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Waste Watch Submission to HM Treasury Futurebuilders Consultation
1. Introduction
1.1
Waste Watch is a leading UK NGO promoting sustainable resource use with a focus on the “3Rs” - waste reduction, reuse and recycling.  Waste Watch has over 400 members drawn from a wide cross-section of local authorities, the community and social economy sector, business, other agencies and individuals.  Waste Watch is supported nationally by funding from the Department of the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs’ Environmental Action Fund, together with a range of corporate supporters, our membership and income from paid for consultancy work, carried out via a wholly owned trading company. Much of the latter is directly contracted service delivery work with local authorities. Until the end of March 2003 we also received project funding via waste management companies from the landfill tax credit scheme.
1.2
Waste Watch’s expertise lies in communication, education and information-provision relating to waste and resource issues, although a relatively recent restructuring of activities has also resulted in the embryonic development of a Policy, Research and Information team. The team represents a stronger link between information collection, provision, research and policy activities. In making this submission we are primarily drawing upon our expertise in, and commenting in relation to two of the four priority service areas to which futurebuilders will contribute, i.e. education and learning and support for children and young people.  

2. General Comments
2.1 Waste Watch welcomes the proposals for the futurebuilders fund both because of the additional financial resources it brings for the sector and also because of the recognition that it provides for the community and voluntary sector (CVS) in supporting public service delivery. Further mainstreaming of the compacts with local and central government will additionally enhance and recognise this role. Our only disappointment is the exclusion of ‘sustainability’ in an environmental sense from the priority service areas, as we believe that this is an area for both local and central government prioritisation, with long term benefits both locally and globally and in which an active and well supported CVS is, and could make a more valuable contribution with additional support. Aside from commenting on the priority service areas however, we would also like to make a couple of general comments:
2.2. Firstly it is vital that the sector retains its independence so that it continues to add value to, rather than try to replicate the public sector in terms of structures and methods. One of the CVS’s key strengths is an ability to operate in areas and reach communities where government and its other agencies may have more difficulty. We therefore welcome the guideline “respecting the independence of the sector” and suggest that further mechanisms to ensure that this independence is not compromised will be important. Building in such mechanisms is vital to encourage all parts of the CVS to apply to the fund and for ensuring that the potential for the fund to divide the sector into those who are seen as funded ‘agents of government’ and those who are not is avoided. In practice this may mean that:
· There is an allowance and focus on funding innovative work, which may not immediately be seen to directly support government’s short term priorities, but which can be seen to be beneficial for the longer term. (See profile of Waste Watch’s Schools Waste Action Club, (SWAC) below).
· That the fund has a clear remit to finance smaller projects too – linking to the work of the ACU.
· That learning outcomes from projects are shared. 

· That joint working between different parts of the CVS and between different sizes and types of organisation is actively encouraged.

Waste Watch’s SWAC – A Funding Case Study


SWAC is not the sort of project to be funded by futurebuilders, but is illustrative of a funding approach and of the potential longer term benefits of funding small-scale projects at an early stage.



Initially funded by a 2-year regional grant from DEFRA’s Environmental Action Fund, SWAC was piloted in Stockport and York local authority areas. The money provided for a Waste Watch schools outreach worker, based in the host local authority to deliver both curriculum based waste education work and advice to schools to achieve a tangible reduction in the amount of waste they sent to disposal. With match funding via the landfill tax credit scheme the projects were such a success that they were continued beyond the initial term. Waste Watch now runs 8 SWACs around the country and has also developed a partnership and training programme to upskill  other NGOs or local authorities to deliver similar projects (we currently have an additional 12 local authorities represented on this scheme). In terms of outcomes SWACs are delivering a 30 – 80% reduction in waste to disposal from participating schools and reaching between over 200 schools each year. In addition, via the training programme we are potentially reaching a further 200 schools. Initially ESD (Education for Sustainable Development) was not a government priority and waste education was a low priority at both local and central government levels. Now, however it is a key government theme and the benefits of supporting an initial programme, developed locally, is now having much wider impacts on a national scale. The long term environmental education benefits of the project are currently being reviewed as part of a PhD study into the impact of the programme.
2.3 Secondly we recommend that the role of umbrella organisations is recognised in the establishment of the fund. Umbrella groups have a vital role to play in both information dissemination about the fund itself and also in encouraging joint bidding and working. The consortia approach to the distribution of a couple of new opportunities fund (NOF) lottery programmes with which Waste Watch is involved pay testament to the success of this approach and of the value of engaging with umbrella groups. 
2.4 Lastly, the consultation document says little about evaluation. It will be vital for both ensuring the continuation of funding into the longer term and also for project beneficiaries to have some method of and access to, evaluation mechanisms and criteria. Again the lottery distribution agencies have some good approaches which could be reviewed/used. It is also important that evaluation results are published and lessons learnt for future years – both good and bad.

3. The nine proposed principles – Chapter 2

3.1 
We support the nine guiding principles for the fund listed in the consultation document. As guiding principles it might however be helpful if they were grouped into sections and potentially weighted. This would both aid clarity for applicants and help prioritise the award of the money as this will undoubtedly be a heavily over-subscribed fund.

3.2
The guiding principles do help to meet the three objectives of:


- removing obstacles to efficient service delivery


- modernising for the long term


- increasing the scale and scope of service delivery for the voluntary sector

However, we would also suggest that ‘innovation’ should be included in the principles particularly to help meet the last objective of increasing the scale and scope of the work carried out by the CVS. 

3.3 We have already suggested above that ‘innovation’ should be included as a principle for the fund. 
3.4 We also suggest that the interpretation of ‘stretching’ the money should be quite broad. It could include stretching in terms of both match funding but also in terms of value for money/potential benefits/replicability to other organisations. 
3.5 Another guiding principle should be that all funded projects should have some requirement to evaluate their work and spread learning/report on the results of their activity. 
3.6 The three most important principles, in our view are:

· improving outcomes for users (iii)

· spreading learning and good practice (ix)

· investing strategically (vi)

4. Priority Service Areas – Chapter 3

4.1 We do not think there should be further targeting on specific areas within the four broader categories. It will be best to keep the areas as broad as possible to maximise opportunities for joint working of organisations with slightly different remits and to maximise the opportunities to obtain match funding. However, it will be important to clarify what it meant by education and learning – is this life-long learning within both the formal and informal setting or will the fund be only focussed upon education and learning in the classroom? We would urge a wider definition which recognises a range of methods for learning at all stages.
4.2 We also agree with the specific areas that departments and the task groups have identified. However, given the opportunity to add in more, we would include environmental sustainability as a fifth area as this fits well into an overall quality of life matrix which relies upon a  clean, (not covered); healthy (which is covered by health and social care) and safe (which is covered by crime and social cohesion) environment. 

4.3
Futurebuilders is to contribute to four service priorities. We suggest that it should be left to applicants to demonstrate how their proposals fit into these priorities but that they should also have to demonstrate some understanding of the government’s strategy in the relevant service priority, when submitting their application. In feeding these priorities into specific criteria for the fund we also recommend that the CVS is not too rigidly tied to meeting (short term) government targets in each of the service priority areas, but that there is some allowance for and judgement about the potential longer term benefits of the proposals. It would also be possible to incorporate a requirement for project applicants to evaluate their work at the end, so that an assessment of the overall contribution of all projects to the service priority areas is also provided, but whether these are immediate contributions to current service priority targets or to longer term goals should not matter. A good example of this would be a Waste Watch SWAC project which is being evaluated for both it’s contribution to meeting government’s short term targets to recycle more household waste (where the contribution may be quite small compared to other activities) and also its contribution towards the longer term goals of educating tomorrow’s decision-makers about sustainability issues where the contribution may be more significant. 
5. Assets – Chapter 4
5.1
Spread across three years and a minimum of four major public service priorities, futurebuilders’ £100 million capital investment fund will only finance a limited quantity of capital assets. To maximise the use of this money we therefore recommend that the money is focussed upon developing some ‘exemplar’ projects which can be replicated elsewhere, that the definition of ‘capital’ is kept as broad as possible to allow funding of things that will really help to develop the capacity of the sector and that the balance between different types of assets should not be fixed. Things need to be kept as flexible as possible and the focus should be upon joint working and sharing best practice to develop projects which others can replicate elsewhere to help deliver a more efficient CVS. We agree with the ACEVO (Association of Chief Executives of Voluntary Organisations’) response that, “The “cluster” model, whereby several organisations share overhead costs through co-location, should also be favoured.”

6. Spectrum of Finance


We welcome the spectrum of finance proposed, including grants and various forms of loans. Like many NGOs we always face difficulties in raising capital to develop new services and also the resources to bid for work in some cases. The system of grant awards which favours retrospective funding supported by invoice documentation still make things difficult from a cashflow point of view for us and many other NGOs and often means that we cannot give projects the real initial blast of activity that we would ideally like if we are successful – e.g. we may need to supplement existing staff for project specific staff until we have the necessary cash received from the funder to allow us to recruit new people. Therefore any financing which helps in this respect is most welcome and we particularly welcome the “patient loan” model of funding, which should stretch the futurebuilders’ money.
7. Business Support & Administering the Fund (Chapter 5)

In our experience it is helpful to have a business support function to advise applicants, to help make an assessment of proposals and to make recommendations for support. Waste Watch has involvement in the distribution of three funds which support the sustainability agenda – the NOF SEED (Social, Economic and Environmental Development) and CRED (Community Recycling and Economic Development) programmes which distribute lottery money to community groups for environmental and recycling/reuse and composting projects and the London Recycling Fund, distributing government money to local authorities for recycling development in London. The latter two funds both have business support teams which have been used to great effect. Some of the key benefits are:

· Successfully encouraging applicants who may not normally apply – thereby improving the equitability of the funds and distribution of the money.

· Helping to network applicants and successfully funded projects which have had benefits in terms of financial savings, e.g. the shared purchasing of capital equipment for a number of funded projects.
· Publicity and PR – the business support team can aid this process.

· Speeding up the grant distribution.

· Managing expectations.

· Ensuring that only projects which meet the funding criteria and with a good chance of success get put forward for funding – i.e. efficiency benefits.

· Providing feedback for those who are unsuccessful.

Case studies of the CRED programme and London Recycling Fund are included in ACEVO’s response to the Futurebuilders’ consultation. For further information on each fund see the RSNC website: http://cred.rsnc.org and the London Waste Action site at http://londonwastewaction.org/lrf.html 
We would also recommend that the business support team primarily has a role in advising applicants and that a separate ‘steering group’ is formed to advise on the strategic direction of the fund. CRED, SEED and the London Recycling Fund have the following structures which do work well – see the table over:
Structure of three grant awarding programmes in the environmental sector
	
	Business Support Team
	External & Internal Assessors
	Steering Group
	Selection Panel

	Role
	To advise applicants
	To assess applications – internal assessors look at  eligibility only, the external assessors visit the applicants and make recommendations for funding
	Responsible for the strategic direction of the fund, resolving difficult issues, ratifying selection panel decisions and ensuring that the fund is working well
	To decide which projects should receive funding

	Structure of the following funds:
	
	
	
	

	CRED (Community Recycling & Economic Development) Fund
	YES (includes external advisory visits)
	YES
	YES
	YES

	SEED (Social, Economic and Environmental Development) Fund
	YES (internal /phone support only) 
	YES
	YES
	YES

	London Recycling Fund
	YES
	YES plus BST helps applicant make a presentation to the selection panel
	NO – but London Waste Action Board ratifies selection panel decisions
	YES

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


All the above funds are managed by the relevant sector for the sector, with input from a wide cross section of people making the decisions, i.e. with input from the for profit, local government and community and voluntary sectors. We would similarly welcome a proposal to site futurebuilders outside of government and structured with a steering group, selection panel and business support team. 
In terms of administration and management, it would be useful to contact both RSNC which manages the CRED and SEED programmes and London Waste Action, which manages the London Recycling Fund for further advice about administration.

In terms of applicants, the most important features of management and administration in trying to access funding are:

· clear priorities for funding and guidelines for applicants

· available advice

· a simple application form

· clear timescales for submissions (or no definite deadlines, i.e. applications are accepted on an ongoing basis, which avoids the problems of a rush of applications just before a selection panel meeting)
· feedback about both successful and unsuccessful applications

· an application process which is as speedy as possible

· an assessor who understands what you are trying to achieve

8. Joining Up – Chapter 6

We very much welcome proposals to recognise the need for a joined up approach to the fund across government. The examples provided already in our response suggest that the sector can provide projects which sometimes meets more than one of government’s strategic priorities. Too often in the past the fact that something hasn’t fitted neatly into a specific area has meant that the project hasn’t obtained the recognition or support it deserves. Allowing the flexibility to support and fund such projects will go a considerable way to improving the capacity of the sector and developing longer term relationships between the CVS and the public sector in service delivery. 
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