ANNEX 2

Grants to Commissioning
Online Consultation Findings
Introduction
A consultation was conducted to gather views from stakeholders in the voluntary and
community sector (VCS) in Kingston on the proposal to transfer from grant based funding to
commissioning. This report provides the findings from one aspect of the consultation, the
online consultation. Other aspects of the consultation include workshops conducted by an
independent organisation and two previous meetings with the voluntary and community
sector.

Methodology
The online consultation was published on Kingston Council’s website and open to all who
wished to express their views. All local voluntary and community groups known to the
Council (approximately 500) and other Council partners were directly emailed with a link to
the consultation and encouraged to forward it on to people receiving their services, staff,
trustees and volunteers.
The consultation ran from 15 May to 15 June 2015.
A copy of the consultation questions can be found in Appendix 1.
A full transcript of all comments received can be found at Appendix 2. The main body of the
report includes summarised comments based on the main themes identified.
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Demography of Respondents
Respondents included residents, VCS employees, VCS trustees, VCS volunteers and
people who receive services from a voluntary organisation. Out of the 148 respondents, 62
responded as residents, 45 on behalf of a VCS organisation they work for, 34 on behalf of a
VCS organisation they are a trustee of, 29 on behalf of a VCS organisation they volunteer for
and 6 on behalf of a VCS organisation they receive services from. Please note that
respondents were able to choose more than one respondent type.
Respondents were largely white (71%, 105), with 14% (20) from an ethnic minority
background.

Respondents by ethnicity
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32% (47) of respondents were in the 55-64 age group. The next largest group was the 45-54
group with 25% (37). This means more than half of respondents (57%, 84) were between 45
and 64. 14% (20) each were between 35-44 and 65-74.
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Overall response to the proposed change
A total of 148 individual responses were received, of which 38% (56) said they did not
support the move at all. However, when adding together responses that expressed support
from “a little extent” through to “a large extent”, a total of 62% (92) expressed some form of
support for the proposal. 9% (13) of respondents said they supported it to “a large extent”,
16% (22) to a “moderate extent”, 17% (26) to “some extent”, and 20% (29) to “a little extent”.
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There are no significant differences between the types of respondents, compared with each
other and compared to the total for this question. All groups are more likely to have chosen
the option for no support, than any of the other options expressing from a little to a large
extent of support.
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On behalf of a VCS organisation
you receive services from

Respondents were asked to provide commentary on the extent they agreed or disagreed
with the approach.
Evidence the commissioning approach works
Respondents commented on the lack of available information to show that the
commissioning approach works. Some stated that they had not seen any information that
this had benefited other authorities and if there was evidence it should be included with the
proposal whilst others thought that available evidence from national sources did not support
this approach. The cost of implementing was also seen to be an issue and some
questioned whether commissioning would lead to better outcomes. One respondent thought
that the introduction of a commissioning approach would have a detrimental effect on
funding, saying “There is clear evidence that Grants produce a gearing of 4:1 funding
levered into the borough. Local Voluntary and Community Groups have consistently argued
against such a move at all the workshops, at all meetings and at the Voluntary Sector Board.
This voice has been ignored”.
Local organisations will suffer
Respondents thought that commissioning would threaten the existence of small, local
organisations, particularly those that are run by volunteers. These were perceived to run
essential services for people who had complex needs. Some respondents thought the
process would favour larger, commercial organisations and national organisations would
have resources to bid and would exclude local groups.
It was thought these bigger, competitive companies would win tenders and push out smaller,
local organisations. Respondents feared that commercial organisations measure their
success by profits whilst the voluntary sector measures them by the effect they have on the
people they work with. They thought this would result in a loss of local knowledge and trust
that has developed over many years which would disadvantage the local community. Some
respondents thought that the commissioning process would not support emerging needs and
new objectives and would reduce creativity and innovation amongst local organisations. It
was also felt that the commissioning process would have a negative effect on co-operation
and partnership working which organisations had successfully used to design services that
met local needs rather than acting against each other.
Other comments
Respondents also thought the process would lead to increased costs for organisations and
RBK; there should be grants for organisations to cover core costs; the current grant system
is more flexible and should be kept or amended; have alternatives such as service level
agreements been explored and the commissioning contracts may be short term.
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Principles:
The overall pot of money would remain the same as that in the
2014/15 grants programme
Excellent

22%

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Don't know

45%

[No Response]

28%

5%1%

The survey asked how respondents felt if the overall pot if money would remain the same as
in the previous years’ grants programme. Out of a 147 responses, 45% (67) felt it was
“satisfactory”, 28% (41) said it was “unsatisfactory” and 22% (32) thought it was “excellent”.
5% (7) answered “don’t know”.

The overall pot of money would remain the same as that in the
2014/15 grants programme
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Apart from Volunteers and those that receive services from a VCS organisation, other types
of respondents, including VCS employees, trustees and local residents were more likely to
answer it was “unsatisfactory” rather than “excellent”, however the largest response across
all respondent types was “satisfactory”.
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Voluntary and community organisations would be empowered to bid with
competitive tenders to deliver the services that best meet the needs of
local people
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The majority of respondents (51%, 76) are unsatisfied with this proposal. 30% (44) thought it
was “satisfactory” and 15% (22) felt it was “excellent”.

Voluntary and community organisations would be empowered to bid
with competitive tenders to deliver the services that best meet the
needs of local people
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The responses by the individual types mirror the overall response to the proposal. The
majority of VCS employees (53%, 24) and trustees (62%, 21) said the proposal is
“unsatisfactory”.
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The bidding process will be open, fair, competitive and most
importantly, flexible to the needs of the range of the Voluntary and
Community Sector organisations
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Respondents were largely satisfied with the proposal that the bidding process will be open,
fair and flexible, with 64% (95) people saying this was excellent or satisfactory. 26% (39)
said they were unsatisfied with this, while 7% (11) chose “Don’t Know” as their option.
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Volunteers are the largest group at 43% (12) who thought the proposal was “Excellent”. VCS
employees, local residents and service users were most likely to say this was “Satisfactory”,
while trustees were the only group of which the majority (42%, 14) said this was
“Unsatisfactory”.
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Grants are currently allocated to different 'outcome areas' (such as
environmental projects, advice and information and disabled people).
We would look to replicate this allocation of money to different
outcome areas under the new commissioning process
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43% (63) of respondents said the above statement was “Satisfactory”, while 16% (23) said it
was “Excellent”. A total of 28% (41) said the proposal was “Unsatisfactory”, while 9% (14)
answered “Don’t Know”.

Grants are currently allocated to different 'outcome areas' (such as
environmental projects, advice and information and disabled people).
We would look to replicate this allocation of money to different
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The individual respondent group responses largely mirrored the total response to this
question, with the preferred option for most groups being “Satisfactory”. Only VCS
employees chose “Unsatisfactory” (39%, 17) more than “Satisfactory” (36%, 16).
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The social value aspect of proposals will be highly regarded in the
evaluation of the bids
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The vast majority of respondents at 83% (123) said they found this proposal “Excellent”
(47%, 69) or “Satisfactory” (36%, 54). Only 9% (13) of respondents thought this was
“Unsatisfactory” and 4% (6) chose “Don’t Know”.

The social value aspect of proposals will be highly regarded in the
evaluation of the bids
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Most respondent groups said this pledge was “Excellent”, with only VCS trustees saying this
was “Satisfactory” (50%, 15) more than it was “Excellent” (33%, 10). 60% (27) of VCS
employees and 59% (16) of volunteers said this was “Excellent”.
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On the Principles sections of the questionnaire, respondents were asked for reasons if they
said the considerations were unsatisfactory and how they could be improved.

Bidding process
Many respondents commented that it would be difficult for smaller organisations in the
voluntary sector to prepare competitive bids against larger, commercial organisations that
would be more used to writing tenders; listing human resources, capacity, time, IT and
expertise as potential issues. Organisations often relied on volunteers and wondered how
they would be empowered to tender and what kind of bid writing support would be provided
by the Council? Some respondents thought that the process could put smaller organisations
at risk of closure if they did not receive funding. One respondent commented that

“Not sure how small voluntary organisations who rely mainly on their volunteers to
seek resources/funding can be empowered to bid with competitive tenders who are
obviously successful businesses whose main objective is to make money”

Competition over collaborative working
Respondents thought that the commissioning process would lead to organisations
competing against each other; this was seen to be detrimental. Organisations stated that
they always tried to work in a collaborative way, complimenting each other to make the best
use of resources rather than competing against each other in a tendering process. It was
thought that if organisations were competing against each other it could damage working
relationships and services.

Loss of local knowledge and innovation
Respondents also thought that the commissioning process may lead to out of borough
organisations delivering services that meet the contract specification rather than the needs
of local people. It was felt that commissioning would not allow organisations to develop and
deliver services that adapted to the changing needs of the community and would reduce the
ability of organisation to develop their own initiatives. Potentially organisations from outside
of the borough may be delivering services in a locality which they were not as familiar with
as local organisations; this could lead to a loss of local knowledge, experience and bespoke
services.
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Evidence the current system is not working
Some respondents commented that they felt there was no evidence to support the current
grants system was not working or that a competitive tendering process would provide
greater value for public money. Some wondered who would pay for the changes whilst
some organisation stated that “the most recent reports from NHS England, Audit
Commission and The Big Lottery all now support grants over commissioning process”.
Others thought that the current system of grants should be retained or at least included as
part of a commissioning approach.

Other comments
Other comments were also received stating the need for more information; how and who will
decide on the outcome areas; annual reviews or contracts may be too regular and a few
respondents suggested commissioners should visit existing providers.
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Grants
Create a transition fund for the first two years, after the commissioning
approach is put in place, to support specific organisations on a case by
case basis
Excellent

23%

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Don't know

45%

23%

9%

The most common response chosen in regards to this statement was “Satisfactory” (45%,
66), with an equal number (23%, 34) choosing “Excellent” and “Unsatisfactory”. 9% (14)
chose “Don’t Know”.

Create a transition fund for the first two years, after the
commissioning approach is put in place, to support specific
organisations on a case by case basis
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The responses by respondent type reflected the responses made overall. “Unsatisfactory”
was the second most common response for all types apart from for VCS trustees, of whom
33% (10) chose “Excellent” as their second most common response, compared to 17% (5)
for “Unsatisfactory”.
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Create a discretionary grant to support emerging needs (as described in
the current grant guidance)
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83% (122) of respondents said the creation of the grant was either “Excellent” (40%, 59) or
“Satisfactory (43%, 63). Only 13% (19) said this was “Unsatisfactory”. 4% (6) chose “Don’t
Know”.

Create a discretionary grant to support emerging needs (as described in
the current grant guidance)
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VCS service receivers were the only group who were largely unsatisfied with the grant, with
50% (3) choosing “Unsatisfactory”. All other groups’ first choice was either “Excellent” or
“Satisfactory”.
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Create a small community grant which will be accessed directly
through a local councillor contact
Excellent
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Unsatisfactory
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The largest proportion of respondents (49%, 72) said this proposition was “Unsatisfactory”.
26% (38) chose “Satisfactory” and 18% (27) said this was “Excellent”.

Create a small community grant which will be accessed directly
through a local councillor contact
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38% (11) of VCS volunteers chose “Satisfactory”, making them the only group to make this
their first choice. All other groups largely chose “Unsatisfactory”, with the majority of
residents (53%, 33) and VCS employees (58%, 26) choosing this option.

14

On the Grants sections of the questionnaire, respondents were asked for reasons if they
said the considerations were unsatisfactory and how they could be improved.

Individual councillors managing community grants
Many respondents commented that they did not think it was appropriate to access
community grants through a local councillor contact. Organisations stated that the process
should be independent and transparent and based on an organisation’s ability to plan and
deliver services. One group commented that “I do not believe that councillors should
manage community grants; as they represent certain political views this could lead to certain
charities or community organisations being chosen over others. This process should be
independent, open, non-political and based on evidence and need”
Some thought it could lead to a potential source of conflict for councillors whilst others
thought groups may lose out if they are not on the political agenda. Some questioned how
groups would be able to access councillors and how the overall balance in outcome areas
would be achieved. A few respondents suggested these grants could be decided by a
Committee.

More clarity on transition fund
Some respondents stated they needed more information about the transitions fund. Areas
such as how big the fund would be, which organisations could apply, who would be eligible,
what happens after two years of transition funds, would groups have to close and would
funding be sustained were all points that needed clarification. Respondents also wanted to
know if people deciding the funding had sufficient information about all the groups in the
borough to make informed decisions.

Keep the existing grant system
A few respondents commented that the current grants system should be retained. This was
seen to be important particularity for smaller organisations that would be unable to survive
without a grant. Another suggestion was for a mixed system of funding where grants would
remain the main funding stream but would be complimented by the Council commissioning
for specific needs that were not being met by the voluntary sector.

Other comments
Respondents also commented hat they thought the grant options need to be more
transparent, some needed more information about the options, some thought it would lead to
more bureaucracy and would lead to organisations competing against each other while a few
respondents thought that the decision to move to a commissioning process had already
been made.
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Further Questions
Respondents were also asked two open text questions for further suggestions:

1. Based on your knowledge of the VCS, could you suggest the top three
measures that we could implement to reduce this risk?
The most popular suggestions were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Maintain the current grant system
Support and training for organisations to commission and obtain future funding
Support organisations to work in a collaborative way, working together or partnership
working
Grants for smaller organisations for fixed costs, such as rent and salaries
Implement commissioning in transitional/phased in approach
Support long standing organisations and small charities
Evaluate services based on the needs of the community and the number of people
benefiting from the service
Ensure commissioners have a comprehensive understanding of the voluntary sector
so they can make evidence based decisions
Ensure the process is transparent
Work with smaller organisations as there is a risk they may disappear
Have grants as well as commissioned services or grants for under a specified
amount of money
Work with the voluntary sector to develop future policies
Prioritise or ring fence money for certain organisations
Ensure larger organisations do not overshadow smaller groups
Retain locally trained staff
Value local services over out of borough service providers
Review the timetable

2. Are there any other implications of the council moving from a grants
applications to a commissioning approach that you would like to
highlight?
As with the previous questions there were a few main issues that respondents highlighted.

A grant system allows the voluntary sector to respond to local need with
innovative services
Respondents thought that if services are commissioned then the voluntary sector would not
be able to identify the needs in the community and access funding to meet those needs. By
moving to a commissioning model, respondents thought they could lose the independence to
respond to the needs of the communities they work with every day.
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Difficulty for smaller organisations to bid so may lose funding
Respondents wanted the Council to recognise the difficulties smaller organisations may
have in the bidding process. Smaller organisations provide discrete services to small
cohorts of people who may otherwise rely on Council services. It was felt preparing bids
would be resource intensive and smaller organisations would find it difficult to survive. Some
respondents commented on capacity issues for smaller organisations such as VAT and
quality marks.

Loss of local experience
Respondents thought that if large organisations with more resources from outside the
borough were commissioned some voluntary organisations may not able to deliver services
and their local knowledge, experience and trust of working in the local area would be lost
and levels of service provided could be undermined.

Competition rather than co-operation
Some respondents thought that commissioning would lead to increased competition
between local organisations and feared this would lead to a breakdown in relationships.
Some thought that if organisations have to compete against each other they would not be
able to collaborate together to develop local services which would have a negative effect for
service users.

Grants attract other funding
Some respondents thought that the grant system attracted funding from other organisations
such as the Lottery. Some stated that often the value of the grant is multiplied by other
sources of funding, goodwill and the value of volunteers' time and commitment which they
believed would not happen under a commissioning approach.

Other comments
Some respondents wanted to know how commissioners would up-skill smaller organisations
to compete in the bidding process and what support, advice and guidance would be
available. Others had concerns about increased bureaucracy, how the tenders will be
evaluated and whether it would take account of social value and where the evidence is that
commissioning works. Many individual suggestions were also recorded.
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Appendix 1 - Questionnaire
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VCS grants applications to commissioning approach

1 VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
Commissioning principles

Commissioning is about achieving the right outcomes by deciding what service is needed,
how it should be delivered, and which public, private or third sector organisation should
deliver it with effective use of resources.

Below are listed the key principles on which the commissioning approach is based. How
do you rate them?
(please select one answer for each question)
Excellent Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
The overall pot of money would remain the
same as that in the 2014/15 grants
programme.
Voluntary and community organisations
would be empowered to bid with
competitive tenders to deliver the services
that best meet the needs of local people.
The bidding process will be open, fair,
competitive and most importantly, flexible
to the needs of the range of the Voluntary
and Community Sector organisations.
Grants are currently allocated to different
'outcome areas' (such as environmental
projects, advice and information and
disabled people). We would look to
replicate this allocation of money to
different outcome areas under the new
commissioning process. This will be
regularly reviewed, most likely annually.
The social value aspect of proposals will
be highly regarded in the evaluation of the
bids.

Don't
know

1

VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
If you think that any of the considerations are unsatisfactory, please tell us how we could
improve them.

2

VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
Grant support options
Although it is expected that the majority of the grant budget will be transferred to the commissioning
pot, we are exploring the possibility of keeping a small proportion of the grant budget to serve a
number of functions.
What are your views of the following suggestions?
(please select one answer for each question)
Excellent

Satisfactory Unsatisfactory

Don't know

Create a transition fund for the
first two years, after the
commissioning approach is put
in place, to support specific
organisations on a case by case
basis.
Create a discretionary grant to
support emerging needs (as
described in the current grant
guidance).
Create a small community grant
which will be accessed directly
through a local councillor
contact.
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VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
If you think that any of the functions are unsatisfactory, please tell us how we could improve
them?
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Overall, to what extent do you agree with the proposal of moving from a grants applications
to a commissioning approach?
(please select one answer)
To a large extent .......................................................................................................................
To a moderate extent ................................................................................................................
To some extent .........................................................................................................................
To a little extent ........................................................................................................................
Not at all ...................................................................................................................................

VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
Please tell us why?
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VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
Reducing the risk of a commissioning approach
Even with an appropriate commissioning approach in place, there is a chance that some
organisations that currently receive grants will not be funded in the future, putting potentially valuable
organisations in a difficult financial position. The Council has a role in supporting a well-developed
and robust voluntary sector to ensure provision of essential services.
Based on your knowledge of the VCS, could you suggest the top three measures that we
could implement to reduce this risk?
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VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
Are there any other implications of the council moving from a grants applications to a
commissioning approach that you would like to highlight?
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About you
Are you responding:
(please select all that apply)
As a resident .............................................................................................................................
On behalf of a VCS organisation you work for .........................................................................
On behalf of a VCS organisation you are a trustee of ..............................................................
On behalf of a VCS organisation you volunteer for ..................................................................
On behalf of a VCS organisation you receive services from ....................................................
What is the name of the organisation?

VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
Postcode
Your postcode will help us to analyse the responses. It will not be used to identify you personally
or your individual property.
If you do not live in the borough but are responding on behalf of a VCS organisation, please
provide the organisation's postcode.
Please tell us you postcode

Equalities monitoring
The Council will use the information provided below to ensure services are developed to meet the
needs of all the community.
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We know that the monitoring questions are personal and private. We treat the information in a
sensitive and confidential way as required by the Data Protection Act.

VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
How would you describe your ethnic group?
(please select one answer)
White
English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British ...................................................................
Gypsy or Irish Traveller .............................................................................................................
Irish ...........................................................................................................................................
Other white ...............................................................................................................................
Mixed
White and Black Caribbean ......................................................................................................
White and Black African ...........................................................................................................
White and Asian .......................................................................................................................
Other Mixed background ..........................................................................................................
Asian or Asian British
Bangladeshi ..............................................................................................................................
Chinese ....................................................................................................................................
Indian ........................................................................................................................................
Korean ......................................................................................................................................
Pakistani ...................................................................................................................................
Tamil .........................................................................................................................................
Other Asian background ...........................................................................................................
Black or Black British
African ......................................................................................................................................
Caribbean .................................................................................................................................
Other Black / African / Caribbean background .........................................................................
Other ethnic groups
Arab ..........................................................................................................................................
Other .........................................................................................................................................
Prefer not to say
I prefer not to say ......................................................................................................................
Other, please tell us
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VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
Do you have any physical disability, mental health condition or illness lasting or expected
to last 12 months or more?
(please select one answer)
Yes ............................................................................................................................................
No .............................................................................................................................................
Prefer not to say .......................................................................................................................
What is the nature of your physical disability, mental health condition or illness?
(please select one answer)
Physical / Mobility .....................................................................................................................
Mental Health ...........................................................................................................................
Hearing .....................................................................................................................................
Speach .....................................................................................................................................
Vision ........................................................................................................................................
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Learning Disability ....................................................................................................................
Health diagnosis .......................................................................................................................
Other .........................................................................................................................................
I prefer not to say ......................................................................................................................
Other - please tell us

Are You…?
(please select one answer)
Male ..........................................................................................................................................
Female ......................................................................................................................................
I prefer not to say ......................................................................................................................

VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
Which of the following age categories do you fall into?
(please select one answer)
Under 16 ...................................................................................................................................
16-24 ........................................................................................................................................
25-34 ........................................................................................................................................
35-44 ........................................................................................................................................
45-54 ........................................................................................................................................
55-64 ........................................................................................................................................
65-74 ........................................................................................................................................
75+ ...........................................................................................................................................
UNDER 16? By pressing submit at the end of this questionnaire, you will be confirming that you
have been given permission by a parent or guardian to complete this survey.
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How would you describe your religion or belief?
(please select one answer)
Buddhist ....................................................................................................................................
Christian (all Christian denominations) .....................................................................................
Hindu ........................................................................................................................................
Jewish .......................................................................................................................................
Muslim ......................................................................................................................................
Sikh ...........................................................................................................................................
No religion ................................................................................................................................
Prefer not to say .......................................................................................................................
Any other religion ......................................................................................................................
Other - please tell us

VCS grants applications to commissioning approach
What is your sexual orientation?
(please select one answer)
Heterosexual ............................................................................................................................
Bisexual ....................................................................................................................................
Gay ...........................................................................................................................................
Lesbian .....................................................................................................................................
Other .........................................................................................................................................
Prefer not to say .......................................................................................................................
Other - please tell us
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Appendix 2
- Full transcript of all comments received in the consultation
Principles - why? - If you think that any of the considerations are
unsatisfactory, please tell us how we could improve them.
Comments
Another key principle should be to ensure that commissioning does not put in danger the
sustainability of a robust local voluntary sector. Annual review yes, annual contracting no.
What work has the Commissioning Team done to come out and see the work at grassroots
at present to be able to determine how to deliver the services that best meet the needs of
local people in a more effective way than is being done at present? Before Commissioning is
rolled out, the Commissioners need to invite themselves and visit the organisations that
already benefit from grant funding so that they have an understanding of the work that is
already being done and whether Commissioning will make a significant difference and a
positive impact rather than a negative one. Despite inviting a Commissioner to come and
see the work that the organisation that I work for - twice - there has never been an
acknowledgement. This does not give confidence that the bidding process will be fair and
flexible. I am not convinced that Commissioning empowers the Voluntary Sector - there can
be effective partnership working where standards are raised without an overhaul of the
current system. Are commercial companies able to bid for tenders too? This will be
detrimental to the local voluntary sector by undercutting initially and losing local knowledge
and expertise. If Adult Social Care money allocated to organisations currently through
Supporting People, becomes part of commissioning, will certain vulnerable groups ie non
priority single homeless, be funded?
Concerns that this will exclude small, charitable organisations (e.g. local choir) that have
previously depended on small-scale grants from the council and provide valued community
services. I cannot see how we would fit into a commissioning process or have the resources
to participate.
It will be very hard and expensive for local voluntary organisations to prepare a bid in a
competitive tender against commercial organisations.
The danger with competitive tenders is that you lose the localism aspect- grants enable and
ensure local charities meeting local needs. Competitive tenders are a competition for
winning contracts and outside agencies come into the borough , promise the earth win the
tender and do not commit as a local charity would.
It is unclear what is meant by 'will be empowered'. The grants model does help lever in
additional match funding that can significantly increase value for money by delivering higher
quality and more widely accessible services to more people than is possible under contract.
How many average volunteers do you think can understand the jargon above? What do you
mean by social value? On a commonsense interpretation of what it means I would hope all
proposals you fund have social value. A competitive tendering process sets one charity
against another rather than encouraging them to work together. If your assessment is that an
organisation is not delivering an appropriate service then surely constructive advice would
be appropriate. Trying to prove outcomes may be appropriate in some circumstances but in
others it can distort what is being done or be impossible for a small charity to do.
2. This is an excellent aim - I've ticked unsatisfactory because it needs a clear plan and
resourcing to ensure organisations are empowered
1) Voluntary sector organisations should not be forced to compete with each other for funds
as this wastes scarce resources which should be spent on delivering core services, not
administering funding bids. Also, competing for funds risks damaging the ethos of cooperation between voluntary agencies. 2) What will be the impact of the annual review of
outcome areas on projects that need more than one year to show results?
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The pot (and therefore the grants) is not very large.
RBK haven't funded mental health in any significant way. I don't understand the 4th question
NO 1. The overall pot of money should increase as voluntary sector organisations are
excellent value for money NO 4 A three year allocation helps organisations plan and deliver
far more effectively
Question one: the 'pot' of money is very meagre as it is and Question 4: I don't understand
the question
It is not clear what will be involved in empowering voluntary groups to bid- we need more
information about this and also about what steps will be taken to retain the current
cooperative approach to work in the VCS and avoid the non cooperative style of competition
as this wastes resources at a time of funding cuts How will outcome areas be decided? Will
proper attention be paid to cross cutting issues like equality and diversity and information
and advice and how would the work of the CVS be classified? Also, how will areas be
reviewed annually and what impact will this have on services? If this means that all services
will be contracted for one year only, then how does this fit with the Compact and what steps
will be taken to safeguard services that need more than one year's stability - what impact
assessment has been done on this?
Satisfactory IF this process is open and fair, allowing access to all rather than those who are
most experienced / skilled in bidding and if the allocation of funds to various outcome areas
is maintained.
The pot of money should stay in step with inflation at least.
It is essential that the local environment is not lost from the pot. While the pressure on local
adult and children services is recognised the environment well maintained and improved
benefits everyone.
It is not clear what 'competitive tender' means - may be beyond small organisations. What
will be the different outcome areas - this is not clear either?
Needs are growing rapidly placing a disproportionate burden on vcs organisations who also
often lack capacity to effectively compete for tenders.
In these days when other budgets are of necessity being cut, allowance should be made for
any inadvertent but harmful gaps in provision to be filled by potentially increased grants from
the voluntary sector. The "best needs" of local people might well be met by different
organisations working complementarily to each other rather than them having to compete to
provide. What safeguards will there be put on decisions made as to fairness and openness?
Review grants paid in support of core costs e.g. rent to private landlords for voluntary
organisation and provide a community hub from council property. The savings would go
directly to the bottom line
Not sure how small voluntary organisations who rely mainly on their volunteers to seek
resources/funding can be empowered to bid with competitive tenders who are obviously
successful businesses whose main objective is to make money. Do we realistically believe
that with all the cuts RBK is having to make these small voluntary organisations are going to
get council officers to support them with writing bids and be empowered to write good
enough bids? Taking note of the fact that many volunteers do not have English as their first
language - how fair and just is it going to be that they have the language skills/jargon
needed?
Community organisations can hardly put in competitive bids for funding, when they are
already underfunded and rely on staff giving 120% of their time and effort to provide the
quality of service they already achieve. Before Commissioning is started the Commissioning
Team must visit existing charitable service providers to establish what services are required
and agree areas where services can be tendered. The bidding process can only be fair if the
Commissioning Team has first established a clearly defined requirement, which can only be
achieved by consultation with existing service providers.
I would need to know exactly what competitive tenders means and who would be able to
apply would it be limited to local organisations or open to everyone
The needs of communities is missing e.g. ensuring council spends 'for' communities.
20

Appalling set of questions that only people in 'the know' would understand. Why not state
what you actually propose to do & stop doing, instead of this vague ambiguous nonsense.
Competitive tendering alongside the private sector will be hard for most small local
organisations to achieve. Private or national not for profits will not have the important local
networks to be effective. Danger of losing all or part of an effective local voluntary sector.
It is unsatisfactory to expect groups such as ours, an ME Support group run by people who
have the illness, to be involved in a probably laborious process of tendering. The idea of the
tenders being competitive is not a good one; it suggests that the awards may well go to the
organisations who are best placed to present their causes in a professional manner rather
than the organisations who are most in need.
Competitors who are skilled at bidding will be benefitted, independently of the actual value of
their work. Risk of making processes automatic and negative effects on clients and service
users
This method of funding seems more appropriate for larger organisations with more
impressive range of resources and smaller organisations who do a lot of invaluable work are
likely to be left out of the running simply because they do, not have the resources and
manpower to compete for commissioning on a level playing field.
The pot of money has remained the same for the past few years, meaning that voluntary
sector organisations are struggling to pay staff and keep existing projects afloat and cannot
even offer a small cost of living increase. Even a small uplift would ensure that voluntary
organisations can retain staff and ensure their expertise, knowledge and skills aren't lost.
I do not believe that the grants pot should remain the same. It should be reduced in line with
targets for the Council.
I do not necessarily disagree with the principles but do not believe that an objective
approach has been adopted so far and I am concerned about how the needs of local people
be assessed. Should consultations such as the 'Voice of the Customer' be used to decide on
local services then I am concerned that the real needs of the thousands of people needing
any kind of support, will not be acknowledged. The approach to 'commission' advice and
information has not be thought through and a thorough understanding of what already exists
and where demand lies should have preceded any approach to the CAB. In my experience,
social value has been a mere tick box and not at all evaluated. I have attended council
meetings in the past where best value around grants has been questioned and a preference
given to continuing to give grants to organisations who have not complied with the
conditions. I would welcome more accountability and an outcome approach to
commissioning or continuing the grants programme. There has been no evidence of demand
informing the grants process and I would welcome a change.
Most small charities provide bespoke services that have been born out of community
concerns. Moving to a commissioning style will alter the balance of power towards the local
authority who will Decide what is needed and then ask for charities to bid for the work. In
effect, charities will become an extension of local authority services and no longer have the
creative, innovative, ability to start new projects according to need.
We are a small self help support Group for people with ME and their families. We have no
staff or office and there is no way we could bid for tenders. in the proposed arrangement this
would exclude us from the grants process. In the past RBK has awarded us small grants
towards the costs for instance of our newsletter and telephone helpline. last year we
received a grant towards the costs of a survey of our members. One of the key issues
coming across in this was the social isolation experienced by people with ME. We need to
be able to afford to continue supporting members and small flexible grants need to be
available for us to do this.
I strongly believe that the pot of money to voluntary organisations that support people should
be given priority. Environmental issues are extremely important as they enhance the amenity
and health of all of our lives. However, I have a son and husband who are the autistic
spectrum and rely greatly on the support of [name] who have both received funding grants
from the LA. My daughter also attends [name] and all need continuity of support. I am greatly
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concerned that charity support will be cut to the disabled and vulnerable who have already
been on the receiving end of RBK cuts as our family has repeatedly discovered e.g.The
Family Support workers for disabled children team was drastically cut and the criteria for
support made much more narrow and only for a limited timescale. People with autism do not
stop being autistic and require ongoing support as do their families. When the support to
families changes it is very detrimental to their health and well being because it takes time to
build relationships and trust and time for people to understand specific needs etc. It is also
extremely damaging to the stability of people with autism when changing are forced upon
them through cutbacks. Cuts have also been made to Aiming high grants, short breaks
respite and achieving for children services. It concerns me that saving money and being
competitive is more important than continuity of support and that the pot of money to existing
"outcome areas" are likely to be reassigned under the new commissioning process. Disabled
and vulnerable people should always be a priority and changing the process to a
commissioning stance is likely to mean that some vital charities/voluntary organisations lose
funding. As a family we have witnessed that charities such as [names] are being inundated
with new referrals to take up the slack caused by Authority cut backs in support. The social
aspect point is difficult to understand what impact it might have as the language used is very
vague and does not use clear English to describe what is meant by the terminology used.
As an Arts organisation, providing cultural services, it is difficult to see how competitive
tendering could be applied, We do not have "competitors". If not awarded a "contract", we
would continue to provide cultural services to the community at zero cost to the Council, but
of a lower quality.
Voluntary sector/Charities are struggling to manage to do what they are doing now while
being aware that they are needed to do yet more.
The money should increase with inflation. Voluntary and community organisations have
worked together for decades and Kingston should not lose the co-operation and can do
attitude of its loyal organisations who have built up great working relationships with other
local organisations to provide shared services and a one stop shop for clients. If a
competitive bidding process is introduced this will inevitably put the organisations that
currently work so well together in competition against each other and damage working
relationships and therefore services. Voluntary and community organisations should not be
forced to compete against each other. This can only make things worse for the organisations
and service users. Small organisations do not have the time, resources, IT accessibility or
skills nor knowledge or experience of how to compete a bid and will give up trying. Without a
grant they will not survive and the important service they provide for groups who are already
disadvantaged - eg disabled people will be lost as private companies do not have the
specialised skills to provide these services. If bidding is introduced the people who know
how to fill in the submissions will win although they may not be the best people for the job. If
private and/or outside organisations are allowed to bid and undercut local organisations to
get the money they will not provide such a comprehensive service and the local knowledge
and expertise will be lost. There needs to be sustainability and continuity not chopping and
changing the rules and "outcome area" every year depending on who is in office at the time.
Local voluntary sector and community organisations should be supported and not forced to
spend more time on admin when they are primarily set up to help people with a hands on
approach and one to one service.
How can a voluntary organisation make a competitive bid? It seems odd to pit one charity
against another in a competitive situation, when charities have different guiding principles
and different areas of activity. They should not compete, but complement each other. Often
there is a need for more than one organisation to deliver the same service, in a different
way, or to a different community. This does not empower charities to meet the needs they
themselves uncover in their work in the community. It does not enable them to develop
groundbreaking or innovative approaches to problems. In the private sector, huge amounts
of time and resources are wasted by multiple companies submitting tenders when only one
will be chosen. It will be a deliberate waste of donors' money to invite multiple bids when you
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will only be commissioning one of them.
The premise of these questions is based on a move to commissioning which I feel is an
inefficient basis voluntary sector both for the council and the third sector
My concern is that so much time is spent in the bidding process that it has serious impact on
the actual work of the smaller voluntary organisations. If it is essential for bidding to be
carried out, then the council should have a support system to enable small (and possibly
very skilled and motivated) organisations to manage the process
There should be mine money available. Additionally voluntary sector cannot compete with
bigger profit making organisations for bid tenders
The current overall pot of money does not deal with the current social issues in Kingston. It
is not clear what will be involved in empowering voluntary groups to bid- we need more
information about this and also what steps will be taken to continue the cooperative
approach to work that we currently have within RBK. By bidding under competitive tender
(with commercial organisations), the principles and values fundamental to the third sector
are undermined. There is no evidence to suggest that grants are an inefficient route to
funding social projects or that competitive tender provides greater value for public money
How can the tendering process be open, fair and competitive when the services offered are
so discrete and niche? Only certain organisations with specialities in certain areas will be
able to bid for specific services that are being put out to tender. How will the outcome areas
be determined? How will any negative effects to the various user groups such as the
disabled or BME Groups be assessed? When will the Equality Impact Assessment be
undertaken? Areas that are not political â€œhotâ€ topics are unlikely to be provided the
opportunity to bid or tender for funding to undertake their vital work within the community If
commissioning is undertaken annually, will voluntary groups have to tender every year? This
would require capacity and resource to be taken away from frontline service delivery to fulfil
the bureaucracy required to participate in the processes and severely undermine small, yet
currently viable voluntary establishments
Voluntary organisations are already stretched to breaking point. They would be forced to rely
more on voluntary labour which can be troublesome to manage and unreliable. The current
system is working so why fix something which isn't broken? What information has already
been gathered to prove this is necessary and that the current system needs to be changed?
Are commercial companies able to bid? If so this will have a huge negative impact on the
voluntary sector.
Good to know it is staying the same, but, in reality, with the Government cutbacks deepening
social problems in the next few years, there will be a greater need for this fund to be
developed. The Overall pot of money should be increased. This approach makes a
fundamental mistake. It assumes that Kingston Council is in the best position to discover and
assess overall needs, and this system is likely to prevent creative and innovative solutions to
problems being funded. My suggestion is that a mixed approach is by far the best. One that
commissions specific projects researched by the Council, and a pot of similar size that could
be bid for by voluntary organisations with ideas that spring from their own experience on the
ground, and that fit the skills and personnel they have in place. This is likely to result in
projects that are far more efficient and effective, even if the overall parameters are not to a
specific spec of the council's making.
- Not clear about the rationale/necessity of changing from grants to commissioning? Commissioning would lead to competition rather than current (potential for) collaboration.
Collaboration makes better use of limited resources. - 'Services that best mee
I think that commissioning is likely to lead to a waste of scarce resources in terms of the
bureaucracy involved in the contractual cycle, and also to detrimental competition between
members of the VCS rather than the collaborative environment currently in place.
The overall pot should it remain the same would in effect be reduced as it is not linked into
inflation. Voluntary and Community organisations have consistently argued against
competitive tenders putting forward collaborative and partnership approaches. There is no
evidence that contracting as opposed to Grant Aid produces better outcomes. There is no
23

evidence of enhanced performance management. The process of commissioning if
fragmented across different areas of the council will be at a much higher cost, create waste
and risk duplication. Social Value should be a given not a question.
We are small organisation that has been delivering services tailored to certain community .
We cannot compete with bigger organisations that have the structure , the capital and
bidding know how in place . We think that if services are commissioned to larger
organisation , then our community will not get the services offered by smaller charities. Our
community members have expressed their optimism about the commissioning of services to
include larger organisation that have better chance to win the bidding but can deliver little to
the community.
1. The pot of money should be increased despite the cut backs. This enables various people
to develop skills and be employed. 2.The Voluntary and Community organisations have
knowledge of their people a lot better and they are in a position to solve and support them in
various ways. They also have trust from the community. Lots of organisations mainly work
with volunteers, the grants offer flexibility which is also cost effective for RBK. 3. Bidding
processes are never fair. They are not flexible and they aim to cut smaller organisations out
of the system will not consider their financial capacity. Because smaller organisation have
not been able to build their capacity due to lack of funding, bidding will not be suitable for
them. Bidding also attracts people from outside the borough and this causes confusion since
RBK will favour outside organisations since they have lots of money. Commissioning does
not allow local groups to develop according to changing needs in order to continue to
support RBK in the achievements of its objectives. 4. Organisations can still be given the
opportunity to work on various 'outcome areas'. When grants are given to communities you
can receive more outcomes than commissioning. For example; when the care was
commissioned the public encountered lots of problems with the way their care is being
provided.
There needs to be more information on how community groups would be 'empowered'. Will
there be 'bid writing' support for example? Some smaller organisations, which may be highly
skilled at delivering the work may lack the capacity to write a competitive and thorough
tender application, which by no means mean that they are not the best organisation to
deliver the support needed/ address needs identified.
As the chair of Trustees of a small, largely self-funding, charity which makes very occasional
applications for grants, I feel that the shift to an emphasis on commissioning means that
voluntary bodies are only likely to derive benefit when following the demands of pre-decided
Council priorities. It therefore will reduce the ability of such organisations to develop their
own initiatives. Of particular concern to us ( an arts organisation) is that such a shift will lead
to an even greater concentration of council support in the centre of Kingston to the further
detriment of other areas of the borough.
I think those responsible should come and see for themselves the work that the voluntary
organisations are doing. Some organisations are tiny but deliver an excellent value for
money services. Some organisations are so small, they don't have teams of people available
to produce tenders. Those who apply for grants would see their workload increased. The
council were supposed to be strengthening their commitment to the voluntary sector.
I am concerned that if the overall pot of money remains the same this will not allow for new
situations arising which require funding. re competitive tendering this does not sound like it
would 'empower' voluntary organisations but would in fact be an additional burden on
overstretched bodies that are already struggling to provide their services with limited means.
A bidding process is a fairly onerous business and any unsuccessful bid would result in a
complete waste of the bidders resources - these resources would then need to be made up
from other sources of funding. Re bidding process - I am concerned that a competitive
bidding process will discourage the growing trend for local voluntary organisations to
cooperate with each other - this trend has been incredibly helpful to all concerned saving
time and resources when dealing with mutual clients. Re outcome areas - I am concerned
about this because sometimes services do not have one clear outcome which can be
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evaluated independently of other overlapping or related outcomes. Therefore it will surely be
quite difficult to maintain the range of specialist services available in the borough if only a
very generic range of outcomes are catered for in the commissioning process.
Concern as to whether voluntary sector will be able to bid successfully under this new
arrangement
Although the overall pot of money will be the same, there is no clarity or security as how to
how the money will be allocated. How our voluntary organizations are going to be
empowered? Buy whom and when? And isn't too late considering the commissioning
process is round the corner. Our organisation has a very clear idea of how to meet the
needs of our clients (see needs assessment report on our website). We are already
delivering services that are needed for local people. There is no evidence at all that the
changes are necessary and that the corporate grant system is not working. Though
competitiveness big private organisations will be invited to parachute into Kingston and
deliver in the locality about which they know nothing. Who is deciding on outcome areas?
How have the most vulnerable in the borough been consulted about the local outcome?
Adopting a formal tender process that charities should enter into in such a way decreases
the amount of money available to spend on the need. The change is therefore a net
decrease in the funds available to be used by the applicants - regardless of outcome. Formal
tender bidding processes will add an additional burden on charities that are already overstretched in resources. Tender processes in the private sector are based upon the likely
commercial gains made through the winning of the bid. The willingness for companies to
enter multiple tenders are balanced on the win/loss rate of such bids. The costs of all bids
are hence funded only by those where the applicant is successful. No such commercial gain
is available to charities as re-payment for their willingness to participate - making each
application, an un-funded cost to the charity. Failed bidders, who may offer very competitive,
highly valued services for future bids can only enter a finite number of tenders for reasons of
investment cost. Lost tenders are likely to drive these charities away from entering more
formal bids - or into other districts where the evaluation of their work and proposed funding is
not through competitive tender. Experienced bidders in the private sector are aware that on
many occasions the ideal target for the contract is put up against less-than-ideal, selected
competitors in order to satisfy the rules of the scheme. This creates both a false tender
process and poor value for the beneficiaries of the fund through the extra costs of both
running the scheme and bidding for the contract. Tender processes rely upon the tenderee
to know exactly what is required from the tenderers in order to appraise responses. In many
cases, projects and proposals generated by charities are conceived and initiated
independently. There is a high risk that these ideas will not be generated through formal
tendering processes. Charities in the UK provide an immeasurable benefit to social care and
society as a whole. Tender processes are often driven through qualitative and quantitative
measures that can very easily fall short of the mark in understanding the value a project or
entity can bring. There are better ways to streamline charity funding and prevent abuse than
through formal tender schemes. Simple due diligence steps and investment-style 'first
Tuesday' events can provide a bridge between tender processes and entrepreneurialism.
My concern is that the smaller charities will be at a disadvantage as the will not have the
human resources to spend the time and energy to spend on the bidding process. Also, this
process sounds very prescriptive - the council set the agenda and projects taking away the
ability of charities to create the projects needed to meet the needs of the people they work
with. It worries me that the wonderful work that the charities do in Kingston is going to be put
at risk because of needs perceived by those in power and not those actually working in the
real world.
It is much more difficult for smaller organisations to manage overheads and spread costs,
because contracts are likely to be over a longer term than previous grant funding the overall
pot of money ought to reflect a long term view. Voluntary bodies are at a disadvantage in
having a much smaller workforce who may not be in a position to navigate through the
process of tendering, bidding and winning contracts. VCS provide a range of much needed
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advice and support to local people and have provided these services via grant funding that
has been earmarked for the purpose.
The overall pot of money would remain the same as that in the 2014/15 grants programme:
Whilst this on the face of it sounds a great idea, grants have been at a standstill for many
years and this does not take into account increases taking place in society and the impact of
inflation. There is also a high demand for services in the VCS sector and this increased
demand does not take into account grants which have remained the same for years.
Voluntary and community organisations would be empowered to bid: There is very little
information on how small VCS groups will be empowered to bid against huge Private sector
organisations The bidding process will be open, fair, competitive: There is abundant
evidence that when small organisations compete with large Private or Voluntary sect
organisations the small ones loose out. It is worse for BME-led organisations Grants are
currently allocated to different 'outcome areas': On the face of it this is very good. But we are
aware that issues such as Equalities, Hate crime, community engagement, cohesion and
development are very difficult to quantify. Funders are also very reluctant to commission in
areas where there is disadvantage, Refugee and Asylum and benefit related issues This
survey is design to force the participant to answer questions in a particular way. It is
designed to prevent you from commenting further and unless you tick unsatisfactory you will
not get the chance to comment further!
The fact that the overall pot of money will remain the same offers no security to the voluntary
and community organisations who have been relying on corporate grants to fund their core
cost I welcome the idea that the voluntary and community organisations 'would be
empowered to bid with competitive tenders, but it is not clear how and most importantly
when, considering the timescale is very tight [name] has been developed following needs
assessment of refugees, asylum seekers and migrants in the borough. It delivers outcomes
relevant to the action plan of the current Kingston Refugees and Migrants Strategy endorsed
by 15 strategic partners in Kingston and the borough itself. In other words we already deliver
services that meet the needs of local refugee population It is great that the bidding process
will be flexible to the needs of local VCS. But it is not clear how. The fact that it will be
competitive is directly against the ethos of our sector which achieves best results when
working in partnership and cooperation [name] is a holistic services with cross butting areas
of work, such as advice and information, counselling services, integrational services etc.
Who will decide on the new outcome areas? Who was consulted about it? How have the
users been consulted, especially the isolated, vulnerable ones? Does that mean that the
level of bureaucracy for a small organisation like hours will be difficult to manage? Annual
review will mean even less stability than now. What tool will be used to decide the social
value of an organisation? How will the uniformity of the process be ensured?
The issue is how the money will be used. There may be some organisations which become
vulnerable as they may not receive grants consistently to provide a continuing service.
It is unclear what the current pot of money is. Also, if people tick unsatisfactory, does that
mean the pot should be higher or lower under commissioning?
The current overall pot of money does not deal with the current social issues in Kingston. It
is not clear what will be involved in empowering voluntary groups to bid- we need more
information about this and also what steps will be taken to continue the cooperative
approach to work that we currently have within RBK. By bidding under competitive tender
(with commercial organisations), the principles and values fundamental to the third sector
are undermined. There is no evidence to suggest that grants are an inefficient route to
funding social projects or that competitive tender provides greater value for public money.
How can the tendering process be open, fair and competitive when the services offered are
so discrete and niche? Only certain organisations with specialities in certain areas will be
able to bid for specific services that are being put out to tender. How will the outcome areas
be determined? How will any negative effects to the various user groups such as the
disabled or BME Groups be assessed? When will the Equality Impact Assessment be
undertaken? Areas that are not political topics are unlikely to be provided the opportunity to
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bid or tender for funding to undertake their vital work within the community If commissioning
is undertaken annually, will voluntary groups have to tender every year? This would require
capacity and resource to be taken away from frontline service delivery to fulfil the
bureaucracy required to participate in the processes and severely undermine small, yet
currently viable voluntary establishments.
Current overall pot of money doesn't deal effectively with Kingston's current social issues.
Insufficient info on how voluntary groups will be empowered to bid. Bidding by competitive
tender along with commercial organisations undermines principles and values fundamental
to voluntary organisations. Evidence needed to prove competitive tender provides greater
value for public money. Info needed on how breakdown of outcome areas to be determined.
Info needed on how any negative effects on user groups to be assessed, e.g. people with
disabilities. Info needed on when Equality Impact Assessment to be undertaken. If reviewed
annually, info needed on whether voluntary groups will have to tender annually.
"Overall pot of money" - the pot of money should be increased, at the least, to reflect
changes in inflation “Competitive tenders for services" - VCS organisations should be
empowered to approach RBK with proposals for services or action areas rather than relying
on RBK to define the services that are required.
Large organisations could possibly deliver at a lower price because of economies of scale
but would lack local knowledge. The process can be improved by a high rating being given in
the tender process to existing local organisations
What are the plans for empowering voluntary organisations like ourselves to bid with
competitive tenders? Kindly note that charities such as ours rely on volunteers to do these
tasks and for many English is not their first language so how fair/just will it be to rely on the
bidding process to get funding for such an important project? Profit making companies who
are likely to have this expertise are surely going to have better chances.
The preamble indicates that this change is brought about by financial pressure and the need
to save money. There is no recognition that greater investment in good voluntary sector
services can bring about cost savings and better services Whilst voluntary sector
organisations need to be competitive and efficient, preparing competitive bids against each
other is a major exercise and distraction of management, and not necessarily a good use of
limited time and resources.
Commissioning has its place in local funding arrangements, particularly on the delivery of
front line services but without Corporate Grants such service delivery becomes
impracticable. It is important to retain a Corporate Grants programme as part of a
commissioning approach to allow the voluntary and community sector (VCS) to continue to
thrive. Corporate Grants allow the VCS in Kingston to deliver vital services, which has the
ability to reduce the pressure on the council. This is particularly valuable in areas such as
advice; for example [name] is able to deliver advice services to refugees and asylum
seekers in the borough and often prevent them needing more costly services in the future,
for example around mental health. Capacity to deliver this service has increased only
through the stability that a Corporate Grant can bring.
How will voluntary and community organisations be empowered? Most do not have capacity
or expertise to bid effectively with other organisations. Will the council provide help to
voluntary and commercial organisations to tender? What about funding - tendering will take
time and money that is scarce and would be better put to providing services. It is a
significant burden to have to tender, particularly if he tender is unsuccessful When will the
voluntary and community organisations be empowered? Many are close to the end of their
contract and making them go through a tendering process leads to massive uncertainties
and risk, particularly for those with employed staff Voluntary and community organisations
deliver services that meet needs, have often commissioned and participated in needs
assessments, and deliver services that meet strategic needs cost effectively. What about
services to communities that cross cut areas? For [name], services are provided to refugees
and asylum seekers that will cut across many outcome areas. How will this work across
commissioners? And how will providing services to a targeted community work?
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Keeping the amount available for these types of projects is unsatisfactory as it does not take
into consideration any costs of living increases, such as rent and utilities and any salary
costs.
Concerned that smaller voluntary organisations could get squeezed out of the
commissioning process by bigger better resourced organisations.
The overall pot of money would remain the same as that in the 2014/15 grants programme
Unsatisfactory The current overall pot of money does not deal with the current social issues
in Kingston. Voluntary and community organisations would be empowered to bid with
competitive tenders to deliver the services that best meet the needs of local people.
Unsatisfactory It is not clear what will be involved in empowering voluntary groups to bid- we
need more information about this and also what steps will be taken to continue the
cooperative approach to work that we currently have within RBK. By bidding under
competitive tender (with commercial organisations), the principles and values fundamental to
the third sector are undermined. There is no evidence to suggest that grants are an
inefficient route to funding social projects or that competitive tender provides greater value
for public money. The bidding process will be open, fair, competitive and most importantly,
flexible to the needs of the range of voluntary and community sector organisations Not sure
How can the tendering process be open, fair and competitive when the services offered are
so discrete and niche? Only certain organisations with specialities in certain areas will be
able to bid for specific services that are being put out to tender. ï¶ Grants are currently
allocated to different â€˜outcome areas. We would look to replicate this allocation of money
to different outcome areas under the new commissioning process. This will be regularly
reviewed, most likely annually. Not sure How will the outcome areas be determined? How
will any negative effects to the various user groups such as the disabled or BME Groups be
assessed? When will the Equality Impact Assessment be undertaken? Areas that are not
political topics are unlikely to be provided the opportunity to bid or tender for funding to
undertake their vital work within the community. If commissioning is undertaken annually, will
voluntary groups have to tender every year? This would require capacity and resource to be
taken away from frontline service delivery to fulfil the bureaucracy required to participate in
the processes and severely undermine small, yet currently viable voluntary establishments
Very confusing process, unsettle for our clients (refugees and asylum seekers) group. How
VSCs going to be empowered? Isn’t too late for that? We are already meeting the needs.
Bidding process don't work for VSC organizations as it encourage competitiveness rather
cooperation. How have the most vulnerable in the brought not been consulting about the
outcome?
The move from grants to commissioning places smaller local groups at grave risk of closure
if they are not able to receive core funding for their activities. Core funding enables charities
to fund their office overheads and (in the case of anything larger than the very smallest 'lowmaintenance' organisation), to fund the invaluable time input of staff members. This staff
input allows the organisation to have the basic stability it needs to then fund-raise and run
successfully. Very few sources of charitable funding allow for inclusion of core costs. If
sufficient safeguards are not in place in any proposed tendering process then local voluntary
sector groups, which are best placed to serve the needs of local vulnerable people, will be
set to lose out massively.
Where there are areas of grant provision or commissioning that are essentially the
community expressing itself, then a process that pits fledgling or small local charities against
national charities with marketing departments is likely to result in stifling local initiative. Ring
fence some areas for local groups only, or retain those areas in a grant process.
There is no evidence of a need to change. In fact, the most recent reports from NHS
England, Audit Commission and The Big Lottery all now support grants over commissions
process.
Where is the evidence to show that these changes will improve the situation? The system
works well as it is now. Who will pay for these changes and how much will it cost to
implement them? It seems to me that your statements above are misleading. The spirit of
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each statement above should already be observed. If it's not, then the question is why not?
Your statements should highlight the real changes that would take place with the introduction
of competitive tenders rather than grants.
Competitive tenders means that local small voluntary organisations will be excluded resulting
in a loss of local wealth and knowledge. External organisations will not be delivering services
that meet the needs of local people but the needs of the contract specification only. New
organisations need time to build up knowledge and rely on the local organisations to help
them with this. Based on experience external organisations tend to be more inflexible and
deliver what has been agreed - a pure business approach. Whereas local voluntary
organisations have a range of business models, are flexible and most importantly of will
always have the customers’ needs at the core of their work. To review the programme
annually suggests that funding will only be on a yearly basis unlike under the new
arrangements where the funding is for 3 years subject to monitoring conditions being met
allowing some stability.
The needs of the local community have increased therefore the 'overall pot' shouldn't remain
the same. Competition is ok if there’s a level playing field as regards manpower and other
resources. Some charities are surviving on little resource particularly small charities where
e.g. there are no economies of scale. It what way is this 'empowering'? 'Competition" in the
process of applying for funding to help e.g. families with mental health issues? How is this
appropriate? Annual reviews are too regular. Some of the needs charities help with can only
be properly assessed/reviewed over a much longer period, e.g. 2/3yearly.
What evidence is there that commissioning would improve the services presently provided
by grants? Will not an open bidding process allow non local organisations to bid low and
then renegotiate once the contract was up and running by which time local voluntary
organisations could have been forced to lose staff and therefore not be able to compete in a
renegotiation. Highly regarded does not necessarily mean taken into account
Leaves the bidding process open to non local large organisations that are not interested in
the borough's future development. How can a bidding process be flexible. Highly regarded
means nothing if it doesn't influence the outcome.
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Grants options - why? - If you think that any of the functions are unsatisfactory,
please tell us how we could improve them?
Comments
Why? Best to keep funding transparent.
How will this work? The voluntary sector need to be consulted with more information to make
sure the wider needs of the borough are properly represented. Where is the centralized
control?
A 'small community grant' is likely to work for those organisations that are too small to be
able to bid for contracts, but this could help to support 'grass roots' activity on a very local
level, which would be a good thing. However, funding criteria needs to be set so that it
doesn't exclude those mid-range organisations that have a higher income but still struggle to
compete with larger more well resourced ones. This could create a 'two-tier' voluntary sector
that makes it harder for organisations to grow.
i am a great believer in explaining what one is doing to ones local councillors but what
happens to the charity that can't for any reason access councillors?
I'd rather see this funding allocated through a central process, as a councillor-led scheme is
more open to bias of personal contacts
What kind of projects would the community grant be used for? Using individual councillors in
this way risks creating inequalities between one council ward and another.
It is unsatisfactory to have a system which relies on individual Cllr patronage. I do not have
enough information about what the transition fund would be or how it would be accessed or
what problems it would seek to address to be able to comment on this option
Local councillor contact allows for conflict of interest and bias of certain organisations. This
was all too prevalent under the Lib Dems.
It should not be about which group a councillor knows/ supports
Surely this is going against the principles of being open, fair and equitable.
Community grant process insufficiently transparent.
Grants should be decided by a committee, not one person.
The community grant needs to be advertised effectively and to everyone who could possibly
want to access it. Not necessarily at a councillor's discretion, but should be judged
objectively.
How big/small will the transition fund be. Will the people deciding the specific organisations
on a case by case basis have all/enough info/knowledge about all the groups in the borough
to make informed decisions? From past experiences it is clear that some groups are
favoured more than others - the case of those who shout loudest get heard? A similar
thought about accessing through a local councillor - favouritism comes to mind! Not all
groups have close links or contacts with councillors- it might be a question of who you know
rather than what service you are providing?
Obtaining small community grants through local Councillor Contact will be open to abuse
and would place Councillors in a difficult position. All applications should be through the
Commissioning Team and open to scrutiny even if they are supported by a local Councillor.
Ensuring fairness in the allocation needs to be protected esp re: relationships with
Councillors. Councillors are busy and may make decisions based on past relationships. A
successful grant should not be based on how well an organisation builds relationships with
people but how good the organisation is at delivering (planning) its services. This work
needs to be centrally aligned.... it could create divergence (unfairness) across organisations.
Tell us exactly what you are talking about - instead of 'Council Speak'
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I'm concerned about the transparency of this process and that this might become more a
networking process rather than a response to need
In terms of the principles listed above, any change to be made in how the council/statutory
partners conduct themselves, we would expect them to behave to a given standard, which is
reflected here. The use of the term 'expected' above, suggests that decisions to move the
grants to the commissioning pot has already been made. Nothing in the preamble to this
survey states the evidence that moving to a commissioning budget creates a vibrant,
sustainable voluntary sector, whereas the evidence for keeping a grants programme which
allows for a creative approach to developing innovative solutions, to develop new ways of
working, to reach seldom heard members of society who can provide insight about local
issues and provide local solutions to local problems, is well supported by bodies including
NVACA and NHS England Grants should be seen as part of the commissioning approach
not as something outside of it and therefore of less value Grants allow organisations to be
responsive and flexible. The provision of core funding through the grants programme allows
organisations to build capacity through bring in additional funding to the organisation and
into the local economy. It keeps services local
According to what criteria that grant will be assigned? Definitely against this measure. It is a
potential source for conflict. It does not sound fair and probably it is not fair. It is a very
shocking suggestion.
There needs to be a fairer method of funding smaller organisations which is not just limited
to emergency handouts. Once the transitional arrangements have expired the smaller
organisations will be simply squeezed out of the running.
A transition fund might help out an organisation for a short period of time, but it will not
prevent that organisation having to compete with other companies and a decision still could
be made to award a contract to a private company if they saved more money. I do not
believe that councillors should manage community grants; as they represent certain political
views this could lead to certain charities or community organisations being chosen over
others. This process should be independent, open, non-political and based on evidence and
need.
Why is this accessed via a councillor?
These suggestions are trying to pacify those that don't see commissioning as the way
forward.
Widen the contact points
It seems by the above wording that the decision has already been made, however to create
a transition fund would be unacceptable as would having a grant for emerging needs
because: there needs to be a ring fenced ongoing pot of money/funds to continue to support
charities that provide help to the disabled, their families and the vulnerable in our society. I
repeat because it is so important that families have continuity of services.
Don't see why grants. Move all to commissioning approach.
Grants should be kept, especially for the small organisations who cannot bid or survive
without the Councils grant. If the money is the same why are you making organisations do
more paperwork to tender for services they provide instead of keeping the grants process as
it is and enabling them to get on with the job rather than be overwhelmed with bureaucracy
when they are already overstretched? A local councillor should not be able to decide who
gets money alone. How many councillors do voluntary work and know what is involved? This
is very dangerous and will be unfair to the councillors and groups applying for money.
Councillors will inevitable chose their own favourite outcome area to give money to. It will not
be a fair and equal process. Funding needs to be via a central process with a group of
unbiased people deciding objectively who receives what.
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I can understand that the council might identify needs that it would like the voluntary sector
to meet, but I think it would be disastrous to do away with the grant system. A mixed system
would be better - grants would remaining the main way of funding, but allow the council to
commission for specific needs that are not covered by charities under the grant system.
Commissioning should only be used to fill the gaps left by grant-funded work.
Again, the premise is a move to commissioning rather than a consultation on the efficiency
of grant Vs commissioning. Third sector organisations are by nature small and challenged
for funding, spending money on competing annually for funds is not a good use of their
money and the uncertainty in business management that it creates can only be de-stabilising
for what are effectively "small businesses"
Creates red tape
This creates patronage and cronyism.
Vital services to groups and functions that are not as vocal or popular (such as disabled
people, people with substance misuse problems and advice and advocacy) may miss out as
they are not on the political agenda
How will this be implemented? Will voluntary organisations be asked?
Transition fund should be permanent. The other two provisions sound like the kind of things
that would be underfunded, and involve too much of a "who you know" culture in the council.
this sounds biased and vital services to groups that are not as vocal/popular may miss out
as they are not on the political agenda.
The Grant Budget should not be transferred to a commission pot making all above questions
unsatisfactory.
With all due respect to Councillors, handing individual elected members direct control on
funds in the way suggested would put them in a difficult position and lead to a less objective
analysis of need.
Are all the needs within the borough being properly represented? Core costs for voluntary
organisations are extremely difficult to fundraise for. Most grant-making trusts want to give
money to a tangible project. A key feature of the way things are currently done is that it
allows for small voluntary organisations to cover some of their core costs.
Re transition fund proposal - this is a very nebulous proposal as it stands - it is very difficult
to be in favour of an idea when there is no information about the size of this fund, which
organisations might stand to benefit or what sort of services it would be aiming to support
specifically - surely the jury must remain out on this idea until more detail is supplied? re
small community grant idea - this sounds dangerous! For an individual councillor to have the
power to award grants seems to invite conflicts of interest at the very least and possibly
worse.
What is the transition fund going to be about? who is going to decide how much money is
going to which transition fund and who will be eligible for it? Conflict of interest will be an
issue.
These measures - if they are to remain, defeat the object of the Tender process initiative.
The operation of the transition fund in parallel to the tender process creates both additional
cost to be born by the tax payer through the support of two systems.
I don't agree with the commissioning process for the voluntary sector. The three options
above are just a sweetener because it has been decided that commissioning is the chosen
way. In the end this has more to do with the council being in control and setting their own
agenda depending on their perceived set of needs and what matters and what doesn't.
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Create a transition fund for the first two years: There is a presumption that a decision on
commissioning has already been taken! A transition fund also presumes that this will aid
groups which are unsuccessful to transition to closure or find other funding. What happens
after two years of transition funds? Do groups close? Create a discretionary grant to support
emerging needs: this arrangement is only viable now because it funds very small activities
Create a small community grant which will be accessed directly through a local councillor
contact: This puts huge power in the hands of individual Cllrs who may only fund people who
agree with them. Campaigning, advocacy and independent groups will face bias. Recent
description of funding to VCS groups as 'gifts' means a majority of VCS groups will be seen
as unnecessary and therefore undeserving of these 'gifts'
Although the transition fund is a good idea in order to avoid a potential closure of some local
organisations, there is no clarity about it - how big is the fund going to be, which are these
'specific organisation' that will be entitled to apply. It is difficult to sustain a meaningful
fundraising strategy with that information missing I don't think a grant system through a
patronage of a local councillor is a good idea. It encourages nepotism and conflict of interest
There may not be support for a range of provision. Lack of flexibility may cause reduction in
funding.
First of all, these ideas will be like a drop in the ocean. Secondly, it is not clear what the
answer options imply. If the commissioning system is in place, any grants would still be
welcome, as some grants is better than none. That doesn't mean that I'm in favour of a
transition fund, discretionary or community grant, or anything similar, just that it would be
better than nothing. In other words, if I tick excellent, does that mean I want a community
grant (for example) in itself, or that I would like it if there was a commissioning system in
place?
This sounds very biased and flavour of the month to me- if it is not one of the Councillors’
favoured organisations Vital services to groups and functions that are not as vocal or popular
(such as disabled people, people with substance misuse problems and advice and
advocacy) may miss out as they are not on the political agenda. It could possibly be made
part of the Health and Well-being Board where a larger group of people would have a say
over who can access the bids.
Info needed on criteria required to qualify for funding. How will this be decided? Access
through local Councillor contact could result in partiality. Politics could play an inappropriate
part. If there's to be transparency, grants should not be awarded by individuals. If grants are
to be accessed via individual Councillors, how will an overall balance in outcome areas be
achieved?
The local councillor route is inappropriate and brings in patronage to what should be an
independent process
Who decides on which specific group to support. Do Councillors have full information of all
the voluntary organisations in the borough? How much equity is there likely to be if
Councillors have certain groups they would favour. Would we be at the mercy of the local
councillors and how can we be sure it won't be biased..
It is the basic premise, that the majority of the budget will be transferred to commissioning,
that is unsatisfactory.
This sounds like an unnecessary distraction and "feel good" opportunity for well-meaning
councillors Re the Overall opinion on the move, the benefits demonstrated in other boroughs
are limited and the grants system still works well in Kingston. It isn't broke so don't fix it.
Whilst the proposals to create a discretionary grant and community grant are welcome, a key
role of Corporate Grants is to provide organisations stability to allow them a degree of
flexibility to deliver vital services (as noted in the answer to the previous question). A small or
discretionary grants programme could reduce this stability meaning that organisations have
less capacity to respond to emerging needs.
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As it stands the transition fund approach is too vague. What specific organisations will be
eligible for it? What will be done to ensure sustainability of an organisation that benefits from
the fund and delivers goo services beyond the two years? Accessing small community
grants trough a local councillor leads to a large risk of a patronage approach to funding
Create a transition fund for the first two years, after the commissioning approach is put in
place to support specific orgs on a case by case basis. Not sure How will this be decided?
What will be the criteria for qualifying for this funding? It is disappointing as the survey is predisposed to the commissioning process, so if this is the case I would strongly lobby for a 3
year transition as Year 1 = chaos. Year 2 = bedding down. Year 3 = first year of learning.
Create a small community grant which will be accessed directly through a local councillor
contact Unsatisfactory This sounds very biased and flavour of the month to me- if it is not
one of the Councillorsâ€™ favoured organisations Vital services to groups and functions that
are not as vocal or popular (such as disabled people, people with substance misuse
problems and advice and advocacy) may miss out as they are not on the political agenda
Who is going to decide which organization is eligible? Conflict of interest
The small community grant accessed directly through a local councillor contact runs the risk
of being extremely difficult administer fairly. How will access to this funding be determined?
For imaginative community initiatives the local Councillor is not always the person who has
the most innovative ideas. The first two answers follow your presumption in the way you
have phrased the question that a commissioning system is coming. Therefore, we have
answered, for instance, that a transition fund is an excellent thing IF the commissioning
system comes in. What we would like to answer here, but the form of the questionnaire
prevents us, is that a commissioning system may be much worse than a grants system.
Nevertheless, we have answered as you request - IF a commissioning system is introduced,
THEN a transition fund is a good idea.
Current grant situation enables our voluntary and community sector to thrive through cooperation rather than competition.
I would repeat my remarks from the first page.
Transition fund to support specific organisations on a case by case basis - which specific
organisations? How will the case by cases be determined? As this is a transition fund there
will only be a limited amount of funds available this is extremely concerning with some
organisations unable to have any funding available to them when they most need it.
Emerging needs currently has an upper limit of Â£3,000 but because of the increasing
demand in recent years on this funding stream the amount actually awarded is of a much
lower limit. The demand will increase further and as a result many organisations may not
have a chance of accessing the fund at all. Community grant - this relies and puts the onus
on local organisations having a relationship with local councillors. For larger organisations
where councillors maybe trustees (non voting or in their own personal right) they already
have a connection/relationship established but for smaller organisations this is not the case
and they will be forced to spend time on establishing relationships with councillors alongside
delivering services, running their organisations and fundraising. This is not a transparent
system. Putting in place 3 new alternative sources of grants/funding which will be a small pot
as mentioned above will be costly for the council in terms of administration and bureaucracy.
I'm not sure but accessing through a local councillor contact does not seem open and
transparent
Any system that relies on an individual councillor's largesse cannot be democratic.
Patronage is rarely fair.
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Agreement - why? - Please tell us why?
Comments
Different rules apply to commissioning. grants i.m.o are simpler
What evidence is there that the Voluntary and Community Sector are not producing excellent
outcomes already and value for money? For example, the [name] are already producing
excellent results. My concern is that money will be diverted and spent on a Commissioning
Team to shake things up and break up a model that is already working. I have not been
convinced that Commissioning will not be to the detriment of smaller organisations who will
not be able to compete. I am not convinced that the message of Commissioning has
reached everyone. Although monitoring and delivering positive outcomes are a positive and
necessary thing, these can be achieved through tweaks of the present system. The
voluntary sector has always worked on a tight budget so the likelihood is that organisations
are already doing "more for less". To be able to bid for a tender when the pot of money that
goes to the Voluntary Sector remains the same, means that there will be even more focus on
using volunteers to achieve results. This is concerning.
Voluntary organisations are very different to commercial organisations which offer a service
to the council such as rubbish collection etc and to treat them in the same way is
unacceptable. These organisations don't measure themselves on profit, but rather on the
effect of the people they help, and often that output is immeasurable. You can measure the
efficiency of a service contractor. I don't think it's unreasonable of the council to put out a list
to the whole borough which states that these are the areas that the council budget can't
currently stretch too and we would love our voluntary organisations to cover this gap for us.
Be specific. Write a wish list and don't be afraid to say no to people who are applying for
money for a very closed and not particularly vulnerable group. Do we need language clubs?
Do we need cricket boards? Or do we need to care a bit more for those in our community
with mental health issues? I also would like to see something in writing which states that only
organisations within the borough will benefit from this money. Outside organisations have
been brought in before and in my opinion they never quite hit the mark. They may be
cheaper but there is something about living in a place which means you just get it. I also
think that the voluntary organisations are much more likely to have their ear to the ground
than the council in terms of what vulnerable people in the area need. They work with them
every day. For me this change is the council saying "we know better than you what the
people you help need" and that's a bit insulting. I fear that this change will result in some
vulnerable people losing their voice.
Unlikely to be able to access it, will skew budget towards larger organisations with more
resource to participate.
I think it will be too onerous a task for organisations like [name] that are run entirely by
volunteers.
local councils should ensure local charities are encouraged and supported to meet the
needs of local people, competitive tender cannot and does not do this and the local people
that loose out
If the voluntary/charity sector is to survive and continue to provide much valued services that
would otherwise not exist, the sector must become more collaborative and willing to work in
partnership with other organisations to design services that meet local needs rather than
acting against each other, giving rise to a duplication of effort that will result in smaller
organisations being unsustainable. The commissioned services model will encourage a
competitive culture within the voluntary sector that will ultimately not prove sustainable for
many small organisations and risks the loss of some valuable services.
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(i) Destruction of cooperative efforts Commissioning on an outcome area by outcome area
basis will inevitably weaken and may poison the inter-relationships and cooperation between
the voluntary sector organisations within the Borough. Much has already been achieved by
these organisations in improving their ability to meet the needs of clients through crossreferrals and joint working to improve efficiencies. These gains and also the scope for future
improvements will be put in jeopardy by a bidding process that sets them against each other
and threatens some with financial ruin if they fail to replace their grant funding. By winning
commissions at the expense of their existing partners. (ii) Weakening of even the successful
bidders Ongoing voluntary work requires long-term funding over a spread of interconnected
activities. The Council's statement that it will review outcome areas annually suggests that
commissioning contracts would have a short time horizon. Furthermore, they would in many
cases cut across the inter-connected activities currently undertaken by the organisations that
win the contracts, by supporting some activities while withdrawing funding from others. Both
these consequences, implicit in the Council's proposals, would damage the quality and
efficiency of even those organisations that win the commissioning contracts.
Cannot really see what the difference is. It is just different terminology with extra funds to
cover the transition.
It provides a marketplace open to major national suppliers who will have access to resources
to bid which will act to exclude local organisations. Those suppliers will extract funds from
the Borough to Kingston's loss.
This is probably too complicated a system for smaller charities
for the reasons given in the panel on section 1
The grant system is not broken and so do not try to fix it by going down the commissioning
route. Research the failed efforts of other councils and the organisations that have been lost
to communities due to this flawed process.
Where a Local Authority has no Statutory duty to provide services to disadvantaged people
within the community but wish to support charitable service providers working with
disadvantaged people with non-priority needs, then the Local Authority could request
applications for funding and agree with the charity provider the need, the scope and the
outcomes to be achieved, as is currently working quite well under the Supporting People
arrangement. With a little bit of adjustment the existing system would be quite satisfactorily
amended to give the results required.
Too much competition will chock small community organisations
Can't understand what the hell you are on about
I think that a competitive tender is appropriate for the business environment, but completely
inappropriate for the charity sector where communities are often struggling with illness and
lack of funding and are not necessarily equipped to operate in a competitive market.
For the reasons already stated.
I don't understand really what it is all about and how it will work and affect our volunteer run
club.
I believe that it will encourage bigger private companies to competitively bid for voluntary
sector contracts and push out smaller organisations who have had no or little experience of
commissioning, and who will not have the resources or experience to bid for these contracts.
I am deeply concerned that saving money will become the overriding factor, rather than the
value for money which the voluntary sector has offered for years; this is evident in other
boroughs where large companies have taken on voluntary sector contracts, sometimes with
little or no presence in the actual borough. This is of huge disadvantage to the local
community who will lose out of organisations with an intrinsic understanding of the different
issues that affect local people, and who can respond creatively.
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It will reduce creativity and innovation amongst local charities who will look elsewhere for
funding thus creating a disconnect with the local authority. Small charities will suffer as a
result of these changes and will not feel supported by the local authority.
I believe an emphasis will be put on whether a service is essential and time and again
support to the disabled and vulnerable are cut because they are easy targets and not seen
as essential. However when you have disabilities in your own family you know that these
charities can be life savers and provide stability when you have their support and nowhere
else to turn to. They often have specific knowledge of disability that more general services
are not aware of and are unable to understand. I also believe that there will be a tendency to
engage and fund the lowest bidder of services and this will lose the built up knowledge and
trust that has been developed with the existing charities over several years and losing this
continuity is harmful and damaging to the disabled and their families.
There is no evidence to show there is a need for change, in fact there is significant backing
from reputable organisation showing that the current system in fact does work very
effectively. There will also be increased bureaucracy and greater competition locally
between organisations instead of cooperation. The flexibility of grants which allows the
sector to pull additional money will be removed by a system that imposes a rigid
commissioning system.
As a performing arts organisation, we are not in a position to bid competitively.
The commissioning process will place a heavier administrative burden on voluntary
organisations than the grant applications process, with a longer and more laborious bidding
process, often with multiple stages, that will be particularly difficult for smaller organisations
to engage with. Moving to a commissioning approach restricts the voluntary sector in setting
the agenda for service provision. If the council is deciding which services to commission then
the voluntary sector organisations who work on the ground daily will no longer have the
same voice when identifying needs in the community which that particular charity feels they
can address (because of its particular set objectives, its experience and expertise) and
accessing funding to meet those needs. With the grants process, a voluntary or community
group can identify acute needs and then devise an innovative piece of work to meet that
need and then approach the council for funding. Under commissioning, it will be harder for
voluntary organisations to make their voices and the voices of their supporters and
beneficiaries heard regarding work that the council should be funding. Commissioning
process will not place enough emphasis on the social value added by Kingston's voluntary
and community sector. Commissioning is a competitive process and any decision on
awarding contracts made in a climate of drastically reduced local government spending is at
risk of commissioners losing sight of social value in their pursuit of best value.
Commissioning will threaten the existence of many local, especially small, organisations that
are run by a handful of volunteers but reach and are essential for many who have complex
problems or disabilities because the volunteers that run the organisations may not
understand the jargon or have access to computers or have the IT skills or know how to
word applications to meet the Council's commissioning criteria. They do not have the
resources or necessary skills to fill out forms but are the best people to provide the specialist
services needed to help their particular client group. They will not know about commissioning
"opportunities" if they don't have a computer and will give up trying to apply for money if they
don't understand the jargon or have the IT skills. Commissioning will mean these
organisations will fold and the clients will be even further isolated from society. If
commissioning is introduced it will destroy the co-operative work between the voluntary
sector organisations within the borough. If they have to compete against each other to win
commissions at the expense of their now partners instead of working together as they do
now, it will damage their relationships and will have a detrimental effect on the valued joined
up community services and the clients will suffer. They have achieved so much with cooperation and joint working - to introduce commissioning would ruin that and be a disaster
for everyone. Private companies would be skilled at tendering for commissions but once they
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win a contract they are likely to cut corners and make savings at the expense of the service
and clients. They do not have the local knowledge or know the clients - relationships take
years to build. Some of the phrases in questions on this consultation are not clear to
volunteers so having to bid for a commission would be a real challenge for some. This would
jeopardise their success if they don't answer the question fully because they don't
understand exactly what is being asked of them (what do you mean by social value?). They
would miss out on vital funding that makes the difference between survival and having to
close for good. The best way to help people is to encourage the voluntary sector
organisation to continue to work together rather than forcing them to compete against one
another to provide services. They are already overstretched with few resources - making
them spend more time on administration which could be used to deliver services is not the
way forward.
Please see above. I chair [NAME] which provides essential services for mainly vulnerable
groups in the borough. The organisation runs on minimal overhead costs and a move to
commissioning would only add to our costs of providing the service. I see only negatives and
no benefits to a move to commissioning
I cannot see the advantages. It is clear from your papers that it is a response to government
cuts - wouldn't it be more honest to say that is a necessary evil.
Whilst some commissioning may be inevitable - generally the grants making approach is the
fairest and best way for local voluntary and community groups - who are I daily contact with
constituents to provide the services needed by those constituents. They also provide value
for money service.
Has there been research on the current situation to investigate how it is working or not
working? My concern is that a good proportion of the money be spent on running a team to
change something which doesn't need to be changed? Smaller organisation may suffer
badly as they struggle to compete. Why can’t the present system be altered slightly? Why
throw away the baby with the bath water?
I am not convinced that commissioning alone leads to better outcomes, and consistent
changes in providers leads to a distinct alone lack of community cohesion, and fragmented
service delivery.
For the reasons previously stated, plus greater flexibility available from the grants system in
service development e.g. in meeting new projects and needs rather than requiring strict
adherence to the terms of the contract that would likely be required under a commissioning
environment.
No evidence that better outcomes will be achieved. The increased bureaucratic process will
be costly for everyone - the Council, Kingston's residents and the Voluntary and Community
Sector. There is clear evidence that Grants produce a gearing of 4:1 funding levered into the
borough. Local Voluntary and Community Groups have consistently argued against such a
move at all the workshops, at all meetings and at the Voluntary Sector Board. This voice has
been ignored.
We think that voluntary services should not be commercialized. Services should not be
money oriented but purely voluntary and charitable. Commissioning the services will affect
and eliminate small and medium size charities in the Borough.
Commissioning does not allow time for staff development and cannot support emerging
needs and new objectives.
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This will mean that most of the tenders will be won by organisations that have the capacity to
write successful bids - it will mean unfair/ uneven competition for smaller organisations that
don't have that capacity as they are on the ground providing the support. The contracts/
services will end up being run by a handful of bigger, private sector organisations that may
lack the local knowledge necessary to deliver a successful service. This will thwart smaller
community groups coming together to address needs in a highly, skilled and personal
manner.
It will be much harder for voluntary organisations to have a voice and may be destroyed by
larger profit-making organisations.
Because even the fact of changing to the proposed new system is likely to result in
increased costs for all involved, including RBK, which must mean that there will be less
money available to deliver outcomes for some of the voluntary sector's very vulnerable
clients. As mentioned above a competitive process is very likely to destroy the useful links
that are currently building between the various voluntary bodies in Kingston and which are in
the interests of both RBK, the clients and the voluntary bodies themselves.
This centralises matters taking opportunities away from local voluntary organisations
There is no evidence that there is need to change. Local voluntary sector has been
delivering successfully for many years using the grant system. Bureaucracy costs or
administration costs
As per the previous answer.
I think I've already explained in my previous comments!
Because of the lack of evidence that the move to the commissioning system will be
beneficial and plenty of evidence that it did not work in other boroughs and additional
evidence from authoritative sources such as NHS England, the Big Lottery and NAVCA that
grants are essential in order to maintain a flourishing local voluntary sector Because I am
concerned about the funding of [NAME] core cost from April 2016 Because contract delivery
will be inflexible and will not give us time and space to lever additional funds into the
borough from outside sources Because it is a competitive process and will create (it already
has) unhealthy relationships amongst otherwise cooperative and harmonious local VCS and
this will directly affect the outcomes for the local population benefiting from our voluntary and
community organisations Because it will encourage parachuting of big organisations with
financial robustness impossible for small and immediate local charities to achieve. Such
organisations lack the essential element to deliver local outcomes - years of local knowledge
and awareness
The voluntary sector should be collaborating, not competing. This system will be highly in
favour of large organisations, at the expense of local ones which have a history of expertise,
experience, local knowledge and have worked hard to gain trust in the community.
It may be appropriate in some circumstances so I would have ticked "to a little extent" but
the questionnaire then would not have let me add my reservations in this box. The risks of a
complete commissioning approach are: -it is more difficult for organisations to leverage
commissioned contracts to obtain additional funding for projects from other charitable
sources - it increases the expense for voluntary organisation in order to submit commercial
tenders - it gives a price advantage to large non-local organisation that have economies of
scale but no local connection or knowledge - unless there is a core grant to local
organisations to cover core costs (e.g. a director and rent) organisations would struggle to
fund these out of allocations of overheads to individual contracts - it turns voluntary nonprofit making organisations into commercial businesses which is detrimental to the
community and to the service that the Council will get
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Commissioning will mean organisations have to put resource into the process; will threaten
the social capital established in the borough of many organisations; and may result in loss of
volunteers and other sources of funding. The greater competition locally will have an
adverse effect on local cooperation and partnership There is no evidence that
commissioning is better than grants. Most recent reports (NHS England, Audit Commission,
Big Lottery) support grants over commissioning
We have not yet had the reassurance that small organisation, largely run by volunteers, will
have proper access to the process. And we are concerned that innovative projects that
would not normally be commissioned by the Council, but were imaginative and socially
useful ideas coming from the local community will no longer have access even to start-up
funding. "Emerging needs" does not seem to cover some of these. Community grants to be
accessed via a local councillor could pre-empt borough-wide initiatives?
There is no evidence. VSC were doing excellent work for many years by using the grant
system.
The retention of grants at the smaller level is a good thing, but it is the loss of the larger core
funding which is the biggest worry. What safeguards can be included to ensure the local
voluntary sector doesn't lose out?
A commissioning process favours large organisations that are financially secure enough to
be paid once they've delivered the outcomes. The existence of small local organisations
might be jeopardised because of this.
Extra cost of implementation and lack of evidence to show any real advantages.
Where are contracts and SLA's in this process? These are just as robust as commissioning?
I would prefer the grants system be maintained. I believe commissioning systems have
many difficulties and perverse consequences
The proposal is not backed by any evidence from other councils that have followed this
route. If in fact such evidence is available, then it should be included in the proposal.
I have not seen any information that there has been benefit to councils that have adopted
this approach
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Reducing risk - Based on your knowledge of the VCS, could you suggest the
top three measures that we could implement to reduce this risk?
Comments
Cut the in house bureaucratic language and attitude of the Council and VCS Initiate real
outreach into the community to establish needs rather rely on the "professional" voluntary
industry Provide examples of just how other Boroughs have delivered this approach to
funding.
work with a strong and effective VCS work with established and successful VCS don’t know
a third reason
A sustainable and robust local community and voluntary sector in the Kingston area should
be a key principle. If an organisation is assessed to be valuable and delivering outcomes to
a good quality then the Council's actions should not put it in financial jeopardy. The Council
needs to consider the implications of awarding contracts to organisations with no long term
commitment to the Kingston area.
1. Commissioning has its own rollout agenda without ensuring that all organisations have
had a good chance to be 'ready' for its implementation - KVA have only just got the ball
rolling on the 'New Futures' aspect of the VCSS and has not yet filtered down to all
organisations. The Voluntary Sector is not ready for Commissioning and therefore the
planned rollout for next year will create chaos. Review the rollout timetable. 2. Ensure that
Commissioners have a better idea of what is happening on the ground - why not visit all
organisations who receive a grant. It does not feel as though the Commissioning Team are
initiating any contact with the voluntary sector. There is no problem holding meetings with
those who represent the Voluntary Sector on the various boards. However, direct contact
with organisations who struggle to get their voice heard also has to be achieved. 3. Phase in
Commissioning to make sure it works in Kingston.
Make sure you make informed, evidence based decision(s)... All groups are doing 'good
work', but you need to qualify this, are they having/making an impact? Are they delivering
outcomes...? what is the size of the difference they make? Who else can do what they are
doing... 'bangs for buck' is a factor....
Voluntary organisations are often good at delivering their output but not necessarily good at
going through a competitive process. I think you would need to provide support to these
organisations and very clear but simple directions in what it was that you were looking for. I
agree that a transition period would be needed. I also think that some guidance on
alternative funding would be good as the vast majority of these organisations are worth
keeping in the borough. It could be that some of the people who have been applying for
grants never really needed too but they just don't know enough about funding revenues to
be able to use an alternative.
ensure that there are still grants available as well as commissioned services
keep grant system for very small organisations
1. I don't believe the system should move entirely towards commissioning. For some
organisations/groups this may not be necessary or appealing. It may also cause excess
pressure and stress to a new group that isn't as established. Also, having some funds
available that is 'easier' and quicker for a group to acquire is vital. 2. Groups should be
encouraged to share and exchange resources / personnel / skills. In some cases the loan of
a piece of kit or specialist advice from a local resident (who might be a professional
volunteering for another group) might be invaluable. 3. Hmmmm. Can't think of a third. I think
point 1 is crucial though!
Set up the transition fund as in your proposal.
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Making sure that someone is accessible/appointed within the council to help and support
local charities/community groups with funding applications outside the borough. Appoint
someone within RBK whose job would be to liaise with the voluntary sector groups and find
out what they need which would help with outside funding. Encouraging service user
engagement and linking support groups with service provision to provide a better outcome
which would save money in the long term.
keeping a grant system for core activities have a lead in period for change grants for
partnership working to help with competitive tendering
1. Try to identify the likely organisations that may lose funding with the change in approach
and work with them to identify other ways of sustaining their work, either through other
income streams or partnership working. Develop a 'partner matching' service to strengthen
chances of being able to compete for contracts as part of a consortium bid. 2. Ensure VCS
involvement in setting RBK commissioning guidelines to ensure that not only the larger
organisations are able to compete to deliver services. 3. Create a forum for commissioned
providers to share learning and best practice in delivering public services under contract.
1) Tenders are checked thoroughly, and fairly scored according to community need and
benefit. Therefore where a tender is for critical services that benefit the community this
would generate a priority score. 2) Alternatively valuable voluntary organisations that are
identified as required and beneficial to the community could be allocated a set proportion of
the budget, then the remainder could be divided accordingly based on a fair scoring system
according to benefit to the community. 3) Possibly link to ability to raise own funds, holding
stalls at other charity fairs and fates to raise awareness of service. Look at match funding if
the organisation can raise X amount, the fund will match it / make up the difference to reach
the whole amount.
Look to see if there is overlap in the local voluntary sector, This requires that you have a
clear picture of what local charities do. Make it clearer what the council priorities are and
which charities are fulfilling these. Think how the council with statutory obligations will fulfil
those obligations if some charities disappear.
1) Commissioners working very closely and over time to understand client needs and to
ensure commissioned projects meet these needs 2) Support to ensure organisations are
'commissioning ready' 3) All possible measures to value local services over out of borough
providers
By assisting smaller voluntary organisations to work in partnerships with larger ones so that
their clients do not suffer the potential loss of their often unique experience and skill set.
Small organisations don't have the capacity to be able to administer commissioning, and as
a result would be excluded from the tendering.
Sounds like a decision has already been made Organisations need 'core funding' as well as
specific funding. Commissioning would have to make sure that this is included Many small
organisations don't have the manpower to administer commissioning
1. Consultation with organisations about what services are possibly not suitable for a
commissioning based approach and how else this might be funded. 2. Education and
training about commissioning - Do organisations propose projects they believe to be
valuable? Do Councils set priorities and how do they decide those? How much flexibility is
built in to respond to changing needs? How to write persuasive proposals? How to deliver on
commissions? Outcomes and measurements might have positive and negative effects, how
do we deal with that? Are there examples of how it works well in other local authorities? I
think voluntary organisations might have a lot of questions. 3. Where you have several
organisations tendering in the same sector you could ask them to consider sharing or
partnering in the work. Guards against undue favouritism and could lead to more robust
outcomes as organisations are often lacking in expertise, person power or other resources.
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1. Funding is forward looking and stable to enable VCSs to plan ahead and create stable
and professional services 2. Commissioning should favour local organisation who know and
understand their populations rather than bigger outside organisations being parachuted in 3.
Funding from grants help attract outside funding from other Trusts and Foundations.
Commissioning will not.
By supporting partnership working so that smaller groups are not lost, but are retained under
the support of a larger group
1: There should be a significant period of adjustment. To suddenly leave an organisation
with no funds could have detrimental results. 2: Quality assure all deliverers - so that
valuable organisations are supported, and not over-shadowed. 3: There must be a fair
playing field when it comes to producing the tenders. Some groups will not be able to
articulate so well in writing what they do in practice. Others are great orators who could sell
ice to an Eskimo, but reality shows are less successful in delivery. 4: All conflicts of interest
must be declared when it comes to assessors looking at tenders.
In the first year, provide support to smaller organisations who need more support as they
don't have the infrastructure of large organisations so that there is a diversity of providers.
There is a 'social value' in having providers and not just large regional / national
organisations, measures should be put in place to ensure local providers are awarded some
of the contracts. Have an evaluation strategy for the bids that is price and quality (quality
measures could in part be linked to local issues)
Provide different kind of support to those groups E.g. Fundraising or business development
Re: sustainability Smaller grants to more organisations
Don't change.
Transition arrangements.
Give added weight to bids which will result in retention of funds within RBK. Properly weight
added social value in bids.
Encourage merger and or proper partnerships Support market development Shared back
office function developed
Keep the same system as we had
Transition planning involving vcs Vcs capacity building Community innovation / future needs
small grant fund run as a light touch lottery to build capacity / develop new services
While maintaining adequate governance, 1) avoid unnecessary administrative hurdles. For
example if data is entered into a website by volunteers then also enable some change
mechanism to allow errors to be corrected and multiple volunteers to contribute. 2) Avoid
arbitrary qualification requirements. For example don't require sports clubs to have "clubmark" if they are running fine without it. 3) Advise organisations that are largely dependent
on grants on how they might reduce the dependency.
Abandon this idea Failing this, a comprehensive cross party study of the likely implications of
the proposals to be followed through by a similar follow up investigation of to extent to which
those implications are actually realised as a review of the allocations and their effects on the
service provided by organisations both funded and not funded by the new procedure
Abandon the commissioning approach. The wording of this question implies that this is a
done deal which is the wrong approach to win over the voluntary sector.
Not take cost as the main consideration in awarding grants Equal weight expertise social
and cost. Some value cannot be quantified Have VCS representatives on the awarding
panel
Keep in place key personnel who are familiar with the work of groups operating in the
Borough, so that an on-going dialogue can be maintained. To be clear and transparent as to
what is required from groups for the changeover. That currently funded groups are kept in
the loop of the changeover process.
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Please do not put all your eggs in one basket by picking the big Voluntary Org's to
speak/work on behalf of the many smaller organisations as they do not have the expertise
that they claim and services will suffer. Working together is good and should be encouraged
but not to the extent of losing the groups identity as the richness of the varied groups in
Kingston is what gives RBK a special place where we are all happy to live/work and enjoy
the fruits of our labour. Giving contracts/licences to the lowest bidder in relation to cost
should not be the criteria. Localism is definitely positive.
Organisation need help putting their case and a person with knowledge should be made
available to help and manage expectations
1. The Commissioning Team must work closely with the voluntary sector to confirm the
essential services and the details of the service so that bids can be requested on an agreed
quantified specification. 2. All voluntary sector services are not fully funded by the Local
Authority, therefore it must be made clear to the voluntary sector what they are precisely
bidding for? 3. As one can only bid for defined specification, the Local Authority has the
responsibility to establish the services it requires and detail the specification and give
guidance on the percentage of funding they are prepared to give?
1) Offer advice to organisations as to where future funding could be found. 2) Give clear
explanations as to why funding was no longer being offered, with guidance as to how an
organisation could change its offer and become again one that could be supported. 3) Offer
a timetable for review of the position.
Use community data to protect the right services.
By still having a proportion of funds available as grants for specific projects. Retain the
Neighbourhood grant scheme
Prioritise organisations such as disabled people support, children’s support etc. Monitor any
new commissions.
Nope
A transition period is a good idea An informational/advisory role in helping organisations
seek other sources of funding Helping put local organisations in touch with each other to
share resources
Ensure that the process of tendering is clear and not too onerous for local organisations with
limited resources Be aware that a commissioning approach often ignores the need for basic
infrastructure support (ie rent, management costs, basic running costs. These need to be
factored in to specific commissioned 'projects'. Build some flexibility into the system so that
valuable organisations and good community relations are not put at risk.
1. Invest in the support needed to move towards greater co production - define as
developing an active relationship between staff and service users as co-workers, and from
the perspective of communities as engaging the assets that exist within communities to grow
the core economy, building social networks, because people’s physical and mental wellbeing depends on strong, enduring relationships. The core economy is made up of all the
resources embedded in people’s everyday lives Time, energy, wisdom, experience,
knowledge and skills. 2. Be smarter about how such co production can be delivered the
need to be more outward facing and look to develop community hubs and develop a one
stop shop model to support engagement across Kingston’s communities. In addition this
would allow the development of a strong volunteer base to support communities build
resilience through well trained and resource staff support 3. To build capacity in the borough,
through training and development around building community assets and recognising that
communities have the capacity to build resilience and reduce reliance on formal care and
support. 4. Provide support to the VCS sector through grant aid to be a voice, to carry out a
role in representation, for capacity building organisations to be able to bid for funding and be
able to be commissioned to deliver services. 5. Continue to support VCS organisation
through grant aid to allow them to generate additional income from external funders,
providing an increased return on investment in the sector, which is not possible through a
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contacts only approach.

1- Ensure that those orgs with a long and strong presence in the community are supported.
2- Keep a client focussed approach: taking into consideration the number of service users
benefitted by the services, including their dependent relatives/ families, as well as how the
services provided support or aid the independence and health of the clients. 3- Pay attention
to how the measures will benefit clients and citizens in terms of health, independence and
ultimately generation of income. 4- Distribute the support to the different organisations
applying a fair criteria in terms of balancing the core services of the different organisations.
Make specialist provision for the organisations that fall into this category by maintaining a
grants system for Smaller amounts and smaller organisations I.e. A two tier system.
Make sure that clubs that are giving a service to disabled people a priority.
1. Commission transparently and effectively. This will give organisations an equal chance to
bid for contracts. 2. Provide guidance to VCS on how to apply elsewhere for funding. 3.
Provide management support to VCS and training.
The council need to have a better understanding of the functions and outcomes of the
voluntary organisations, as well as their value for money the voluntary organisations need to
be involved at the early stages of developing commissioning plans The council could meet
all organisations that may be affected to understand the impact
Ensure that smaller organisations have an element of infra-structure costs to operate Invest
in the skills of the voluntary sector so that they can demonstrate that they have the
appropriate skills to deliver alongside their core service I.e. Evaluation skills, user
engagement, research skills, training, monitoring against outcomes etc. Transition period using officers in council to develop / mentor skill set needed in vol sector getting fit for
purpose and if need to re-position the org
1. Don't move to a commissioning approach. 2. Continue to support small charities with
grants. 3. Ensure that this option is not just a way of gaining power and control, using local
goodwill to do the councils bidding.
Continue the grants scheme at least in part. continue to support KVA who provide valuable
training and assistance for small groups like ourselves limit any commissioning to local
organisations with their local knowledge
1. Measure social impact delivered by VCS groups against RBK's prioritised, matched aims
and objectives 2. Ensure an effective appeals process is in place and utilised before any
grants are slashed 3. Make absolutely certain that services being considered can be
effectively commissioned and grants are not being removed as a nod to politically set criteria
Listen to the Voluntary organisations particularly new ones
Have a ring fenced pot of money specifically for the charities who support the disabled, their
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families and other vulnerable people. It is of considerable importance that continuity of
services are put before saving money and this should be built into the decision making
process of who to fund. Also recognise the devastating harm that can happen to families
who lose adequate support from charities that they have built a rapport with. This is
especially important for charities who support autistic people and for families with children
who need stability in the support they receive e.g. our son has built up a good relationship
with his support workers at Kites via Enhanceable and they help him with his social
communication, life skills and socialisation. Without Kites he would be more isolated as there
are not many groups he can access easily and he would not have the expert help of people
who are experienced with working with people on the autistic spectrum. In the past we had
several changes to the support our family received via the local authority e.g. when he grew
older he lost his portage help, he had a family support worker who we then lost because of
cutbacks and changes to criteria, changes in SALT support and OT etc. and each time he
lost support or it changed to a new person he was devastated and it took him several
months to recover. These changes affected his health and ability to learn which in turn
affected the rest of the family.
Exclude arts grants from the commissioning process.
Transitional relief, but on basis of shortest period possible. Money compulsorily taken from
me through taxation should be spent on core services, not given away to third sector.
A re-evaluation of who have been supported for a long time is necessary. Evaluation of the
reach of the services provided - both in an acute sense and a broad one.
Keep grants Honour old agreements/provide other support - eg provide free use of
buildings/facilities Advise groups of other possible funding avenues
Fund more than one organisation to do the same work among different sectors of the
community e.g. a church organisation and a secular organisation, or a daytime and an
evening service. It's good for the community to have a choice of services, depending on their
needs and preferences.
Clarity on requirements and certainty of funding to allow the organisations to plan and
manage their business. Keeping administrative overheads to a minimum i.e. not move to
commissioning
transitional or tapered funding rather than a cliff face approach
Consider the implications for small companies / groups in having the manpower and
resource to be able to participate in the commissioning process.
1. Support with making the bids - otherwise you will just get good bidders taking the grants.
2. Some real research by the commissioners into the voluntary sector in Kingston
Do not adopt commissioning
- Allow applications through nesting organisations such as Kingston Arts ïƒ˜ Nurture and support Partnership Working to enable smaller voluntary groups who
represent the needs of discrete cohorts of the local population to be recognised, and
supported, if viable. ïƒ˜ Recognise that especially for smaller organisations that fixed core
establishment costs need to be recognised within project set ups for emerging agenda
issues. This could perhaps include the opportunity to have grants between Â£10,000 and
Â£100,000 that are performance managed closely to assure delivery, rather than smaller
piece meal >Â£5000 grants. ïƒ˜ Nurture and support Partnership Working with the voluntary
sector by enabling access to market to Kingston residents through RBK publications,
website
Voluntary sector has not had enough time to plan for this. Research needs to be done so
there is a better understanding of what is currently being produced. Introduce it gradually.
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1. Proper programme of consultation about the specific things current grant receiving bodies
are involved in. I know that VCS organisations can suffer from being stuck in their ways and
sometimes be resistant to new ways of doing things (as much as councils can be!). This
consultation will need to be robust about these organisations being more professional in their
outcomes and reactive for the future, but also preserving the experience, insight and drive of
the organisations currently working under the grant system. 2. Creative thinking from the
Council's end on how some projects actually work better across disciplines, rather than
within single-issue areas. Splitting up the funding areas tends to create unhealthy
competition between the sectors and cut out organisations and projects that work across the
boundaries. 3. Voluntary sector organisations tend to have strong but very unique cultures -which makes the swapping of personnel and volunteers between them difficult. Some
thought might be given to how the good will of volunteers and staff might be redeployed if
grants are awarded to new or different organisations.
1 Maintain a grants system for essential services 2 Provide 5 year funding to reduce
bureaucracy. 3 Fund services to provide services within a broad range to meet changing
priorities., thus retaining quality locally trained knowledgeable staff
1.Nurture and support Partnership Working to enable smaller voluntary groups who
represent the needs of discrete cohorts of the local population to be recognised, and
supported, if viable. 2. Recognise that especially for smaller organisations that fixed core
establishment costs need to be recognised within project set ups for emerging agenda
issues. This could perhaps include the opportunity to have grants between Â£10,000 and
Â£100,000 that are performance managed closely to assure delivery, rather than smaller
piece meal >Â£5000 grants. 3. Nurture and support Partnership Working with the voluntary
sector by enabling access to market to Kingston residents through RBK publications,
website et al.
The best way to reduce the risk would be NOT to move to a commissioning approach. You
imply that the switch to commissioning is supported by all parties and VCS providers. I don't
believe that this is the case. Furthermore, I understand that the currently agreed local policy
of a grants-based system was extensively discussed and endorsed by both the main Parties
relatively recently. I see no evidence that the current system is flawed, nor any compelling
financial or other rationale for switching to a commissioning system.
By not moving away from Corporate Grants the Council will not - put valuable organisations
at risk - put provision of essential services at risk Retain Corporate Grants and contract
services over and above the current position.
A 'one-stop' non-biased advisory facility to anyone exploring grant options.
1- Evaluate the services of organisations and the need of organisations currently receiving
funding and then award grants accordingly. 2- large organisations should not be allowed
overshadow the smaller ones , therefore getting the bigger grants. 3- Listen to the voices of
community members; listen to their needs ; they are the beneficiaries who have the say of
what support and services they need. Put consultation in place. Act according to the
consultations outcomes
1. Continue with the provision of Grants to the organisation and promote more capacity
building. 2. Develop an organisation/committee that includes local community members to sit
in with RBK grant making bodies during the allocation time to ensure provision of essential
services.
Provide support for smaller community groups to source/ successfully apply for other
sources of funding Support community groups practically to pool together to create an
organisation that can successfully write bids and address needs Ensure that ability to deliver
a s service that is tailored to the local community and in touch with local needs is taken into
account when evaluating tenders.
Abandon the move to more commissioning. Make criteria for grant aid clearer and better
publicised Make existing grant aid to voluntary bodies transparent
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1. Make sure the council come and see what it's like actually working in the Voluntary
organisations on a daily basis. 2. If the voluntary organisations go under because of
commissioning, you run the risk of having inadequate services supplied by organisations
who do not have a relationship/good reputation within the community. Charities that deal
with PEOPLE need to know that they will actually be looked after and treated with dignity,
not just treated as a person being processed. 3. Some of the small but essential parts of the
voluntary organisations services will disappear as they are not cost effective, but which
might be a lifeline for someone, because at the moment the people who work in the
voluntary organisations are doing it because they care not because it's just a job.
1. The corporate grants program should be retained (see decisions by National Lottery, NHS
etc) 2. In the interests of all (see above) encourage cooperation not competition 3. Look for
increased European funding?
Retain the corporate grant programme. Don't rush into a change because it can cause loss
of many voluntary organisations especially small ones. Support the voluntary sector to pull in
European money into the borough.
I doubt that you can do anything
Don't go down the commissioning route. The voluntary sector is just that and needs to retain
its independence. Listen, really listen to the voluntary sector before any decision is made.
1. Having provided grants to established organisations for several years, the Royal Borough
of Kingston should be able to work out a THRESHOLD NEED for every organisation it had
supported in the past. There should be a proviso - a CONDITIONAL CLAUSE IN THE
CONTRACT with the new commissioning body (commissioning agent) that if the new
amount of grant provided by them falls below this threshold, they must revise their
ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY. 2. The Voluntary sector receives an indicative budget
(grant) that reflects the need of the population receiving a service as accurately as possible.
SAFEGUARDING the MINIMAL NEED must be a CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATION. 3. The
BUDGET FORMULA of the commissioning body should be based on RESEARCH using
standard tools and obtaining the LATEST DATA from the community it is going to provide a
service.
Maintain a full grant system Ensure limited bureaucracy meaning projects can focus on front
line services
Small organisations deserve protection through a mechanism where they can work in
Partnership with identified sectors Vulnerable, disadvantaged and disenfranchised
community-led groups need to cluster under an umbrella which enables those communities
to have a voice and deliver services to those communities The unintended consequence of
losing a mass of good groups who once they disappear will not be replaced should be
avoided
Keep the Corporate Grants Programme Ensure funds available for the fixed cost Ensure
timeliness and clarity of information about the process Work with the commissioners to
encourage integrated balanced commissioning process Support the sector to successfully
access European funding
1.Identify those most at risk 2. Provide accessible information and support to those
organisations 3. Communicate in a jargon-free clear way
Maintain a grant system for core organisations.
Develop a long-term strategy: charities and voluntary organisations are restricted because
every few years they have to wait and see if they can continue their work. Keep the grants
system. Stop making decision based on conservative/neoliberal ideology, but also think of
the consequences in practice.
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ïƒ˜ Nurture and support Partnership Working to enable smaller voluntary groups who
represent the needs of discrete cohorts of the local population to be recognised, and
supported, if viable. ïƒ˜ Recognise that especially for smaller organisations that fixed core
establishment costs need to be recognised within project set ups for emerging agenda
issues. This could perhaps include the opportunity to have grants between Â£10,000 and
Â£100,000 that are performance managed closely to assure delivery, rather than smaller
piece meal >Â£5000 grants. ïƒ˜ Nurture and support Partnership Working with the voluntary
sector by enabling access to market to Kingston residents through RBK publications,
website et al.
Provide more information and training to those organisations about commissioning
approach.
Enable smaller voluntary groups who represent the needs of discrete cohorts of the local
population to be recognised, and supported, if viable. Fixed core establishment costs need
to be recognised within project set ups for emerging agenda issues. Consider inclusion of
some grants between Â£10,000 - Â£100,000 that are performance managed closely to
assure delivery, rather than smaller piecemeal Â£5000 grants. Support partnership working
with voluntary organisations by enabling access to market to Kingston residents through
Council publications, website etc.
1. Conduct a thorough examination of the value of these organisations to the community,
relying not just on financial measures 2. Continue to support organisations the community
considers to be valuable even though their services may not be those that RBK considers it
should commission 3. Provide administrative support for organisations that may find the
bidding process complicated or off-putting
1 The council should identify key organisations that it wants to ensure continue and provide
grants to fund their basic needs e.g. rents, key salaries etc 2 Or identify such key
organisations and continue with grants rather than commissioning for their services 3 In the
tender, specify that the winner will have to fund certain organisations and use them for the
provision of the required services
Ensure that current providers who have proven to have met the needs of their service users
do not fail because of the bidding process. Ensure that all decision makers have ample
knowledge of the organisations they will decide to fund/commission. Ensure that all the
communities (mainly from BME sector) have equal access to services because of their
specific needs.
Keep the grants system with some additional commissioning. Carefully evaluate the social
value of the various organisations so that the pot is shared among those who meet genuine
need. Work with the VCS in developing policies rather than deciding on them without
consultation.
1. Don't move to Commissioning if you are putting at risk potentially valuable organisations.
2. If they would be put at risk by the proposed system, the current grants and monitoring
process ought to flush out and sort out any non-performing organisations. You don't need
the excuse of "new Commissioning" to sort out what ought to be done.
If there is to be a move towards a commissioning approach, retaining a strong Corporate
Grants element within it will help to limit risk and ensure a vibrant VCS. In addition, any
changes to the process should be clearly outlined to the VCS as early as possible in order to
give organisations time to fully prepare. Ideally, changes should be outlined at least a year in
advance.
For organisations that have a track record of providing significant, sustainable services, have
a core grant to fund fixed costs (e.g. salary for key posts, rent) Provide assistance to
voluntary and community organisations to ensure they have the capacity for commissioning,
and ensure they are not at a competitive disadvantage compared to other organisations
Ensure information about the process is provided clearly and in a timely manner
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Ensure that there is no duplication of services - advice services are duplicated across a
number of different charitable organisations when this could be centralised by referring to
one agency.
An open and transparent Commissioning/tendering process, well advertised via The Council
website and, e g, [NAME] - Training in navigating The system and filling in application forms,
budgeting etc. for organisations that might tender for Council work - Re
Nurture and support Partnership Working to enable smaller voluntary groups who represent
the needs of discrete cohorts of the local population to be recognised, and supported, if
viable. ïƒ˜ Recognise that especially for smaller organisations that fixed core establishment
costs need to be recognised within project set ups for emerging agenda issues. This could
perhaps include the opportunity to have grants between Â£10,000 and Â£100,000 that are
performance managed closely to assure delivery, rather than smaller piece meal >Â£5000
grants. ïƒ˜ Nurture and support Partnership Working with the voluntary sector by enabling
access to market to Kingston residents through RBK publications, website et al.
Retain the cooperative grants program. No rush to make change, it will effect VCS Specially
smaller one .
It is of the greatest importance that local innovation and excellence is supported by the grant
or commissioning process. It is imperative to avoid the risk that large non-local charities step
in to seize opportunities that have been created by local initiative. It is important that the
Council develops continuing relationships with local people who are successful in making
new things happen for the community. You must avoid the danger that each commissioning
event is a "snapshot" in which the sexiest bidder of the moment sways the Council
committee. The Council must foster local talent - that is at the heart of a thriving community.
The process adopted - grant or commissioning - has the power to support local initiative or
undermine it. You must support local people. These three replies are the heart of what we
have to say in response to your questionnaire. We have, of course, responded to all your
other questions as well, but giving a "thumbs up" or a "thumbs down" to propositions that
reflect commitments you are already in the process of making are much less informative to
you than the three imperatives above. Please give them weight in your considerations.
Maintain the current grant process and do not go ahead with a change to a commissioning
process.
Maintain or increase present grants. Maintain present grant system. Commit fully to
"supporting a well-developed and robust voluntary sector".
The council may say it has a role in supporting a well developed and robust voluntary sector
but in reality organisations will be left unsupported especially the smaller ones who will not
be involved in commissioning or are excluded from the process for one reason or another. 1.
All organisations receiving grants 1 year’s extension on current funding levels so that the
voluntary organisations have time to seek alternative funding 2. An extension means that
council and voluntary sector can have an open dialogue and be fully involved in the
commissioning intentions/plans. This process can be seen as a start of the process but is
rushed and not well thought out. If the council adheres to the Voluntary Sector Strategy and
the Compact endorsed by all political parties then they should treat the voluntary sector as
equal partners. 3. Contracts with SLA's have not been mentioned and must be explored as
another alternative. These have not been mentioned
Extra protection/help for small but vulnerable local charities who are recognised within the
community as providing a vital and long established service Employment of Commissioners
who know Kingston’s needs, history, charity sector thoroughly and give preference to local
charities providing local services wherever possible Extra help for charities who are at risk of
extinction through no fault of their own e.g. by offering transitional funding plus e.g. financial
support/advice around other funding sources
Transition fund listening to those organisations ensuring whatever process adopted is not
overly bureaucratic and supports good working relationships (not adversarial ones)
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Ensure that the lead in time for the commissioning is such that VCs would, with your help, be
commissioning ready.
Don't do it.
Training and support to prepare smaller voluntary organisations and groups for
commissioning processes Help small organisations find suitable buddies if being a sub
contactor to a larger organisation will allow their bid to be considered within the
commissioning parameters. Live training on the commissioning website, dummy runs.
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Other comments? - Are there any other implications of the council moving
from a grants applications to a commissioning approach that you would like to
highlight?
Comments
The risk that an in house bureaucracy will be replaced by a public sector model in the
voluntary sector
Voluntary Sector Organisations need to know that Commissioning does work. It would be
good to hear of success stories from other boroughs where it is already in place and hear
from another commissioning team/voluntary sector organisation to understand how it can
work - to the benefit of the local people, maintaining a healthy Third Sector and where a
Council feel they are getting value for money despite having to make efficiencies.
Be clear and consistent... Be robust and fair... Currently commissioning is poorly done, it
needs to change, there are far, far too many people doing commissioning... you need to
dramatically reduce the number of commissioners - it's too much of an industry in and of
itself.
I have highlighted these on the previous page. I would also add that for vulnerable people
having their 'service provider' chopped and changed is unsettling and not helpful to them.
People who need support also need consistency. I am a storyteller [NAME] and have
benefited from one of these grants myself. However I also work with [NAME] and have not
only seen but been involved in working with their vulnerable families. I see the difference that
an organisation like that can make. I also work with achieving for children helping families
with issues. These families benefit from the voluntary sector organisations as it's only by
working with them that you realise they even have an issue.
Potential loss of local services which know the sector Loss of flexible, creatively-run services
and use of volunteers, which rarely tick the corporate boxes, required of commissioning
I think that if the council are genuinely trying to attract and encourage more community
groups to take ownership of aspects of their community etc then things should be made as
easy and straightforward as possible. Some groups might lack an individual accustomed to
such applications and be put off by excessive bureaucracy. Also, there may be times when a
group is set up overnight in response to an event and money is needed quickly. I have just
set up a community group myself and realised how crucial the early stage is in engaging
people. Without a small amount of money to progress, it's hard to publicise events, print
leaflets, buy basic tools. An injection of cash boosts morale and shows people that the
council are behind them. That is massively important.
I wouldn't want to see a reduction in the overall budget.
I am happy to be involved and consulted and this process should become common practice.
Grants have invested money over many years to the voluntary sector- through a competitive
tendering process these organisations could then lose out . how does this investment loss
equate with saving money or using money in an effective and efficient way as promised by
tendering
I have some concerns about strictly defined outcomes that some contracts require that don't
take account of broader social value. I would want to see how the Social Value Act is being
incorporated into the commissioning process and that not everything is about awarding
contracts to the lowest bidder.
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I have a couple of questions: 1) The allocation of small community grant for use by councillor
- Will guidance be issued for its use? What sorts of things will this be used for? Christmas
lights to brighten Tolworth Broadway, Hook Parade Support local celebration of key events poppies for remembrance etc. 2) Will the transition fund be allocated on a case by case
basis? Or based on submission of a tender following the fairness rules for benefitting the
community? 3) Will there be guidelines for the discretionary fund so that emerging needs
supported are evaluated for their beneficial impact to the community. Charities supported
with ways to generate own income from fundraising to encourage them not to be dependent
on getting grants year on year to maintain existence.
The grant approach already absorbs resources that small volunteer run charities don't have.
Is there a risk that commissioning will be worse? Couldn't the council make more of its
facilities available eg if council offices are unused at the weekend charities could use them
for training events.
Please see reply to why I am against the commissioning process.
I am broadly in favour of moving towards commissioning as long as: - The council is as
transparent as possible, with information provided as far ahead as possible - Tenders are
well-considered - Commissioning can result in grants as well as contracts
What is the reason for this change? How will it save money? I am concerned that the money
available will be reduced by the inevitable administrative costs of running the commissioning
approach.
I cannot understand how organisations can collaborate together if they are in competition for
the same pot of money.
It will mean that VCS will be competing with each other rather than working together. It also
will affect how VCSs are viewed by other funders such as Trusts and Corporates. The result
is that they can be at risk of not being able to attract other funding. A mixture of
commissioning and grants would be more sensible. Emerging Needs are a different story.
I would expect the pilot year to have a development approach so that officers are consulting
with service providers, data can be gathered on both sides to refine the process. We need to
find out what worked and what did not work, and why. We might need to alter what
performance indicators we use as measurements etc The voluntary sector is always
changing because of the interests and skill set of the volunteers as well as the needs of the
sector. A prescriptive or top down approach does not look as if it will work entirely well in this
regard ... so this would be my main consideration were I the person to implement
commissioning.
Commissioning must never be the sole approach to supporting VCS. Grants are important in
being able to access funds for core costs and/or specific activities that arise during the
course of any commissioning or sudden unforeseen needs. If commissioning is to be taken
forward then we must ensure that the services already running are funded or if needed,
closed. For example, [name] receives a nominal amount from the statutory services to
provide the services we do for over 90 adults. By commissioning we would expect that all the
services we provide will be commissioned formally.
1. Beware the dangers of 'lowest compliant bid'; public sector procurement is bedevilled by
the difficulty of writing RFP's, selection criteria/measurements and ITT's. All too often the
process delivers the wrong answer. The 'smart money' procurers select the provider on
quality and business approach and then work with the selected provider to get the right
economics. 2. I do not expect the Council’s employees to be very good at this process for
many years, if ever. 3. Beware the politicians getting involved
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I would like clarity about the VAT implications and also about the ratios for bidding for
contracts in relation to current turnover- in case either of these issues result in unintended
consequences of excluding groups from the commissioning process.
Yes. Grants applications tend to be informed by what the people (ie community) knows it
needs; commissions are dictated by authority figures who are often quite removed from what
is happening on the ground. It's unclear who determines the needs.
The process needs to be transparent and after the first year when the budget is maintained,
should not just turn into a cost cutting strategy. As noted above, some organisations may
need support during the transition to the new approach.
no
Don't have enough knowledge to comment.
The loss of local input to outside big players who don't have or quickly lose touch with the
community it serves. There will be an inevitable drive for efficiency at the expense of quality.
Difficult for smaller organisations - what exactly will commissioning entail??
Increased risk of exclusion of vulnerable groups from volunteering and local support due to
changes and as a result increased costs to council
Some volunteers have poor IT skills and so applications might be best assessed by a
combination of written applications and council visits to the organisations. It might be
necessary for the council to facilitate the merging of providers in some sectors (not relevant
for my org).
Established voluntary organisations doing a decent but "niche" job no longer able to operate
successfully. New organisations, or organisations identifying a new need, having difficulty
"breaking through" the barrier of established grant allocation, perhaps through not being able
to put together as "professional" bid due to lack of experience for the procedures involved.
Years ago this was mooted but the council stepped back when it was highlighted that the
council would have to take some projects back into their ownership. There is a huge risk that
failed support projects will land back with the council.
Some VOs will need expert support to write bids at no cost
We have concern about whether the commissioners will be aware of the options available,
including groups that serve the Borough, but may not be located within the borough.
I am fearful that by trying to save money and offering contracts through commissioning to the
people putting the lowest bid will have detrimental effects on services and our community.
We would not go to a Chinese pharmacy to get medicines on the cheap so why would one
consider commissioning local services to all in sundry - just because they say they will
charge less?
Unfair lobbying
Not sure but the system should be reviewed at least every two years
Under the Grant application system charitable organisations apply for a contribution for their
charitable services and rarely apply for full funding of their services. Under the
commissioning approach charitable organisations would bid for the full costs based on a
detailed specification of requirements, produced by the Local Authority, together with
achievable outcomes for providing those services. The Local Authority would then decide
what percentage of support they will contribute towards those services. The change in the
process will place a much higher burden on the Council than over the Grant system and also
costs in monitoring the new system.
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1) I wonder if there would be an appeals process if the council were to decide not to offer a
commission. 2) I would like reassurance that if a decision were taken to stop funding us in
future, that our organisation would be told. 3) Links with a wide range of nursing homes and
day centres across the borough are long-standing and we are often told how much people
look forward to seeing us again, and I would like to think that a commissioning process
would be very helpful to us in our aim to organise regular input, usually annual but
sometimes more frequent.
Explaining 'outcomes' to local bodies. Building a shared understanding (between Council
and VCS) about timescales required to secure, deliver and/so monitor outcomes.
it will require too much professionalism and money which small community groups cannot
afford.
My experience is limited to environmental field and am concerned that if whole scheme goes
to commissioning it is likely that vital work for nature conservation/biodiversity would not be
'commissioned', we tend to apply for small grants for individual sites where the
commissioning process would seem unwieldy.
Yes, but I can't write them here
Commissioning approaches can lead to statutory authorities micro managing organisations
through overbearing performance indicators and quality monitoring. Thus could lead to a
loss of valuable volunteers and staff who are uncomfortable working in an over regulated
environment. The value of the voluntary sector has always been its client centred approach
and flexibility, as well as a creative ethos. With a grants system, the value of the grant us
multiplied by other sources of funding, goodwill and the value of volunteers' time and
commitment. A rigid commissioning approach risks losing much of this.
There will be some organisations where by virtue of the uniqueness of their service there will
be no competitor to provide a competitive bid. I believe I represent one - the Maldens and
Coombe Conservation Areas Advisory Committee - that works with the RBK planning
department to provide comment on planning applications in conservation areas. While we
have limited needs for funds, a commissioning approach would not be relevant to our future
requests for financial support. Provision for such organisations should be recognised.
As A Voluntary Group [name] the grant helped us with rent enabling subscriptions to remain
at a reasonable level. With Commissioning I do not think that something like this would be
covered as we do not need to bid for work.
The VCS has shown itself to be supportive of engaging with the commissioning agenda and
willing, as far as resource will permit, to contribute to the planning and delivery of vital
services in the borough. The provision of the corporate grant has allowed organisation to
develop a market position that keeps funding for services in the borough for the benefit of
local people and the benefit of the local economy, providing volunteering and employment
opportunities as well as addressing local needs. Moving away from Corporate Grants
exposes the sector to competition from non-Kingston based organisations, who may be
looking to take funding from the Kingston commissioning fund, providing employment to
support the work from a different geographical location, depriving Kingston of employment
opportunities and creating a disconnect between service delivery and those in receipt of
services. There is concern that moving to a commissioning approach will limit the value for
money as commissioning involves additional bureaucracy and extensive compliance
arrangements which will add to the cost of contracts. A move to a commissioning approach
risks breaching the collaborative nature of the sector, which has developed over many years
as organisations are set to bid against each other in a competitive market risking
duplications and raising the cost of contracts.
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If it means we may not get a Grant in future I don't think it a good idea unless someone can
explain that we will actually benefit from it.
There is a serious risk that voluntary sector organisations will not be able to collaborate or
respond to newly identified needs, if they are to compete with one another. There is a
danger that organisations will bid for contracts that might not have been in their remit, but in
order to keep afloat they will feel compelled to cast their net wider. There is also a concern
that the network that currently exists will fall apart if these organisations become
competitors, and this will reduce any joint working or mutual support which is detrimental not
just for the organisations themselves, but also for their service users.
I think this is a good idea. The Council needs to follow a transparent process on doing best
for residents. While I understand that VCS have a part to play, I do not believe that
taxpayer's money should be donated to charitable organisations in the way it has been done
in the past. With further cuts on the horizon, the Council always needs to ensure value for
money and that services are effective. The Council and the organisations themselves need
to get better at demonstrating results and commissioning sounds like the way to do it.
The process of preparing tenders will be onerous for many organisations I have seen large
organisations win many contracts and much of their 'evidence of success' is not
substantiated, consequently, a poor service is provided and smaller, local organisations
have to close Long-term financial security would be a benefit and may offer a more robust
approach to funding services that are good value and are meeting the needs of local people.
Orgs that are in contact with marginalised groups have the clear advantage of being the 'way
in' to these groups. However, they might not have the skill set to deliver the outcome we
need to commission. May need to commission one org to up skill the org that works with the
client group we need to access- not always straight forward when working with hard to reach
groups that have multiple barriers to access.
Yes, selling off the silver springs to mind.
Despite RBK's attempts to re-educate the VCS to accept commissioning as opposed to
grants, revisit all parts of the VCS to ensure the process has been fully understood and is
appropriate.
You will reduce the chance of innovative and new initiative approaches to problems and
services
Yes - the need for effective performance and outcome measures. If you cannot measure the
effectiveness of commissioned services, you should not be commissioning it.
Potential problems with charities budgeting, with uncertainty how long the commissioning
period will last. Serious risk that charities will not obtain funding if their core work ie service
does not fit in with what the council sees as a needed service.
Some valuable organisations get little if no support currently as it is and are already in a
difficult financial position. A re-evaluation of who is actually providing Kingston with services
that the council are not providing is essential, especially with the new redevelopments of the
town causing a homing crisis for some of them. The council need to step up to support those
who have not been a drain on resources and are now facing a bleak future.

56

Loss of local knowledge and expertise if private companies take over from voluntary and
community sector organisations. Breakdown of relationships between organisations if they
compete against each other and detrimental effect for service users. Waste of resources
having to bid for commissioning which could be used on providing services to those who
need them most. People who are already disadvantaged will suffer more hardship and social
exclusion if their small but very important club closes. If the organisation does not come
under a priority area for councillors/the council it may miss out unfairly.
By moving to a commissioning model, charities lose the independence to respond as they
see fit to the needs of the communities they work with every day. Instead of being an act of
charity, their work becomes a tool of big government.
The council should consider the costs they will have to bear in implementing a
commissioning system. I suggest liaising with Richmond who have planned unsuccessfully
to introduce commissioning to the transport sector for a number of years. As well as creating
uncertainty within the voluntary sector, this has undoubtedly led to nugatory costs for
Richmond
-How will the council support small companies / groups that use the funding to secure other
funding to be skilled to participate in commissioning?
I am not an expert in this field - just an interested local person who supports a number of
local charities etc
You WILL lose local expertise
All viable voluntary organisations are keen and willing to demonstrate how robust and
efficient their establishments are, and demonstrate the value for money of their services. It is
essential that RBK recognises that smaller local voluntary organisations offer discrete
services, sometimes to very small cohorts of the local population, who would otherwise be
socially excluded or over dependent on social services. Any back office functions required to
fulfil commissioning processes will do so to the detriment of frontline services offered to the
local Kingston population. The council must recognise and understand this within their
processes, so that the local voluntary sector offering that includes smaller organisations
continues to serve Kingston. The consultation is not clear about the different options
available in commissioning. I do not think this consultation makes it clear that a contract may
not be the only way to commission services. Will you only be using contracts or will there be
other ways for the voluntary sector to be paid for the vital services they provide for the
Council? Grants also seem to be viewed in a very negative light and if they are given the
same robust monitoring procedures that exist elsewhere (such as the Big Lottery and City
Bridge) they will provide the Council with the necessary proof that the work that is being
done is meeting certain standards and reaching certain groups of people which could then
be reported back to the elected officials and the general public. There are also other
implications of using contracts which would limit the ability of smaller organisations to bid
such as current turnover being too low or being a new charity with no references or financial
history. There are also other capacity issues such as VAT registration and quality marks
which all require more staff time and capacity which may not be possible for smaller charities
with limited staff and capacity. We are also not aware of the weighting of social value to cost
in any upcoming tenders. In other boroughs cost was weighted 70% and quality was only
worth 30%. We have had no indication as to how the tenders will be evaluated and what we
need to be doing to be contract ready.
Reassurance that commissioning does actually work. How has it worked elsewhere?
Successes and failures?
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As explained earlier -- my fear is that a lack of innovation and creativity will be inherent to
this approach. Committees and structures are just not good at this. It comes more from
voluntary sector entrepreneurs, who would most likely be starved of funding under this
approach.
With commissioning the focus/input often moves from front line delivery to demonstrating
compliance. Community organisations often deliver additional services beyond the spec as
they are rooted into and value the local community. Once local organisations lose funding,
their wider community benefits are also lost forever. Often we will only appreciate these
additional benefits when they disappear, leaving a gap in service.
All viable voluntary organisations are keen and willing to demonstrate how robust and
efficient their establishments are, and demonstrate the value for money of their services. It is
essential that RBK recognises that smaller local voluntary organisations offer discrete
services, sometimes to very small cohorts of the local population, who would otherwise be
socially excluded or over dependent on social services. Any back office functions required to
fulfil commissioning processes will do so to the detriment of frontline services offered to the
local Kingston population. The council must recognise and understand this within their
processes, so that the local voluntary sector offering that includes smaller organisations,
continues to serve Kingston. The consultation is not clear about the different options
available in commissioning. I do not think this consultation makes it clear that a contract may
not be the only way to commission services. Will you only be using contracts or will there be
other ways for the voluntary sector to be paid for the vital services they provide for the
Council? Grants also seem to be viewed in a very negative light and if they are given the
same robust monitoring procedures that exist elsewhere (such as the Big Lottery and City
Bridge) they will provide the Council with the necessary proof that the work that is being
done is meeting certain standards and reaching certain groups of people which could then
be reported back to the elected officials and the general public. There are also other
implications of using contracts which would limit the ability of smaller organisations to bid
such as current turnover being too low or being a new charity with no references or financial
history. There are also other capacity issues such as VAT registration and quality marks
which all require more staff time and capacity which may not be possible for smaller charities
with limited staff and capacity. We are also not aware of the weighting of social value to cost
in any upcoming tenders. In other boroughs cost was weighted 70% and quality was only
worth 30%. We have had no indication as to how the tenders will be evaluated and what we
need to be doing to be contract ready.
- High cost of commissioning process - Possibly poorer service provision; less flexibility in
responding to emerging local needs - Competition vs. cooperation amongst local
organisations; poor use of scarce resources - Local jobs for local people endangered
See above.
Many public bodies warn against this process eg the Audit Commission, NHS England,
Lottery, Trust and Foundations. The process risks the loss of all the skills and experience
that lies with those officers within the Council who have developed a sound knowledge of the
Voluntary and Community Sector in Kingston. By taking this fragmented approach not only
will it be costly but it will be managed by those who have little or no experience in working
with the sector. Again wasteful of time and resources at a time of austerity in public
spending.
Many small organisations in the Borough will close as a result of this commissioning.
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1..Voluntary services should not be commercialized but money allocated appropriately to
cater for charitable services. Grants provide environment where there is opportunity for local
people to collaborate and share ideas which makes the best use of scarce resources and
saves money. 2..Avoid high overheads in terms of bureaucracy which requires compliance
with EU legislation and is cumbersome and expensive to set up and run. An example; is
where various organisations are created to run the same outcomes thus providing high costs
and unable to cater for the local services.
It will mean some smaller community groups not being able to deliver a service anymore and
that local expertise will be lost, meaning some community members will become even more
marginalised, with no organisation able to provide the same level of expertise
Volunteering in a charity is a positive and worthwhile activity for many people. It gives a lot of
members of the community a purpose. Please don't get in companies who are always after
competitive advantage in the marketplace. What will all the UNPAID volunteers for these
organisations do? You cannot really measure and quantify adequately the value volunteers
add to society. Without them, the charities would need grants the same size that an
commercial venture will charge.
I feel that additional funds currently pulled in by voluntary organisations in Kingston are likely
to be lost if the various Directors/Trustees are spending vastly increased amounts of time
preparing bids for basic funding. The large amounts of additional funding currently
benefitting the borough as a whole are likely to be drastically reduced because there will just
not be time for this funding to be pursued as it is at the moment .
There is a risk a high percentage of voluntary organisations for which the commissioning is
inappropriate. Commissioning is inappropriate for engaging volunteers - the invaluable
resource of voluntary organisations. For every Â£1 that Kingston voluntary sector is given
from RBK at the moment, additional Â£4 are brought from outside. This will not happen with
commissioning. The ethos of the voluntary sector will disappear.
There is a danger that tiny specialist charities will be unable to compete with "the big boys"
in putting together bids.
Some of the Voluntary Organisations have been successfully functioning in Kingston for
several years with the help of the RBK funding (grants) providing invaluable service to the
elderly in the community. The RBK should device a strategy to safeguard these
organisations from becoming insolvent in the 'unpredictable' move to a commissioning
process.
The need to ensure that services which target or are frequently used by Black, Asian and
Minority Ethnic communities are not disadvantaged by the process of commissioning.
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There has not been any evidence shown which says grants do not work and Commissioning
works. The present situation in Kingston where there is very strong Partnership working will
be lost because groups will have to compete with each other. There are sectors which will
not fit into any Commissioning programme/schedule and those groups will be lost forever.
There are practical things which funded groups take part in which are paid for by no one.
Commissioning means groups will have to put monetary values on every action/activity they
perform to show value for money. So those intangible activities will be lost. RBK moved from
a series of funding/commissioning departments to a unitary grants unit to save cost. It seems
to want to go back and recruit very expensive commissioners commissioning a lot of small
projects without evaluating how expensive all this is going to be. What will be more efficient
and suit the VCS groups is a GRANTS PLUS system where there are grants to compliment
Commissioning so that all the work done presently can continue and all the variety of
commissioning contracts not uniformly managed within RBK are brought together to give
equal opportunity to all to seek to be commissioned to deliver services if the fit the
specification.
There is a real threat that many organisations will disappear as a result of the switch to
commissioning The process is costly and very bureaucratic The rigidness and inflexibility of
a contract might take us away from our mission and values We will not have the time to work
on attracting additional funds to Kingston
Larger outside agencies e.g. national groups with large resources could 'push out' smaller
local based agencies that have very limited resources
Local community groups offer more value to the council in general.
large organisations with more resources will come from outside to compete with local
organisations. A lot of local knowledge, experience and trust will be lost. Moreover, if you
lose people that have been working in the local area for a long time, you lose that expertise
and will never get it back.
All viable voluntary organisations are keen and willing to demonstrate how robust and
efficient their establishments are, and demonstrate the value for money of their services. It is
essential that RBK recognises that smaller local voluntary organisations offer discrete
services, sometimes to very small cohorts of the local population, who would otherwise be
socially excluded or over dependent on social services. Any back office functions required to
fulfil commissioning processes will do so to the detriment of frontline services offered to the
local Kingston population. The council must recognise and understand this within their
processes, so that the local voluntary sector offering that includes smaller organisations,
continues to serve Kingston. The consultation is not clear about the different options
available in commissioning. I do not think this consultation makes it clear that a contract may
not be the only way to commission services. Will you only be using contracts or will there be
other ways for the voluntary sector to be paid for the vital services they provide for the
Council? Grants also seem to be viewed in a very negative light and if they are given the
same robust monitoring procedures that exist elsewhere (such as the Big Lottery and City
Bridge) they will provide the Council with the necessary proof that the work that is being
done is meeting certain standards and reaching certain groups of people which could then
be reported back to the elected officials and the general public. There are also other
implications of using contracts which would limit the ability of smaller organisations to bid
such as current turnover being too low or being a new charity with no references or financial
history. There are also other capacity issues such as VAT registration and quality marks
which all require more staff time and capacity which may not be possible for smaller charities
with limited staff and capacity. We are also not aware of the weighting of social value to cost
in any upcoming tenders. In other boroughs cost was weighted 70% and quality was only
worth 30%. We have had no indication as to how the tenders will be evaluated and what we
need to be doing to be contract ready.
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Small grant ( less than Â£6000pa) for amateur or special voluntary organisation may be
exempt from commissioning processes.
The Council's monitoring of grants has not been sufficiently robust. If this were to be
improved, contracts may not be the only way to commission services. Use of contracts could
limit ability of smaller organisations to bid. Existing turnover could be too low or lack of
references or financial history as a new charity. Also capacity issues - VAT registration and
quality marks requiring staff time and capacity which would be limited for smaller charities.
With the potential for many more contracts to be awarded, transparency is paramount. With
applications no longer being granted via the Committee system by elected representatives,
how will Council taxpayers know how public money is to be spent?
1. There should be an open approach to determining which services are to be
commissioned. VCS organisations and the local community should be involved in the
determination of the services to be commissioned it should not be a decision for RBK alone
Most voluntary organisations can obtain additional funding from local businesses and other
charities. If they become, effectively commercial organisations, it is likely to be much more
difficult to leverage this (especially if the contractor is not local) so it could end up costing the
Council more in the long run It might introduce a significant element of competition between
local organisations who may start to muscle in on the remit of others in the bidding process
Non-local tenderers may win if price is the key issue, driving out the local connections and
may find it more difficult to recruit volunteers
As highlighted earlier we are hopeful that it won't be the expert bidders who provide optimum
satisfaction for our service users. The worry is that organisations that have no local
demographic knowledge might put in the best/cheapest bid and possibly not meet the needs
of local people. There is no information on the period of the commissioning offer e.g. if the
commissioning of service would be for 1,3, or five years. This in itself will have implications
for costs/human resources, sustainability, motivation and advancement of the services.
1. That the commissioning process will place a heavier administrative burden on voluntary
organisations than the grant applications process, with a longer and more laborious bidding
process, often with multiple stages, that will be particularly difficult for smaller organisations
to engage with. Especially those without dedicated fundraising staff. Furthermore, if the
process is not designed with enough consideration given to the key differences between the
voluntary sector and the public and private sectors (where the commissioning model is more
established) this will lead to a process that is not fit for purpose if the council seeks to build
voluntary sector provision. 2. A key feature of the existing grants model is the facility for the
council to contribute to the core costs of voluntary organisations doing valuable work in the
borough. We would stress the importance of the council retaining this facility regardless of
what services it chooses to commission as it is often a lifeline for local charities. 3. Moving to
a commissioning approach restricts the voluntary sector in setting the agenda for service
provision. If the council is deciding which services to commission then the voluntary sector
organisations who work on the ground daily no longer have the same voice to identify needs
in the community and access funding to meet those needs. With the grants process, a
voluntary or community group could see an acute need and devise an innovative piece of
work to meet that need and then approach the council for funding. Under commissioning, it
will be harder for voluntary organisations to make their voices and the voices of their
supporters and beneficiaries heard regarding work that the council should be funding. 4. We
are concerned that the commissioning process will not place enough emphasis on the social
value added by Kingston's voluntary and community sector. Charities strengthen
communities, place decisions in the hands of stakeholders and local people and give people
an opportunity to volunteer, enriching their own lives as well as the lives of others. Anyone
familiar with Kingston's voluntary sector will know that it is one of the things that makes
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Kingston a great place to live and work. Commissioning is a competitive process and any
decision on awarding contracts must take into account a wide array of factors however, in a
climate of drastically reduced local government spending, we would still urge commissioners
not to lose sight of social value in their pursuit of best value.

The grants system brings a large amount of money into the borough from the Lottery, the
EU, Trusts etc. The move to commissioning is bound to reduce this so that ultimately
services will suffer if the Borough does not take up the slack. Some of the best work in the
Borough is initiated by the VCS before being formally commissioned because of proven
success. If the move goes ahead this possibility will disappear. Eventually I can foresee that
with this move to commissioning the large national organisations will eventually take over as
local organisations succumb to the financial problems that will come from not receiving
corporate grants, resulting in poorer - and very likely in the end pricier - service for residents.
Waste of time, waste of resource, distraction of focus from the main purpose of the
organisations to serve clients' needs, uncertainty, demotivation.
Moving entirely towards a commissioning approach has potential costs, both financially and
in terms of effectiveness, from a lack of flexibility. Kingston Voluntary Community Sector
Strategy says that: â€˜various impact assessments show that a Â£ invested in the VCS can
bring up to 8 times that amount. A Corporate Grants programme allows the VCS to generate
income and bring additional money into the borough. Figures from KVA show that RBK pays
Â£1.2M in Corporate Grants each year and the voluntary and community sector locally lever
an additional Â£4M in other grants. The stability Corporate Grants provide gives VCS
capacity to seek these additional grants and bring money into the borough. For example,
Refugee Action Kingston have recently pulled in a grant of almost Â£0.25m through the Big
Lottery Fund which would not have been possible without the support and flexibility a
Corporate Grant Provides. Grants also help to meet RBK corporate objectives by their
flexible nature, stimulating partnership and new ideas/approaches. A prescribed
commissioned process does not facilitate this level of flexibility and can limit innovation.
Grants can also offer value for money by limiting bureaucracy.
The grants system enables the VCS to thrive, be attractive to volunteers, draws in funding
from other donors and builds significant social capital in the borough. A commissioning
approach will put all this at risk, particularly the huge benefit from the volunteers. Contracts
will more likely result in provision solely of contracted activity, and will reduce the flexibility of
an organisation to respond to constantly changing needs. It may also compromise the ability
of an organisation to stay close to their mission and values
Making bids for funding is resource intensive, and smaller charities are going to be less well
placed to put in effective bids which means small niche organisations will struggle to survive.
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There may well be unintended consequences of this top-down approach which is very
different from the community-based bottom-up approach of many voluntary groups. Some,
along with the local commitment and services they offer, may disappear simply because they
are mainly run by volunteers - which should mean they can offer good value but may also
mean that they lack the capacity for a complex and competitive tendering process.
All viable voluntary organisations are keen and willing to demonstrate how robust and
efficient their establishments are, and demonstrate the value for money of their services. It is
essential that RBK recognises that smaller local voluntary organisations offer discrete
services, sometimes to very small cohorts of the local population, who would otherwise be
socially excluded or over dependent on social services. Any back office functions required to
fulfil commissioning processes will do so to the detriment of frontline services offered to the
local Kingston population. The council must recognise and understand this within their
processes, so that the local voluntary sector offering that includes smaller organisations,
continues to serve Kingston. The consultation is not clear about the different options
available in commissioning. I do not think this consultation makes it clear that a contract may
not be the only way to commission services. Will you only be using contracts or will there be
other ways for the voluntary sector to be paid for the vital services they provide for the
Council? Grants also seem to be viewed in a very negative light and if they are given the
same robust monitoring procedures that exist elsewhere (such as the Big Lottery and City
Bridge) they will provide the Council with the necessary proof that the work that is being
done is meeting certain standards and reaching certain groups of people which could then
be reported back to the elected officials and the general public. There are also other
implications of using contracts which would limit the ability of smaller organisations to bid
such as current turnover being too low or being a new charity with no references or financial
history. There are also other capacity issues such as VAT registration and quality marks
which all require more staff time and capacity which may not be possible for smaller charities
with limited staff and capacity. We are also not aware of the weighting of social value to cost
in any upcoming tenders. In other boroughs cost was weighted 70% and quality was only
worth 30%. We have had no indication as to how the tenders will be evaluated and what we
need to be doing to be contract ready.
High risk too loose the VCS services if the commissioning system is in appropriate.
commissioning process will effect money coming from outside.
There are areas in the life of the community - parts of the life of Kingston that make us shine
as a successful community - that do not emerge from finding the cheapest of several
competitors, but emerge from initiatives bubbling up from committed, enthusiastic people in
the community. Also, it is not a commissioning committee of the Council that comes up with
new ideas to make the community alive - it is people with ideas and energy that do that. The
grants system placed people like that in the position of having to explain and "sell" their new
ideas in order to convince the Council to allocate funds. The commissioning process may
reverse that - it may leave it to the Council to initiate a bid for something the Council deems
worthwhile. That would be a recipe for stifling the sort of initiatives that makes Kingston
special
Inflexible nature of commissioning will compromise [name] - as outlined in my previous
answers.
Smaller voluntary organisations with local expertise could be squeezed out by larger
organisations with promises of economic advantage, which could prove to be false in any
case. Levels of service provided could also be seriously undermined.
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Loss local knowledge/experience Increased competition amongst local organisations
Fragmentation of the local voluntary sector Decrease in partnership/collaborative working
Only the larger organisations will have any influence locally as they will have the resources
to establish and maintain relationships with commissioners and therefore a large gap in
councils knowledge Consultations will only be based on large organisations who have
relationships with the council officers/commissioners Lots of data/information will be
unavailable to officers/commissioners as small organisations will not have the resources to
feed this back or the knowledge of who to feed back to Loss of trust with council
officer/commissioners
Extra pressure and workload for charities who as it is survive on a shoestring with limited
resources Too much autonomy in the hands of the Commissioners
Organisations with a history of working well with each other may no longer be able to do so
Many VCs are able, thanks to the core costs grant, to attract funding from grant giving
organisations, thus generating income and employment for the borough. With
commissioning available to non local organisations, successful bidders would have no
reason to seek other funds purely for the borough.
Danger that contracts would be awarded to non local organisations, who would be looking
for commercial gain rather than long term benefits to the community.
Reporting for smaller commissioning pots to be realistic and in line with the sum involved.
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