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1. Executive Summary 

This report evaluates the participatory funding process piloted for the Health Inequalities Grants 

in Lincolnshire (to the point of funding allocation), drawing on feedback from commissioners, 

administrators, and applicants. The process replaced traditional written applications with live 

pitches, group voting, and facilitated discussion, aiming to foster collaboration, creativity, and 

community voice. 

Key Strengths 

• Participatory Format & Facilitation - The live, participatory format was praised for 

fostering deeper understanding and stronger relationships. Commissioners noted, “I far 

preferred this way… than a traditional process where we usually have to read through 20 

pages of a bid.” The neutral facilitator was seen as crucial: “It was the personality and 

neutrality [of the facilitator] … that really worked well.” 

• Inclusivity & Networking - Applicants valued the process for its inclusivity: “Beautiful 

because everyone here have a voice, express themselves, can point out good things and 

bad things, perfect – inclusion, everyone can have a conversation.” The event fostered 

new connections and collaborations. 

• Transparency & Openness - Administrators highlighted the open process: “The process 

was open, with all participants able to see and discuss proposals, fostering legitimacy 

and understanding of funding decisions.” 

Key Challenges 

• Voting Transparency & Psychological Safety - The physical coin-based voting, while 

engaging, created discomfort: “It was possibly overly transparent… you could see where 

people were putting them.” Administrators echoed: “Visible voting (coins in boxes) made 

some participants feel exposed, uncomfortable, or rejected, especially those receiving 

few votes.” 

• Time Constraints & Structure - Five minutes for pitches was widely seen as insufficient: 

“5 minutes isn’t enough to do justice on the pitch.” There was a strong desire for more 

structure and clarity, especially around assessment criteria. 

• Power Imbalances & Orientation - Some NHS/statutory sector participants displayed 

hierarchical attitudes: “Some NHS/statutory sector participants displayed hierarchical 

attitudes, undermining the ethos of equal partnership and making voluntary sector 

participants feel undervalued.” 

• Sustainability & Post-Funding Support - All perspectives expressed concern about 

what happens after funding ends. This is by no means unique to this grant fund or to this 

way of working: “My biggest worry is… we won’t be able to fund it further.” and 
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“Sustainability – all mentioned, what happens when the budget stops. None of this work 

should stop, it needs to be.” 

Recommendations 

Logistical and Practical Recommendations 

 

Strategic and Behavioural 

Recommendations 

1. Retain and formalise the facilitator 

role 

2. Refine the voting mechanism 

3. Extend event duration and 

preparation time 

4. Provide detailed, pre-shared 

information packs 

5. Develop and share a proportionate, 

clear scoring matrix. 

6. Enhance logistical planning 

 

1. Set clear ground rules and provide 

orientation 

2. Strengthen accessibility and clarity 

3. Expand support and capacity 

building 

4. Embed lived experience and equity 

5. Promote sustainability and follow-on 

collaboration 

6. Maintain the human, inclusive spirit 

7. Strengthen transparency and 

communication 

8. Foster collective responsibility and 

peer support 

9. Promote alignment and address 

power imbalances 

10. Embed learning and continuous 

improvement 

 

Conclusion 

The participatory grant-making process was widely seen as innovative, energising, and 

community-building. Direct feedback from all perspectives underscores the importance of skilled 

facilitation, transparent but psychologically safe processes, and ongoing support for both 

successful and unsuccessful applicants. The lessons learned provide a strong foundation for 

refining and scaling this model in future funding rounds. 
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2. Introduction & Context 

 

The Health Inequalities Grant process replaced traditional written applications with live pitches, 

group voting, and facilitated discussion. The aim was to foster collaboration, creativity, and 

community voice in funding decisions, with a focus on supporting voluntary, community, faith, 

and social enterprise (VCFSE) organisations. 

The process for grant giving was outlined on the LVET website. The graphic below (included in 

the webpage) offers an insight into the rationale for the traditional .v. collaborative approach.  

 

 

Purpose of Evaluation 

This report evaluates the process from the start through to the point of funding allocation 

(evaluation of the impact of the funding will be completed through different means). Evaluating 

the participatory funding process was essential for several reasons: 

• Testing a New Approach - The process represented a significant departure from 

traditional, paper-based grant-making. As one commissioner reflected, “It surprised me 

https://lvet.co.uk/health-inequalities-vcfse-grant-fund-2025-2026/
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how well it worked….” Evaluation was needed to understand whether this innovative, 

collaborative model delivered on its promise of greater inclusivity, creativity, and 

community engagement. 

• Ensuring Fairness and Transparency - The open, live format introduced new dynamics 

- such as visible voting and group decision-making - that could both empower and 

disadvantage participants. Applicants and administrators alike raised concerns about 

transparency, psychological safety, and equity: “It was possibly overly transparent… you 

could see where people were putting them.” Evaluation allowed organisers to assess 

whether the process was genuinely fair and to identify areas for improvement. 

• Learning What Works (and What Doesn’t) - The process was described as an 

“experiment” by both organisers and participants. Evaluation provided a structured way to 

capture what aspects were successful - such as the role of the facilitator and the value of 

networking - and what challenges emerged, including time constraints, power 

imbalances, and the usual sustainability concerns. 

• Supporting Continuous Improvement - By systematically gathering feedback from 

commissioners, administrators, and applicants, the evaluation enabled the team to refine 

the process for future rounds. As one administrator noted, “Future processes should 

design for anonymity in voting and supportive framing of rejection to protect participants’ 

wellbeing.” 

• Demonstrating Accountability and Building Trust - Transparent evaluation reassured 

all stakeholders - including funders, statutory partners, and the VCFSE sector - that 

decisions were made openly and lessons would be acted upon. This was especially 

important given the experimental nature of the process and the need to justify the use of 

public funds. 

• Informing Wider Practice - The evaluation aimed to generate learning not just for this 

programme, but for others considering participatory or co-produced funding models. As 

one applicant put it, “If we can be the changemakers… it could set a benchmark.” 

The rationale for evaluating this process was to understand its impact, ensure fairness, capture 

learning, and support the ongoing development of more inclusive, effective, and accountable 

grant-making approaches. 
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3. Methodology 

 

The evaluation process was designed to capture a comprehensive, multi-perspective 

understanding of how the new approach worked in practice. The methodology included the 

following key elements: 

Multi-Stakeholder Feedback Collection 

• Commissioner Perspective (Lincolnshire Integrated Care Board) – Reflections and 

structured interviews were conducted with commissioning lead to understand their 

expectations, experiences, and concerns – especially regarding governance, decision-

making, and emotional investment. 

• Applicants Perspective (VCFSE) – Feedback was gathered through direct quotes, 

group discussions, and post-event surveys. This captured their views on inclusivity, 

process clarity, fairness, and the usual issue of sustainability. 

• Administrator Perspective (LVET) – Process leads and administrators provided 

detailed accounts of event logistics, facilitation, communication, and practical challenges, 

both through interviews and written reflections. 

Thematic Analysis 

• Data from interviews, transcripts, surveys, and group discussions were analysed 

thematically. 

• Key themes were identified across all perspectives, such as facilitation, transparency, 

power dynamics, time constraints, and as expected, sustainability. 

• Direct quotes were extracted to illustrate and validate each theme. 

Session Observations and Documentation 

• Observational notes were taken during key events (e.g., Q&A sessions and Collaboration 

Days). 

• Session summaries and structured feedback were used to capture real-time reactions, 

questions, and suggestions for improvement. 

Comparative and Cross-Perspective 

• Findings from each stakeholder group were compared to identify both shared and unique 

experiences. 

• This approach ensured that the evaluation reflected the diversity of views and surfaced 

any tensions or consensus points. 
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Recommendations Development 

• Recommendations were generated based on the triangulated findings, with a focus on 

practical improvements for future rounds. 

• The evaluation explicitly linked recommendations to the evidence and direct feedback 

from participants. 

Limitations 

• The report writer was not able to attend every session made available to participants.  

• Much of the evaluation is based on reflections, interviews, and group discussions with 

commissioners, applicants, and administrators. This self-reported data may be subject to 

bias, selective memory, or social desirability, potentially affecting the objectivity of 

findings. 

• While multiple perspectives are included, the evaluation may not fully capture the 

experiences of all participant groups—especially those who did not attend, were less 

vocal, or were unsuccessful in the process. The voices of smaller or less confident 

organisations, and those with lived experience, may be underrepresented. 

• This evaluation primarily covers immediate reactions and early outcomes. It does not 

assess the longer-term impact of funded projects, sustainability of collaborations, or 

whether the process leads to systemic change over time. 

• As the process was described as a pilot and an “experiment,” there may be a tendency 

among organisers and participants to focus on successes and learning, rather than 

critically examining failures or unintended consequences. 

• The evaluation relies heavily on qualitative insights and illustrative quotes. 

• Although the experience of unsuccessful applicants is discussed, the evaluation did not 

have systematically gathered or analysed their feedback, which could limit understanding 

of fairness and areas for improvement. 

 

4. Overview of the Grant Making Process 

Full details of the grant giving process are including on the LVET website. A summary of the 

process is shown below. This report focusses on the process from ‘start’ to the point of ‘funding 

decisions’. 

START 

▼ 

Getting Ready 

Online Q&A sessions for questions 

https://lvet.co.uk/health-inequalities-vcfse-grant-fund-2025-2026/
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Encourage attendance at Collaboration Days 

Recruit people with lived experience 

▼ 

Collaboration Days 

Two sessions: one online, one in person 

Build relationships, spark ideas, create momentum 

▼  

Co-Creation 

Groups develop proposals together 

▼  

Pitch to Panel 

Submit short application form 

Deliver a short pitch to the panel (support provided) 

▼  

Funding Decisions 

Decisions made by the group on the day 

Focus on real needs, not just traditional funding criteria 

▼  

Monitoring & Evaluation 

Support for all projects to monitor progress and outcomes 

Share learning throughout the process 

▼ 

END 

The timeline for the grant giving process was approximately 14 weeks (27th June – 3rd October 

2025) from launch to project start. 

• Fund Launch - 27th June 2025 

• Q&A Sessions - Week commencing 7th July 2025 

• Collaboration Days - Week commencing 14th July 2025 

• Short written application submission - By Friday 29th August 2025 

• Pitch to Panel Day - Wednesday 10th September 2025 

• Decisions agreed - Wednesday 10th September 2025 

• Funds transferred - Within 7 days of due diligence completed (anticipated before end of 

September 2025) 

• Project Start - October 2025 

• Project End - End of March 2026 (6-month projects)   
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5. Analysis of Different Perspectives 

 

There were three key perspectives of interest in 

relation to the evaluation: the commissioner, the 

applicants and the administrators of the grant. Below 

analyses the feedback from all three perspectives.  

Commissioner Perspective 

The commissioner’s experience of the participatory grant-making process was shaped by a mix 

of anticipation, professional risk, and a willingness to embrace innovation. Entering the process, 

commissioners faced significant uncertainty - not only about the logistics and outcomes of the 

new approach, but also about how it would be received by fellow public sector colleagues, some 

of whom were more used to traditional, hierarchical funding models. This pressure highlighted 

the cultural shift required to move from established, form-based decision-making to a more 

open, democratic, and collaborative process. 

A key enabler of success was the role of the facilitator at the Pitch to Panel day. The 

commissioner observed that having a neutral, personable facilitator was critical in setting the 

tone for the event, reducing hierarchy, and encouraging open participation. This helped to 

create a safe environment where both commissioners and applicants could engage more 

authentically, and where the process felt less formal and more inclusive. 

The live pitch format was a notable departure from 

previous practice. Commissioners found that 

hearing directly from applicants, rather than 

reading lengthy written submissions, allowed for a 

more immediate connection with the projects and 

the people behind them. This format enabled commissioners to better understand the passion, 

context, and potential impact of each proposal, and to ask clarifying questions in real time. 

However, the process also introduced new challenges - particularly around the transparency of 

the voting mechanism. While the physical act of voting was engaging, its visibility created 

discomfort for some, raising concerns about peer 

influence and the potential for inhibiting honest choices. 

The shift to a participatory model also surfaced 

discomfort among some public sector colleagues, who were less accustomed to informal, co-

produced approaches. This highlighted the need for clearer ground rules, better preparation, 

and explicit communication about the rationale and expectations for the process. 

Perhaps most significantly, the commissioner found themselves more emotionally invested in 

the outcomes than in previous funding rounds. Meeting applicants face-to-face and witnessing 

“I far preferred this way… than a 

traditional process where we usually 

have to read through 20 pages of a bid.” 

“I liked having the coins and 

voting… it was quite exciting.” 

“I’ve met all of them… I want to 

go and see the projects for 

myself.” 
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their commitment fostered a sense of personal responsibility and motivation to support the 

projects. However, this also brought new pressures - particularly regarding the sustainability of 

funded initiatives and the limitations of available resources, despite this being a common 

concern of all grant funding initiatives. 

Despite initial apprehensions, the commissioner was ultimately surprised by the effectiveness of 

the process. The event fostered consensus, creativity, and stronger cross-sector relationships, 

and even sceptics were won over by the end. The experience underscored the value of 

participatory approaches, while also revealing areas for improvement - such as the need for 

more time, clearer guidance, and ongoing support for both successful and unsuccessful 

applicants. 

The commissioner’s perspective demonstrates both the opportunities and challenges of shifting 

to participatory grant-making. The process deepened engagement and accountability, but also 

required cultural adaptation, careful facilitation, and attention to the emotional and practical 

realities of collaborative decision-making. 

Commissioners entered the process with both excitement and apprehension, facing pressure 

from colleagues and uncertainty about balancing democratic decision-making with statutory 

accountability. 

 

Applicants Perspective 

Applicants responded very positively to the participatory 

grant-making process, particularly valuing its inclusivity 

and the opportunity for genuine dialogue. The format 

allowed a wide range of voices to be heard, breaking 

down barriers that often exist in traditional funding 

processes. Many participants felt empowered to share 

both strengths and challenges, and the event fostered a 

sense of community and mutual support among 

organisations that might otherwise have seen each other as competitors. 

However, applicants also identified several areas where the process could be improved. The 

most common concern was the limited time allocated for pitches, which many felt, did not allow 

them to fully communicate the complexity or potential impact of their projects. This time 

pressure sometimes led to rushed presentations and insufficient opportunity for meaningful 

questions and answers. 

“Beautiful because everyone here 

have a voice, express 

themselves, can point out good 

things and bad things, perfect – 

inclusion, everyone can have a 

conversation.” 
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Clarity around objectives, outcomes, and assessment 

criteria was another recurring theme. Applicants wanted 

more explicit guidance on what was expected, both in 

terms of project delivery and how proposals would be 

evaluated. The lack of a transparent, structured scoring 

system left some unsure about how decisions were 

made and whether the process was truly fair. Care 

would need to be taken to ensure the essence and ethos of the approach is not lost.  

Information sharing was also highlighted as an area for development. While applicants 

appreciated the opportunity to learn about each other’s work, they expressed a need for more 

detailed, pre-shared information - such as budget breakdowns and project summaries - to 

enable better value-for-money assessments and informed decision-making. At the same time, 

there were concerns about the sensitivity of sharing certain financial details openly. 

The visible, in-person voting mechanism, while engaging, raised questions about fairness and 

peer influence. Some applicants felt uncomfortable with the lack of anonymity, and suggested 

that a more structured, perhaps digital, approach could help ensure impartiality. 

Sustainability was a major concern. Applicants were 

keenly aware that the value of their work extended 

beyond the initial funding period, and many worried 

about the future of their projects once the grant ended. 

They called for mechanisms to support ongoing 

collaboration, networking, and access to further 

resources. It should be noted that this is a common concern across all grant funding initiatives.  

Overall, while the majority preferred this new, interactive approach to traditional written bids, 

applicants were clear that future rounds should build in more structure, transparency, and 

support - without losing the energy, inclusivity, and community spirit that made the process so 

valuable. 

 

Applicants embraced the participatory process for its openness and networking benefits, but 

highlighted the need for clearer structure, fairer assessment, better information sharing, and 

stronger support for sustainability to ensure the process is both inspiring and robust. 

 

Administrator Perspective 

Administrators played a pivotal role in shaping and delivering the participatory grant-making 

process, and their reflections highlight both the strengths and operational challenges of this new 

approach. 

“Perhaps need to be a bit clearer 

on what we want to deliver 

objectives and outcomes – 

sometimes you need to be a bit 

clearer.” 

“Thank you all with leave with a 

good network today, and ideas is 

great and not easy for panel. 

Brilliant idea.” 
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A major strength identified was the transparency of the 

process. By enabling all participants to see and discuss 

proposals openly, administrators helped foster 

legitimacy and a shared understanding of how funding 

decisions were made. This openness contributed to a 

sense of collective ownership and accountability, which 

is often lacking in more traditional, closed-door funding 

panels. 

The use of independent facilitation was another key enabler. Having a neutral facilitator allowed 

process leads to focus on supporting participants and managing the event, rather than being 

drawn into the technicalities of facilitation or decision-making. This division of roles helped 

maintain impartiality and ensured that the event ran smoothly, with participants feeling 

supported and heard. 

However, the process was not without its logistical challenges. Practical issues such as an 

undersized venue, awkward room layout, and the complexities of providing catering added 

unnecessary stress for both organisers and attendees. These challenges highlighted the 

importance of thorough planning and the need to match logistical arrangements to the ambitions 

of the process. 

The visible, in-person voting mechanism, while intended to be engaging, introduced discomfort 

for some participants. Administrators observed that the lack of anonymity in voting could make 

individuals feel exposed or rejected, particularly those whose projects received less support. 

This aspect of the process underscored the need to balance transparency with psychological 

safety, perhaps by adopting more discreet or digital voting methods in the future. 

Power dynamics also emerged as a challenge. Some statutory sector participants were 

perceived as adopting hierarchical attitudes, which risked undermining the ethos of equal 

partnership and could make voluntary sector participants feel undervalued. This highlighted the 

need for better orientation and cultural alignment among all participants, ensuring that everyone 

understands and embraces the collaborative, co-produced nature of the process. 

Despite these challenges, the process demonstrated flexibility and adaptability. Administrators 

were able to accommodate unexpected developments - 

such as last-minute or unconventional applications - 

and more projects were funded than might have been 

possible under a traditional model. There was also a 

strong sense of collective responsibility, with 

participants expressing a commitment to support 

unsuccessful applicants in finding alternative funding. 

“The process was open, with all 

participants able to see and 

discuss proposals, fostering 

legitimacy and understanding of 

funding decisions.” 

“There was a strong sense of 

peer support, with a commitment 

to help unsuccessful applicants 

find funding elsewhere.” 
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Finally, administrators recognised the importance of learning from this pilot. They emphasised 

the need to design future processes with greater attention to anonymity, supportive feedback, 

and participant wellbeing, ensuring that the process continues to evolve and improve. 

Administrators valued the transparency, collaboration, and facilitation that defined the 

participatory process, but also identified practical and cultural challenges that need to be 

addressed. Their insights point to the importance of robust planning, psychological safety, and 

shared values in making participatory grant-making both effective and inclusive. 

 

6. Findings 

 

Accessibility of the Process 

Across all groups, there was consensus that the process was more accessible than traditional 

funding models but still presented barriers. Applicants appreciated the opportunity for open 

dialogue and the chance for all voices to be heard. 

However, both applicants and administrators noted that the application and pitch process could 

be clearer and more structured. Time constraints were a particular concern: 

Commissioners and administrators recognised that some participants, especially from smaller or 

less experienced organisations, needed more explicit guidance and support to navigate the 

process. 

Transparency and Fairness 

Transparency was widely valued. Administrators highlighted that the open process allowed 

everyone to see and discuss proposals, which fostered legitimacy.  

Yet, the visible, in-person voting mechanism raised concerns about psychological safety and 

fairness. Both applicants and administrators observed that the lack of anonymity could inhibit 

honest choices and make some feel exposed or rejected. 

Applicants also called for a more transparent, structured scoring system to ensure fairness in 

decision-making. 

Support and Capacity Building 

The role of the facilitator was universally praised for creating a safe, inclusive environment and 

reducing hierarchy.  
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Applicants valued the support offered but wanted more detailed, pre-shared information packs 

and clearer assessment criteria. Administrators recognised the need for better orientation, 

especially for statutory sector participants, to ensure everyone understood the ethos and 

expectations of the process. 

Impact on Recipients 

The participatory format fostered deeper understanding, emotional investment, and stronger 

relationships across sectors. Commissioners found themselves more personally invested. 

Applicants highlighted the networking and community-building benefits.  

However, the short timescales and limited funding challenged the sustainability and impact of 

projects. Both commissioners and applicants expressed concern about what happens when the 

funding ends. 

Experience of Unsuccessful Applicants 

There was a strong sense of collective responsibility, with participants expressing a commitment 

to help unsuccessful applicants find alternative funding.  

However, the process for providing feedback and supporting unsuccessful applicants could be 

improved. Administrators and applicants noted that more structured, supportive feedback would 

help maintain goodwill and encourage future participation. 

Role of the Managing Organisation 

Administrators played a crucial role in managing logistics, communication, and relationships. 

The use of independent facilitation allowed process leads to focus on engagement and 

decision-making.  

However, logistical challenges - such as venue size, room layout, and catering added 

unnecessary stress and highlighted the need for robust planning. 

Relationship Between Grant Giver and Grant Manager 

The process revealed the importance of alignment and trust between commissioners (grant 

givers) and administrators (grant managers). Commissioners appreciated the flexibility and 

openness of the process, while administrators emphasised the need for clear boundaries, 

eligibility checks, and shared values. Power imbalances, particularly from statutory sector 

participants, risked undermining the ethos of equal partnership.  
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7. Comparison of Perspectives 

 

Whilst there was much in common across all the perspectives, there were still some specific 

and subtle differences. Analysis of these differences helps to understand what matters to each.  

 

Accessibility of the Process 

Applicants Generally positive about the inclusivity and opportunity for all voices 

to be heard but felt the process needed more structure and clearer 

guidance, especially regarding time for pitches and assessment 

criteria. 

Administrators Acknowledged that some participants needed more explicit 

orientation and support, particularly those less familiar with pitching 

or collaborative bids. 

Commissioners Recognised the process was a cultural shift and noted some public 

sector colleagues’ discomfort with the less formal, more open 

approach. 

Applicants and administrators both wanted more structure and clarity, but applicants 

focused on the need for practical guidance and fairness, while commissioners were more 

concerned with the cultural adaptation required for public sector colleagues. 

 

Transparency and Fairness 

Applicants Valued the open process but were uneasy about the visible voting, 

feeling it could inhibit honest choices and create discomfort. 

Administrators Saw transparency as a strength but recognised that visible voting 

undermined psychological safety for some and suggested more 

anonymous methods in future. 

Commissioners Found the voting engaging but also noted concerns about peer 

influence and the potential for inhibiting honest choices. 

All groups saw transparency as positive, but applicants and administrators were more 
critical of the visible voting’s impact on fairness and comfort, while commissioners 
balanced engagement with concern about influence. 

 

Support and Capacity Building 

Applicants Wanted more detailed, pre-shared information, clearer assessment 

criteria, and more support for preparing pitches. 
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Administrators Highlighted the importance of independent facilitation and 

recognised the need for better orientation, especially for statutory 

sector participants. 

Commissioners Praised the facilitator’s role in reducing hierarchy and making the 

process feel safer and more inclusive. 

Applicants focused on practical support and information, administrators on facilitation and 
orientation, and commissioners on the facilitator’s impact on group dynamics. 

 

Impact on Recipients 

Applicants Appreciated the networking and community-building benefits but 

were naturally concerned about sustainability and the future of their 

projects after funding ended. 

Administrators Noted that the process allowed more projects to be funded and 

fostered collective responsibility but also recognised the challenge of 

supporting unsuccessful applicants. 

Commissioners Felt more emotionally invested than in traditional processes, which 

increased motivation but also personal pressure regarding 

sustainability. 

Applicants and commissioners both worried about sustainability, but applicants 
emphasised the need for ongoing support, while commissioners highlighted their own 
increased emotional investment. Administrators focused on the collective responsibility 
and practicalities of follow-up. 

 

Experience of Unsuccessful Applicants 

Applicants Wanted more structured, supportive feedback and clearer 

explanations for decisions. 

Administrators Recognised the need for better post-event support and feedback to 

maintain goodwill. 

Commissioners Did not directly address this theme in the summary, but their 

concern for fairness and consensus suggests awareness of the 

issue. 

Applicants were most vocal about the need for feedback, administrators acknowledged it 
as an area for improvement, and commissioners’ views were less explicit. 

 

Role of the Managing Organisation 

Applicants Did not focus on logistics but valued the support and communication 

from organisers. 
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Administrators Highlighted logistical challenges and the need for robust planning, 

as well as the benefits of independent facilitation. 

Commissioners Appreciated the process management but were more focused on 

the cultural and relational aspects. 

Administrators were most concerned with logistics and process management, while 

applicants and commissioners focused more on relational and experiential aspects. 

 

Relationship Between Grant Giver and Grant Manager 

Applicants Experienced the effects of these dynamics, sometimes feeling 

undervalued or uncertain about the process. 

Administrators Noted that power imbalances, especially from statutory sector 

participants, risked undermining equal partnership. 

Commissioners Recognised the need for alignment and trust and were aware of the 

tensions between democratic decision-making and statutory 

accountability. 

Administrators and commissioners both recognised the challenge of balancing power and 

partnership, but administrators focused on observed behaviours, while commissioners 

reflected on the need for cultural adaptation. Applicants felt the impact but were less likely 

to articulate it in terms of organisational relationships. 

 

In summary, while there was broad agreement on the value of the participatory approach, 

differences emerged in emphasis: 

• Applicants prioritised practical support, fairness, and of course, sustainability. 

• Administrators focused on process management, facilitation, and psychological safety. 

• Commissioners reflected on cultural change, emotional investment, and the balance 

between openness and governance. 

This analysis offered an indication of what matters to people in their respective roles and how 

future grant making using this approach may need to tailor information accordingly. 
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8. Conclusions 

 

The participatory grant-making process was widely seen as innovative, energising, and 

community-building. Direct feedback from all perspectives underscores the importance of skilled 

facilitation, transparent but psychologically safe processes, and ongoing support for both 

successful and unsuccessful applicants. The lessons learned provide a strong foundation for 

refining and scaling this model in future funding rounds. 

Whilst there is evidence of a ‘pull’ for structure and formality, care must be taken in future to 

ensure appropriate balance or there is a risk of the process becoming a large ‘community panel’ 

and losing the essence of this being a different way of working.  

 

9. Recommendations 

Recommendations from this evaluation are detailed below. See Appendix A for future project 

Reflective Checklist.  

 

Logistical and Practical Recommendations 

1. Retain and Formalise the Facilitator Role - Ensure every Pitch to Panel day is led by 

an independent, skilled facilitator to maintain impartiality, manage group dynamics, and 

support inclusive participation. 

2. Refine the Voting Mechanism - Implement anonymous or digital voting (e.g., secure 

online platforms or confidential ballots) to protect privacy and reduce peer influence. 

3. Extend Event Duration and Preparation Time - Schedule longer sessions for pitches, 

Q&A, and networking. Allow more lead-in time for applicants to prepare and for 

organisers to promote and support the process. 

4. Provide Detailed, Pre-Shared Information Packs - Circulate comprehensive packs to 

all participants in advance, including project summaries, budgets, objectives, and clear 

guidance on what information will remain confidential. 

5. Develop and Share a Proportionate, Clear Scoring Matrix - Use a proportionate, 

transparent, weighted scoring system for assessment and decision-making, and share 

this with all applicants before the event. 

6. Enhance Logistical Planning - Select venues that are accessible and appropriately 

sized, ensure effective room layouts for group work and voting, and plan catering and 

technology support to match the scale of the event. 

Strategic and Behavioural Recommendations 
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7. Set Clear Ground Rules and Provide Orientation - Establish and communicate 

expectations for behaviour, participation, and decision-making at the outset. Offer 

orientation sessions, especially for statutory partners and those new to participatory 

funding. 

8. Strengthen Accessibility and Clarity - Provide clear, concise information about the 

process, eligibility, and expectations from the outset. Develop and share detailed 

guidance documents and FAQs. Simplify application and pitch requirements to be 

accessible to all. 

9. Expand Support and Capacity Building - Offer training, mentoring, and ongoing 

support for pitching, collaboration, and proposal development. Ensure feedback is 

constructive, timely, and tailored to both successful and unsuccessful applicants. 

10. Embed Lived Experience and Equity - Involve people with lived experience in all 

stages of the process, from design to decision-making. Ensure equity is a core principle 

in both process and outcomes. 

11. Promote Sustainability and Follow-On Collaboration – As with any grant funding, 

encourage commissioners and applicants to plan for sustainability beyond initial funding. 

Facilitate networking and partnership opportunities and support ongoing collaboration 

after the grant period. 

12. Maintain the Human, Inclusive Spirit - Preserve the relational, community-building 

aspects of the process while adding necessary structure and rigour. 

13. Strengthen Transparency and Communication - Clearly communicate decision 

rationales and funding outcomes to all applicants. Provide actionable feedback and 

signposting to alternative support for unsuccessful applicants. 

14. Foster Collective Responsibility and Peer Support - Encourage a culture where all 

participants support each other, including those not funded, and promote shared learning 

and responsibility. 

15. Promote Alignment and Address Power Imbalances - Foster shared values and equal 

partnership between commissioners, administrators, and applicants. Address power 

imbalances through explicit ground rules, reflective practice, and ongoing dialogue. 

16. Embed Learning and Continuous Improvement - Systematically capture and share 

learning from each funding round. Use evaluation findings to refine the process and 

inform future participatory grant-making initiatives. Encourage experimentation and 

openness to new approaches, recognising this as a pilot for wider change. 

 

Many of the recommendations outlined in this report are already being addressed as part of the 

ongoing refinement of the participatory grant-making process. The managing organisation and 

partners have demonstrated a commitment to continuous improvement by piloting new 

approaches, enhancing facilitation, and providing clearer guidance and support to participants.  
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Moving forward, it will be important to build on these foundations - systematically implementing 

the full set of recommendations, monitoring progress, and remaining responsive to feedback 

from all stakeholders. This iterative approach will help ensure the process continues to evolve, 

delivering greater inclusivity, transparency, and impact in future funding rounds. 
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Appendix A 

Participatory Project Design & Delivery - REFLECTIVE CHECKLIST 

 

Project Name: __________________________________________  

Project Lead: ___________________________________________  

Date: _________________________________________________ 

 

Section 1: Logistical and Practical Considerations 

# Question Notes / Actions Done 

1 Do we have an independent, skilled 

facilitator to lead key sessions? 

 [   ] 

2 How will the facilitator manage group 

dynamics and ensure inclusive 

participation? 

 [   ] 

3 Will the voting mechanism protect 

participants’ privacy (e.g., anonymous 

or digital)? 

 [   ] 

4 How will we reduce peer or power 

influence in decision-making? 

 [   ] 

5 Is the event scheduled with enough 

time for pitches, Q&A, and 

networking? 

 [   ] 

6 Have participants been given 

sufficient notice and preparation 

support? 

 [   ] 

7 Are detailed pre-event information 

packs prepared and circulated? 

 [   ] 

8 Do packs include project summaries, 

budgets, objectives, and 

confidentiality guidance? 

 [   ] 
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# Question Notes / Actions Done 

9 Is there a clear, proportionate, and 

transparent scoring matrix? 

 [   ] 

10 Has the scoring matrix been shared 

with participants before the event? 

 [   ] 

11 Are venues accessible and 

appropriately sized for the event? 

 [   ] 

12 Have we planned room layouts, 

catering, and technology support? 

 [   ] 

 

Section 2: Strategic and Behavioural Considerations 

# Question Notes / Actions Done 

13 Have we established clear 

expectations for behaviour, 

participation, and decision-making? 

 [   ] 

14 Will participants receive orientation, 

especially newcomers or statutory 

partners? 

 [   ] 

15 Are process, eligibility, and 

expectations clearly communicated 

from the start? 

 [   ] 

16 Are application and pitch requirements 

simple and accessible for all 

participants? 

 [   ] 

17 Is training, mentoring, and support 

available for participants? 

 [   ] 

18 Will feedback be timely, constructive, 

and tailored for all applicants? 

 [   ] 

19 Are people with lived experience 

involved in all stages of the project? 

 [   ] 

20 How will equity be embedded in both 

process and outcomes? 

 [   ] 
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# Question Notes / Actions Done 

21 How will each project encourage 

sustainability beyond initial funding? 

 [   ] 

22 Are there opportunities for networking 

and ongoing collaboration? 

 [   ] 

23 Are we maintaining relational, 

community-building aspects alongside 

structure and process? 

 [   ] 

24 Are decision rationales and outcomes 

clearly communicated to all 

participants? 

 [   ] 

25 Is guidance provided to unsuccessful 

applicants, including alternative 

support options? 

 [   ] 

26 How will the project encourage shared 

learning and support among 

participants? 

 [   ] 

27 How will shared values and equal 

partnerships be fostered? 

 [   ] 

28 Are power imbalances addressed 

through ground rules and reflective 

practice? 

 [   ] 

29 How will learning be captured, shared, 

and used to refine future projects? 

 [   ] 

30 Are we encouraging experimentation 

and openness to new approaches? 

 [   ] 
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