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1. Introduction
1.1 Background

The Dormant Bank and Building Society Accounts Bill is currently progressing through the UK Parliament. This will lead to money from dormant bank and building society accounts -defined as a period of 15 years during which the customer has not initiated any activity on the account – becoming available to the Third Sector. 

In England the assets will be distributed among defined priority areas of: providing opportunities for young people, improving financial inclusion and supporting institutions involved in social lending. However, the UK Bill states that it is the responsibility of Scottish Ministers to set the priorities for the Scottish share of the funds. 

It is estimated that Scotland’s share for investment in the Third Sector will be approximately £40m initially, coming from all bank accounts which are currently dormant, followed by a much smaller sum of money each year as additional bank accounts become dormant. The UK Bill states that the money will be distributed by The BIG Lottery Fund (Scotland).

To inform the decision regarding how to use the money which will become available in Scotland, the Scottish Government ran a formal consultation process to encourage a wider debate on the potential uses of the Fund. The consultation process comprised of:

· A series of four consultation events which were held in Paisley (13/6/08), Galashiels (30/6/08), Aberdeen (7/7/08) and Fort William (11/7/08). These events were facilitated and recorded using the ‘mind mapping’ technique, which enabled the comments from delegates to be recorded and shown on screen in real time;
· An official Scottish Government written consultation period, which ran from 16/06/08 to 08/09/08. Respondents could submit their response through a questionnaire on the Scottish Government website, or send a written response via email or post. A total of 76 written responses were received. A full list of respondents is provided in appendix 1; and
· An online survey conducted by the Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations (SCVO). 
This report presents a summary of both the feedback from the consultation events and the written submissions received by the Scottish Government. The findings of the SCVO survey are reported separately.

1.2 Consultation questions
Both the events and the written consultation survey were based around six key questions. Some questions provided illustrative examples, but all required an open text response rather than a single or multiple choice. The questions were:

· Q1. What should be the governing principles of the Fund?
· Q2. Which of the funding models set out in the BIG paper would be most valuable for the third sector?

· Grants*
· Trust Fund*
· Loans*
· Contracts*

· Other

 (* each of these options was explained in a more detail in a briefing paper, prepared by the BIG Lottery Fund, which was made available to event participants and consultation respondents.)

· Q3 Should the Fund be used for a particular type or mix of funding? – e.g. 

· Capital and/or revenue 

· Short or longer term investments 

· A particular size/range of investments

· Particularly innovative uses … or for use beyond innovation funding
· Community development endowments for the most disadvantaged areas or groups?

· Q4. What sorts of timescales should be set for the release of the estimated £40m? - e.g. 

· £40m over 2 years or £10m per year for 4 years

· Smaller amounts into perpetuity - e.g., an endowment release of £2m per year could offer £100,000 for 20 organisations, or £50,000 for 40 organisations.

· Q5.  Should the Fund be used for a particular purpose that would apply across the sector? – e.g. 

· Capacity building

· Governance training 

· Public policy research 

· Organisational growth

· Modernisation

· Improvement

· Q6. Are there particular priority areas where the Fund could make the most impact?

Additionally, the written consultation included a seventh question providing an opportunity for respondents to add any additional comments not covered elsewhere in their response.
1.3 About the analysis and this report
Written response analysis

The answers provided to each question were coded by Rocket Science UK Ltd.  As with most consultations, there was a degree of overlap between responses to individual questions. Additionally, there were also a number of multi-codes to some questions, with respondents making several different points in their answer.

Where open written responses were received, every effort was made to fit the responses to specific questions using the knowledge and experience of the staff at Rocket Science.
A summary of the analysis of each question is provided in section 2. In general, specific points made by only one or two respondents are not included in the summary. All percentages, unless otherwise stated, reflect the total number of responses to each question rather than the total number of responses received (76), as not all respondents answered each question.

Event feedback

As stated earlier, the feedback from the events was recorded in real time using the ‘mind mapping’ technique. Section 3 presents a summary of the common themes in the feedback on each question across all four consultation events. The full mind maps from each event are available separately.

Section 4 presents a brief overall summary of the key issues arising from the both the events and written responses.

2. Written consultation summary

2.1 Governing principles

	Specific question wording:
	“Q1. What should be the governing principles of the Fund?”

	Number of respondents (% of total):
	69 (91%)


Principles

The single most common response in relation to governing principles, identified in 26% of responses, was a plea that the funding through the Dormant Bank and Building Society Accounts Bill should be clearly identified as new and additional funding for the Third Sector. There was an underlying concern that this funding may be used to replace existing funding for the Third Sector from the statutory sector or other funders.

Eleven people (16%) identified inclusiveness as a principle, stating that the fund should be open to all of the Third Sector and not restricted to particular geographies, organisation types and/or themes. Complementary principles indentified by respondents related to equity (6%) and fairness (4%). However, five respondents (7%) were opposed to an open access fund, suggesting instead that the money should be targeted at particular priorities to ensure that the impact was not diluted by ‘spreading it too thinly’.
Nine people (13%) said that the fund should encourage organisations that receive funds to become sustainable. Additionally, four people (6%) suggested that it was important that the fund itself was sustainable, as a long-term resource for the Third Sector. Three people (4%) specifically suggested the need to invest the fund to generate long-term returns.
Eight people (12%) highlighted the need for the funding to be used to deliver outcomes and maximise impact.

Seven people (10%) said that all aspects of the operation and management of the fund should be characterised by transparency.

Other commonly identified principles included:

· Using the fund to take risks and encourage innovation (7%) – although there were many other respondents who indicated that they were opposed to a focus on innovation in their answers to other questions;

· Encouraging effective partnerships (7%);

· Ensuring the fund is used to leave a lasting legacy (7%);

· That there is a focus on promoting equalities (6%);

· The activities funded are effectively monitored and evaluated to ascertain their impact;

· Enabling organisations to be flexible in the way they deliver (4%); and

· That best value is achieved through the use of the fund (3%).
Activities

While this question specifically related to the governing principles of the fund, 57% of responses highlighted particular types of activities that the fund should be used to support. Young people and youth work was the most commonly identified theme, highlighted by 25% of respondents to this particular question. Other common activities suggested included:

· Supporting volunteering and volunteers (7%);

· Promoting financial inclusion (7%);

· Supporting new and/or small social enterprises (3%).

More generally, five people (7%) suggested that the fund should be used to continue the work of ‘tried and tested’ and effective projects, which often struggle to secure funding because many funders look for new and innovative projects. Two people (3%) explicitly suggested that the fund should be used to support the core costs of successful organisations.
Criteria

32% of respondents also made suggestions related to the eligibility criteria for organisations to access the fund.

In terms of the types of organisations eligible to apply, nine people (13%) commented on the need for the fund to only go to traditional third sector organisations. Underlying this was a concern that some local authority services could access the fund as a result of departments which have gained charitable status through arms length management organisations, such as leisure trusts. Five people (7%) suggested a preference for the fund to be available to all sizes of organisations, and have no income-related bar. However, two people (3%) said that the fund should be restricted to smaller organisations only.

There were also contradictions in terms of targeting the fund at areas of deprivation. Four people (6%) said that the fund should be targeted at the most deprived areas or poorest communities, while two (3%) were not supportive of any form of geographical targeting.
Management of the fund

29% of respondents made comments related to the way they would like to see the fund managed. Common suggestions included:

· The need to involve young people in the decision making process (7%);

· The need for some form of local input to the allocation of the funds, or for the  funds to be used flexibly to meet local priorities (7%);

· That there should be no political influence over the allocation of the funds (6%) – although five people (7%) did say that the fund should be used to complement existing policy and strategy;

· Involving third sector representatives in the decision making process (4%);

· That grant management should be sub-contracted to organisations with particular expertise in the relevant thematic area (4%);

· That the process and priorities for the fund should be regularly reviewed (3%).

Two people (3%) expressed a specific concern that using BIG as the managing agent for the fund might exclude particular organisations from applying (e.g. faith based charities).

More generally, two people (3%) commented on the need to ensure that every possible step was taken to identify the owners of the dormant bank and building society accounts before the money was released to the fund.

Application process

One quarter of respondents commented on the application process. It was commonly suggested that the application process should be as simple as possible, as appropriate  to the size of the application (19%). Similarly seven people (10%) stressed the importance of the fund being easy to access.

2.2 Funding models

	Specific question wording:
	“Q2. Which of the funding models set out in the BIG paper would be most valuable for the third sector?

· Grants

· Trust Fund

· Loans

· Contracts

· Other”

	Number of respondents (% of total):
	67 (88%)


Proposed funding models

The graph below shows the proportion of respondents who explicitly stated a measure of support or opposition to each of the proposed funding models. It is worth pointing out that the majority of respondents made no explicit reference to funding models other than grants.
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Clearly the vast majority of respondents (82%) were in favour of the fund being used to provide grants to organisations. Only one respondent was unsupportive of the grants model, and this was specifically in relation to using the fund to be given away in ‘dribs and drabs’ in a small grants programme.

Nineteen people (28%) supported the idea that some or all of the fund should be put into a Trust Fund in order to generate long-term income. The two people (3%) who disagreed with this approach believed there was not enough money available for a sustainable Trust Fund. Six people (9%) said that funding was required immediately, due to the reduction of funding available from other sources and/or to enable organisations to meet identified needs, and therefore a slow release investment model was not appropriate.

An equal number of respondents (12%) were supportive and unsupportive of loans. Those that were supportive highlighted the value of low costs loans to social enterprises and the potential to keep the fund sustained over a long period. Those unsupportive of loans suggested that it would exclude many organisations from applying, either because of their constitution or the fact that they would not be able to generate enough income to repay loans. The comments were broadly the same in relation to the suitability of contracts. One respondent said that more clarity was needed on the contract option in relation to the fund.

12 respondents (18%) stated that there should be a mix of funding available – grants and loans in particular – depending on the applying organisations’ needs.

Other suggestions included:

· Long-term grants and/or endowment funds for organisations (12%) – in order to secure the continuation of organisations;

· Seedcorn funding for organisation start-ups (6%);

· Consultancy and capacity building support for organisations (5%);

· Community-owned endowment funds in deprived areas (3%); and

· Patient capital (1%).

Some respondents also made comments related to the process of allocating funding. Many expressed a desire for any grant process to be simple and easy to access (19%), as highlighted throughout the responses to many questions. Three people also indicated there was a need for people with expertise in their field (e.g. voluntary sector, social enterprise) to be involved in assessing bids (5%). Three other people went further than this with the suggestion that grant management should be subcontracted to an intermediary or representative organisation.

2.3 Type and mix of funding

	Specific question wording:
	“Q3 Should the Fund be used for a particular type or mix of funding? – e.g. 

· Capital and/or revenue 

· Short or longer term investments 

· A particular size/range of investments

· Particularly innovative uses … or for use beyond innovation funding
· Community development endowments for the most disadvantaged areas or groups?”

	Number of respondents (% of total):
	69 (91%)


Proposed funding type / mix

The graph below shows the proportion of respondents who explicitly stated a measure of support or opposition to each of the proposed funding types.
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Revenue funding was the most popular type of funding, supported by 55% of respondents. A slightly smaller number (51%) supported capital funding. The majority of people indicated both capital and revenue funding would be useful, rather than having one or the other. Two people (3%) commented that capital funding was currently easier than revenue funding to obtain from other funders, and therefore the focus should be more on the latter, with one additional respondent simply stating the fund should be skewed more towards revenue than capital.

In relation to revenue funding, four people (6%) said the fund should aim to support successful organisations’ core costs.

Respondents interpreted the term ‘investments’ differently. Some people referred to long-term investments in relation to investing the fund itself over the long-term. However, many more (19%) indicated that they would like to see the fund supporting individual organisations over a long period (i.e. three years or more).

16% of people agreed with community development endowments, but, as in relation to other areas of the survey, there was a divergence of opinion in relation to whether the fund should have a focus specifically on disadvantage. Five people (7%) said that the fund should target disadvantage, while another five people (7%) said it should not.

30% of people indicated that there should be a mix of funding types available, and that it should be able to be used flexibly according to the applying organisations’ needs.

2.4 Timescales

	Specific question wording:
	“Q4. What sorts of timescales should be set for the release of the estimated 
£40m? - e.g. 
· £40m over 2 years or £10m per year for 4 years
· Smaller amounts into perpetuity - e.g., an endowment release of £2m per year could offer £100,000 for 20 organisations, or £50,000 for 40 organisations.”

	Number of respondents (% of total):
	65 (86%)


There were a variety of different opinions as to the timescale for the release of the funds. The numbers preferring each option are shown in the table below.

	Timescale
	No. of respondents preference (%)

	£10m per year over 4 years

	15 (23%)

	Investing the fund and releasing smaller amounts into perpetuity
	13 (20%)

	£40m over 2 years / spending large initial sum quickly
	12 (19%)

	Spend some of the initial money immediately and invest the rest for long-term income
	7 (11%)


Other comments made by more than one individual included:

· 3 respondents (5%) made a specific comment that they were opposed to spending a large sum up-front over a short period (e.g. spending the £40m over 2 years);

· 3 respondents (5%) said there should be no restriction on the timescale, making all the money available up-front and using it when appropriate applications are received; and

· 3 respondents (5%) commented that they thought the fund should be spent as smaller amounts for a larger number of organisations over a longer-term, rather than spending it quickly as a large grants programme.

There were also a wide range of other potential timescales described by individual respondents (e.g. £4m over 10 years, £5m over 8 years, etc.). Some other individual respondents also highlighted different funding models which would necessitate a different timescale if they were chosen instead of a traditional grants model (e.g. endowments to organisations, investment in infrastructure and assets).

2.5 Cross sector purpose

	Specific question wording:
	“Q5.  Should the Fund be used for a particular purpose that would apply across the sector? – e.g. 
· Capacity building
· Governance training 
· Public policy research 
· Organisational growth
· Modernisation
· Improvement”

	Number of respondents (% of total):
	65 (84%)


Proposed purposes

There were mixed views on whether the fund should be used for a particular cross sector purpose. Overall, 22 people (34%) were explicitly supportive of the fund being used for either one or all of the proposed areas of cross sector support. However, 15 people (23%) said that the fund should not be used for a cross-sector purpose, with many people suggesting that a cross sector fund would have little impact and/or a targeted programme would have a greater impact (9%). 3 respondents (5%) also indicated that there were already funds available to support similar types of organisational development issues across the whole sector.

The graph below shows the proportion of question respondents who were explicitly supportive of each of the proposed areas.
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Clearly capacity building was the area most favoured by respondents (22%). Only two people (3%) expressed an interest in the fund being used to support governance training, while no-one supportive of the fund being used for public policy research. Five people (8%) were opposed to the use of the fund for public policy research, stating that was either too specific or was a role being fulfilled by other means.

Other areas to support

Additionally, there were many comments in response to this question which identified other activities or areas where investment is required, which could form part of the purpose of the fund. Suggestions included:

· Supporting young people (17%);

· Supporting organisations through providing core funding (6%);

· Supporting staff training and development (6%);

· Upgrading premises or assets, such as IT systems (6%);

· Improving community buildings and/or supporting community ownership (5%); and

· Involving and supporting volunteers (5%).

More generally, some respondents highlighted broader themes which should underpin the use of the fund. Common themes included:

· Having a focus on funding service delivery and/or what the impact on communities/beneficiaries will be, rather than on the organisations (11%);

· Empowering communities and/or young people (9%);

· Sustaining effective projects and programmes (9%); and

· Having a focus on outcomes and meeting identified needs (5%).

Four people (6%) suggested that the fund should be completely open to all organisations, and not restrict applicants to particular activities or themes.
2.6 Priority areas

	Specific question wording:
	“Q6. Are there particular priority areas where the Fund could make the most impact?

	Number of respondents (% of total):
	73 (96%)


The most common response to this question was that young people and/or youth work was an area in which the fund could have the most impact. This was identified as a priority by 41% of question respondents. Some responses provided extensive justification for highlighting work with young people as a priority, with comments including the oversubscription of other funds available, the potential impact of investing in services for young people and links to existing policies and strategies. Other responses were more concise, highlighting services for young people as the main priority area, or one of several key priorities for the fund.

There were also over forty other specific thematic areas highlighted as priorities, although the majority were only indentified by individual respondents. The areas identified by more than one respondent, other than work with young people, included:

· Financial inclusion (8%);
· Children / early years (8%);
· Older people
 (5%);
· Training and employability services (5%);
· Anti-social behaviour and community safety (4%);
· Disabilities and/or carers (4%);
· Equalities (4%);
· Health inequalities (3%);
· Healthy living (3%); and
· Environment (3%).
While the majority of respondents indicated one or more priority areas for the fund to be targeted at, twelve responses (16%) specifically stated that they would like an unrestricted fund, not targeted at any specific themes, groups or areas. However, three respondents (4%) made a specific plea for the fund to be targeted at one or more priority themes in order to prevent the money from being ‘spread too thinly’.

Some respondents made broader, more generalised comments in relation to the types of activities to be funded. Common themes included:

· Focus on the most disadvantaged and deprived communities (12%);

· Flexibility in the priorities of the fund to enable local priorities to be met (5%);

· Improving services for those in rural areas (5%);

· Focus on funding small, local projects (5%);

· Funding activity which is currently "unfunded" or unpopular with the public (4%); and

· Encouraging partnership activity (3%).

2.7 Other issues
	Specific question wording:
	“Q7. Please use the space below to make any other points.”

	Number of respondents (% of total):
	47 (62%)


Some organisations used the ‘other points’ box to enter background information about their organisation or include contact details. However, there were a range of specific points raised, most of which reinforced or restated particular issues raised elsewhere in their response.

Topics highlighted by more than one respondent included:

· The need to fund services for children and/or young people (15%);

· The desire to see the fund open to the entire Third Sector and not be restricted to particular topics or themes (11%);

· The need to fund organisations that do not fit into existing funding streams (9%);

· The need for funding for local community buildings (4%);

· Allow all organisations to apply and judge funding decisions on the demonstration of need and outcomes (4%);

· The need to align this fund with other funding streams (4%);
· The need for a simple and clear application process (4%);

· The need for funding for community led regeneration (4%); and 

· The need to focus on long term change as a result of this fund (4%).
3. Event feedback summary

This section presents a summary of common issues raised across the four consultation events. The full mind maps for each event are available separately from this report.

Timescales for the release of the estimated £40m

In relation to timescales, the idea of investing the majority of the initial £40m fund at the outset was discussed at all the consultation events. Some participants believed this would ensure sustainable income to enable the fund continue over the long-term, avoiding a large short-term injection of money to the sector which would be unsustainable. However, other participants were concerned that a long-term fund would miss a unique opportunity to make a significant immediate impact and support services which are currently struggling in an adverse funding environment.

As a result of this debate, participants suggested that there was a balance to be struck between meeting immediate priorities and ensuring a sustainable fund. There was a perceived opportunity to use part of the initial £40m available to create a sizeable programme at the outset, along with a complementary programme which would see a portion of the funding invested to generate income in the long-term. There were, however, differing views on what proportion of the initial funds that should be spent in the short-term and what proportion that should be invested. This ranged from spending a tenth to two-thirds immediately.

Other common issues raised included:

· As well as ensuring the sustainability of the fund, many participants highlighted the need to ensure that the fund results in long-term grants to individual organisations;

· The issue of the capacity of small organisations to apply was frequently raised, and it was suggested that the majority of the fund should not be spent immediately, in order to ensure that all groups have the necessary time and skills to access the funding; and

· Some people suggested that the fund should be based more on local priorities, and therefore the timescales would need to be flexible, depending on the needs of local areas.
Funding models

Many participants suggested that a grants approach would be the most valuable funding model for the majority of the Third Sector. It was highlighted that many services will never be able to generate enough income to make them sustainable, due to the nature of their work and client groups, and it would be important to support these organisations to enable them to continue their work. Again, the importance of long-term grants for organisations was frequently raised.

There was very little explicit discussion about a trust fund approach, however, much of the discussion on timescales was related to investing to generate income, as discussed earlier. There was some suggestion that the fund could be used to provide small endowments to individual organisations.

There was some debate regarding the appropriateness of providing loans through the fund. On the positive side, some suggested that low cost loans would be valuable to social enterprises, to enable organisations to access funding which is paid in arrears (e.g. ESF funds) and to finance capital developments. Additionally, a loans approach would ensure money was ‘recycled’ and the fund was sustainable. However, others commented that the majority of Third Sector organisations could not access loans either due to restrictions in their constitution or inability to generate income to make repayments. Some suggested that there was scope for the fund to be used for a mix of grants and loans, depending on demand.

Supporting credit unions and/or supporting individuals in poverty was another issue raised in relation to the discussions of funding models. There was some suggestion that the fund could be used to underpin risk for credit unions to enable them to expand their service.

Type and mix of funding

There was very little specific discussion at the evens in relation to the particular type and mix of funding. There was some suggestion that a small portion of the fund could be used for capital projects, although it was noted that the total fund would not go far if used for this purpose. 

The issue of supporting organisations by providing core funding was commonly raised, with many participants noting that it was difficult for many organisations to currently cover these costs through other funding. There was a desire to see this fund support the core costs of successful organisations to enable them to continue to deliver effective services.

Using the fund for a cross sector purpose

There were a wide range of cross sector purposes identified by participants. Many people thought that the fund could be used to support the range of areas included in the consultation background paper: capacity building, governance training, organisational growth, modernisation and improvement. Capacity building in particular was an area which struck a chord with many participants, with several highlighting the difficulties currently faced in securing funding for this. It was acknowledged that there is a need to invest in organisations to enable them to achieve better outcomes.

Other common cross sector purposes included:

· Workforce development and training;

· Fundraising capacity;

· Monitoring and evaluation;

· Supporting volunteers and volunteer involvement; and 

· Funding innovation.

However, some participants were opposed to creating a fund which would apply across the sector. There were two key components of this concern:

· Firstly, there was a view that the initial sum of £40m is not a significant sum of money to spread across the whole Third Sector, and it may be ‘spread too thin’ if it was widely available; and

· Secondly, there was concern that a cross sector purpose would focus on organisational issues and take valuable resources away from the direct delivery of services.

More generally, some participants commented that if the fund was to be used for a cross sector purpose, it would need to be clearly justified, to ensure that it was not duplicating work funded through other sources (e.g. the role of Councils of Voluntary Service in capacity building or the role of Scottish Enterprise in business support).

Priority areas where the Fund could make the most impact

The most commonly identified priority area was youth work and work with children and young people. It was suggested that this is an under-funded area, and existing funds have been over-subscribed.

There were also a wide range of other priority areas identified, including, but not limited to: older people, families, the environment, disabilities and mental health. 

Some people suggested that there should be a mechanism for the fund to meet locally identified priorities, either through local assessment panels or local input to a national panel.
However, there was a contrast between those who identified particular priorities and those who believed the fund should be as open as possible. Many people said that the fund should avoid being exclusive, and not be targeted at particular themes or geographical areas, and instead focus on broader outcomes, such as the benefits to communities.

Governing principles

A wide range of governing principles were identified across the events. The most commonly identified principles included:

· Ensuring that any grants programme is simple and accessible;
· That any financial investments are made using ethical principles;
· That the funding is truly additional to existing funding, and is not used to scale down investment from other sources;

· That the both the fund and the organisations that are funded are sustainable;
· That the programme is reactive to needs rather than prescriptive;
· That the fund achieves clear outcomes and has the maximum impact; and

· That there is a focus on funding effective services rather than purely innovation.
However, there was some disagreement around particular issues in relation to governing principles, such as:

· Whether the fund should be accessible only to small organisations;
· Whether the fund should have a particular focus on deprivation; and

· Whether the fund should be targeted at priority themes or open to all.
4. Overall summary

The feedback received from both the consultation events and written responses were broadly consistent, with some clear messages emerging. It was commonly suggested that the governing principles should incorporate:


· A clear articulation that this fund is new and additional and will not be used to replace, in part or in whole, funding for the Third Sector from any other sources;

· A focus on sustainability - both in terms of maximising the life of the fund itself and securing the long-term future of successful organisations;

· An aim to achieve clear outcomes and maximise impact;

· Simple and accessible information, applications and monitoring processes;

· Transparency in the management of the fund;

· Involvement of the sector in assessment (including beneficiaries where appropriate);

· Development of programmes which are needs-led rather than prescriptive; and

· A guarantee that any financial investments are made ethically.

A grants based approach is the most commonly favoured funding model. However, there is scope to maximise the sustainability of fund by investing a proportion of it to generate long-term income; views on the proportion to be invested ranged from around 30% to 90%. A mix of other types of funding, including loans and endowment funds for individual organisations, would be welcomed by some of the sector.

There is scope for the fund to offer both capital and revenue funding, although there is a greater demand for the latter. Much of the sector call for a fund which can meet the core costs of successful organisations.

There is some appetite for a cross sector purpose for the fund, with a focus on a broad range of activity which will support organisations and their development.

In relation to priority areas, there is evidence of a significant demand for a proportion of the funding to be directed towards youth work and work with young people.
However, while there is consistency in some of the feedback across those responding to the consultation, there is also evidence of disagreement on which type of organisations and activities should be funded. These contradictions relate to:   
· Whether the fund should be as open and inclusive as possible, or be targeted at particular priority themes or areas in order to maximise impact;
· Similarly, whether the fund should focus on identified areas of deprivation, as opposed to being as open as possible and allowing the applying organisations to evidence need;
· Whether the fund should be used to complement existing policies, strategies and plans, or whether it should be unconstrained; and
· Whether it should focus on funding smaller organisations, or have no restriction on the size of organisation this fund can benefit.
Appendix

A1: List of written consultation respondents

A total of 76 valid written responses were received by the Scottish Government. This comprised of 14 responses from individuals and 62 responses from the following organisations/groups:

· Aberlour

· Age Concern Scotland

· Argyll and Bute Council

· Barnardos Scotland

· Bridge Community Centre

· Caledonia Youth

· Charleston twa semmies, youth group

· Citizens Advice Scotland

· Community Transport Association

· Co-operation and Mutuality Scotland

· Culture and Sport Glasgow

· Duchan Dial-a-Community Bus

· Falkirk Council and Community Planning Partnership

· Firstport for Social Entrepreneurs Scotland Ltd

· geoHeritage Fife

· Girlguiding Scotland

· Glasgow Anti Racist Alliance (GARA)

· Glasgow Community & Safety Services (GCSS)

· Glasgow Mentoring Network and Scottish Mentoring Network

· Grampian Support Forum for Credit Unions

· Harris Voluntary Service

· Hawthorn Housing Co-operative

· Healthy Valleys

· Highlands and Islands Enterprise

· Hillcrest Housing Association

· Inverclyde Council Financial Inclusion Partnership

· Kirkcaldy YMCA

· LGBT Youth Scotland

· Local People Leading - campaign for a strong and independent community sector

· Loud n Proud

· Moffat and District Community Initiative

· North Lanarkshire Council

· Perth & Kinross Council

· Play Scotland

· Relate Tayside (previously Couple Counselling Tayside)

· Renfrewshire, Inverclyde, East Renfrewshire Social Economy Partnership

· RYA Scotland

· Save By The Bell

· Scottish Arts Council

· Scottish Church Heritage Research

· Scottish Outdoor Education Centres

· Scottish Pre-school Play Association

· Scottish Refugee Council

· Scottish Social Enterprise Coalition

· SCVO

· Skye & Lochalsh Council for Voluntary Organisations

· The Boys Brigade

· The Boys' Brigade Glasgow Battalion

· The Discovery Award Association (Scotland)

· The Food Train

· The National Trust for Scotland

· The Scottish Council The Scout Association

· The Wise Group

· Victim Support Scotland

· Voluntary Arts Scotland

· Volunteer Development Scotland

· West Dunbartonshire CVS

· WRVS

· YMCA Scotland

· Youth Buzz (North Lanarkshire Youth Council)

· Youth Scotland

· YouthLink Scotland
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