
 

 

 

Dear Mr Jack Gilbert 
 
Re: Main Stream Grant Application 2012/2015 
 
At Cabinet on 3rd October, the Mayor considered the recommendations from the Corporate Grants 
Programme Board with regard to the allocation of the Main Stream Grants programme. He recognised 
that in the current economic climate this funding is important to the voluntary and community sector 
which is why the Council has not reduced the Mainstream Grants budget even though the moneys 
received by the Council have been reduced. 
 
The Mayor endorsed the approach of the Board that in making the recommendations for allocating the 
moneys organisations needed to be encouraged to become more self-sufficient as it is clear public 
sector funding will continue to be reduced. 
 
The Mayor is minded to accept the recommendations within the report but wishes to be clear on the 
impact of the recommendations to the services offered by those organisations which applied for 
grants before he makes the allocation decisions. He is therefore offering a review of individual 
recommendations to allow any organisation which has applied to set out further information about 
their services and the impact of the recommendation. 
 
The recommendation for your project is set out below. If you wish this to be reviewed, please send 
your review request within 7 days of this notification as the Mayor is concerned not to delay the 
distribution of grant moneys. 
 
Project title: Countering Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Inequality, Exclusion and Hatred 
 
Council funding stream: Community and Economic Engagement 
 
Recommendation of: 10,000.00.  Where a grant has been recommended it is to cover the period 1st 
January 2013 to 31st March 2015.  The funding is to provide services in accordance with a Grant 
Agreement which we will negotiate with you.  The 'right of review' is set out below and you may 
therefore wish to make a formal request to review the recommendation. If this is the case, you are 
required to complete the Review Request information below and return this entire document to me at 
the following email address:thirdsector@towerhamlets.gov.uk by 5:00pm Thursday 11 October. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Everett Haughton 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
London Borough of Tower Hamlets 
Main Stream Grants Commissioning 2012/15 
 
Review Procedures and Arrangements 
Any organisation that has applied for funding through the Main Stream Grants programme and is 
dissatisfied with the proposed outcome can ask for the recommendation to be reviewed. In this 
context, the organisation should make a formal request to the Council to review its recommendation 
regarding (a) the rejection of the application i.e. no funding awarded; or, (b) the level of funding which 
has been proposed setting out why and how it believes the Council's proposal is flawed. 
 
In both circumstances, the following information sets out the requirements of the organisation 
requesting the review and provides details of how the review process works. 
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Requesting a Review 
All requests for a review must be submitted by email to:thirdsector@towerhamlets.gov.uk  clearly 
setting out the reason(s) for the review. Including the proposal's impact on the services delivered by 
the organisation. 
 
For a review to be considered, the review request must be received within 7 days and must give 
detailed information on why and how the organisation believes the Council's proposal is flawed, and 
the impact the recommendation will have on the organisation. 
 
The Review Process 
Stage 1 
Review requests will initially be reviewed by the appropriate directorate grants team who will prepare 
a 'review statement and recommendation' for the Corporate Grants Programme Board. 
 
Stage 2 
The Corporate Grants Programme Board will consider the review statement and recommendation and 
prepare a final 'decision for ratification' by the Mayor. 
 
Stage 3 
The appropriate directorate grants team will convey the final decision to the organisation by email 
giving reasons for the decision. There is no further appeal within the Council. 
 
Please set out your review request information below. 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
REVIEW REQUEST - No more than 1000 words 
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Dear Sir/Madam 

I hereby submit this formal request on behalf of Rainbow Hamlets that you review your 
proposed award of only £10,000 for our MSG bid entitled 'Countering Lesbian, Gay, 
Bisexual and Transgender  Inequality, Exclusion and Hatred' on the basis that your 
practice did not conform to the guidance given by the Equalities and Human Rights 
Commission to public bodies making financial decisions.  

A statement of under 1000 words is pasted below this cover note. For reasons set out in 
that statement we also attach Appendix 1, which sets out the key evidential basis for 
assessing need, community impact and potential mitigation.  

Both the review and the proposal are supported by Rev Alan Green, Chair of the No Place 
For Hate delivery sub group, and Tower Hamlets Homes, amongst others. 

Yours truly,  

 
Chair, Rainbow Hamlets 

 

Why this award proposal is flawed 

The procedure did not comply with EHRC guidance Making Fair Financial Decisions. Since this project 
specifically addresses exclusion and hate crime targeted at people who share a protected characteristic this 
failure gives right to action under the Equality Act 2010 and by judicial review.  

Key departures from the guidance (in red) are identified below. 

“Assessments of the impact on equality to be carried out at a formative stage so that assessment is an integral 
part of the development of a proposed policy, not a later justification of a policy already adopted. 

“Make the decision-making process…transparent”  

At the Third Sector Advisory Board meeting on 10/10/12 both the Council’s Chris Holme and the CEO of 
THCVS stated that equality impact assessments had not been completed  before proposals went from 
officers to the programme board vetting their assessments for this stream, nor before presentation of 
official documents to the LBTH Cabinet Meeting.  

Our application was submitted under the Community and Economic Engagement funding stream. The guidance 
made no reference to prioritisation of economic over community engagement, yet the ranking of funded projects 
indicates that economic engagement programmes were favoured in the internal scoring process.  

Your public duty was to create a scoring system and a process that was free from direct or indirect discrimination 
and/or mitigated any exclusionary impact on protected groups.  

We believe the very different nature of community and economic engagement projects presented a real 
challenge to your assessment methodology, and the weighting towards economic proposals indicates a source of 
indirect discrimination against those schemes dealing with community engagement for protected groups.  

Having failed to embed EqIA processes at a formative stage, this was not identified and adequate mitigation was 
not made. Transparency was also undermined by the refusal to publish how projects were scored.   

“Public authorities should consider the information and research already available locally and nationally. The 
assessment of impact on equality should be underpinned by up-to-date and reliable information about the 

different protected groups that the proposal is likely to have an impact on. A lack of information is not  
a sufficient reason to conclude that there is no impact. 

“It is not enough to state simply that a policy will impact on everyone equally; there should be a more in-depth 
consideration of available evidence to see if particular protected groups are more likely to be affected than 

others.” 

The MSG decision-making process has not been evidence-based. Our application was assessed by 

economic engagement specialists. We would not expect them to have the knowledge/expertise to assess the 
impact of this LGBT community engagement project and the need or importance within the strategy/action plan of 
the LSP on hate crime, domestic violence, community cohesion, equalities. 

The word count and attachment restraints imposed by the online application system made it impossible to 
provide detailed evidence or information about an area of work and a community with which they have little 
experience. However, we made plain in our application such data was available upon request. We also indicated 
that the proposal had been developed following close consultation with the relevant LBTH staff.  

We were appalled that no information or advice was requested from ourselves, the LBTH Hate Crime and DV 
Team or from Tower Hamlets Homes, who are a delivery partner and have undertaken local research.  

http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/uploaded_files/EqualityAct/PSED/making_fair_financial_decisions.pdf


The word limit in this document once again prevents us from setting out robust evidence of need and 
impact in full; we have instead included critical information in Appendix 1. We supply it so that you can 
use it as a starting point/route map to meet your duty to consider research already available (see 
above).      

“Ensure that your decision includes a consideration of the actions that would help to avoid or mitigate any 
impacts on particular protected groups. “ 

It was admitted at TSAB that no such analysis had been undertaken. In September, we informed you that 

the LGBT MPS Liaison Officer role ends on Wed 17 October. This makes the need. and the community impact of 
failing to fund this core service, even greater. Information in Appendix 1 bears directly on the question of 
mitigation for each work area in our application.  Again, we supply it on the basis that you will use it as a starting 
point in your assessment. £10,000 for 2.25 years in no way meets these needs. 

“Individual decisions should also be informed by the wider context of decisions in your own and other relevant 
public authorities, so that particular groups are not unduly affected by the cumulative effects of different 

decisions.” 

“Equal treatment does not always produce equal outcomes; sometimes authorities will have to take particular 
steps for certain groups to address an existing disadvantage or to meet differing needs.” 

This project is part of a strategy to develop essential infrastructure for LGBT people in Tower Hamlets.  

We are increasingly asked to provide sophisticated responses to help statutory and other agencies fulfil their new 
LGBT-related public duties on equalities, to address hate crime and complex matters of cohesion, and implement 
community building initiatives like East London Pride.  And we want to; it is part of our charitable goals to do so. 
For more information about our work last year see our annual report.  

As a board we can no longer sustain this on a purely voluntary basis. In 2011, we gave over £50,000 of pro bono 
time. 

No other protected group is expected to function this way. It would be grossly unfair to LGBT people if funding 
guidelines/programmes and the decision-making processes conspired to generate absolutely no funding for core 
infrastructure.  

This project proposal provides HALF of the core funding for key services, which allows us to build capacity over 
several years and bring in matched funding.  

Without this funding we cannot guarantee Rainbow Hamlets as a viable going concern. All the good work we 
have done, all the relationships built, will be wasted.  

 
(999 words) 

Submitted By Jack Gilbert 

on behalf of Rainbow Hamlets 

 

Attachment: Appendix 1 – Key Evidence of Need and Community Impact 

 

 

 

http://rainbowhamlets.files.wordpress.com/2011/12/11072401-annual-report-2011-12-final.pdf
http://rainbowhamlets.files.wordpress.com/2012/10/appendix-1-key-evidence-of-need-and-community-impact.pdf

