	6

	Local third sector organisation 
	16

	Membership organisation
	11

	Other
	9

	Total
	113


6.
Overall, there was a positive response to the consultation with respondents welcoming the streamlining of funding which they felt had brought clarity, simplicity and reduced the time spent looking for financial support.  61% of respondents were in favour of the proposed criteria for strategic funding and 74% agreed with the proposed criteria for innovation funding.  However, respondents commented, that it did depend on the definition of innovation.   66% of respondents welcomed the proposals to approve applications for innovation projects for two years and for strategic funding for three years.  Although, 22% recommended that three years funding should be approved for both innovation and strategic projects. 

7.
The majority of respondents found the guidance, the application form and the payment and monitoring procedures clear and straightforward.  On further support and communications the most common requests were for more meetings and/or visits and contact with DCSF officials and with other funded organisations.  In the main this was to discuss key issues and progress and to network and share experiences and good practice.  Greater use of the Department’s website to provide updates and for funded organisations to share information was also suggested.

Summary of the responses to each question
8.
A question by question summary of the responses is provided below.

Q1
How useful has a single CYPF grant been in increasing coherence and reducing unnecessary bureaucracy?
There were 81 responses to this question.

	Very useful 24 (30%)
	Useful 34 (42%)         
	Not useful 5 (6%)      

	Not at all useful 3(4%)         
	Not Sure 15 (18%)
	


40 (49%) of respondents commented that it had reduced bureaucracy, brought clarity and simplicity and helped to improve consistency and planning.  Respondents felt that a single funding stream had resulted in the streamlining of monitoring and evaluation procedures, and reduced the time spent researching different funding sources and writing funding applications.  Improved consistency had resulted in clearer targets to improve outcomes and helped third sector organisations target their resources more effectively.  Respondents also suggested that two and three year funding had enabled organisations to plan their work with greater confidence, with the opportunity to review the focus of the work around Departmental priorities on an annual basis. 

However, 6 (7%) respondents were concerned that a single grant fund could be restrictive, and limit opportunities to apply for financial support. Comments suggested that funding for more distinct or specific issues might be better ring-fenced, and that the single grant structure had diverted some funds away from the original objectives of individual funding streams e.g. Marriage Support funding/Adult relationship support. 

Q2
Do you agree with the proposed criteria for strategic funding?

This question received the highest number of responses - 108.

	Strongly agree 20 (18%)
	Agree 46 (43%)    
	Neither agree nor disagree 19 (18%)

	Disagree 13 (12%)             
	Strongly disagree 10 (9%)
	


While over half of the respondents were in favour of the proposed criteria for strategic funding a number of concerns were raised.  These included that:

· The criteria could limit the scope of the fund to organisations with a regional or national focus, and that local strategic bodies could be overlooked.  By providing strategic funding only to those organisations fulfilling the full range of leadership, communication and representative functions could restrict funding to a handful of the largest organisations and could mean that umbrella/membership organisations gained the most resources.  Therefore, it was important that any funding provided did not stop at the higher tier but flowed through to the participating members.  

· The criteria encouraged the active participation of third sector organisations not considered as ‘traditional’ partners

· In order for organisations to influence national policy it was important that they developed a cross-regional understanding of the experiences of children, young people and families

· The emphasis on policy could push some organisations to put policy higher on their agenda than the development of their actual work with children, young people or families
· Unless the selection process was managed correctly, groups that dealt with specific hard to reach groups of children might be overlooked
· Support was needed more directly at local/grass root level with greater flexibility needed to support local third sector organisations
· The definition regarding service provision was very wide which could lead to increased applications
Q3
Do you agree with the proposed criteria for innovation funding?

There were 103 responses to this question.

	Strongly agree 15 (14%)     
	Agree 61 (59%)   
	Neither agree nor disagree 13 (13%)

	Disagree 9 (9%)                  
	Strongly disagree 5 (5%)
	


76 (74%) of respondents were in favour of the proposed criteria although some indicated that it depended on the precise definition of innovation and how this was defined in practice.  Respondents commented that whilst it was good to develop innovative new projects, it would also make sense to fund established projects that had proven track records of achieving successful outcomes. 
Q4
Would you welcome a proposal to approve applications for innovation projects for two years and for strategic funding for three years?
There were 97 responses to this question.

	Yes 64 (66%)     
	No 20 (21%)       
	Not Sure 13 (13%)


Whilst the majority of respondents welcomed the proposal, 21 (22%) were of the opinion that all projects should be approved for three years, as not all truly innovative projects could be started and embedded within two years.  Respondents also expressed the view that strategic funding should be for longer than three years.  This would enable organisations to plan, manage and evaluate their activities more effectively. 

Q5
How clear and comprehensive did you find the CYPF grant application supporting guidance?
There were 89 responses to this question.

	Very clear 22 (25%)      
	Largely Clear 54 (61%)      
	Not very clear 10 (11%)                

	Not at all clear 1 (1%)    
	Not Sure 2 (2%)
	


Whilst the majority of respondents thought that the supporting guidance was very or largely clear, 11 (12%) thought that greater clarity and transparency in the guidance on the precise information required with clear explanations of the terms used would be mutually helpful. 
Q6
How user-friendly did you find the application form?
There were 88 responses to this question.

	Very user friendly 13 (15%)
	Acceptably user friendly 61 (69%)

	 Not user friendly 7 (8%)

	Not at all user friendly 4 (5%)
	Not Sure 3 (3%)
	


The majority of respondents thought that the application form was acceptably user friendly.  However, 8 (9%) suggested some minor changes and enhancements to resolve some of the existing technical limitations and make the form more straightforward to complete. 
Q7
Which aspects of your contacts with the DCSF have you found most helpful? (For CYPF recipients only)

There were 46 responses to this question.

41 (89%) of respondents welcomed the regular and on-going meetings and contacts with DCSF officials although 8 (17%) indicated that further contact especially during the lifetime of the projects would be welcomed. 

Q8
Is there any further support/communication you would like from the DCSF? (For CYPF recipients only)

There were 28 responses to this question.

17 (61%) respondents requested more visits and contacts with DCSF officials to exchange views and discuss key issues as well as more regular feedback on submitted progress reports.  15 (54%) suggested a system to enable organisations to share experiences, good practice, and project outcomes, either via the DCSF website or appropriately arranged networking meetings.

Q9 a)
If you received feedback from DCSF on your grant application, was it satisfactory?
There were 57 responses to this question.

	Yes 24 (42%)      
	No 22 (39%)           
	Not Sure 11 (19%)


Respondents were split on whether the feedback received had been satisfactory.  8 (14%) stated that they had not received any feedback and 7 (12%) stated that the feedback received was vague or too general and that more detail to improve the quality of subsequent bids would be welcomed.  
Q9 b)
If not, how could it have been improved?
There were 20 responses to this question with respondents requesting more detail on the reasons why their application was unsuccessful, how it could be improved, information on the scoring system used, how they rated against it and the comments made by the assessor.    
Q10
Leaving aside the CYPF grant and other Departmental funding, is there any further non-financial support or information from DCSF that you would find helpful; and through what medium?
There were 63 responses to this question.

As well as more direct contact with the DCSF, for example by more regular meetings, telephone conversations and work shadowing, respondents suggested updates on policy initiatives, an easily accessible Departmental ‘Who’s who’ and information on other forms of available support with details of who to contact.  Other suggestions also included:

· Support with arranging networking events with organisations working in the same field, and regular updates about funded projects through a newsletter or information on the web
· Greater support during the application and negotiation process with for example, more information and briefings on the type of projects likely to be funded; informed and prompt advice to queries on interpretation of the guidance or regulations; and workshops on outcomes and evaluation
Q11
What more could be done to share knowledge and information on the progress of CYPF grant funded projects to help organisations learn from each other?
There were 76 responses to this question.

49 (64%) respondents suggested more networking events to enable funded projects to showcase their work and share knowledge and experience.  30 (39%) recommended introduction of a designated area on the website with a discussion forum where organisations could access updates and case study information, and share good practice, progress and experiences.     

Q12
Are our payment and monitoring forms and procedures clear and straightforward?
There were 58 responses to this question.

	Very clear 20 (34%)      
	Largely Clear 32 (55%)        
	Not very clear 4 (7%)

	Not at all clear 1 (2%)    
	Not Sure 1 (2%)
	


The majority of respondents thought that the forms and procedures were very or largely clear.  However, 7 (12%) suggested that the ‘turnaround’ time for completion was sometimes very tight and that an annual timetable with the key dates would be helpful.  6 (10%) stated that the payment and monitoring procedures had improved greatly over the years and acknowledged that the current system was clearer and much simpler to use.    
Q13
Do we make payments to you on time?
There were 58 responses to this question.

	Always 24 (41%)   
	Usually 28 (48%)     
	Infrequently 4 (7%)     

	Never 1 (2%)       
	Not Sure 1 (2%)
	


Whilst the majority of respondents said that payments were usually made on time, some stated that delays had arisen with the payment made at the start of the financial year.

Q14
Do you find the regular reporting and monitoring requests proportionate to the funding you receive and the outcomes against which you are monitored?
There were 57 responses to this question.

	Yes 48 (84%)       
	No 4 (7%)        
	Not Sure 5 (9%)


The majority of respondents thought that the reporting and monitoring requests were proportionate to the funding awarded and helpful in making organisations review their progress and plan for the period ahead.

Q15
Are there any aspects of the monitoring and reporting process which are unclear to you?
There were 57 responses to this question.

	Yes 9 (16%)    
	No 44 (77%)  
	Not Sure 4 (7%)


The majority of respondents said that there were no aspects of the process that were unclear.  However, 8 (14%) stated that greater clarity on the deadlines for the return of documents would be helpful. They felt that it would be beneficial to know, in advance of any additional reporting requirements at the end of the funding period.  Respondents expressed concern that the timescales were not always helpful for national organisations where information needed to be collected from field staff delivering the programme.   
Q16
Have we asked you for information in relation to your CYPF grant which you have already provided to the Department in relation to another grant programme or contract?
There were 54 responses to this question.

	Yes 6 (11%)    
	No 43 (80%)  
	Not Sure 5 (9%)


The majority of respondents said that they had not been asked for information that they had previously provided.

Q17
Is there any good practice from grant schemes in other Government Departments, or other funders, which we could consider adopting?
There were 68 responses to this question.

	Yes 38 (56%)    
	No 7 (10%)  
	Not Sure 23 (34%)


The most popular approaches, practices and methods suggested by respondents belonged to the following organisations:

· Department of Health (DH)

· The Big Lottery Fund
· Office of the Third Sector

In addition, respondents suggested more regular keeping in touch meetings, pre-applications meetings to discuss proposals as well as a two-stage application process to minimise the time spent in producing detailed, unsuccessful applications.
Q18
Are there any other ways, not covered in the previous sections, in which we could make the CYPF grant more effective in supporting children, young people and families?
There were 66 responses to this question.

	Yes 45 (68%)    
	No 6 (9%)  
	Not Sure 15 (23%)


Views were divided on how the grant might be improved with 18 (27%) of respondents suggesting more support for local projects and less support for bigger strategic projects.  Views included the following statements: ‘Don't just fund the ‘big’ well known organisations - grant round feels largely like a ‘jobs for the boys’ exercise’; and ‘Spend more time consulting with people at the grass roots and not the obvious suspects’.  Other respondents suggested an increase in the total size of the available funding to third sector organisations and better collaboration and partnership working between strategically funded grant holders.  Longer term and/or rolling funding were also suggested to enable successful projects to be developed.   
Q19
Thinking beyond the CYPF grant, what more might we do within the Department to improve our relationship with the third sector?
There were 72 responses to this question.

33 (46%) respondents were of the opinion that support with arranging introductions to other related public and private sectors might create beneficial partnerships, and networking events with organisations working in the same field could also be very useful.  Again respondents suggested more face to face meetings between the DCSF and funded organisations. It was also recommended that there could be co-ordination between relevant government departments so that each Department’s target setting complemented the others.  28 (39%) were of the opinion that communications could be improved and mentioned greater information sharing and feedback as indicated in earlier responses to questions 9b, 10 and 11.

13 (18%) respondents believed that relationships with the third sector needed to be developed and improved with concern expressed that some smaller organisations were not aware of their eligibility to apply for this grant.  Respondents welcomed the establishment of the Department’s Third Sector Group as a very positive way of engaging with the sector.  It was suggested that the DCSF could do more to promote this work and to use the Group to communicate with, and gain the views of the third sector.

Next Steps
9.
The Department will consider the future shape of the grant programme in the light of the responses to the consultation and the outcome of the next Comprehensive Spending Review which will determine the level of funding available from April 2011.  The Department anticipates launching details of the next funding round for applications from April 2011 in summer 2010.  In the meantime, in response to the comments on improving communication several events have been held and further work is underway to improve the information available on the Department’s website and to provide funded organisations with increased networking opportunities.  This work is being taken forward in discussion with members of the Department’s Third Sector Group.
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� Throughout, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each question, not as a measure of all respondents
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