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Portfolio holder: Sara Mildmay-White 
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Lead officer: Davina Howes 

Head of Families and Communities 
Tel: 01284 757070 
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Purpose of report: On 13 March 2015, the Grant Working Party 

considered the ‘New approach to grant funding 
arrangements and review of the Locality Budget 
Scheme’ as a substantive item of business.  

Recommendations emanating from the discussions are 
provided for Cabinet’s consideration below. 

Recommendations: It is RECOMMENDED that: 
 

(1) the revised approach to grant funding from 
2015/2016 including the establishment of 
a Community Chest, as set out in Section 

1.3 of Report No: GWP/SE/15/002, be 
approved; 

 
(2) (a) the Head of Families and Communities, 

in consultation with the Portfolio Holder 

with the responsibility for Grants, be 
given delegated powers to make 

awards from the Community Chest 
funding to the value of £10,000, as set 
out in paragraph 1.4.4 of Report No: 

GWP/SE/15/002;  
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(b) subject to (2)(a) above, the Grant 
Working Party firstly be consulted by 

email on grants proposed to be 
awarded under this delegation using a 
similar procedure to that applied under 

the existing Rural Initiatives Grant 
Scheme;   

 
(3) the existing St Edmundsbury Grant Policy 

be revoked and from April 2015 be replaced 

with the new criteria, as outlined in 
Appendix  A to Report No: 

GWP/SE/15/002;   
 

(4) the success of the Locality Budget Scheme 

to date be noted and subject to the 
amendment below, revisions to the scheme 

to be implemented for 2015/2016, be 
approved: 

 

the sentence, ‘For the purposes of this 
scheme, a rural parish council is considered 

to be a parish with a population of 1,000 or 
fewer according to the latest mid year 
estimate figures’, be deleted from 

paragraph 1.7 of Appendix B to Report No: 
GWP/SE/15/002;  and 

 
(5) any Locality Budget underspend for 

2014/2015  with the exception of the £500 

per Councillor carry-forward, be approved 
and retained within the Locality Budget 

fund for allocation in future years, as 
outlined in Section 3.2 of Report No: 

GWP/SE/15/002.   

Key Decision: 
 
(Check the appropriate 
box and delete all those 

that do not apply.) 

Is this a Key Decision and, if so, under which 

definition? 
Yes, it is a Key Decision - ☒ 

No, it is not a Key Decision - ☐ 

 
Pending any further guidance from the Secretary of 
State, a decision which results in expenditure or 

savings of more than £50,000 will normally be 
considered as a key decision. 

 

Consultation:  See Report No: GWP/SE/15/002 

Alternative option(s):  See Report No: GWP/SE/15/002 

Implications:  

Are there any financial implications? 
If yes, please give details 

See Report No: GWP/SE/15/002 

Are there any staffing implications? 
If yes, please give details 

See Report No: GWP/SE/15/002 
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Are there any ICT implications? If 

yes, please give details 

See Report No: GWP/SE/15/002 

Are there any legal and/or policy 

implications? If yes, please give 
details 

See Report No: GWP/SE/15/002 

Are there any equality implications? 
If yes, please give details 

See Report No: GWP/SE/15/002 

Risk/opportunity assessment: (potential hazards or opportunities affecting 
corporate, service or project objectives) 

Risk area Inherent level of 

risk (before 

controls) 

Controls Residual risk (after 

controls) 

See Report: GWP/SE/15/002   

Ward(s) affected: All Wards 

Background papers: 

(all background papers are to be 
published on the website and a link 
included) 

Grant Working Party: 13 March 2015 

Report No: GWP/SE/15/002 

Documents attached: None 
 

 

 
 

 

https://democracy.westsuffolk.gov.uk/documents/s6685/GWP.SE.15.002%20New%20approach%20to%20grant%20funding%20arrangements%20and%20review%20of%20Locality%20Budget%20Scheme.pdf
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1. New Approach to Grant Funding Arrangements and Review of the 

Locality Budget Scheme (Report No: GWP/SE/15/002) 
 

1.1 

 

Report No: GWP/SE/15/002 provided proposals for new grant funding 

arrangements and for the locality budget scheme to be continued with 
revisions following the review of its pilot in 2014/2015.  

 
1.2 A new approach was proposed to support families and communities, as 

provided in textual and diagrammatic form in the report, which aimed to 

simplify the present arrangements and funding types, with differing degrees of 
devolution of control to local communities. 

 
1.3
  

The following proposed three funding streams were: 
 

(a) Locality Budgets; 
(b) Community Chest; and 

(c) Portfolio Holder Budgets. 
 

1.4

  

The report provides further details on the remit of each of the above and 

examples of the types of grant that will typically derive from each stream.  
 

1.5 
 

Section 2 provides details of the Locality Budget Scheme review and proposed 
revisions to the scheme following its successful pilot in 2014/2015. 
 

1.6 The following appendices are attached to the report. 
 

Appendix A: Criteria for community grant funding; 
Appendix B: revised councillor guidance for the Locality Budget Scheme; and  

Appendix C: a revised application form for use with the Locality Budget  
  Scheme. 
 

1.7 The officers informed that a revision to Recommendation (2) provided in 
Report No: GWP/SE/15/002 was required, as the proposed delegation should 

be to the Head of Service, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder, and not to 
the Portfolio Holder him/herself. 
  

 
 

1.7.1 

New Approach to Grant Funding 
 

The Grant Working Party firstly considered the proposed changes to the grants 
process, which included the establishment of a Community Chest and 
introducing delegations within that funding stream to enable the Head of 

Families and Communities, in consultation with the relevant Portfolio Holder to 
award grants up to the value of £10,000. 

 
1.7.2 £10,000 was considered to be significant amount of money to be allocated 

under the above delegation and the Working Party expressed an interest in 

remaining involved in discussions should the Head of Service and Portfolio 
Holder need to consider granting funding using these delegated powers.  It 

was therefore suggested that the Working Party be consulted by email on 
grants proposed to be awarded under this delegation in a similar way that is 
applied when determining applications made under the existing Rural 

Initiatives Grant Scheme (as outlined in Appendix A).   This proposal was 
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accepted by the Working Party and together with the revisions to the 

delegations outlined in 1.7 above, this proposal has been included as an 
additional recommendation as (2)(b) above. 
 

1.7.3 During the discussion of this item, Members noted that the existing Rural 
Initiatives Grant Scheme will continue as a ring-fenced grant within the 

Community Chest until all of the remaining £67,444 has been allocated. A 
formal decision would need to be taken by Cabinet and Council as part of the 
budget setting process as to whether or not to replenish this fund and if so, by 

how much. 
 

 Locality Budget Scheme 
 

1.7.4 Discussion was then held on the Members’ Locality Budget Scheme, which had 

been piloted in 2014/2015.  The Working Party acknowledged the success of 
the pilot and supported its continuation into 2015/2016. 

 
1.7.5 
 

 
 

Discussion was held on the following paragraph, as set out in the proposed 
Guidance to Councillors on the Locality Budget Scheme, attached as Appendix 

B: 
 

1.7 As community activity in many rural areas is often led or supported by 
the parish council funding may in exceptional cases be granted to 
support activities which are for the benefit of the community, but which 

are directly delivered by the rural parish councils.  For the purposes of 
this scheme, a rural parish council is considered to be a parish with a 

population of 1,000 or fewer according to the latest mid-year estimate 
figures.  Funding must not be used to supplement services or functions 

provided by the parish council which are or could normally be provided 
through its own resources.  Members should be satisfied that the 
request for funding for the rural parish meets all the requirements (as 

summarised in 1.5 of this guidance).  
 

1.7.6 Members recognised that this paragraph had been introduced to provide 
flexibility and to enable projects to be supported in some of the smaller rural 
parishes more easily. Any allocated funding was not meant for parish councils 

to support services normally provided by them and this was about enabling a 
means of banking the funding on behalf of those that did not have formally 

constituted bank accounts.  However, concern was expressed that to define 
the eligibility of a parish by its population within this part of the scheme was 
an inappropriate method of determining whether funding should be granted to 

parish councils in such exceptional cases described above.  It was considered 
that the Ward Member should be able to use their own discretion as to whether 

applications fell within these criteria. The Working Party therefore wishes to 
recommend that the following sentence from paragraph 1.7 of Appendix B, as 
reproduced above, be deleted from the Locality Budget Scheme: 

  
For the purposes of this scheme, a rural parish council is considered to be a 

parish with a population of 1,000 or fewer according to the latest mid-year 
estimate figures. 

 
 

 


