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1. introduction

1.1 Background

The Community Regeneration Fund was established in April 2001 as part of the Post Foot and Mouth (FMD) Economic Recovery Plan for Dumfries & Galloway. The aim of the Fund was to rebuild confidence within local communities after the FMD outbreak and to initiate lasting processes of community economic development in the region. The Fund has sought to achieve this through providing grants for the development and implementation of community inspired projects that have a clear economic focus.

During September 2003, Dumfries and Galloway Council commissioned EKOS to review the performance and impact of the Fund to date, and to identify any necessary changes in its operation. This report presents the findings of the interim evaluation. 

1.2 Aims and Objectives


The main study objectives were to:

· provide a region-wide critical analysis of the implementation of the Fund from July 2001 to July 2003;

· provide a comparison between the delivery of the Fund in eligible and non-eligible areas, particularly identifying the level of awareness of the EU financial contribution in eligible areas;

· review the procedures implemented to deliver the Fund, in relation to selection criteria, appraisal, application processes and monitoring and evaluation processes;

· analyse the impact of the overall Fund through examining the individual projects supported, and their benefits, sustainability, financial leverage, partnership impacts, and wider impacts;

· identify good practice examples and lessons to be learnt in the future; and

· determine the demand for this type of project in the future, providing recommendations for development of the Fund.

1.3 Study Method

The study method comprised:

· initial discussions with representatives from the Fund to agree the scope and conduct of the study;

· a desk based review of the strategic policy context within which the Fund operates;

· a review of the key documentation relating to the operation of the Fund;

· an analysis of all applications, grant awards, and monitoring data relating to the Fund; 

· a postal survey of all ninety five projects supported by the Fund, which yielded a 45% response rate;

· case study interviews with four assisted projects;

· face to face interviews with the current and previous Fund Co-ordinators;  

· telephone interviews with nine representatives from the Joint Officers Group (JOG) established to support the implementation of the Fund;

· face to face interviews with representatives from each of the three agencies that contributed financially to the Fund; and

· case study research and consultations with two comparable funding programmes – the Glasgow Key Fund and the Highland Community Development Project Initiative.

1.4 Report Structure

The remainder of the report is structured as follows:

· Chapter 2 outlines the key characteristics of the Fund and provides an overview of its development to date;  

· Chapter 3 outlines the progress made in implementing the Fund and provides an overview of the project activity supported by the Fund;

· Chapter 4 assesses the processes and procedures that have supported the implementation of the Fund;

· Chapter 5 assesses the quantitative and qualitative impact of the Fund and examines the sustainability of these benefits; 

· Chapter 6 examines the ongoing strategic fit of the Fund with local priorities and its complementarity with related support interventions; and

· Chapter 7 outlines our preliminary conclusions and recommendations based on the progress and performance of the Fund.

2. Description

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the characteristics and operation of the Community Regeneration Fund to date. In particular the chapter examines:

· the purpose of the Fund;

· its financial structure;

· grant availability and eligibility;

· the scope of eligible project activity; and

· changes in the operation of the Fund.

2.2 Key Characteristics

2.2.1 Background and Purpose

The Community Regeneration Fund was established by Community Planning Partners as part of the Post Foot and Mouth (FMD) Economic Recovery Plan for Dumfries & Galloway. It is loosely based on a successful pilot project – the Community Initiatives Fund – operated by Scottish Enterprise Dumfries & Galloway.

The main aim of the Fund is to assist local communities to re-establish confidence after the FMD outbreak and to help encourage sustainable development and strengthen the economy over the longer term. The Fund seeks to achieve this through providing grants for the development and implementation of community inspired projects that have a clear economic focus.

2.2.2 Financial Structure

The Community Regeneration Fund is a three-year £1,800,400 partnership programme, scheduled for financial completion by 30 September 2004. 

The financial structure of the Fund was designed around contributions from three sources. The source and relative contribution of each is outlined in Table 2.1, below. A further contribution of £150,000 from the Scottish Executive was made in January 2003 to provide further support to projects from EU Objective 2 non-eligible areas.

	TABLE 2.1 Financial Structure of the Fund

	Funding Partner
	Financial Contribution

	Dumfries & Galloway Council

	£750,400

	Scottish Enterprise Dumfries & Galloway
	£600,000

	South of Scotland Objective 2 Programme
	£450,000

	TOTAL
	£1,800,400


2.2.3 Grant Availability and Eligibility

The Fund is open to community groups, organisations and business/trade associations, which operate throughout the Dumfries & Galloway Region. To enable the Fund to provide region wide support, the financial package incorporates two distinct financial envelopes:

· supporting projects from EU Objective 2 eligible areas; and

· supporting projects from other parts of the region.

Projects from three separate areas are, therefore, part-funded by the South of Scotland Objective 2 Programme:

· North West Dumfries;

· Upper Nithsdale; and

· Wigtownshire.

Grant support of between £5,000 and £50,000 is available to eligible projects and activities – up to 100% grant support.  Supported projects must be completed within 12 months of the date of approval.

2.2.4 Scope of the Fund

The Community Regeneration Fund provides grant support for a range of eligible community activities including:

	· local events;

· marketing initiatives;

· small scale marketing initiatives;

· childcare projects;

· community transport initiatives;

· environmental improvement projects;

· support structures for community self-help programmes;
	· feasibility studies, business plans, marketing plans, and funding plans;

· community regeneration projects;

· community enterprises;

· digital inclusion projects;

· small scale tourism projects; and

· community assets and facilities.


2.2.5 Implementation Arrangements

Dumfries & Galloway Council, on behalf of the funding partners, provides managerial and administrative support for the Community Regeneration Fund. A full-time Fund Co-ordinator has been appointed to support the promotion, application process, project monitoring and financial management of the Fund.

A Joint Officers Group has been established to support the application and appraisal process. This Group is composed of representatives from the following agencies and Partnerships:

	· Dumfries & Galloway Council;

· Scottish Enterprise Dumfries & Galloway;

· Dumfries & Galloway Tourist Board;

· Dumfries & Galloway Health Board;

· Dumfries & Galloway Federation of Councils of Voluntary Service;
	· Annandale & Eskdale Local Rural Partnership;

· Nithsdale Local Rural Partnership;

· Stewarty Local Rural Partnership;

· Wigtownshire Local Rural Partnership.




Implementation processes are examined in more detail in Chapter 4 of this report.

2.3 Development of the Fund

The Community Regeneration Fund was designed as a rapid response to the FMD crisis – coming within a matter of months of the FMD outbreak itself. As such, it is clear that the Fund was established quickly, with:

· initial criteria and application processes developed by the Council; and

· initial grant funding of £220,000 (Phase I of the Fund) awarded through the network of Council Area Committees, using Council funds only.

The Community Regeneration Fund proper (Phase II) came into operation when the full financial package was secured. The first Round of applications closed on 31st July 2003. 

The full implementation of the Fund was accompanied by the establishment of Fund documentation (i.e. application forms, guidance notes etc.) and the formation of the Joint Officers Group (JOG).

A number of issues arose during Rounds 1 and 2 of the Fund. Based on consultations and documentation, it appears that the essence of these problems related to:

· confused application criteria and processes; and

· confused decision making processes.

Given the perceived inadequacy of the early operation of the Fund, the decision was made by partners to delay Round 3 and to review the early operation of the Fund. This review process was led by a newly appointed Council Officer with designated responsibility to oversee the operation of the Fund.

The main operational changes to the Fund that emerged from this review process included: 

· renaming the Fund the ‘Community Regeneration Fund’ (previously known as the ‘Community Fund’), as part of an attempt to clarify the Fund’s purpose and to distinguish it from the National Lottery’s Community Fund;

· increasing the minimum grant award to £5,000 (from £1,000) and maximum grant award to £50,000 (from £25,000), to increase the scale and potential economic benefits of projects;

· revisions to the Fund documentation, to ensure greater coherence and better alignment with EU Audit requirements;

· implementation of a clearer operating framework (i.e. application, payment, monitoring), to strengthen the management arrangements for the Fund; 

· expanding the Joint Officer Group, to incorporate full representation from the four Local Rural Partnerships (LRPs) in the region; and 

· recruitment of Fund Co-ordinator/Administrator (in July 2002) to support the continuing implementation of the Fund.

This process of review and revision was followed by a relaunch of the Fund. Here there was a systematic attempt to communicate clearly the focus and priorities of the relaunched Fund, with for example:

· public notices printed in local newspapers;

· updated guidance provided on the Council website;

· information workshops held in a number of locations throughout the region; and

· information updates to, or meetings with, the Joint Officers Group, Council Community Development Staff, and Local Rural Partnerships. 

In total six rounds of funding have been allocated through the Fund – the latter four rounds operating under the revised implementation procedures. The timing of all six funding rounds is presented in Table 2.2, below.

	TABLE 2.2: Funding Rounds undertaken

	Funding Round
	Closing date

	Round 1
	31st July 2001

	Round 2
	31st October 2001

	Round 3
	30th April 2002

	Round 4
	31st July 2002

	Round 5
	31st October 2002

	Round 6
	25th April 2003


3. Progress

3.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the progress made to date in implementing the Community Regeneration Fund. In particular the chapter examines:

· project applications to the Fund;

· grant awards made by the Fund;

· characteristics of those groups and projects supported;

· progress in implementing approved projects; and

· financial commitment and expenditure.

The chapter is based primarily on our analysis of project applications, monitoring information and expenditure data held by the Fund, supplemented where appropriate by the insights of consultees. 

3.2 Applications

There has been a healthy level of interest in the Fund. In total, 221 project applications have been received. Of these, 96 have been approved, eight deferred, and 118 rejected. Of the 96 applications approved, one was subsequently withdrawn. A summary of applications across each funding round is presented in Table 3.1.

Overall, the approval rate for the fund would seem relatively low, and the rejection rate high. A rejection rate of 53% is, however, skewed by a high number of ineligible applications during Round 1. Our consultations suggest these ineligible applications stem largely from a failure to communicate clearly the purpose and criteria of the Fund at the outset. (So what is the true rejection rate?)
Our analysis of rejected applications suggests that the single most common reason for rejection was the lack of fit with the economic rationale/criteria of the Fund. Among the other main reasons for rejection were:

· inadequate evidence of demand and need within the community;

· poor understanding of the project’s fit with strategic priorities for the area;

· unclear, unrealistic, or insufficient project objectives and targets; and

· concern regarding the potential sustainability of some projects.

	TABLE 3.1: status of applications by round

	Funding Round
	Approved
	Deferred
	Rejected
	Total

Received

	
	No.
	% of round
	No.
	% of round
	No.
	% of round
	

	Round 1
	18
	20%
	0
	0%
	74
	80%
	92

	Round 2
	30
	60%
	3
	6%
	17
	34%
	50

	Round 3
	20
	69%
	1
	7%
	8
	28%
	29

	Round 4
	16
	80%
	0
	0%
	4
	20%
	20

	Round 5
	2
	14%
	3
	21%
	9
	64%
	14

	Round 6
	10
	63%
	0
	0%
	6
	38%
	16

	TOTAL
	96
	43%
	7
	4%
	118
	53%
	221


It should be noted that a small number (how many?) of projects were also deferred for further information or amendment. In some cases these projects were subsequently revised and approved in later rounds. In a number of cases (how many?) conditional approvals were made – on condition of what?. 

3.3 Level of Awards

To date 96 awards have been approved by the Fund, representing a total financial commitment of £1,771,586. The level of award for each funding round is presented in Table 3.2, below.

The average level of award across all funding rounds has been £18,454. This award level is broadly comparable to other targeted community regeneration funds, e.g. West of Scotland Key Funds.

	TABLE 3.2: Award Levels by Round

	Funding Round
	No. of Awards
	Total Financial Allocation
	Average Award Size

	Round 1
	18
	£276,551
	£15,364

	Round 2
	30
	£385,801
	£12,860

	Round 3
	20
	£498,320
	£24,916

	Round 4
	16
	£351,530
	£21,971

	Round 5
	2
	£92,026
	£46,013

	Round 6
	10
	£167,358
	£16,736

	TOTAL
	96
	£1,771,586
	£18,454


These data also suggest that the decision to raise the minimum and maximum size of grant available has inevitably resulted in larger projects being brought forward. The average award level rises from £13,799 across Rounds 1 and 2, to £23,109 from Round 3 onwards.

3.4 Financial Leverage

Despite no explicit requirement for applications to contain any element of match funding (i.e. 100% grant funding was available), the Fund appears to have been successful in helping to unlock project funding from other sources.

In total, a financial commitment of £1,771,586 from the Fund has been matched by a commitment of £1,767,623 from other sources. This takes the total estimated value of projects established by the Fund to £3,539,209, and represents a leverage ratio of 1:1. 

The financial leverage attracted in each funding round is presented in Table 3.3.

	TABLE 3.3: Financial Leverage Attracted by Round

	Funding Round
	Fund Contribution
	Financial Leverage
	Total 

Costs

	
	£
	% 
	£
	% 
	

	Round 1
	£276,551
	49%
	£285,682
	51%
	£562,233

	Round 2
	£385,801
	66%
	£199,068
	34%
	£584,869

	Round 3
	£498,320
	47%
	£552,656
	53%
	£1,050,976

	Round 4
	£351,530
	44%
	£449,348
	56%
	£800,878

	Round 5
	£92,026
	41%
	£132,563
	59%
	£224,589

	Round 6
	£167,358
	53%
	£148,306
	47%
	£315,664

	TOTAL
	£1,771,586
	50%
	£1,767,623
	50%
	£3,539,209


Our analysis of approved applications suggests that financial contributions have been secured from a very wide range of sources. These have included:

· a range of national bodies from Forward Scotland to the Scottish Museums Council;

· a number of local Community Planning partners;

· a wide range of charitable grant making trusts; and

· income generated from project activities e.g. gate money from events.

3.5 Groups Supported

Grant support from the Fund has been available to all community oriented not-for-profit groups in the area. From our analysis of approved applications it would seem that applicant eligibility criteria has been adhered to.

Table 3.4 shows that the vast majority of projects are being carried out be community led groups and organisations, with fewer business/trade associations securing funds.

	TABLE 3.4: Applicant Type and Awards 

	Applicant type
	Awards
	Financial Allocation

	
	No.
	% of all
	£
	% of all

	Community Group or Organisation
	89
	94%
	£1,675,711
	95%

	Business/Trade Association
	6
	6%
	£95,875
	5%

	TOTAL
	95
	100%
	£1,771,586
	100.0


The possibility existed for applicant groups to secure more than one grant through the Fund, providing that the funding was not for the same projects as previously funded. In a number of cases multiple awards (i.e. two or three awards) were made to a single applicant. Overall, 25% of awards were made to just 10 organisations. Many of these organisations were more mature community initiatives, with arguably greater levels of organisational capacity.

Table 3.5 below lists the 10 groups that have secured more than one award.

	TABLE 3.5: Applicants Receiving Multiple Awards 

	Organisation
	Number of Awards

	Annan Initiative 
	2

	Moffat & District Community Initiative
	3

	Stranraer, Portpatrick, Cairnryan STI Co Ltd
	2

	Dumfries & Galloway Arts Association
	2

	Glenkens Community & Arts Trust
	3

	North West Resource Centre Management
	2

	Dalbeattie Community Initiative
	3

	The Furniture Project (Stranraer)
	2

	Isle Futures
	3

	Kirkcudbright Forum
	2


3.6 Project Activities

A very wide range of community economic development activities was eligible within the scope of the Fund. Accordingly, a wide variety of services and facilities were supported. The range of supported activities is outlined in Table 3.6, below.

While there is considerable overlap between eligibility categories, data suggest that approved project activities were concentrated on local events, community facilities/assets, and small-scale consultancy exercises (e.g. business plans, feasibility studies). Environmental improvement projects also featured prominently in terms of approved expenditure.

Few assisted projects had a primary focus on childcare, community transport, focused marketing activities and digital inclusion activities. 

	TABLE 3.6: Approved Project Activity

	Type of Project
	Awards
	Financial Allocation

	
	No.
	% of all
	£
	% of all

	1. Local events
	16
	16.8
	£226,491
	12.8

	2. Marketing initiatives
	3
	3.2
	£82,372
	4.6

	3. Small scale marketing initiatives
	4
	4.2
	£49,500
	2.8

	4. Childcare projects
	3
	3.2
	£13,007
	0.7

	5. Community transport initiatives
	3
	3.2
	£63,124
	3.6

	6. Environmental improvement projects
	10
	11.0
	£325,877
	18..0

	7. Support structures
	8
	8.4
	£131,856
	7.4

	8. Feasibility studies etc.
	12
	12.6
	£142,155
	8.0

	9. Community regeneration projects
	5
	5.3
	£109,039
	6.2

	10. Community enterprises
	7
	7.4
	£89,467
	5.1

	11. Digital inclusion projects
	3
	3.2
	£39,948
	2.3

	12. Small scale tourism projects
	5
	5.3
	£79,032
	4.5

	13. Community assets and facilities
	16
	16.8
	£419,718
	23.7

	TOTAL
	95
	100.0
	£1,771,586
	100.0


Second awards Column adds up to 100.6 ?
The majority of awards (88%) and funds (83%) have been allocated to support revenue projects.   This would seem appropriate, and reflects the nature of projects brought forward for support. 

Table 3.7 presents data on the capital revenue split for the Fund. 

	Table 3.7: Capital revenue Split for assisted projects

	Type of Project
	Awards
	Financial Allocation

	
	No.
	% of all
	£
	% of all

	Capital
	11
	12%
	£307,792
	17%

	Revenue
	84
	88%
	£1,463,794
	83%

	TOTAL
	95
	100%
	£1,771,586
	100%


3.7 Geographical Coverage

The Fund was initially designed to achieve a 50:50 spread in grant allocation between EU Objective 2 eligible and non-eligible areas. The data presented in Table 3.8, below, suggest that this objective has not been fully met – with an approximate split of funds 60:40 achieved in favour of Objective 2 non-eligible areas.

Consultations suggest that the low levels of existing community capacity might have been the major contributing factor to the slow uptake of grant support from within Objective 2 eligible areas. 

In order to increase the flow of funds from targeted communities, the sixth and final round of the Fund was open to eligible areas only. This has gone some way to redressing the required balance in geographic coverage.

	Table 3.8: Location of Grant Recipents

	Location of Project
	Awards
	Financial Allocation

	
	No.
	% of all
	£
	% of all

	Objective 2 Eligible Area
	37
	39%
	722,757
	41%

	Objective 2 Non Eligible Area
	58
	61%
	1,048,829
	59%

	TOTAL
	95
	100%
	1,771,586
	100%


3.8 Project Progress

The progress in implementing approved projects has been slow in a number of cases. From our consultations and analysis of approval documentation it is clear that many project applications were brought forward quickly in the wake of the FMD outbreak and approved quickly under early funding rounds.

The subsequent process of implementing approved projects has been much slower, however, resulting in a number of extensions to the agreed project timeframe. Our consultations suggest that there is a broad consensus that the 12-month limit on implementation is unrealistic for many types of project. This is a common challenge for community economic development funds of this type e.g. Glasgow Key Fund.  

Table 3.9, below, describes the progress of the 95 approved projects due to proceed. The main points to take from these data are that:

· 35% of all approved projects have now reached a point of financial completion;

· 56% of approved projects are ongoing, although further time extensions may be necessary in some cases;

· 7% of approved projects have not yet commenced; and

· 2% of approved projects have been terminated as they are unable to progress or complete within the approved timescale.

Projects approved under Rounds 1 and 2 of the Fund are naturally at a more advanced stage, with 60% having reached the point of financial completion.

	Table 3.9: Progress of Assisted Projects at September 2003

	Funding Round
	Completed
	Ongoing
	Not started
	Terminated
	Total

	Round 1
	12
	5
	0
	0
	17

	Round 2
	16
	12
	0
	2
	30

	Round 3
	5
	15
	0
	0
	20

	Round 4
	0
	13
	2
	0
	15

	Round 5
	0
	2
	1
	0
	3

	Round 6
	0
	6
	4
	0
	10

	TOTAL
	33
	53
	7
	2
	95


3.9 Financial Progress

The pattern of relatively quick financial commitment and slower project spend is particularly evident when we examine the financial progress of the Fund in more detail. Table 3.10, below, provides a summary of financial progress to date in relation to the Fund. The key points to take from the table are that:

· 98% of the total Fund has been committed to approved projects; and

· 69% of total Fund expenditure has been claimed by approved projects. 

	TABLE 3.10: FINANCIAL PROGRESS OVerview at August 2003

	Total Fund
	£1,800,400

	Financial Commitment 
	£1,771,586

	Financial Commitment (%)
	98%

	Financial Expenditure/Claims
	£1,241,238

	Financial Expenditure/Claims (%)
	69%


A combination of payment scheduling procedures (25% on commencement, then 50%, then 25% on completion) and project extensions provides for a pattern of relatively lumpy Fund expenditure. 

Table 3.11, below tracks the financial expenditure of the Fund since its establishment in April 2001.

	TABLE 3.11: Fund Expenditure by Quarter

	Quarter
	Expenditure Claimed by Projects

	Quarter 1
	£15,078

	Quarter 2
	£222,721

	Quarter 3
	£97,730

	Quarter 4
	£149,958

	Quarter 5
	£282,623

	Quarter 6
	£204,921

	Quarter 7
	£116,635

	Quarter 8
	£149,701

	Quarter 9
	£55,793

	TOTAL
	£1,295,160


4. Processes

4.1 Introduction

This section explores the quality and effectiveness of those processes and procedures implemented to deliver the Fund. In particular the section examines the: 

· basic implementation model for the Fund;

· promotion and awareness raising activities of the Fund;

· information and support provided to applicant groups;

· project appraisal and decision making process; and

· financial and project monitoring arrangements in place.

Our analysis is based primarily on consultations with Joint Officer Group (JOG) representatives, consultations with Fund Co-ordinators, and responses to our survey of assisted projects.  

4.2 The Implementation Process

Following a review of the early operation of the Fund, a more robust implementation framework was established. This framework is illustrated in the three-stage diagram provided over.

Standard promotional arrangements have been put in place. Each Funding Round was publicised separately through Community Development staff in their day-to-day dealings with groups and through the local press. Interested groups are advised to discuss ideas and proposals with Community Development staff prior to the submission of an Expression of Interest form to the Fund. 

The application process involves a number of elements. Funding partners (SEDG and DGC) are consulted regarding Expression of Interest forms. Those projects meeting eligibility criteria are issued with an application pack including eligibility criteria, funding conditions, and an outline of the approval process. Where projects are not eligible for support they are typically signposted to alternative funding sources. Where possible, community development workers are available to assist groups in the application process.

A standard appraisal and decision making process has been established. Following the closing date in each Round, application forms are distributed to each member of the Joint Officers Group (JOG) – who scores the projects individually against set criteria. At JOG meetings, each application is discussed along with its collated scores, and feedback on each project is presented by the Co-ordinator. In some cases, further clarification or information is required before the project application can proceed.

The final decision on approvals is taken by funding partners. Once JOG recommendations are made, the funding partners (the Dumfries & Galloway Council and Scottish Enterprise Dumfries & Galloway) meet to ratify decisions. Offer of grant letters are issued to successful projects, while some projects are deferred pending further information. Unsuccessful projects are issued with a letter providing feedback on the application and reasons for rejection.

An agreed model for scheduling payments has been established. Projects receive approved expenditure in three stages:     

· 25% of grant on approval;

· a further 50% on confirmation that the initial tranche has been incurred; and

· a final 25% on receipt of a final claim and evidence of spend to date


Standardised monitoring arrangements have been established. Project applicants submit a progress report and monitoring form mid-way through the project to the Fund Co-ordinator, with advice available if problems arise. At project completion, a monitoring report is produced and the project has a visit from the Co-ordinator to verify financial expenditure and outputs. Information from the monitoring visits is compiled into a quarterly progress report and provided to funding partners.


4.3 Promotion and Awareness

The general consensus emerging through our consultations with the JOG is that the promotional activities undertaken were adequate in terms of scale. A wide variety of promotional channels were also reportedly used to good effect. It was suggested, however, that the promotional activities of the Fund tailed off significantly as the Fund moved towards the point of full financial commitment.

The main concern expressed by JOG representatives relates more to the targeting of promotional efforts and to the message being communicated. Here two main issues were raised, that:

· promotional efforts were insufficiently targeted towards areas where uptake of grant support was low; and 

· initial promotion did not communicate clearly the economic rationale and criteria of the Fund, leading to a high number of ineligible applications.

For assisted groups, direct contact appears to have proven most effective in establishing awareness of the Fund. Dumfries & Galloway Council has provided the central means of finding out about the Fund (cited by 57% of survey respondents), followed by contact with Scottish Enterprise Dumfries & Galloway (24% of respondents).

For assisted groups, promotional efforts were informative. Overall, 90% of groups responding to our survey report that the Fund was initially described accurately, with information generally viewed as accessible, clear and straightforward. Moreover, all respondents report that such information has provided a sufficient basis on which to judge the appropriateness of the Fund as a source of project support.

The level of awareness that the Fund is supported by financial support from the EU is high (95% of survey respondents) across all assisted projects. The use of Fund documentation provided the principal means for groups to receive this information (reported by 78% of survey respondents).

Assisted groups were also asked to provide suggestions as to future methods of Fund promotion. Here respondents advocate a continued promotional campaign, with press coverage, poster drives, email communications, and direct contact with target groups. 

It should be noted that there is likely to be an element of self-selection bias in these responses to our project survey. By definition, promotional activities will have proven more successful with assisted groups, who have become aware of the Fund and progressed through the application process.

4.4 Information and Support to Applicants

Our consultations suggest that the information and support provided to applicants did improve significantly during implementation of the Fund – although some ongoing concerns remain.

Our consultations with JOG representatives reveal a high degree of satisfaction with a number of elements of the application process. In particular, the:

· Expression of Interest process - which is said to have provided a useful point of engagement with potential applicants and a juncture at which to signpost applicants elsewhere if required; and

· use made of Funding Rounds - which provided applicants with the opportunity to revise applications if not fully successful initially, and provided the JOG with the opportunity to better manage the allocation of expenditure.

The central and underlying concern of JOG members relates to the reportedly under resourced, and therefore necessarily reactive and limited, direct guidance/advice available to applicants. It is suggested that existing capacity building support has not been fully mobilised. This seems to have resulted in the:

· failure to translate awareness of the Fund into a stronger flow of quality applications from particular communities where organisational capacity is still low and community economic development investment required; and

· over-reliance on key individuals to provide developmental support to applicants, i.e. the Fund Co-ordinator (essentially an administrative post) and a Council Economic Regeneration Officer (essentially a supervisory post).

Survey feedback from assisted groups would appear to confirm the views of the agency representatives.

There appears to have been only a limited range of problems for groups during the application process:

· 10% of survey respondents faced problems in obtaining an application form, although these appear to have been quickly rectified; and

· 14% of survey respondents faced problems in completing the application form - with some groups finding the process particularly complex or onerous.

On the whole, assisted groups did receive some element of external support in developing their project/application (only 14% of respondents report no support). The most commonly cited sources of support were representatives from the Fund (50% of respondents) and Council Community Development staff (48%).

Generally, the types of advice and guidance reported by assisted groups tended to extend only to the completion/strengthening of applications. This guidance was deemed adequate by 97% of survey respondents, with the clear and supportive nature of advice highlighted. Groups, however, suggest that wider ranging capacity building support would have been helpful in relation to the Fund, i.e. in areas such as securing match funding, managing grants, understanding the strategic context.

4.5 Project Appraisal

The project appraisal and decision making process is considered effective by the JOG, and is reported to have improved with time. However, there is broad agreement that the lack of initial clarity in Fund criteria and guidance did not provide a useful basis for sound project appraisal and decision-making. Assessment difficulties were heightened where discrepancies existed between the information provided in application forms, and the information required to assess projects.

The introduction of a more robust and transparent scoring framework, together with new Fund documentation, is highlighted as a welcome addition by the JOG. This scoring system has been closely aligned with the South of Scotland Objective 2 appraisal framework and complemented by a clearer statement of the economic outputs expected by the Fund. It is generally agreed that the scoring criteria and framework provides both a useful and transparent tool for decision-making.

Our analysis of initial and revised Fund documentation confirms that materials and frameworks have been significantly improved, and on the whole provide a useful basis for decision-making. There may, nevertheless, be continued scope for strengthening the application form and guidance notes through:

· ensuring that specific guidance is available for each question in the form;

· providing fuller guidance on the horizontal themes of the Fund;

· adding further questions on project exit strategies, community involvement, and contribution to equal opportunities;

· adding a standard set of project budget headings, to ensure a consistent basis for profiling expenditure information; 

· proving a detailed definition of the project performance indicators that provide the basis for target setting and reporting; and   

· providing details of outside support available to applicants.

There is also some concern expressed by the JOG that the scoring framework is not always uniformly or consistently applied. Here concerns are reported in terms of:

· the varying interpretation of scoring criteria;

· the lack of objectivity in decision making, particularly where projects are closely aligned to the priorities of JOG representatives; and

· the different scoring criteria applied to projects from Objective 2 eligible and non eligible areas.

The broad consensus, however, is that the project appraisal process has become more objective over time as the urgency to approve projects quickly in the wake of the FMD outbreak has receded, and as the scoring system has become embedded.

The project appraisal process appears to have been aided by healthy and informative debate within JOG decision-making meetings. It is suggested that the wide representation on the JOG panel has meant that geographic and thematic issues are usefully reflected in the project appraisal process. This supplements the guidance provided by project scores, allowing a more fully considered and consensus view to be reached. 

There was, however, some concern expressed that community representation in decision-making could be strengthened. A representative from each of the Local Rural Partnerships (LRPs) was invited onto the JOG as a mechanism to incorporate the community view. To date, it has proven difficult to secure the involvement of voluntary representatives, with places currently being taken by Community Planning Officers.

From the perspective of groups assisted by the Fund, our survey suggests that the project selection criteria are viewed as transparent, appropriate and fair (reported by 80% of survey respondents). Where there is criticism, this tends to relate to the lack of fit of the criteria with the project idea, or the failure to fully communicate the reasons for rejecting applications.

While the criteria seems straightforward, the decision making process has not always been a smooth one for assisted groups. In total, 34% of survey respondents have reportedly experienced some difficulty in securing Fund support, although 84% of these report that help was received to overcome any problems. Where problems have existed, responses suggest that these have related to the need to strengthen the evidence base for applications or to strengthen completed application forms – this should be viewed as a symptom of a stringent application process rather than a flawed or confusing one.

4.6 Project Monitoring 

In terms of performance monitoring, again the picture is of a weak start with later revisions and improvements to the operation of the Fund. 

Overall, our consultations with key funding partners suggest that Fund management is now fully satisfactory. In particular, there is praise for the active style of Fund management, where any potential issues are identified at an early stage, notified to appropriate parties, and quickly addressed.

There have, however, been initial and in some cases ongoing problems, both in terms of:

· financial administration; and

· monitoring project outputs.

In relation to financial administration, an EU Audit conducted during early 2003 revealed a small number of unforeseen administrative requirements. In particular the audit highlighted cases where:

· supporting documentation was inadequate or incomplete; and

· income generated was not deducted from expenditure declared.

On the whole, robust financial systems now appear to be in place to address EU Audit requirements.

The monitoring of project outputs, however, presents an ongoing challenge for the Fund. Although such problems are common in funds such as this, our consultations suggest that the Fund was launched with inadequate consideration to the output monitoring information required from assisted projects. In response, a revised project monitoring framework was introduced. 

Where project monitoring has been strengthened there is a recognition and concern amongst those involved in the Fund that:

· additional monitoring requirements have become an onerous burden for many smaller groups assisted;

· such requirements are often at odds with the normal practices of groups; and

· such requirements should have been identified and communicated clearly to applicants at a much earlier stage.

It is clear from our survey of assisted projects that a comprehensive monitoring process is now in operation.

Almost without exception, assisted groups report that a representative from the Fund has made contact to discuss the progress of the project (98% of survey respondents report that contact has taken place). In most cases, groups report that they have been approached on more than one occasion and in many cases there is more frequent/regular contact.

Moreover, groups report that they were asked to provide a fairly comprehensive range of information, with:

· financial information a central feature of requests;

· an update on project progress against timescales requested; and

· standardised information on project outputs and impacts requested.

Survey responses suggest only a minor amount of dissatisfaction with the current project monitoring and financial administration system, with only:

· 5% of groups reporting any problems in receiving grant awards; and

· 15% of groups reporting problems in completing the monitoring/progress forms for the project.

When asked to suggest ways in which the management/administration of the fund could be improved, the main themes that emerge relate to the need for:

· more administrative staff;

· a streamlining of Fund paperwork; and

· increased technical support and training for groups.

4.7 Overall views

Overall, survey responses suggest an overwhelming level of support for the Fund. All survey respondents report that the Fund is a good way to help local groups to access funds for community economic development projects. Two main aspects of the Fund are highlighted as important, the:

· straightforward and accessible nature of the Fund; and

· Fund’s focus on local issues.

Support for the continued operation of the Fund was echoed in our consultations with members of the Joint Officers Group. The broad consensus is that the Fund has worked well to date. Moreover, that the Fund represents a useful model that is worthy of further development.

There is no doubt that elements of the Fund approach and operation can be amended. In our project survey, groups were asked to suggest any improvement/better way for groups to access such funds. Reponses were spread across a number of areas in which the Fund could be enhanced, including: 

· increased marketing and promotion;

· allowing for repeat applications and longer-term funding;

· improved guidance for applicants;

· a reduction in the administrative burden placed on projects;

· the use of service level agreements rather than grants; and

· increased technical support (e.g. in fundraising) and aftercare.

Again, many of the views of assisted projects have been supported in consultations with JOG members. Among the key suggestions relating to the development of the Fund include:

· additional capacity building support as part of the Fund;

· further enhancement of Fund criteria, documentation and administration;

· continued development of the JOG approach to devolved decision-making;

· greater ownership (i.e. financial commitment) from those key community planning partners not already contributing to the Fund; and

· a greater degree of area-based and thematic targeting of the Fund.

5. Outputs and Impacts

5.1 Introduction

This section examines the outputs and impacts of the Fund to date. In particular the chapter examines the:

· quantifiable outputs and impacts of the Fund;

· qualitative benefits of the Fund for local communities, groups and agencies; and 

· potential for future benefits and the likelihood of sustainability of these benefits. 

This analysis is based primarily on our survey of assisted groups, our agency consultations, and our case study interviews with a small sample of assisted projects.

5.2 Quantifiable Outputs and Impacts

5.2.1 Estimated Outputs and Impacts to Date

The range of outputs reported to date by assisted projects is impressive. Based on project monitoring reports, Table 5.1 presents reported outputs from assisted projects. It should be noted that Fund targets have not been set for all output indicators – progress is therefore difficult to assess in these areas.

Data suggest that even at this interim stage, in most cases, reported outputs surpass the original targets set for the completed funding programme. It is only in job creation and community business creation that reported outputs are slow to emerge.

	TABLE 5.1: Reported Outputs and Impacts to August 2003

	Indicator 
	Fund Target
	Reported to date

	Community facilities improved
	-
	40

	Community businesses created
	25
	7

	Land renewed/provided (hectares)
	3
	134.77

	Premises provided (sq.m)
	2,500
	6,630

	Metres of façade improved
	-
	85

	Increase in visitor spend (£)
	8,000
	1,868,401

	Increase in visitor numbers
	400
	36,884

	Community action plans prepared
	11
	25

	Jobs created
	100
	20

	Jobs created for women
	30
	13.5

	Jobs safeguarded
	-
	28

	People participating in structured learning
	-
	11,236

	Local people participating in the project
	-
	8,183

	Visitors/users of an amenity
	-
	75,852

	Additional funds raised for the project
	-
	785,782


It should be stressed also that those outputs presented in Table 5.1, above, are based solely on reported outputs. The quality of data provided in our survey of assisted projects was insufficient to validate this information i.e. respondents were unable or unwilling to present accurate quantifiable information on project outputs. This would suggest that monitoring arrangements are not fully embedded and that further validation of project outputs is required.

Our case study interviews with assisted projects, and consultations with Fund representatives would suggest considerable caution in the interpretation and use of this information. In our view, reported outputs look high in many cases. In particular there appear to be issues relating to:

· the interpretation of performance indicators – a lack of clear definitions relating to indicators has meant that the reporting of outputs is open to variable interpretation;

· the systematic recording of project outputs – the underdeveloped nature of the project monitoring arrangements in some groups means that some outputs may not be systematically recorded; and

· the attribution of outputs resulting from Fund support – it may be the case that wider benefits not directly attributable to Fund support are being reported.

These are important issues that should be addressed as part of the ongoing development of Fund implementation procedures.

5.2.2 Additionality

Survey responses suggest that Fund additionality is high i.e. the Fund has been instrumental in establishing projects that would not otherwise have occurred.

According to assisted groups, 78% of projects (31 of the 40 projects responding) would not have gone ahead without Fund support – due primarily to the unavailability of alternative funding.

Of those small number of projects in the sample that would have gone ahead: 

· 75% of projects (6 of 8 responses) would have started at a later time – typically delayed 1-2 years depending on the ability to secure grant funding from elsewhere;

· 71% of projects (5 of 7 responses) would have taken place on a smaller scale – i.e. with less promotion, fewer activities and potentially less impact; and

· 67% of projects (6 of 9 responses) would have been of a lesser quality – i.e. based on cheaper and perhaps less suitable alternatives.

This finding is extremely encouraging. It implies that the Fund is being correctly targeted at enabling groups to implement projects for which funding would otherwise have been difficult to secure. This means that there is likely to be a minimal amount of deadweight involved in Fund expenditure.

5.2.3 Coverage

Overall, evidence suggests that the Fund has achieved a wide geographical coverage, and by implication a wide spread of benefits. Based on survey responses, Table 5.2 highlights the wide scope of access to supported projects.

These data suggest that only a relatively small proportion of projects (28%) are highly localised in nature, where access is limited to a single village/town. In most cases the scope of access to activities/facilities has extended well beyond the local area, and indeed beyond the region – this may be largely explained by the focus of many projects on increasing visitor numbers and spend in the region.

	Table 5.2: Project Scope

	Scope of Access
	% of Projects

	Your village/town only
	28%

	Locally (20miles)
	56%

	D&G
	61%

	Within Scotland
	39%

	Outwith Scotland
	44%


Source: EKOS Project Survey

The targeting of project activity has, however, been weaker than planned. In Chapter 3, we reported that 39% of approved projects were managed by groups based in the Objective 2 priority areas, less than the 50% first anticipated. This is supported by survey evidence, which suggests that that coverage of project activity is particularly low in some areas e.g. North West Dumfries. Responses to the survey of assisted projects show that:

· 45% of projects reportedly operate in the Wigtownshire area;

· 16% of projects reportedly operate in the North West Dumfries area;

· 21% reportedly operate in the Upper Nithsdale area; and

· 45% of reportedly operate in other areas.

It should be noted, however, that groups may not have adopted a common definition in identifying activity in targeted areas.

5.3 Qualitative Benefits 

5.3.1 Benefits for Supported Groups

Survey and case study evidence suggests that the benefits for assisted groups have already been substantial.

Although still early in the life of most projects, 75% of survey respondents report that they have already experienced major benefits or moderate benefits for the group itself as a result of Fund support. In exploring the main benefits of Fund support, groups report benefits both in what was delivered (e.g. a new or improved service), but also in how it was delivered (e.g. improved partnership working).

Based on a range of options presented to assisted groups, Table 5.3 presents the reported organisational benefits of Fund support. Among the main benefits reported are:

· closer links with support bodies;

· the recruitment of more members/volunteers; 

· increased confidence in abilities; and

· a more forward looking orientation.

It should be noted that the benefits for groups appear to be slower to emerge in thematic areas such as management abilities, new systems and procedures and the improved ability to recognise opportunities. These are areas in which the organisational capacity building activities could be expected to yield greater impacts.

	Table 5.3: Reported Benefits for Assisted groups

	Reported Benefit
	% of Groups reporting benefit

	Closer links with support bodies
	68%

	New members/volunteers
	62%

	More forward looking 
	56%

	Improved team working 
	47%

	More able to develop services
	47%

	More able to access funding
	47%

	More enterprising
	44%

	Better relationship with clients
	41%

	Improved management abilities
	35%

	More likely to see opportunities
	29%

	New systems and procedures
	24%


Source: EKOS Project Survey

5.3.2 Benefits for Local Communities

The impact to date of assisted groups on their communities and clients would also appear to be substantial. 

Groups report that as a consequence of the supported project, they are better able to reach members of the community. Survey responses suggest that a wide range of promotional events and communications channels were established as part of the project, and that accessibility to services is improving. Indeed:

· 93% of projects responding to the survey report that members of the community are more aware of activities/facilities; and

· 88% of projects responding to the survey report that more members of the community are better able to access activities/facilities.

Encouragingly, tangible impacts for local communities also now seem to be emerging. Around half of assisted groups (47% of survey respondents) report that the Fund has been a major influence or moderate influence on its ability to impact on its community/client group – while a further 33% report that it is still to early to say.

Survey responses and case studies suggest that the Fund has had a powerful catalytic effect, in helping to establish important activities/facilities and in demonstrating that things can happen within targeted communities.

Based on survey responses, Table 5.4 outlines the main Fund objectives, and where impact is believed to have occurred to date. These data indicate that the greatest impact is in attracting visitors, visitor spend, reducing isolation within the community, and demonstrating innovation/good practice.

Economic impacts have been slower to emerge in terms of creating permanent jobs, removing barriers to jobs/training and diversification of the local economy.

	Table 5.4: Reported Impacts for communities/clients

	Reported Benefit
	% of Groups

	Attraction of visitors to the area
	65%

	Increase in visitor spend
	65%

	Greater innovation/good practice
	62%

	Overcoming isolation of community
	58%

	Creation of community assets
	38%

	Provision of jobs/training
	31%

	Diversification of local economy
	27%

	Removal of barriers to jobs/training
	27%

	Creation of permanent jobs
	19%

	Other
	12%


Source: EKOS Project Survey

Our survey also required assisted projects to assess their contribution to the horizontal themes highlighted as significant in the South of Scotland Objective 2 Programme. Here, the reported contribution is high, where:

· 92% of approved projects report some contribution to equal opportunities practices – with reference made both to the establishment of equal opportunities policies and more specific measures to remove barriers to access for particular groups;

· 79% of approved projects report some contribution to environmental principles and practices – predominantly through primary project activities e.g. environmental improvement schemes or recycling initiatives; and

· 84% of approved projects report some contribution to the principles of social inclusion – focusing services on those groups most prone to the effects of social exclusion and areas most isolated or prone to disadvantage.

It should be noted that these are self reported claims, and further work would be necessary as part of the final evaluation to validate reported benefits.

5.3.3 Benefits for Local Agencies

Our consultations suggest that the Community Regeneration Fund has been viewed by key agencies as an example of community planning in practice. As such, considerable benefits are reported, not just from the outcomes of the Fund but also the process by which the Fund was implemented.

At its most basic, the Fund has created a synergy of agency funding streams and represented considerable financial leverage for each of the main funding partners.

The Joint Officer Group (JOG) approach is broadly viewed as a success. Our consultations with JOG members suggest a growing sense of shared ownership of the Fund and a stake in its success or failure. Moreover, the views of JOG members suggest that the process has been successful in developing a meaningful partnership approach between agencies. This partnership approach has brought a number of reported benefits: 

· the development of a mutual awareness and understanding of each agencies priorities, programmes and constraints;

· an increasing agency awareness of, and orientation towards, the needs of designated communities (both geographic and thematic);

· a reduction in potential overlap and duplication amongst project activity, and between projects and mainstream services and programmes; and 

· a dismantling of some barriers in traditional lines of demarcation between agency responsibilities.

Outside of the JOG forum our consultations suggest that the Fund has provided a catalyst for the development of support arrangements within and between agencies. Productive working relationships are said to have developed between support staff. Moreover, increasingly these relationships are becoming embedded in operational practices (e.g. joint visits to clients). Such practices seem to occur on a case-by-case basis, and no formal framework is in place to manage this process.

5.4 Looking Forward

5.4.1 Anticipated Future Outputs and Impacts

Given that many projects are still ongoing, a future stream of direct benefits can be expected from Fund support. Our experience is that the economic benefits from funds of this type can be expected predominantly over the medium to long-term e.g. as feasibility studies result in project activity, which results in tangible outputs and impacts.

Survey evidence suggests that project outputs and impacts are likely to continue in a similar vein to those achieved to date. While survey responses were insufficient to fully quantify the future stream of benefits expected, Table 5.5 outlines those areas in which assisted projects expect future benefits to occur. These are concentrated on increased local participation, increased visitors, visitor spend and visitor use of amenities, improved community facilities and job creation.

	Table 5.5: Areas Where Future benefits are Anticipated

	Output/impact area
	% of projects expect

	Local people participating in the project
	87%

	Increase in visitor numbers
	64%

	Community facilities improved
	59%

	Increase in visitor spend (£)
	59%

	Visitors/users of an amenity
	56%

	Additional funds raised for project
	56%

	Jobs created
	51%

	People participating in structured learning
	38%

	Jobs created for women
	26%

	Community businesses created
	23%

	Community action plans prepared
	23%

	Land renewed/provided (hectares)
	18%

	Premises provided (Sq.m)
	10%

	Metres of facade improved
	8%


Source: EKOS Project Survey

5.4.2 Sustainability

Our survey of assisted projects also examined the potential sustainability of activities initiated with Fund support.

Given the relatively small scale and immaturity of assisted groups, we would expect that sustainability is likely to present a challenge. Based on survey responses we have found that:

· 40% of projects are carried by groups specifically set up to undertake the Fund-supported project; 

· 65% of projects are carried out by groups that have been established for five or less years; and

· 65% of projects are carried out by groups that had a total income of less than £100,000 in the last financial year.

Encouragingly, our initial survey findings suggest that project activities are not stalling immediately after funding comes to an end. Within our survey, grant support had ended for 41% of respondents. Of those eight projects which provided an update on the status of their project, all are continuing, with seven of the eight continuing on the same or larger scale.

Survey responses suggest that project activity is intended to continue beyond the 12 months of Fund support. Most groups plan to provide the activities or facilities offered by the project over the medium to long-term. Moreover, in 91% of cases the group carrying out the project plans to continue after the project has finished.

The central challenge for groups will be to secure the necessary funding support for continuing project activity. As illustrated in Table 5.6, our survey findings suggest that in more than one in five cases (22% of survey respondents), projects are unsure as to how activities/facilities will continue after the period of Fund support. Discussions with case study projects have also highlighted uncertainty over future funding as a key issue.  Also, as would be expected, alternative grant funding has/will play a central role in sustaining project activity.  

	Table 5.6: Indentified Sources of continuation funding

	Funding Source
	% of Projects

	Grant funding from elsewhere
	67%

	Income generated from project
	33%

	Groups own resources
	30%

	A contract to deliver the project
	7%

	Other
	11%

	Unsure
	22%


Source: EKOS Project Survey

When asked to suggest ways by which to improve the prospects of project activities/facilities continuing for as long as necessary, responses centred on the need for:

· technical support to assist groups to identify and secure alternative sources of grant funding; and

· statutory bodies to recognise the value of, and provide long term support to activity initiated by the Fund.

5.4.3 Future Demand

Based on survey, case study and consultation evidence, there is substantial support for continuation of a Fund of this type.

The Fund has provided an effective catalyst for new project activity amongst those groups assisted. Based on survey responses, Table 5.7 suggests that assisted groups have been encouraged to develop more or different projects in the future. 

	Table: Project Plans Of groups Currently assisted by the Fund

	Future plans
	% of Projects

	Develop more projects
	64%

	Develop different types of projects
	38%

	Focus on one type of project
	18%

	Not participate in anymore projects
	3%


Source: EKOS Project Survey

With increased project activity, there is also the likelihood of increased demands for project funding. Our survey of assisted projects finds that:

· 91% of respondents expect that they will require further project funding for future project activity within the next 12 months; and 

· 94% of respondents expect that they will require further project funding for future project activity within the next 24 months.

Moreover, survey responses suggest that there will be demands for greater levels of project funding. Where groups anticipate a requirement for further funding:

· 76% will require more project funding;

· 15% will require the same level of project funding; and

· 9% will require less project funding.

In the small number of cases where future Fund support will not be required for future project activity, responses suggest that alternative sources of funding will be targeted. 

6. strategic fit

6.1 Introduction

This section explores the continuing strategic coherence of the Community Regeneration Fund. In particular the chapter examines:

· the fit of the Fund with the South of Scotland EU Objective 2 Programme, and related area regeneration strategies;

· the consistency of the Fund with the changing priorities of community planning partners in the area;

· the integration of the Fund with the local support infrastructure;

· the complementarity of the Fund with other local funding programmes; and

· the comparability of the Fund with similar interventions operating outside of Dumfries & Galloway.

6.2 Fit With the South of Scotland EU Programme

The Community Regeneration Fund is currently part funded under Measure 3.1 (Area Regeneration Actions) of the South of Scotland Objective 2 Programme 2000-06. The stated objective of this Measure is:

“to regenerate target communities through comprehensive packages of support leading to 300 residents securing employment by 31 December 2008”.

Consultations with Programme Management staff from the South of Scotland European Partnership suggest that the Fund continues to fit well with the scope of activity and target groups of this Measure. In order to ensure the closest possible fit of any future approach, however, it will be important to consider:

· the need to maintain or, if necessary, improve the economic regeneration focus of the Fund; and 

· the need to maintain or, if necessary, strengthen the focus on the three targeted Objective 2 eligible areas.

With the spatial incidence of FMD no longer the immediate and overwhelming imperative that it once was, it should be possible to further strengthen the targeted economic regeneration impact of the Fund.

Based on our consultations and analysis, it is clear that there is still some way to go in maximising Fund impact on the three priority areas. The central constraint reported remains the lack of community capacity within target areas, and the related absence of mechanisms to drive forward local area regeneration strategies and actions.

Our analysis of the three local area regeneration strategies suggests that the Fund continues to provide a potentially important tool in supporting priority themes and actions. However, given the ongoing uncertainty surrounding the scale and scope of the Objective 2 Programme after 2006, further consideration will need to be given to the long term financing of any Fund of this nature.

6.3 Fit With the Priorities of Community Planning Partners

The Community Regeneration Fund was established as a multi agency programme brought forward by key community planning partners. In considering the ongoing fit of the Fund it will therefore be important to consider the:

· evolving post FMD economic response;

· current community planning context; and

· changing priorities of key agency partners.

6.3.1 The Post FMD Economic Recovery Plan

The Community Regeneration Fund emerged as part of the Post FMD Economic Recovery Plan for Dumfries & Galloway, under the Priority of People and Communities. The Economic Recovery Plan centres on:

“laying the groundwork for recovery activity which would lead towards the rebuilding of the Dumfries & Galloway economy and its long term growth” 

Consultations with local agencies confirm that the Fund was viewed as a flagship element, and central to the success of the priority. Moreover, the Fund was seen as both innovative in design and well fitted to the developing multi agency response to the crisis.

As the Region moves from the short-term response to the outbreak to the longer-term task of rebuilding the local economy, the underlying rationale for the Fund would seem to remain valid. 

In light of progress made to date in the region, the Dumfries & Galloway Economic Forum suggests that sustained effort to 2006 at the earliest is required for the plan to make a lasting contribution to rebuilding the local economy
.

6.3.2 Dumfries & Galloway Community Plan

A new approach to community planning was adopted in 2000 and is now viewed as key means of achieving a Shared Vision for Dumfries & Galloway. The Community Regeneration Fund has been put forward as a prime example of community planning in action, both in its objectives and approach.

The objectives of the Fund remain well fitted to all three priority themes embodied in the Community Plan for Dumfries & Galloway. These themes flow from a vision of the area with:

· enterprising and learning communities;

· inclusive communities; and

· safe and healthy communities.

The method employed to implement the Fund is also fully consistent with the community planning approach. This is embodied in the multi-agency approach to Fund co-ordination and devolved decision-making taken through the Joint Officers Group (JOG). Such an approach has been strongly welcomed by all of those agencies involved in the JOG and should be viewed as one of its key achievements. 

The ongoing challenge for the Fund is to find ways to further integrate the principles of community planning into the operation of the Fund and to strengthen its fit with the priority of ‘enterprising and learning communities’.

6.3.3 Fit With Agency Priorities

The Community Regeneration Fund, to remain a strategically important tool for community economic development, must maintain a close ongoing fit with the changing priorities of:

· Scottish Enterprise Dumfries & Galloway;

· Dumfries & Galloway Council; and

· Dumfries & Galloway Tourist Board.

SCottish Enterprise Dumfries & Galloway (SEDG)

In line with the sharper focus of the vision for a Smart Successful Scotland, the five year local economic development strategy for Dumfries & Galloway (2003-2008) positions SEDG to leverage long-term economic growth for the region.

Our consultation with SEDG confirms the increasing emphasis placed on wealth creating ‘knowledge-based’ sectors and the push forward on more significant and targeted economic regeneration initiatives. The planned implementation of the new strategic priorities is confirmed in the current SEDG operating plan for 2003-04.

This shift in the strategic priorities of SEDG since the establishment of the Fund may make it more difficult for SEDG to commit major investment to a programme that does not clearly and unambiguously focus on the priority of economic growth.  It should be noted, however, that the Fund is reported to have achieved a very good fit with a number of operational areas of activity within SEDG, and provided means of consolidating existing activity around community needs. 

Dumfries & Galloway Council

The Corporate Plan for Dumfries & Galloway Council sets out the authority’s commitment over a three year period, and establishes a focus on:

· inclusion;

· economic regeneration;

· quality of life; and

· lifelong learning.

Our discussion with Council representatives highlights the ongoing strategic importance of the Fund in meeting the council’s corporate objectives.

It is clear that the Fund has the ability to contribute to each of the authority’s core objectives. In considering the development of the Fund it will be important to achieve an appropriate alignment of the Fund with:

· the shift in Council emphasis towards a more mainstream approach to economic regeneration – embodied in the restructuring of Council services; and

· the ongoing council commitment to community development and empowerment.

Dumfries & Galloway Tourist Board

Given the challenge presented by the FMD and the subsequent array of Fund supported projects with a tourism theme, the Fund contribution to the area tourism strategy has been strong. 

Certainly the Fund continues to fit well with three of the four strategic aims of the Area Tourism Strategy, to:

· implement focused, cost effective strategies for integrated product development and marketing;

· build sustainable and competitive tourism business, with enhanced management professionalism; and

· develop infrastructure that enables the region to meet visitor needs and to compete effectively.

Our consultations confirm the Fund’s fit with the role of the Tourist Board in marketing the area to existing and potential visitors and working with partners to further the aims of the tourism industry. These discussions also highlight the growing potential for the Tourist Board to play a role in developing and supporting projects brought forward for Fund support.

6.4 Integration With Local Support Infrastructure 

A critical success factor in realising the full impact and sustainability of community economic development funds of this nature is the integration of grant support with effective organisational capacity building measures.

From interviews and consultations we have sought to examine the level of Fund integration with a number of local support bodies and programmes. Table 6.2 provides a broad overview of our findings.

	Table 6.2: Integration with Capacity Building Support Infrastructure

	Support Mechanism
	Description
	Linkages
	Assessment

	South of Scotland Network of CVS’s (SOSNET)
	ERDF supported programme enabling CVSs to provide capacity building support to community and voluntary organisations
	· CVS rep on Joint Officers Group

· Ad hoc CVS support for Fund applicants


	Low/Medium

	D & G Council
	Community development support to initiate and develop grassroots community activity 
	· Rep on Joint Officers Group

· Community development support for applicants where available


	Medium/High

	Scottish Enterprise D & G
	Programmes of development support and advice for Community Initiatives and Social Economy organisations
	· Rep on Joint Officers Group

· Fund applicants caseloaded


	Medium/High

	Local Rural Partnerships
	Four local Partnerships to co-ordinate action and to promote local involvement in social, economic and environmental development
	· Reps from each area on Joint Officers Group


	Low/Medium

	Area Regeneration Support
	ERDF supported Area strategy workers assisting groups to establish economic regeneration projects in three Obj. 2 eligible areas.
	Programme now completed


	Low


In particular, there appears to be little dedicated capacity building support on the ground for project applicants in targeted areas, as:  

· the LRPs are not resourced or tasked with providing capacity building support in Partnership areas; and

· Area Strategy Workers are no longer in place in Objective 2 priority areas.

Where capacity building infrastructure is in place, it seems that links with the Fund have developed over a period of time. However, based on our consultations, it would seem that there may be further scope to increase the level of integration with: 

· council Community Development Team support, where support is reported to have been eroded following the reorganisation of council departments; and

· CVS support, where there would appear scope for greater links with the training/ technical support offered to community and voluntary organisations. 

· Opportunity for future with newly appointed Council Economic Regeneration Officers to engage with the community groups.

6.5 Complementarity With Other Funds Available Locally 

The Community Regeneration Fund is just one of a number of independent grants programmes that can be used to support community economic development in the Dumfries & Galloway area. As such the issue of Fund complementarity emerges as a potential issue for the Fund.

As part of the interim evaluation we have sought to set the Fund within the context of a number of related funding programmes. Table 6.1 provides a basic overview of these related funds.

	Table 6.1: Principal Funds Available for Community Economic Development

	Funding Programme
	Focus
	Grants

	South of Scotland Objective 2 Grants
	Projects that promote economic competitiveness, competitive locations, and community economic development in Objective 2 area
	· No max. or min. awards size

· Match funding required



	National Lottery (Community Fund)
	Projects that help meet the needs of those at greatest disadvantage and improve quality of life in the community
	· Medium Grants (<£60,000) and Large Grants Programme (£60,000+)

· No match funding required 



	National Lottery (Awards for All)
	Projects that involve people in their community, bringing them together in a wide range of different activities
	· Small grants of between £500 and £5000

· No match funding required 



	Leader +
	New and innovative projects to promote quality of life in rural areas, including tourism, environment, resources, events, heritage
	· No min. or max. award size

· Match funding of 50% required



	Direct Grants
	Projects that promote employability and inclusion by enhancing social cohesions, community enterprise and networking
	· Grants up to £10,000

· Match funding of 50% required




Our analysis suggests that the potential for overlap or duplication may exist between three funds, but additionality was high due to the lack of available funding:

· the Community Regeneration Fund;

· the Direct Grants Fund; and 

· the Leader + Programme.

These funds share a number of common features, including:

· funds are available for broadly defined community economic development projects;

· financial support is derived from EU Funds;

· grant awards are typically made to smaller community and voluntary organisations, and for projects of below £50,000; and 

· decision making processes for grant applications are assisted by local advisory groups that involve  a range of key community planning partners.

Case study interviews have highlighted that some projects are moving between these different funding streams rather than using them as a stepping stone to progress to larger funding programmes.   

It should be noted that at the time when the Community Regeneration Fund was conceived, the Direct Grants Fund was not yet operational and the EU Leader Programme was in a period of hiatus.

6.6 Comparabilty With Funds Operating Elsewhere 

As part of the evaluation we have also sought to set the Community Regeneration Fund within the context of funds with similar community economy development objectives that operate outside of Dumfries & Galloway. 

Two funds were examined:

· the Highland Community Development Project Initiative; and

· the Glasgow Key Fund.

Further information on the funds is provided in Appendix D.

These funds were selected for further examination as they represent two contrasting models of funding support. While both case study funds seek to provide small grants to support community led economic development projects, they are differentiated along a number of lines:

	The Highland Community Development Project Initiative 
	The Glasgow Key Fund

	· single agency intervention

· single funding source

· available across the region

· rural focus

· match funding required

· centralised decision making

· limited capacity building


	· multi agency approach

· multiple funding sources

· targeting towards priority areas

· urban focus

· no match funding required

· devolved decision making

· integrated capacity building 




Based on our case study research and consultations, we sought to assess the relative strengths and weaknesses in each fund. Amongst the main strengths and weaknesses are:

	The Highlands Community Development Project Initiative 
	The Glasgow Key Fund



	Key Strengths

· rapid decision making

· rolling application process

· flexibility in approach


	Key Strengths

· highly targeted impacts

· active/targeted promotion

· fully devolved decision making

· fully integrated with support

· links with other local funds

· robust processes



	Key Weaknesses

· limited financial leverage

· small projects

· limited economic impact

· weak fund processes

· limited support for applicants
	Key Weaknesses

· quality of local delivery varies 

· some areas in need ineligible




Both funds should be viewed as fit-for-purpose within their own respective contexts. However, the Glasgow Alliance Key Fund would seem to provide a particularly strong operational model.

This being the case, there are a number of operational aspects of the Glasgow Key Fund that provide potentially useful pointers for the Community Regeneration Fund. These include the use of:

· targeted promotional activities in regeneration priority areas, making use of case studies and information briefing papers;

· information and training workshops for applicants;

· the establishment of formal support arrangements with existing agencies involved in local capacity building;

· the integration of horizontal themes into fund documentation, appraisal and monitoring mechanisms;

· fully devolved decision-making to the most local level, and in conjunction with the local area regeneration framework;

· training workshops for members of local decision making groups;

· active and supportive monitoring visits involving a fund representative and local support worker; and

· a regular forum for linking with other funds, in this case with the EU supported Direct Grants Programme.

7. Conclusions and recommendations

This final section concludes by:

· reiterating the main findings of the study; and

· highlighting the key issues and recommendations for further consideration.

7.1 The Main Findings

In outlining our conclusions, we reiterate the main findings of the study in relation to:

· Fund Implementation;

· Fund progress and performance;

· outputs and impacts achieved to date; and

· ongoing strategic fit and positioning.

7.1.1 Fund implementation

· the Community Regeneration Fund was established quickly, as a rapid response to the FMD outbreak. As a consequence, the initial stages of the Fund were subject to confused application and decision-making processes;

· a comprehensive review of Fund implementation, initiated after Funding Round 2, has led to a considerable strengthening of Fund documentation, criteria, decision-making structures and management arrangements;

· promotional activities of the Fund appear to have been adequate in scale, and informative. However, there is some ongoing concern that the targeting of promotional efforts has not been wholly effective;

· while information and guidance during the application process appears to have been effective, there is view that wider ranging capacity building support would be helpful for applicants;

· there is a broad consensus that project appraisal and decision-making has developed into a useful and effective model, nevertheless, there is continued scope to enhance fund documentation and appraisal mechanisms;

· whilst procedures for financial administration and project monitoring have been substantially strengthened, the monitoring of project outputs remains a key challenge, both for the fund administrators and assisted groups; and

· it is the strongly held view of both assisted projects and those agencies involved in Fund implementation that the Fund, subject to appropriate amendments, provides a successful model worthy of future development.

7.1.2 Fund Progress and Performance

· to date there has been a healthy level of interest in the Fund with a total of 221 project applications received, although the overall approval rate of projects was low in early Funding Rounds;

· the Fund is now fully committed, with 96 projects approved to a value of £1,771,586, and a total of £1,241,238 of approved expenditure drawn down by assisted projects;

· the average award size across all funding rounds is £18,454, with the decision to raise minimum and maximum grant sizes resulting in larger projects being brought forward in the latter stages;

· despite no explicit requirement for applicants to secure any element of match funding, the Fund has secured a leverage ratio of 1:1, helping to unlock access to up to £1,767,623 of other funds for approved projects;

· on the whole, eligibility criteria was adhered to and a broad range of groups supported – however, multiple grants have been secured by some groups resulting in 25% of grants being awarded to just 10 projects;

· the Fund has supported a wide spread of project activity, much of which has focused on increasing visitor numbers and spend to the area in the wake of the FMD outbreak;

· the Fund has not wholly achieved the planned spatial allocation of grants, although approximately 40% of awards have been made to projects based in targeted EU eligible areas; and

· progress in implementing approved projects has been slow in a number of cases, where extensions to agreed timescales have been required. To date, 35% of approved projects have reached the point of financial completion.

7.1.3 Outputs and Impacts Achieved to Date

· reported outputs from assisted projects, even at this early stage, are impressive – these reported outputs will need to be subject to further systematic validation however;

· the Fund has been instrumental in establishing projects that would not otherwise have occurred – survey evidence suggests that up to 78% of assisted projects are wholly additional;

· a relatively small proportion of projects (an estimated 28%) are exclusively local in orientation – our assessment is that displacement effects are likely to be minimal;

· the benefits for assisted groups themselves is reported to be substantial, both in terms of developing closer links with support bodies and in building organisational capacity;

· a wide range of benefits are also reported by agencies involved in the implementation of the Fund, ranging from financial leverage on agency expenditure, to the development of improved working relationships;

· for the many smaller and less mature groups carrying out project activity a challenge will be in sustaining ongoing activities and benefits, particularly where alternative grant funding is required; and

· based both on the initial levels of interest in the Fund and on reported project plans of assisted groups, it should be expected that there will be a continuing demand for the Fund or an equivalent mechanism.

7.1.4 Continuing strategic fit

· our consultations with key agencies suggest that, broadly, the Fund continues to fit well with local needs and priorities;

· it is suggested that there is further scope to improve on the integration of the Fund with wider capacity building support;

· there is some concern regarding complementarity with other locally available funding programmes, particularly Leader + and Direct Grants; and

· case study research suggests that the Community Regeneration Fund sits well with the new type of EU Key Funds that have been emerging over recent years.

7.2 Key Issues and Recommendations

Overall, our findings suggest that the Community Regeneration Fund has, to date, provided an effective tool for promoting community economic development activity. Moreover, our consultations suggest there is substantial support for the development of a Community Regeneration Fund Phase II. In exploring the development of such a funding mechanism, a number of key issues would seem to merit further consideration. These issues relate to:

· ways in which the operational processes of the Fund can be revised and enhanced; and

· ways in which the longer-term impact of the Fund can be strengthened.

7.2.1 Strengthening Operational Processes

The study findings clearly indicate that the operational processes, which underpin Fund implementation, have developed significantly since its establishment. Based on available evidence, however, we would suggest that these operational processes can be strengthened in a number of areas, including:

· promotion;

· application process;

· project appraisal and decision-making;

· financial administration; and

· project monitoring.

Promotion

On the whole, promotional efforts have been successful in generating a healthy level of interest in the Fund. Promotional activities have also been increasingly effective in communicating key information about the Fund to potential applicants. Nevertheless, there may be further scope to strengthen the ongoing targeting of promotional efforts towards priority communities. This would suggest a greater localised focus to promotion. Here, we would recommend that consideration is given to:

· a more explicit role for local bodies and structures (e.g. Local Rural Partnerships) in promoting the Fund within particular localities; 

· the increased use of direct contact (e.g. awareness raising events) with potential applicants in areas where applications are slow to emerge; and

· the use of case study materials and role models to promote a greater understanding of how grants can be used successfully within the local context.

The application process

Our research suggests that, on the whole, applicant groups are happy with the application process – although it should be noted that the views of unsuccessful applicants have not been canvassed. Where any dissatisfaction with the application process does exist, whether on the part of Fund representatives or assisted groups, we believe that this may be overcome in future by:

· making a small number of enhancements to the application form and guidance notes, including: 

· ensuring that specific guidance is available for each question in the form;

· providing fuller guidance on the horizontal themes of the Fund;

· adding further questions on project exit strategies, community involvement, and contribution to equal opportunities;

· adding a standard set of project budget headings, to ensure a consistent basis for profiling expenditure information; 

· proving a detailed definition of the project performance indicators that provide the basis for target setting and reporting; and   

· providing details of outside support available to applicants.

· introducing an electronic/online version of the application form, and monitoring/claims forms for those applicants who find it a more efficient means of communicating information;

· holding information/training workshops for potential applicants, both to assist groups with the application process, and to clarify at an early stage the responsibilities of grant holders; and

· the introduction of more wide ranging capacity building support, to strengthen the technical competence and capacity of applicant groups – this is discussed in further detail below.

Project appraisal and decision making

Our consultations suggest that the Joint Officer Group (JOG) approach continues to develop and improve, and that this provides a sound basis for project appraisal and decision-making. Minor revision rather than radical reform is all that is necessary. The two minor amendments that we would recommend, are:

· the introduction of information/training sessions for existing and new JOG members, to ensure greater consistency in project appraisal; and

· the gradual introduction of community representatives to the JOG, to replace the LRP Community Planning Co-ordinators, although we realise that barriers of technical competence and time commitment will need to be overcome.

Financial Administration

The procedures for financial management and administration of the Fund have become increasingly sophisticated. Moreover, funding partners are of the view that such arrangements meet their financial requirements. On the part of assisted groups, however, we are of the view that the administration of grants can be strengthened in two main respects:

· multiple grants – at present a number of groups hold multiple grant awards. While we see nothing inherently wrong with multiple project activity, we would suggest that in order to minimise financial risk to the Fund and to strengthen project implementation, that in future applicants should not be in receipt of more than one award at a time (i.e. a new project application can not be approved until the previous project has reached financial completion); and

· lead in payments - on the whole, the grant payment schedule of 25%:50%:25% is broadly appropriate. However, projects of this type are often subject to delayed implementation, meaning that completion within 12 months is often difficult. To get around this, it may be possible to introduce ‘lead in‘ payments to assist with initial project set-up costs (e.g. for staff recruitment) meaning that the first stage payment is not requested (and the project does not technically commence) until project services are ready to be delivered.

Project monitoring

Our research suggests that the monitoring of project outputs, although improving, remains a weakness in Fund implementation. It has been suggested that assisted groups are unused to stringent project monitoring requirements and that in many cases these groups find monitoring an onerous task. Our analysis of reported project outputs would also seem to suggest problems in this respect.

We are of the view, however, that the current system provides a useful basis for project monitoring and that to introduce further requirements at this stage for existing projects would prove disruptive. We, therefore, suggest that the initial priority should be on strengthening the implementation of existing monitoring arrangements. Two main actions are recommended:

· the introduction of an information pack, or its equivalent, for applicants, to further clarify monitoring requirements; and

· a systematic validation/verification, during monitoring visits, of reported outputs for each ongoing project.

During any further phase of the Fund we suggest that the project monitoring framework is revised and strengthened. Such a revised framework will need to become sharper in measuring direct and quantifiable project outputs, and become more sophisticated in tracking longer-term and more qualitative benefits arising. The principles embodied in well established frameworks such as the CBS Network’s Social Audit Framework and the Scottish Community Development Centre’s ABCD Framework may provide useful models.

7.2.2 Strengthening Longer Term Impact

In developing a continuation fund, or its equivalent, three key issues have emerged as central to maximising the impact of such a funding programme. These relate to:

· the focus of the Fund;

· promoting project sustainability; and

· providing capacity building support. 

The Focus of the Fund

The Community Regeneration Fund was established as an economic response to the FMD outbreak in the region. As the priority moves from short-term crisis response to the longer-term task of rebuilding the economy, the rationale for the Fund must shift accordingly.

Our analysis of the strategic priorities for the Dumfries & Galloway area, as outlined by the key funding partners, suggest a reorientation of the Fund in two main respects:

· an increased economic focus; and

· an increased targeting towards priority regeneration areas.

The Fund is designed to support community inspired projects with a clear economic focus. On the whole our research suggests that this criteria has been adhered to. In some cases, however, it is possible for the divide between community development and community economic development to become blurred. This is particularly the case where the full economic impact of projects can only be viewed over the longer-term.

In order to strengthen the economic rationale of the Fund, a continued sharpening of the economic criteria for project selection is recommended. This would suggest the need to focus on a smaller set of core Economic Objectives, and a narrower range of eligible project activity. Any development of Fund objectives and eligibility should provide the opportunity to increase complementarity with other local funds (e.g. Leader + and Direct Grants). Any changes should also be clearly communicated to potential applicants and to those individuals responsible for project appraisal and decision making.

The Fund was also established to provide region-wide support, but with a strong element of geographical targeting of priority regeneration areas. While considerable progress has been made in this respect, the study suggests that a lack of community capacity in target communities has constrained the flow of quality project applications and projects from these areas.

We have come across little evidence to suggest that the basis for the geographical targeting of the Fund is inappropriate, simply that the overall weight attached to such targeting can be strengthened. This being the case we would suggest that any future funding mechanism should consider adopting one or all of the following characteristics:  

· targeted promotional and support activity through appropriate structures and partners in priority areas; 

· an increased proportion of total Fund expenditure targeted at priority areas;

· a ring fenced or prioritised Fund allocation for each target area, to ensure that sufficient weighting is attached to the needs of each area; and 

· a degree of devolved decision-making on project applications for localised structures or bodies in each target area.

Project Sustainability

The sustainability of small, grant established projects provides an inherent challenge for funding programmes of this type. Our study suggests that the majority of Fund supported project activity is designed to continue after the initial 12-month period of grant support. Moreover, that groups carrying out the projects tend to be relatively small and immature, and by implication often poorly equipped to ensure continuation and development of project activity.

The success and impact of the Fund is based on its ability to pump prime new community economic development activity that will develop and bring a stream of economic benefits over the longer term, this makes the issue of project sustainability a potentially critical one.

Our experience is that there are three key elements to ensuring the sustainability of small community led projects:

· robust planning – ensuring that a sound plan is in place for the long-term development and financing of project activity;

· funding diversification – ensuring that projects do not become over reliant on single sources of short-term grant funding; and

· income generation – ensuring that projects, as far as possible, generate income through contracting/trading activity.   

In the context of this Fund, we would suggest that mechanisms should be established or strengthened to:

· identify those projects that seek to continue beyond the period of grant support. Here a greater focus on project plans and exit strategies may be required during initial assessment;

· assess the prospects for financial viability of projects and determine an appropriate level of grant subsidy to provide. A more explicit focus on this type of assessment at the appraisal stage may be necessary;

· provide active support that equips groups to identify, plan and secure an appropriate funding package for project continuation. Here comprehensive and ongoing capacity building support is important (discussed in more detail below);

· offer specialist business advice where appropriate, to develop the economic potential of assisted projects (i.e. the social economy initiatives). It seems that such support has been provided on a case-by-case basis by Scottish Enterprise Dumfries & Galloway;

· establish a ‘ladder of progression’ across funding programmes. This would involve creating better strategic linkages between local funding programmes, ensuring that funds are well aligned and allow a progression from small scale project activity to larger scale developments; and

· recognise the need to mainstream some key project activity. Where project activity proves successful and strategically important the JOG would seem to offer an appropriate mechanism for community planning partners to identify ways in which activity can be mainstreamed.

Capacity Building

Linked closely to the issue of sustainability is that of capacity building. Our consultations suggest that low levels of capacity within the community and voluntary sector provides a weak platform on which to launch a raft of new project activity. Moreover, it is those more capable groups that are likely to benefit most from a fund of this type.

Our consultations suggest that an element of capacity building support for applicants is important if Fund impact is to be strengthened. Given the ambiguity surrounding the concept of capacity building, however, it is useful to clarify what exactly we mean by capacity. Table 7.1, below, distinguishes between four different types of capacity.

	Table 7.1: DEfining Capacity

	Type of Capacity
	Definition

	Community capacity
	the ability of local people and groups to play an active role in the regeneration of their communities

	Technical capacity
	the know how needed to deliver specific initiatives and projects

	Organisational capacity
	the internal structures, skills and resources required by groups to further its purpose and priorities

	Infrastructure capacity
	referring to the scope and effectiveness of the support provided by a range of networks and bodies



The study highlights the perceived need to further develop capacity in each of the four areas outlined. Given this broad agenda, it would seem sensible for the Fund to concentrate on those areas which are instrumental to its success and to which it provides a natural fit for Fund activity. Our experience is that two areas of capacity building are more commonly linked to funding programmes of this nature:

· technical capacity – ensuring that groups are equipped to deliver agreed activities and outputs of the project within the agreed timeframe e.g. by offering training and technical support in areas such as project planning, management, and monitoring; and

· organisational capacity – ensuring that groups are well equipped to develop and sustain project activity established by the Fund e.g. by offering training and technical support in areas such as fundraising, marketing and financial planning. 

The long term impact of the Fund is likely to be enhanced where such capacity building support can be provided to applicant groups as part of the funding process. Here, two options are available:

· the Fund could employ staff to directly provide capacity building support; and

· such support could be made available through existing support bodies and networks.

In keeping with the multi agency approach taken locally, our preferred option would be to ensure the further integration of existing capacity building support e.g. support from the Council, CVS Network, SEDG. For such an approach to be successful, a number of elements will be important:

· a single support worker to case manage assisted projects and signpost projects to support where appropriate;

· an identified pool of support staff with appropriate professional skills; and

· a support framework and operational procedures for managing support arrangements
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Appendix B: Survey of Assisted Projects

	
	

	
	Closed Question Responses


	
	Support Project Questionnaire – Results in percentages




	
	Project Name for reference

	
	
	43 responses 


	
	Q1. How did you become aware of the     Community Regeneration Fund?

	
	
	Press/newspaper

	 14% 

	
	
	Leaflet/promotional paper

	 14% 

	
	
	D&G Council

	 57% 

	
	
	SED&G

	 24% 

	
	
	Council for Voluntary Service

	  7% 

	
	
	Another community group

	  2% 

	
	
	Other

	 14% 

	
	
	Based on 42 responses
	

	 
	Specify other
	
	 5 responses 


	
	Q2. How well did this source describe the Fund?

	
	
	Accurately

	 90% 

	
	
	Neither/nor

	 10% 

	
	
	Inaccurately

	  0% 

	
	
	Based on 41 responses
	

	 
	Why do you say this
	
	              18 responses


	
	Q3. Were you given enough info to judge if the Fund was an appropriate source of funding for your project?

	
	
	Yes

	  100% 

	
	
	No

	  0% 

	
	
	Based on 41 responses
	

	 
	If no, please give details
	
	  0% 


	
	Q4. Can you think of a more appropriate 

way to let people know about the Fund?

	
	
	27 responses 


	
	Q5. Did you have any problems obtaining

  an  application form?

	
	
	Yes

	 10% 

	
	
	No

	 90% 

	
	
	Based on 42 responses
	

	 
	Please specify if yes
	
	              3 responses 


	
	Q6. Did you have any problems 

completing the application form?

	
	
	Yes

	 14% 

	
	
	No

	 86% 

	
	
	Based on 42 responses
	

	 
	Please specify if yes
	
	6 responses 


	
	Q7. Did you receive any guidance or support in developing your project/application

	
	
	Representative from the Fund

	 50% 

	
	
	Council development staff

	 48% 

	
	
	SED&G

	 14% 

	
	
	Council for voluntary service

	  7% 

	
	
	Another community group

	  2% 

	
	
	No Guidance

	 14% 

	
	
	Other

	  7% 

	
	
	Based on 42 responses
	

	 
	Please specify
	
	4 responses 


	
	Q8. Please give details of the guidance/support you received

	
	
	34 responses 


	
	Q9. Do you think this guidance/support was:

	
	
	Adequate

	 97% 

	
	
	Neither/nor

	  0% 

	
	
	Inadequate

	  3% 

	
	
	Based on 35 responses
	

	 
	Why do you say this?
	
	21 responses


	
	Q10. What other kinds of guidance or support would have been helpful throughout the time of your involvement with the Fund?

	
	
	22 responses 


	
	Q11. Were the project selection criteria transparent, appropriate and fair?

	
	
	Yes

	 80% 

	
	
	No

	 20% 

	
	
	Based on 40 responses
	

	 
	Explain
	
	7 responses 


	
	Q12. Did you experience any initial problems in securing funding support from the Fund for your project?

	
	
	Yes

	 34% 

	
	
	No

	 66% 

	
	
	Based on 41 responses
	

	 
	Specify 
	
	7 responses 


	
	Q13. Did you receive help to overcome these problems?

	
	
	Yes

	 84% 

	
	
	No

	 16% 

	
	
	Based on 19 responses
	

	 
	Specify 
	
	17 responses 


	
	Q14. Did a representative from the Fund 

make contact with your group to discuss 

the progress of the project?

	
	
	Yes

	98% 

	
	
	No

	2%  2%

	
	
	Based on 42 responses
	


	
	Q15. Could you indicate how many times 

you were contacted?

	
	
	41 responses 


	
	Q16. Can you give details of the info that 

was requested about the project progress?

	
	
	40 responses 


	
	Q17. Has your group experienced any problems with receiving Fund money that was awarded to the project?

	
	
	Yes

	5% 

	
	
	No

	95% 

	
	
	Based on 41 responses
	

	 
	Specify
	
	2 responses 


	
	Q18. Did you have any problems 

completing the monitoring/progress forms

 for the project?

	
	
	Yes

	 15% 

	
	
	No

	 85% 

	
	
	Based on 40 responses
	

	 
	Specify
	
	8 responses 


	
	Q19. What could be done to improve the administration/management of the Fund?

	
	
	26 responses 


	
	Q20. Please provide details of the outputs/impacts of your project to date?

	
	
	Community facilities improved

	 61% 

	
	
	Community businesses created

	 11% 

	
	
	Land renewed/provided (hectares)

	  8% 

	
	
	Premises provided (Sq.m)

	  5% 

	
	
	Metres of facade improved

	 11%

	
	
	Increase in visitor spend (£)

	 50%

	
	
	Increase in visitor numbers

	 58%

	
	
	Community action plans prepared

	 21%

	
	
	Jobs created

	 42%

	
	
	Jobs created for women

	 21%

	
	
	People participating in structured learning

	 24%

	
	
	Local people participating in the project

	 74%

	
	
	Visitors/users of an amenity

	 45%

	
	
	Additional funds raised for project

	 58%

	
	
	Based on 38 responses
	


	
	Q21. Please provide details of the future outputs/impacts that you expect to occur?

	
	
	Community facilities improved

	 59% 

	
	
	Community businesses created

	 23% 

	
	
	Land renewed/provided (hectares)

	 18% 

	
	
	Premises provided (Sq.m)

	 10% 

	
	
	Metres of facade improved

	   8%

	
	
	Increase in visitor spend (£)

	 59%

	
	
	Increase in visitor numbers

	 64%

	
	
	Community action plans prepared

	 23%

	
	
	Jobs created

	 51%

	
	
	Jobs created for women

	 26%

	
	
	People participating in structured learning

	 38%

	
	
	Local people participating in the project

	 87%

	
	
	Visitors/users of an amenity

	 56%

	
	
	Additional funds raised for project

	 56%

	
	
	Based on 39 responses
	

	
	
	

	
	Q22. Have there been benefits to your group as a result of support from the fund?

	
	
	Too soon to see benefit

	 21% 

	
	
	Major benefits

	 47% 

	
	
	Moderate benefit

	 28% 

	
	
	Marginal benefit

	  0% 

	
	
	No benefit

	  5% 

	
	
	Based on 43 responses
	


	
	Q23. What have been the main benefits for your group?

	
	
	32 responses 


	
	Q24. Have there been benefits in any of the following areas?

	
	
	Improved management abilities

	 35% 

	
	
	New systems & procedures

	 24% 

	
	
	More enterprising

	 44% 

	
	
	Improved team working

	 47% 

	
	
	More forward looking

	 56% 

	
	
	New members/volunteers

	 62% 

	
	
	More able to develop services

	 47% 

	
	
	Closer links with support bodies

	 68% 

	
	
	More able to access funding

	 47% 

	
	
	Better relationship with clients

	 41% 

	
	
	More likely to see opportunities

	 29% 

	
	
	Other

	  6% 

	
	
	Based on 34 responses
	

	 
	Specify
	
	4 responses 


	
	Q25. To what extent has support from the Fund enabled your group to impact more effectively on your community/clients?

	
	
	Too soon to say

	 33% 

	
	
	Major influence

	 45% 

	
	
	Marginal influence

	  2% 

	
	
	Moderate influence

	 17% 

	
	
	No influence

	  2% 

	
	
	Based on 42 responses
	


	
	Q26. What are the main ways in which the Fund has enabled you to impact more effectively on your community/clients?

	
	
	26 responses 


	
	Q27. Have there been impacts in any of the following areas?

	
	
	Creation of permanent jobs

	 1   19% 

	
	
	Creation of community assets

	 38% 

	
	
	Diversification of local economy

	 27% 

	
	
	Removal of barriers to jobs/training

	 27% 

	
	
	Provision of jobs/training

	 31% 

	
	
	Attraction of visitors to the area

	 65% 

	
	
	Increase in visitor spend

	 65% 

	
	
	Overcoming isolation of community

	 58% 

	
	
	Greater innovation/good practice

	 62% 

	
	
	Other

	 12% 

	
	
	Based on 26 responses
	

	 
	Specify
	
	3 responses 


	
	Q28. As a consequence of the project, are more members of the community aware of your activities/facilities?

	
	
	Yes

	 93% 

	
	
	No

	  8% 

	
	
	Based on 40 responses
	

	 
	Specify
	
	30 responses 


	
	Q29. As a consequence of the project, are more members of the community able to take part in your activities/facilities?

	
	
	Yes
  
	 8  .88 % 

	
	
	No

	 13% 

	
	
	Based on 40 responses
	

	 
	Specify
	
	23 responses 


	
	Q30. If you had not been given a grant from the Fund, would your project have still gone ahead?

	
	
	Yes

	 2   23% 

	
	
	No

	 78% 

	
	
	Based on 40 responses
	


	
	Q31. If you had not been given the grant, would the project have started at the same time?

	
	
	Yes

	 25% 

	
	
	No

	 75% 

	
	
	Based on 8 responses
	


	
	Q32. How much later would the project have started?

	
	
	7 responses 


	
	Q33. If you had not been given the grant, would the project have taken place on the same scale?

	
	
	Yes

	 2   29% 

	
	
	No

	 71% 

	
	
	Based on 7 responses
	


	
	Q34. How would the scale of the project been different?

	
	
	5 responses 


	
	Q35. If you had not been given the grant, would the project have been of the same quality?

	
	
	Yes

	 33% 

	
	
	No

	 67% 

	
	
	Based on 9 responses
	


	
	Q36. In what ways would the quality have been different?

	
	
	6 responses 


	
	Q37. If you had not been given the grant from the Fund, how would you have funded the project?

	
	
	9 responses 


	
	Q38. If your project would not have gone ahead without grant support from the Fund, why not?

	
	
	2 responses 


	
	Q39. Does the project operate in any of the following areas?

	
	
	Wigtownshire

	 45% 

	
	
	North West Dumfries

	 16% 

	
	
	Upper Nithsdale

	 21% 

	
	
	Other areas

	 45% 

	
	
	Based on 38 responses
	


	
	Q40. Are the facilities/activities provided by your project available to people in?

	
	
	Your village/town only

	 28% 

	
	
	Locally (20miles)

	 56% 

	
	
	D&G

	 61% 

	
	
	Within Scotland

	 39% 

	
	
	Outwith Scotland

	 44% 

	
	
	Based on 36 responses
	


	
	Q41. Are you aware of other groups who undertake this type of project 

	
	
	In your village/town

	100% 

	
	
	Locally

	100% 

	
	
	D&G

	100% 


	
	Q42. Has the grant received from the fund now been completely spent?

	
	
	Yes

	 59% 

	
	
	No

	 41% 

	
	
	Based on 39 responses
	


	
	Q43Have the activities/facilities offered by the project continued after Community Regeneration Fund funding ended?

	
	
	Have ended completely

	  0% 

	
	
	Continuing on a smaller scale

	 13% 

	
	
	Continuing on the same scale

	 50% 

	
	
	Continuing on a larger scale

	 38% 

	
	
	Based on 8 responses
	

	 
	Please give details
	
	7 responses


	
	Q44. How have/will the activities/facilities

 of your project continued after the period of fund support?

	
	
	Unsure

	 2   22% 

	
	
	Grant funding from elsewhere

	 67% 

	
	
	Income generated from project

	 33% 

	
	
	Groups own resources

	 30% 

	
	
	A contract to deliver the project

	  7% 

	
	
	Other

	 11% 

	
	
	Based on 27 responses
	

	 
	Please specify
	
	7 responses 


	
	Q45. How long will the facilities be provided by your project (in years)

	
	
	38 responses 


	
	Q46. Will the group continue after this project has finished?

	
	
	Yes

	 91 91% 

	
	
	No

	  9% 

	
	
	Based on 33 responses
	

	 
	Specify why
	
	7 responses 


	
	Q47. What could be done to improve the chances of activities/facilities continuing

 for as long as necessary?

	
	
	36 responses 


	
	Q48. Do you think the fund is a good way

 to help local groups access funds for community economic projects?

	
	
	Yes

	 10 100% 

	
	
	No

	    0% 

	
	
	Based on 36 responses
	

	 
	Please explain
	
	28 responses 


	
	Q49. What would be an improvement/

better way to help groups like yours access funds for projects?

	
	
	27 responses 


	
	Q50. As a consequence of this project, has your group, or does it plan to:

	
	
	Develop more projects

	 6   64% 

	
	
	Develop different types of projects

	 38% 

	
	
	Focus on one type of project

	 18% 

	
	
	Not participate in anymore projects

	  3% 

	
	
	Based on 39 responses
	

	 
	More details
	
	30 responses


	
	Q51. Does your group expect to require further project funding over the next year?

	
	
	Yes
	No

	
	12 months
	 91% 
	  9% 

	
	24 months
	 94% 
	  6% 


	
	Q52. If yes, will your group require?

	
	
	More funding

	 76% 

	
	
	The SAME funding

	 15% 

	
	
	Less funding

	  9% 

	
	
	Based on 34 responses
	


	
	Q53. If no, how will the group fund future projects?

	
	
	4 responses 


	
	Q54. How long has the group been established

	
	Months
	  16 responses 

	
	Years
	  39 responses 


	
	Q55. In the last financial year, what was the total income for your group/organisation?

	
	
	Less than 15k

	 32% 

	
	
	15-49k

	 19% 

	
	
	50-99k

	 14% 

	
	
	100-249k

	 24% 

	
	
	250-499k

	  5% 

	
	
	500k and over

	  5% 

	
	
	Based on 37 responses
	

	 
	Specify if given
	
	3 responses 


	
	Q56. Was your group set up to carry out this project?

	
	
	Yes

	 40% 

	
	
	No

	 60% 

	
	
	Based on 40 responses
	


	
	Q57. Were you aware that the community regeneration fund is supported by finance from the European Union?

	
	
	Yes

	 95% 

	
	
	No

	  5% 

	
	
	Based on 39 responses
	


	
	Q58. In what ways were you made aware of financial support from the European Union?

	
	
	Press & media

	 39% 

	
	
	Fund documentation

	 78% 

	
	
	Word of mouth

	 35% 

	
	
	Other

	  9% 

	
	
	Based on 23 responses
	

	 
	Specify
	
	1 response 


	
	Q59. Has your project contributed to equal opportunities practices? (i.e. fair and equal access for all)

	
	
	Yes

	 92% 

	
	
	No

	  8% 

	
	
	Based on 38 responses
	

	 
	Specify
	
	26 responses


	
	Q60. Has your project contributed to environmental principles? (i.e. enhancement or protection of the environment)

	
	
	Yes

	 7 79% 

	
	
	No

	 2 21% 

	
	
	Based on 39 responses
	

	 
	Specify
	
	25 responses 


	
	Q61. Has your project contributed to social inclusion? (i.e. integrating disadvantaged groups into mainstream activities)

	
	
	Yes

	884% 

	
	
	No

	116% 

	
	
	Based on 38 responses
	

	 
	Specify
	
	27 responses 


	
	Any additional comments?

	
	
	                                13 responses 


	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


OPEN QUESTIONS

Q1. How did you become aware of the Community Regeneration Fund?
Internet search         

DGAA                    

Community Worker        

Via Councillor Jane Maitland 

Machars Action Ltd      

Q2. How well did this source describe the Fund? 
Forms are easy to understand                                            

Because there was no ambiguity and quite evident who might apply        

From the info provided the organisation was able to access a grant      

Initial contacts were clear and helpful                                  

We were provided with clear descriptions of the fund                    

Borne out by our experience of the fund and its possibilities           

Info from Council identified funds for the scheme                       

Good presentation which described the criteria, was given at the Roadshow

It was discussion                                                       

Both written material and roadshow information clear                    

Not enough time to fill in forms                                        

The description has matched our experience                              

Our advisor from D&G Council who is a link to these types of projects   

We fit the criteria for research to develop economic regeneration programme        

The procedure was straightforward and successful                        

SED&G made me aware of fund but I researched by web site info           

Easy to understand and follow                                           

This is a real community regeneration project                           

Q4. Can you think of a more appropriate way to let people know about the Fund?
No  (12)                                                                                                                                      

E-mail (2)

Local press (2)                                                                                                                                   

Posters in public buildings                                                                                                                 

A rep should visit and consult groups to provide an explanation of the funding scope                                                            

Perhaps a feature in local press - highlighting successful funded projects                                                                      

Perhaps circulating business organisations and community groups                                                                                 

Presentations to local groups                                                                                                                   

Funding Roadshows are a good way of highlighting a number of helping sources                                                                    

Word of mouth                                                                                                                                   

Direct to Community Councils                                                                                                                    

Not really - plenty of information was made available                                                                                           

Make sure eligibility is clear through marketing; promote through LRPS and CVSs                                                                 

Q5. Did you have any problems obtaining an application form? 
Delay in obtaining preliminary form was considerable                    

But once problem identified, forms faxed                                

Electronic copy too big to download, hard copy had to be sent (CD)      

Q6. Did you have any problems completing the application form?
Some of questions were obscure or not completely clear                                          

Having to write it longhand.  No electronic version available.  Would have been helpful         

Not enough time                                                                                 

You have to use the "correct jargon" to succeed"                                                

The form was too long and too demanding (30 hours work)                                         

Required extensive research/knowledge of local strategy documents - need more information on where to find these           

Q7. Did you receive any guidance or support in developing your project/application?
Guidance wasn't necessary - this had come from the technical source                             

Local Councillor assisted.                                                                      

Dumfries & Galloway Tourist Board                                                               

By telephone and face-to-face meetings                                                          

Q8. Please give details of the guidance/support you received
Details of what the funding could cover                                                                                                                                                         

Help preparing brief, pre-application advice, assessment of tenders & selection of agency                                                                                                       

Project officer provided guidance on request                                                                                                                                                    

The guidance they sought was from experts in the field and inappropriate to ask D&G                                                                                                             

Good support from Sharon Glendinning which helped us to crystallise out thinking                                                                                                                

Comments given on draft application                                                                                                                                                             

Visit from economic regeneration officer and helpful advice                                                                                                                                     

One-to-one meeting and e-mail                                                                                                                                                                   

2 meetings with Community Fund Officers                                                                                                                                                         

Assistance with information on what could be applied for                                                                                                                                        

Michael Laybourne of Solway Heritage very helpful                                                                                                                                               

Fund representative attended meeting and then provided comments by letter                                                                                                                                  

Telephone queries replied to                                                                                                                                                                    

Initial discussion re basic eligibility and go through application form                                                                                                                         

Discussed initial idea to establish basic eligibility                                                                                                                                           

Initial discussion to establish basic eligibility and go through form and requirements                                                                                                          

Pre-submission meetings to review and fine-tune the application                                                                                                                                 

Highlighted where more information would be beneficial to scorers                                                                                                                               

Guidance was available as required                                                                                                                                                              

CRF administrator went over expression of interest and details required                                                                                                                         

Expression of interest form - excellent idea - determines whether proposal fits aims of fund.  Help writing application from partner in bid - SE D&G                                             

Initial discussion re eligibility and to go through forms                                                                                                                                       

Machars Action worker to fill in forms                                                                                                                                                          

Meetings to discuss the project.  Telephone support. Advice on a revised submission                                                                                                             

Assistance with the formulation of application                                                                                                                                                  

Advice on problem questions, advice on job description, feedback on initial response                                                                                                            

Advice on meeting criteria                                                                                                                                                                      

Paperwork - scoring criteria and priorities                                                                                                                                                       

Help with application                                                                                                                                                                           

Advice re the application form                                                                                                                                                                  

Help from Community Development Worker                                                                                                                                                          

Met with SED&G Rep to discuss proposal prior to making app - very useful                                                                                                                        

Advice on strengthening the bid - providing more evidence                                                                                                                                       

Vague                                                                                                                                                                          

Q9. Do you think this guidance/support was:
Ms Anne Sweetin was very helpful on the phone                                                   

Support was of a high level & catered for our needs                                             

It was clear & concise                                                                          

Funding was achieved                                                                            

They received appropriate advice before filling the application form                            

Just what was needed to clarify aspects of the project                                          

Completion of form OK                                                                           

Borne out by our experience of the fund and its possibilities                                   

Real support will be required as we take this project forward                                   

Made to think more thoroughly about your project and what you hoped to achieve                  

Could have been more in terms of items requested and language required                          

Very good as outlined above                                                                     

If we did not have help our application would have missed deadline for applications             

Staffs always willing to give help.                                                              

Advisor had clear understanding of what required and I did not; that was conveyed purposefully  

It was clear and unambiguous                                                                    

The application was processed without difficulty                                                

Met with SED&G Rep to discuss proposal prior to making app - very useful                        

Clear guidelines and support on areas of application which needed more evidence                 

Staff easy to communicate with and interpret our plans                                          

Application made to region but passed to area though project is used regionally                 

Q10. What other kinds of guidance or support would have been helpful throughout the time of your involvement with the Fund?
None (5)                                                                                                                                                                                           

Not sure (2)                                                                                                                                                                                       Perhaps a visit from a council official to see what to do 

This would be an independent requirement to meet the needs of each organisation                                                                                                                 

Some assistance in finding match funding for the project would have been useful                                                                                                                 

A better understanding of changing circumstances if anything                                                                                                                                    

Support was forthcoming when requested                                                                                                                                                          

I have found access to officer time freely given                                                                                                                                                

Levels of potential funding reduced - warned this might happen.  Would help prepare alternatives for shortfall.                                                                                 

Evaluation/monitoring information                                                                                                                                                               

Can't think of anything apart from application form - electronic                                                                                                                                

How to access other funds to complete the project                                                                                                                                               

A more practical "hands on assessment" rather than logs of words on paper                                                                                                                       

More detail to priorities and criteria                                                                                                                                                          

Where to find strategy documents                                                                                                                                                                

More info on for example hiring between cost centres                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

Knowledge of why application was restricted by region and passed to area                                                                                                          

Q11. Were the project selection criteria transparent, appropriate and fair?
We fall between various parameters & had to seek additional advice          

Not known                                                               

Without help don't think that we would have used the correct wording on app. 

Did not appear to cover all the criteria/areas you had to cover         

Like most funds, certain criteria found out afterwards                  

1st attempt turned down - no reason given; no sel criteria fine at time 

No information regarding rejection                                      

Q12. Did you experience any initial problems in securing funding support from the Fund for your project?
No initial problems                                                                 

Was a straightforward application                                                  

But they were only awarded 50% of the total requested                               

Decision came through quickly and was positive                                      

Approval for funding given quickly                                                  

It seemed to fit the criteria                                                       

Clear advice pre-submission                                                         

Q13. Did you receive help to overcome these problems?
Filling in the forms                                                    

Conversations with fund reps                                            

Advice on how to restructure our application                            

One-to-one meetings, e-mail                                             

Letter from Fund asking for more detail                                 

Guidance - face-to-face meetings                                        

Project activities revised to be realistic in achieving against grant.  

Widened search to make up funding package                               

Local Councillor                                                        

From Council of Volunteer Service Rep                                   

Informed of extra info needed                                           

We were told the type of extra information required                     

Not applicable                                                          

Telephone calls and meetings                                            

Minimal - the officer did not attend scheduled meeting                  

Q15. Could you indicate how many times you were contacted?
2 (5)                 

2-3 (5)                   

3  (5)               

Several (4)             

6 (3)                     

4/5 (3)                 

5+ (2)                  

4 (2)                     

1 (2)                  

Frequently             

5/6                    

Via progress reports - 

3-4                    

6 + phone calls        

At least 7             

Approx 5 times         

Unsure                 

4-6                    

Q16. Can you give details of the information that was requested about the project progress?

Finance only                                                                                                                                                            

VAT, Copy of brief letter,                                                                                                                                              

VAT element on accounts rendered for work done by contractors                                                                                                           

Marketing strategy, in depth explanation of Social Inclusion Outputs for the project                                                                                    

Statistics - hard copy of publicity material                                                                                                                            

No                                                                                                                                                                      

Expenditure update, invoice copies, progress report for the first 25% of funding and for following 50% of funding                                                       

Rep of fund aware of the management                                                                                                                                     

More detail about projects                                                                                                                                              

Checking on progress and checking money had been spent appropriately                                                                                                    

Full report with documents was requested mid-term                                                                                                                       

Progress on outputs.  

Progress, timescales, expenditure                                                                                                                                       

Timescales and spend                                                                                                                                                    

Timescale and spend                                                                                                                                                     

As per the official monitoring format                                                                                                                                   

From inception to completion progress updates requested and provided                                                                                                    

If the information provided was sufficient to meet the criteria                                                                                                         

Invoices, budgets, accounts and progress reports                                                                                                                        

Memo of association; accounts                                                                                                                                            

Invoices, confirmation of project start, interim report, etc                                                                                                            

Timescale and spend                                                                                                                                                     

Progress report form.  Copies of feasibility study.  Copies of paid invoices                                                                                            

Progress report; financial projections; contractors’ quotes                                                                                                              

Information on appointment of marketing officer                                                                                                                         

Required completion date, work/financial progress made                                                                                                                  

Job spec; milestones; planning permission; lease                                                                                                                        

All areas covered in progress report                                                                                                                                    

Contents of the progress report which attained to the projected outcomes/outputs on original application                                                                

Details required as to progress and lack of progress in certain areas                                                                                                   

Evidence of selection process 

We were on target? Budgetary spend? Progress on outputs as specified in original application                                                                            

More details on budget                                                                                                                                                  

Financial info and outcomes                                                                                                                                             

Progress on targets; confirmation of match funding; hiring between cost centres; staff recruitment and training                                                         

Mostly wanting financial information and project reports                                                                                                                

Misunderstanding of project, duration and outputs; financial progress                                                                                                   

Financial, agreed outputs                                                                                                                                               

Financial, agreed outputs                                                                                                                                               

Why a regional project was transferred to area committee                                                                                                                

Q17. Has your group experienced any problems with receiving Fund money that was awarded to the project?
We were unable to carry out full project as applied for                 

Misunderstanding of project duration and outputs                        

Q18. Did you have any problems completing the monitoring/progress forms for the project?
Too complicated and repetitive financial details            

But help was given to overcome difficulty                   

Monitoring form with its legal implications a bit daunting. 

Not yet been done                                           

Too long with most of the questions not relevant to project 

Not yet - but still have to do it - concerned               

Staff/directors unaware of full requirements                

Supporting detail required was very onerous                 

Q19. What could be done to improve the admin/mgt of the Fund?
The funding was very late this year due to the elections                                                                                                                                                                

Nothing                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

Provision should be made for organisations not registered for VAT to reclaim these expenses within funding award                                                                                                        

Mgt of the fund in their opinion is excellent                                                                                                                                                                           

Training session for community groups on monitoring the project prior to start up process                                                                                                                              

Simplify the forms                                                                                                                                                                                                      

Striding Arches is a large project and more time to get funding package in place would be helpful.                                                                                                                      

All depends on having a good team - you did                                                                                                                                                                             

It has served us well to date                                                                                                                                                                                           

More staff, the excellent                                                                                                                                                                                               

Understanding of how groups function and change                                                                                                                                                                     

Feel good system is in place - very supportive and appropriate.  Clear grant conditions                                                                                                                                 

Simplify application form and monitoring form                                                                                                                                                                           

N/A                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

Contacts were very helpful.  Maybe more site visits would have been appropriate                                                                                                                                         

Make it more sensitive to organisational needs - be less demanding                                                                                                                                                      

Not sure - ideal world more administrators of the fund?                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

Less paperwork - we had to copy every invoice, copy our bank statement and highlight payments to staff                                                                                                                  

Perhaps more monitoring visits with successful projects                                                                                                                                                                 

Not sure                                                                                                                                                                                                                

Staffing stability                                                                                                                                                                                                      

Staff changes reduced                                                                                                                                                                                                   

Staff changes reduced                                                                                                                                                                                                   

Access to officers summary to committee                                                                                                                                                                                 

Q23. What have been the main benefits for your group?
Visitor numbers & donations have been helped, complete the 2003 target                                                  

Group was able to use the award to match fund other funding criteria result in additional funds for project             

It has ensured the future of the films club which now has a healthy membership, given greater flexibility              

Inc visitors & income for fishing beats, easier access (for visitors) and booking arrangements                           

SWEAP stayed in existence                                                                                               

Better mgt structure, & communication b/w staff & BOD, better marketing - more consistency                              

Being able to employ workers                                                                                            

Perception                                                                                                              

Higher profile and increased membership                                                                                 

Raising profile of CVCWT.  Delivery 5-14                                                                                

Demonstrated to communities what can be done with a little effort and gained public support                             

Strengthen links with local groups (Kippford)                                                                           

Publicity, increased partnership working, identification and delivery of new projects, diversification                  

Co-ordinated approach; best use of resources - physical and financial                                                   

Project has been able to continue throughout the period of Gap funding provided by CRF                                  

Funding allowed us to continue our work until a larger funding package was in place                                     

Partnership working across sectors                                                                                      

Strengthen links with local groups; raise credibility locally; attract new members                                      

Consultants came to same conclusion of our committee                                                                    

To get funding outwith the village                                                                                      

Raising the profile of activities of voluntary groups eg Walking Group and more co-ordinated marketing of the area.     

To provide an environmental improvement to centre of village, brining pride to community                                

A new centre is in the process of opening to the general public for recycling and reuse of furniture                     

A new centre is now open                                                                                                

Able to continue to develop tourism and facilities for tourists                                                         

ADS S-W Scotland now has excellent office/treatment facilities which are also used by other community groups            

Provision of community learning facility for people in Annan                                                            

Funding allowed projects to go ahead as originally envisaged. Reaped benefit of improved 2nd yr with 3rd yr aiming higher  

Progress in development of building.  Architects appointed and plans received                                           

Significant economic impact for the area                                                                                

Ready to proceed with acquisition when site becomes available                                                           

Support to develop business plan and ESF Objective 3 application                                                        

Q24. Have there been benefits in any of the following areas?
Funding has allowed us to purchase new equipment via partnership funding

Project has co-ordinated our marketing approach                         

Specifically with Partner Organisations                                 

New Events                                                              

Q26. What are the main ways in which the Fund has enabled you to impact more effectively on your community/clients?

Recognition as a group that is able to show leadership & mgt in attracting interest in upper Nithsdales requirements                                                                                                    

See case 4                                                                                                                                                                                                              

Increased promotion of the event (inc food awareness and income generator for local producers)                                                                                                                          

By keeping SWEAP viable community projects and advice could continue                                                                                                                                                    

Better marketing done at appropriate times and planning of events                                                                                                                                                       

Demonstrate that things can happen                                                                                                                                                                                      

Publication and website funded; community events all increased communications with members and local residents                                                                                                          

Enhanced site facility                                                                                                                                                                                                

Demonstrate positive action and eligibility to deliver                                                                                                                                                                  

Provide a much needed facility                                                                                                                                                                                          

By offering a greater range of learning opportunities to a wider client group                                                                                                                                           

Fits very well with the major investment programme in the town (public realm)                                                                                                                                           

Funding has allowed us to continue working for & within community and develop new events                                                                                                                                

Provided a much needed facility                                                                                                                                                                                         

An enthusiastic, capable human being to attend sub-group meetings and move things forward in a professional manner                                                                                                      

It has enabled a major environmental improvement to be made in our community                                                                                                                                            

We can more accessibly offer services to rural locations and particularly disadvantaged groups                                                                                                                          

The fund paid costs of research to identify need for provision.  This lead to a grant application which now provides provision                                                                                          

Able to increase knowledge and improve perception of the area                                                                                                                                                           

More clients seen; improved quality of environment; improved office environment; improved productivity; other groups have access to facilities                                                                                                               

Provision of imp facility to enc life-long learning in Annan; previously only handful of people used Clip ICT at Gretna                                                                                                 

Funding allowed projects to go ahead as originally envisaged. Reaped benefit of improved 2nd yr with 3rd yr aiming higher                                                                                                  

Sharing best practice across regional CT projects; development of volunteer trainers; safer and more professional CT projects                                                                                           

GCAT has become more established.  Awareness raised and need for development of Old School greatly accepted.                                                                                                            

Empowered the community                                                                                                                                                                                                 

Allowed and facilitated close engagement to discuss preparation of business plan                                                                                                                                        

Q27. Have there been impacts in any of the following areas?

New events, community participation                                     

Imp productivity has allowed mgt then to dev more funding apps             

Preparation to acquire a community asset                                

Q28. As a consequence of the project, are more members of the community aware of your activities/facilities?
Local people have been participating in our project         

Society is now recognised nationally as a good practice group

Film club is advertised in a prominent position in High St  

Inc awareness of the event and local foods produce           

Visitors gone up, bus's wanting included in website         

Series of open meetings held and project work               

Through production of business development plan             

Through public consultation of project plans                

Website, booklet and newspaper publicity                    

CVCWT publicised partnership with FE                        

Feedback from the public                                    

Project raised awareness of work with our group             

The centre features regularly in the local press            

New signage (permanent) additional PR activity              

1to1 surgeries; roadshows developed in p/ship with Statutory Bodies

Wider reaching and higher profile                           

Too soon to say                                             

Not sure                                                    

Due to rumours regarding our preferred choice of venue      

More people interested in the community                     

Newsletters, articles in local press, developed new community w/site   

We have received considerable voluntary assistance          

Community Newsletter                                        

Up to 15k people                                            

Residents can become involved in recycling opportunities    

From information gathering for study                        

Publicity - press, radio, TV                                

Benefits to local businesses, press coverage                

But in specialised "community" of community transport projects 

Wider marketing of project through website+Glenkene Gazette

Q29. As a consequence of the project, are more members of the community able to take part in your activities/facilities?

We are gradually intro more women & young folk to work      

Now have over 2.5m of pathways providing access to countryside

Inc market stall uptake by local businesses & inc visitor no

Greater awareness of website                                

Better advertising about events in local community          

Summer events brought many local volunteers                 

Raised awareness for opportunities                          

Easier access for walking and understanding of local history

1 community member now a Director of the Initiative         

Funded projects reduced learning barriers and encouraged clients 

Volunteer input grows each year                             

Considerable local interest from other groups               

Too soon to say                                             

Too soon                                                    

Able to gain access to shore walk and beach                 

Voluntary assistance                                        

Longer opening hours                                        

10+ volunteers and 15+ trainees (long term unemployed people

Volunteers and trainees (long term unemployed)              

Our membership and support increased                        

Potential volunteering opportunities                                 

Room for more volunteers and participants (competitors)     

Promotion of events that will happen in the Old School      

Q32. How much later would the project have started?
1 year later                                                                                                            

When we had secured funding potentially project could have been delayed by up to a year                                 

Impossible to say                                                                                                       

1-2 years                                                                                                               

Possibly put back to the following year                                                                                 

Subject to securing other funding                                                                                       

Going since 1988                                                                                                        

Q34. How would the scale of the project been different?
Smaller scale, no celebrity chefs, less promotion of the event                                                                                  

The project would not reach its full potential                                                                                                  

Less activities                                                                                                                                 

Potentially?                                                                                                                                    

Less publicity, poorer quality, less economic benefit to local area                                                                             

Q36. In what ways would the quality have been different?
Would have been held in unsuitable venue, lower quality of chefs, less visitors                                         

Less emphasis in Byre development                                                                                       

We could not have delivered this project                                                                                

Gone for cheaper options                                                                                                

Less publicity, poorer quality, less economic benefit to local area                                                     

We were forced to make redundant our paid staff                                                                         

Q37. If you had not been given the grant from the Fund, how would you have funded the project?
The project would probably have folded                                                                                                          

Sought other funds but the delay would be considerable                                                                                          

Other sources but project may be reduced due to deadlines of other funders                                                                      

Grants from other sources                                                                                                                       

Doubtful                                                                                                                                        

Explore other funds, but lead in time for responses would have pushed project back                                                              

Not sure                                                                                                                                        

Entries, gate and trade stand money                                                                                                             

Fund raising                                                                                                                                    

Q38. If your project would not have gone ahead without grant support from the Fund, why not?
£7.5k is a lot of money                                                                                                                                                  

No other sources of funding                                                                                                                                             

Q43. Have the activities/facilities offered by the project continued after Community Regeneration Fund funding ended?
Society has completed further projects                                              

Still to complete whole project                                                     

Development Officers post continues                                                 

A new centre opened                                                                 

Will continue, but subject to future funding                                        

The building is now a permanent fixture                                             

Continuation of building project                                                    

Q44. How have the activities of your project continued after the period of fund support?
Should be permanent                             

Grant funding will be sought                    

Annual Exhibition                               

N/A - Capital Funding only                      

Huge fund-raising                               

3 years initial (ESF)                           

Q45. How long will the facilities be provided by your project (in yrs)
Depends on funding                              

Permanent                                       

Environmental project will be ongoing           

Ongoing annually as long as funding is secured   

Ongoing for years                               

Don't know                                      

20                                              

Up to and beyond 100                            

1                                               

1                                               

3                                               

3                                               

Not known (see 26)                              

1                                               

Aim self-sufficiency within three years of 2004 

Hopefully forever!                              

CRF grant for 1 year, project for future no limit

Not sure                                        

N/A                                             

N/A                                             

20                                              

1 yr - JC look at this                          

Foreseeable future 20+ years                    

3                                               

On-going (subject to funding)                   

Ongoing                                         

For as long as we obtain basic funding          

5-6-7                                           

At least 6                                      

Depends on ability to attract other funding     

As long as remains financially viable/owner allows     

4 years before refresher training required      

2-3                                             

?                                               

Post acquisition - very long term 20+           

1                                               

Into the future                                 

Q46. Will the group continue after this project has finished?
This is intended to be a 10yr project providing funding is in place                 

Recurrent part-funding                                                              

Current enacting an exit strategy as above - back to community ownership            

Not sure                                                                            

Unsure - have a lease for 6 years on the new building                               

Depends                                                                             

As long as project remains financially viable/Estate owner allows                          

Q47. What could be done to improve the chances of activities/facilities continuing for as long as necessary?
Guaranteed funding on the same level                                                                                                            

Help & advice to secure necessary funding                                                                                                       

Society has & will continue to attract funding for projects as long as value for money is being delivered                                      

Treating the equipment with great care                                                                                                          

Change the format of the event to access other funding streams                                                                                  

Local involvement & Training of voluntary participants                                                                                          

Another grant                                                                                                                                   

Further funding                                                                                                                                 

More marketing                                                                                                                                  

p/t Administrator for facility appointed                                                                                                        

Another facelift in 10 years or *** small businesses                                                                                            

Smaller grants and some changes to members                                                                                                      

More funding (core)                                                                                                                             

Secure revenue funding to staff the centre                                                                                                      

1                                                                                                                                               

More of this type of initiative; co-ordinated community programmes                                                                              

Clear funding sources                                                                                                                           

N/A                                                                                                                                             

Income generation and grant support for future events                                                                                           

Council funding and management                                                                                                                  

More funding                                                                                                                                    

Assistance in securing longer term funding                                                                                                      

The availability of more funding                                                                                                                

Identification of other funds                                                                                                                   

Developing the quality of the project                                                                                                           

Not sure                                                                                                                                        

Continued support                                                                                                                               

Future funding and community input                                                                                                              

Influence the local authority landlords                                                                                                         

Longer term support from Statutory Bodies                                                                                                       

Aftercare sessions to give groups benefit of professional advice                                                                                

Project admin support and costs to cover development meetings would ensure regular contact and development                                      

More partnership working and revenue/core funding                                                                                               

Long term council funding for major events                                                                                                      

The initial 3 years is a success                                                                                                                

Recognition by Council of the social benefits of the project                                                                                    

Q48. Do you think the fund is a good way to help local groups access funds for community economic projects?

Use for partnership & match funding 

Sources are very limited here       

Allows £ for local issues           

Its well organised, clear           

Fairly accessible                   

It’s readily accessible              

The local aspect is important -     

Injection of cash impetus           

Confidence building                 

Straight forward to get help to do this

Suited to our need for tourism project

Quick response                      

Standardise applications            

Clear objectives based on specific time frame

Easy access; personal contact Funder

Criteria ignores how community groups works

Enables; projects benefit to economy

Hard to raise this amount           

No other funders                    

Provided main building block start  

Large projects couldn't be contemplated

W/o fund, many projects not developed   

Focus on local issues; recognise potential

Accessible. Direct contact with administrator

With support, application relatively s/forward

1 yr funding only helpful to a point

Raise awareness rather than isolation

Local cont imp - help quickly       

Q49. What would be an improvement/better way to help groups like yours access funds for projects?
Perfectly happy with present system                                                                                                                                     

More advice on funding & funding packages                                                                                                                               

LT - 3/5yrs core funding to provide a stable platform for planning & mgt projects                                                                                       

Sees no better way - no room for improvement                                                                                                                            

Allow repeat funding                                                                                                                                                    

A longer-term approach by funders                                                                                                                                       

Make forms simpler, make some administrations have local knowledge and trained to help applicants                                                                       

Some small scale seeding money to help with applications                                                                                                                

More consultation                                                                                                                                                       

Perhaps an information website showing grants available.                                                                                                                

Through SCVS                                                                                                                                                            

I believe this is and has been an appropriate process                                                                                                                   

I understand mini steps required                                                                                                                                        

Long-term funding                                                                                                                                                       

Make application forms easier to complete                                                                                                                               

Give them more time to access funds                                                                                                                                     

Reduce paperwork - use a more hands on assessment process                                                                                                               

More encouraging criteria                                                                                                                                               

Create service agreements rather than grants                                                                                                                            

Service Agreements                                                                                                                                                      

Perhaps if it was advertised more widely                                                                                                                                

3 year core funding contracts                                                                                                                                           

3 year support                                                                                                                                                          

Additional info where to find info; aftercare sessions                                                                                                                  

Groups will have to be clearer on the "economic" impact of their project and show that they are able to deliver it.                                                     

More local authority guidance                                                                                                                                           

Officers and committee members be au fait with projects they adjudicate on.                                                                                             

Q50. As a consequence of this project, has your group, or does it plan to:
Open the site further                                       

Wish to complete all our plans & targets                    

Visitor attraction & environmental enhancement                     

Try to improve the event, change its profile to access £    

See the website as a developing aspect                      

To reflect funding availability                             

We wish to see further improvements made                    

This is a step to a developing project                      

None of the above                                           

Further improvement to townscape                            

CVCWT is continuing with its objectives                     

A whole range of projects are planned                       

A wide range of projects are being developed                

Ongoing regeneration programme                              

Our group's objective is to improve facilities in the area  

Project is about giving financial advice to other voluntary groups  

Business in the community/work projects etc                 

Too soon to say                                             

Range of projects under development                         

Carry on with this project to its conclusion                

Extend Shore Walk                                           

To continue to improve our village life                     

New premises to be investigated                             

Conservation and broader types of recycling                 

Work on broader spectrum of environment, social inclusion and economic regeneration 

Creation of Arts/Crafts/Cultural Centre for all in community

Try to keep learning centre open                            

Organising other complementary events                       

ILM                                                         

Q53. If no, how will the group fund future projects?
No projects will be developed                                                                                                                                                                                           

From other grant sources                                                                                                                                                                                                

Applied for other grants but success unlikely                                                                                                                                                                           

ESF                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

Q58. In what ways were you made aware of financial support from EU?
Councillor Maitland                 

Q59. Has your project contributed to equal opportunities practices?
Everyone is welcome                             

Our project is to provide fair & equal access al

Society now adopted an equal opportunities policy        

Tried to address SI issues for rural communities

We obviously encourage wide participation       

Training & personal development of participants 

By tendering and adoption of equal opportunities policy  

More children will be available                 

Interview procedures carefully designed         

Access audit by Coalition of Disabled Group     

Flat alternative route for less able and w/c turning area

Accessibility taken into account, and next stage

Have EO's policy; disability audit of town underway 

We practice equal opportunities                 

In recruitment and all events                   

In recruitment - open fair access for all       

Open access to partnership/group                

All abilities included in all activities        

No ban on any users of the program              

We have endeavoured to ensure no exclusions     

Equality of service to all                      

Post open to all who met the criteria           

We have Equal Opportunities Policy                       

Access to learning is available to everyone     

Access for all drivers - disabled/abled + spectators 

Access to all throughout                        

Q60. Has your project contributed to environmental principles?
Landscaping                                                 

Planted 1200 trees, 1000 wild flowers                       

Regenerated waste ground & improved countryside access       

NFIA works to protect environment at all times                   

SWEAP carries out environmental projects                           

The project is about using 2 local features in sustainable way 

Built environment                                           

Built environment enhanced and footpath underway            

Education 5-14 groups; information to publicise CVCWT project

Raised local awareness of environmental issues-trail over farm waste tip

Previous eyesore removed, more appropriate structure in place    

Every aspect of programme has involved consideration of EnvP

On completion                                               

Not directly but through other bodies                       

All events                                                  

Enhancing environment using natural resources - granite sculpting  

Creating a proper path means rare plants are not damaged    

A fantastic environment.  Improvement to village centre     

Intention to improve working environment                    

Recycling of white goods and household furniture            

Developed project to collect more h/h furniture/white goods          

By restoring semi-derelict building and have SWEAP policy   

By improving visual amenity of premises refurbished         

Possible impact of large no of people and horses taken into account 

Improvement to exterior of building and grounds             

Q61. Has your project contributed to social inclusion?
We welcome disabled & disadvantaged 

Aimed at special needs as well       

Other groups participating          

Access for all, free & disabled access

Encourage SI as a generally         

Disabled involved in projects       

Enc young people+comm. gender research

Local deprived youth included       

Involvement with ARG (NS) TurnberryPT SWD

Free access to IT/Trg Facs+CVs/JobAp

Access for disabled                 

Eg women in work at 60% in Booktown 

Feasibility highlights needs less able 

All events                          

Aimed at disadvantaged clients in NWD    

Where possible all abilities included  

Exhibition open to the public       

Disabled access now achievable      

Enc part. visual impaired/special needs adults

Long-term unemployed; trainees; disable volunteers

Vol+trg place disadvantaged/unemployed           

A main Group aim. Disabled Access to Centre

Inc provision for alcohol/drug services 

Significant proportion socially disadvantaged learners  

Access to event easy.  Children free

Combating rural isolation          

Young people on placement/new deal  

Any additional comments
Without the generous help they could not operate & this would be a loss of some £60k into tourist economy                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

Groups that are not registered to recover VAT - the set up of the fund creates an added strain on internal finances of the group                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

As far as our group is concerned the inhabitants of D&G are well served by the way its council delivers funding                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

For an ongoing event its extremely difficult to access repeat funding even if the event is successful                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

Hopes that someone is surveying projects that didn't get funds                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

Grant had a huge impact in terms of encouraging further attempts at regeneration                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

The CRF input has contributed considerably to our recent level of activity and success - success   we will be able to build on.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

The end product of this project has given the community a real lift.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

Thank you and the fund                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

Although the grant was only for the Feasibility Study - its effect could be wide ranging, if we are able to achieve the whole project                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

Told q're wd take 10 minutes - only if you don't write anything!  Thanks for funding - made a good event great!                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

Funding for this post has been key in helping us to lever more money to the whole project                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

This form has little relevance to existing voluntary groups                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
Appendix C: CASE STUDIES – Assisted Projects

	Case Study 1

Applicant: Kirkconnel Parish Heritage Society

Project Name (reference): Enterprising Heritage Projects (2CFMD11)

Grant Awarded: £39,664
Rationale: Kirkconnel village has high levels of unemployment and deprivation and is losing population.  

Objectives: “to preserve the history of Kirkconnel Parish for future generations”. It aims to encourage community ownership, co-operative activity and a broader vision for the village through a number of different activities and projects. 

Activities: The Society has a Heritage Base where residents and visitors can access photographs, documents, artefacts and books depicting the history of Kirkconnel. The Society assists in sourcing funding for community ideas, and provide photocopying services, photograph restoration and video editing. The organisation also works with local guilds, church groups and youth groups, giving presentations on local heritage and publishing books on the area’s history. Another important aspect of the Society’s work is environmental improvements in and around the village, creating a riverbank pathway and restoring and highlighting heritage sites through interpretation boards and commemorative walls. 


	Case Study 2

Applicant: Dumfries and Galloway Chamber of Commerce

Project Name (reference): Marketing and Development of Chamber of Commerce 





(5CFMD05)

Grant Awarded: £15,000
Rationale: The Chamber’s members were predominantly from Dumfries and the organisation did not feel that it was effectively serving businesses in other parts of the region. The organisation was run by one volunteer who required administration and marketing support and funding. 

Objectives: to enable the Chamber to develop and serve the needs and interests of the local business community more effectively. The project aimed to support as many of the 6.000 businesses in the region as possible. It also sought to develop the rural economy and respond to the specific needs and desires of individual companies.

Activities: Employment loss and business development seminars; assisting with Certificates of Origin for exporting companies; promoting the organisation to increase membership. The Chamber would also like to create an online business directory that can be updated by businesses themselves.          




	Case Study 3

Applicant: Dalbeattie Community Initiative

Project Name (reference): Dalbeattie Learning Shop (4CFMD05)

Grant Awarded: £40,000
Rationale: to provide a permanent IT training and drop-in resource for the local community

Objectives: to address the training needs of the local community and increase skills for social use and to encourage people into further education and employment.

Activities: training through online and distance learning courses with Dumfries College, with access for disabled learners; provision of a meeting place to socialise; meeting space for local community groups and office space for Development Officers; services to local businesses; Skills Audit. 


	Case Study 4

Applicant: Isle Futures

Project Name (reference): Research & Development Plan (4CFMD10)

Grant Awarded: £32,381
Rationale: to identify community, business and visitor needs of the Isle of Whithorn. The Isle has a regeneration company that had a strategic vision and outline ideas, but did not have funding to carryout baseline research and undertake marketing and networking to bring the ideas to fruition.

Objectives: to improve the economic, social and environmental quality of life of the Isle of Whithorn; to provide better access to services for local businesses and community members; to increase community confidence. 

Activities: holding community events; co-ordinating and managing a range of projects; providing information; improving access to services; production of a development plan and marketing and funding strategy; production of new tourism products; production of a video to promote the area; dissemination of good practice. 


Appendix D: CASE STUDIES – OTher Funds

1. The Highland Council: Community Development Project Initiative 

Aim

The Community Development Project Initiative (CDFI) provides grant assistance to community led economic development projects that aid economic regeneration and employment in the Highlands.

Fund Size and Source

The total Fund is circa. £442,000 p.a. with all funds provided by Highland Council.

Eligibility

Applicant projects must be non-profit-making community groups and initiatives, which demonstrate some or all of the following features:

· shows a considerable level of community involvement and benefit;

· makes a positive contribution to the local community and economy; 

· can provide evidence of having obtained matching funding; and

· provides additional employment opportunities.

Targeting

Funds are available throughout the Highlands area, although the initiative seeks where possible to support proposals from areas with limited access to funds.
Award Size

Awards are limited to a maximum of £10,000, with applications under £5,000 decided locally. 

Match Funding

Aplicants must demonstrate that projects have attracted match funding.

Management and Administration

The Fund is co-ordinated and administered by Highlands Council. Applications are submitted to the Area Development Manager on a rolling basis for initial assessment. Eligible projects are referred to the Area economic Development Chairman and local member for the Council award for decision. 

Additional support for applicants 

Only limited support is available through local authority area managers.
2. Glasgow Alliance: The Glasgow Key Fund

Aim

The Key Fund is designed to enable small, community-led organisations to make use of European Funds for local, economically focused projects.

Fund Size and Source

The total Fund is £2.5 million over 3 years, with Funds packaged from the West of Scotland Objective 2 Programme and ring fenced Social Inclusion Partnership (SIP) funding.  

Eligibility

Applicant projects must be non-profit-making community groups and initiatives, which have not previously been in receipt of EU Structural funds. Applicant organisations must operate within a Glasgow SIP area. Projects must represent new and additional activity and demonstrate a clear economic focus. Only one grant award can be held by an organisation at any one time.

Targeting

Funds are available to eligible project activity within 8 targeted Glasgow SIP areas, with approvals closely aligned to the local inclusion/regeneration strategy for each area.

Award Size

Awards are limited to a maximum of £30,000, with average grants in the region of £18,000 - £20,000.

Match Funding

There is no requirement for match funding. 

Management and Administration 

The co-ordination and administration of the Glasgow Key Fund is the responsibility of a separate trading company established by Glasgow Alliance. Quarterly funding deadlines are set for applications. Responsibility for Fund promotion, appraisal and monitoring is the responsibility of local SIPs – with central support from a central Key Fund Officer. 

Additional support for applicants 

Capacity building support is available to assisted groups through an appropriate organisation designated in each SIP area e.g. the Glasgow Local Development Company Network. Limited technical support is also available from SIP teams.
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